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Chapter I

Introduction

+

This final report is the end product of a contract between the

Connecticut State Department of Education and The University of Con-

b

"necticut. The program proposed by the University was titled, "Encour-
- . . ¥ , + . - +

aging Linkages Between CETA Youth Programs and Vocational Education in
- ' ~

the State of Connecticut". 'Tq;ee major objectiaes were outlined for
the program. Thesg,ob;ectxves were to be accomplxshed thraugh five —

epecxfxc ;%txvltxes. The. objectives were: : -~

¢ 1. *To increase commuﬁLcatzon, coordination, and collaboration
'between the CETA and Local Educationgl Agency (LEA) systems
within Connecticut for the purpose of reducxng youth unem—

ployment through improved education and vocational skill
development‘

Establxsh cooperative efforts with Youth Employment and -
Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) between schools and ,

Prime Sponsors; and s
: L4

3. Identifylthoae factors that foster the development of
inpovative mechanisms for Voqgtzonal Educatxon—CETA
.lihkages. oo ‘

Pursuant te these objectives five adtivities were‘initiated:
L} - iy . + "‘

t. An educAtion/CETA Task Force, comprised of representatives -
from CETA Prime Sponsors, Youth Employment and Training
Programs (YETP), Local Educatxon Agencies (LEA), and several
State agenc¢ies, was .forméd to provxde adVLce and guldance to
the pYoject; . : .

o - R
slx'regzonal ubrkshops were held to deaérxbe the pro; t
to interested LEA-and CETA staff and o' discuss obstacles
to successful llnkage efforts w1th them; TN

The laws andiregulatzons supporting’ LEA/CETA linkage éfforts

were reviewed and summarized, along with several -exemplary °
linkage programs, in a publication entitled "LEAJCETA Parter-
nerships: The sttorzpal Context";

+”

*




+ N .

&. A survey was conducted of educators and CETA/Yogth Ecploy-~
meht .and Training (YETP) staff regarding the adequacy of
.current linkage efforts and the importancg to them of
various potential obstacles; and

A one~-day Btatewxde ‘conference was held for CETA/YETP and
LEA staff to discuss vocational eduqation 4nd manpower
initiatives, to describe the findings .of ‘the LEA/CETA
survey, Wnd ‘to discuss ways of 1ncorporat1ng survey

findings into existing grograms.
. *

After the State Department of Education develvped the Request
+ M | I . - .

for Proposal outlining the program in 1979 and subsequent to the actual -
g .

‘ ot -
.initiation of this program, the nature of federal support and_program‘\
. “,._1. * -

empliasis changed'd?amatically. It appears thaé”the level of federal

¥

funding for local vocational education programs will decrease drama-
- .

tically, perhaps 5y as much as 25%. Funding for TitledIV CETT:/

youth.programs may. be cut out entirely, with only modest incredses %n

b

Title .II-B~C (which includes some xouth program activities).
.- Lurrent. CETA legislation mandates cooperative efforts between
CE}A Prlme Sponsors, LEA’S and other CBO’s, arnd prpvxdes for a*percent-

age of the funds recexvéd by each Prime Sponsor to be set aside to
\

encourage linkage efforts. The current legislation expires in 1982,

- . ‘ . !
and it is unclear whether the present administration will propose new
) b ' -

-

-

e;laployment training. legislaﬁion or *ether such legislation would

3

speczfzcally requ1re 11nkages activities. _ T \ o
ua

The ' changes in federal ‘policy whxchﬂsgcurred between Ty

and June of 1981 have had a significant impact on’ the operation of

- ¢

this project. We could. not blindly“ppxaue goals and:objéetiveél(i.g.,
+
linkage actxvitxes between CETA ‘and LEA’s) wh1c§(appeared to have less.

and less relevance ;o re&iﬁ@y. ‘Since CETA may cease to exist in the

near flture, the goal of encouraging LEA/CETA linkages seems less

. appropriate now. However, one fact remains clear. There is a signi-

-

. J

1&

N,




[ ; - .
fican}rﬁhpulation of unskilled and poorly educated youth thd requires
% . - + ¥ . .

may be in very short subply if the CETA program ‘is

services which
terminated. Public schools may be the only agency with the potential

to coordinate "services to address the needs of this group. The public
s ' - [} —_ . .
schools have had problems serving a disadvantaged clientele in the

-r
s

past. It seems apparent that in order to more effectively serve this

*

. . : [ : - . J.‘ \
clientele, in the present and future, public schools, will have to make

more creative use of resources an%‘modify and adapt ei'sting programs
to address the specific needs of disadvantaged youngs nd adults.

During the ;ouree of this program, we have atteﬁpted to adapt |,

our efforta to the reality of changing federal programs, reduced

kbhdgets and their implications for pub{_; school programs, employment

training efforts, and the disadvantaged clientele which must be sexrved.
- ' N [ “

The sfatewide conference which was conducted as a part of this contract

L

put less emphasis on specific LEA/CETA linkage activities and greater

L3l L]

emphasis on.linkages between schools, community based organizations,

e

- T ' .
private sector employers and other governmental agencies. -This final

report, while detailing specific LEA/CETA 1i'nk;ge data and activities®

which were generated by the project, also presénts a broader perspec-
tive of meeting egucationalfempioyment training needs of the disadvan-
taged. The lnterpretation of the/linkages survey data and our‘recom-'
pendations are both .done with’this broader perspectivé in mind.‘

This report is organized into five major'gectidns or chapters.
Chapter Iis the Introduction and OverVLew. Chapter II is the histori-

A
cal Context of LEA/CETAfLinkage Aetivities, Chapter III presents the
. ot -~
. Results ©of the LEA/CETA Linkages Survey, and Chqpter IV.is the Proced- |
* I I ) . -
ings of the Statewidé Conference. Chapter V presents the Conclusions

and Recommendation{!




Chapter 11

LEA/CETA Partnerﬁhips:z The Historical Context
-~

This chapter presénts a brief summgry'of Federal legislat%pn

-

" + 4
supporting wmandated LEA/CETA linkage effortst a ‘brief overview of

' . 4 . B .
some of these effé;is, and a capsule review of research on the efféc-

.tivehess of Vocational Education and Hanpo@ef Training programs.
- .

N
Federal Legislation Regard1ng Vocat1ona1 Educat1on and ¥

N Employment Tra1n1ng Pro;‘ims

DR !

The history,of federal vocatigpal. education and employment train-
- . "J'{ t -~

ing-initiatives can be divided ihtof;wo periods: During the first, which
extends from 1917 to the early 1980's, the public schools were the primary

agent for vocational educatién& and thus for manpower development: More

<

I/ . . . .
than ted pieces of federal 1 é1slation passed bbtweep 1917 and 1962 support

-+

this conclusion. In the early 1960's, Congress began to qGEStion this

arrangemenc and to write 1eg1slat&Pn d1m1n1sh1ng the role of the schools in*

manpower developmenf Thls s part1cu1ar1y ev1denc in the ‘Manpower Develop-

.

metit and Training Act of 1962 which was grOunded in the assumptlon that the
+ -

public schools had Ef1lgd €0 meet the educat1ona1 and vocational needs

af;students, especﬁ%lly the poor an%q;nemployed. Although subsequent ,
e
legislation may s eni to reaff1rm Congressional falth in public vocational

education, it -is clear that affer 1962 public, agenc1es other than the

t 0 \ }
-school§ were gl re actively i ved in mee§1ng tra1h1ng and emploxment

r‘;‘ . 5
needs. Thus, the se‘con%ﬁrio@‘ﬁhd begun, and the role of the public

»

-




schools as purveyors of vocational education and employment training had

LS

dramatically changed.

\.J. . T
» . ’

- N - .
Federal Vocational Education Legislation to 1963
. Although legislation affecting vocational education pre-dates the
- ]
1900'3, most author1t1es c1te ;be Smxth-Hughe& Act of 1917 as the first

- .-
. £ *

szgnlficant federal vocatxonal educatxon Lnatxatxve. This act was meortant

for severai reasons, Fxrst it prov1ded gr@nts ‘to states for the support

.

+of vocational educatxon. Second, 1t adopted a_oﬁtegor1ca1 approach tobthe\i

development Qf'ocqupational skills, thereby channeling federal support into

spec1f1c occupatxons. Third,-it required that federal aollars'be matched

Mith state dollars, thereby assurmg a@ttnershxp for the support of vo-

v,
cat:Lonal educatl.on whl.Eh contmues to l:h].S day. T‘*nd fourth, it establl.shed

. Federal Board For Vocational Eduoatlon: - ' .

- - - 7

¥

Between 1917 and 1963 at least nineﬂaots were'passea which had sign

n1£1cant pr0V1sxons for .the development Qr continuation of wocatxonal edu~
~ .

,catxon programs. Some- “of these agts were .a response to the Horld ‘Wars; a11

Yo,

. . -t
of them recognized' that the £edera1.government had to provide assistance.

s .
- .

to those seeking employment skills and training. An overview,of the mosgr
) - L 4 - . » ' - ;

(3
— ~

.,

‘ salient features of these acts‘folloﬁit

. ‘1918 Voeational_Re abilitafion Act;-authorized funds for
rehabilitation of World War ] veterams,

4
]
-

. ngﬁ' Smith-Bankhead Act--althorized granmts to states for R
: . agricultural experiment stationms. } )

- -

« 1936 George-Deen Agt--extended federal support to
~ -drstrzbutxye cufricula. . - .

L] . 8

e ‘1943 Vocational Rehabilitation Act~-provided assistance
. to disabled veterans.

% 1944 Servicemen's' Readjustment Act-~provided assistance
for the education of veterans.

5 .

13




»
George-Barden Act--expanded federal support for
yocational education, increased funding levels, and
provxded greater cutrzeulum flexibility within the
eattgorzcal grant structure. ‘

.

CooperatheyReseareh Act-:authorized cooperative
arvangements with universitjes, colleges, and state
] edueation‘agencies;for educational research.

Practical Nurse Training Act—-provided ‘grants 'to
states” for practical nurse training.
National Defense Education Act--provided assistance,
to state and local school systems, for strengthening’
instruction in science, mathemat’ics, foreign languages,
d other critical subjects; provided funmds for the
" lmprovemend of state statistical services; provxded
funds for guidance, c¢ounséling, and testing services
.and training. rnst1tutes‘ instituted higher education
student loans land fellowships; provided funding for
exper1men§at1$n and dissemination of information on-
more effective use of television, motion picture, and
. related media for educational purposes;.provided funds.
,’p for vocational ed#Eation in technical occupatiogs
necessary to the national defense, such as data processing.-

As noted _above, all of these aeta supportﬂd the publxc schools as

<

. the pr1mary agent for vocatxonal tra1n1ng and manpower development. Follow-
£

*
L

ing the Nat1onal Defense Edueatzon Act, however, concern hegag to mount

;that the publlc schools were riot meeting the _many and dxverae tra1n1ng

"peeds of an expandlng and changing populations Thxs, eoupled with rap1d

# -

chnological advances and snbsequgnt increases in unemployment, Ted many

tonclude that public agencies other thah the schools must bfcome involved

o

in raining youth and adults fof the world of work. Thus, the atage was

aet for the Manpower Development “and Training Act of 1962. The stage was

"b\
also set for ‘legislation to imprope~she quality of gervices del1vered

through the sthools. We turn now to a discussion of this Vocational
* l : . * -

. : _
Education legislation.. : \(‘ . P




Federal Vocational Education Legislation From 1963 to 1976.

The three ﬁieces of legislation passed during this time period will

be reviewed in this section., Thgke include the Vocational Education Act of

V.

. The Vocational Educatxon Act of 1963, Thls watershed leglslaf&on

h)

was directed toward Iri school students, high school raduates, ersons
g P

, 1963 and the amendments, to 1t of 1968 and 1976,

4
F)

3

at work, ang_pgrsons whose sﬂ%cess in Tegular vocational educatxon pro- -

grams was impeded by academic, socioecomomic, oT othe¥ handicaps: The .

most important provisions of the Act were those déaling with fundihg,‘
state regulations and evaluation. With .regard to funding, support was
provxdedﬁfpr- (1) the construction of area vocational schools and for

work-study programs in- residential vocational schools; (%’ teacher edu-
*—ﬁ - v
cation,‘p:g%{am development, and evaluation; (3) pilot studies and pro- 4
1‘ " .

grams to impfove the quality and the ‘scope of vocational education ‘serv-

» - " .
'

ices; and (4) support of students who required some’income to remain en-

rolled Yin a training program., ’ . / ’

Hith,regardfto state regulations, the relationship between the
fedg;al and state agencies establishe? by the Smith-Hughes Act remained in

cl . — s ' .
place. However, each state was required to submit a "state plan" in order.
+ o

1

to qualify for financial support. State and local agencies were also
"“required to develop cooperative arrangements with public employment agencies
for guidance and counseling services.fer ﬁarticipangg

f'_ Finally, state‘and local pfograms were subjected to evaluation at

five year intervals to assess program quality ang relevance. A spetial

ad hoc commission was established for this pu}pose.

Sixty mxlllon dollars was initially authdtlzed for the implementa-~

4+ tiom of this Act, and by 196? thls fxgure had increased to $22§\m;1110n.

Ten percent of these ‘funds was used for research and experimentation’in !

M
‘ > +
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pilot prOJects. The-rema1n1ng 90% was distributed to the states based on
populat1on ratios and per cap1ta income. Because of the "matehing" re=-

. quirements’ of the, Act, state .and local monies were - also made avazlable for

‘research and programmatic efforts.

The Votatiomal Bducation Amendments of 1968. These amendments,
o
which restate the essential components of th1‘]963 Act, were deszgned to

*

1mprove access to Vocational - tra1n1ng and retraining. In1t1a11y,‘§355

million was authorized to implement these amendments. This amount in-

<

creased to $675 million,” and later stabilized'at $565 million. v

In addition ‘to supportfngathe 1963 ect, the 1968‘ﬂpendments.cd11ed

for the creation of a National Advisory Council for Voeationei‘ﬁdueation.

“The age.req;irement of ehe'Adule Basic Education Act of 1365 was also re-
duced from lB.tollﬁ,‘and the Ge%rge:?arden Act ‘and the Smith-Hughes Ammend-

ments were repealed:. Stdtes were required to submit plans for vocational

education projects, while provision was made for the training and develop-
ment of Programs for vocational staff through the Higher Education Act of

1965. ,Twenty perceht of _the-funds were allocate&‘for research, exemplary

and innovative programs, currzculum development, couﬁselzng services and -

‘for the training and development of personnél. - Attention was also directed

p) PO

F A

toward overcoming sex bias.. ° .
B * - . -

- The Vocational Fducation Amendments of 1976. This sqt of amendments

was directed\toand the improvemept of existing programs by focusing upon

planning and evaluatidn pfocednres. One of the most important provisiong.

[ tt -

mandated that state bqards,were'to be created to serve as the solé agenty

- -

tesponsxhle for- the adminzstratxon and aupervisxon of vocatxonal educatxon

programs in their respec:zve'atatea. “Directives were aﬁso provided for the_

* )

regulation*oi relationships.between state and local agenczes. In addztzon,
i . , , _ :

o




*

-

all interestéd parties, including state advisory councils, educational and
. . . ' L ] b
L

emp{oyment training personnel, business and industry representatives, and

citizens, were mandated an opportunity to contribute to the state plan.

&

At the federal level, funding was provided for ‘programs for the

. handicapped, disadvantaged, and other identified groups. - The Bd};au of

-

Occupational and Adult Edueatjon-Pas re-established, and by -the & aoiﬁgigaéi v
* L - -Lr‘\-".-

1978 Federal Bureau personnel was 4ncreased by 50% (using (976 as base). A

*

Nationathccupational Information Coordinating Committee was created to coor-

kY

dinate’fh; vocational education information efforts of the U. S. Office’ of
Education, tHe Dephrtment of Labor, -and the National Center éor Edycation
Statistics. 'Meanwhile a unifdrm data reporting and accountability system was
establisbed by the U. S. Office of Education., Finally, states were requirégb
ko establish a; occupational and information coordination committee by ‘

) September of 1977,

v

*

. Pederal Eqplqymenf Training Legislation

As with vocational education, major federal initiatives conCerning,

labor and employment training occurred during the twentieth century. During
“\ “

. the first two deCades, this legislation focused primarily on issues relating

to labor unions and labor disputes. Later legislation addressed particular
a . . .

[ ¥

problems caused by the depression and by World War II..

The first act to.deal specifically with minority and regional unem- " *

ﬁléyment concerns was the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961. More importanmt,

. s to L A .
however, were the Manpower and Development and Training Act of (962, the ‘/////
. o . 3

Economic-Oﬁpértuﬁity Act of 1964, the Comprehensive Employment Act pf']9f?,
: the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning Syst;m‘of 196.8,' the Compfehensivég

Emplo&ment aqdrTr;ining Act of 1973, the Youth Employment and’ Demonstratiom
"- . ' ’ » ¥ q '

-

¥
¥
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?rojecfb Act of 1977, and the 1978 CETA ammendmentsgrlﬂe turn now to a brief

review of these important legislative initiatives. P )

Manpower Development and Training Aect. As noted“hbgve, this 1962

. < :
Act was the first federal initiative calling for cooperdtive efforts between

_the public schools and 6;her agencies in the delivery of ?ocational.education

R
" and manpower training. More specifically, this Act formed a partnership

1

between the Deéﬂg&gent of Health, Education and Welfare' and the Department

of Labor through which private and public agena}es, such as universities

and industry, were able to carry out programs to addresseregional needs.

Although these programs met with some success, there were also notable

‘failures. .In jonneccicuc; for example, 967 of those selected for one such

. @ . :
program d;EHno complete training (Cook, 1977)}. In partial respomse to
' 5

this state of affairs, and to the realization that many of the unemployed

*

were. without basic Jzills, the Act was amended to inclade adult’ basic edu-
. » . .

. - . . : 4
cation provisions. Such programs received renewed support through the

Manpower Act of 1965.

Economi'e 0pportuniéy.Act. This Act diréctly addressed the question

S *

. I
of literacy for the firstitime. It alsé provided for the establishment

b T F 3

.of several employment training programs. Title IA, for example, establfgg

-

Job Corps training centers for youth between the ages of 16 and 21 "%ho were!

not in sthool, were qﬁEmploye&,and were undereducated.™ Remedial education,
. h .

+

skill training, work expfrience, guidance and retreation programs were i

offeved in a coordinated fashion through these centers. Title V of this
. . , * *

Act, along with Title XI of che.Socfal-Seduritx Act, produced the Work

erience‘gyogram.,jthis program was designed to increase the personal

jfidependence and self'sufficieﬁéy of persons othdbiip assistanci}

-
-

]It shoulg. be noted that eahcatioéxfuﬁctions are now the'province of .
* the Department of.Education. . i ..

“ 10




Finallyj Title IIA and IIIB of the Act were designed for specifically
identifiable groups such as migratory workers. Title IIIB, in faet,
created Community Action Programs. The Neighborhood Youth Corps was another

of the programs initiated by the EOﬁtlegislation. This program placed
disadvan?agéd.youths in public service jobs for work experience and pro-

vided basic skills training. .

" Despite the good intentions of the developers of the legislation

aud of those charged with implementation, it goon became apparent that there

k-

was not sufficient coordination and cooperation among program operators,
community agencies, and local edycation agencies to realize the program's
objectives. Thus, several additional Acts were passed in the late 1960'3 '

kY
i

to.attempt to deal with these pmocedural and policy difficulties.
4 - Az

FY

Concentrated Employment Act and Cooperative Area MAupower Plannifg

' System. CEA and CAMPS, whioh were passed in 1967 and 1968, respectively,
.paved the way for the £omprehenszve Employment and TraLnLng Act of 19?3
CEA consolidated a- number of manpower proJects and .programs, thereby

reducing unnecessary overlap and redundancy. CAYPS ¢reated the mechanism

3

for local program pl’anning.

. -

Comprehensxve Employment and TraLnLng Act. Thé 1973..CETA Act

emphasxzed the employment needs of the dlsadvantaged. Moreover, it began

to elxmlnate the duplication of services and organizational ineffectiveneSSv

-

vhich characterLzed earlier employment traxnxng programs by decentral1z1ng )

the de11very system and reducxng the ellglbxlzty categories that had existed

- .
Iunder MDTA. Although fundlng levels were increased substantzally over MDTA,,i :

the 1973 CETA Act placed very littie emphasis on youth programsu Because of

the qlarmxngly high unemployment among youSP between 16 and 21 years of‘age,.

{
. , g v -~ .
particularly non-white youth, Congress passed the Youth Employment and

akmonstration Project ,Act (YEDPA) in 1977. YEDPA initiated employment train-




-
L

-

ing ﬁr?grgds designed to demonstrate the effectiveness.of various approaches
and techniques for reducing’unemploymentcamong youth.

Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act. This Act was

designed to provide a full range of experiences for youth 6 to 2] years

~

"of aéE‘who were in or out of school and unemployed or undereﬁployed. In

-

-'II i - . *
* gertain circumstances the age 11m1F.was‘extended downward to include 14

anq‘lS‘yeag olds. Although the p:@éisions of the Act were directed

primarily toyard the economically disadvantaged, others could participate
. * & . ) N - .
as wall. " l .

» - - -+
L] L L

1978 CETA Amendments. YEDPA was incoyporated as Title IV, -

-

Part A of the 1978 CETA amendments. Title IV, Part A (Youth Employment . _

Demonstration Programs), outlines three programs: (1) Youth Employ-

ment Training Programs (YETP); (2) Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot

Projects (YIEPP); and (3) Youth Community Conserﬁagibn and Improvement
- e é

Projects (YCCIP). Title IV, Parts B and C provide for the continuation

. . « -
of the Job Corps :&d Sumuer Youth ﬁhployment Programs, respgetively. -

.

Both of these programs are directed to youth popqlatian§\~ﬂf‘is the

Young. Adult Conservation Corps which is under Title VIII';% CETA

* Amendments. - ' . )

v
- -

The 1978 CETA Athendments consist®of eight titles as follows:

Title I.~ Administrat ive Provisions
Title II - Comprehensive Employmedt and Training Services

Title - épecial Fedéral Responsibilities )/ N .

Title’ ~ Youth Programs " -
Title National Commission-for Employment Poli

.Title Countercyclical Public Services Employment Program

”




D1sadvancage-_

S ' H
Title VIII - Young Adult Conservation Corps.

A ndpber of provisions and programs outlined in the eight titles

-~ . .
. are of prime importance in terms of LEA/CETA cooperative efforts. Some

M . %
r

exspptes ave listed below: o

*

Title I - Requires-the participation of vocational edu- .
- cdtors on CETA grime sponsof;ptﬁizing councils.

"o > - ' 4
Title II - Six percent of funds allocated-under this title
are to be used for supplemental vocational edu-
catiog, to be administered by the State Depart-
- ment of Education - ‘

%

Title IV - Parts A, B and C of this title: fund empfoyment )
) programs to serve disadvantaged youth. In-
school youth, dropouts, and unemployed or undev-
employed youth are served.
Title VII - Each pr1me sponsor must establlsh a Private
Industry Council (PIC)., The PIC's functions
are to analyze private sector job opportunities,
refineEemployment and trarning programming to
meet private sector labor needs, and develop and
gperate private sector employment and training”
é%ﬁograms. Regulations requirg that educational
agencies be represented on the PIC: - /
{-’ * |: . S \
> : .
LEA/CPTA ‘Cooperative Efforts ® ~ d

Hhilé\é}l of the émploymenc training fﬁgislacion pqsqgg\é;koé co;YEﬁFA
l * -

o~
implicity advocated communication, cooperation and coordination of employment

. ] - 3 i b v i . . . Iy -
training programs with IPcal services and agencies, explicit ‘guidelines de-
o ? - , . : .

* v - -

F 3 * : ’ .' - F
- tailing how this was to be accomplished were not‘given. Moreover, although !

both the 1978 CETA legiélatién and the Vﬁcational Education Act Amendments of
) !9?6 prov1de‘a br;ad leglslatlve mandate for\;ooperat1on -and coord1nat1;n;,

neither piece of: Leg1slat10n provides substantlal 1ncentiVes to do so ; *
(Wurzberg, 1979). The énelprov1s1on‘wh1;h encouraged such “associations
came in the form of a qgndate~that 522 of;alllYETP fu;ds be set aside for .
;in-achoolé progréﬁs.'!lt is hea;tening to note, that ;eaearch in Connec{fauc

13 -
4 <l | ”

[




(Thompson and Gable, 1978) as well as across the nation (wnrzberg, 1978)

. @ .-
indicates that cge pergentage of funds actually devoted to inﬂSchool}proJ’r
s . L . ]

A grams is close to 50%. ' : T

' .
ol It is apparent.that there are a number of §;Eﬂcturai as well as atti-
bt v - A1) - N

." - PR - . ) » . ,
tudinal roddblocks to cooperafion be tween Lin's and: YEDPA> programs. Certain
I -‘

aspeccs of LEA operation whi ch hinder cooperation 1nc1u3?‘the length of the

aihool day, credencralrng of staff, aCCLCUdes regazdlﬂg the award of academic
credic; and Erevious negative experiences with CETA programs ée.g., early

) . . - 7 ) # A f <

Title I CETA youth programs) and/or with low income/digadvaptaged students.

= %

Turfdom ig al%o an issue w1cq.many LEA r&onnel partlcularly %uldance coun-~

+

3

selors, work experience coordlnatq;s and{ occas onally, vocational education

- 1nstructors (Thompson and Gable, 1998). _ » e »

- CETA has equafly dlfflcult pnoblems whlch lnhlblp cooperatlen. The

M
4

-

- T

mlsmaCch of flscal year between CETA and. LEA s, the accelerated and often

patchwork planning in CETA programs, uncerf%?qc;es over funding levels-,

) . S ’ . .
“and/or reauthorizdtion of the legislation, aéh cgpstancly shifting program

B}

- "priorities and changing rEgulacibné.aTThtgng‘CO place limitations on coop-
- [ ' . . . M . v

erative efforts between YEDPA and LEA s. Likéﬁiée .the tradiﬁions and Te~
gulatxons whlch hold /BAS and YBURA programm%;s accountab19 to dlfferent
agencies further reduce coOperatxcn (Nurtzberg, ]9?9)

.
- . h " -

Degpite these problems, many LEA's and YEDEA prog;am operators are

.
%

EN

maklng efforts to establlsh 11nkages and to cooperate dn program 1n1t1at¢ve§n
This is shown in research at the national 1eve1 (Stephens, 19?9) and in

' Connectxcu (Thompson and Gable; 1978, -19%9). Thege’ 1atter studies, hbwerer,“ -
RS

reveal that although YETP- operators and LEA s throughouc the state have
‘,rqached agreemencs‘on the operatlon of 1n-school-;EE? programs, the degree
of cooperatlon contalned in che;e agreements varleg;wldely,hand dis in some
scases ‘almost non-existent. Ihna they ggfument the n%ed fcg;eﬁkcrcs to
. .

Vg

L+
1




A "
o . : .. .
initiate communication and cooperation betweer ahd among CETA Prime Sponsors,
A e o ! . —

YEDPA program operators and LEA personnel. ' , \\
* ol - -
. .

s . -

a R
+

‘ Pend ing Federal Legi._s"].ac'ion )

"During the period of April to September, 1%80 the House Com-
* — .

mittee on Education and Labor and the Senate Human Resources Committee
rd - -

debated what was called President Larter's Youth Aet of '1989. As re-—

Ll *

‘ported é)y\che House CopmiCtee, the .major .purp:';-se‘of the Act was o
p;rovide.% broad xange of employmént, training and education opportunities
for youth to imp::pve their basic education almd employme_rif skills .a;'}d

.to promote co_ordingt\ior.l among service d eurs" _ca.pable of pr\ovidipgé' '

such opporCuqicies.. Améng :é% many provisipns, the géc called for the
conéolidaéion of mosc\{;cal programs into a single bﬁsic grant to CET&‘*H
Prime Sponsors, 'an‘ord;réd agproach to- developing y_'ouc-h -emplo}abiliCy?(
and ipcreased coordination among CETA.Prime Spons:r:sE and LEAs to be
achieved chf&ugh'sec-asidé,(ZgZI aqd‘ochqr means’ -~ .

-

"‘\.

RIchgrgh debafé';aged on ﬁiyaral issues,-pafziéulquy on the need,

for a reduced m_i:nimi.lm wage for youth, it appeared that the House and
.- . s X ) i /.,
Senate would adopt some version of cheﬁ'Agt. .The results of the presi- - ’-\
T ‘ '

dential and’ con'gress.ional electiorns heLciﬂon N?,vember-&,"w&o and qcafe-_ ~{

ments by President Reagan since than would indicate that this is not

lékelg. Although one could speculate further about what will oceur,

it appears prem*@re to do so. It 'seems safe to conclude, however, that .

the likely-outcome bg‘- further d¥bate is a reduced federal government
role 'in employment ‘training acrivicies. - i
. v - -4 b -

1 . 1




\i
Exemplary LEA/CETA Linkage&ifforts

4
LY

\
N i
- \

. . . \ 2 e ¥
The previous sections of .this chapter have reviewed the history
. . ' ) - £}

of vocdtional education apﬁ employment training in&piacivee and the
. \ -
legislative mandate for LEA/CETA cooperative efforts, This sectiqn-
\. L] ‘ . . ."
discusses this mandate further in the context of fundﬁz projects which_ are’

directly concerned with linkage and cooperétive efforts bebueen_education o

and‘CETA'younh Prograﬁs. L i -~ - ;-

T
S

The 1977 Youth Employmenc and Demonstrations Projects Ac(:“iach
. \

part1cu1ar emﬁhasxs on dnkages between education and emp%oymenc training

programs, as seen in section, 348 of the Acc. ) ) ? 3

, ..<to carry out fhhovaCLve and experimental programs,
to test new approaches for dealing with the unemployment

. problems of youth, and to enable eligible participantseio

) prepare for, enhance their prospects' for, or secure empon- ’
ment in occupatidns chrough which they may reasonably be °’
expected to advance to productive working livés. Such |
programs shall include, where approprLaCe fooperative '
. arrangements with educational agencies to provide specxai
programs and services... \

YEDPA sought to examine the components of successful linkage effbrts by -

in1CLaCLng several "knowledge developmenc activities with a maJor-fecgg
A Y .

«on education and work issues. ‘Realizing that approachas to reducing un-
A ' O‘ - - -
employment are complex, the Act contained sections designed to promSte

the evaluation of EICernaCe emplogabilicy ‘development’ procgdures for dis-
advantaged youth: Carefil consideration,of the iﬁblemenCacion and oﬁCeomes
of chese_préjeccs should facilitate Connecticut CETA-LEA linkage efforks.

The largesc of the alternate employability development procedures was

the Exemplary In-School Demonstrafion Proeeece. In this projegt, grants

r Ly
B

‘were awarded Eo explore the dynamzcs'of ip-school

/gé:;eracion between the education and employment training sys{ems. The

. -

ptimary source of information on these projects is the in
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Youthwork National Policy Stuydy conducted at Cornell University, (Rist, 1980).

. Youthwork was reséonsible for developing gﬁidelihes for selecting pfdjects
S . Y H u

\and for recommending project¥yto be funded, reviewing proposals, providing
technical aséﬁstaﬁce,-developing and implementing a knowledge develbpmeqt
plan, and forwarding research reports gnd policy recommendations to the De-

partment of Labor (Rist: et. al., ﬂ9?9).

Youthwork activitiég are particularly relevant to our discussion

since these projects focused on in-school youth afid ways in which the edu-
. . * « . ’ N
cation and CETA systems could contribute to the resolution of youth unem-

! el

ployment. The rationale o? all brojects was Bridging the traditional gap

-« *

. ¥ v . .
between school and gork. According to Rist, "she aim of Youthwork was to

éxplore inhovative means By which to make them coterminous and interrelated"

i - Lo e

(1979, p. 2).

‘ Since September 1978, Youthwork has dealt with 48 projects. Each -

project is an exemplary effort in one of four areas: .l) expanded private

. 1
a =

'fg?ctor involvement; 2} job ereation through youth operated projects; 3) aca-
. e . . - . . i .
demic credit for work experience; or 4) career information, guidance and

job seeking skills, Additional information on specific projects can be found

in the materiéls referenced above. -

Another YEDPA "knowledge development” program is entitled the Youth

#

Incentive, Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIFPP). At 17 demonstration sites

-

(e.g. Stamford, Connecticut) jobs and/or training are guaranteed -for ,

1Y

cconomically disadvantﬁ%ed }6-19-year-old youth %ho are in school or are

-Gilling to return to schodl. The aim of YIEPP is' to assess the impact of

' the combination of education and guaranteed work on school retention, return,

and completion. .

! o ’ - , :
The Vocational Education Incentive Program consists of linkage demon~

-

stration models for CETA youth programs and‘?%catignal education at the state
i . s )




S

and loeal 1_e1.rels‘. During the ‘19?9 and 1980 fiscal years, 20 model proj“ects"

were iwpYemented. Am analysis of the successful projectssshodld prove
- | , , . . i. . ’ . * )
.. 4Quite -informative regaré'ing the attributes} of positive linkage efforts.

-

-

ey -
: .
. Research on the Effectiveness of Vocational

N i

Education and Manpower Training Efforts
. i

. ' .\ PN
Vocational Education - '

,
-

.. The research availible to date does not .demongttate dramatic effects
‘on the long-term employabl.hty of those served by either, voeat Lonal edu~

L] o [

‘caCLon or ‘employmerit tralnzng programs. As a result of its longer history,

vocat,i.onal eikatl.on has, had conal.derably more research on tl@quesnoﬁé of

’ ‘_—

impact on the students served. '.T.‘he most definitive studl.es, both longl.Cu-

(R Y
1

*aing} and croas—sectxonal ha\re been done %ng the 1970's. . '\'

gz L %
- ‘The meact of vocatxonal education ecan- be assessed usmg a numBer®.

of different crl.terl.a. Some qf the Eore cominoff eriteria inelude: levelxof
tech!‘licalfvocationjal skills taught, level pf entry level .job skills taught,

employment stability, long-tefm employment status, job satisfaction and

Wov o
earnings. .

o

In a i.'evi.ew of the litegature through'yw?é,- (Levin, 1977) reports

tha..\"’ln terms of J.mprovmg the labor market expenences of young people, -

-
"the evidence suggests that if such gains ‘are asaocxated with vocatl.on_\f .
-
education, they are marginal ,at best.” T
- F

P Similarly, Grasso and Shea .(1979) summarize foer national Iongitu-

dinal studies conductéd: over the last twenty years and conclude: , >
N . .
Tx, PA 1§1‘ge body of workrhas been completed since the
passage of the’ Vécational Education Act of 1963. How~ .
ever, it does not provide cq‘mpelh.pg evidence suppor
"the alleged labor market benefits*of high school lev ],.
a\'ocat:l.onal educatl.on\q" (p. 159X

g QB
L]

.




Youthwork National ‘Policy Study copducted at Cornell‘UniversiCX-(Risc, 1980) . :

Youthwork was responsible for developing guidelines for selgcting projects
" and for recommending projects to be funded, reviewidg proposals, providing

technical assistance, developing and implementing a knowledge development
-~ # . . - . | . ] )
plan, and forwarding research reports and policy ;ecommeqdations to the De~ ..
partﬁent of Labor,(Risc, et. gl.t_l9?9). _ N Sg

- - oy — R AL S S

Youchwork actzvxtxes are partlculei;;,relevant to our dzscussxon

since these projects fofused on in-$thool youth and wa§s in which the edu~
’ - . -

cation and CETA systems could contribute to the resolution of youth unem-
- - . N
ployment. The rationale of a1l projects was bridgfﬁg the traditional gap

between school and work. According to Rist, "the aim of Youthwork was to

explore innovative means by which to make them eoterminous and interrelated"

*

. (1979, p. 2).

' -
Since September 1978, Youthwork has dealt with 48 projects. Each
-brojecc is an exemplary effort in ome of four areas: "1) expanded private

segtor involveflent; 2) job creation through: youth operated projects; 3) aca-
a, N < ) M
demic credit for work experience; or 4) career information, guidance and

!

job seeking skills. Additional information on specific projects can be found
r

in the matenals referenced abovw

-~

- - -—-_-Another YEDPA "knowledge development" programnes entztled—the—Ybuchﬁ_- —
Incentive Entitlement Pilot Pro;ecce (YIEPP). " At 17 démgnscraczon sztes
(e.g. Séamford; Connecticut) jobs and/or\craining-are gua;anteed for -
economically disedvantaged *16-19-year-old youth who are in school or are -
\ .

willing to return to school. The'aim of YIEPP is to assess the impact of
» o -

w- . -

the combinatxon pf education and‘gufranCeed work oe\school retention, return,

|
Y A ]

and .completion.

The  Vocational Education Incengéxe Prograﬁ.chEists of linkage demon-
.- . . —~ . +

R
.

: e . . N
stration models for CETA youth, programs and vocgﬂaonal education at the jyate‘
19

A




—fe -

-

From their own original research Grasso and Shea fuxther conclude:

"We failed to find convincing evidence of an alleged
labor market advantage of vocational education for young
wen. .. .Differences were either incdonsistent or were not
~gtatistically significant on virtually every criterion- , .
meagure: unemployment, occupation, hourly rate of pay,
annual earnings, and go on." .(p. 156). -

- - - Pk rhaps the most SLgn1f1cant nd controversial study is one gompleted

e Y E U

in 198( by Wellford Wllms, whxch compares .the vocatxonal experzences of

A
K

1576 gtudents enrolled in 50 commmnity colleges and proprietary vgcatzonal'
schopls. kﬁssentiallyf Wilms concluded that: 1) Public vocational educafion
is Vnearly irrelevant”’for persons seeking Ligher paying, skilled jobs; 2)

proprietary vocatxonal schools do a better job of tra1n1ng students for Jobs

than do public vocational schools; 3) students'’ ﬁﬁmxiy background has a more

__Jimportant effect on a persons .e%:-?n,ings than does level of vocational edu-.

cation; 4) less than one~-third of the men and none of the womeén who qtu?ied

for highér level jobs actually got such jobs; and 5) vocational education

is not an effective way to equalize job opportuhxtles among varzous sectorsh

-

L]

of the society.
A eix-member panel convened by the National.Institute of Education

. . L4
to review the Wilms study concluded that the report was replete with

-

“~—matliematical .errors -and -that the conclusions-were-not -supported by the

skimpy research. The American Voaﬁtfonal Association has also panned the
hd -

Wilms Report.charging that since there was no cohtrol group of nonvocational

~

students the conclusiorns are erroneous.

- + v
!
w [

b
-~

v

[ . .
Employment Training .Programs L,
l \. I ) ) = - - - -

As was noted earlier,.the major mappower and training initiatives

E]

have occurred since-963. As a result, relétively little research is

-
N

availabie regarding the long-term impact of these programs on the employ=~

i 10

-




- Al ’ . ‘ " ' h\
ability of che_ clients served. However, the research which is available

is not encouraging. '\

As was the-case for vocational education programs, a number of criteria

+

may be used to measure the success of manpower Ctraining efférts, Moreover
while the stated purpose Jf a youth work experience ptogram may be-CO'”itcreasa.

+

the employability" of youth, the true purpose may be politically motivated,

(i.es, to lower current unemployment statistics, to ’keep kids.off the street

and out of trouble", or simply to serve as an income transfer). For the
purposes of this report, it is assumed that employment training programs are

in fact'designed to impact on_ché long-term employability of the clients
A ! ;
served.

In an early review of research Jones (1969) concluded that MDTA pro-
w . .
grams had no significant iwmpact. on the employability of the clients served.

Moreover, few long-term benefits of any type were noted in Cthe studies; re-
viewed., This same conclusion is revealed by the National Commission for

Employment Poliecy (1979), which after reviewing considerable research came -

~

*to the general conclusion that the ‘assessment literature regarding Neighbor-

L

hood Youth Corps type work experience indicates that the programs do not

aiénificanciy improve the average enrollee's long-Cerﬁ employability or

earnings.- Theyego on to state, however, that other authors have noted the

value of such work experience programs in terms of providing income main~- .

, .
tainence and keeping youth out of trouble.

*

L]

Summary and Conclusions
. , &
. . . 3 - -
Thigé brief,review of the liteérature on federal legislation regarding
. Fy ] T

vocational education and employment training and the resulting LEA/CBTA coop-

LY r

&

erative efforts leads to several conclusions. Fisst, although legislation *

1
A

* . A
L
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‘there will be a tremendous. need for other community organizationms,
! : SR

——

- » - . .

. ) O ) )
mandacing cooperative efforfs between Local Education Agencies and CETA
. . 1

- * B

programs have existed, neither the legislatiom,nor the regulations

efhanating from it have specified &EwAthis cooperation was to take place.

Second, that p%rcicular aspeccé of both the educational and bETA sysiemﬁ

i
=

are now operating to .impede such cooperation. Third, tHat voecational
. . : * -,

education and employment training efforts have not had uniformly posicibe‘

-

eﬁfe&ts on the employability of their clients. And Fourth, in light

. -

of fecent federal governmept moves which seem to signal a withdrawal

of m?ch, if not all, federal support for employment .training progfams,

particularly schools, to assume,this respohsiﬁility.

It appears, therefore, that methods and procedures mus?'be imple~

LY

" mented for determining precisely what the barriers are to effective

-
1

. S —— - . .
linkages between schools, existing employment training activities and .
: ¢
other commynity organizations. Then, given this information, procedures

for‘reduciﬁg the barriers must be found and implementing effective pro-

. : 't . o] .
grams Co meet a need whiech will-continue Co existy

- LS

L




Chapter 1II

LEA/CETA Linkage Survey
- . » .

3

" This chapter presents the results of a survey of LEA and CETA

! : +

' personnel regarding current linkage efforts and obstacles to improve-
ing these efforts. The first section presents a description ofythe

development and.dissemination of the survey forms. The'sections which

fq}léw present the perceptions of the LEA and CETA groups.

1

-

Survgy Developmént and Dissemination

Onegpf the goals of the~LEA/CETA lznkage pro;ect was- to examzne
the perceptzons of LEA and CETA groups regarding currengiéfnkage efforts s
and obstacles to 1mprovxng these efforts. v

Two survey ques;¥onnazres were developed'by proiecg staff. TDrafts
©of the forms were reviewed by the LEA/CETA Linkage Task quca and State

Education Department personnel. Comments of these groups were incorporated
intd the final survey forms. ‘

The LEA survey fora contained questions concerning -communication,
_.plaéning, operaﬁ}on,*and program organization. * The CETA Suévex form
contained quésgions-concerning program organizatioﬁ and operation. Both
forms also contained quesggoﬁs'}eganding current LEA/CETA cqpperabiée

linkage efforts and bbstacles to these efforts. Appendix A contains

copies of the LEA.and‘CETA fdfms.' ,

. ¢
¢

The LEA and CETA forms were mailed with gfampeh-retUrnﬁEEzsiopes

in earky J aty 1981; £ollow-up mailings to non-respondents took plaee

in fate January.\




‘ Téble 1
e

LEA/GETA Cooperative Linkage Project
Survey Groups and Return Rated

L]

Yo
4 _*
v

‘ Percent
. : nggfned Returned
.0 o - Y
LEA . . ) '

i

Vocational Administrators 30
Teacher-Coordinators of State .47
Approved Cooperative Work Education (CWEDO)

Directors of Guidance‘aand Pupil -

Personnel Services '

CWE-~BO J

" CETA
‘*

- BOS
BOS-OPH
New Haven
Waterbury
Hartford €~
Stamford
Bridgeport

M |




Table ! presents a breakdown of the LEk and CETA groups. The

287 LEA persdﬁﬁel represented all vocational administrators, all:®
coordinatofg of cqoperative work education programs, one director of
guidance and ;qpil persounel services from each school districtl, and
all cooperative work experience—business'occugﬁtions‘teachers, The,

61 CETA personnel represented the six prime sponsor areas, iﬁtigding
- - ¥ .

—_— -

Balance of State, New Haven, Waterbury, Hartford, Stamford, and Bridgeport.
Table 1 also contains the‘;especpive return rates for each of

the LEA and CETA groups. The LEA return rates ﬂrcmp ranged from -
V/ . .

64% to '73% with a total LEAigroup rate of 67%. The CETA return fatgs

ranged from 33% to 100% with a total CETA group rate of 77%. ¥

-

The sections which follow present the results of the survey for

the LEA and CETA groups. Findings for the items specific to each form

¥ \

+

arefresented first. These sections are lelowed by a presentation of the
perceptions of both groups to the common items dealing with current linkage

efforts and obstacles. Readers should note that Appendices B -

Jisplay several breakdowfs of the data presented in the text.
downs wete created on the basis of sizes of community and Prime Sponsorj

areas where- appropriate. ’ ///

*

[

Ed
L]
]

LEA Perceptions of CETA Linkage Initiatives

LEA respondents were asked to rate“the CETA linkage effprts -

during the summer and fall of 1980 in the areas.of communication with

school ‘staff, recruitment of students, information received concerning
the vocational progress of student participants, and the ‘effectiveness
of the assistance of CETA personnel and programs in improving stud®nt

4

£

l?or a few large cities (e.g., New Haven) two guidance directors were
included. - P 4
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academic programs. Table 2.contains a breakdown of the LEA response ~

percentages by Prime Sponsor ar€a. Appendix B contains a further break-

down of current LEA/CETA Jinkage efforts as perceived by LEA respondents
from various community/ sizes. L

«

Communication Concerning the Nature of CETA Programsl In /;ﬁ

response fo Item 6}_just over one-~half of the LEA respondents reported

b

having received any information regarding the nature, goals, and pur~

poseé of the CETA program during the summer or £all of 1980. Most of o

1Y

this information (86%) was provided by either mail or personal contact

. (Item 7). Of those receiving information, 75% of the respondents con- ™~

"y b . ST - . . »
' 8idered the information helpful in working with students (Item 9).

TWo concltusions might be rawn from these data. First, approximately

47% of the LEA respondents either lacked information concerning CETA

1 .

programs or ‘have received it without diréct contact with CETA personneb.

Secondly, when there was CETA contact with schools it tended to be

perceived by LEA staff as an asset in working with CETA enrcllees.
& N -

Contact Witgj?phools’Concerning_ﬁtudents. Items 3 and 4 Secured,

7
‘information as to whether CETA personnel had been in the school to meet

wifh the staff or to recruit students during” the summer or fall of 1980.

'

hpproximately‘so to 65% of the LEA respondents indicated that ;hisf///
errals

had occurred. When asked further if information and/or student re
: 0 ] S :
were sought, only 57% of the respondents repeffed that CETA persomnel
. .‘ / ’\ .

bad been in contact. . ¢ ,f v

K

The lack of feedback from CETA.personnel concerning the progress

‘of individudl students‘apbears to be a problem for LEA personnel. Only

o

37% of the respondents indicate’ that CETA staff have shared such informa-

* tion concerning student growth and performance in CETAaprégrams.

T2 A

- 34




Table.2
. - -
.LEA Perceptions of CETA Linkage Initiatives
Crouped by Prime Sponsor Area! P

.
N -

Question ’ - .Egterbur'y New Haven Stamfordﬂ Bridgeport - MHartford " BOS  Total

“w
.

Have Eﬁa\ youth program pereaonnél been th your Yes 50 ’ 54 61 - 44 6? 67 64
school to meet with yoli or other staff mEobers o 50 - 38 n 44 22 26 28
during the summer or fall of 1§07 : pon't Know o] 8 o - 12 11 1. 8

-

Have CETA youth prograstpersonnel beem in your , Yes 7% ., 54 &5 - 37 - 65 66 62
séhool to. recruit sStudents during the summer . Ne . 23///_,,15-" A = L 44 b 18 23 2%
or fall of 1980? - pon't know . E1 | 22 19 17 "o,

Have you‘bee'n contacted directly by any CETA . Yes 25 46 ¢ 44 44 58 62
staff mewbers for information, student re- Re 75 564 56 . 56 39 36
ferrals, ete. during the summer or fall of Don't Know 0 0 o o » 2
19802 ' ‘ SR

Have you received any information regarding Yes W 25 54 . 36 44 - 50
the nature, goals znd purposes of the CETA No 75 46 ‘M ' 56 41
program during the dummer or fall of 19807 gon’t Know 0 o 0 0 -

‘In what way(s) was this information con— Mail 0’ 86 . 20 57 37
veyed to you? Phone* b 0 .0 0 14 6.

?

. Peréonal Contact 100 . .80 29 41

Hias the CETA staff shared with you infofma. Yes 25 56 20 40
tion regarding the vocational/educational No. 75 44 67 60
progress of student enrollees? Don't Know 0. q 13 o
Has this information helped you or other Yes " 30 100 63
. school staff i?& working with these students? Ho. . 0 0 3 0 31,
; Don't Know 50 0 0 &

i

T = 3
.

lTab!.e entr‘ie's répreapnl: percents.
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In summary, while the c0mmun1cat1on that Occurred between CETA
and LEA personnel is perceived as helpful by LEA respondents, linKage

ipitiatives were lackiog in two maJor areas: (1) Initial contact and

information sharing concerning the nature and goals of the CETA pro- -
grams; and (2) Feedback by CETA personnel regarding the progress of

_student CETA enrollees..

a 1

LEA Perceptions of CETA Program Planning, Operation, apgd Organiza;?Eh

LEA feSpondents were asked to rate the overall CETA progréﬁ in

their area in relation to planning, operation,%and organization. Such

~

matters as the involvement of the LEA staff in planning and services,
accountability of CETA counselors,‘coordinatioh of EBp'educationaL pro-
gram and work experience activities, and the control of CETA programs

" and personnel were examined. Table 3 contains a percentage breakdown

of LEA respondents by Prime’ Sponsor area. Written responses were also
- -] e

iequesgéd to some items; these'responses are incorporated into the‘dis;
cussion below. Appendix C contains a breakdown of the organizatidn,
planning, and operations of CETA program by size of community.

Flanning. When asked if CETA‘youth programs were well organized
Yodm ' .
in their district (Item‘10), only 44% of the LEA respondents replied

affirmativéiy, and 423 indicated that they did not know. The basis for

-

these opznxons -Was clarxfxed throqgh several othér items in 1 this section.

For example, only 397 of the respghéents indicated that LEA staff
b .

members had been involved in the pﬂ nning of career employment experiences

and transition.servides for CETA pnrolleeé E}tem 11).

x

+ Operation. gperational‘problems were more cleatly defined and

<

. élaborat?d from fhe‘reSponses to Item 19. Only 60% of the LEA respondents

-
I

28
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! Table 3 )

- -

eptiona of cBTa Program Planning, Opcrath{n and Organizetion
Grouped by Prime Sponsor Area -
. ' %

>y ' .

Queation * Waterbury  New Namen Stamford Bridgeport Hartford Bos  Total

10. Ia the CEDA youth prograw oPerating in your A » - 46 67 20 42 46
districe .organized? O -] 1] 27 a9 12
15 &6 X} 53 R 42
11, Were ataff membera from your school in~ . i3 b ] 45 & Kk} 42
velved.in the planning of career employ- No 25 kL] kK] 56 32 29
_ ment experiefcea and transition service Mo Opinion 50 k1] 22 [ k13
tomponenta of CETa youth progrems?

12. Curttently, many CETA enrolleea are sm- Yea 25 62 n : 69 56
ployed in publie sectpr non-pyofit organia- no 50 2 56, 5 46
zations, Do you beldeve the CBTA program No Opinibn 15 1 13 18
ahould be expanded to private, profit-
naking busj..nelses/mloyen?

13, Are the couselors employed by Ehe CETA Yea
program directly accountable Lo your Ho
«achool aysremi Don't Know

14, Do the services offered by the CETA Yea, Most of the Time
counaelor{s) serving your school go Yes, Sometimes
bayond ghose normally available in No
your school{sh? Don't Know

?15. Do you Pelieve that the CETA coungelor{a} Yea
seTving your gchool ahould be diyectly .
accountable to your ac/hool [ 7 . )N‘:\binion

. ¥

6. How frequently are the work experience Alwaya
sctivities offered to atudentd in CETA Frequent ly
prograns coordinated with the ‘sducational Somet Emas
programs of theae atudanta? - Rarely

17, Now frequently are the eareer emPloyment Alwaya
experiencea offered CETA youth approved ' Prequently
a8 relevant to their current educetlonal *  Sometimes
progtems by & person who ia employed by Rarely
your schiool systemd ,

“18. Do you beliave students should get ace-emic Yes
denic credit for rheir participation in No .
a CETA program {e.p., YETP)? No Opinion

19, CETA youth programs provide work cxperi- Yer
eace, counecling and other ancillary No
experiences to enrclleea. Do you think No Opinion
thesc activities arc effective in hel
iug CETA enrolleed overcome barTiers to
employment i

23. Do you balieve CETA enrollees would be Yea
better served if local achoola had com- Ho
Elete control over tha operation”of CETA No Opinion
n~achoel youth programs? -

'hble entries represent pertenta,

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




g . R, A\ '
felt that work and aiillary experiences in CETA programs were helpful

to students. Those responding negatively-identified four basic problem

. P -

areas as follows:

- “*
S

ol - . . ' . .
The lack of feedbagk from CETﬂ*personnel‘concerning students;

. The hack of "enough serwises' to the students (counseling)
" and th part time" nature of the CETA programs;

The quallty of the work experience for CETA enrollees is
often perceived to be minimal;

The lack of evaluative procedures or any indications of
,the effectiveness of CETA programs.

s
Organization. While 522 of the LEA reSpondents felt that credi;
shodld be gwarded for partxc;patzon in the CETA youth programs (Item 18},
.only 5% of the LEA reSpondents (Item 16) f@ported that the-work. exper1-
ence was "always" coordinated with educatlongl qftorts and 553 indicated
such ;oordination was "rare." When askgd if the career eéployme;t

=

experien:;;jrffered to CETA pérﬁicipants was related or relevant to.

'

ejucational progfams, 36% responded "ravely" (Item 17). These Tesponses

P ) R
indicate that the coordination efforts on behalf of students was sorely
-

lacking in the view of the LEA personnel. .
With regar& to accountability, 137 of the respondents reported

that CETA counselors were dlrectly accountable to school officials

(Item 13), whxle one-half (50%) of the LEA respondents felt that

this should be so (item 15). Fiurthermore, only 167 of the respondents
- " 4

. -

believed the services of the CETA counselor ex:eneéd beﬁond’thosé

normally available in the school most of ihe time;’ 39% of the LEA

reSpondents reported that such services did not (Ftem 14).

. « Two further questzons were agked in relation to the organ1zat1on
r At
_of the CETA P ograms ﬂvItem 23 asked LEA reSpondents to consxder

1. .

whether the complete coanol of CETA in-school yoqth programs ought




*

- to be under the local schools. Forty—four percent (442) of the LEA

é:espondents favor such a not1on. I#em 12 asked whether CETA programs
should be expanded to private, profit-making bu31nesses/employers.a

Approximately 51% of the respondents believe that CETA programs should

‘ -
be expanded in this way, %{" R &, . ’

a summary, LEA respondents were on average less than positive in
- L
their ratings of CETA planning, operation, and organization, While .

2

they pérceived CETA programs as assisting students in overcoming
barriers to employment, they did not support the coordination efforts

of the CETA personnel on behalf of individual student enrollees.

When asked if the CETA program was operating well in their district,

_only 447 said "Yes.": However, a similar ndﬁber responded they didn't:

4 -

know (427).

1

CETA Perceptions Regarding Program Organization and Qperations T

CETA respondents were asked!to rate the orgapization and operations

o

©Ff the CETA program in relation to such matters as the integration of

work and career edployment experiences of CETA engpllees with their

i

- eduoational programs, effective coordination and delivery of services /

- -

to clients, and: the threats that LEA staff may feel as a consequence

- . .
ofingA youth programs. Table 4.confains a breakdown of CETA fgsﬁonsea .
. . ki

by Prime Sponsor area.

Organizatioﬁ‘%nd Qberationsj CETA respondents were asked to

rate their ability to effectively coordinate activities with che LEA
- » L] - .
'cliepts during the 1980-1981 academic year- and to estimate the fre-

quency of ce;kain‘gervikes (Table 4). When asked with how many LEAs .

L]

. they were able to d%yeIOp effective coordination during the 1980-1981




Table &

CETA Per’cep:ions‘ Reg‘aréing Program Organizacion
and Operations Grouped by Prime Sponsor Argal

-

- ' PRIME SPONSORS N )

Quescion . New Haven Warerbiry Harcfotd Stamford Bridgeport B80S  Toral

]

T 17 59 50
33 50 A7 35
33 T 0 9 * 8
0 33 5 7

Do the aervxces offered,by CETA counselor{s) , Yes, Most of che Time
working in che "schools go beyond those Yes, Somerimes .

notmally available in the school(s)? . Ro
“ . Don't Know

o8

.

How fl:equenr.ly ate che wo:k expenence ' Alvays- _—
“Taétivities oFfetdd to srudents in CETA T TFrequently .
ptograms cootdinated with educarionalr Somerimes

programs Of chese students? - * " Rarely

How freqtlently are che caceer employmenc - aluays

experiehces offe;ed to CETA yourh approved Frequently

as relevant to current educarional pro- Sometimes k) B .20 8 12
grams by a person who is employed by the . *Rarely o 20 20 V4

school syscem? . o : \
20
7 .
13

. ‘ n
In your opjnion, do LEX personnel feel T tes

22 26
43 45,

threarened by services offe:ed by CETA . Ro
youth pregrama? *.  ben't Know
26 21
9 8

§7 - 40 6 29 e
0 i] 40 2

33 60 az az

1] 1] 12 7

A

¢
¢
00"
¢
¢
¢
¢
00
¢
¢

0 C36 33
67 20 3 53

a

o

/

3

.

Overall, wich how many LEA's have you Al1_LEA's.
been able to develop effecrive coordin~ MosP LEA's
ation ducing che 1980-81 school year? . Some LEA's
+ - i Ko LE&'S

i oocal

.
3

i

l'anbl.e entries Ceptefepr pércents.

L}

i

T
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academic year, the largg majority of the respondenc;.(ka) indicated that
coordination was effective with "all" or "most" of the LEAs with qﬁ}gh
‘ khey had contact (Item 10),
bcher.iCems réquired ?requency estimates ¢oncerning the extent
to which serviges were ﬁéing de}ivered.co scudenés. ‘Item 4 asked
CETA réSpouden:g to rate Qhe'unique concé}bucions of’CEiA counselorsl
workipg.in schools. Fifty percext tSOZ) of the respondents felt such
services extended beyon& those normally availqi}e in schools "most
of the time," Only.?9z of the respondents, howe%ér, felt that work

experience activities offered students in CETA progéams were "always"

coordindted (I;em s). Fprcher, only .31% of the respondents felt that '

the career employment experiences offered to CETA youth were approved

-

) " * - s e + -
as relevant to the educational program of a student by school employees

+ . .

(Item 6). . . ‘.

’fFinally, CETA respondents were asked if LEA personnel felt
s\ 1 4 i

threatenqd'by'sg?ficeﬂiofféred by CETA programs. Only twenty percent

. (20%) responded "Yes" and listed the following areas of.LEA concerns

1, competition for State funding;

2. ‘duplication of services;

3. "turf violations"s . . .
4o the non-cerciffeg status of some:CETA personnel; and
5. thd éompetiéive relationships between CETA personnel and .
_ ancillary school personnel such as guidance courselors,
[ ] L3 - ! ‘

LEA and CETA Views of Ogggnizhcion‘and Opération
- .

© A few of the sﬁrvey questions 4n the area of CETA program organi-

L ¥+

- zation and operatiqn were asked of both the LEA' and CETA groups. Dis-

' crepancies were-found between the LEA and CETA fespondents’ pqréeptions

By 42

+




- ¢
-

of how well CETA emp%ogﬁent expe?iences were coordinated with each
ltqdent's educational ﬁ@ogram. While 29% of tpg CETA respondents

- felt, fpé example, that student éFograﬁs vere Eobrdinatedlﬁalways,“
only 5% of .the LEA resﬁépdents feit thi¢ was the case. When ésked,

"How frequently the CETA career é pld§ment expeériences are approved

as releyant to Eurrent,educationg progsams by a school person,"

¥
-

74% of the CETA. respondents felt. it occurred at least "frequently"

kLl

as coﬂpared to onlé 28% of the LEA respondents. Again, while 50% of

the CETA respondegj? felt that CETA counsgelors offer ‘services :h\ch ex=-

“*

tend beyond those ?prmally available in schools $most of the timE", only

-

.16% of the LEA respondents Eelt thzs was Jpe case. It should bé noted

»
H . - . ~

. .
l:tt\al: some of .these disprepqncies cgn)probably be explained by the

L] .
P

fact that the CETA personnel work directly with only a few of the LEA

staff, . ' ' o . '_ L ?ﬁ\\;‘

v
- a
'

" LEA and CETA Pérceg_}ons of Current LEA/CETA Linkage. Efforts

X EA and CETA grqpps weﬂb presented with a list contaznzng
eight areas in whzch coopera}xon between LEA .and CETA programs could

" take place and were asked to indicate if the cooperation was present
-’ . -l ——

»

in their respective program. Table 5 contains the list of cooperative

- - -

. . areas aﬁd the perc tages of "YesP responses sfor the LEA and CETA groupa.

For the purpose.of LEA/CETA comparlsons the percentages have been

-
i

- ranked aud.the dxscrepaﬂcles between the,percentages have been lxsted.

- N * " hy
/ r 3 ‘:' ALty W B

Interested readers may wish to refer to ApPendlces D, E, and F fqr
‘further breakdowms of the data by Pgime Sponsor and,alze of communzty

groups.




Tabla 5

LEA and CETA Parceptions of Curvent LEA/CETA
Linkaga wor:s l

LEA CETA
Yis Rank st Rank Dis’csepmgy

Listed below ate some areas in which
cooperation berween LEA and CETA pro-
gtams could rake place. Based upon
your expevience,’please indicace if _
this cooperation is present.

Refattal of students by the LEA's to
CETA prograns.

Availability of referred students®
Tecords to CETA staff.

Award of academic credit for CETA
youth program patticipation by LEA's.

d. LEA recep:ivi:y.:o CETA you:ﬁ pro&
gram goals.

a, 39:«: between school and CETA
aff.
—g . '

£. Provision by the LEA of supplemencal
inseructional support to CETA youth
(e.3.s acadenic tutoring). .

g. Availability of school facilicies
‘for CETA program activities {e.g.,
"iulu.urial ares’ shop).

h. Availabilicy of school facilicies,
* {f vaquested. for meetings. '

r

Yrhe petcentages wete vanked within each gtoup so thae
the atess with the greatest linkage efforts veceived the
lowvest - vanks. . .

v

ER
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Major ?indiggg. Inspection of the percentages for the CETA

and LEA groups clearly indicates that in all areas a larger percéntage

»

of CETA pgrson;:i felt that gooperation was present than did the LEA
personnel. Some areas are associated with discrepancies in the opinions

. of the two groups which are quite large (i.e., 30%), T‘he three areas
in which the largest differences were found yere as. follows: awarding
academic credit, contact between school and CETA staff, and LEA
receptivity to CETA youth program goals,

The Beccipns which follow will present the results for all eight
areas lisc;d in the survey. For the purpose of reporting the results
have been grouped -as follows: Contact and Program Receptivity, The
Referral Ptocess, Supplemental Instructional Support and the Award of
Academic Credit, and‘AVa{iability of School Facilities,

bt *

Contact and Program Receptivity. Most CETA respondents (98%)

1

and only 68% of the LEA grb&p indicated that cooperative efforts were
. . >

presgnt in the area of contact between CETA and LEA personnel (Item e)y,

The written commemnts of bosh_grciqps urge consistent and more frequent
contact between groups. When asked to suggest ways in which communica-
tion could be impyqveﬁ, LEA respondents directed their comn_;e;lts in two
direéﬁio;s.' First, théy called for more petsonal contact with CETA
peraoﬁnel. _Sgééiﬁly,‘tﬁéy.fequéBCed regional meetings and worksh;ps

to tearn abouc job opportﬁnitieé. .! - t ) .o,

Most CETA re3pondents (912) also-felt that there was cooperatxon

in the recgptxvxqz_of the LEA scaff to CETA youth E:qg_gm 59&18 (Item d).

Only 64% of the LEA respondents” however, felt chat such cooperation R

was present. Some LEA réspondents noce’a{c long-rénge planning efforts
+ by CETA personﬂel would help to increase the responsiven€ss.of LEA

_achpol.personnel to CETA program goals,

36 {15;‘
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The Referral Process. Two qugstxons pertained to -the referral

of students by LEAs—~to CETA programs and'the ava1lab111ty of records

for the referred students. CETA personnel rated cooperative 11nkage .
efforts céncern1ng student referrals ay—LBA~a{\ff to CETA programs to

be ﬁuite high (892), yet onl}' 67% of the LEA respondents felt this to

be so (Item a). Several LEA respondents requested “additional 1nformatioﬁ
about CETA programs so that approprxate referrals could be made. It

may be that referrals to CETA programs come primarily from those LEA
staff members who are conve&sant with the QEIA program offerings. Only

three quarters (777) of the-cETA'feSpdndents felt that there was coopera-

tion concerning the availability of information from student records for

CETA staff (Itemb). About half (58%) of the LEA personnel repotrted

" such cooperative efforts. \

L] . . . ’
Suppletiental Instructional Support and the Award of Academic Crédit.
’ /

Only 48% of the CETA resposadents a‘n,d 38% of the LEA respondents indi-~

cated that ¢ooperation exists in the forw of LEA sgppllemental.;instructional ,

support for CET_& youth (It‘em f). CETA persomnel comengi that school

programs are often unrelated to employment; school personnel gdalled

“for CETA programs which work theough schPols when High school students

,

are the enrollees. . ¢ L 1 g

L]
The Idest discrepancy between the perceptl.o:}p of the LEA and

"CETA groups

found in the area of awarding academic cred1t -for CETA /.

program participants by LEAs (Itemc). While 84% of the CETA personnel /

!

indicated Coopeation was ‘present, only 37% of the LEA persomnel indi=-

cated this was the case.




:; Availability of School Facilities. CETA (89%) and LEA (77%)

personnel felt that cooperaé%ye efforts in the area of facility sharing
for meetings was pre?ent (Item h). There appears to be considerably

less cooperation, however, in the use of schBol faciiitieg for CETA
program activitieg. While 66% of the CETA respondents felt that such

sharing was ﬁresent, only 44% of the LEA group felt this was the case

(Item g). o .

[
-

In summary, for all eight areas of potential cooperative efforts,
»
a larger percentage of CETA personnel felt that cooperation was present

than did The LEA peraonne11 The three areas in whlch the greatest
discrepancies were found in the opinions of the two- groups were: awarding

academic credit, contact between school and CETA st&ff, and LEA recep-
I ’

* ]

tivity to CETA youth program goals. .

’ T

a

LEA and CETA Perceptions of Obstaclés to Effective Linkage Effo;&g.

CETA and LEA groups were pr;sented with a list of ten obstacles’

toieffective linkage efforts which had been identified in the literature.

v

Each group was. asked to rate the obstacles with respect to their ime-

portance in'ginderiﬁg effective LEA/CETA linkage efforts. The rating

scale empibygd waé aaffollow&: 1 = Unimportant, 2 = Moderately Important,

[}
-

3 = Important, and 4 = Very Imbortant.

S

Table 6 contains the means for CETA and LEA ratings of the

obstacles. Note théc the ‘higher the mfan the more important the<0bstac1e.
* | - v - '

Note also that the méana have been ranked as well. The ranks range
Y 1

from 1 to 10, with tﬂe greatest obstaclgsjfeceiving the lowest rank.

The sections which fo?low will present the results for the LEA ‘and CETA

’groqba. Appendices 6}, H, I, and J contain further breakdowns of the
! R
J . * ~ . ? F} ) » - - »
' datF grouped by prime|sponsor area and size o{ﬁsgf?unzty. The discussion

_
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vy Table &
LEA and CETA Petceptions of Obstacles to Effective
+ Litkage Effotcs!

L]

: -LEA CETA
Obscacle - . i Rank Hean .. Rank

L

8. Mismateh of £iscal year.
{CETA, October ! to Segtembet 30;
LEA, July 1 to Jupe 30 . .

b. Award of academic creditc.
¢. Length of the. school day.

d. Fixed schedule of schbol classes and
activities.

. Credentialing of CETA staff.

f. School petsonnel’s negative experiences
with similar CETA progracs.- . *

g+ Accélerated and patchwork planning in
CETA progtams. -

B. Uncert:ain'ties ovet funding .le\reloé-and!ot
telﬂthqﬂization of CETA legislation.’

i. Shifrs in CETAsprogram priotities and
regulatiohs.

-
j. Diffetences in program acconntabxl;ty,
(i.e., LEA programs ate primatily’

" accountable to local boatds of education
while CETA'programs are accountable to
other local authotities and/ot state’
and regional labot depattments.)

.
L]

!Tabie oupbets’ tepresent means fot a sczle which vanged from

§ = Unimportant, 2 = l’.odetately Izporrant, 3 = Important. and
& » Very Important. Rankings of the means within each group
dve also included vhere the greatest obstacles received the
lower Tanks.

L] L]
.
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will be broken. into three sectfons to repre;sent high, moderate, and

low importance obstaclés, Hr.i._tte;:l-conrﬁen!:s were also elicited frem

L =" \ - 4
respondents and will be incorporated into .the discussion.

]
i .. ~

:__'_ghly Important' ObstacieS' Program Uncertainty and Incon31stenc1es.

Focusing on Questions ‘h, 1., and g suggests thet the greatest obstacles
i 4 M

to effective linkages for both, are the uncertainties and inconsi.,stencles

—
&

which are inherem': in CETA programs. 4'11 “reepondeot groups agree that
\uncerteinties over fugdi.ng aqd/or the .reauthorization of CETA ‘legiéletio'n .

o
. ' -

present the greatest obstacles to effective linkegee. Shifts in CETA.
«priorites and,gregulations r ag the 'second greetest hindrance to

linkage efforts for both groups. F‘;nelly, the.resultant "petchwork

planning for CETA programs" api:ears as: the, third ran’ked obstacle fax

both LEA and CE‘IA groups. ' " e / NG

- Additional problems were mentw 'by'respondents who wrote of
Coe
their difficulties ‘m.t;h 11nkage efforts. 'LEA respondents most\\ften

‘Téxperience a lack oféuzﬁ}: QE‘IA program mfomat).on %d feel
Lhty . .,

need for continual "updates" pnﬁchangmg program goals ag/eh,g

.v

requirements. Meanwhl.le, CEZ[‘A respondentg cfmnmented thae they faced .

f' ¢ &
four problem areas in their att?@ts Lt.‘bq’d wrth CE‘IA fluctuanons.

. . ‘ L
increased recor -keepl.ng acti.viatn.e'% i -;%3
2 _ % . :
chqigjng regul 83 ¢ ¢, P
short-ranged prong?d;/ !

caseload overload.

Y

" Moderately Important Obstafxes' ACQOJJH_Eab].}.Ity and Prior Experiences

. agﬁﬂ:" o

. Focusing on Questl.ons js £, and éf Suggests that both LEA’ and

CETA groups rated the areas of dl.ffer,pncés in program accountabl.hty and
¥ <R .

L]




negative experiences with prior CETA programs as "moderately important"

r "important™ with respect to hindering effective linkage efforts..

A . *

In comparison to other obstacles, LEA respondents felt that the credentialing.
+ f “ R
of CETA staff was a more important obstacle than did the CETA group. N

Least Important Obstacles: ~Pro§ram Scheduling .

Questioﬁs.a, b, ¢ and d appear to represent the‘least imporfant
obstacles. Both the LEA and CETA groups felr“that-xhe least 1mportant
obstacles were the length of the scbeol day and the m1smatch of the
CETA and LEA f1sca1 years. While st111 feeling that the areas were of

' smaller 1mportance in h1nder1ng effective 11nkaggs, CETA personnel |
placed more‘emphasis on the awarQﬁng of académic credit than LEA

personnel; ‘and LEA personnel placed more emphasis on the problem of

Fixed” schedules-of .school classes and activities than did the CETA

e ' . A

rd

group. - '

* »
.
Additional Comments. Respondeflts were asked to suggest additional

obstacles to effective linkage effé%\s. Frgm an LEA perspect1Ve addi-

t1ona1 obstacles center around:

L # -

i. The lack of consistent personal contact between respecéive
staff members;

2, a leck of current CETA pgogrem informa;ﬁﬁﬁ?

3. too. few employment opportunities;

4. Za'l-ack of a variety of employment opportunities;

5. 1increased paper work; - : .;--;::;gf
Fd el g . ;

6. ‘duplication of services between LEA add CETA personnel
and between CETA programs and others ¥imilar to it; and

7. & lacR of continuity among CETA staff members.




LY
Fraa a'CETA_perspebtiye_additionel obstacles to effective link-

ages center around:

1. Short range programs {(e.g., | year);

2. caseload overleqd; r . .

+

3. a leck of §uff15}ent time to involve all important persons
in plénning end 1mp1ement1ng of CETA programs; :

&, changing regulations and eligibility requxrements; and

5. diffieulties‘working:threugh the chain of command in
/ schools.

Bfforts Toward Overcoming Obstacles. Two recommendations were

‘ y & sizeable number of respondents as means of impfbving linkage ’

The first suggestion concerred establishing routine meetings-

betwégn LEA and CETA.personnel. The second suggestion dealt with the

+

expansion vf CETA programs into the private sector to increase the

+

Variety of job opportunities available to CETA enrollees.

Summary . . S : o &
. While there is significant congrﬁence between the attitudes of
- ' 4

CETA and LEA personnel Yegarding the'obs;aeles to cooperative program

\ — s
effortsy it is clear from the data presented that there are major dis~

erepencles between the perceptions regardlng the types and degree of

factors aecount for these discre-

cooperative effort between i’El(: ISQ:d CETA youth programs.

1t is possible that, two  prim
pancles. First, the sample selected for this survey eon31§%ed of a
broad array of yéh personnel represent;né various job titles in the
public schoolea' 1t is appetent that meny;of these personnel have little
knowiedge ?f CETA program operetions_and have had 1 . e or ﬁ? contact
‘ -

42




with CETA programs and persghnel. The second factor, which perhaps

_ accounts for the first, is ghat CETA personnel have not made effective
oL ) ; ~ . )

. o 4% .efforts to inform 3{1 public schoql personnel of their programs and
S ' o ' .
’*z services. .Conversely, the bﬁlk oglahblic school}peraonnel have‘not taken

4

the responsibility to inform themselves about CETA program operations,

Al

Perhaps the| communications bréakdown lhs.occﬁrred.bécause of the
. ‘ ~

#

reliance CETA programs place on the school liaison/contdct persons.

o

It is the role of these public ‘school personnel to‘%etye as an advocate

] -t

-and informa:é:;rgrovider to inaure that other school personnel become
aware of, anfl support the efforts of CETA youth programs. It would

appear that this has not been an effective communication‘system.

2
¥




Chapter 1V

-

Conference Proceed
i'/ ) B
! . . - *

A significant component of the|total LEA/CETA linkage effort
. [

undertaken in this proJect wag a one-day statewide conference. The

intent of the conference, as outlined in the or1ginal propo 1, was to

bring CETA staff and vocational educators together to 1n1t1ateg:,
. o .

cr@‘t::ehensive dialog regarding better linkages, cooperation an
cormunicatio €tween CETA programs and LEA's. o

\'isy early May, 1981, it was clear that there would be significant
L] Y . ' .
cl'fange_s in Federal ‘policies and funding for bbt'n CETA and wocational
education. With this in mind, the conference £ocus was broadened to

-

school/community linkages. As will be noted-in the Conference agenda

Eesented later, much attgntion was devoted to trying to interpret the

d1rect1on of Federal polmtes and the impact of Federal budget reduct:.on
B

on ﬂET%nd vocattonal éducation. '

O-I'

et
Conference attendence was by invitation only, and a total of

+

400 invitggions were sent out. Invited g'roups included local and ~
‘ -
state vocational educatora CETA ataff, gul.dance dtrectors,\ school

administrators, selected 8tate Departments of Educatgon and Labor pet-
sonnel, and selected busmess and labor leaders. Confe‘:ence vatlll:“endenCe'
" 4
tot.glled 76 perSons. ‘ L ’ g 4
The confet;enc W38 quite well received by those in aljtendancé
and went’ smoothly frovm start to fml.sh. A« summagy of con-feregce evalua— K
tion sheets completed by participants is pr(gsented in the appendix o¥

thig report. What follows is. the conference agenda (Frgure 1) and the .

¢ proceedings consisting of edited verbatim transcripts of each preséntition.
. . - -

i,
\ﬁl!'




AGENDA

, 9130-10:00 Régisgracion/Coffqp'

"10500-10:15 .+ Welcome/Opening Remarks _
' _.'C.M. Green, Associate Commissioner, _
‘ Divmmn of Vocational and Adult Education

.“M_ulgliwlp QQHNWm;gggoducc;gng and Conference Qverview .
Donald .Thompsen, Pr1nc1pal Investigator,
) Universicy of Connecticut .
\ - ' . 3
.. 10:30-11:15 Impact of the Reagan Budgec Proposals on Vocational
N T, Education, Employment Training Programs and Private
J Sector Initiatives
(Panel Discussion) .

Elizabeth M. Schmictt, Chief, Bureau of Vocational
Program Planning and Development,. .

»

ichard ﬁ.:BlackSCOne, Undersecretary, Division
of Employment and Training, Office of Policy
Management

Wade Sayer, Executive Director, Hartford Private
. Industry Council

-
* a

11:15~-12:00 Review of the Connecticut Vocational Education/Employment
' Training Linkages scudy

Robert Gahle,)Senxor Researcher, Uanerslcy of
’} Connecticut

£

12:00- 1:15  Lunch,

§315~- 2:00 Economic Development in Connecticut and the Impliq;cions
for Vocaclonal Education and Employmenc Training Efforts

& . Ronald Van Winkle, Chief Economist and Director of
' Research Planning and Development, Departmenc of
,‘ Economie Development

2:00- 2:45 Overview of Three Successful Linkage Programs in
. : Connecticut

. Karen Pinder, Career Educat1on,
Hartford Schools -

Paula Colen, Youth Program Coordinator, EASTCONN

Carlos Guardiola, Youth Program Specialist, Bureau of
Youth Employment and Training Services

2:45~ 3300  Break ¥
3:00~ 4:00 Regional Discussion Groups.
Linkage Efforcs and Planning for che 80's

4:00- 4:15 Summation and Closing Remarks

. Figure §

YOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND EMTLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS.
Planning for the 80's

-

45

94
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» Introductory Remarks by Donald Thompson
: :;Prqjecb Direetor
‘iners‘zty of Connecticut

t .
. T .

. 1 ,
777 I'm Don Thompson from the University of é;nnect;zi:: .1'm one

1j;i“the project staff phai helped brganize the conference. In preparing
- my remarks for today, I set.three goals for myself. Firsé, I*hoped 50

be inspiring, second, to be witty; and third, to Be brief. After re-

viewing my presentation, oné of my more generous colleagues assured me

that, in fact, I was brief. : . .
. . '.. ?‘ .
"In the spring of 1980, Bob Gable, Fran Archambault and I, all .

' . N + ]
from. the University of Génnécticut, responded to a Request For a. Pro-
% . - -

posal from.the §tate Department of Educgtion. We developed a proposal

e . . . . .
for a program entitlgl "Encouraging Linkages Between CETA Programs and

3

Vocational Education in Connecticut”. The program we proposed ohtlinei‘

Smgigt

six primary. activities which were designed to facilitate the development

* of lipkagés. One of the activities is the one~day conference you are

attending today. The other activities we proposed and have now carried

- 2 .
out are described in the project abstract which you received when you

registered. You will hear more about the other activities in some
F

- L

LY

of ‘taday’s later sessions. ‘ . .

.
1 Fl .

In the fall of 1979, when the State Department of Education released

N

the RFP for our program and in the spring of 1980, when we responded to

. N

that RFP, we werebconfr?ntedjwith a Very.diffgrent %et of circumstances

from thos; tﬂaf conffont us:today. There was much Ealk~of the Youth

Act of 1980. I'm's;¥é*fﬁht‘most of you have heard of Ehe Youth Act of

1980. Th%s was to be the centerpiece of the Carter.Employment Training

Legislation Package. Tﬂis act proposed&a total funding of $2.1 biilipn
,’for Youth Employment Training Sewvices, afd for the‘firsl time, a,pqui;
+ ficant portion of the fundﬁ was designated to go to the public.scﬁoolsn

&

t. /‘ .
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L]

Also, funding for traditional vocational education programs appeared to

"be secure .and*likely to increase, Needless ta say,, major policy

L,

changes have occurred 31nce then. We nowsface a sltuatzon whgte the e

’

current proposals reflect a 252 reduction %n vocatxonal education fund-

+

ing and nearly a 75% reductiof in CETA Youth Program money. If you

dan believe the media, it would appear that the Reagan budget proposals

are likely to be approved. In fact, T noticed in the Hartford Courant

this morning that the House of Representatives is to takesaction on the
\ L3 - .
proposals today, so we may well know by the end of this conference what

the budget will look like. TheiBenapﬁ has already acted, 38 you are

probably aware. .

’ ' -
B S

Regardless of what happens in terms of program changes and budget .

*

reductions, we in public education, Employnent‘Training Programs and
and qther Community Based Organizations are sti}l'confronted with the
challenges of megting the educatzoﬁ%l aﬁd employment tra1n1ng needs of

todays youth, pé;ETCUIarly those youth, who by vlrtue of racial, socio-
t L]
economic or sex status, have been unable to enter the maxnstream of

4 : 2 S ..
American.life. We hope this.conference will generate some idéas and

creative solutions to the problems we confront. It 18 an uncertain .

3

. . * .
txme, and ve may therefone rajise more questzons than we answer. It 18

our hgpe that this conference, and in fact all of  the actxvltxes that

\"" u" 'f“ ’- L]

we have carried out as a part of our prograﬁ, will create a dxaloguek

<

between, various groups that will extend beyond the life of oug‘proJect.

-

_If we are to survive and.meet the needs of youth, working toéether is

certainly going to be a vital component;of our future success. K We

hope you find this conference 4nformative and enjoyable. We have an~

array of excellent speakersy and I would like to introduce them
5 .

apd ask them-to stand as they are’ introduced.




o

-

' The first session that we h§ve this morning is a panel discussion
.. ! 'f' Tt s
entitled “Impact of the Reagan Budgetr Proposals on Vocational Education,

Ewployment Training Prograits and Private Sector Initiatives". The

) -~ e .
members of the panel include Ms. Elizabeth Schmitt, Chief, Bureau of
Vocatzonal Program Plannxng and Development, Connegticut State Depart-

. ¢ ment of Educatxon, “Mr. Rxchard Blackstone, Undersecretary of the Office

Y

%
of Policy Hanagement and Mr. Wade Sayer, Executive Director of the

Hartford Private Industry,Council.
; ? ; .

‘Our second session this porning will be a presentation by Robert Gaple

"

from the University of Connecticut. Boeb has been primarily responsible’

M .

for thé linkages survey which we~conducted. . Following lunch, the major

A} ’ - N 3 ) 3
presentation will be by Mr. Ronald Van Winkle, Chief Economist and Director

of Research, Planning and Dévelopment from the Deépartment of Economic

Development. The second session this afternoon will be similar to a .

T

panel discussion and ﬁilk{brovide'gn'overview of three successful linkage

.

programs in Connecticut. “peakets will include Karen Finder, from the

-

,/’ Career Educatien Program 4n Hartford Public Schools, Paula.Colen, Youth

) Coordinator from EASTCONM, and Carlos Guardiola, Youth Program Specialist’

L]

from the Bureau of Youth Employmént Training Services. Following the

three presentations there will be a break. Then we will have regional

discussion groups. ‘

L]




_, Presentation by Elizabeth Schmitt, Chief
Bureau of Vocational Program Planning and Development
" Connecticut State Department of Education

- %

We're going int& the }980's.wjfﬁ a lot ®f Jﬁcertainty-and I think

a while back when we ki ol@admiqibtratiVe courses, we

talked about ambiguit

certainly going to be different from what we'vé hig in the past. I'm

-
Ll

b

goinﬁ‘tw'éive you a little bgckg}pund on the Vocational Education Act
and with whatever crystal bail-l I ha;ve, I'f1 give you some insights as

to what the Federal funding for vgcational education programs looks
,likg‘ﬁor at'lefst the next year. _ . 5
* The Federal government got, in;r;alved wi.th:‘ \Eoc;titonall’.eciucat.idnx
back in 1917 wiéﬁ:the Smith-Hughes Act, and since that Cimg'thé Federal
‘role has changed as‘Congress has shésen to‘direct-state and local dunic-

ipalities.to move in different directions. The most recent piece of

. ~ % ' N
. legislation is the 1976 VEA Amendments which did change the role of

states(énd especially local school districts in vocational education
K - y

programs. _ - .

Currently the Figenat government provides somewhere between 3 and
9 ‘percent of the actual cost of vocétiénal.education programs.  Tradi-
éioné}ly, and currentlyY under the ieéiélation, the initiatives for
‘use of those Federal funds have gone to Lerve currently underserved

populations, includifig the handicapped and disadvantaged 'for example.

[N -

Funding coming into. Connecticut goes out tp‘g wide variety of agencies
A ) -

. to provide vocational programs: iocal school districts, our regional

b F
L

vocational technical schools, commuany colleges, and a smattering of
e A g . .
special institutions ‘for example, such as Department of Children and
k3 " 4 )
Youth Services.




The legislstion itself does not have very strong roles: for
] M .

municipal governments or community based organizationié?hich is very
different from the CETA legislaEion. When congress passed the 1976
améndments, it gave states major new responsibiiities for sgatewide
planning and evaluation of vocational programs. I ‘think that's quite

significant .because psrt of what we're looking at down the road in

+

terms of the Federal role will probably mean keeping some of the same

responsibilitie# but having fewer dollars to do it. Also, the last

. A
couple years, the state has taken on the role of distributing those

Federsl funds that are available in a reltatively precise manner -to

“eligible agencies. States are also required to provide a considerable

? o

R % A A x

amount of informstion:on the supply and demand for trained workers,

sni part of the 1976 VEA a@endmeﬁts.involved the develppmentﬁof th; é:at;ﬁ_
d;cupational Coo}dinating ComﬁitteeS'acrosgriﬂﬁfzaﬁﬁf§§1ﬂffﬁ primary

) roles for providing vocational educators and. CETA program operators
;ith.better information on where the jobs were going to be.and where
the trsining Rrogramg’s;e,to‘meet.those job needs. The Vocational ‘¢

Education Act also makes reference to coordinating all resources that

were available for Amployment training programs and the CETA linkage
¥ N -

role is very clearly spelled out in the current legislation.

R;gh;fhow Connecticut, this year 80-81, is receiving approximately

+
.

nine mi{}{on dol}ars 9} F=db;a1 funds. Again, I would mention that
nine ﬁfilion.dollars is a wery small proportion of what we are actually
éxpeﬁding in Connecticut fdr vocational education. I wghld onserva-

l tively egtimate sOmeﬁhe?e around 90 million dollars is be?ng ent.

. Thst would B¢ with the local school districtg, the Vocational Techni-
cal schools‘s d Ce@gunity anll Technical Colleges. So, you can F{Early;
see that for appréximately every one dollar of Federal funds, local and

state resources are putting i abpfbximately-;én'dollars or more. .

O.
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The Vocational Education Act which I've been talkin% about is due
. to éxpire next Year. The current legislation goes‘througﬁ~!98 which
: ;yts us in a very interesting,per;pectivg when wé talk about Jhe
budget cuts that are proposed and where vocational education 111 be
in terms of the Federal role in the coming years. We have be n for

the lagt several mpnths, assuming, and this is the assgmptio&, that
& - -

Connect icut will be expecting about nine million doki?rs of current’
f .

level funding in the coming year. . f !

, ' We know now more clearly as Don mentioned earlier, th%t the House '
LY - - -'l
and the Senate are moving quickly on the budget reconciliation process

and it looks almost pésitive that we will have a 25 percenﬁ'reduction

R o] : b o o . | Py N
in vocational education funds ‘from the Federal “government. Both of

tﬁe éﬁeﬁdmenfénfhﬁt'were the alternative bpdgets:th;t wérl‘before
Congress: do not look like they will pass. That™*s good neps for. some
people——not so good for others. We won't know for severJl wedks the
sﬁecifiés on how‘thpse bu;get cuts.will affe;t vochtiona{dﬁddcauion.
HL wilI_probablf‘Lnow towards the middle of June in terms of the total

dollar amount, prxmarzly because the budget cut which are being voted

- on at this point 1n time are the total budget cuts and not line-items.
If the 252 reduction comes through,; we will be losing approximately,
2.2 million dollars at the state level and if }ou knoy the way the

krants flow from the state to al agencies. we estimate somewhere around
-r.\
$750,000 w111 be reduced for local-education agencie and about

Il

$800,000 for vocational technical schools and colleg s. However,

these decisibns have not been specxfzcally made p:zmarzly because we

_will not know the parameters of the de%}pions or how'the cuts are

going to affect us until Congress actually passes the law which allo=

/ * ‘
cates the money. '




I've tried to p'i;t out in-my remarks that the Federal role

-
i

has been changzng*oveg time and that the Federal dollars we do receive
i
for vocational education are a small portion of our state effort, and
. N : ’ }
" that there is a major role in Yocational educagion %y our local

boa?/of educatlon and, our vocanonal t}chmcal schools and colleges.
, .

n
The Federal budget éuts assumed that the locallmun1c1pal1t1es and the

state governments wil; pick_up the slack. ?haq'a an assumption.

n"’

We're not that optimistitc because we know in Cophnectitcut we are dealing

- -

with some v;§¥gserious budget problems at the state level and in

N

almost evety town across the state. !

So, in terms of my forecast, I do think we| have the creativity
-

in this room and acrd%iythe state to meet those.dhallenges. We're,

going ‘to have to be very careful in’ terms o setting our priorities,

»
i; using ou¥ funds. I'm very optimiagic in tergé of_ps workihg on the
situaﬁion and especially working with CETA'in our linkage efforts.

We‘JL got, at the state le;el: somg extFemaly good communications be;weén
“ the various deﬁgrtménfstin state g&vernment. The Education Department,
Labor Department, an; the Bffxce-of Policy and Hanagement hav? the 11nes

of communlcatxon open. That's one of the best ways to help solve our

problems. Thank you very much.




Presentation by Richard Blackstone, Underseéretary
Division of Employment and' Training .
Officé of Pélicy Management |

- -

] .

‘ﬁetty started out talking about‘Vocatidnal Education, now I'm~
going to concentrate on CETA programs. ?irst, I1'11 start by discussing .
*the specific cuts by CETA Title and then-follow up with a detailed
analysis of the.impact on Employment T;aining brogramg.“_Actually the )
cuts in CETA are qﬁﬁrmous. 1f they hold true, about 47% of the total
funding will be cut. Funding is going from abou; $8.8 billlon in 1980

té about $4.7 billion in 1982. The cuts are made in a numﬁer of ways,

/;ut the heaviest one is in Titles 2D, and Title VI. These two pro-

grams are subsidized publié employment. In most cases, the phase down

in those programs is taking place already. If the President's program
X ' H

is approved it must be complete by the end of September this year.

However, some programs are still going forward but they must be.fermi.n-E

i

ated by'phe‘end of September. That has a great deal of effect on our
people. It deals with 340,000 CETA staff personnel in the United States

and about 2,000 in the State of Connecticut. The cuts extend beyond the
PSE area. Special National Programs and Title III are affected. Pro-

e »
grams such as displaced homemakers, ex-offenders. There's a reduction .
in that area of about $108 million or 54%. In the President's early
. . ) o 3
announcements, he stated that there would be nd effect off the summgf

1

youth programs. I guegs that's going to hold for this gummer. However,

4 L

the latest “administrative game plan recommends a major change in other:

youth programs under Title IV. The call is for consolidation of train-

ing programs for -youth. Funding under Titfla A, B and C and Title 4A

will be folded into a single block grant to states and localities.
" . : \, = . ;
. In addition to combining these programs into block grants, the proposal

* would reduce the combined funding level of about $900 hiliion to about}

-
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.
‘

$700 million. This plan appears to folldw thé Reagan administration

baseline criteria for grant managemént. That is, the consolidation
. R e I

of categorical grants into block grants, and reduction of overhead; and

personnel costs of government. The disposifion of grants primarily

* b L a‘a i . « 'y
to states will require.states and localities to plan their own prdgrams,

[ 7]
establish their b;;orities and exercise coihitrols for sub-grants to

. . - . ~
localities and non-profit organizations. "With possible less federal

L ]

funds and fewer fegulatory'ihstructioﬁs. :Supposedly, such block grants

would. reduce red tape, water down maintenance of effort, and strengthen

-

.t = . .
_ the process of targeted funding. However, some opponents to the block

.grant concept argue that it will increase compefition within agencies

)
and among different target groups such as youth or older workers: With
. - bl
limited resourcess they claim\fhe disadvantaged whom CETA serves would
L3 ~ , 3 N-..:_

i ¥ L] s -
have to scramble for the few crumbs that are left on the shortened table.
, The President has also proposed *a phﬁse out ofiéhe Young A&ult Conserva-

tion Corps and the youth in that corp under Tigié III during 1982. " These

N - - ms' B
programs currently provide about 45,000 job slots nationwide. Now, how

~

do these cuts .and reduced funding affect prog%am; under the Governor's

discretionary fund which I have, the pleasure to administer. Elimination

]

of the funding from the Youth Eoployment Demonstration Program under
Title 4A,will automaticélly zero out our 5% set aside for ybuﬁh services.
Thie phase out of the Youth Adult ConServation Qbrp will zero out the

- i M

) 50%-8et aside of funds for state and local YAGC programs. So, slowl} but

surely we see our funds shrinking.‘gNow, on the,bthér hand, Govermor's

" grants for combination of'speci§1 ser¥ices or coordination will -not be

cut Since they are based on 4% of the Titles 2B and C. However, the 1%
X ) .

~~ set aside to encourage linkéée, and that's what we're here to talk about

N
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' L B A - P : .
today, will be pretty wei\hput in half. About 50% of the linkage

money will be eliminated. Now lgtié consider the imbact of this budget
" proposal in detail. According to moét_gbservers, an abrupt end to

the public service“jobs would have a devastating impact on several

?

thousandd of people who will be thrown out of work, and will, affect their

»

families and thexr nexghborhoods. It could also have a negatxve impact

on the entire national economy at this time of rising unemployment and

. F3 .
Zeconomic uncejtainty. Supply-side economists and most,Reaganites justifx;a

b

the e11m1nat10n of PSE (Publxc Servxce Employment) and related programs
by speculatxng that the proposed Kemp-Roth tax cut embraced by the
President combined with cuts in government spendjng will automatically
raipe the gross national product and thereby create mill%onf-of new joss

 which the unemployed can fill. These conclusions are widely questiongi

by other prominent economists. They point to the fact that 95% of PSE

jobs.are held by the people who are defined as economically disadvantaged

rJ

.Further, a great portion of them have secondary market characteristics.

This means that they have barriers to employment that are not Easily

' olveabLeﬁhz_EEEh?imple improvement in the _.economy. - Most CETA programs

4

onlgirated as a akjor desigﬁ to improve employment for people unable to'

secure .unsubsidized employment either because of high unemployment or be-

t

cause of structural problems, and to provide meaningful public service

to our nation's citizens. .There are positive spinoffs which have made
. wden *
many\neighﬁbrhqods more desirable places to live and encouraged the
, .

influx q{ new residents and business, which in turn has genefated more
employment - opportunities. Destroying CETA will cloq::the door oA many
of these nexghbo;hood self help act1v1t1esﬂ Many local governments will

{ [

exther have to increase the taXes to maintain them or e11m1nate them
L4
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A

. . . . b . .
entirely. FTaking the first option will simply mean substituting federal
- . . . rd F
taxes for Jocal or state taxes. in the geEond, the ”valuab‘lfe service will
- . " -

L

- -
be lost. Further reddctions will hit those who are most in need and

p—

those who are the least capable of obtaining unsubsidized employment

- ~ -

even in the best of times. Hence, there is still going to be a need

"
v

euuioymeqt training. This is the time we will have to re-examine
our pr i.ti.es and design mér:ffective prograims .to address the pro-
1ems of the‘strﬂffrally unemployeé, and the economically disaemaﬁtaged.-
OQur new Assistant Secretary for Empleyment Training in the United States
Department of Labor has already throtm the challenge to the nation's
unemployment and tra1n1ng system 1n outlining -the prerequisites to making
important policy décisions about the 1982 reauthorization of various
g}ég}hms which'include-bEﬂA and” Vocational Education. Despite the adverse
i.mpacts, I think that we can meet the challenge; that we c‘&-l devise new
ideas and programs on the aseumﬁtion that there are going to be blbck
grants, "and we have.more ‘and greater opportun1t1es to be creatrve than -
we have now. ‘CETA 18 knownfgs a diversified program. That is not what
it is. We are !'ry heibily controlled by,tﬁe Federal Labor Department
and assumptions are that'the block §rant process should dl.m;.m.sh that
considerably. Nhrle I have a great deal of respect for the Federal Re- *.
presentatives with whom we work, I also ecgnowledge the fact that they

- -8

are enforcers, not those who cotne basica11§ to assist. So, I think we
A y ’

- v * : 4 ./
/' . should afl recognize that perhaps in all of this, there is an oppor-

é‘ﬂf tupity. I look forwatd to working with.that, and hopefully we in Con-

necticut icn create an attitude and an atmosphete which we can transport

to Yashington,/ D.\C. to influence the decisions particularly in the re-

[ . - l r /
vapthorization ¢f the CE?A Act. .

]
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Presentation by Wade Sayer, Exegutive Director |,
Bartford Private Industry Council

LY

2

Perhaps the Private Seszr Initiative Program is being smiled
- [

upon, at least temporarily. That may mean the ax is just hanging out
A - 1 *
there & little bit longer for us. I'm not sute how well versed you all

are on dETA énd the titlgs and the programs éichin CETA. Let me just

* -

Z [ kY .
back up a little and tell you 2 little gbout what the Private Sector

Initiative Prpgram is.. When CETA wad reauthorized in 1978, Congress

. and the Carter administratiéq'created‘what is called the Private Sector
*\aﬂzﬂﬁtiative Program. It is Tatle VII of the CETA, Comprehensive Employ-
‘ ment Training Act. The whole nature and mandate of the PSIP program.
was to céeate in every CETA Péiﬁe Sponsor Area, of which there ar; not about

480 to 490 around the country, a.Privage‘fndustry Counfeil. I represent

#

Hartford at one of the 490 Private Industry <Counclls.
“ The érivate Iﬁ%ustry Coungil is'ﬁy legiﬁlation‘;nd reguiations,
‘mandated to have a;majorffy of business représenéatives on the board and
. 3 *
to work cooperatively with la!or organ{zations, educational organi%aEions,

community based organizations, and with vocational education programs

and economic development -programs. ,

Thé question of the impact of the Reagan budget: it is true that
. . .

¥
.

for 1981 éhe Reagan people have left the same budget allocation as the .

-

. e
€arter people had pro?bsed, which is an extension of the same amount of
moﬁey that we had 1£€£“§éarv~m§gtiona11y, it amounts to $325 million

dollars. ’As a piece of CETA, it has been a fairly small piece, roughly

- £ .
(gk. As CETA is cut, and my understanding is $hac CETA isxﬁbing down to

cloge to.4 billion dollars nationally, the piipe that is Title VII-PSIP ..
will be a larger piece of 2 much smaller pie. I'm not sure if that's ‘

-
N -

-good or bad, however.




. : . ‘. . . , .
,Onexof the other things I %ant to point out is that we are a
demonstration program. We were created as a demonstfation to find
5

" - \ W ~ ?
out = Could the Private Sector get involved in the publicly funded

employment and training Jﬁd etducational network.thgt exists within

“each city and municipality. ‘13 some, areas, I think we can say without

il

.
i&\ ¥ questiop, it has. "In dther‘areas ‘of the country I can say withofft

question, it has not, it is totally rneffective.. The jury 19 still out

* on PSIP as a program. However, w1th1n-certain areas of the country and

Ed

‘I-—-/, . ., -
1n certain cities, and I think Hartford happens to be one, it is making
it's influence felt not only Qi&iij_fhe CETA system - not only withtn

. the employment and training that is funded under CET" but it“g also

starting to have an impact on vocational programs and ecomomic develop-"

-
A

ment progr@ms, and hopefully on vocational education programs.

what I Want to pass on to yau is some information I found out.

last weeiulistening to the Assistant Secretary of Labor for Emplqyment
and Training. T, ' 3

v % One, he's got a new m&nagement style. Hhen'he toek,over the

Empioyment Training Administratiqn éﬁe Department of Labor he had

17 people reporting to.liim. Hé came out of the Private Sector and said -

if you have 17 people reporting to you, you don't have anybody reporting

+

to you, and he's probably right; He's cut it té 3 and has reorganized

qulgyment *and Training te 3 separate divisions. One for training which

N '

- al#‘ ‘éérlll encempass alk’CEIA programs as UeLl as all planning and evaluation

progrumg, and special research programs~ The second.dLVLBion is unemploy-

-

ment and the US Eﬁbloyment Service. -The third division will be in

- *

management. The managgment of the regional offices and their technical }

hssxstance to local CETA Prime Spqgsors and Private’ Industry Counc11

-
L ES

. Program operators. He promises, and I' d’like to hold him to thia pr .se,‘;

*

= 5

> .




that the regional Federal Representative and the regional offices will

get much more into the business of Peing facilitators and assistants than

. - -

they are now, which is as Dick said, pretty much monitors and policemen,

¥ certainly hope he's right.
[ ) -
k - - "
The second thing he wanted tq podnt out to us was that there

-

are new priorities in the Department of Labox. His new priorities are

based’on the fact that he endorses the Reagan Admini¥tration budget pro-

posals and hépes all that will go through, tax cuts budget reduction,

stimulation and reinvigoration of the private sector etc, Within the
Department of Labor,,hefs saying that h;s.priorities arqﬂgoing'to be -~ one,

first and foremost, training. .He wants to see CETA and the Department of

Labor becoﬁe'basically a training facilitating organization_- not income
)

maintenance - not income transfer - not counter recessionary gimmicks. He
e ‘ . &
wants to become an institutional training organization and in that I basic-

+

: . . ¥, . X . ‘
basically agree with him. I think that's the direction ETA has to have.

He's looking for performance based programﬁing and by performance based
programming and by performance based his bottom line is placements: place-
épnts of_people into jobs.. For those of us in'the CETA progr;ms and those
of us %n~vocationa1“education ptg%famé I Ehﬁnk we should understand thatff

exactly where the Department of‘fﬁbor.is comipg from. He's looking for

b

a bottom 11ne that's.going to say "*‘percantage" of people who went into

e placed in unsubsized-go#ll..Hﬁs\kecond priority is taking

4 .

ook at, the reauthorization of the Comprehensive Employment and

[%

t
Trairning Act whxch comes up in 1982. HNot only did Secretary, Argrisani

-

speak to this issue but we had people from the Department of Labor, people

Y

fromd}he Senate, peop&j)from the House speak to basically the same issue. ».
iss -

;c may, not be CETA in 1§82. It may be CETA; it
. "'\

, may be voeatzo q&é&if‘ i ﬂd&mﬁ@*&be wagner-Peyser Act which authorizes’
’—i-/l i 's&%* : Sos ‘\‘\ ]
S wl v - W . r '.. R , .

¥

)AWhat they're saying ‘i
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. the Ugj;mplthent Service; it may all be combined in some form of

{ .
comprehensivexlq.ghlation to make all of that.somehow work more closely

. . . . » .
together. That means linkages - that means better cooperation among

.

program operators on all levels within the educational system - within

employment-referral systems and within nrJﬁning éystems.. I happen to

L

" think that the study being done by the University of Connecticut and

-

. . b .
the State Department of éauca§1onc1s goimng to put’ us in a very good position

to be ahead of the game when that CETA reauthorization of vocationgl
education héﬁpens, and I :hinﬂ iclé going.:g haépen'in 1982. His other
prioritieg, as you mightlﬁngguéssed,-are audit closeo;ts. Everybody
owes the government money, therefore you have to pay it back. .They're
goiﬁg to come down and try and get back all the money they think is

owed to them ouE of here ih the municipal dist:icts. ﬁis ?o;rth priority,

) ~ .
was youth, and by youth he didn't say he was going to extend 2 youth

" act, or reendorse a program that the Vice President”s committee last

4+

L

L} ! r \‘
year came up withg but he does have youth as a priority issue simply

b

I
as a cost effective way of investing'federa{ dollars. He looks at it

very much in a cost effective management way. A dollar invested in

youth has a forty year payback whereas a dollar invested‘in an older >

worker has a 10 year payback. He sees national emphasis on youth pro-

gramming in the‘}ong run. That again 4nfluences vocational education
. g 7 _

. and the educational linkageq with CETA and other employment and referral

service programs.
Let's 8peak briefly about PSIP and the Private Industry Councils.
The demonstration %ill continue, we're virtually assured of that. They've

assured us of basically the same level .of funding next year as for this
/ - N . N e
year, which is abQut the same as last year:. We are Seeing nationally
- =

0 )

-
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a lot of Private‘%pdustry Councils that took a long time to build,
! . : . . /
really getting some momentum.started, getting up and running. That
momentum is started and it seems like it's building up steam faster
and faster. The public-private cooperation that is generating threigh X
Private Industry Councils having the business community and publicly

w

funded community worklng together is clearly high on the’ priority list

of the Reagan people. They that i?//ﬁe ultimate SOIUEIOQ*EO the

problems of the cou U lic—Prxvite Cooperation. The other things

' that the Department &f Labor. is- looking very strongly at is a new

g8 llnkage in vocationd#l catxon. We at the local level are all encouraged

‘-\

to reach out and to work hpwards better coqpenatxon with vocational edu-
"/ te

e . . ) .
cation progrims, provz?anquu‘the vocanonal educat17n business

—

. . . . .
with some informatian hbaggﬁwhat émplayers'need in the communxty and

‘”\ : '
any assistance, advice or guxdahce you .can'yse in currzculum.develop—

——
- “ -\n“‘:‘ . t‘

ment, techn;ﬁsl assxstince and regxhrces so that you can turn out a
product that then u111 be empToyab{s in ;pe przvate

" . The third th12§ Ehex re lookrng f?; is llnkages to econoglc
_development. It® s not enougﬁ that ae szmply put CETA ::3§1E’”{£; jobs
who then Axsplace o/ber peoglg who become CETA elxgable. What we really
;eed, community by communxty, i;:i;£-creat10n - more Jobs for a fxﬁed
number of pevple. For that, the Departme t of Labor is encouraging
1inkage§ with eco;omic development'pgograms; Thae job crea
to cgyiginto yéur town. What it me ans i 1n§ihg those small companies
with 3°to 10 or 12‘to ‘t5 employees”and nurtuéing them and helpiéghthem
to grow and that's hew jobs are created. The MIT-David Birke study that
came out a year two ago said somethlng like 707 or 6?% of all Johs

it New England are created by employers with 25 or.less employees.

+




"‘That's where we see our werk cut out for us. They also happen to be

v
1

the hardest group of employers COfgec to." Small employers hho are .

working in cheiy.garages, basemenis, very_ﬁmall shops but that’s whereﬂ
) -t (“' = - ) . “:
we hgve a8 role we play. {
$ Y

LR 4

-

'Finally,‘cheilarger picture and beyond'che PSIP program. What -%)
would be the iﬁpacc of cﬁE_Reagaﬁ‘adminiscracion, the budgec pfbgrqm,
their supply side economjcs on ché economy in general? If you liscén
to what che.sﬁocknan people say we will hayé a reinvigorated private

sector, more money Spenqjon capital investment through depreciation
d ' v

allowapce acceleration, tax incentives, the potential izxgteaclon of

e;;ExQ?Tﬁg zones, less bureaucracy, less regulations, l«ss gauegnmenc .

on the backs of business. * The jury is SCLII out, obvzously. 1 wonld”’/’f/‘

recomend to you an article in the New Yc’rk hmes m e last week—
end by Lester Thurow, who takes' up th stion of supply side econodiés
and “simply says the Rea ople are wrong. They ?§7targeCed in the wrong

. - /
place? But ¥ side economics' can work. Will' it work? I don't know,

-

dy knows. I think their point is well 5/Ren that for 20 years we've

muddled along and it hasn t worked 50 well 80 let’'s try someth else.-

I"hope it works-, I.thi;y we all hope it works. No one would like to sée

more invigorated private seé!or, @ore jobs and abl of that chanIChe p;ople
who wori’in employment'and téaininé and in education. For now, we¢ will

gﬁsc Have to wait and sée what happens with the private sector.
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Presentation by Ronald Van Winkle . ' )
Chief Economist and Directon of Research Planning and Development

Departudent of Economic Development P’

I'm very pleahed tp be here to talk to you, Those surveys,
that we heard about earlier remind wé o{ a story I heard recently., A
— . f . )
few years ag0 there was a survVey done oh the' problems facing America’

-

and\t?e solutions to them. .One pf thg questions asked was whether the

probléms thé average person faced w%fgigge#tbfpuﬁlic ignorance or
public apathy to whi -oné#?zggggdenf said "I don't kndw and T don't

T - R

care®: .. " .

A a.

Let's turn now to some économic history with an eye towird what's

. been happening. in Connecticut's :::ijfz;/ Figure z‘shoﬁs the Connecticut

-attd National unemployment rates fof the past years.'.As we can see,

through the early seventies, the Connecticut unewployment rate was above
o . . f y . .
the National average. In 1977 the Connecticut rate dropped below the
]
4 .

»

u -,

- - . - r - I3 - ’
. National average, and 15 has remained there since. Theé Comnecticut .

-
1

I

rate is now 5.92; the national' rate stands at :7.3%. There are a lotr
. [ 3 - -

_of.réésons behind that rate being below that.nationai réte'whéch I'd
like to talk about today. [ A y

‘ A study recently,reieased by a Washington ozganf&azion'says"
khat the Norgheast and New England are dying. This conclusion is' based

on data collected bepween‘IQ?O,and;i980“wﬁich show declines in employ-
' . I . o
. mert and a number of other probleg;. In fact this was’true through

- -y

1975. Between 1970 and 1975, the Connecticut economy added only 26,000

-

jobs, Between 1975 and 1980, we a@ded 201,000 jobs'. This was a. g *

dramatic change. In fact, ghere's a kink in that economy. The whole

) . l‘ - - ) '
économy turned around about in 1975. We experienced the end of the
*'ﬁo ) v . . )
‘Viet Nam War, which wiped our economy out, atd we experienced the: 1975 °
[ e .*_ ' ¥ .
cﬂreCesgioﬁ, which wiped out our ‘capital goods ﬁrodqﬁfrs. However , -once

we‘shgbk-out all the companies 'that wdEe(I;?Roor‘shape. we ‘ended up

. ] . 63 G
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" 440,000 jobs in 1957 and the low of 370,000 j?bs ?n 1975. our state

g : s
with an economy in excellent shape} ﬁoeeover, we have_peen pe¥forming
berylwell since then. , o ' " \ h '

' Manufacturing employment is very Lnterestxng in that 52 000 '
Jobs‘were lost between 19?0 andg 1975 while 33, 000 were added oetween

’

1975 and 1980, Today there are about 440,000 jobs in Connectxcut manu-

facturing. However,-a lot of the jbbs‘ihat existed then are not here

* %

now. Thus, there has been a tremendous change in tﬂe ihdustrial base.

f\

Let me talk about some of the studies of our economy, how many Jobs

- ]

we lose every year, and Where jobs are beLng creatqﬁ.
1
Between 1970 and 1975 Connecticut manufactuﬁzng output dropped
N -
18%2. During this same time. U.S. manufacturing output rose a very. °

small 9%. Since 1975 Connegticut has witnessed afSlZ increase in out-

put.- That '8 goods going oue the door not dollars of output. The U.S.

-

economy haSrgone up only 247%. Wefve been oetpeﬁforming the total U.S,

. ¥
3 *

-

" A lot of this is due to the fact that the econamy was at a boEtom in

1975.. /& T ped thxs_chart (Figure 3) off my qall as I was legvxng my |

- offfce. I lo¥ve this chari. Thié fb manufactdripg employment\%n our

Al
370,000. The perzod runs from 1952 td the prESEnt day. This 1§ an

Y
;ﬁiete. The )967 peak is about 490,000 and the 3S}tom in 19?5 xs about

L
LJ LI

. ¥ )
credible chart. You wouldn't haye éxpected: our economy.to be, bouncing

=

- around like this., The Korean war produced the peaks in our defense/ . . ..

economy and the endin‘." that war’ created 3gpstantial declines, and the

- rl . » -

. 1958 recession hurt the Connecticut economy again. Between thé peak of

eqpnomy lost 70,000 manufacturzng jobs. Thi& was fiot a defense recession

"but a capital gqods recessian., Durzng/’he whnle perlod of the 60's’ Con—

¥

necticdut never veachéd the levil o anufactqring Jo?j/GChleved in 1953

. until the ¥Wietnam War. The Vietnam war bounced us up to some incredible,

-, *

-

i
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highs of “manufacturing employment; 490,000 people employed in the manu~

facturing industries because of aircraft engines, submarines, bulléts

- [

and everything else that was being produigg by Connecticut industries.
The Vietnam w?r ends anq thgre is an inézigibié drop from 490,000 down
to 3?93000 people employed in 1975, Thé drog in employments and the
eéonoqy in this peyiod.is s0 sharp.you couldn't take a sled down a
‘Lill that steep and live. This just destroyed the econﬁm}. Th{nk of

- . -4
the implications for training. You're involved in training people.
. 3 , e
We didn't need people trained. We had them all out there on the

! e 3
streets; they could not find a job. This was 2 serious problem for
? ' LY

the economy and a2 big. problem for you.

Notice what happens in 1975 wheﬁtehére‘was a recession in

capital goods mbatfy..oAgain, a percipitous drop in the economy in Con~

necticut and in New England. The Northeas} took the brunt of that

-

National recession. - This was the ﬁ?;st recession since the great®

and a lot of it is due to the diversification of‘pur economy,, and the
growth of new high technology industries. 7The recession .last year
dropped manufacturing employment down to about.428,000 and now we'te

back up above AQO,DbQ, which puts the present manufacturing embloyment

*higheé‘Fhan any period except for the Vietnam and the Korean wars. So

[

our manufacturing economy Eq‘volétile, and ft.i; volatile like you ~
N -

wouldn’t believe because of the tremendous problems in past, history
' 7
due to the business recession and the defense cycles. .

-
- There are six or seven myths about economic development that I
1 . .
. [ . - 1
want to debunk this afterncon. The first one is that Connectxcug} .
- B . - re I ) . . - . “
manufacturing "is dying because firms are moviBg.to the sun belt.

67
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I

\ - . / ’
What hogwash!- Asg yo;\aee from Figure 3, the manufacturing economy is

coming back very rapidlyf bette;}than it's ever'come back. we're
talﬂing a whole new economicrbase here. We 're not talking about. the
same old industries that we saw cause us nroblems in the past. We've
shaken out a lot of oldeinndusbries. We are not seeing firms ove to
tHe sun belt in droves. Figure,4'shows examples of firms. that have

"moved from the sun.belt to Connecticut.’ Borg-Warher based-in California

. opemed in Trumbull., Hallmark Cards, which is based in Kentucky, put

d . :
a plant in Enfield; ITT Technical Center of Florida opened in Shelton;

\ o~
Frito-Lay put a plant out in Killingly. A lot of sun b€lt cgmpanies

are branching into Connecticut, just like a lot of Connecticut companies
p 1

are branching to the South. In fact, a study has done by an MIT

]

-

economist, David Birch which changed the way economists, economic

developers, and pollcy akers th1nk about this state’ économy.

3

Everybody was assuming that Connecticut, New;ﬁngland and the”
NortﬁeaSt were losing)jobs because of wholesale moveouts of companies.
" 4

David Birch showed that every state in the nation loses about the same

percent of their jobs every year. All regions are losing jobe at the,
same rate, He says that 8-10% of all jobs are lost every yeag;J But |

as Birch pointed out it's not job loss, it's not a company moving ff?f;

one area to another but it's the fact that new jobs are not being
. . e .

created as rapidly in the Northeast as they are in the sunbelt, that ~
ia the prdbleq. It's the fact that we're ot seeing as man§ startups

¥

of small firms in Connectzcut as Alabama is seeing, as Georgia and so

fforth. Replacement jobs are critically impottant; without thenLJE

-

end up with higher unemployment- 4nd a detjrzoratzng gnomy .
:[

The aecond myth is that ¢t defense industry\is getting larger

\

in’ our state and is reapona}ble for the recent performance and growth

4 .
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"“SUNBELT” FIRMS ATTRACTED TO CONNECTICUT _

ompany | ' N Origin CT Location

-y,

BORG-NARNEE‘ CALIFORNIA TRUHBULL
- 3 . .

NIMSLO CORPORATION , GEORGIA, ' THOMASTON
COMMERCIAL TECHNOLOGY . TEXAS : BRISTOL
GENERAL ELECTRIC " KENTUCKY o ' " MANCHESTER - &

L

HALLMARK CARDS M1SSOURI . EN;IELD
S_P. RICHARDS L ) GEORGIA ' ) EAST WINDSOR
J. GIBSON HCI&VAIN . ‘HARYLAND . . ‘“ KILLINELY
GENERAL FIBERGLASS -~ QOUIH CﬁROLIﬁA i ngTAHFORD
ITT TECHNICAL CENTER . FLORIDA éHELTOQ
STAUFFER CHEM!CAL . CALIFORNIA FARﬁINGTQN
FRITO-LAY . . TEXAS ° KILLINGLY
i MALLINCKRODT . H!SSOURI . ) QEAST WINDSOR
'RALSTUN PURINA o l MISSOUR! ’ | FBANKLIN
PILLOYTEX : ’ TEXAS | . MANCHESTER
/ - .
(i : These are among 26 ''Sunbelt' firms which have establlshed
operations in Connecticut oc;r th9 past flfe years, involving

3,000 new }obs

“Figure 4




> in the economy. Thac's‘balderdash! _The defense economy was responsible

for the major depressions in the Com}eccicut‘ei:onomy. About 3,000 of

» -
. . . 4
“. the 52,000 jobs created in the last#five years were in the defense
>

industries. There are presently about 90,000 jobs in our state that

o . . . .
are defensirelated. -However, the defense economy is becoming a smaller

L]

portion of ouIeconomy ahd no¥.a larger portion. Uhnited Technologies,

Pratt & Whitney, Hamilton Standard, Electric Boat, Kamen &nd a number

» - I

of others are very important to our aconouﬁr.. There are a lot of jobs

L -

there. I want to make note of that. What I'm saying is that they're
not grgwing in importance in our etonomy, they're shrinking in impor-

t'ange in our economy. Other firms are growing in importance, and wmost

“of them are small companies. . -

Two years ago the' legislature asked us to take a look at the

¢ defense economy. Our study showed that Connecticut was number 1 in

per capita defense contracts. That means that we 8et;more defense

.
contracts per person in Connecticut than any other state’, and almost:

twice what the next nearest state gets. Essentially, defemse contracts
L] ' ' ‘
go to only two companies, since 897 of these dollars go to United

Technologies and Electric Boat. Only 11% ‘Bo to the smaller -companies
§

and companies that are associated with those firms. Thus, when-we

- L]

‘@ . talle about defgnse dependency, we're r'ealzly tal\l_i_it"tg about thel.fact .
that we've got two major employers in our state which have ‘a trf.-mencious
‘ . . . &
impact on the logal economies. Those emplo.yeré a:.:: important to our )
locaf economy;. butb the companies tﬁt are gréwing and coming into our . ,
- / . L .
The third myth is'that corporate headquarters are fleeing from

state are non~defense oriented.

New York to Connectic&t a‘_qd that corporate headquarters ére one of the',

o

< N L
+ mdjot reasons that we're such S great state and growing so well.

70




Well that's horsefeathers! Corporate headquarters were coming here. -

They fled from New York in the early 70's. _ A lot of them moved to
. . .

Greenwich, and a tvt of them moved to Stamford. But now Fairfield

county is getting crowded and very few headquarter type firms are
/ . -

moving in. So, we have a problem. We haven't seen thag'Mmany corpor-

ate headquarters, come to Connecticut in the last five years. Uniofi
Carbide is an exception. w® haven't seen that many and they haven't
been that important to the problems that we face in Conmnecticut.

When a corporate headquarters moves in it brings a lot of

dollars, a lot of people to our economy, but it doesn't address the

13

major urban unemployment problems. Our unemployment doesn't lie in

white collar workers. Ouyf unemployment lies in blue collar workers.

Although corporate headquarters do generate retail sales, to that

*
L]

extent the unskilled are hired into those jobs, but corporate paia_

quarters don't have any impact on our man\facturing base. 1In fact, in
2 [y

Stamford it's had a negative impact. We have manufacturers down

‘ 2, & ’ v ' .
there who can't afford to buy an’acre of land to gxpand because itig' |
toc expensive. §o what do tﬁey do? They move out of Stamford. As

a result, biue collar jobs are disappearing while the blue collar

L

workers are not. Now'they have 80 leave the area or they have to
’ . . . .
often take a lower paying job. It's causing’a substantial problem in

lewer Fairfield county and I would personally conside? the attration

of more headquarters.to that area as more of the hindrance in economic

devel t than a help. .
_'eeopmen an a heip /__/ )

-

The TBurth-myth is that economic development is in big bUSinessgl

That's bullé It's ce}tainly not. It's little businesses. Over the .
H .
. last 10 year@, the total employment of thé J00 largest eﬁplqyers in our

»

stafz'hasn't,ghahged.' It's the same level it was 10 years agq.

" 83
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David Birch from MIT who did the a{::y on our egonomy and the way

firms locate did a'study on small businessés. He found that small

. @
busine sses are generating ;}1 the jobs. He bxoke the econom® into-

.

two groups, large businesses and small businesses. He found that

small businesses are the ones that are generating all fhp jobs.

Large businesses as a group have kept ‘their employment comstant

throughout the Northeast and in particular Connecticut. 8mall

*

busineésses as a group are responsible for the creation,of 200,000

new jobs in our stdte in the last few years. That's a tremendous

. Y g . .
change in our economy. Small businesses are those with less .than
- ’

.
.

100 employees. ~Ninety-seven percént of the business establishments’

- » s,
in Connecticut have less than 100 employees.. Suppose we define small

-~

s

businesses as those with iess than 20 employees. If thaf's small,

»

we're talking about 86% of all establishmenf3~in our state. When we
all think about economic developmént we think of wQFE the pgpers
tell ys. Honda Corporationm is coming in, or Umion Carbid;, one of
the large corporations which we prombte. We put it in the paﬁér be-

cause that's t@;'only thing thég.the paper will print. They're not

going to print some sﬁétl machine shqg.went from 10 to 20 employees, y
* ’ . (S

* [

. doubled their employment. That's not mews. But Honda Corporation is
. . . Tt
) ]
s. “8o that's _what you read in the paper. That's important to a -
ngws. 8 you T 1 P: .

. ~our economy without a doubt. But it is not the thrust of what's

. *

*going on in our economy.

v
»

. N .
- . '

My fifth myth is that ®Connecticut can't compete because of high

5 tages. - We have thé second highest corpcration tax’ragé dn‘the landy
. 'cutrently 10%. The percent of taxes paid by business in our state’is’

[ - / . -
the 10th hjghest in the nation. We follow Texas, Wyoming, Alaska )

-

. . ‘-
Louisiana and fiVe'SEher states that have severente tax in oil, coal
L * . : ’

. 0 ,

t LY . * ) 3 I
Qtﬁnd other such natural resources. These _states generate thei venues ,

-

ER
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Ed .
- by taxmg these resources. but essent:.ally Fou Qay for t:hat t:x:( in

LIS .~

Connecticut, along with your other taxes. So Connect:.éud: is. a h:.gh

tax state. But as mugh as high taxe”“a:e_“g\t\det:rlment: to corporat:.ons

moving here, they furn out to aaccoun: for only 3-5Z of the total

-

-
revermes of a firm. So it's a minor portlon relative to laor, which
. - \‘ -
- L LA

+ - - *
turns out to be tCE)t:hirds of the cost of production in.a manufacturing

A
firm. But taxes still important. A poor tax climate (give's‘ a

L]

negative perception of economy, but from.an actual dollar point of
“wiew it is not that important. . , 1
oy — b - . ﬁ“ "~
» N -
We also have high energy costs. Suppose you operate & manu-

- -

- factunng fac1lity-hthat demands 10, 000 EW. The b:.) for these \*NCL,OOO

l Y Ll .

watts of generat:.ng capacity in Bndgeport would be $1,104.00. . Pﬁt: '
» , T A
that same faclll.ty in Seatt]; and 'che bill would be $!22.00. Tha‘t:"s -
x

~

high energy costs. If you're uslng a lot 5f energy, you better“«'ﬁot be’

. . ’
in Br:L’eport. The reason Seattle is s‘lw is because. they have a

. / - 4
1ot of, hydro out .therg. But Conn(ecticut has algays been a high energy

' .

oo;t state. In/the middle of the sixties, before' the Arabs ever
. ] %
. v 4

thought about forming a ({artel Lonnecticut was.a high ene-‘rky state.”-
- -y -
We ve never had a lot of firms here that were heavy energy.users,

4 ]

other than some of the very earliest indhst ies like the brass industry.
o - _‘ . > . 0 .

.

i

; . T, . K o
Besides losing their market§ because brass became less important, -

L

the coet of en'ergy was one of the mejor reasons that brass be_.c‘atqe‘

) nonviable. Energy accoﬁnts for a ver{ smai’l p“ortion of a manu‘fact‘:l;rer's
value added in Commecticut. The prop.ortmn of en?gy costs to thtal
costs J‘}s:mmor for the ty‘pes of fn:m.s we have in Cennectmut Because . i
of our history ofiugh energy costs. Nhen energy pnces go up, 1t &%1:

N
£ 0

bhurts. We all feel it, but to manufac_tm:mg it's a small piece but °




: : ] 3 * - .‘ . 3 . - ™, .
l.t‘B-. negative piece of the whole actiom 8o that- it doesn't ré’&lly
“ - et -
affect our states competition when we look at other factors such
.- » . o M ‘
as wagei _ s e .

.4

-

Hy sixth myth is that Connectl.cut is a hl.gh wage'.labor cost

state. Connecncut is not a high labor cos;.dqate. The figures for

Jar.m'ary, 198§ indicate fhat 2 producnon worker in the United States

has an ave"l."_élge houtly income ©f $7.49. The average hour].y‘ income for
| .

.. the same type of worker in Connecncut wag $7.14 per hbut. bre re

+

substa.nt).ally below the average producnon worker's salary That s

*

‘what sells Connetticut. We are compgntme or better whem it cou‘es to

labor Costs and in addition Connecticut workers are some of the most

" productive in the nation. Wagesgare high in‘some industries, but they

are not that high 'in the state as a whole.

*

Finally, the seventl-i‘?nyth is that Connecticut is moving into
8 - ’ '
- “ - . - - * - -+
highi’technology, it's not true. We're not moving into high technology.

bfe ve been thete ¥or yeazs. Um.ted\Technolqgres started 50 years ago

t

,bu1],d1ng al.rcraft engines. Kaman Aerospace was started by ‘Charlie ﬁ-"

Raman in 1945 He ha.d $2 000. 00 an engineering degree, and was 25

"4
years old.- He came up with a néew way to control the hell.copter_ pro-
LY

pelle? Hlsr; flit;n f/now $380 000 000.00 in sales. Everybody talks

*

about ngztai\ E 1pment and its growth from 2 small firm. Kaman, -

3 L

Tmes Fiber Optic, Gerber Scl.en/zfl.c and a number of other Connectl.cut

fl.rms have done the sa.me thmg,\\?:ot necessarily in E;ctrom.as but uy
i : Q
» high technology. ‘Connec i has trad1tl.onall){ been there. ~We' ve -
,“*always been a high tec{n‘ology state, Massachusétts _did-e S?pciy ca}led' ’

High Technology Employment~in Massachusetts and in Selected States.

.

bl

This just came out the other day,.and not surprisipgly {t' shows that
1 ° ~TO%, - S .che




Massachusetts is one of the hl.ghest technology statee?r in the nation,
‘\ -~ » .
They rank iecond and Counectl.cut )nked fourth. Well one of the {

f - '

industries they left out of hl.gh 'technology for so;;:tej'i reason was
N ¢

Aerospace. When we add Aerospace i.n there”tOsthe ol?hers we, outpef- ,-'I

- form them by a tremendous amount.’ We're numbeg- | m ths.r natl.on m
' = "’ !

high technology when we take into account the ,Aerospace’ lpéustry,
- - i 2y
Magsachusetts falls farther down. So, the perception df\high

technology is a real problem. Righ techhology ig in drugs - i.'t/'os "in
. M * . : . [
genetics - .,it’s in electroniws — it's in aerospace - it's in optic;s -~
L3 ' i i " ‘,.. " )
it's in medical insfruments - it's in industrial machinety, in - I .

. ‘ . _ |
Robotics. We've gdt the major manufacturer of. industrial robots in

‘our state in Danbury called Unimation. K We are a tremendously hl.g{'l

° »
technology state but it's not in the\kmds of products we all-t mk ‘j .

\ about as hlgh'technology. We have long had that tradl.tl.on. /" T

'Se.whalgdoes all this mean to Vogatidhal Education. Well}
Connecticut s major asset and the thing that we sell whert. ve sell
this sctatehxs g& peop1e.‘ We don't have o:LL l,lere 'We don t hajs

4 .
a natural port with a tremendtsus development. We don t have a lpt

of thi.ng's that other states do. "What we have are people -'v.%pl '
v ! &

X * N ! ¥ LY
with exceptionally higli skills. Out data on value ‘added per wor

¢ . e s

" other 8@te'in.the'nation on productivity. Yankees<are hi

ducti?e. I educa.t'ion and skill levels we're "}nmatched'.. The De
1 }(
partumfint of Econopic Development sells that p!n.nt‘L.l Unfortunate],

,' “.n

of Ou‘; skilled people ate working rs.ght now, so that's wh)‘r\your

; is g0 1nrpor-tant. .But q;he education and skl.ll levels in Connegti

a"r‘é what' make firms knock on-g{}r door;A.‘ . .
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There lies a fhallenge to you because the 80's are going to

-

~be a very difficult time.<+ I'm sure ‘you've heard people talk’about

\} changes in the iabor force. In the decade of the 1950"§ the state's
* * 'S

| economy added a half million people. In the decade of the 1960's
the gtate's economy added another half million peopfe.‘ In the'decadg'

of the 19?0'5 we added 75,000 people. We're fiot groﬁing'very rapidly

-
* L]

- L] f
anymore. People aren't procreating ~ I think it's fin the water..

We're just not growing. In the 60's when you turned 18 or gl or
¥ ' ~

thnever you entered the workforce, there.were a tremendous number of
d - ’ : :
people looking for jobs. Thare were more people looking for jobs than

there were jobs available. The states econohy was extremely strong at

thac time.ﬁoday the number of 18 and 21 year olds.ent;ring the labor _

force is dramatxcally down And five years from now that situation, is

-

.going to be much much worse.’ He re not gohng to have people comzng
— . .
into the work force that‘are traditional work force entrants. Those ‘f
. » . .
. " who will be entering the work force.will be non—trgéicional workers.
* * . ' .
In the seveﬁcies, women game %ngo thg wﬁrk force in drovesu

The jobs were there. Hanufacturer‘s'peede&:thé women, Maybe thdt's

“wht they opened the doors to.themf‘,ﬂomen were also changfng theit
y . . .. &
,social Tole, and that made ‘a big difference to our state's economy.

» ) - L
. .

- v . ’. - - L]
brqught in a tre dous amount of female workera; The question is how -
. “le .Y

¥

out there, But.how‘many of thege are outside the economig maznstreéh,

n
- .

‘' the ones that are harder to Craih,‘ones havjng only fhe bhsic skillé?.

-
-

We need those people to grow, even ac,p txme of high unemployment wyth

‘a 62 unemploymeht rate. He need a11 of those pe?ple chrough the 80 s,

. (v
ep =

.,

1




Wg're not going to get them bi-having the traditional high school-

graduates. We're not géing to get them by having surburban white N
malg ki&a come into the'work(forc; and look for a job. . That's*mot -~
?her;.wF're going to havg to draw from. ‘Your role bg?omeg qﬁ?%iqally
importanf there becau;e.not only do you have to t#ain people but yog

LY

have tb train a different type of person than §ou have been training.

That prgbleﬁ becomes more Significant the farther on in -the decade
) ‘ .
we go, We're going to be traihing the harder to train. Those with -

*
-

4 - ‘ ' -
_special ,problems; thpse with poor work habits. Connecticut can not
. N ’ o . a
grow becausa‘EE’promote it. We can't promote something we don't have.

LY

You can't promote a2 lousy product. “You can't promote a product
. A
. : L] [l ¢
that's not Ehere. We can onky promote something that's valuablé: that
/

~ P 4
gomebody-wants to. have, no matter how good a marketer you are.

t

What we can do is produce a good product, and that'é where you come in.

You can make .Connecticut grow y& producing a good productlby keeping
%Pe skill %Fﬁels high. We #frea high skill, high technology, fast
¥ ' : .

growing, a stiong e ut’we now have some interesting problems

facing us. We're dr upon people we never drew upon before. We
“ > .
. . e - . " .
“have a chance to make some :Social changes in our economy. Nhai is your
r .
’ ) v - . v , I
role in all .that? You've got to go out there and work hard because

® - s ‘
your réleanocqpnly is important, it's critical today, because we need
- E .
L] U' . J
’ those people more than fver. We can make a difference in a%?necticut

-

In fact, whzlher we grow in the next ten years or.don't grow is going
- . - } ,
to be baged solely upon whether we have skilled. people in our sgafe.

~ * -y M o —
* “You caﬁ produce an éxcellent product. We can gell it. .°

£ty

-,




Presentation’by Karen Finder, Career Education
Hartford Public Schools

i

- ™

. .
5 N § Y R
.
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d m Karen. Finder, an Administrator of Career Educatxon in the

Hartford Public SchokT System. I'd like to describe to you some of the

linkageé‘chag exist betveen CETA“and the Hartford school$.

The maior one, whic 'm sure many of you have heard of, is the Work-

places Program. This program is funded directly from the Prime Sponsor
4 . . .
using monies provided by che United States Department of Iabor. For

those of you who do not know the Workplaces Program, I would like to
glve\you a very fast.oVervxew of what it is composed of.
- e ' -
The Workplaces Program is an altgrnative'Vocatiooal Education
i ) + o ’ - ) *
program ;ﬁtth supplies vocational and academic tgfining for youngsters

who have, decided to leave - the main school population tg seek training

at an alternate educatzo a1 sité. Workplaces is preéentry located at
\i.«c - -

.

.34~Sequassen SCreet, th;;former Greater Hartiord Communzty College szte.

It will os moving to 11§ Washington Street in the fall. — ,

. 4

The vocational}iraining componenc provides opportunities
i \1
for youngsters to.explore and be trained in five basic career areas.

L .

These areas are: Automotive, Insurasce and Bank1ng, Communications,

Electro-Mechanics and Manufacturing and Health. The Health CaTeer

) . . ¢ .

Ceéhter is lgcated at the Hartford Hospital. The Automotive Center is
. .. e

. at Buckeley High SéQool, and'thp’bommunicacion Centers are'at two

culocacions. Other career centers are situated in various locations
. \

. s ’ i ' .
throughout Hartford. Afyaungster attends the vocational training
cPmponent- for approximately. 3 hours each day. In addition, he/she

attends*academic classes located at Che_AcaQemic Center; on 34 Sequiﬁ-

AT

sen Street.




Much of the_academ1c~tra1n1ng is direotly related to what the

. . .
! . [

students .are doing in thei.r vocdtional training ‘center. »-There is an
+ T ’ . -
individual, called a "Career Dev&lopment Specialist”, assighed.to each

* -
. 4

»

' « & e < ‘.
of the career training centers. ‘They are the intermediaries between .

vy “ .

the academi or and the vocational*trainin site. The academic
. G g

o‘ v - M ¢ -
training center teacher suppll.es information about the stud-ents pro-

gress in the agf,ademl.c areito*the ‘Career Development Specl!h.st.. The -
£ o

t Career_Development»Specl.al.'l.st tra_msfers that information to the stu-
-~ .
dent and to the Center Manager ai;: the vocational training site. There

= - .
.

is constant commuﬁation, bet}wee‘h the regular school program %h‘d :

‘ .l \ . - - - -
the vocational programi- Workplaces is curxintly servicing approximately

. 187 full mts. There “is a ffew corf.group that is.loming as

. P -
* F - -

i s P . oo : [ :
a result of our mid year recruitment consisting of approxx{n tely. 100 -

L] -

. . » . .

more yﬂi?ungsters. We then will be i‘eaching our goal of 300" youngsters.

.\ s -

-{The Workplaces Progtam also offers a pa-rt-tune program jor

youngsf:ers mterested in vocat10na1 trammg after school. At the
. ‘o

L L

end” of the day these students go to one of the voca.tlonal tra1n~1ng .
. .

sites and Bave two hourg of training through this Progr, whi—&is
w R .

r:'omﬁwnly referred to as the YE’];P program., In additfon to the YETR ¢ -
program, the Labor De'partment set asi:-d‘e. some. monies for som'é. de:n'onstra-
. . . . !
E ion projects which allowed for the"explora,élon of a)basi.c educrational
. . - . s "
que‘st ion: Does vocarional training impact;dn the ‘cademié perfoernce
of‘ youngsters" These projects also expl(?red some q/f kthe xdeag of e‘nt‘re-

. - -

il l l

ﬁ
preneurslia.p to’ see whether youngsters involved in their-own bxs::ne_ss . !

-

———

v

can in fact get turned on to scheol through their work in the 5ea1 world. *
. - ‘ .

* ' L T S

Tt was tnrough thi.sf Dgpartment’ of Labor special gr:ant, through 'the‘-YﬁDP

Demonstration. Pro;eqts, that allowed for the creatl.on of a seriés.of
N )

Ventures N

ER

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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The difference etwgé% fhéivocatidnai train;Zé pf%gramg in Work=~ .\F
place"s and ‘the Ventures prog'@::; i\‘s that yoqngster‘sga_r: given thev.opppr- N
tunity to have vo‘catijna'l traininé, but ‘primqrily are responsil‘ale\-forb
the production and 'c.reation of & pro;iuct ‘thsr/t the§ would in ::;n §e11

with the assistance and supervision of g Center Mdngger. For example,

- the auto shop trains 'students t pair cars and learn the skills

'necessary to- enter in the auto! sales industry. The Auto Pphgram also

operates its own used car dealerkhip. - Students ;) ro auctions té’ pur=~
. s " *
chase cars. They also sell tie -cars they purchase at trhese autions.
In fact, the Superintendent has purchased.qne of the vehicles that has . .

been purchased and worked on by the youngsters in the{program. If
- " .
—
Y T . . N,
you're interestéa~in a used car contact Mr. Carle Foresir at the Auto :

~

Career Center Workplaces. _ C ‘ ~-
The Communication Center pperates the printing Ventures If you
. . \ k

need buginess cards, or if you have a conference ‘function that you'd

- LY
* - 'yl - ’ ' :\t’ -
like to have materials printed at a very reascnable ‘rate, you.might want

~

to contactoMr. Albert Jordan at Hbrkplacéé o

- "

“ ' The Youth Bank is anotHér example of* a Venture program. The

=, ' N
Youth Bank allows students' to learn about the bankipg industry. . In
4

- \ifaf;t, it set up its own teller ?peratio{'l in Buckeley High School, -and

- 3

Rl b L : ' j
is now geing to be qp‘ening’ up a byanch office at Hartford Public School.
- £E .

LY

Youngsters can .cash the Léticks"t;hat they are getting at the work pro-.

. o 2

. grams that #e run in thege schools. Not only dges the youngster who is . f

s

interested in banking get a classroom theory experience, but they alse ~

get the "hands on"” experience through training classes. conducted by

© . e
the Socciety for S"av:li}‘gs bank. ) '

.

-
-

There are two fSthe es of CETA linkages that I want to share

L i * .
'witl‘r you teoday. Oné is 8 moTe recent marriage between the iOff&.ce of
. . - ’ -
) 80 . ) /




‘Policy, and #anagement and the Division sof Vocational Educatfon which -

<
is helpingelgrt ford sarve UUteofjfchdol youth. Ten percent'of the

. .
Workplaces yopulation_must be potential dropouts. fhe Hartford School

System does not haVF'a prbgraq\thg&\serves out-of~school youth. It -

was the;hope that the Success Through Employmen{’?rogram (S?EP) would

' % PP . .
allow for the servicing of these youngsters. Originally, the contract
- ‘

* N . >

. L ’ b .
was written for 50 youngsters. We ifund in the course of the operation

3

» . PR . . .
of the program that we had to make modifications in that contract Hecause

there.w;re SO0 many. youngsters Sut theré that néeded“the kind of service

that we could provide. It was an'§1ternative‘program. It provided an
dﬁportunxty for youngsters to-get‘hasif skills, *remediation._and the . e
potentlal of recexvxng their high school dlplomas-}hr;ugh a GED p;ogram.

It also pr0v1ded the oppfrtunity to get vocatxonal training.at ‘one of

‘it..
the sites»in the Horkplaée network and to be paid whlle getting this

found that many of th youngsters who were out of school have day’ caqs
servicés alteady provided through ofha£§f0c1a1 service agencies. We %
! - .
e :
- ﬂére able- to modify the budget and use the momnies originally allocated

£0f day.care for student wages and transportation expenseb.

[

There is still another type of linkage we have that I ant to

‘ ahére with you, Many of you have heard about the Hartford's Metal Machin«
.’ 7 . ¥ —
ing Program. That progdram also pmovides a service to 3 population that Ibﬁ
. . ' ! _
is not bejng served as well\as it courld be in the full time Workplaces

Program. The Metal Machine Program h‘ésMs‘Ee:s; approximately 50%
. N . » . .
" are limited English speakinhg, Youngsters receive training as machine
- [ ‘

'
-

. operators ‘through this program. 5

*

Just to\again briefly review, "Workplaces"” 1is a major program.

. It has full time and part-time programs and serves approximately 3500

+ “ A

81




) A
youngsters. There is the STEP program serving out-of-school youth, as

»

well ag the Hispanic and non English proficient students cﬂac are being
served through the metal machining program. I believe that the Hartford
Public ‘Schools, workiné along with the Prime Sponsor, has been able

to effectively develop, implement, and maintain specific vocational = .

L4 -

» S :
training programs, uniquely designed to successfully meet the employment
training needs of ch%:gputﬁ in Hartford. If you would like to learn

more about Workplaces and set up a site’ visit, please call my offgre at
r . . B * .
566-5090: I'tl be happy £o schedule an on-site visit to bne of our '5

+

five Career Centers. - - 7

*

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to share with you some
T

of the "good things" that are happening in Hartford's gchools,

¥
i{




Presentation by Paula Colen '
Youth Program Coordinator.
EASTCONN
§ ? ‘ ‘w‘
EASTCONN is one of six regional)educatibn centers in@fonnecticut.
; R
EASTCONN's youth program is funded underazhe YCCIP portibn of @i%!e Iv.

It is designed t; serve high school dropouts who have been out of school
®for at least a year who are betweeri‘”tﬁe ages of 16 and 19 y:ears of age.J
The neat thing about thégprogr;m is that our clients are ieferred fram a
variety of sourcéﬁ, school personnel, epployment ;;rvice and, amazingly

enough, self referral. The kids are starting to.refer themselves to “the
pEOEten. .

The program serves {3 towns 'in eastern Connecticut. , It repre-~ éﬂ//)
[

] . -

L4 L

sents_the collaboration of an extensi;:taztwork of projects and agenéi
1?ich serve Youth in eastern Connecticut, It's gdoal is to provide .
M -

academic and training programs for youth whose employability is restrict-

ed by the lack of basic and technical skills. Most of the students who
are working are not oﬁ‘grade level. ~They are 3-4 years behind grade

. -

level, and in most cases that's ope of the reasdns ahy they dropped out
. . - o,
of school. They just\bouldn’q keep up with the work. The ptagram

. ) .
. . . . *»> . m
.consists of three components: basic academic skills, vocational” training
' - - R -

3 o0

~

and c§}eer skills. ' ) .

-

The other thing that I think is & nice element, of our program is
that we have worked out an arrangement with the‘ﬁrnding_fchool (£.e., ‘
the school that the studény-)ast.at.tended) td -grant stud‘ent ‘crpdit
for the work that e does in’ our program. Pro;ect staff get toge&her
“wath LEA staff and workﬁm&b«ﬁhe kinds of credit that that sﬁudent needs
" to griﬁgate %:om his/her'ﬁigg/échool, and the student is given that °

credit. Students do have an option to work and to be prep'




)
A . .
Students spend two hourg per day in aéademic proéramming and
four hours in vocagional training. They're paid for the vocational
training but not the academic portion of the da}.‘ They are paid
minimum wage, haiﬁ;ally. Transportation is another unique thing that

, «
we‘worked out with the LEA's. Students between 16 and 19 sometimes

have their own transportation, but other times they d9n'?. - For those

- .

stagents who cannot find their own transportationy LEA's have agreed to

provide the._ transportation to the program. We have been.1007 success
! ' : S !
in doing that. Students who cannot get to the program site ar@i!here-
. E

!

fore not prohibited from the p:ograﬁ.
" I would say that the element of our program, that aspect of the
program which makes it a Succes;\(and I think it must be since we have

15 slots and we have a waiting.list of 50 students), is that it's off

¥ ¥

site..:The student does not have to return to the éigh school from
'which.he dropped out. There are very cIOSeqrelatiohs and linkaééﬁ be-
tween the LEA, the program, the employment service, other;cgo'g in the
area, the university, and a whéle variety of other agencies;and gocial
's;rvice organizations. Students are treated on an individual basis.,

- We take-the stiident where.he/she ig aecademically ami vocationally. He

r

is ‘not asked to keep mp with the class. He can’progress at his own

! -

rate, Weekly evaluations are done on each and every patticipant, so the

gstudent gets feedback. He {s also asked to sign-his evaluation form

+

and dis allowed to agree or disagree with it.
The ofﬁgs thing is that we've had very ghod success in placing

the students at the end of Ehg program. For example, last year we“had

- ~ .

five students who took the GED and passéa:_ ﬁe_foﬁEHHEﬁém unsubsidized
I " .

® . . .
employment. Three returned to high school to graduate and are graduating
3

¢ this year with their high school class. One joined the Navy. One went

i

84 .

-




on to college after éraduating'with his high schodl ¢lass.
' 1] - e . -
I think the last thing I would say if anyone's going to get

involved with working with dropout $tudents or poteptial .dropout stu-
3 .
dents, is that the most effective ‘Yhing that we have found with these

kids is the type of staff that you hire. The staff is the program.

The staff has to be non-traditional, flexible, willing to go with the\l

students, to listen to the students, to behave apd act with the students -

differently than "the:.kinds of teachers that these students have been

ugsed to". . .
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Presentation by Carlos Guardigla
Youth Program Specialist
Bureau-of Youth Employment and Training Services

-

We have been speaking about linkages and many people say that
‘they do, linkages in their city or town. But according to my defini-

tion that might not be true. I define linkage as 2 common geal

shared by more than two agencxes to ae~'!be desired outcomes. However,

I iy'believe that the lrnkages exists. 1 know they do in Stamford

aﬁﬁ Bridgeport, for example. I'm going t;‘be tafiing about my experience
. S

with the Urban Youth Vocational Education Program in Stamford, Bridge-

‘port, ‘and to, sOme extent, in New Haven. The Chamber of Commerce,

Board of Education, local CETA Prime Sponsor, State Voecational Education,

and that includes the Bureau of Youth Employment and Training, OPM, the
(

Private Sector and in some cases CBO's have codperated on these linkage

efforts. *I think that CBO's should be more involved in such a linkage.

L] k

Now let's just remember that the Qrban Youth Programs' purpose
is to- train in ane out-of-school youth for immediate and future empioy-
ment. The Chamber Oof Commerce involvement includes four activities:
to invedtigate the labor market needs, be a source for worksites; recom-—
siend and assist training program for LEA's, and act as liaison in every
program. The laat one, act as a liaison in every-program, is happening
_in Bridgeport right now. )

’ Bridgeport is running two in-school prograhs. They're running a
ahking program with two phaseés of nine weeks‘training and enroll 15
wol youth.per prograum. Th; first phase alébady finished with 14
-—_partlclpants and those 14 youth. renelved @eademle credit. _The second
phase (15 participants) Started last week and will end by June 30th.

At the end, 29 in-school youth have received academic credit and there

*+.'{s a commitment that approximately 45 to 50% will get jobs. There are .




} . . .
differout banks involved in the Bridgeport area. -Vice-Presidents and
Managers from the different banks are giving the courses and. it is a

. Very ioter€§ting program. Bridgeport is also running a-machine trados
program. Ehaé's a quality program. Right noy,-Bridgepork ﬁachiﬁe is -

'traiuing 11 youth for 24 weeks. There is a coomitment that 907 of
those.]] youth are going to bo hired. 'There is one female in that

group, and that's somewhat non-traditional. The LEA's responsibility

¥

:n these linkageés is to pre~streen the candidates; provide the academic
instruction; develop and, manage the worksite, provzde physical and pro- .

grammatic reports; award academic credits for’work experience; opeérate

brograms; hire the instructors and provide GED for qut-of-school‘parti-

cipants.

Let me'go now to Stamford. Here is a gdod. exgmple of linkage

between CETA and LEA. Stamford is runnxng a 40 slots program for both

in-and dbt~of-school youth. They re running an éhto mechanzc program.

They're running a word processithg program for in-school and for out-ofe

&+  -School youth; they're running what we call the 1?0\dhy kids. Those are °

in-school kids who don't get along well in thé regular school system, and

they are potential dropouts. So in order to prevent then from dropping

. 1
s »

out we just transfer them for X amount of time to.this alternate school

and deal with their behavior and after 180 days~go back to the regular

school system. Also, Stamford has the 11m1ted English speakzng pro-

" gram. This 1s also a good program. In—school kids are receiving

academic credits for j:rk experience. Stamford:/has 20 slots in-school

and 20 slots out-of-school. The 20 inrschool. kidé,ﬁrom Stamford are’™

L T 1
going to receive academic credit when the progtam:endsf Bridgeport
» R
has also decided that all of thé in-schopljparticipants_are going to
3 . L ;

\




.

-

* ]
receive academic credit. The Urban Youth Program ls going to achieve

the goals ‘and objectives that they want. Why? Because we have required

it. We have to*tell LEA's and Prime Sponsors, in order to receive

a - - aa- -
this amount of money to run vocational tralning programs, fou must

3
3

do this, this, and this. If you don't do it, then we're not going to

be giving you money.. And believe me, they will do it., They want the
‘ ) .

money. The Urban Youeg_Program is working. We specify we need 50%

. female, they better have 50% female. We specify we need 457 minori-

) —
——— > ———

ties, they better have 45% mznorxtxes, and they do have 457 minorities.
If they don't have it in the area, they can't create it. But our
research is accurate so that we are not going to be asking for something

that we know they don't have. CETA is responsible to pay stipends

to participants, and in some cases; provide counseliﬁg; determine’%?i-

gibility criter%e; do the tracking and job placement, etec.y OPH and

Vocational Education, as well as Bureau of Youth Employment and.Train-

-
ing, have the responsibility to provide the money; evaluate the program
in compliance with Fgderal regulations, and give the technical assis- ,

tance for grant preparation and program operation. Private Sector

" responsibility in this linkage is to train the participant, and

more important to OPM, make a commitment of jobs after training. In
C G
the Bridgeport area, that commitment is "to provide’;? least 907 place-

ment. What are_the'ﬁdvaneages Jof linkage efforts%ﬂ In my personal

-

opinion, I think that there is more comprehensive training for fewer

dollars and no dupheatmt* of ser\n.ees. FO_; example, if the Chamber

-
of Commerce recommends runnxng a bankzng program, you are going to be

sure that ne one in that area is running another banklng prograﬁ, 80

there is not going to be duplxeatxon of servzees.




-

-

Let me go back to the individual agency expertxse. -We all

-

know that CEIA is expert in eligszlxty, among other thlngs. LEA's

are‘the expert in’ education programs. ,The Chamber of Commerce and the

Private Sector arg experts in job development. OPM and)the Division of
\ s

Vocational Education have the overall technical 4ssistance expertise,

- w : - * - ‘ - -
- To achieve effective linkage. each of those various agencies can
" . . - N 1

1

w—;a;f—féaqﬁ—sheeld eoat:r ibute-to the-'deﬂelopu;entﬂof_.youJ:MQﬂs__e_KP_e_Liﬂl_c_e pro-

r . II 1

grahs WLth the contribytion of the expertzse of each of these agencxes

i

and close stervxsxon by various state and-local agencies, linkages

will work aLd disadvantaged youth yill be the beneficiary. Thank you.

L] [0

. y .




Chapter V

Summary and Recommendat ions

. - .
. '

.
o,

"Encouraging Linkages Between CETA Youth Pyograms and Vogational

Education in the State of Connecticut" was funded by the Comnecticut
.l . : Y L ;

State Department of ‘Education to achieve three objectives:

-

- 1, To increase cofmunication, coordinatiow, and collaboration .
betweenythe Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
systém ;hd Local Educational Agencies (LEA's) within Con-
necticut for the purpose-of reducing youth unempldyment
through improved educatlon and vocaflonal skill development;

To establish cooperative efforts with Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act (Y.E.D.P,A.) projects between
schools .and CETA Prime Sponsors; and .
. 7 P ’ ™~ .
To identify those factors that foster the deyglopment of
_ innovative mechanisms for Vocationgl_Educaq?ﬁa}CETA linkages.

Pursuant to these.objectives five activities were initiated:

1. An educatioﬁ/CETA Task Force, compyised of representatives
from CETA Prime Sponsors, Youth Employment and Training
. Programs (YETP), Local Education Agencies (LEA), and several
State agencles, was formed to prov1de advice and guidance to
the pro;ect‘ . ¥
. - . %
Six reglonal workshops were held to describe the project
to interested LEA and CETA staff and to discuss obstacles
to successfui linkage efforts with them~

" The, laws. and regulations supporting LEA/CETA linkage efforts
were reviewed and summarized, along with several exgmplary
linkage programs, in a publication entitled "LEA/C TA Parter-
nerqplps. The Hlstorlcal Gontext";

A survey was conducted of educators and CETA/Youth‘Ehploy-
ment and Training (YETP) ‘staff -regarding the adequacy of
current linkage efforts and the -importance’ to them of
various potentlal obstaclés; ‘and




| W . .
5. ‘A one-day. statewide conference' was held for CETA/YETP and

LEA staff to discuss vocational education and manpower
initiatives, to describe the findings of the LEA/CETA
survey, and to disciss ways of anorporatzng survey

.flndxngs into exxstxhg nrograms. ! ,

. . "
Previous chapters of this report have provided detailed information
. » ' ~ " .

on the laws and regulations, supporting cooperative e%f?rts, the

survey findings and the results of the one-day conference. This

‘. -

chapter provides recommendations which follow from these activities, -

Recommendaticons®

P

-

The first set”of recommendations is based upon the discussions
which took place at the LEA/GETA Task Force meetings, the six regional

wogyéggpé and the survey of LEA and CETA groups. These recpmmendations

are as follows:

That CETA personnel make greater efforts to meet with
all appropriate LEA staff;-
—= .
That CETA personnel make greater efforts to communicate
the. nature of CETA programs and servxces to LEA personnel,
particularly persons ather than the LEA schosl liaison/
contact person;
That the LEA school liaison/contact person make a concerted .
effort to communicate the nature and goals of CETA pro-
- grams to other LEA administrators through workshops and
written communication; .
| » . -
b4 That LEA  alministrative personnel other than the,school
*~ «liaisen/contact person ke a concerted attempt to learn
' : ' Z:but ‘the nature and goals of the CETA program;
TONN : ‘

hat CETA. personnel make greater efforts ‘at providing
feedback to LEA personnel regarding the progress of
CETA enrcllees; k\

~

That GETA staff involve moreC;EA'gtaff in the planning
of career employment éxpdriences and transifion services
for CETA enrollees; and

..That CETA and LEA personnel make greatef efforts at coor-
dinating CETA work experience activitigs with LEA edu~
catienal ST ams . ' :

"

v <

Au evaluatﬁfi_p .the conference by program part" ants is included as

’-
41

Appe nd 1’

103
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The previous recogmendations were drawn'specifically from

1nfoFmation'c011ehted in this project. Aé has béen noted previously,

LEA)CETA Liniages will'becoﬁe 4. moot issue if CETA or some siﬁilar"
P

employment training legislation-is not enacted. Without ney employ-

ment training legislation, a tremendous challenge will be presented

to Americga’s public schoqls, since they are the only agency in a

position to provide basic skills, vocational skills and job readiness

training for millions of disadvantaged, undereducated and uneﬁployed.'

bl

. It is clear that current gmblic education gfforts will be *nadequate
to meet the clrallenge. New ideas, new programs, and neéw directions will

be required.

s

Fortunately, during the period from 1978 to the present, the -

~

Office‘of‘Youth Programs, U.S. Department oE.Labor, has spent considerable

t

1

efforts and money exploring issues related to school to work transition.

-

A number of Office of Youth Programs research and demonstration pro-

-

jects have developed apd refined strategigg forsfacilitating school —

-~

to work transition., The following recommendations focus on those specific -
/\ '\ \ * -~
activities which the staff of this project feel are particularly appro-

priate for public schools to eaphasize.
* iy

< -

Schoqls must! emphasize basic skills for disadvantaged
youngsters while they are still in school; '"

Schoots should implement programs.(e.g. 1ife skills
training, career education) which are designed to
develop posztxve*wozﬁ attitades among disadvagfagéd *®
youth; - S

Schools should provide occupational and labor maxkety
.information to youth to facllztate ¢areer planning and

decis Lonak ing; . ..

Schools 8hould assist yduth in developlng ]ob-aearch
knowledge and skills;

P

Vocational training in the higher skilled occupations
that are in demand in_local labor market areas should -
be provided by schdola;t

92

L




Schools should expand in-school employment epportuni-

ties through Co-op and work study programs and pro-

vide students wlth academzc credzt for work experzence, and
Schools should increase their efforts to create 11nkages
with private sector emploYers and unions to develop
vocational exploration, preapprdnticesﬁip and appren-
t1c§shxp programs. _ .

ExCensxve research conducted by Offxce of Youth Programs con-

tractors ihdicates that these recommended employment training strategiams .

can be integrated into the curriculim of publicschools, amdif imple-—

-

) - y - - 4\0
mented, will have a positive effect on the school to work transition

Y dlsadvantaged youngaters. . .

-

In summary, all of the activities conducted as a part of thxs

’
-

progect, 1nc1ud1ng the LEA/CETA task force, regional meetzngs, state-

-

.wxde survey and .the one-day state-wide conference, have prov1d§d support

-

for the concept that schools fust be more asSertive in seeking,out

-

Jlinkages with _other agencies. School programs have a greater impact

L}

, on all youth when community resources are utilized in the“conduct of.

- . T
Public .educatien.
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Appendix A -

LEA/CETA LINKAGE SURVEY
. " LEA Form ’

Directions. The q ‘:rrons whichYollow deal with various a;pecrs of the cooperative educationaf ef forts

wndertoken by Locol otiongl Agdwcies-({LEA s)ond Gompeehensice Employment Traimng Act {CETA )
progroms. Flesse respbnd by checking the appropniate rating next to each question and by prowiding comments
where ereq:.m‘ed Your responses will be reated anonymously. They will be reportedvon o group busis only.

Please complete the form within the next 7 days and return it in the envelope provided. Yoor assistonce

b
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in this project is g(eady dppreciated,

1. What position do you hold in your school system? Pleasg&;_hec'k one.
Votational Education Adm;nlstrator,\'Contact Person
Cooperative Wark Education Coordma{or "’ &

_Director of Pupil Persppnel Semces,\'Gwdance
‘Other (Please specify below)

What town do you work in?

Have CETA youth program personnel becn 1o your school Lo meel with you
or other staff members during the summer or f3ll of 19802 -

N

HQ&§ TA youth program persbnnel been in your school 1o rectuit students

duringthe summer or fall of 19802 X .

5.- I'Izve you been eontaeted directiy by any CE staff membcrs for inférmallon -
student refesrals; etc. during the summer of fall of 19807 t

Have you received any |nformat|0n regardmg the nature, goals and purposes
of the, CETA program durmg the summér or fall of 1980’ . -

‘i you mmred YESto qus.q%n &, please pmceed,;twrb question 7. Otherwise proceed

to question 8. . .
In what way(s'} was this information conveyed to you? ™™

~ -

7

Has the CETA Staff shared with you information reftarding the vocatlonal,\'
educational progress of student enrollees? © o
" e

-

#f you onswered YES to question 8, pledse p
to question 10

s, I'Ias this information helped.y‘éu\)t other sch staff in working wilh
these studenis? S, . .

L]

r * . .
10. Isthe CETA you‘th' progrém operating in your Vistrict well organized?

. ) 2
¥l Were staff members from yout school u;\rolrcd in the plannmg of career
empldyment experiences and transition service components of CEIA

.youth programs? 7 - ’

12. Currently, many CETA enrollees are employed in public sector noq, -profit
organizatidns. Do you beheve the CETA'program should be expandcd to
+ private, profit.making businessesfentployers?

-y

+

&
eed with questign 9. Otherwise proceed

N

’

N ool ]
)
% R

—Yes s
—No -
—DontKnow

—_—es

—No .
— Dot Know.
—YES
N0,
—Don't Know

£ -

—Yes
—MNo .
w—Don't Know -

—Mail
——Phone

* —JBeisonat Contact N

—Yes
—~aNo .

— Don’t Know

——Yes
—No
—Don’t Know

—_—Yes .

—No .

,—Don't Know

L

—Yes
—MNao
e Don's Know

—Yes
—No -
e M0 Opinion




13. Are the counselors ¢mployed by the CETA program directly accountable —Yes
toyour school syster{l? . ~—No
...._Dc_lﬁ'l. Know

1f you answered YES 1o question.3, pleose proceed with question 14. Otherwise ptoceed
to question 15~

14. Do the services offered by the CETA counselor(s) serving your —nYes, Most of the Time
gobeyond those normally available in your school{s}? —=Yes, Sometimes
) —No +
hy —=Don't Know

15. Do yol believe that the CETA counsetor(s) serving your school should J— {1
be directly accountable 1o your school system? - w—NO '
. —-.No ‘Opinion

* 1 - # .
16. How frequently are the work experience activities offered 10 students _Aiways
in CETA programs coordmated with the educational programs of ) a— Freguently
thm studenis? - . : —Sometimes
.——Rarely

17. How frequently are the career employment experiences offered 1o ' a— AlWays
CETA youth approved as relevant to their current educational —Frequently
programs by a person who s emPloyed by your sch ool Bystem? S o ——Sometimes

- " . . a— Rarely,

1] Do you believe:students should get academic credit for theirparticipation § e
in a CETA program {e.g., YETP)? . —No '
' : ——No Opinion
5

19. CETA youth programs provide work experience, covhseling and other . —_—es
ancillary experiences to enrollees. Do you think these activities are = —No* .
effective in helping CETA snrollees overcome barriers o empioy ment? + —MNo Opinion

If you onswered NO.1o question 18, please commenr why not. Otherwise proceed
2 toquestion 20. S

-

’ . .
. Y

W . ! + - -
20. Listed below are some areas in which cooperation between LEA and CETA programs %
could take place. Based upon your experience please indicate if this cooperatlon is présent,

EN Re[erral of students by the LEA's to CETA programs™.___ : —Yes
. . ——No,
* e . ——Don't Know
b. Availability of (eferred students’ records to CETA staff. . ——Yes
—_—Ne
) : . ~——Don't Know_

€. Awarg of academic credit for CETA youth program participation by LEA's. —Yes -
. ’ —No" .
—=Don't Know

d. LEA receptivity to CETA youth program goals. —Yes

-—.ND
o—Don't Know

- e. Contact between school and CEFRwwif, ' e YES
’ —h-NO
a—Don't Know

,-f. Provision by the LEA of supplemental in s-twctional support 1o Jp—
CETA youlh (.., academic tutoring). —No
) ; —Don't Know -

g. Availability of school facilities for CETA prograrmiactivities —Yes

{e.g.. industrial arts shop).  * —No
' - ] ~Don't Know

- . .t
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; .
h. Avaitability of school Facilities, if rcquésted, for mectings. \ —Yes
* —No
€ " e Don't Know

21. Overall, how would you characterize the coordination between CETA i _.gxcellcnt
and y our school (s)? —Bood

—Fair

—-Poor

»

22. Ifyou answered Fair or Poor to questlon 21, please indicate why. IF you answered
Excellent or Good, p[eai&escnbe some lechmques you used to facilitate
effective coordination. : -

23. Do you believe CETA enrollees would be better served if 1ocal schopls had —_Yes
complete control over the operatlon of CETA in-school youth pro Tams’ amNo
_ »" —No Opinion
24." Please describe the approaches your program uses'to |mpr0ve the accessibility
of CETA services 10 women, minorities and the handicapped,

- L}

+

25. A number of obstacles to effective linkages between CETA and LEA programs have been
identified in the literature. The following List presents severat of these obstacles. Based
updn your past experlence with a LEA program, pléase race the obstacles with respect to*
their !mportance in lundering effective LEAJCETA !mkage eﬂbrffs Cjrcle the appropriate
ratlng using the scale below,  © .

- "1 = Unimportant
: 2 = Moderately Important
3 = Important .
: * 4 = Very Important : .
OBSTACLES RATING

2, Mistatch of fiscal year. - '3 4
{CETA, Ocjober 1 to September 30; LEA’]u!y 1 to June 30}

“r

b. Award of academic credit - “

¢. Lengthof the schoot day

d. Biéed schedyle of school, classes and ac,tivities
e. Cre:ientialing of CETA suaff "
f. Sehool peﬁonnel‘s negativ; experiences :vith similar CE
g Accelerate‘d and patchwaork Etanning ;n CETA programs
' h. Uncertainties over funding levels andfor reauthorization of CETA legislation,

i
i. Shifts in CETA program priorities and regulations. -

j: Differences in program accountab:iily {i.c., LEA programs are primarily accountable
to local boards of tducation while CETA programs are accountable to pther local
authorltles andfor state and regional labor departments.} .

.
L]
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26. In addition to the obstacles to linkages presented in quest;on 25, are there any other
obstacles you have experienced in developmg cdoperation between CETA and
LEA programs? ) .

o . . | ' -
27. Please describe in detail any inhovative approaches your program has used to overcome .
the obstacles listed in ‘question‘QS or mentioned by you in question 26 above._

) ' .
28. Do you have any final commen;s or recommendatums regarding developing effective
LEA/CETA linkages? '

.
L o
*

Thank you for yout assistance. Please eturn in e envelope provided to;
* ' Robert K. Gable :
Bureau of Educational Research
U-4, University of Connecticut
Stofrs, Connecticut 06268
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. LEAJCETA LINKAGE SURVEY
CETA Form o )

Directions. The questions which foliow dedf with varigus aspects of the cooperative educationol efforts
underiaken by Local Educational Agencies (LEA's] and Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA)
progroms. Please respond by checking thd appropriate rating next to each question and-by providing comments
where required. Your responses will be treated anonymously.. They will be reported.on a group bosis only.

Please complete the form within the dext 7 days ond return it in the envelope provided. Your gssistance
In this progect s greatly appreciated.

. .

What is your positionftitle?

Whit town do you work in?

What agency, dgfyou work for? *
<

4. Do the services offergd by CETA counselor(s} waorkmng in the schools : — Yes, Most of the Time
go beyond those gormally available in the school(s)? —Y'es, Sometimes
—No
. —Don't Know

How frequently ire the work experience activities offered to students in = Always
CETA programs coordinated with cducational Programs of these students? ~—Frequently
. . —Sometimes

. . —Rarely

™

. How frequently are the career employment experiences offered 1o CETA —Always
youth approved asrelevant 10 current educational programs by a person who ~—Frequently-

is employed by the school system? - . —Sometimes

. e Rarely !

3,
Listed befow are some areas in which cooperation between LEA and CE1 A programs ”ﬁf
could take place. Based upon your experience, please indicate if this cooperation is present.

a. Referrat of §tudents by the LEA's to CETA program's".‘ . —Yes
- Lo . _NO
3 L —aDon't Know
‘b, Availability of referred students’ records to CETA siaff. - —ﬁes
—No
-~ —eDon't Know -
¢, Award of academic credit for CETA youth program participation by LEA's, —Yas
- . —No -
. ~ . a-DOR't Know
d. LEA receptivity 1o CETA youth program goals, ’ Yes
) . —No
—Don't Know

1
€. Contact between school and CETA staff. —_—Yes
. .o ’- 'i _...I ‘D
: , R . , _Do% Know
f. Provision by the LEA of supplemental instructional support to —Yes
o

CETA youth (e.g., academic tutoting). "o
. —Don’t Know

-8 Availability of school facilities for CETA program activitics _,___Yes’
{e2.,industrial arts shop}. . . —ylNo
. . ’ —Don't Know
«  h, Availability of school facilitics, if requested, for mectings, —Yes
. .. s No .
' . ’ —Don't Khow




) N -& .
8. In your opinion, do LEA personnel feel threatened by services offered by PR .
CETA youth programs? Lt Mo
. . - ) —Don’t Know
9. If you answered YES to question 8, please comment why. Otherwise proceed: e
to question 10.‘ . p

. Overall, with how many LEA's have you been able to develop effectwe —=All LEA's

coordination during the 1980-81 school year? . —we=Most LEA's®™
——Some LEA"s

~ . ‘ - —No LEA’s

1f you answered Some LEAA‘s or No LEA's for question 10, please con!ment why
coordination wasn't good, If youanswered Most LEA ™S or AV LEA s, please describe
some techniques you used ta facilitate effective coordination and identify ‘the
LEA's involved.

o

.
. 4

. Please describe the approaches yout program uses 16 improve the accessibility of CETA
services to women, minorities and the Handicapped. ‘ ok

S

A number of obstactes to effective linkages between CETA and LEA programs have been

identified ib the hiteratidre. The following list presents several of ihese obstacles. Based

upon your past expertence with 2 CETA program. please rate the obstacles with respect

to their importance in hindering effecrive LEAJCETA linkage efforss. Circle the appropriate
‘ rating using the scale below. .

y - 1= Unimportant
- + 2= Moderately important
. 3 = important - ) .
© * 43 Very Important . Lo 2

L}

i . _
OBSTACLES oy & _ . RATING

a. Mtsrnatch of fiscal year, - J - 1 3
(CETA October I.IoSeptemberSO LEA, luly T to Juné 30).-

b. Award of zcademic credlt (
c. Lengthrof the school day. .
d. Fixed sthedule of school classez;ind activities.

e. Credentling of EET&_ |l,'gnff L

{, Schoo! personnel’s negartive‘expcrienccs with simitar CETA programs.

Y om
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"

g. Acecleraled and patehwork plaoning in CETA programs. [N .
h. Uncertainties over funding levels andor reauihorization of CETA legislation.
I. Shifts in CETA program priorities and regulations. )

| Diferences in program 2ecountability. {i.e., LEA grograms are primarily
aceountablke (o loeal boards of edueation while C%’A programs are accountable
to other local authorities andjor state and regional labor departments.)

14. In addition to the obstaeles to linkages presented 2bove, 2aréthere 2ny other obstaeles you
have expericnced in developing cooperation between CETA and LEA programs?
. = : . N

w

15. Please describe in detail 2ny novatve approaches your program has used to overeome
>\ the obstaclds listed i question 13 or mentioned by, you in question 14 above.

N L
B

‘ ‘

i

18. Do you have any-final comments or recommendalions regarding developing effective
LEAJCETA linkages? T4

. L]

Thank ybu’ fot your assistance: Please relurn in the envelope provided.to:

- T Robert K. Gable

Bureau of Exducational Research

U-4, University of Conneelieut
Storrs, Conneelicut.06268
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Appendix B

LEA Perceptions of CETA Linkage Initiatives
Crouped by Size of Cowounicy!

==

Quescion | Large Fringe/Med. Suburban

- Liry Ccity

Have CETA y;:lu:h program personnel been to Your Yes i 64 33 . n
schodl to meet with you or other scaff members Ho 2 n 18
. during the summpr oF fgll of 19807 Don't Know 4 8 10

Have CETA youth programegersonnel been in your Yes 54 © 58 . 66
school ro recruit seudencs during che summer He 21l 24 24
‘or fall‘of 19807 , . Don't know 25 18 \10
Nave you been contacted directly dy any CETA Yes 36 53 - 68
staff members for information, student re~ Ho s ’ 1 45 n
+Eerrale, exc. during the summer or fall of - bon'c Know - 4 2 0
19801 . .. N
> ] . .

Have you received anmy information regarding - . Yes . 52 . 42 65
the nacure, geals And purposes of the CETA . HNe -+ 48 57 19
program during the sugmer or fall of 19807 srbon’t Know 0 1 6

In what uay(;) was this Informacion con- - Hail 46 - 43 36
veyed to you? phone 1] R 21
’ Personal Goncace 43 . 43

Has che CETA scaff shared with you informe- Yes 28 30 43
tion regarding che vocationsl/educational "+ No 12 . 65
progress of scudent enrollees? . Don't Know * ¢ . 3 2
b . .
9. Has chis informacion helped you or other Yes 65 - b
school ecaff in working with these gcudence? .« No 7 . 21d 14
\ . Bon't Kepw ) 12
. ‘%’#. \ . N . .

Y

s
"rable entries represent. pereents.
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O CAppendlx €

,LEA mrk?t.lons of-CB‘u Propram Organization. Plannlng. snd. Oper -t}orﬁ
*  Grouped by Size of l‘.:omuﬂlty‘ \

—5; .- Size of Communit d
% . +  Latge. Med/Feinge Suburban ‘. Rural Tor al

Ciry Cityﬂ 1

Question

o

10. 1% the CATA youth Program operating lu your Yes . 38 ’ k> T T TR 53
djsrrict well orgamzed’l Ho TP T B oo
. . Don'l Know 5 ® &7 *, 3

11, Were statf wemberq (roayour school involved aa 48 B9 48
in the planning o}dreer emp loymenc» exper iences - ~32 o 49.° 24

A and transic ion setvir_e components of CETA Yourh Lpn't Know k 12 26

progum’l ; ) . . . E =
2. Cu‘runcly. many CETA-enrollees are employed in Yes 43 36
publ ke secror non-profit organizations.. Do you Ho . 4 w8 . 3l
be'lieve the CETA propram should be expanded fo Ko Opinion 9 13
priwgte, profir-making business/cmployeral’ : & .
13. Aré the counselors employed by the CETA program Yeu . ’ . iz° - , 16
directly, accountsble to Your school s¥stem? Ro R 5] 51
. . T % Don‘e Mnow e . 4o

’ . H] . “

« U0 the sdiWices offeved by che CETA counselor(a) Yes, Most ol the vy F{|
acrving your srhool go beyond those normally Yes, Sometimes 4 29
Available in your school{s)? o P . 3

. = {7 Don't Know . 16 R

Do you believe that the CETA counselor{s) Yes X o 3 ‘, 28
. .- Ho s . ® . L7 [
N Yo .Opnion . 1

< - *

. —
~16.~How fredquently ate the work experjence activiries Alwayyp v
offered to students in CETA programs coordinated Frequenrly
* with'the educacional Programs of rWyse srudenta? .  Somerimes -

’ : Rarely’

1?7, How fuquentl)r'lre thé'cauu enplofnent . Alvays

exPetiences DEferad to CETA youth approved ¢ Frequently
a9 Televant to their cuue?ﬂéﬂ«u&?nn pIo= Somit imey
ptogkahs by a person who is employed by your lutely
school system? -

.

Do you believd srudents should,ger academic ' Yes
erudit for their pavticipation in & CETA Ho -

. program {e.g.. YETP}! Mo Opinién -

* GETA youth p!ogga-ms provide work ‘e'xpetim_ch "Yer '\_\
counseling and Bther ancillary experiences Bo . -

" to entfollecs. Do you think rhcae aetivities Yo Opinion )
are effective in belping CLTA cnvollees e

- overcome barriers te employment? . ‘ .-

Pe you believe CETA enfollecs would be berter Y’eg_
aerved it local achoola had complere control

over the operarion of CET& in=achool youth Nga Dplnion -
proframs? . ¢ )

L

!Iable entvies Tepresent percentds

Q
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Appendix O

CETA Perc€ptions -for Current LEA/CETA Linksge Bfforts
Grouped by Prime jn,_qns&rs'
> w

hY .,
Hew lHaven  MWaterbury  Hartfbr Stamford  Bridgeport

T N {

v

Questiun

’ +

e ' -
Listed below are gome arcas in which coopdration
bétween LEA and CETA programs could take place.
Based upon your experience, please iadicate Jif
this coop\eration id present. -

a. Referral of students by the LEA'g co CETA Yes
programs. T No
. ~-Don't Know
. _.’ -
b.' Availability of referred students' recorde Yes

to CETA scefi. " Ho .,
N -~ bon't Know

, Fs ‘
Award of agademic credit for CETA youth Ycs
program participation by LEA's. \ Yo
Don't Know

—

o ’ .
LEA receptivi‘r to CETA youth program goals. . Yes -

| .Ho *

- \E . - Don't Know
Contact between school and CETA staff, ” '~ v  Yes® )

- . né
* . Don't Know

Frovision by the bEA of supplemental inscruc- . Yes '

tional support to CETA youth (e.g., academic o
cutoring). . Bon't Know

- i -
Availability of school fatilitied for CETA Yes

progran activities (e.g., industrial art‘s No
shop). . Don't Kmow .

A

. a\vailab;},tty of gchool faclhtias. 1f requcated Yes
Ho ?

for meerings. . !
- - 2 ’ /‘ .- Don't Know .

.

‘;abl.e entTjes rcpreacht percents.
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Appendiz B ':, N, .

LEA Porceptions of Current LEA/CETA Ltthse EEforcs
Grouped by Prime SWnsot’

.
2o

o -+
- L

Arcas of Cooperation ‘ ' " Prime Sponsore -
% " Hew Haven V‘u!bur)r Hartford Stagford Bridgeport BOS Total

. -

Listed below are some greas in vhich cooPeuthq,

* between LEA and CETA programs- could take place.

Pased upon your emperlence, please fndlcace ff .

this cooperation is present. ., l .
M | ] LY

1
Referral of studeats by the Ls.\'. to CETA Yas
Programs o
. Ban't Know
Availability-of referred students’ recorda . Yes
‘to CETA scaff. o
Don"¢ Know -

. ; %
Award of scademic ¢redlt For CETA youth Yes
program participation by LEAs. Ho
. ' pon't Know

B Lmoncepti\l;ity to CETA youth program gosls. Yea
] ' No
! - ‘ - Don't Know

Contact b,tmen school and CETA staff. ' Yes

F) .' '"o -

. ’ \ . : Don't Know
Provision by the LEA of supplemental in- Yen
structional support to CETA youth le.gy, o
scadembic tutoring). . Pon't. Know

a\vailabilir)r of school facilities for CETA Yes

program activitier {(s.g., industrial arcs No

shop). . Pon't Kaow
y L]

Availsbility of school facilitvies, if Yes

requesred, for meetinga. Ho N

bon't Know

I*m;le entrles Tepresent percents.

Q
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. mundin ~
— LSA Petceptiona of Curtant I..EA/CEH. Liokaga Efforte
N Gtouped by Size of Communicyl -

. Size of Cowmunity

. . Large Hed/Fringe
- Qiention ' City Ciry

Suburban

Rural

*Total

\f .
Listed below are some ateas in which cooperation between

LEA and CETA programe. could vake place, Baskd:upon yout
experience please indicate if thia cooperation ix present,

4, Referral of atudents by the LEA'S to CETA prugrm.

L}
s

Avatd of academic cudit CETA youth program
* patticipation by LEA*e,

* Fl

Awatd of academic credi\: for CETA youth program '
participation by LEA's,

*

LEA veceptivity to CETA youth-program goats-
* -

e, Contact bet schovl and CETA seatf.

v

Proviaion by the LEA of aupplenenul imt:uc:ioml
auppott, to CETA youth (a.g., uadmic tu\:oring). 9
. bon'es Raow
wr .
g, Availabiltivy of school fscitivias £or CETA progrsa Yea
scpificies (e.z., indvarrial ares shop), 47 T Mo
N ' - Don't Ktow

-
.

Availability of aehool fapilitin, “ requested, s .
for metmglo .

¥

r

v N
A . .
I'hble entties Tepresent percents,

-




Appendix G

LEA and CETA Perceptions of Obstacles to Effective
' Linkage Effrres! .

LEA CETA
Prime Bos Total " Prime BOS Total
- Obstacle | Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Hean Rank Mean Rank Mean  Rank Heen

i : r -

a2 Mlsmarch of fisdal year. (9) z.14 1.97 ¢ (N, 2.3 (8.5) 2.12 +(8). .23
* (CETA, October | to September 30; . R
LEA, July | toWJune 30), , . '

Be Avard of academic credit. (8) 2.20 (8) “2.06 A1 (8 233 (3) 276 (6)  2.58
| Length of thé achool day. . ! ey 192 o) !.53 1.90 {10} (10 1.68  (10)
Fixed schiedule of school ctasses and AN 2&3B () 2228 (n. 2.30 ) 2,11 (7} 2.2 (9)
activitien, . \ - ,

‘. i -

Credentialing of CETA staff. W' 320 () 251 &) 277 2.9 (8.5) 2.12. (D)

. . . s
School personnel's negative experiences * (6) 2.59 {6} 2.42 ~ () 2.49 -« 2.83 N(4) -2.64 (5)
with similar CETA programs.
Accelerated and patchwork planning in {3) 3.21 (3) (3 2.91° 3.35 (5} 2.60 (3)
" CETA programs, - . ] - .
Uncercainties over funding levels and/or (1) 3.5 (N (1) 3.30 3.67 (1 3.2 (1)
reauthorization of CETA legislation. . .
Shifts in déra program prioricies and (2) 3.2 (2} (2) 3.13 3.54 (2}
regulations, b
B -
Differenges in program accountabiliry, 2.89 {5} . 3.00
(i.e., LEA programs are primarily '
accountable to- local boards of educacion
whilte CETA programs are accountable to
other local authorities andfor srmte
and regional labor depaskments.)

'Table nupbers represent means for a acale which ranged Erom

| = vaimportant te & = very important. Numbers in the parentheses
represent rankings of the means within esch group.
. . s
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Appandix M

CETA Perceptions of
Obstacles .to Bffective Linksge Bifforts
Grouped by Prime Sponscrs

\  Obstacles

Hew llaven

v

Hatecbury

L7

eime Sponsors
Itaft!ora Staniord

.

Bridgeport

BOS -

+

Mismatch of fiscal year.
(CETA, October | t0 September 30; Lea,
July \I“to June 30).

Mvard of “Academic credit.

]
' -

-

Length of the lchool(-diy.

Fixed achedule of schooi classes and.

sctivicies,
' L]

LY

P,
Credentisling of CETA staff,

School personnel‘s negat ive experlencu
with aimilar CETA progesms.

Accelerated and patchwork planning
in CETA programs.

T T e -,
Wncercainties ovar funding lavals
and/or resuthorisstion of CETA
legislation..
¥

Shifts in CETA -progran prierities
and regulations,

"

ERI
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. sccountable to other local.suthori

DLfLerancas in program sccountabiilty
{i.e., LEA progesms ata primarily
stepuntable to local boards ‘of adye
cation while CETA programe are T
tiesa #rd/or atate and rckional labor’
deparincntsl),

. .

Very Important

lﬂlinportant
Moderately laportant

"Important
: Very Imporcant

Unimportant

1?
L]

. Bb

Moderately loport
Important > .
- L

Very luportade
Ummportant )
Hoderately meortmt
Tmportant

Very Ymporrnt

Unimportant
Hoderately Isportant
Important

Very Imporcant

Unimportant
Hoderatoly Ilmportant
Topor tent

Very Imporcant.

Uninportant
Moderarely Importadt
ortant

-

J
| Unioportant

Moderately Imporcant

Important .

Very Important .

Unimparcant
Moderately Important
Topor cant

Very Important

Unimporctant
Hodevately Importanr
Tnportant

¥ery Imporcant

”

50

0
n
17

40
40
20

O.

17

50 °

1
0
%
0
1?7
50
33

0
S¢
n
1?7

0
"
16
67

0
0
17
8

0
0
n
&7

l.lnmporunt
Hodecately Important
Important

Very lopor€anr

0
7
N
50

n
K
n
0

n

-

Ne
0

0
62

=
eodo

S8coo
.

[=R-N-N-]

30
”
16
”

[
50
“4?
k)

”
b6 -
0
17

12
66

ED
’1' able cntries Tepresent Peecents.




Appendix 1

. LEA Perceptions of
Obntaclea to ®ffective LEASCETA Linkage Efforea
Grooped by Prime Sponsotsl

—®

) Price Gponacry
Obstoeles . ’ Hew llaven waterbory  Haytford Stamford *  Bridgepott BO3

Mismatch ol Efacal yeac, Unimfiortant [ 26 14

(CETA, October ] to September 30; Moderately lmportant ¢ s 26 43~

LEA July | to June 30), Lmeportant .18 T3 14
e "VYery Lmportant 64 * 33 9

Avard of seademic,credie Unimpottant 30 1) 20 /\
—_Moderately Important 0 T3 14
Impor taut 40 2? 9
Very Important 0 &0 29

f

Letgth of the dchool day Unimportant 0 10 13\ .
* Hodgeately Important 20 19 2%
lmportant I, 23 0
Very Important 20 - 57 5?
Fixed achedule of sehool claases Unimpoetant 10 26 8
atd activities. . Hederately Important 30 . 16 %
. Impor tant 20 29 1%
. ‘Vety Ituyortant 20 29 29
Credentialing bf CETA atsff. : uuimpor:mt 10 52 72
Hoderately Impottant 10 12 i4
ImpoYtant 10 16 I
. Yety Important T ] 10 0
School pecsonnel's negative expsriences  Univporeant =~ ° 1t . 19 29
with aimilar CETA programs. Hfderately Isportant »” 16 28
) Important iz 26 29
s Very lmportant 13 29 14
) L 4
Aceelecated and pstchwork planning in Unimporeant &0 . 53 &3
CETA programs, Modarakely Iupoumt 1t 33 %
- N & I . ? lh
] ? 14

tncertaintien over funding levels Uefmportant 67 54 42
#nd/or reauthocrixation of CETA hoderacely Imporcant 22 23 14
leshlation. Important 0 : 3 1%

. Very Important i 10 29

\

G AW AL RVaN AL Ay AL L,
L]

w

. . ]
Shifts in CETA program prioritiea sud Uninmportant .18 53 %
cegulations. Hoderately Important 4] a3 &1
4 Topor cant o 10 9

Very lmportant T 4 14

Diffcreheca in program sccountability. . Unimpertant ._ _. N T Y R 1 o e -
(f.e., LEA Programs are primarily " Koderately lmportnn: 40 100 . 29 5?
Sceountable to local boards of edu- Tmportant . o 0 . 19 0
eation vhile CETA programs are * . Very luportant 10 0 e 29
sceountable to other locsl suthori- - . .
ties andfor atate #nd regional laber °

N departoenta). .

-y

Table entriea Cepredent pereents.
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- Appondix J

LEA Perteeptions of the .

’

Obstacles to Effeccive LEA/CETA Linkage Efforta,

_ Crouped by Size of Communicyl

{

Obscacles

A\
Large
Cicy

Size of Community

Had/Fringe
Cicy

Subug ban

Rural

*

Total

O

a. ¥ienateh of fiscal year.

{CETA, October | to September 30;
—-—"—LEA, July -1- toJune—30)+

n

b. Avard of aesdenmic eredit

Length of the'achool day . .

! s ‘,;

Fixad achadule of achool classes and sccivicias .

L) >

’

Credencialing of CEYTA acaff

LY

Sehool personncl’a negativa axperiences vith
aimilac CETA programs.

T S . .
Iceeﬁnted and patthwork planning in CETA
FTORY e et

Uncartaintiea over Eunding levela andfo~
resuthorization of CETA lagielation.

.
LY

e

$hifca in CETA programs prioriclea and * -
tepulationa. f -

pifferencea in program sctountabilicy .

{i.e., LEA programa are primarily

secountable to local boarda of adu~ - ”

cation whlle CETA progracd are - .
ateountable to other local authori- .
tiey andfor etate and rcgional labor
depagtoental, .

¢

Unimportant 0 -
Moderately Impottant 27 .

. Ipipottant "~ 27

, Very Imporcant 46
L]

Unimpor fant. - 13
Moderately Imporcant 30
Important 13
Very laportant * 44

Unimpor £ ank 9
Moderacely Impoftant T
Imporcant s
. Vety Important 54
Unigportant 9
Hoderately Imporcant 35
Important .. 26
. Very Imporcant 30

Unimporecant 52
Moderately Important 13
« luporcant 22
2 yery Imporcant 13

Unimpottant 22

Moderately Imporcanc 35 .

Important 1”
Very Important 26
 Unimportdnt 52
‘Hoderately Important 22
: Imporcant - 17
~Very luporcant 9
. -

Uniuportant &4
Modetately Important 39

Imperta 13

-VYery Im;url:am: Y &
Unimporfant "52
\Moderacely Imporcant

Important -
Very Important

_Unaimpurtant

* Hoderacely Impottant
s lmporcant
Very Igporcant

16
25«
73
36
25
19
26
L 30

10

2
M.,
40

18
k1
26
26

&
2t
.,
12 ,
3%
31
(-3
t?

45
3
13
|- -

65
18
1"
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