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Forging New Relationships: the CETA/School Nexus

a

This report is the first of a series of Interim Reports to be
prepared by the Youthwork National Policy Study on various aspects *
of implementation by local sponsors of the Exemplary In-School _
Demonstration Project. This project has been funded by the Department
of Labor through an intermediary non-profit corporation, Youthwork, Inc.

The report pays particular attention to the matter of relations
between CETA and various educational organizatioens, most particularly
Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) and postsecondary institutions. Both
the form and content of these relations are thought to be particularly
important in enabling the goals of the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Project Act (YEDPA) to be achieved. Of most immediate concern is isolating
and analyzing those mechanisms of cooperation and communication which will
enable both CETA and the schools to overcome the barriers between school
and work by more closely linking education, employment, and training
institutions.

Thq focus for this assessment of CETA/school relations is within the
_four programmatic areas established by the Youthwork project. These four
areas are private sector involvement, youth initiated activities, academic
credit for work experience, and career information.

v Additional coples of this report may be obtained by writing in care
of the above address.

. June 1979

] -

' ' b
~ a coliaborative project of Youthwork, Inc. and New York State College of Human Ecology. a statutory coliege of the state university  ~~~ * 4
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PREFACE

The Youth Employment and Demonstrations Projects Act (YEDPA) became
law on Augﬁst 5, 1977. 1t amended the 1973 Comprehénaive Employment
and Training Act (CETA) so as to provide the initiative for an expanded
eggbﬁt to address the problems of youth unemployment. YEDPA added
- several new programs to improve employment and t%aining oppqrtunities
for®young people 1in their late teens and early éwenties, particularly
those from low-income families. It has sought to emphasize experimentation
and innovation on the part of the CETA local government sponsor system,
more than has been the case with programs developed for unemployed adults. .
The Act 1s particularly goncerned with overcoming the barriers
between school and work by more closely linking education, employment, and
training institutions. It geeks to forge new relationships. One of the
four programs authorized by YEDPA was that of the Ysuth Employment and
Training Program (YETP). This program was designed t%’provide a full
range of work experiences and skills necessary for future employment,
especially for those low-income youth, 16 to 21 years of age who are in
school or out of school and unemployed or underemployed. Certain YETP
provisions also allow designated forms of participation by youth- 14 and
15 yéars old, as well as by yopfh who are not cconomically disadvantaged.

Under the YETP provisions, 22 percent of the fiscal resources are to
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be reserved for serving in-school youth under the terms of an agreement
between the loc;I educational agencies and the CETA prime abgﬁsors. The
aim of these agreements is to coordinate education and employment efforts
by the various agencies involved so as to better prepare youth for the

world of work.

L

o

What provides a sense of urgency to this effort is that there is a
desperate need both to improve the education of low-income minority
youth and to find the meaﬁs by which to create more employment for them.
The evidence on this poinq@}s both conclugive and aoberigg: the
gituation for poor minority youth, as compared with white middle-class
youth, has steadily deteriorated over the pagt 15 years. Whether
one measures employment rates or labor force participation rates, the

disparities have grown and continue to do go. This ig in opite of all

the education, efjfloyment, and trainihg progréﬁs initiated since the mid-

1960s and c n to the present.
The spendin evél for YEDPA for figcal year 1979 is éstimated to
be-approximatély §1.2 éillion; The firgt‘priority for thegé funds is to
generate employment opportuniéieg for youth. Ag such, they have become
an integral component of efforts by the adminigtration to reduce the
present levels of unemployment. Nevertheless, and in recogﬂition\that
present apprdacheg to reduce youth unemployment are imperfect, botﬁ in
design and implementation, the Act authorizes the Secretary of Labor to
allocate up to one-fifth of YEDPA fundo on demonstration projects to
gupport knowledge development. The mandaté from the Congress wag clear:
Sec. 321. It 1ig the purpose of this part to establich é variety

of emnployment, training, and demonstration programs to explore
methods of dealing with the gtructural unemployment problems

7
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of the nation's.youth. The basic purpose of the demonstration
programs shall be to test the relative efficacy of the different
ways of dealing with these problems in different local contexts.
Sec. 348. ...to carry out innovatiié and experimental programs,
to test new approaches for dealing with the unemployment problems
of youth,and to enable eligible participants to prepare for, .
enhance their prospects for, or secure employment in occupations
through which they may reasonably be expected to advance to
productive working lives. Such progrags shall include, where
appropriate, cooperative arrangements with educational agencies
to provide special programs and services....
The monies that were to be diatflbuted acédrding to formula among
the local sponsors of programs for in-school youth would alleviate some
unemployment and "buy time." Yet there was little confidence that, in
the end; these projects would either address the long-term needs of the
youth or provide new insights into how programs might be more effectively
organized and implemented so as to have a greater impact. New ideas, new
b .
approaches, and new actors would have to be on the scene if innovative and
path-breaking approaches were to be found. And while it was not explicit
in the legislation, it can be surmised that it was the hope of the
authors tﬁht 1f successful projects could be located where jobs were
created and the youth were prepared to assume them, then perhaps cities
and gtates would be encouraged to redirect portions of the 80 percent
formula funds towarde'projects of this kind. Thus the discretionary fands
projects could achieve a ripple effect throughout the entire infra-
structure of youth employment and training programs.

~

To learn more about one aspect of the complex set of relations
bétween education and preéent/future employment opportunities, the
Department of Labor set asige from the discretionary funds approximately
$15 million for "Exemplary In-School Demonstration Projects." These

grants were to explore the dynamics of in-school projects and their

¢
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effectiveness. They also would be awarded to promote cooperation between
the education and employment and training systems. .

To assist the Departqgnt of Labor and its regional offices in
undeitgking this effort, Youthwork, Inc., an intermediary non-profit
corporation, was established ,in January, 1978. fIt was created with
financiél and administrative support from the Field Foundation, th;
Public Welfare Foundation, the Southern E&Scation Foundation,’the Taconic
Foundation, and the Eleanor Roosevelt Institute. Youthwork's responsiQ
bilities were to include: déveloping guidelines for_the competition to
select the Exemplary In-School Demonstratio; Projects, reviewing
submitted proposals, making recommendations for funding, providing )
guidance and technical aesiatance‘for those projects selected in the
competition, developing and implementing a knowledge development plan so
as to iIncrease understanding of different approaches and their effective;

»

ness, and forwarding reports and recommendations to the Department of
Labor.

As a result of é five-tier evaluafion process designed to select from
among the more than 520 submitted'proéoéale, Youthwork made its
recommendations to the Department of'L;bory Forty-eight projects were
chosen. The first contgacts were siéned and projects began operation in
September, 1978. Forty-seven of the oriéinal 48 projeéts are now (June,
1979) operational. .

To asgsess these projects and their efficacy.iﬁ'achieving the twin
goals of program‘effectivenesg and inter-institutional qollgboration,
Youthwork ﬁndertook a number of knowledge development efforts. These

/
were to include the use of analytic ethnographic material collected by
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a trained observer placed at each project, third-party evaluators, MIS '
systems, and self-study reports'fpém the individual projects.

For the first of these efforts, that of developing a cross-site

comparative framework employing qualitative data.collection strategies,

- Youthwork, Inc., selected 1 September 1978 a group of researchers at the

College of Human Ecology, Cornell University. The“Co;nell project,
entitle& "Youthwork National Policy Study:" has undertaken a longitudinal
case stu@y research program. Trained observers at each of the project
sites have been gathering data in specified areas designated a;d developed

by mutual agreement of the Department of Labor, Youthwork, and the Cornell

Univérsity research team. ‘ ‘ ) . )
Forging New Relationships: The CETA/ézakéig/gexua is the first of

the interim reports to be presented by the Youthwork National Policy

Study. The report provides a systematic and.detailed assessment of the
ability of CETA prime sponsors and local educational agencies to come

together to develop innovativeréducationeuuitraining programs for low-
income- youth, a key goal of the\§ legislation. The data pfesented,_
here are based on observatiéns and interviews conducted at 50 of the 47
operational sites. Programé underway /in 28 states are incluJLd in this
report. A gecond interim report, té be prepared in August 1979 will

explore the dynamics of in-school programs and their impact, both upon

.the organizations who conceived and implemented them, an/ upon the

participants who experienced them.
The report is divided into six chapters: the Introduction, four
substantive chapters, one each on the four progtam arcas where project8

were celected and funded, and the Conclusions. Key areas of investigation

.
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in each of the programmatic areas include the form apd content of
’CETA/schools communication and collaboration, the impact of the YETP

22 percent incentive on inter;inétitutiopal cooperation, and the question
~of whether there now exists a dﬁplication of programs aimed at the same

.

target pogulations. .

Appreciation must be expréssed both to the on-site observers who
have consistently performed with a level of excellence and éo the local
project personnel who géve been generous with their time and candid in
thelr responges. As a.meéns to protect those who have been part of lhis
sizeab%g knowledge develogment project, anonymity was promised from the
beginning. Those who have participated will know who they are; perhaps
they will rec;gnize.themselvea amidst the descriptive and interview
material. They all have our thanks.

A number of persons have reviewed earlier drafts of this report and
generously shared their comments and suggestions. Staff from the office
of/ Youth Programs in the U.S. DeLartment of Labor, members 5% the staff
of the U.S. Senate Committee on Human Resources, staff from the Select
Subcommittee on Education, U.S. House of Representatives, and colleagues
from here at Cornell  have all contribqted tgeir ingights. Of pérticular

import has been the effort of Dr. Michael Langsdorf from Youthwork, Inc.

I am indebted for their assistance and cooperation.

Ray C. Riot
Principal Investigator
June, 1979
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Youthwork, Inc. is an intermediary corporation created in January,

.W&

1978 by a consortium of five private foundations. It was established '

(/14 order to assist the Office of Youth Programs, U.S. Department of

=

ti

“%
Labor, and implement the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects

Act of 1977. An intermediary corporation is a private, non-profit

organization which assists'government agencies to program public funds.
BJ
Youthwork is thus an intermediary between the private and public

sectors.
At present Youthwork administers more thah $15 million of,Department

of Labor funds to. 48 trojects testing various mixes of schooling,

counseling, job tradning, and part-t{me employment. These demonstrations
are aimed at udﬂerstanding the forms of CETA/school cooperation and o,
collaboration in the provision of serviced to youth., The particular

projects selected for funding through a competitive process are those

which give evidence of being particularly’informative on the matter of

©

- “




how to foster closer cooperation between ‘educational systems of various
types (high schools, alternative schools, community colleges, univer-

sities), local employers, and job training iﬁstitutions, iﬁcludiné

t

especial{ijthe CETA prime sponsors; s ' . S
This report 1is an interim report on. the form and content of CETA/ ~!

school relations which emerged’ during the first nine months gf' the
’ ' Q
Youthwork program, September 1978 to May 1979. . It 1is the first of a

. \
number of such reports to be prepared by the Youthwork National Policy

Study, located at Cornell University. The report addresses the
R 7

circumstances and incentives which either facilitate or hinder Ehe

S

. ] N
ability of CETA prime sponsors and local educational agencies to come

together to develop innovative education and training programs for low-

income youth. ‘ o . s

L]

The report finds .that the ppératienal requirements of inter-
@ ‘ e .
institutional cooperation and collaboration, together with the need

-
for4_continua1 attenFipn to CETéfregulations and the requirements of
paperwork, crégted a set of difficult programmatic challenges. ¢He.1ack
of synchronization, forlexample,vbetween the prograh and the schoo;\-
system created a set of obstacles that often forcéd program postponements
and generated strains between the collaboratofs\ As but another example,

the inability to provide a clear set of policy guidelines on(how the

funds generated from the youth initiated projects could be spent also

generated program postponements and reductions in the number of youth who

[

cqguld participate. The examples could continue, but the point is made:

collabofatiﬁn to implement a program needs time to overcome the procedural

<

incompatibilities between prime sponsors and local educational agencies.

The obstacles.hinder cooperation; they do not prohibit it. |

¥ 14 .

.
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While it is still too early to draw firm conclusions and posit final '

recommendations about the potential for fofging CETA/school relations to
service‘in-scﬁéol, low-income'youth, there are clear patfernszemerging
which be;r close obéervation and study. Given time for programs to
stabilize and the relationsﬁips tolweather various strains and tensioms,
the Exemplary Iﬁ-School Demonstration Projects should provide definitive

insights in answering the question of "what works when and why?"

CETA/LEA Communication/Collaboration

A key policy question regarding in-school prbgrams to address youth

unemployment is how to produce programs which meld the resources and
»

expertise of CETA and the éducational systems. The potegpial impaét of
combined fesqurces, provided at a lower cdst, could thus reach larger
numbers of target population youth with both education and employment
trainingjand'expe;ignce. What then facilitates or impedes CETA/school.
communication and gollaboration on proé;;ms designed to reach low-income,
in-school youth?

g, ’
Patterns of communication and collaboration. CETA/school relations

tended ln the first months of program implementation to be limited to
operational and administrative matters: interpretation of regulationms,

establishing eligibility of barticipants, working on budget modification, -

and the timihg and intent of reports. This form of communication 1s best -

characterized as efforts at problem solviqg. While the strains of

such communication were apparent for those systems-in the midst of such
matters, there is considerable éﬁidence that the outcome has been a
valuable ohe for both organizations--the staff§~have had experience at

working together and have shared responsibilities in the completion of
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joint tasks. Successful negotiation of this level of collaboration

appears to have resulted in more intense collaboration in other areas,
e.g., discussions on further coordination of programs, joint efforts at

the recruitment of youth for programs, and the crossover of staff from

one program to serve as advisors to another.

Youthwork should both encourage present forms of collaboration as

well as establish incentives for the further institutionalization

of inter-organization cooperation.

Regulations and reporting. In the early months of the majority of

projects, many staff, especially those from educational systems, were

unfamiliar with CETA regulations. and reporting requirements. At site

after site, project staff commented that they found CETA regulations
to be ambiguous and confusing. The lack of clarity in this area was one
which provided considerable tension between the two systems. The

educational system staff thought CETA to be pedantic, overly bureaucratic,

)

and more concerned with forms than with youth. Tﬁe CETA personnel, on

the other hand, considered school staffs to béfunconcerned with orderly
reporting, unwilling to press to meet deadlines and contractual
obligations with regard to reports, and contemptuous of the regulations

designed to prevent financial mismanagement. '

Prime sponsors should be encouraged to assume a role as faciiitator

in interpreting DOL regulations and guidelines to program operators.

This is especially critical at those sites where operators are new

to the CEIJ system and where research and development staffs do
— 7

not exist. -
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Youthwork should insure that in any further programmatic initifatives,

project operators . are thoroughly famiiiar with elipibility guide-

lines, repsrtiqg mechanisms, and other CETA regulatioms BEFORE

the project is allowed to begin.

°

Youthwork should also take the initiative to reduce the amount of

paperwork required of individual projects by consolidating and - -

coordinating CETA and Youthwork forms. It should also take

responsibiiity for informing local projects'of any changes in

forms, reporting requirements, or regulations before such changes

-

are to be implemented.

14

Definition of exemplary status. Confusion abounded throughout the

,

40 sites where data has been gathered for §his study ‘as to what
"exemplary status' or "demonstration pfoject" entailed, either in ths \
way of additional responsibilities or the qaiver of*same. Staff at
various sites appreciaged‘being told that thsy'Were a demonstration
project, but no evidence of what that meant was forthcoming. In the
absence of a clear and concise statement of what these titles wsuld mean,
many program operators have simply taken tlre Youthwork funds as but one
more source of funding to supRort the programs in which they had a

personal commitment.

There 18 no evidence available that any of the program operators

‘have arrived at an agreement with either the educational or CETA systems

that, 1f the project produgced the employment or educational benefits
expected from it and at a cost that compared favorably with that of other

programs having similar objectives, the schools or CETA would agree in

17




demands and the day-to-day functioning of the program.

xiv

advance to continue the project with funds from their regular budget or

’

ffom funds provided by formula from federal programs. Thé léck of any
contrary evidence suggests that the notion that Youthwork's projects are
sufficiently exemplary to warrant their continuation and expansion by
fheir local sponsors is misplaced and erroneéus. Criteria by which such;

judgements could be made, by whom, and when are all absent at present.
)
Youthwork and DOL should clarify for local program operators,
*
before program implementation, what are the rights and responsi-~

bilities commensurate with being labeled a "demonstration project."

In addition to -‘the factors influencing collaboration and communicqtioh
enumerated above, there are others discussed in detail in the report.

These include the presence or absence of a liaison person to shuttle

o .

between the local project and the representatives of bBth the CETA and
educational systems. A person in this role appears to have had .
considerable impact at nine sites in terms of providing an established
communication channel, steering paperwork to the correct person or

committee, and serving as a buffer between continual bureaucratic

a

s
A second such factor was the presence or absence of advisory
L) .

boards and\gpuncils to both provide the program with input from community

and organizational representatives as well as to provide a forum ,where

the program operators could explain their objectives and goals to a

cross section of community members. The commonly shared understanding of

the project and its goals by the various partﬂes involved is yet a

third factor inluencing CETA/school communication and collaboration.

'When the different parties have different expectations and assumptions

. 18




about what 1s to be accomplished, one or the other group is bound to -

be disappointed.  This has lead at a number of sites to increased

v

resistance and an unwillingness to further cooperate. Recommendations

o

and further analysis of these three factors are to be found in the text
, ' T
. 1.

of the report.
‘ e

The 22 Percent '‘Incentive

The 22 percent incentive for in-school youth 1is designed to stimulate
continuing collaboration between the CETA and éducational systems.
Reactions fo this federally mandated effort to increase collaboration
between CETA prime sponsors and school systems were mixed. Many repre-
sentatives of prime sponsors favored the 22 percent incentive and saw
it as a positive steb toward collaboration. But staff members of at
least two prime sponsors were strongly against the tactic. In both
cases their resentment was because the tactic was perceived to be
arbitrary.

From the perspective of those in the educational sys}em, the 22
ﬁercent incentive was generally welcomed becauselthey wereé not forced to
cooperate--the 22 percent provides incentives for coeoperation rather than

demands for it. However, not all education and project staff favored

_ CETA monies. CETA monies were' viewed as short-term and unpredictable.

Some administrators ﬁere also wary of association with CETA fearing the
taint of scangal énd corruption. The need by schools for funds to
car;y out 'their programs generated ambivalence about the 22 percent
monies, but oﬁce a program had begun, the pressure to maintain it

resulted in a continuation of the relationsﬁip.

19
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The actual impact of the 22 percent incentive varied. Prior to the
establishment of the incentive, collaboration was limited. It was better
' characterized as CETA rendering gerviceS'to school-age youth than real
collaboration. At 11 project sites, the 22 percent incentive was not
seen to have stimulated collaboration. But at 19 other locationé, séaff
said that collaboration was promoted. Frequently, more than the 22
percent minimum was allocated for in-school prograws. This is consistent
with a national estimate that about twice that re&hired amount of YETP

vt
funds are being allocated for in-school programs.

The incentive monies were used to create new services for youth, to
assist schools in 1mpro§ing existiﬁ% services and to provide services for ;Z
in-school youth through non-financial agreements. From the perspectives
of many CETA and project staff, the experience of working together
helped iqform each about the other's structure and procedures. Project
staffs have adapted to CETA requirements. However, there is little
evidence that carry-over from the 22 percent incentive.has aided in

establishing CETA/school links with the Youthwork projects per se.

The 22 percent incentive should be retained as a means. for

facilitating cooperation between CETA and the educational system,

but it should be reevaluated to better meet Department of Labor
AN
objectives, particularly those related to targeting provisions

and incentives for program sponsors.

—

Duplication
- The Youthwork, Inc. exemplary projects were carefully chosen to
provide services not otherwise available to the target population.

Interviews with local CETA prime sponsor staffs, project staffs, and
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school system personnel verified the effecEiveness of the selection
process. . One important feature of the exemplary projects is the effort
to integrate a range of services together in one program for a specifit
target group. Low staff-participant ratios, a common feature in the
exemplary projects, provided an opportunity for youth to have closer and
more personal relationships with project staff members. Other unique
features included work experience in the private sector and academic
credit for work experience.

There 1is evidence, however, that exemplary projects have creéted
comptetition for available job openings for youth and also for project
participants in six smaller communities. Documented consequences of this
have been the inhibition of cooperation among participating agencies and
poor public relations as a result of local employers being beseiged with
requests for job placements.

The potential availability of both job openings and participants

must_be an important consideration in future funding initiatives.

The Department of Labor should require prior to funding ghat

potential program operators provide clear documentation that

duplication of program and target population does not exist.

‘ Youthwork projects should be encouraged to coordinate their

efforts with other existing projects in the local area to

help eliminate competition for students and job placement sites.

In summary, the Exemplary In-School Demonstration Projects have

; beem implemented and give evidence of accomplishing many of the goals

for which they were established. This has not been without considerable

ERIC | 2
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inter-organizat@on strain and tension, particularly in ghose instances

where cooperation between CETA and a project operator was occgring for

the firs&‘time. Nevertheless, programs HaQe been implemented whichvare

providing through in—échool progréms increased educational and empléyment

training opportunities for low-income youth. The emphasis upon forging |
new relationships between CETA and the schools appears to have been well

placed. Th% evidence suggests Ehét the relationfs are growing stronger

and that with a period of program stability, improved coordination and

a willingness to consider innovative approaches will prosper.




INTRODUCTION

The Exemplary In-School Demonstration Projects .

The Exemplary In-School Demonstration. Projects are being conducted
under Title IV, Part A of the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects

°

Act (YEDPA) of 1977. The projects are a set of local programs which
represent an effort by the U.;. Department of Labor to expiore improved
“ means of providing employment and training oppor;unitpes for young
people, particularly those froﬁ low-income, minority families. Each ‘
lotal program has coﬁe into beigg as the result of an hgreement between ’
local educational agencies and CETA prime sﬁonsors to coordinate efforts
so as to better prepare youth for the world of work.
To assist the Department of Labor and its regional offices in
initiating these projects, Youtﬁwerk, Inc. was established in January,
1978. 1t is one of four private, non-profit, "intermediary" corporations

w

supported by’fﬁ3_5;$%rtment‘of Labor from discretionary funds made

- N
~
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avallable through the YEDPA legislation. Youthyork's special mandate
from the Departmént of Labor has been to focus on the employment
problems of in-school youth, on the capacities of educational and CETA
systems to éddress these ;roblems, ahd on the critical issues emerging
from the‘evqlving rélationship between CETA and the schools.

The means by which Youthwork has sought to respond to this mandate
hag been through its involvement with the 48 Exemplary In-School
Demonstration Projécts. Each project, competitively selected, was to be
an exemplary effort in one of four areas: (1) expanded private sector
involvement; (2) job creation through youth operated projects, ggj\écademic
credit for work experience, or (4) career information, guidance, and job
seeking skills. The special‘focus of the projects 1s to be.on the
relation between in-school (or those who can be persuaded to return to
school) youth and employment/training opportunities. The underlying
rationale 15 one of bridging the traditional schism in United States -
socieg; between school and work by developing a number of mechanisms
which allow these two experiences to oyerlap. Rather- than youth
experiencing their education and work as dichotomous and unrelated, the
aim isato explore innovative means by which to make them cotermin;us
and Qﬁterrelated.
ﬂhe‘individual local programs selected for this demonstration

project were slated to operate from between nine to eighteen months, i.e.,

betweeh September, 1978 and March, 1980. Programs could include summer,

activities in 1979 if those activities were shown to be a logical
o
extension of the school year program. They were funded from $15 million

“get afide by the Department of Labor for discretionary projects under

the authority of the YETP legislation. The projected size of the youth
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populations to be served in the programs varied from a low of 35 to a

high of 10,000. Sites were located across the natién in'28 states and
in locations that ranged from the most rural to the largest cities.
Individual grants ranged from approximately $175,000 to $400,000 with
the average being near $300,000.

The period to be covered by this report--September, 1978 to May,
1979--provides a sufficient time frame within which to examine the

rd

evolving relationship between the educatipnal and CETA systems. Ofo
particular import is the dbility to observe and document the relations
which developed when projects began at different times during the
academic year,c the period within which almost all the projects had to -
operate. It may be prematﬁre here to discuss findings, but suffice it
to say that the strains and tensions between the two systemé were
considerably less when programs began in tandem with the school year as
opp;sed to those instances when they sought to begin six or ten weeks
into a semester. For cooperative relations to- exist between institutions,
each needs to be aware of the bureaucratic constraints within which the
other must fuﬁction.

This report wi{ll not discuss program impacts upon participant?f

\
Other and separate reports issued by the Youthwork National Policy Study

will undertake this assessment. The ﬁarticular focus of this interim

report is to examine evolving relations between the CETA and school

systems and what such relations portend for future collaboration to

improve emplgxhent and training opportunities for American youth.
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Youthwork, Inc. and,Knowledge Development

[

While the direct support for youth employment programs commands the

bulk of YEDPA appropriations, improved knowledge is of high priority:

-~

Indeed, the Congress authorized in the legislation that up to a full

20 percent of 'the: YEDPA funding could be used for demonstration projects

seeking innovative means by which to address the problem of youth

employment. The first general principle of the YEDPA Planning Charter
s

of \August, 1977, stated:

Knowledge development 1s a primary aim of the new youth programs.
At every decisiod-making level, as effort must be made to try

out promising idéas, to support on-going innovation and to assess
performance as rigorously as possible. Resources should be
concentrated and structured so that the underlying ideas can

be given a reasonable test. Hypotheses and quéstions should be
detérmined at_the outset, with an evakvgtion’methodoldgy built in.

o .
The programmatic activities of Youthwork, Inc.-are a direct rescponge
by the Department of Labor to this mandate. With Youthwork focusing on
in-school youth and the manner i which the educatiquﬁ and CETA systems
are able to contribute to the resolution of the youth unem}%éymen;
problem, there has been achieved that necessary concentragién,of resources
"go that the underlying ideas can go‘given a reagonable test." The
Youthwork knowledge dévelopmenﬁ effort has predicated its endeavor upon

the following assumptions: et

. . b‘ .
--More 15 known about the intentions of innovative youth programo
than about program operations.
—--More 15 known about program outcomes than the proecesses that

..generated such outcomes.

~~More tsqknown of the recasons for program failuté than for

o

program success.
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. With-these assumptions explicated, Youthwork formulated four

knowledge development goals, each of which sought to édd;ess the e

imbalance-described in one or more of the assumptians listed éﬁoVe.

4

~

Y

—— g 1) . To identify barriers to program implementation and how to

overcome them.

~

. LA

2) To identify unique features within programs that most help .o
- \ -

youth to achieve program objectives. '

L4

. ’ " 3) To examine both the degree and direction in which pafticipating

institutions have changed, and how these changes took place. | ’\T>

v

. N | 4) Tolassgss basic assumptions underlying both the policy and
practice of ig-gchool programs in helping youth make the

transition from school to work. ' o : i

.
~ .

To achieve these goals, Youthwork ’structured its knowledge develop-
ment activities towards data collection and analysi% in three areas: ' the

central policy question of the respectivé roles and responsibilities of

the educational and CETA systems vis—a-vis youth employment and traiﬂing;
. * CNe -
programmatic issues relating to the implementation and collaboration gf
) ; A , .

approach;s;undertaken by projects in the four focal areas; and the local

s .
knowledge development issues unique to each program operator and I .

. ' community. Lo . , o,
. .

. L

It is to the first of these data collection and analysis areas--

the respective rolés and responsibilities of the education ahd CETA

systems ip;youth employment and training--that this present interim

report is addressed. ‘s

4
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CETA/School Relations: Defining the Issues

L d

QETA and educational systems havé both come to serve vital roles in
» . : ~
addressing the issue of youth employment and training. At present, both

.
provide programs expresséd; designed,_and delivered to youth who are

ﬁ\ the process of making the transition from school to work. Yet in a
period of suséained youth unemployme;:: it is both prudent and far-
sighted to examine the possibilities of these two systems linking
together sé that the base of resources for youth can be broadened and'
the available résources'be;temfgoordinated. Present conditionsésuggest
the question is not whether there can be a partnership, but rather, how

such a partnership might function. The task, from within this perspective, -

. is one of sorting out the various strenge{s and potential contributions Z,/

each mighg;make. Though each system has developed its own modus operandi,

[}

collaboration can mean that target groups of youth dé not cbpfront a
sity f compeging claims and institutional rigidity, But one of
complementary and mutual assistance.

In light of the Youthwork effortﬂﬁg/explore the Qarious forms of
;otential collaboration and cooperation betweeh the CEfA and educational
systems, Ehe Youthwork National Policy Study at Cornell University has
made- this a central aspect of its research effort. The analysis and
data collection in this area has had three foci: the impulse and form
of emergent relgtionships, the form and content of collaboration, and

whether the Youthwork programs duplicated existing efforts by either

CETA or thé schools, thus calling into question the necessity of

‘collaborative programs.
The YEDPA legislation has sought to involve low-income youth in
work and/or training programs, programs jointIly developed by CETA and
o
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the schools. The objective has been t;'provide a means by which to
assist the:youth in a successful transition from school to Wwork, thus
diminighing the prospects of unemployment.
To document and analyze the efficacy of the various programs, d;t;
. " collection efforts have had to range across a number of iésues. Examples
:ijy~\\ of these efforts include the following. There is the matter of target
group populations aﬁd which mix of services by the two systems appears
most appropriate for‘which specific group. A second research area focuses
am%n the questio lgf which system is best able to establ#sh ties with
different se§~dts of the community. For example, if there is to be
‘on—the—job training, are the schools or‘CETA more likely to be effective
in locating training.bositions for the enrolled ybqth. Again, the matter .
' ié not "either/or," ﬁug complementarity. Program éharacteris:iCS are
a third area and one wﬂere it is important to know which groups of
youth are attracted to which programs and why they are attracted. The
‘choices of the youth can be informative as to whaf.programs they believe
best suit their needs.
The second foéus, that of the form and contént of collaboration, is
oﬁe'which emphasizes not merely the formal and organizational structure
of joint programs; but the substané; of that collaboration. It is
not a situation of positing'either form or confent to be the critical.
variable in program implementation, but rather both form and content.
To explore these dynamics, the following are illustrative of the questioms
which have been ihvestigated at the individual sites: What {8 the form
and substance of communication between the two systems? What hinders

~ or enhances this communication? Did the YETP 22 percent incentive

! ]

IRIC | 29




prove conducive to inter-institutional collaboration?
The third focus, whether the newly created Youthwork programs
duplicated already existing services to youth, is of central concern as

resources are allocated to serve particular target populations.

If the Youthwork effort represents a duplication, fof example, then the
consequences are not simply that tke youth have multiple programs from
which to choose. With a finite population, neither program is able to
function at full capacity. Likewise, the original program cannot help
but believe that its existence and rationale are being challenged; the
justification‘forcéooperation between systems is undercut; and the
community may come to see reasonable programs as no more than a waste
of public funds. Key areas of investigation in this third area have
included the following: whether youth who belong‘to one training system
are involved in essentially identical activities in another system;
whether those who administer the CETA énd school systeﬁs themselves
believe.that duplication doés or does not exist; and in those instances
when multiple delivery systems are in place, how are they administered,
are the service; coordinated, does coordigétion'enhance delivery of

services, and what facilitates or hinders cooperation between the systems?

For the 48 sites selected by Youthwork to serve as Exemplary In—.

School Demonstration Projects, they have been presented with a challenging

set of problems. The sites were chosen for their potential to demonstrate

effective and efficient modes of collabor;tion and cooperation between
CETA and the schools. It has been through their implementation that
'aétual levels of inter-institutional relationships have become evident.

Further, these relations have not remained static. All parties to theée

-
30
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exemplary programs have had to dea; with a cantiﬁuihg set of'changing
conditions, changes that had the potential for severe.disruptions in the
provision of services to the target population‘of youth., It is to the -
credit of the CETA and school systemé, as well és to the Department of

Labor, and to Youthwork, that in spite of many start-up problems and

the chaotic press of the first year program implementation, the -

preliminary findings are strong and consistent. The Exemplary In-School

Demonstration Projects are bringing the two systems closer together.

They provide numerous examples of coordinated programs offering education

and eﬁplqyment training for designated groups of youth.

Having said this, it 1s important to stress that the findings
reported in this interim report are based on the first nine of the eighteen
months+that the projects are slated to function. As sucﬁ, this report
must be taken‘for what it is, an interim assessment of what we understand
to have been in existénce until May, 1979. This report sets the context

for further discussion and analysis of the interrelations between CETA

.
b3

and the schools and the impact of their joint efforts on behalf of
in-school youth. ’ //// : .

On This Report v

The primary source of data for thié report has been the materials pro-
duced by the individual on-site observers at gach of the 40 reporting projects.
These observers, with few exceptions, began their affiliation with’the
sites during the'very first days ofvprogram start-up. The;r field notes
reflect the sensitivities which can come only from a long and in-depth
involvement with their respective programs. It has been the tésk of the .,

A

Youthwork National Policy Study staff at Cormnell Uhiveraity to take the
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ethnographic notes, the materialgfrmmcountless interviews, the.extensive
docuﬁentation: and the various numerical data as the basis for analysis.
of the mosaic that is the In-School Demonétration. Together with these
multiple forms qf field dat;, use has been made of the MIS data system
established by Youthwork. These latter data have been particularly
helpful in allowing a melding of>the des;riptivevdata with the various
tabulations on number of partidcipants, time in the program, projected
target group enrollmen;, etc. The final thread weaving through this
analysis is that of the extensive ;iterature which has emerged with
regard to CETA. While little of this literature has been formall<//l
publisﬁed in journal articles or books; the number of ;eports,,conference
papers, occasional papers, and federal documents grows almo;; daily.

Each of the féllowing four chapters reports on a different program
area within the Yodthwork initiative. A number of analyses cut across
these four chapters: CETA/school collaboration and communication, the
impact of the 22 percent incentive on inter-institutional relations, and
whether the Youthwork programs have created dqplica;ion and redundanqy

in efforts to assist in-school youth.

Recommendations for both the Department of Labor and Youthwork, Inc.

are located at the end of each chapter. The recommendations are emergent

from and consistent with the individual programmatic focus found in the
four areds. That there are differeﬁces in the recommendations across these
four areas 1s to be expected. Indeed, it is precisely this ability to
begin to differentiate which programmatic oétlons appear to best function

with varying organizational forms that marks this Interim Report as an

important contribution to our understanding of "what works when and why?"

32
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CHAPTER TWO

EXPANDED PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT

The deep problem affecting inner city schools are being viewe
more and more as symptoms of social and economic conditiong
beyond the capacity of the schools alone to resolve (Institute
for Educational Development, 1969, preface).

Private sector employers represent one group who can work with the’
educational system to assist today's youth in their transition from school
to the world of work. Given that ‘over 80 pércent of all employment
opportunities are cuyrrently in the private sector, it is imperative th;t
the’participation of thé private sector be encour;ged’and’iﬁhreased

(Graham, 1978, p.l; Pressman, 1978, p.2). Not to do so can only further A

exacerbate an already critica},situation. Indeed, the Committee for

Economic Development's regdirch and policy committee reiterated this theme
in its recent assessment of government manpower programs:

‘Government programs to train and provide jobs for the hard-to-employ

o will continue to play an important role in national manpower policy. .
Its main emphasis is on the need for substantially greater private :
sector involvement in efforts to aid such groups both directly
and in partnership with government programs (Robison, 1978, p.9).
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<:::j‘ Robison, among others had identified our youth as in need of <if“\

assistance in entering the work force. This is so, he argues, as they

are a group most centrally affected by the persistence and expansion of ]
structural unemployment in our society. Robison notes:

No more urgent econbmic task faces the United States than the

,achievement of meaningful progress toward high employment without

inflation. Yet, it has become increasingly clgatr that there is

little chance of attaining these twin goals simultaneously within

a reasonable time without a greatly imtensified attack on the

structural unemployment problems of those groups: that face

special burdens which keep -them out of the mainstream of the nat?n 8
y

work force. These are the groups that tend to exper®gnce unusua
high or prolonged levels of joblessness even in relati¥ely good

times. They include, in particular, many young people,
workers, and the disadvantaged, especially blacks and otler
minority groups living in inmer cities (Robison, 1978, p.

The report of the Panel on Youth of the President's Science Advisory

Committee (PYPSAC) points out that in the past, educational and work

'institutions were almost completely distinct institutions. This panel

proposed a closer connection between these two systems by adding educational

funct;ons to business organizations whereby persons within businesses

- would have learning, work, and teaching roles. There are distinct

rewards seen resulting from this process:

Whether, the work accomplished is seen as a by-product of the
development of young persons or this development i3 seen as a by-
product of the productive experience is not important. What is
important is that in such a setting both these things take place
(President's Science Advisory Committee, 1972, p.161).

\ ] This process has been slow to develop in the United States due to the o

historical separation of school and industry. As the PYPSAC report o -3

stated:

This mixture of school and work in a work organizatien 1is difficult
to introduce in American society because schools are in the publie
sector, while most work 1s in the private sector, in firms that

are subject to market competition. Without some kind of mixture
between principles behind the public sector organization and the -

34
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private sector orgahizatién confronting a market, an organizational
change of the sort proposed here can hardly take place. For a firm
/\\ to carry out public educational functions necessarily increases its

costs and makes the firm noncompetitive in the markets where its
products or services are sold. Only 1if the educational activities
are publically supported, as they currently are in schools, can
firms afford to add such functions (President's Science Advisory
Commit tee, 1972, pp.161-162).

In an effort to address a number of the aforementioned problems,
including youth unemployment, private sector involvement, and the
traditional gseparation of school and employment organizations, Youthwork,

Inc. identified expanded private sector involvement as one of its focus

areas for demonstration programs. As with the other three programmatic
models, this one was to:
...learn more about in-school programs and their effectiveness

and to promote cooperation between the education and training and
employment systems (Youthwork, Inc., 1978, p.2).

It was posited by Youthwork, Inc. that these efforts at linking
schools with the private sector would not only provide insights into the
establishment and conduct of school/private sector programs, but also
provide potentially long term benefits to the participants.

When jobs are with private employers, they contribute to important

real 1life experiences in the labor market. Also, such jobs often

last beyond the life of a project and can represent a direct, '"next
rung" opportunity for participants (U.S. Department of Labor, ETA,

Office of Youth Programs, 1978, p.18).

The focus of ‘this chapter, then, is the relationship between CETA
and the school systemé involved in the expanded private sector involvement

programs.* The distinguishing characteristic of these sites 1is the use

of private sector businesses as the source of guest lecturers, tour sites,

*Ag' the emphasis in this report is on CETA-LEA relationships, only limited
discussion of private sector involvement per se 1s included.
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shoft tgrm‘(one to three weeks) vocational experiences, and most
importantly, on-the-<job traiping (lasting several weeks to several months).
Though the use of the first three factors varies, each program ha; some
gorm of on-the-job training.

The Youthwork, Inc. grant process of 1978 selected 12 sites for
funding aé_private sector involvement programs. A numbek\gﬁ/ghe programs'
characteristics are presented in Tab:zg 1 through 3. One of the 12 sites
is located in a major city with a population over o;e million, nine sites

are in cities ranging from 50,000 to 500,000 in population and two sites_

are located in rural areas. The sites stretch from Maine to California

. and include four sites on either coast and four sites in the Midwest.

. ‘The initial plans for the twelve programs'projected a range of
students to be served from a low of 45 to a high of 3000. Revisions
resulted in this latter figure being reduced to 500. On-the-job
tr;ining in private sector placements does not exceed approximately 150
students at ény program é;te. Less intensive involvement by students
through their presence at sbecial lectures, classroom career exploration,
or other activities accounts for the high participation rate of 500
students at one project. Numerous other students who are nét officially
enrolled in the programs also receive program benefits when sdch
activities as guest iectures occur withiﬁ their school. The total numb;r
of stuéents expected to receive benefits from direct participation in
these 12 programs 1is approximately 1600 youth.

Nine sites provided data for this report. These sites have been in

operation from five to cight months. 8ix of the reporting sites represent

programs which might best be identified as offshoots of previously

36
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-existing programs. The primary modification of these existing programs

was the addition of specific private ﬁgg;or on-the-job training. Three

sites instituted\programs where there had formerl& been none. The

operators of the nine reporting sites (cf. Table

4

1) include four LEAs

(public schools), three public non-profit orgénizations and two private

non-profit organizations.” Ofsthe three newly established programs, as ..

a result of Youthwork funding, one is operated by each of the organiza-

tional fypes above. The two rural sites which provided data are

operatéd by a public non-profit organization am a private non-profit

organization. With the exception of two public non-profit programs all

of the reporting programs are conducted within facilities provided by the

local school systems (cf. Table 2).

-

\

.

TABLE 1

Types of Organizations Operating Private Sector Programs

organizational types

reporting sitesa

¢ -

total aiteab

LEA
public non-profit
private non-profit

government office

O N W S

5
3
3
1

aReportlng sites are those nine which provided data for this

report.

bThe total number of sites represent all 12 funded by Youthwork,

Inc.

)

$

Major activities prévided at all 12 programs are 1isted by program

{n Table 3. Classroom training includes specific skills training and/or
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TABLE 2
» Characteristics of the Nine Participating”Private Sector Sites
area where actual/projected
population | program number of
) a range (in is students | program | program
program | operator thousands) | conducted to be served status® began
A LEA 50-250 school 73/140  52.1% | EEP Oct.
B LEA 50-250 school 100/120 74.2% | EEP Oct.
c LEA . 50-250 school 150/200 75.0% EEP Nov.*
D LEA 250-500 / | school | 352/500 70.4% | wP Dec.
not
E LEA 50-250 school NA/150 - NP avail.
F PNP 50-250 training | 50,5, 97,67 | EEP Nov.
center
G PNP 50-250 training T g4,905 76.22 | P Nov.
center
H . PNP rural school 45/40 112.5% | EEP Nov.
1 PrNP 1000+ school 129/150 86.0% | EEP Oct.
J PrNP - rural school 36/96 37.5%| "NP Dec.
K PrNP . 250-500 training 23/80  28.8% | EEP Jan.
center
L co. 50-250 school | NA/S0 ' —— | EEP | Feb.

%programs E, K, and L did not provide data for this report.

b

LEA = local education agency; PNP = p
profit; GO = government office.

tij’ic non-profit; PrNP = private non- -

cTraining centers are located at facilities owned by these public non-profit
and private non-profit operators.

dThese approximations are based upon our most recent data (April 30, 1979),

but should not be construed to be .official numbers.

The projected

number shown is also approximately the number of students each site

expects to place in private sector job experiences.

D where ?pproximately 100 students will have on~the-job training.

CEEP = expansigg of existing program; NP = new program.

3

The exception is program




TABLE 3

Activities Provided by Program

program/_|classroom ca;;er vocational |on-the-job}academic|community
operator |training |exploration|exploration| training | credit partner
A/LEA X X - x X X’
B/LEA X X x\(- X

FC/LEA ) x X X X X

D/LEA X x . x ; x
E/LEAb X X X X X

F/PNP x X - X X

G/PNP X X ‘) x -

H/PNP x x - x x

1/PrNP x x x

J/PrNP p's x X X

K/PrNPb X X X X X
L/GOb X X ; /~ X X X

2

OLEA = 1ocal education agendy, PNP = public non-profit; PrNP = private
non-profit; GO = government office.

These sites did not provide information for this report.

ks
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skills which prepare students to apply for a job (i.e., filling out

applications and interviewing). Career exploration includes activities
which present various careers within the classroom and via lectures or

tours. Vocational exploration occurs when a Ttudent is placed at a work

site in an observational role or in a short term work experience. The

‘iength of this phase varies with its interpretation by program sponsors

\
but usually it is only a couple of web¥§ iﬁ/ﬁuration. On-the-job

.

training occurs at every site. Academic credit is given at most sites.

Three sites have attempted to acquire community partners who will ®
- ‘ ~ -

patticipate on a one-to-one basis with program participants. These

persoﬁs may be eithef community businessmen or retired businessmen.

The remainder of this chapter focuses upon fg;ues pe;tinent to the
relationship between CETA and public scheol service delivery syat%ms. A
concluding section contains a brief summary of cach of the topies

.discussed and policy recommendétions based upon the data presented.

N

FINDINGS

Factors Influencing Communication/Cellaberation

The nine repgrting programs acknowledged that there had existed at
least some level of contact between CETA and the LEAs prior to the
Youthwork, Ine. programs. Yet, as is discussed later under the topie of
the 22 percent incentivc; CETA prime spehsors had not previaueiy cxpended
funds within the sehool system. The communication ‘chnm‘cls whieh exiatcd

prior to the 22 percent incentive appear to have been oriented more

%
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collaboration. Items relevan( to the communication/collaboration linkage

of CETA and LEAs fell into two broad categories: 1) those administrative

toward_rendering‘sef%ices than channels of true ¢ollaboration on programs. :‘ //a
A‘prime sponsor répresentative from one programvstated:"

Even beforé'the YETP programs from which the guidelines came in

January 1977, our youth coordinator had had informal linkages -

with the school district and counselors, but it was not formal.

It was primarily on the service level between the youth counselors

at our agencies and the counselors at the high school. But prior ~ )
" to thé YETP we nevér/gave the school districts any money. :

¥

Indiniduais from seven private sector sites (three‘LEAs!_tWO pnhlic‘
non-profit, two private non-profit) responded that channelé of . communi-
‘cation between the responding organization‘anq governnent proérams actoally
pre—oated CETA by as manp as eight yearé. Five program personnel, each

from a different site,gspecifically noted the Neighborhood Youth Corps as

' a source of«prior involvement wﬁih the federal government

Factors which enhanced or hindered communication between the CETA

prime sponsor and the LEAs tended also to be the Same factors influencing <

A

in nature, and 2) those which reflect program philosophy.

Progran?Administration. 'Administrative-issues perceived,aé hindrances
included such items as government- regulations and paperwork.' A prime.sponsor
representative and a schgol administrator from one program site as well as, .

‘\ Aa‘ - * -

program personnel from two other program sites noted that there dxisted a

lack of  clarity in the guidelines developed by DOL. The school administrator #;)i
statedzwl' .. | ;b N . | ' Lot B

The lack of definitions and clarification of process and procedures .
from Washington hinders communication between the two systems. The
CETA prime sponsor has to_interpxet these for us and I think that

is difficult for them most of the time. The guidelines are very
ambiguous. - o o ‘

The amount of paperwork was identified by program personnel from #

¢ .
four program sites as being a hindrance to the operation aof their<specific \

-+

N M41 | :
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prograﬁs. Their plight is nicely phrased by one on-site observer:

o

The principal was of the opinion that in considering changes that .
might be effected in future programs, any meaps of reducing the
volume of paperwork and red tape would be helpful. His attitude,
however, is one of resignation, feeling that there is little he
'can do to change things.

Prime sponsor repreéen;atives‘from seven programs all were of the
“ o . o0
opinjon that communication and collaboratiog were quite good. Factors

fostering this sensF of cooperation included,Broblem solving, monetary

considerations, and regular contact via informal and formal links between |
. ' _ ’ , :
the systems. Informal links were identified as primarily efforts to

w

keep abreast of regulation changes, while formal links were seen by

one prime sponsor represe&tative to inckfde Jjoint efforts on RFPs, MIS

v

data, and program monitoring. Other prime sponsog7representatives and

LEA officials included coordinating committees under the heading of
.

formal linkages. Each of 16 administrative and program personnel

representing all nine programs identified one or more of the aboﬁe factors
as enhancers to. CETA/LEA cooperation.

The indreasing cost of operating programs was noted by a prime
spo£aor representative'of a LEA program as an incentive for-%hé/éystems to
work more closely together. He noted that schools are Secohing more

s

\ : .
dependent upon CETA funds to help defray the costs of work experience.
J . -

programs.

CETA 1is now in a position of paying a ggod deal of the
for programs of this kind in the schools. The LEA is

Further evidence of a growzﬁﬁ reliance on CETA to help)p:ovide

services for students camd from an educator at another program:
» & -
In introductory remarks, a board of education administrator
indicated that the educational system needed to be "tied in with -

| SR
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CETA" in order to provide acceptable services for all populations.

He also expressed the view that CETA represented a Ycreeping .

encroachiment" on the traditional educational system. He

obviously did not think that this was bad.

The existence of or need for formal links between CEtA and LEAs .
were discussed at five private-sector program sites. Four of the
reporting programs were operated/by LEAs arid one was operated by a public

non-profit organization. = Representatives of three LEAs noted forms of

formal links which included committees or individual liaison persons.

bl

 The. public non-profit program and an LEA noted members of one system

~serving on_ committees” of the other system. Individuals from two LEAs

cited the need for greater strengthening of the linkage between CETA and

EAs via committees. Comments reflecting each of these positions are
nresented below. |
At one program site coordination of the LEA operated prograh was
facilitated by the use of an Advisory Youth Council which served to oversee
and coordinate youth programs. A program coordinator explains:

With the Youth Council being our main coordinating body, .
certainly different bits of information are shared through this
organization. It seems to me that there is an air of cooperation.
I know everybody seems to be concerned about the youth employment
problem--and the best way to solve it.

Upon asking how the two systems administer their programs and
facilitate coordination this respondent further described the Advisory
Youth Council's functions:

As far as administering programs and setting them up, this has teo
go ugh the coordinating council. What contributes to the ease,
I would rtainly think, is the mere fact that there is one body
that admin stersand,controls/coordinates all the different programs.
There have ‘been some relatively minor arguments about one point or
another. If personalities did not blend together, that would be

a case where the administration of programs would be difficult-—-

1f everyone thought they had a certain amount of turf to protect.

But as far as I can see, the people on the coordinating council. and

43
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the people from CETA and the schools seem to get along quite well.
The people that have been in these positions have been in them

quite awhile and the people running the different youth organizations
have been doing this for quite awhile. They know each other well

and are open with questions and exchange of information.

Linkage of CETA and the LEA at two oth®r private sector sites, both

®

’ LEA operated is accompLished via a liaison person within the LEA

operation. The liaison -] responsibilities are essentially to ceordinate

efforts between the LEA and CETA whenever appropriate.
A prime sponsor representative from one of these programs notes ~
that this individual 1s relied on for identifying the school's position

on various matters.
L}

There tends to be a certain amount of shared decision making
between Frank and me. I get input from Frank on poiicies as
they relate to schools. Sometimes changes result from this ‘
input since the needs of schools are different than those of the
adult populations we work with.

At the second program site using a liaison person, there exists an
additional means of strengthening the linkage between CETA and the LEA.
fr
A school administrator noted that strengthening of the relationship, in
general, has occurred because members of one systeém are on committees of
the other system ’
Well, first of all there are formal links. The executive
director of the CETA prime sponsor 1is a member of our advisory
committee for vocational education while I am on the manpower
planning council for the city. This council approves proposals
submitted to the CETA prime sponsor. And last, there is one
person here on the school board called the special projects
coordinator with the responsibility of 1iaison for the entire
school system to the CETA prime sponsor.
There is also evidence from another program that this crossover of staff
from the two systems has taken place.

The expressed need for the coordination of program efforts via a

centralized council was made by a high school principal:

Q | . . | } '4¢4
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The CETA prlme sponsor needs an advisory council with representatives

‘ of all the different cooperative training programs. At least then
they would have a knowledge of what all of the others are doing.
There would not be the misunderstandings, the hurt feelings, and the
backstabbing that goes on now.

’

Further support for a mechanism to strugtutally link the two systems arose
during a discussion with a prime sponsor represenﬁétive from a program
site which has neither a committee nor a liaison person coordinating

efforts of the two systems.

&

Thete is no centralized advisory board or council. I think we

need an organization in which a person from every school district

is a member and would meet on a regular basis. By such a central -
board we would be able to communicate services available, keep the
districts current on regulations, and promote competition between.
districts.

There is a clear consensus among individuals representing CETA, LEAs,

and the programs that there is quite good cooperation between the systems

in such matters as regulations, paperwork; and other problems which arise

.

at the private sector programs. These may often be resolved via informal

[

means such as a phone call. The forefl links fOStering“collabbration,.such.
as the advisory council mentionéd, are less wideli ﬁsed as a means to ’
expand cooperatioﬁ.; Certainly the current priv&tg”séctor'programs aée
evideﬁce thats the systemgycan collaborate to operate g_progrém. However,
3
there exists fittle evidence that this occurs on a larger Bcale, i.e.,

coordination of multiple programs, at the program sites discussed above.

Program Philosophy. What might be termed misperceived program ex-

pectations or philosophies are also responsible for the current level of
cooperation, between CETA'and LEAs on a multiple program level, as being

one of problem solving rather than one of sharing coordination efforts.

The series of comments which follow are the views expressed by prime sponsor

representatives, school officials and program personnel at fivé of the




. are the source of the following citations. _They convey a deep-seated

’
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private sector' programs. Four LEAs and one private non-profit program

problqm based upon distrust and misunderstandings which needs to be
resolved Hé}ore cooperation on a larger scale can be achieved.

A prime sponsor representative presents two problems faced by CETA:
; ‘ . .

There is a great resistance and rgluctance on the part of

schools to permit outside agency involvement in the in-school

programs. Also, people in general think about CETA as a handout

and it is not intended to be. This implies that there is a lot

of fraud connected with CETA. .

1
From a second program site comes this comment:

Mrs. D of the Department of Employment felt that the real value

of the YEDPA project was that the educational system would learn
more of the operations of the DOL, CETA, and related agencies.

,She emphasized that 'they" would learn the 1mportance of observing
the details-of legislation.

An assistant superintendent from a third site made the followigg

two comments:

I really think we cooperate, but if I have to point to something,
ypou see, the school district is highly organized and it has
pgocedures and guidelines that you must follow, whereas I don' t

ink the prime sponsor is that well organized. They seem always to
be charging. .

We already have a very extensive work. training program at our schools. °
We have three cqoperative work training coordin&tors, we have two
distributive education coordinators, we have a student work'and
experience trdining program, and we have business and home service.

So we have got an extensive training program. But when the youth

are eligible for the CETA programs and we cannot find jobs for

them elsewhere, then we utilize CETA.

3

A program coordinator from one site characterizes the two systems in

the following manner:'
Su

The big difference between the schools and CETA is that any time
the school has some kind of program they have a "get it on" ‘
attitude. Let's get it done. Whereas some of the CETA staff are
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a little laid back probably because they have a tremendous

number of things to deal with. A program like this is just one of
the many they have to deal with, so they do not get going nearly
as fast as the schools would like. I suppose this causes a little
tension. L

The program manager from the same program adds:,

One thing about the schools 1is that they really see programs. for
everyone 1in need, not just those economically disadvantaged. So
from their standpoint, sometimes they are resistant to programs
because they are earmarked for specific groups whereas the schools
serve all strata so they like programs to be for all individuals.

Another prime sponsor representative identifies the following as a
hindrancé to better cooperation:

The fact that both the schools and CETA have youth programs and
that these programs are often competitive and that some programs
offer better benefits than others, has hindered some communication
and cooperation. People are protecting their turf. Just -the
overall opinion of CETA held by the public arid by the school
district has been a hindrance.

8

Three prime sponsor representatives, all representing LEA operated
program sites, provide a different concern which has hindered cooperation.
Two prime sponsor representatives from one site note:

One school administrator told me that we provided only mfaningless

jobs. But the way 1 look at it is that any Job provides experience

and conditioning.

The educators, a lot of them, only wanted their students placed in

career oriented jobs, whereas we see the issue as. iimediate employ-

ment even if the job is not in a particular career field requested
by the student.
The third prime sponsor representative corroborates the impressions of

school personnel:

Unfortunately, to a certain extent CETA is a numbers and placement
game.

p The preceeding comments suggest a need for each system to re-examine

their understanding of the other system. Resolution of these aonflicts,

Rlc - 47 \
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based upon perceptiops of the other syptem, 1s necessary before cooperation
beyond the individuai program level can be achieved.

| The communicgtion and collaboration which exists within the private
sector programs has been identified by persons from botﬂ systems as
présent and béneficial. In the case of these spéqific program3-the |
collaboration has gone'beyond problem solving to include joint
collabofation in operating a program for youth. Perhaps these coopérative
venturés will foster a greater understanding of and a broader cooperation
between.the two systems. As a program coordinator noted'about the .
catalytic effect the private sector site has had in his community:

I think this program has helped bring the operations a little
closer together.

g,

The 22 Percent Incentive

Although all of the Youthwork, Inc. programs are funded via YETP‘
discretionary funds, the 22 percent allocation éf'YETP Title IV funds to ‘
in-school programs was investigated. Individuals representing the CETA
prime sponsor, the school administration, and the Youthwork, Inc. private
sector prog;ams were asked about this piece of federal legislation. The
specific issue investigated was whether or not the 22 percent incentive
fostered greater cooperation between CETA and the school system.

Repreéentatives of four prime epoﬁsors provided opinions about the
22 percent incentive. Three of these individuals have LEAs operating
Youthwork, Inc. programs while a public non-profit organization operates
the fourth program. Additionmally, one educator from a private non-profit
operated programis cited. All respondents were from programs located in

urban areas.

48
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Three of the four prime sponsor represenfatives were conv@nced that
this tactic had indeed fostered greater collaboration between the two
systems. Indications of this shift toward greater céllabofatibn is
evidenced by both the amount of monéy prime sponsors are allocating to

in—séhoollprograqs and by the indication that there are now more joint

o

. . , -
programs than before. At one site, the representative stated the
following about the 22 percent incentive:

The 22 percent incentive was planned in October 1977 and executed

in early 1978. There were no on-going programs where they worked
together before that time. There is a general resistance and
reluctance on the part of schools to permit outside agency involve-
ment in the in-school programs. Since we have been working together
this situation has improved greatly. Thirty-four percent of YETP
funds are spent by the prime sponsor on in-school youth.

A representative from another urban program noted:

The 22 percent incentive did enrich the interaction and created
more cooperation with education. With the school's cooperation

we were able to open new job sites. By being able to go in and

say we are representing the county board and the school district,

it provided an extra thrust. Under Title I we had 40 participants.
With the inception of YETP we increased the number to 210 in two
months. Alse, with increased cooperation, there was more of a
desire to place students in jobs related to their career choice.

Of the 210 students I mentioned, 60 percent of the jobs were in 1line
with their choice. YETP made schools aware we were here to provide
a needed service.

A second respondent from this same site discussed further the extent to
which the 22 percent incentive has influenced relations.

We gave the school district 80 percent of the total YETP funds.

We only allowed seven percent for administrative purposeg and the
remaining was directed toward participant money use. In fact,

we put all the weight of the youth programs into the current school
system. This arrangement, the 22 percent incentive, brought the
prime sponsor and the school system together at the administrative
level. This is the first time that we have talked to people at

the administrative level in the school district.

A board of education member lends further support by stating that

the 22 percent incentive has fostered programs which are bringing CETA,

43
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@

the schools, and private industry closer together.'4 '

The YETP program is a joint enterprise which is working success-
fully and serving a significant number of students. There 18 no
doubt that the 22 percent incentive system did bring education

and employers together -and so it is looked upon’'as a favorable
tactic. The 22 percent incentive did not force education to work
with industry, and vice versa, but it provided the opportunity and
means that both had been looking for to expand training of youth
through expanded work experience programs..

o

It is important to reiterate what two of these brime sponsor

representatives stated: from situations where no prior level of coopera-

tion existed, there has evolved, as a result of the 22 percent incentive,

collaboration to the point where more than the minimal 22 percent is

allocated to in-school programs. A ﬁrime{sponsor_represengggive from a
third program site and a CETA/séhbdt iiaiaon person from a fourth ;ite
also mentioned that ;8 percent and 60 percent, respectivély, of their
Title IV funds were spent for in-school programs.

There was no indication from aﬁy gf these pefsons that the 22 percent
incentive has hqd any direct impact on cooperation per ge for the curren;
Youthwork, Inc. programs. It is not that these relations failed in this
case, but rather that there was a different incentive to bring these two
systems together: the collaboration was a direct result of the structu:e
and require?ents incorporated into the origimal Request for Proposal;

Of eight interviewed personnel {from three LEA program sites) who
work directly with the private seétor programs, only one program coordinator
was familiar with the 22 éercent incentive. His famiiiarity resulted from
having been involved with writing proposals for federal funding. He was
of the opinion that this tactic had considerably facilitated the ability of

»

the prime sponsor to work directly with the school system. The other program

. g
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personnel, unfamiliar with this incentive, had been hired to run the various

programs and none had had input into the grant proposal process.

Program Duplication

The CETA perception. Prime sponsor representatives from seven private

sector sites and LEA repfesentatives from all nine program sites discussed

w

the issue of program duplication. .The prime sponsor representatives’
comments were made in the cortext of working with four LEA, two public
non-profit, and one private non-profit operated programs.. Only onevof

-

the LEA programs was a new effort while the remaining six programs

represented expansion gf existing programs. Not a single prime sponsor

reptesentative perceived these programs as creating duplication. Inclusion

N

éf the private sector for work placements and the student clientele
meeting strict CETA eligibility guidelines were identified as the two key

factors making these private sector sites a new effort in the school to

&

work tramsition.
Concern was expressed, however, by prime sponsor representatives from

two LEAs and one public non-profit program about the competition these

N

programs mﬂ& be creating for job placements and identification of students
(?

to fill programs. Ope prime eponsor representative noted:

A concern I have is that we are floodi the market with this
on-the~job training business. This may be reflected in the
difficulty the project is having in obtaining enough on-the-job
training sites to fill their quotas.

A second prime sponsor, representative responded by saying:

All CETA programngeuld be consolidated. It would avoid a lot of
confusion. I talked to one employer back in 1974 and he said, "What
the hell is this? The government must have a lot bf money to throw
around." People from other programs had already talked to him about
employing students.

-

\
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Though: entrance into the Youthwork, Inc. programs is reserved for

1

~a specific group of students,_there exists the possibility of some of

these students being recruited and placed in other school/work programs.

A concern over the availability of students 1s éxpressed by a third prime

T,

sponsor representative.

With the Youthwork program, we have had the problem of competition
and protection of turf. We already had three programs oriented
toward youth, the YETP program in the local high school, a JOY
program which was established last year, and a work experience
youth program. These programs are serving the same population
base as the Youthwork pfogram. )

The school system perspective. Representatives of the school system
at all nine programs provided interview data onlthe issue of program
duplication.: Sixteen individunls in all, representing teachers,,program
coordinators, principals, and superintendents were in agreement that *
these programs were not duplications of other.programs. The.inclusion of
the private sector and the clientele served were the key factors distin-—
guishing these programs from other ptograms. -

As with the prime sponsor representatives, a concern over placement
competition from these new programs was expresseo by school‘and program
personnel. One teacher stated that it secemed everyone was "knocking on
businessmen's doors" looking for student placements. A program director
from the same project took it one step further.

‘;Zu know, I think the main problem is, that there are too many

of these cooperative programs. Everybody's trying to.place'kids

in the business community.

A school representative stated that he would prefer to Have funds

hueed to make necessary modifications in existing pgograMB rather than

creating new ones. As an exanple he pointed out the problem of duplication

in the following: ' ’ .

52 |
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» l .
If a community-based organization gets the money they can duplicate
anything that the local schools have.  In fact, they were recently
given approval to go ahead with a program that we couldn't document
a need for. We have two laboratories, each of them equipped and.
this community organization is duplicating a facility that, really, -~
we do not need in this community. We already have it.

A guidance counselor from an LEA’was concerned about the impact this
program would have upon the vocational education program offe;ed by the

local schools.

- . . . .

Mr. Tucket stated that there was one thing that concerned him about
the Youthwork progiam; namely, a potential overlap between this
program and the vocational education programs run by the Comprehensive
Education Office, since both students are placed with private sector
employers. However, Comprehensive Education necessitated employers
paying students' wages. He wondered if Comprehensive Education would
not become less desirable to employers as the Youthwork program would -

, Ppay the students' wages. As a result, the vocational education
students might have more difficulty being placed. ) .

Presently, only one private sector program has .been able to loctite
work experiences for all of the students it had planned to place in on-
the-job training. Program personnel from every other site have noted the
difficulty in finding placements. The experience of a teacher-coordinator
from a LEA is typical:

Many days<;>am out until 7 o'clock talking to people from

businesses, trying to get them to place students in their

businesses. "My teaching is suffereing. 1 feel bad about that.

We (the teachers) feel that it is all om our shoulders. Now.

that all 50 students have been placed, we have a new group--

very anticlimactic. When we realize that we have to find jobs for

“this new group of 50, well, I just do not think it is possible.
Representatives of CETA, the LEAs, and program personnel, 23 in all, were
in”agrgement that the emphasis and content of the Youthwork, Inc. private
sector programs werce not duplicating existing programs. The specifie
clientele served and tHe incorporation of the private sector were factors

distinguishing these programs from others. Concern was repeatedly ex-

pressed that on a broader ecﬁle the proliferation of programs may create

o3
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“tompetition for work placements and tax the dbility of CETA/LEAs to
identify enough students for all of the on-going progrags.
/ . a
. — [N
rostscript
oPostscri t "

'The preceeding discussionssabout the communicationicollaboration. the

L]
.

-

22 pefcent incentive, and program duplicatidn have ofté;'ranged beyond “the’
YOutﬁwock,‘Inc; programs per se. This is as it should be as the larger
question has been one of locating mechanisms by which to enhance the linking

of two éystems. As such, the perceptions of individﬁals from both systems

as weli'a;\Fhe specific Youthwork, Inc. progrums-reflected this tendency teo . g
discuss 1ssues on a broader level. |
) v?<1§fﬂ As for the Youthwork, Inc. programs themselves, the preceeding
| disgussﬁgns have identified the following:
1) CETA/LEA communication and collaboratien for operation éf the .

S . -
specific Youthwork, Inc. programs.have been increasingly successful.
. ! @

2) Little if any carry-over effect of the 22 percent ineentive was
ascertained as a factor in creating a CETA/LEA or other organization
cooperation in Youthwork programs. '

3) The current Youthwork, inc. programs are not seen te be duplicatioens

of existing programs. This is primarily due to the clientele

<

served and the involvement of the pblyatc sector. e "

3 , . SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
rd

Factors InflucncingkCemﬁunication/Collaboration

CETA/LEA‘coopea’*ion on issues relating teo regulatiens, paperwerk, or

othtr problems werce identified to be quite good by&ge!&escntacivca of
. Q;J‘

Q - /) | o4 . | . . . )
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prime 'sponsors, school administration, and program personne]l from all nine
v ; ’ . ; :

'

programs. Regular contact on either an informal or formal basis was seen

‘to enhance communication. There exists.a level of distrust and misunder-

S

+

standing between CETA and the schools which has acted to inhibit the two
systems from collaboration at a level heyond the current Youthwork, Inc.
programég Persons from five different sites }dentified this distrust as

a specific hindrance to better collaboration. There exists little apparent

overall coordination of CETA and LEA programs at most sites. The develop-
- \ : . . . :

ment of a coordinating youth council at one site ‘as fostered communication/ -

..

collaboration on a brgad scale. Two other sites identified individuals
within the LEA who act as liaison perso?s in dealings with CETA. L

- - . ’ ki \
Recommendation for DOL

. Recommendations for Youthwork, Inc.

DOL should mandate»the creation of a<committee/council'within each -

ha

~ all youth programs within that area. The committee/counc¢il should

~

consist of representatives of the CETA prime sponsor, LEAs, CBOs,

and any other organization responsible for the conduct of school

»

to work transition programs. -

\ .
Further ‘research should be conducted to ascertain:
[ Cn

1) 1issues which have fostered the mistrust between the two systems

‘and ways to alleviate these problems.
J . N . . . [ 2

"y

Youthwork, Inc. should encourage increased contact between CETA

prime sponsors and LEAs via formal linkages, such as regular face
- — ( - .
to face meetings. This increased contact may foster further jqint

S

-

locality whose responsibility it will be to ovetsee and coordinate &\




‘ , “
efforts and help-resojve some of the misunderstandihg/distrust which

, : ) _ ‘ exists between the twgipystems.
X - _ 2y

t
3

= . oo N . . ’ .
In situations where the program operator is not an LEA, Youthwork,

Inc. should provide a means by which all three (CETA/LEA/prdgram
K N \ g .
e operator) can strive to coordinate their efforts.

- . ! ~ v \
S

Youthwork, Inc. should assess the impact the current programé have

-had on competition fqm students and work placements among other LEA

.

grbgrams (e.g@, vocational education, distributive education).

—
- ' r
. ' v

‘

‘ Twenty—Two Percent Incentive

\
z'Inj’viduals from both the CETA prime sponer and the school systems

—

who were familiar with the 22 p?rcent incentive- for fostering greater

w

cooperation between the two systems were generally in agreement as to the

efficacy-oftthis tactic. Three of four prime sponsor representatives and
N *

three individuals from within the school system here in agreement that the
: v ' o 22 percent.incentiVe had fostered~§peater cooperation in%}uding: 1) *bringing .

the administrations together for the first time, 2) fostering joint

.

& . ' -
program efforts; and 3) incregsing access to private sector employers,

» L4
r

The dissentng,prime sponsor representative felt that too much was

allocated in this me%hanism. He did noé, however, specifically state that

12

’ the 22 percent had not,foétered'greater'cooperatién. Four sites noted

. Lo N A
that far more than the 22 percent required was_being allocated to in-school
v : , :
programs. - '
~
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Recommendation fér DOL

The 22 percent incentive should be retained as a means_for

(J . facilitating cooperation between CETA and the educationéi system.

M

Further investigation shouldvbe conducted ¥D ascgrtain{

1) the actual percentage of fupds allocéte& by CETA prime sponsors
to'the in-school prog;ams and the reasons for their allocation
deqié ions; and . "

2) ‘the impact thisAincentive has had on CE?A/sch;ol cooperation in

comparison to programs conducted with the remaining 78 percent

of YETP Title IV funds or other CETA funding.

-
~ . ¥

Program Dﬁpiication

Represenéativeé of seveﬁ prime sponsors were unanimous in their
opinion that the current Youthwork, Inc; programs are not huplicafing
existing_prograﬁs. Invol#ement of the private sector and the identifie |
catiénlof a specific clientele were factors in disfihguiéhing these
programs from others. Concern was expreésed by some’ persons that an
increasing proliferétion of prégrams may produce difficulty in both the
acdhisition of sutdents for programs and in the acquisifibn of .work

placement sites and the identification of enough students to Bill all
| §

\ X .

} of thg on-going programs.
A Sixteen %ndividuéls represénting school administration and Youthwork,
Inc. program operato?s from-all nine program ;itgb were.ih agreeﬁent that_
% the curregt prégrams are not'duplicating other programs. As with the

prime sponBor répresentatives, there was expressed c0ncernigyer'student

;////){//7 ' and‘placement competition among programs. Individuals directly involved
- : ’ .
F : . )

57




36

" with student placement were particularly concerned about the difficulty

in locating work experieqce sites. One school representative was of the
opinion that it would be-bettér'to modify existing programs rather than

create new ones.

The creation of additional youth programs, though unique in their

own ways,\may impact negatively upon existing programs. Coordination,
' ~

adaptation, or expansion of existing programs may result in accomplishing

the same outcome for which.a new program is intended.

4

Recommgndation for DOL

DOL shoqld assess the impact that any new program in the area of

in-school youth employment would;have on existing programs before

.initidting said program.

«

Further research shou}d be conducted to ascertain:

1) the number of youth employmént programs operated by CETA, LEAs,
CBOs, and any other organization within each CET@ prime sponsor
area;

2) the extent which the above programs overlap i; Bgth the
clientele served and the acquisition of work experience sites;

3) a method 6r methods to codr&inate the programs being operated
for youth within an area; and

4) the advisability/feasibility of modifying or expanding égz;ting

programs rathem than creating new programs.

Recommendations for Youthwork, Inc.

Youthwork, Inc. shquld assess the uniqueness of their programs by

investigating the components of programs in existence at each site

prior to the exemplary in—;chooigggggggm's funding. Factors

o8 °
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N indicating duplication of programs should be noted and appropriate

. ’ modifications made.

Whenever possible, Youthwork, Inc. programs shouid coordinate their

efforts wifh other existing grograms to help eliminate competttion

for students and work placements.




CHAPTER THREE

‘y

JOB CREATION THROUGﬁ YOUTH OPERATED PROJECTS

14

¢

]

Job creation through youth operated projects wae selected as a

primary focus for Youthwork, Inc., because the area raised important _ °

\ .
issues in national policy toward youth. Youth ‘are normally the gon-
//’sumers of programs and are not involved in the decision-making arenas.
As consumers only, youth have been denied important experiences and :
skills which would be gainéd from being actively involved from the
\ planning stage through the creation, implementation, and completion of
the project. The Department of Labor and Youthwork, Inc. considered this
involvement of youth the primary distinction between exemplary pro-
grams chosen for this ‘area-and programs supported under the other focal
'areas (private sector, career guidance and counseling, and‘academic
credit). As the Department of Labor has noted in this regard:
Job creation through youth operated projects has been selected
as a primary area of focus because 1t raises crucial issues in
national policy toward youth. Usually, young people are the
" "objects" of programs serving principally as spectators and .
consumers of goods and services. This passive role excludes
‘young people from important experiences and skills. To be
competent 18 to be the subject of an activity not the object.
The measure of competence is what a person can do. Youth
operated projects are a way to experiment with approaches that
develop competence by actively.involving the enrollee in the
task of creating socially meaningful and economically gainful
Q employment. (DOL Application Guidelines--Exemplary Programs, 1978)

L ’ - 60 | . /\
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The Youthwork grant process selected 12 sites for funding under
the heading of youth operated projects. The sites are both rural and
urban and proposed to serve anywhere from a low of 35 to a high of 300

*

disadvantaged youth.. The total number expected to be involved in the

" projects was approximately 1,750 youth. Three of the projects were

located in major cities with populations exceeding 1,000,000 people.
Six were located in cities with populations between 100,000 and 500,000
people. Thrée~are in cities not quite large enéugh to qualify as prime
sponsors but with populations overﬂ50,000 and two projects were in

very remote rural areas. Each of the 12 youth operated projects are
described below. |

Site 1: A student operated planning, management, supervision,
and personnel office.

Site 2: An alternative learning center -that will provide oppor-
tunities for career education through work experience.

Site 3: Career planning andﬂyouth employment and placement ger-
vice.

Site 4: Career counseling, remedial instruction in basic skills
and work experience.

- Site 5: Career guldance, counseling, and youth operated recycling
center.

Site 6: Participants in the youth operated business will gain
academic credit through several alternative schools.

Site 7: Agricultural swine prdeCtion, child development and
care center, construction skills, and business office
skills.

Site 8: Academic credit for what young people learn through youth
operated businesses.

Site 9: Academic credit for what 1is learﬁed through work experience.

Site 10: Youth operdted print shop and newspaper.
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Site 11: Academic credit for youth operated business.
Site 12: Project provides work experiences, counseling, academic

credit, for basic gskills attainment through youth
operated project.

Sites"contributing information for this report have been in opera-
tion from two to eight months. Eight of the twelve sifes provided data
for this report. Of the eight projects, four are operated Sy school
systems or alternative schools,1 three are operated by CETA prime spon-
gors or a subgrantee of the prime sponsor, and one is a community‘based
organization (CBO). Each project, with the exception of the CBO, has
operated at a school facility.

The percentage of non-white enrollees at youth operated projects

ranges from 42 ‘percent to 100 pertent non-white. Table 1 presents the

range of non-white enrollment by type of organization.

TABLE 1 ’
organization type % non-white
LEA ' 42-80
CETA 70-85
CBo 66-88
Tribal 100

1OnIy one alternative school provided data for this report and for
purposes of this analysis it is treated as an LEA.
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FINDINGS

CETA/ Schools Communication and Collaboration
Cooperation has revolved primarily around fiscal matters. CETA

prime sponsors monitor the gxpenditure of monies by the exemplary pro-

&

grams operated by LEAs. When projects are located directly under
CETA jurisdiction little or no {nterest 1s shown by LEAs. In the area
oy :
of program content, iﬂ“SGntrast to fiscal matters, there 18 much less
cooperation. LEAs and CETA, as organizations, have broadly divergent
philosophical positions on what "makes for a good program.'" CETA
prime sponsors and LEA's are aware of their differences, but are hesi-
tant to give ground.
This pattern developed at seven of the youth operated projects.
In such matters as recruitment, certification, and services, there was
l1ittle cooperation between CETA and LEAs. Indeéd. in exploring with
a school official the range of interactions with CETA, he reported:
Our communication 1s largely ‘over the terms of the grant process,
budget, and requirements. The prime sponsor spoke to our project
gtaff in the planning stages to help us understand the process.
We deal on very pragmatic terms with pragmatic subjects.
A field observer contributes additional data to this point:
1f a person were to drive up to a gas station and ask for air
in his tires, and the attendant came out and put air in the tires
as requested, would you call that cooperation? 1f so, the
gchools and community have cooperated with the exemplary program.
1f your definition of cooperation requires that the gas station
attendant ask where you are going, offer you a map, wipe the

 windshield, smile, and wish you a nice trip, then you will find
that there has been little cooperation by these groups.
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In seeking the best set of circumstances to assist youth, the goalr ) .
should more closely teéemble the Becond example than the first. This
has not been the case. This is alcomment‘from a local project coor-
dinator at a CETA sponsored project.

. The school counselors tell kids a lot of things. We (the project)
get a lot of kids who were rejected by school counselors. They :
are trying to get them out of the schools. I think schools '
_ought to be doing more than they are. It is very hard to get
answers from them. ’

Much of the difficulty in securihg cooperation from schools and
_CETA prime sponsors stems from a basic dissatisfaction each organiza-
tion has for the other. While the following\example from an interview
with a school system representative representé an extreme positidﬂ, it
vividly reflects the distance between the.two organizations.

When I first came into his office and sat down, the CETA director
immediately launched into a tirade about the inadequacies of our
educational system. "I look for a completed product,” he said,
"and your system is lousy." (public schools) "I have never seen
a more mismanaged and bureaucratic organization than the public
\schools. You people are not doing your job."

Juxtaposed to these views from CETA personnel, thg school sgystems

view CETA programs as wasteful, corrupt, and of little value to the

f
developing young person. The following summary of school system atti-

tudes 18 characteristic of every site which has. a strong CETA comnection. ; 
Sure they go to work when you pick them up in a van and take them.
1 would like for somebody to provide transportation back and forth
for me everyday, but nobody does. The unspoken statement 1is:
"I fiave the moral character to go to and from work, -and 1 do. He
(the enrollee) does not and as soon as they step toting him, he f
will be back on welfare." What a waste of the taxpayers' money.
Minimal cooperation (fiscal monitoring and space) has occurred at

the youth operated projects but, as evident from the above statements,
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the undeflying attitudeg are not coopefative and aupportf?;, but
. '
hostile.
Active support from schools' for projects uﬁder CETA jurisdiction
and active support from CETA for projects un&e; school jurisdiction,
.
in the beginning, would have been of great help to exemplary projects.
.School personnel view potential dropouts as lost causes with the fault
being laid at fhe feet of families. The dropout rate is not seen as .,
being related Ep specific actions or attitudea of the school. School
project staff see the objective of school as being to prepare a person
for life but they see little value in CETA programs. These programs
are seen as "giveaway programs" which p;mper young people rather than
training them. Active cooperatioh by the LEAs and CETA programs could
have involved: 1) ldentification and recruitment of potential dropouts,
2)”follow—up by program and school étaff to identify improvem;nt in
behavior, and 3), coordination of activities--school and work--for the
benefit of the student.
“ As it was, three CETA prime sponsors began their association with

. the youth initiated projects by interpreting.regulationé'ao atringently.
as to inhibit any creativity project operators might-have shown. This .
reau}téd“in reduced flexibility which in turn increased the time needgd
to successfully implé;th the exemplary programs. An example. of this
occurred at five sites where there was a question as to how income pro- -

» o

duced by projects was to be used. These sites wanted to funnel the

o

money back into the projects for capital spending or increased stipends

for the youth. Two prime aponBOrs and one regional DOL denied this R

request initially but subsequently (two months later) reversed themselves

(A
op
(4]
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and allowed this money to be spent to help sustain the project. This .
is bqt one example of how CETA regulations and DOL guidelines slowed ‘?
the development of the youth operéted projects. Our data indicate
that now, nine months since contracts were signed, this 1ssue has

‘o
been resolved at these five sites.

Not a new complaint from organizations receiving federal support, . .
but another factor which is detrimental to the relationship between
CETA prime sponsors and LEAs is -the Eemporary nature of program funding
(Wurzburg, 1979, p. 1). Séhool personnel look upon the brograms as "'one
shot" efforts without continuity. They thus choose not to inveqt'much
time or energy in them. One CBO program director commented Ehat pro-
grams funded for such a small amount (approximateiy $200,000.) '"do not
carry much weighg” and tﬁerefore do ﬁot elicit much sustained commitment
from either the staff or the organization.

The'philosophical differences over the programmatic thrust of youth
initiated projects between CETA and LEAs appear deyisive. Each!group is
threatened by the other and finds it difficult to communicate its var-
ious needs effectively. Projeét_staffs.at local gites are not opti-
mistic as to the degree to which the two organizations will bé able to
work together. As a schopl-based ﬂrogram diréctor stated:

It is difficult to communicate the essence of our program to

the CETA staff. The two groups (LEA and CETA) have different

philosophies. Well, that does not speak well for the ability

of LEAs and CETA to work together, other than in some symbiotic

capacity, where they (CETA) do the administrative work and the

school system runs the program.

The last sentence in the comment by local staff may be a useful policy

consideration in future planning of programs. By having CETA handle thé

-
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administrative resﬂéneibilitiee, LEAs would be relieved of much of the

papervork which the Federal govérnment requi(ée. LEAs could then con-

centrate their efforts on improving the quality of the work experience
1 and closely linking wofk experiences with educatiqhal experiéhces.

. [
Liaison/mediator role. At four of the youth operated projects,

there is a LEA-CETA liaison pereon.2 This person ie paid from CETA
funds and is reép0nsib1e to the prime sponsor. At a LEA sponsored site,

. this position was held by a pergson who was antagonistic towards the )

exemplary project because he had not been chosen as project director.
Project staff have complained that this 1iaison person has steadfastly.

refused to help in the recruitment of youth, though he has staff and

responsibility to do so. The situatibn was Sufficiently acrimonious

S

that the liqison person and his staff refused to hand dut brochures on

the exemplary project. After six months of operation, thig site is only

serving approximately 33 percent of the proposed target student groups
(Blacketoﬁe Institute, March 1979). Commenting on this situation, the
city YEDPA coordinator noted:

‘There are fairly deep-seated problems that have to do with
ownership of the project. The original-tonflict between the
school~CETA 1liaison person, the prime sponsor, and the project
director over who should control the project has caused a )
breakdown in the relationship between the school system and
CETA. The liaison person and his staff are always telling me
what they do not have to do.

In contrast, the school/CETA liaison pergon played a facilitative

role gt two other projects. These .8ites are serving approximately 85

2There is no evidence to suggest that the presence of a person in
this role ipso facto facilitates cooperation. Indeed, sites which do
not have a liaison person have done at least as well as those sites which

do. ' .

\f ‘ | . : £;71;
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,
percent of plan, 95 percent of planm, and 90 percent of target Sstudent

groups respectively (Blackstone Institute, March 1979).

Advisory groups. Advisory groups consisting of Tepresentatives of

» )

CETA, the LEA and other youth serving agencies were present at all

three of the CETA sponsored projects and at one of four of the LEA

sponsored projects. These groups have_enhanced communicatioh between

the CETA and LEAs by creaging a forum to discuss: 1) problems of_intcr-
pretation of CETA regulations, and 2) jurisdictional issues which have <
arigen during the course of the project. At each of the CETA directed
projects, this group has acted quickly to reéoive difficulties which "

v
have faced the exemplary program. At the LEA directed site, the advisery.

}f?;hurt the . . :

youth operated project. The following‘obsggvati h at a subcomittee

group has had difficulty defining its purpose and tirl

¢

meeting explains the situation at this latter sise more fully.§§

Before the meeting was called to order, therk _were several
issues being discussed at the conference e. ™ -$saye
was brought up by a committee member (who hagpens to be q
school board administrative assigtant) and it involved whether
or not he should abstain from voting on school issues. The
chief manpower planner replied thnn;hg’thought that the commit- °{§;
tee member could discuss the issues but not vote. The chair
then said, "Well, we need to get a clarificatiom, and particu-
larly I would like to strike 'conflict of interest' frem the
previous minutes. I do believe you can discuss sechool programs,
- and vote on them. It only becomes a conflict of imterest if
you were personally involved in a program. We need to get
clarification en these issues before we can vote as a committee.

]

In addition, wé also need to kmow what our full responsibilities

will be." 9
Obscrver comment: Once again this reinforced my belief that
. . v
Later at the same meeting: \\>a
Chair: "We now have to discuss the exemplary project. We

have speat $75,000 on this projeet and 1 vouTﬂ\like.to know 1if
these are expenditures or encumbrances?"
!

.

the comnittee 18 not fully aware of what is its purpose. :

by -

|
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Project administrator' "Yes, they are actually both."
Chair: "Do you have the equipment in p1ace° Has it actually

beenr ordered.and delivered?" :
ProjecgJaZS;nistrator. "Yes. The equipment has been delivered. -

LI

Actually, what is holding us up now 1is 'the renovation." .

Chair: "This brings to mind another question. I.would 1ike S
to know who actually ownsethis equipment. This could be a very
important issue." _ R

Chief 6ETA planner: 'Nobody know_s 1f the schools own it or if
CETA owns it at this time. If the project were to terminate,
probably the Department of Labor would be the final ownmer."

Chair: "It is difficult to make recommendations to the council
without answe®s to these questions.

After five months of operation, this project is operating at eight percent

>

of projected ﬁiaq,{ﬁzaékstone Institute, March 1979).

Twenty-two Percent Incentive - : ("

The Title IV guidelige for YETP states that 22’percent of all prime
sponsor monies recelved under Title IV must go for programs serving in-
school youth. The questioning“of 1ine staff of both CETA and LEAs

indicated all were unaware of this guideline, However, higher administrative

-

personnel from both systems are informed about his reduirement. From our
data, the four LEAs favor the mandate as evidenced by’the response of

one school»officialz

i

[y

We' support the 22 percent mandate because it promotes better
cooperation and working relationships between the two organizations.

One prime sponsor, on the other hand, viewed this mandate as a misuse-of

federal authority: ‘ ";f )
This was the most dictatorial application of federal fpnds that I
have seen in a long time. You know why they did it, don't you?
School boards across the nation are having problems maintaining
viable training programs and generating sufficient revenue. This
was a ploy to make sure that schools got training money. I (the
obsgyver) pointed out to him that it was mandated and he said,
"that's true, but if things do not change in this area soon, that
22 percent will be the‘glkimum and there 1is nothing to say that I
cannot-give it to another educational institution such as a
community college."
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[3

Six other prime sponsorsiyiewed the guideline as having no effect on their

.

relatidnship with the LEA.
In concluaion, staff at the local projects were unaware of the 22

percent incentive and when 1nformed of it stated that they felt it had

1ittle impact on their programs Higher administrative personnel in

both CETA and LEAs are aware of the requirement but view it differently

'

School personnel see it as a positive step in p;oqezing cooperation :

between the two organizations, whereas, prime sponsors view it as

o

" having little or no effect on relations between the two groups. Eight

v

prime sponeors have allocated during the 1979 fiscal year more than the
. g “

mandated 22 percent to the school system.

 Duplication of Services 1

]
- A feature of the youth operated exemplary programs is that each of g

themiattemptgato"comsine componente from other pfograms into one program
to faciiitate operation and improve services to the enrollee. The notion
" of service integration is familiar. The exemplary projects are putting‘
that concept into practice. The projects combine aspects of work |
experience, career counseling, remedial education, and skill training.
The-retio of staff to enrollees is low in comparison with other programs
designed to serve in-school youth (e.g., SPEDY) and this results in
intense personal contact between staff and youth. The idea is to provide
tne'support system that a potential dropout could use,to‘help him/her in

P

school.

3

The issue of duplication of services is clearcut. The exemplary
programs do offer services similar to those offered Sy other youth programs,

but they offer more comprehensive services and the services are specifically
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‘ tdrgefed for diéadvantaged in-school youth. The following from an

0

observer's protocol is illustrative:

At the repair shop the students all learn the same skills.

The difference is that in the YEDPA project the youth are paid

and- eventually will go into jobs, whereas the youth in the . )
regular program are just learning the skill. In the design group,
they are again learhing the same skills, but the goal is for
exemplary students to put on a public display. The regular

students will not do this.

Another aspect of potential duplication is the extent to whicﬁ enrollees
In youth operated projects were simultaneously iﬁﬁolved in other federally
funded programs. Our analysis was not restricted to CETA programs, but

still we found but one example of youth being involved in two federally

- funded work experience programs at the same time. There were no.

documented instances of youth receiving pay from two federal programs at

the same time. o

In examining the degree to which youth operat projects were

coordinated with other programs serving youth, onllﬂode site (an LEA) was ‘
found to be actively pursuing a means by whish Eo‘dxstematically 1link
yout£ programs. This ided of linkage is curfentlyﬁbeing reviewed at thds
site by local LEA and CETA administrétors. The exemplary project would
act'as a diagnbstickand referral agency for other youth programs. A
‘major responsibility wduld bg #o assess; the capabilitieé of youth before

placing them into the available programs. The proven ability to provide

this linkage 1s key to the future survival of the prog{i? in the area.

Program Operation: CETA vs. LEA

Given thag/fhere is 1ittle cooperation between LEAs and CETA prime
sponsors at youth operated projects, “the next question to be raised is

which type of organization best serves disadvantaged youth independently

/ .
!
. ¢
/
/
/

/

/o L




s | - (fh“.'

of the othér.t Programs administered by CETA prime sponsors were more . -

succegsful iﬁ implementing programs tban those administered by LEAs.

These CETA-run projeets became operational sooner, enrolled youth more

rapidly, allocated monies more quickly, and followed their proposed plan

more closely than LEA-run projects. Table 2 gives the percent of proposed
AW

student target populations served by both LEA and CETA sponsored projects

as of March 31, 1979.

TABLE 2 )

Percent of Proposed Plan by Type of Operator¥*

type percent ' opeFational since
LEA: 1 19.3 ’ December 1978
. 2 137.7 November 1978
3 8.3 December 1978
4 33.5 September 1978
CETA: 1 9.7 January 1979
~ 2 62.5 October 1978
' 3 .| 8.9 .| October 1978

v Q

* Data not availablé for the CBO.

- -

L3

0f the four LEA-run programs, one began at the beginning of the

proposed funding cycle (Septeﬁber 1978). The primary reason it was able

~

-

to begin\on time was because the school system allocated some of its own
funds to start the program and was reimbursed at a iater date when
exemplary funds became available. Another LEA had only seven students
enrolled nine months into the project and was hoping to tie into the

1979 summer SPEDY program to enlarge its population. A third had to
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cancel one component of the planned préject as the schdol system removed
two staff who were intimately involved with‘thé exemplary and the project
director fiﬁed.a thirg staff member. Eventually, the project director
resigned as well. A; of ﬁarch'197§, this pr;ject‘was also four to six
months behjnd %p reporﬁing to Youthwork. The fourth project has -
experienced difficulty acdui;ing space to run its components. Two 6} the
four qgfmponents are functioning in temporary quarters and a third
componen£‘1§ slated to become operational this sumﬁer (1979).
Thevone CBO which is§ operhﬁing had difficulty getting its plan

through its.Departﬁent of Labor regional offiée.and the contract was not
f‘xsiigneed'ur.n:il late Feg}uariléarly March, 1979, It is one of tﬁe smaller
(in terﬁs of'nuﬁber‘of enrollees) of the youth operated projects and is a
continuation of a préject that was previousiy funded under YCCIP. The L
project has @xﬁérienceq séveral problems with staff (thé project
coerdinator and'maékgtiné‘specialist leftf and has had'difficulty maintain-
ing the moralé aﬁd interest %f the youth.‘.Youth council meetings are held
wgek1§ and attendance'by youth has been poor.” As the observer notes:
At the meeting on March 21, therewereeight youth present.
When they met on March 28, there were nine vouth present. On

April 5, there were eight youth present This project has
approximately 38 enrollees.

This organization is one of three (the other .two ‘are CETA-run) which has
plans to incorporate youth iﬁto leaderéhip folés as the prbject continues.
In conclusion, youth init;ated programs épérated by CETA produced
better and more consistent results Fhan LEA-run projects during the.first
six ménthé’of operation. They more closely approximate their proposed
plans and had fewer problems with Department of.Labor regulations. 1If

projects are to be supported on a year-to-year contingency basis, CETA-

operated projects are more appropriate vehicles,

73
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Small Cities vs. Larée Hetropolitan Areas

0

Sites in smaller cities have functioned.better than sites in larger’
metropolitan areas.3 What seems to enhance the operation of the former
sﬁées 1s the relatively small number of people involved in the running
of youth progroms and the ability to use informal relationohips instead
of rules aod regulations to accomplish objectives.

Because Jackson City is a small place, everyboéy knows everybody.

Several people who are involved in youth programs wear two or

three hats. Therefore, you get a good line of communication. The

whole atmosphere is very friendly.” I think this particular project

would have had problems in another setting.
Sites in small cities were quicker to begin their projects than were those
in larger areas as represented in Table 3.

The three sites in our largest metropolitan areas‘have had the most
'diffiCulty in beginning to implement their projects. Nine months after
the first contracts with Youthwork were signed, one project in a large
metropolitan area still was not functioning. A second urban project'
began operatiop in March of 1979, but as of mid-June 8till had not
contracted for an on-site observer to begin knowledge development
activities.‘ The third project has been operational since December 1978,
but has been hamperod by staff changes, paperwork problems, and the
cancellation of one of its components.

What this suggests 1s a need for an expanded level of technical
assistance by Youthwork staff both before and -after contracts are signed
at sites in large métropolitan areas. There also is a need for more
comprehensive plaoning for projects in these areas. Solving problems at

these sites takes a much longer time period and this should be taken into

consideration when projects are funded.
A

3Small cities gre defined as those with less than 100,000 people.

/1
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Project Starting Dates by Size of City*

project location starting date

October 1978
October 1978
November 1978
November 1978
‘November 1978
February 1979
December 1978
March 1979
June 1979 (?) e
January 1979
September 1978

small city:

large city:

G\U‘&\UNHLﬂku{Nl’-‘

*One project has been omitted due to lack
of data. -

Rural Projects

Two projects were located in rural areas. One was operated by an LEA
and the other by a ibal organization. There appear to be no differences
p between these two,and either category of the urban youth operated projects: -

The tribal organization experienced difficulty with the local school

system. One of the outcomes has been a lawsuit filed against the local

’ school board by the tribai organization. The exemplary project, as far
as info;mation hags been made available to the on-site observer, was not
the focus of the suit. The LEA-run project 1is currently running af.137
percent of plan in terms of the number of youth it 1is serving. The major

-

problem has been the inability to come up with an acceptable (to town
. © ' A |

By @
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residents) commercial area to implement one of its four components.

13

Negotiations have been continuing since November 1978. Many sites, have

been proposed but as of May 1979, none had been aé&epted by the school

o

board and the local planning and zo;ing board.

Activities Offered at Youth Operated Projects .

0f the eight youth operated projects which provided data for this

report, the major activity groups are as follows:

e

- TABLE -4 o

Services Offered at Youth Operated Projects

number of projects | typé activity
2 peer counseling
4 . work experience
1 brokerage model
1 profit making

@
&

The two projects offering peer counseling are operated by an LEA and

a CETA prime sponsor. The LEA-run project is operating at approximately

10 percent of projected student involvement while the CETA-run project is
operating at above 90 percent of projection (Blackstone Institute; March

1979). The LEA has been operational since December of 1978 and the CETA

project singce January 1979. A major difference between the two projects

1s the attitude of the local prime sponsor towards the exemplary program

operator. The first observation is from‘the LEA-gponsored projéct ang

the second is‘}fom the CETA-sponsored pfgg;ct.

76 ‘
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The prime sponsor then said, "You represent the publi¢ schools
(project operator) and they are not operating an efficient gystem.
General Motors does not operate fhat way," he continued, "and they
are cost efficient. Neither does the military. When I was in the
army, we got rid of individuals that were incompetent. When a wing
commander did not do his job, we kicked his ass out. We did not
coddle him like a baby. This country is going to hell. The
comnunists and socialists control the unions up North, but they are
> not going to get in here: I am going to run a cost—effective ship -
here,”" 1 asked him how he intended to do that and he replied, "CETA
would be run on a solid management base.'" He added that he was
going to create that through Title VII provisions of the act. When
asked to clarify this provision, he stated, "Title VII provides for
the private sector ipcentive program or PIC, and under this concept,
a private industrialﬁeéuncil (composed of small and big business
representatives) would determine how CETA 15 - contracted. No
3 longer will schools get the biggest slice of the ple. CETA is

. going to be run like a business, that is, it is going to be
profit making inthat it will be cost-accountable and turn out a
completed product." )

_And from the CETA-sponsored project:

Mr. Prime Sponsor then gave me some impressions about the staff

I was about to meet. The meeting was scheduled for 9a.m. with the
exemplary supervisor and school administrators. I presented the
research design and the details were discussed briefly. 1 felt
everyone embraced my efforts with a spirit of cooperation. At the
meeting's end, about one half hour later, I made arrangements to
discuss all aspects of participant selection in more detail with
the supervisor. While leaving, Mr. Prime Sponsor sghared some
observitions about the interaction. Most of his comments were in
keeping with my perceptions of a healthy interaction and a spirit
of cooperation.

Among the work experience projects, three are LEA-run and one is

CETA-run. The CETA-run program is operating at 62.5 percent of projected
student involvement and the LEAs are operating at 19.3, 33.5, and 137.7
percent of plan respebtively. The two programs which are running at more
thgn 50 percent of plan are both located in cities with less than 100,000
people, whereas, both proé:ams with less’ than”50 percent of plan are in

cities with populations larger than 100,000, The irony of this 1is that

in places where youth unemployment is more severely concentrated, i.e.,

°

large metropolitan areas, the programs are the least effective and
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efficient. The three LEAs and the CETA—éponsored program are all self-
contained work experience programs: This means that the ?outh all work
at job sites specifically created for the exemplary program.

Enrollee supervisdr: 'There. are some days we do hard work and
they sort of complain. It is not as hard .as if they-were out with
jobs, where they would have to really be there--come on time, and
not give any lip or amything like that. They (enrollees)- have
80 much pull in the work as far as what they can say and how far
they can go. In an actual job they would not. have any say. They
have a little more freedom than if it were a real job. I think some
of that freedom should be taken away."

Observer: '"You think that work sites should resemble more closely
the work wor1d?" . ) '

Enrollee supervisor: '"The regular work world. I feel that they
should all be separated from each ‘other and see how they function.
Scramble the enrollees around. That 1s what finally made the support
system work. They all had ﬁegative attitudes to begin with and\I
had to switch them around to see who could work with each other.¥

The use of private sector and community resources to create meaningful jobs
might improve this situation. This should result in a wider, more
realistic job experience for the youth.4

The. brokerage model and profit making model are operated Ly a CETA

prime sponsor and a CBO. These two, along with one other CETA-~-sponsored

project, are the only projects which have plans to have ybuth take on
leadership roles. The brokerage model site is operating at 85 percent of
projected plan for serving targeted youth (Blackstone Institute, March
1979). Data for the profit making model 18 not available. The following
1s a description of the brokerage model.
The youth are divided into 12 separate committee groups based on
geographic area. Each group will perform a needs assessment of
its area and then put together a proposal for funding based on the
needs assessmeng. After the proposal s completed, it will be

evaluated by a tentral committee composed equally of youth and adult
staff. Once accepted, ,the youth on éach of the committees will be

&The data offers no evidence either in éupport of or against this
eontention. This represents the authors' opinion.

o 78
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responsible for implementing their proposal.. It is expected that
many of the proposals will turn out to be small profit making

- _ businesses which will sustain themselves after the YouthworK project
has officially ended. The decision as to what project will be
carried out by the committees will be made by the youth themselves
along with an adult advisor. Youth will be in charge ‘and be held
responsible every step of the way. o

[

The third CETATrun project which has established a ''youth operatibn;
uses a peer counseling model. Youth act as counselors to other youth and
canvass the community creating a job bank to help employ eligible youth;
The peer counselors are supervised by an adult staff member, but the . e
' everyday operation of the projegt 1s in the hands of the enrollees. This

> particular project is oﬁerating at more than 90 percent of plan.

@

SUMMARY AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Cooperation and collaboration between LEAs and CETA prime sponsors
has ‘been minimal. Essentially, 1t revolves around fiscal (CETAS and space
(LEAs) céncefns. CETA-sponsored programs utilize échool facilities and
at LEA—Sponsoregyg;ograms fiscal monitoring was conducted by CETA prime
sponsors. Discussion of programmatic content has been hinderéd by -
philosophical differences between the two organizations and a lack of
mutual trust.
Advisory groups and the school-CETA liaison role were two vehicles
used to bring the organizations together. Our déta does not provide
evidence that the presence‘or abgence of these vehicles was a key to thg

functioning of youth 6perated projects. The data 18 mixed and the more

important criterion was whether'the projgct was CETA or LEA-sponsored.

ERIC 7
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The 22‘percent incentive was unanimously supported by LEA peréonnel
familiar with thg mandate. Prime sponsors viewed the incentive as having
little or no effect on relations between the two organiéatiohs. One
prime sponsor sdggested that the 22 percent incentive waé a rigid use of
federal funds and as such, removed some of the flexibility he had in

supporting inmmovative, cost effective programs. Our analysis conéludes .

that at youth operated projects, the 22‘perceht‘incentive had little or

no effect on.relations between the two organizations. v

Duplication of services to targeted yoﬁth was a conce;ﬁ at'the
beginning of this demonstration effort by Youthwork, Inc. The answer‘to r
the concern about duplication is clearcut. The youth-operated projects
do offer services similar to those offered by other programs serving youth

but, they offer more comprehensive services and the services are targeted

for disadvantaged in-school youth. Service integration has been one of

‘the strengths of the youth operated projects.

In comparing CETA-sponsored and LEA sponsored programs, CETA-
sponsored programs were implemented quicker and more closely followed their
proposed plan than did LEA-sponsored programs. It was suggested that 1if
youth programs are to be funded on a year to year contingency.basis that
CEfA-spéEEbred‘Programs would provide the best results.

Sites in smaller cities were implemented\more quickly than those in

large metropolitan areas. Two sites in large metropolitan areas began

operation six and nine months, respectively, after initial contracts

were awarded by Youthwork, Inc. (September 1978). Greater technical
aggsistance from Youthwork is neéessary if these projects are to function

at theysame level and pace as sites in smaller cities.

§U
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Youth operated. projects offered four types of program activity models.

qu used a peer counseling model, four used a work experiende model, one
*

a brokerage model and one a profit making model. In comparing each

activity group, CETA-sponsored pfbgrams served a higher percentage of their
A § -

proposed target population than did LEA-sponsored programs. Two CETA-
sponsored programs are the only youth operated projects which accurately
fit the "youth operated" title. One uses a peer counseling model and the

other a brokerage modél.

’

Based oh our data and analysis, the following recommendations are

(=%

propoéﬁd:

. >
Recommendations to Youthwork, Inc.

1) If youth employment programs are to be funded on a year to year

contingency basis, the programs should be operated by CETA

prime sponsors and not by LEAs.

2) An expanded level of technical assistanece should be given |

by Youthwork to sites in large metropolitan areas.

3) Advisory groups and the school-CETA liaison role have shown

potential for increasing cooperation between CETA prime sponsors

and LEAs. These mechanisms should be injestigated further to

determine how useful they can be in bringing CETA and LEAs

together.

Recommendations to the Depa&;ment of ﬂabor‘é

1) The 22 percent incentive has to date had little effect on the

relations between the two organizations at youth operated projects.
— ;

The incentive should be re-evaluated and perhaps changed to

better serve Department of Labor goals.

: ) é}l




2) The Department of Labor should re-examine its regulations in

-~

the hope of facilitating the operation of youth employment/

training programs in large urban areas.
v . '




CHAPTER FOUR
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/ACADEMIC CREDIT FOR WORK EXPERIENCE

o/ ) . R .
! a
. . 2 . .

v : . . ™
» ¢ . o“”j / o - . \“\
. Academic credit for work experience projects was selected as one‘a‘f“‘qP

four programmatic> areas funded by Youthwork, Inc. as an innovative )
.8 .

2 .

means to address the problems of youth empioyment.» As a’'npational- policy
concern, providing academic credit for work experiendé was chosen as a

- ‘
primary focus area because:

’ Some students are so discouraged by past schooling experiences
that they find it diffi¢ﬁi?“fo learn skills through traditional
academic routes. Providing credit for work experignce can be .
the key to encourage some of these youth to continue their

education. In general, it is believed that work-education - . ' "

> linkages can improve both the work and learning experiences.
Although a number of schools in the country yave prograims ‘that ‘ .
award credit for work, few programs succeéssfully intervelate
the educatioh and work ‘experiences. Schools need to take
advantage of the fact that many jobs offer opportunities to
stimulate learning (DOL Applicatioh Glhidelines, Exemplary
Programs, 1978, pp. 14-15). ) :

The academic éred or work fxperiencefprojects entail the g;ane—

"ings of academic credit to youth for competencies acquired through careér

- ~

- developmeht classes, job ekploration, and job placement. The projecte

+ exemplify strategies aimed at alleviating youth unemp loyment through o

N 8 » N

N

-
. -

+o . - 83
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R cooperaion between LEAs and CETA. ' ' . ‘

I

o

It is a device that reouires a high degree of cooperation )
between sponsors and LEAs, and it is seen as being important
as an extra incentiveé to keep youth in an educational setting
or to at least keep them in contact with. the educational establish-
ment through alternative approaches. It is also a mechanism
encouraging more active participation by schools in helping .
.- youths think aboit the world of work and draw some kind of

connection between their early work experiences and later B

careers (Wurzburg, l979, p.6).

The academic credit 4rojects are designed to help ecomomically

. My , ‘ ‘
’ disadvantaged youth mife the’ transition to the work world by providing
@~

youth with work exploration and placement in the public ahd private job

. -

sector} As an incentive to participate, to help them economically, and

"to stimulate real work experiences, they receive minimum %age payment
. .

7 -

for their job,placements. Additionally, the participating y:7th are

" awarded academic credit for their participati\n. fhis second dimension
2
is an inducement for the target population, potentia dropouts, or

. dropoﬁts to remain/return to school and matriculate toward graduation.

The'projects‘offer'a gamut of services to_youth: psychological, .

"

_eduCational and vocational testing, guidatnice counselin&, remedial educa-
~ tion, job. readiness skills, career exploration, iind job placement.

'Nationally, there were 12 projects,funde by Youthwork, Inc. ,s0 as
. i
~  to examine various approaches to the proyision of academic credit for

' : ... work experience. Of these 12, ll provided the data for this present
A}

report- through means of a participant observerrlocated at each project

| site’ —_— - /
. _ . @ ‘ ‘
The academic credit projects varied;gr7atly although they have in

. . " [ ,
» -common the basic feature of awarding academic credit for‘work exploration/:

-

N ’

experience. .Three of. the projects are postsecondary programs (two.areA

n o

+

-

commuFity colleges, one'is‘a'state-college) and- involve young adults

ERIC 8
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aged.18-21 years %old. 'The remaiﬁing projects serve a 14-19 yeér old
populationﬂ 1These nine projects are located in a variety of setfings:
two aré self-contained alternative schools, twé‘are projec;s located at

'si;es other than a schoo] building -and five are located within:school

'buildings; Two of the projects aiso cut across these cgtegories, as
one~haslfive to seven high school sites énd a community college site,
whilg the other h4p sites at both altgrnative and tradifi’on_al high schools;
Thg size of the pgﬁulatioﬁ to be served ranges from 38 to about 509
‘youths. Tagle 1 provides é summary of project siQe characteristics.

Ndt only do the projécts vary in their ph&sical location, number-

. served,andrage of p?puiation, but.theré are programmatic differences )

The projects have desigﬁed a variety of strategies for the awarding of '

academic credit. Learning contrgfts; competencies, and other means of

ascertaining tﬁe experiences/skills';ttained by youth vary across the
projects. There also are differencés.in the type of credit awatrded,
whether basic skills or work study/elective; whéré.basic skills credit

is g:antedl projects.vary on the sUBject areas iﬁ which they grant‘credit.

For the most part, the type of'credit awarded is decided within the

guideliﬂeslof the various state s&stngfor awarding academic credit.

Within their'gasic g;idelines, sgates usually leave the rest of the

responsibility for awarding credit to the local schoéi system. At our

site%, “the ianchool and'selﬁ-éontained projects have ﬁegotiated with

the loéaleEA th;ough school guidance counselors and ?rinq}pals, the -

: alggzpative schools primarily with the state, and the colleges with

their administration to dgtermine the number and types of credit which

can;be awarded. |

'

Job placements, although limited at all projects to 15 hours a




TABLE 1

Location and Participation Rates for Académic Credit Projects#%

. actual/projected |percent

- . ' public . self- | target populationlof target
_ community| state |secondary|alternative|costained to be served population |
project | colleges |college| school- school project 10/78 - 3/79 served

A 3 | - 84/75 . | 112.0
| ‘ 1 34/86 39.5
--/65 | e
85/291 29.2
121/166 72.9
124/75 165.3
61/100 61.0
p— / 60 ————
- 67/52 128.8
103/87 118.4 ~
--/100 ——
17/38 44,7

R L - T O M m Y 0w

total 4 1 17 5 . ~ 696/970 71.8

A

*Data derived from MIS reports and project proposals.
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week and minimum wage, can be in eitHer the public or private sector.
Private sector placement criterion (aside from federal child labor laws)

1s ' that this sector must match 50 percent of the youth's wages. All.
{\ L .

projects utilized both the public and private sector for placements, .

-

save for two in-school projects which only placed in the public sector.

Four projects, three in-school and omne community college in addition to
paying or matching'job placement wages, also pay participants fqr time

* . spent 1in class.

FINDENGS

CETA/School Communication and Collabo;giion

» Most of the communication between CETA and the LEAs involves an

interchange between the project and the local (prime) CETA offices.’

- Communication is both formal. and informal, and usually involves deter-

mining eligibility, certifying participantsiand budget/fiscal matters,
A . . .
monitoring MIS reporting, and monthly reports. As noted by a school

administrator:

We have three budgets, Youthwork's, CETA (the city's), and

. the school's. It is problematic. Now that 1s the only formal
communication. I communicate on an informal basis with the
prime sponsor }t CETA. The monthly reports are formal, I

’ . guess. I send those to CETA and they send them on to Youthwork

-and the Department of Labor. The project is responsible to
Youthwork and we're responsible to CETA as subcontractors. I
communicate with the project monitor at least weekly on the
phone and he makes visits. He has:-been here several times on

budget matters.
¥

T e . Interaction and communication between the project and the CETA

prime spégah;'s offices most often occurs over réquired-feporting and

-

o - - ‘ ' -
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<t

paperwork. A basic dependency between the project and prime spansor

exists over the paﬁerwork flow. One project staff person at an LEA,

- - . -

analyzed the situation as follows:

Youthwork was smart in the way they set this up. The fact
that the paperwork was linked between the program, the prime
sponsor and the people in Washington .and that no one could
complete their work without the prior link having been com-
pleted each wegk insures that everybody has to be sensitive
to the needs of one another. We could screw or jam up CETA
by being three days late on paperwork. ) '

When asked by the on-site observer if the situation could
be characterized as cooperation by mutual coercion, the project
staff person smiled and agreed.

Initially, the reporting requirements and paperwork of both CETA

and Youthwo;k caused all but one of the projects considerable problems.
Projects did not know how to fill out the forms or even which forms !
were required by whom. During start-up, a learning coordinator summed

. . v

up the sitlation as it was for the vast majority of sites, by noting:

There is too much paperwork. The program is losing its focus
as we spend hodrs on forms. &Eben can we see the kids?

Only one project site circumvented this problem because the prime
sponsor's office took responsibility ﬁor all paperﬁork.

As project staff have become familiar with the reduired paperwork

-

and forms have ceased changing, communic¢ation ‘and interactjon pver
these matters with the prim% spopsor has begun to stabilize into a

reghilar routine. One prime sponsor noted that their "initial problems

-~

have\now been straightened out and there is a good flow of paperwork."
Y

—

The other areas which strained initial communication and inter-

<

action between the prime spongors and projects have also begun to
stabilize.‘ During the first six months of operatidn, one project likens ,

their relationship with CETA  to crisis/intervention. Complying with

CETAqregulations, including fiscal reporting, eligibility and participant

55
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.

) certification prdhedureg, entailed continuous communication and workiﬁg

together between.CETA, projects, and schools. The rglationshiﬁ befngn

Q

_these systems was strained over the project's confusion and misunder-

standing of requirements and t"egulations.1 By Marcﬁ, 1979, CETAsrequire-

ments and regulations were beginning to be understood by programs funded

¢

in Oétober, 1978, and no]ionger posed difficult problems. Most projects,
although initially severely critical of CETA requirements, seem tO be
resigned to following what they consider arbitrary procedures and

henée follow them begrudgegly. As one project operdtor noted:

There is not really any great deal of hindrance fn communica-
tion because of CETA. It is simply that there are too many .
people to deal with and that this arises because of the nature

of federal funding going through so many government channels.
‘These are channels that are sewed up so we go through them to
keep people’ sweet; not because it makes any sense.

While most projects now:understand and can complyywith CETA regula-

tions, the initial problems encountered between CETA and LEAs projects

in particular, with a continued strained relationship. When the projgect
director was asked why there were still problems with CETA she answered:

One of the real problems is with CETA itself. It gears up real
\ , quick, gets people who do not understand CETA, gears back down

have leff bitter memories with some project staffs and left one project, '
and gets new people and new forms.

This project has experienced several changeovers in CETA prime

- L]

spongor cg?;act persons and has lacked a coordinated administration of ‘
- their projects. Confugion<over CETA p%ocedures and coordination of |

their efforts has left a noticeable strain between the school, project

and CETA system. N

leor a discussion of these issues, see "Research Memorandum #3:°
) Program implementation: hindrances and obstacles," Youthwork National

Policy Study, March 1979.

% - 59
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ligibilitx While the problem caused by reporting mechanisms and

" ~

CETA compliance has stabilized, the issue of CETA eligibility require-
ments still impacts on the CETA/school relationship As Wurzburg found
- - of the YEDPA tdrgeting provisions:

It is an area, not cited very much in earlier reports, that
poses real threats to CETA-LEA cooperation. The emphasis on
serving drop-outs is not always popular, with LEAs, the target-

. ing.by income is resented even more...the reasons for the
unpopularity of the income cut off are predictable. Economic
need is not seen ag a valid or reliable indicator of employ-
ability development need. The schools, rarely haﬂ@ng to take

‘ income criteria into account for other activities (and resent-
ing it when they do), are unhappy with the YETP provisions.
For the LEAs responsible for certifying eligitility in their"
programs, the task of securing appropriate evidence is an
onerous one (Wurzburg, 1979, pp. 7-8).

Our analysis of the academic credit for work experience projects

ylielded similar results. We found that on the project and school level,

staff at all projects are still unhappy about the CETA participant

restrictions, particularly_the income guidelines. They feel that youth's
problems with staying in school are not necessarily correlated with the
youth's economié background, and resent ﬁaving to exclude youth who need
the (academic) services the program offers. The following quotes from
two project staff persons are representative:

I believe that CETA-type programs should be available to
middle-class students also as there is just as much of a
problem at that level.

This program is supposed to serve potential dropouts. They
are not just low income. If it is supposed to meet this
need, why is there an income level?

On the postsecondary project level these problems are amplified and
take on a different nature. A project operator commented:
At this point, we have had a hard time identifying a popu-
lation that isg interested in college and also qualifiea under

CETA. Basically, what we have found 15 that white middle-class
students that this program is geared for do not qualify

I
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under CETA regulations. The kids we do attract who qualify
with CETA tend to be real disadvantaged students who have
dropped out of high school. This semester out of 18 students
who started the program in January 1979, 15 of them do not

. have a high school degree. Several are at a level below our

remedial college level courses. How are they doing? Not
very well. .

Another postsecondary inqtiéution was having trouble getting .youth
accepted into their project because the .school would not accept youth
with low Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAf) scores. Unfortunately, tgis
project found that economically disadvantaged youth applicants also
obtained lbw SAT scores. The operator at this.site exclaimed:

You just can't expect hard-core ‘disadvantaged to meet those

criteria. That's the purpose of this program--to overcome

those barriers. The school 1s going to have to relax those
conditions. :

burrently, this postsecondary schg::'s project staff and CETA offices

are negotiating with the school's administrators to get the SAT restric-

tion removed for program participants. .
. -~
Another aspect of the eligiﬁility requirement is that of twe target

population's age as prescribed by federal laws. These laws are difficult

s

to interpret, are ambiguous, and limit the type of work in which youth
can participate. Yet a third operator commented in this regafﬁ:

I asked him what he thought of the federal regulations. He
said that it was frustrating because there are two seks of
child labor laws which apply to the youth participants at the
project; one 1is extremely strict and limits most of the activi-
ties of the youth participants. The other set is less 'limiting
and would allow the participants to take part in more on-site
activities. The operator, of course, wants to expose the youth
to as many activities as is safely possible, but ht realizes
that he must strictly abide by the more stringent gd&delines
until he fs told which particular set of reguldtions he can
ugse for sure.

»
One project modified 1ts program to accommodate younger youth

(14-15 years old) while amother project gsolved these problems by exclud-

ing youth under 16 years old. For the three projecfs where federal

9 |
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child labor la;s posed a probleﬁ.and limited project services, the |
projedt %taff felt these requirements impeded their ability to impaét
on the potentially most reachable a?§ successful participants--14 and
15 year old youth. Although the projec;s' prddlems with the child labor
laws did not directly affect relatjonships witd CETA, 1t ;dded to the
annoyance with reéulations dnd hence lowered their tolerance for
regulation/interference from CETA, ‘ . o ’ )
CETA personnel, for the most part, did not see the eligibility
criteria as having a detrimental effect onsthe programs' potential for
effecting change. One CETA adminisdrator put CETA's position aptly:
Traditional schdols do not know how to deal with:dropouts and
they do not want to deal with them. If they do not deal with
them in the school system, what happens is I end up dealing
with them after they have dropped out.
. The eligibility criteria represent an aréa where thg labor and

education systems have divergent opinions about the nature of youtd

‘employment. CETA, as.a branch of labor, perceives'the problem as

basically rooted in economics, whereas the school system’sees the

problem as indicative of learning problems which cut across the youths'

economic backgrounds. As Wurzburg noted:

The CETA-LEA conflict caused by targeting provisions is more
stubborn and irreconcilable than the academic credit conflict.
It is symptomatic of the divergent goals that local sponsors f
and local schools serve...LEAs are’ not in politically defensible
positions if they shift large amounts of resources to serving
only economically disadvantaged youth. Likewise, prime sponsors-

are not in a legally (nor in many cases, politically) defensible R
position to servye ndn—economically disadvantaged youth (wurzburg,
1979, p. 8). : .

Demongtration status. Cooperation and commundcation between

projects and CETA was enhanced greatly when prime sponsors helped with.

-
.

the adminigtrative thores, and most importantly, .were flexible in thelr

interpretation of CETA regulations. One community college project

’ ' 5)23
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director summed up the project's experiences:

People's lack of knowiedge about CETA laws and regulations
hindets very much moving through the CETA system. Unless

the CETA system wants to be flexible or wants, people to know

how to move through it, you cannot. They can’ throw so much \
bureaucratic red tape up that they can kill a good idea in a
matter of days.

Projects percelved themselves as demonstration projects, and were
often. resentful of being held accountable to inflexible CETA regulations.
The concern ;ith meeting requirements on the prime gponsor's part; was
felt to obscure the progrém's effects and outcomes, as well as. being a
hindrance to implementation. Another director noted: ‘

CETA's lack of understanding of the overall program is a priméry
stumbling block. Specialists coming in from CETA are only
paying attention to one small aspect of the-program and there .
is no one who understands overall what we are trying to do.

The situation is a power relationship. "We don't know their

regulations. They do. Thex!gon t know our program, we do."
.

He guesges they need one another because of this, -but that
efforts to work together would be vastly improved if someone o
were to explain to the program in a unified way just what all

the rules on data reporting and eI!!ibility were, and 1f “someone
there knew overall what the program’ 8 goals were.

For projects which felt that the prime sponsor did not understand
the goals of their program (fgeée were usually the projects which
had been in operation before Youthwork funding), there was an expresgssion
of desire to avoid these problems by bypassing prime sponsor and CETA
regulations and reporting directly to Youtﬁ;ork, Inc. Thig‘:291re wag
expressed by projects who felt Youthwork could be fiore flexible ané
respected the project's status as exemphary and demonstrational. Since
gtart-up and initial implementation, pr cts thch have exgérienced

N ~

continued administrative and- reporting problems with prime spongorsg
SN

_have begun to appreciate Youthwork's intermediary role. A project

director said:
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The greatgest hindrance is that we have two very large: bureau-
cratic structures--the school and CETA (the city). As I said,
the monitor enhances it tremendously. As does having an.outgide
person, DOL/Youthwork where we can go back to the contract or
at least get another opinjon if needed.

-«

L]

Twenty-Two Percent Incentive .

» N
Project level staff were unaware of this incentive, as were most
chool system personnel. CETA staff, with one exception, knew of this

- strategy. CETA staff were divergent on how they perceived this

~

incentive: . //

CETA Director of Manpower-- '"The moneJ was to encourage man-
power to make use of existing agencles, to force manpower to
negotiate with schools.

Prime Sponsor-- '"'The primes were threatened because it was -
mandiated~and schogls had the discretionm of not participating,"”

This & ent was relterated at three other projects who
felt they would prefer not to have the CETA money. A project director

sald:

As far as the future 18 concerned, the only wall that 1is set
up is the school administration hgg~§ai& they are not going

to set up any more programs utilizing CETA funds. They feel
the funds are so unpredictable and based on a different fiscal
year. The schools know there has been corruption associated
with CETA and they do not want people finding something wrong
within their CETA school program.

Although projécts cited these problems, only the one\pr@ect cited

above was seriously considering discontinuing CETA funds. Most projects

<

needed the money too desperately for their prograh's continuation to be
. L]

too critical of the CETA funds. Although critical of many of \CETA's

regulations and policies, one community’college project director symmed

~

up his projecf?s experiennf with CETA prime 8ponsors -as follows: .

«
¢

- » r'd .
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I think it has'bgen a learning exp nce on both sides. We

Are establishing ™ust and good faiith. 1In building a liaison

relationship, it is in CETA's and the school's best interest.

We can develop more programs. I think CETA sees it that way
- % ag does the school. .

. CETA administrators are also coming to similar conclugions about the
y)
systems working together; as one prime sponsor stated:
‘T know the director better now, and the relationship seems

more positive. We worked out early problems which were
problems one often has when starting something new.

Duplication
While the CETA eligibility guidelineé have created strains between

LEAs and CETA, they do work to assure that there is no duplication of
participants from other CETA ptogtaﬁs. If youth are particiﬁating in

one CETA program they are not eligible for other CETA programs. As a

project director said:
>
There is no duplication of services as the MIS form and screen-
ing takes care of that. The CETA intake person works to assurg
that the youth are not inveolved in duplicated programs. [

Programmically, projects felt their unique features assured no
duplicati&ﬂ%of gservices with any other service organization.
Well, compared to say other programs in existence in thio
school, or any other county school, the fact that thege kids
are getting academic credit for English, social studies and
math from the hours spent on the job, and the fact that they ©
are relating to one teacher and one aide for five hours of
their day 1s unique. -
All but one project cited the awarding of academic credit as the
programmatic area which was not being duplicated in their community.
there was felt at one project to be duplication of gervices, it was
with an education ayitems program. The project administrator saild:
The concept of bringing kids to college and giving them credit

is new. Where we are duplicating 18 in the cense of providing
opportunities to earn the GED. M

Where




74

' ' The second most often mentioned reason by projects why there,was
o™

no duplication of services in their community was their ability to place

youth in the private sector. v

The only opportunity it offers 1s that even though our kids
are employed in the public sector, we do haye opportunities
in the private: séctor which other schgol prdgrams do not have
the opportunity to do.

.

Another area which is felt to exclude duplication is in the type of
(4

e
participant.
- No, these kids never would have been tapped. Our program is
: ' probably the first time anybody has ever worked with ghem
. more than three days at a fime. —

égprding Academic Credit for Work Experience
The academic credit for work experience projecfa have encountered
a variety of situations and reactions from the CETA and school gygtem Y
‘, in implementing the programmatic aspecté‘of their projecfs. Ag Wurzburg
found}
" The award of academic credit for career development clasoes

and job competencies is the most visible and controveroial

product of the LEA-CETA cooperation (Wurzburg, 1979, p.-6).

The YETP programs seek to encourage that'%articipantg receive
academic credit for the competencies they gai; from the work expefﬂence
programg. .Under YETP regulation 680.14, subparﬁ A, oection 445:

Prime gponsors shall make appropriate effortso to encourage RN

educational agencleo and postsecondary institutions to award

credit for the competencies participants gain from the program
(Federal Register, March 9, 1979, p. 13192).

)
CETA and the prime spongor's role in their joint venture with the
education system has been limited to adminiotrativelﬁmieg and monitoring

of the projecto. All but one project hao been left alone to negotiate

with ochool adminiotration and staff pergonnel to award creditso for

.

O ‘ : () oo
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. .o cdmpetencies ybuth acqu}re‘in their programs. ’Whg;ber credits could be

granted, or the type of credit‘granted,2 i.ef? basic skills or work

! study/electives, wererbgth issues the projects had to resolve with the

XN '+ " school s&ﬁtém. The results of their negotlations varied, depending on

? -

the school system"s level of support and commitment to therprograms,

L ) " The level of the school system's commitment to the program prior to

project sta}t—up greatly influenced.the school system's acceptance of"

the program and the aharding of credits to youth for partiqipation in

the program. As one LEA staff member who was encountering problems

® .

A gepting credits for participants found:

Of the 10 students who.§re participating frxom the school, I
have had trouble getting credit for two. The faculty will
. . not rélease them from class. I have been back and forth
A argulng that they must live up to their commitment to this
‘program, which means awarding credit to the perticipapfs.
Why am I having trouble? The original proposal committed a
. ' grgup of people who do not want to be committed and the
teachers think their courses cannot be done out of the
classroom. {°' . ’ )

= &

Commitment from the school system during the proposal process
greatly enhanced the probabilities oqkfhe school system supporting the

Yo f project. One of théﬂin—school projects which has had the least problems

in this area was sensitive to this issue and secured a strong commitment

> ; before implementétion. The pfogrém operator commented:

»

* I knew we had to get many people from within the school
system in agreement before we could even get the proposal
out of here. ' '

Five projects, two 1p~schoJ&, two postsecondary and one self-

contained project have encountered problems getting commitment to the

2For a.more detailed discussion qf awarding academic credit for
competencies acquired through work experience see U.S. DOL, The Awarding

of Academic Credit Under the Youth Employment and Demonstration -Act of
1977. This 1is a good reference on issues related to granting basic
skills credit and different models for academic credit for work exper-
ience programs.
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program and basic skills credit for the program participants. The
school systems finvolved in these projects were resistant to the new
programs' work experience/competency based system of granting credit.
As one school administrator said:
Oh, yes, and this relates to the school's resistance to
changes. Awarding academic credit for work experience is
truly a new opportunity in the school and the schools have

been resistant to it.: A problem? Well, in communication
between the school and CETA--different goals.

One project resolved the issue of thg typeof credit received by

participants through in—s@hoolpolitick ng and meetings which resulted
[ . .
in the school's eventual commitment to the program. As the principal

explained the situation:-

? v

We are doing what other school projects have wantedoto do
but have been unable to dg. We give credit and the principals
and faculty have rejected projects like that until now.

The on-site observer goes on to explain how 4t a school
principaﬂs' meeting there was heated discussion on this
topic, but the principals united and now give the project
full support and would like to see it expanded to all the
schools.

) o
The resolution&}?’f;e two 1 projects and the self-contained

project was that work studp/r elective credit would.be received by

-

participants:

”®

The principal said, '"We had trouble giving biology credit,
as it was considered 'unfair' to the biology department, so
we give learning credit instead."

Another- way a self-contained project gained commitment from the
LEA was by involving the school system in the project through communi-

cation and "borrowing' teachers. The school system was excited about

the program and supportive. As a school liaison person gaid:
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They are doing a lot of background research and basic curriculum
development. I expect to send our people over to go through
the materials and learn from their experiences in using mate-
rials in the classroom. It will save time and money. By
helping us integrate a new curriculum into a new school, the
project will have a long lasting gffect on the school system.

// When the school system understood the principles of the project's
‘program, and when there was communication between the school system and
the project, it was easier for the projects to grant credits,'particu—

. larly in‘the area of basic skills. One LEA gwoject has had trouble
e , getting credit for their secondary school participants because of a
lack of communication. As a project staff person said:
We have been working with the gulidance counselors so far and
not the teachers, so they really dé not understand everything
about the project. Yesterday a teacher found out that a
student was working at Burger King and getting credit in mass
media. She hit the roof.
Excebt for the alternative schools, most of the communic
] .

interaction with the school system or LEA has been between the guidance

counselors ,and the project.

The principal and the guidance department check each student's

- : learning contract and approve the number of credits that the
project teacher has assigned for each competency and work
egperience.,

Often, for the in-school prograﬁs and self-contained projects, the
principal is not involved in the process of granting credits for
competencies.. One principal summed up the relationship as follows:

We dealt with such things as space and equipment and schedul-
ing, what provisions we could make from the academic portion
of the day. Those kinds of things, but the other off-site
activities were handled strictly by the staff in the (YETP)

s program.

' The field notes from another LEA site suggest much the same situation:

The principal has had 1little contact with project staff. He
talks to the director about problems_gnd provides information
when requested. .
A
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Much of the discretion then, invawarding credits for competencies
acquired is left to the_school's guidance deﬁartment. Similar to the
two in-school project's experiences mentioned earligr,*a self-contained
project was also not able to negotiate to gét participants basic skills
éredits. They had to negotiate with the LEAs'guidance counselors, and
lacking any lobbying power within the school system, had to settle for
work study credits. The guidance counselor involved stated: .

I know they (the project) would like us very much to give

other kinds of, school credit other than just work study credit.

They want to give math credit or English credit and ye have

not been willing‘tq do that.

The six projects which have not had more than minor difficulties
getting credits awarded to participantg had the support at all levels
of the school system bureaucracy, whereas the remainfng projects, which
were experiencing problems, only had the support of one or two levels
of the school system. If only one sector of the school bureaucracy,
e.8., guidahce Eounselors, was committed to the program or interacting
with the project, then the project had difficulty getting credit for
the participanté, particularly basic skills credit. ’ |

The alternative schools have not experienced any difficulties in

awarding the. number and type of credits they want to the participants.

It is difficult to tell whether they have not had any problems granting
credits because they were in existance before the YETP grant ;nd hence
‘
had earlier worked out the potential problems, or if the state accredit-
ing procedure is more responsive to alternative modes of education.
| In total, five projects have been having trouble with the LEA/
school system in achieving the type or amount of credit they want for

their program participants. From an analysis of the data, at only one

project site was the prime sponsor aware of the problem and trying to

Tuy
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a

negotiate with the school administration. It appears that the remaining

four projects had not communicated their credit problems to the CETA

prime sponsor. '

Initially, these projects may not have communicated their credit/

v

competency problems to their prime sponsors because they were so involved

with the start-up proBlems created by confusion over regulations, report-

N

ing and late receipt of funding. As one project director stated:

The project calls for awarding credit on the basis of com-
petencies achieved, but due to problems in recruitment and
problems with the prime, the project has only begun to enter
this area. There just is not enough time, it seems, to turn
around these kids, and that is what you would be trying to do.
We are five months into the project and the program 1s not
fully enrolled. Some of these enrollees have only been so
. for a week or so. .

These projects had begun terecoyer from start-up and implementation
problems by Spring 1979. They are now in the process of redesigning
and strengthening their competencies and learning contract systems
through greater formalization and specificity.
" Possibly, another reason the credit issues were not communicated

to the prime was because of the project's view of the prime sponsor's
concerns. As an LEA program operator stated: '

For the instructional part of the program, there is no input

from CETA. There has been no input because they probably do

not care. They see this (credit-competencies) as a nonintegral

part of the program. They see only the job training.
In several cases, the prime sponsor directly communicated to the projects
‘that the credit/competencies issues were out of their realm. One project
director sald she was informed by CETA prime sprsor that:

The CETA office told us that they are not in the business of

education. They do not know how to educate. "Our business

is offering training.” He said they have been wanting very

much to have an opening in the school system, and as far as

(
.
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he was concerned, they would help us in any way they could.
But he said that, as far as he was concerned, we (IEA)
should operate the program according to the way which we
think will best serve the kids, because we know more about
them than he does. ’ .

Although not dirgctly involved in neéotiations, several CETA
primes expressed interest and concern over the granting of academic
credit, with one prime sponsor in particular saying that a replicable
competency/academic credit system would be the most valuable componen;

of the program. Another CETA administrator expressed similar support:

I am excited about it. I think it is a dynamite {dea, a kid
) could learn math while working on someone's cash tegister.

Job site development. As is the case of academic credit negotia-

tions, job site development has also been left as the responsibility

of projects, who usually have a job development or gite analyst on

their staff. Prime sponsors are not actively involved in this aspect

of the programs. Again, where projects are having gifficulty finding
job sites, they work on these problems internally through their job
development person and Kg;ieory/Manpower boards as opposed to seeking
assistance from the prime sponsor. Projects which were operating before
Youthwork funding were at an advantage as they already had job sites
develop;d from previous years of operation. Projects do not consult
CETA on job site problems because they are trying) to develop sites in
the private sector, the sector most projects prefer, and where CETA does

not have experience or developed sites. Private gsector job sites are

seen ag preferable by most projects to public sector placements because

they offer more unique opportunities for youth. Ag a unique feature;ﬂfﬁb
their projects, the operators are excited about the job placement

possibilities in this gector. \

HIp
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Two projects are involved in only making placements in the public,

ro.

sector. One project is probably utilizing this sector becauge it was
eagiest for them to use the sites the prime sponsor had developed and
shared with them. The sther projeet wouid have liked to make private"
se;tor placements, but because of the local area's tight job market,

was unable to find sitéé. At this same project there was also conflicg
with the prime sponsor over public sector placements as CETA officlals
would got let thé project develop job sites where they (CETA) were
placing other CéTA program participants. In this case, "the relationship
between CETA and the prgject had been strained for a long time. Work

site competition was probably indicative of their inability to get

along, as well as indicative of the tight job market.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Learning to underatand CETA regulations, fiscal and participant
reporting requirements consumed much time at the project level and
created a strained relationship between CETA prime spongors and projects
during the first six months of operation. Programmatic variableg guch
as refining competencies, learning contracts, and working with Egg
participants was secondary to time spent on learning CETA compliancé

responsibilities.

Recommendations to DOL

Fiscal calendars of the school and CETA gystems should match.
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Eligibility guidelines, reporting mechanisms and other CETA

regulations and requirements should be clearly understood

-

BEFORE the project begins. . -

Recommendations to Youthwork

Pa;;erwork should be reduced by cona@lidating and coordinating

CETA and Youthwork, Inc. .forms.

Any changes in Youthwork's or CEZA's formg, reporting requirements

or regulations should be clearly communicated to concerned parties

before expected implementation.

The CETA income eligibility requirements have excluded many youth>
garticipants”who the LEA feel coul& benefit from the academic credit for
work experience programs. CETA primﬁrily serves only economically dis-
advantaged &ouths, while LEAs must serve the total local youth population.
Hence there i1s a difference of opinion between the two systemg on who
igs, or should be, the target population. LEAs have not, in the past, used
income criteria as a means of selecting youth participants for their

programs and are uncomfortable in doing so for the YETP programs.

’

Recommendations to Youthwork, Inc. and DOL

Participant income eligibility requirements should be reexamined

and made more flexible. Academic as well as economic indices should

.

be considered in' the targeting provigions.

-
The YETP academic credit for work experience projects perceived

their exemplary and demonstrational status to moan they could be
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innovative and modifiable. Being held accountable to all CETA
regulations and requirements made their programs inflexible and strictly

sgzgttured. Project creativity was stifled and projects resented CETA

fok not respecting thelr demonstration status.

,

Recommendation to Youthwork, Inc.

Project and CETA staff should have clarified for them before

implementation of programs what 'demonstration project’ and

"innovative program' means and entails.

Being allowed to develop job sites in both the public and private

sector was advantageous for projects. They could develop new sites in

the private éector which they considered more tailored to participantsf
needs and innovative than public sector sites. Yet retaining the ability
to place in the public sector where there were already gites developed.
by CETA, continued to be of’highest importance. Thus programs could
expand their p}acement opportunities all the while relying on public

sector placements to provide the majority of their sites.

Recommendation to Youthwork, Inc.

Project choice of placement and job site development in the
-

public and private gector should be retained.

Institutions of higher education have'egperienced problems finding
income eligible youth to be served by their programs. In one situation
college academic admission requirements screened out mény potential
participants, and in another college it wag found that théir school'@
program wag not deéigned to serve participants' remedial education

needs. Many participants lacked 'a high school diploma and consequently,

N S . :
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could not take advantage of the higher education offered them. The
third college has recruited'only a small number of paxticipants to

serve at their higher education site.

Recommendation to Youthwork, Inc.

- CETA income eligibility criteria.;id institutions of higher

education's admission criteria should be reexamined .to make

the program more accessible to participants.

e .




CHAPTER FIVE A ’ / ‘

}T CAREER INFORMATION

A pessimistic view emerges from studies that try to isolate career
information factors involved in labor market success. Kohen and Parnes
51970) found that educational attainment and labor market information
influence the labor market difficulty experienced by some youth. However,
they speculate that their study may really measure intelligence rather
than labor market information (p.111). Bachman, 0'Malley, and Johnston
(1978) also state that educational attainment helps predict job success,
but conclude that personal chgracteriatics such as family background,
ability, values, attitudes,and early (pre-~high school) educational
experiences, "...haye a greater total impact on job status than does
educational attainment"” (p.209). These conclusions are similar to Fines
of argument in the Coleman, et al. study (1966), and the Jencks, et al.

study (1972).

.

Rather than assume that luck, personal characterigticsg, or intelligence
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will determine the lot of youth, the twelve career information exemplary
projects sponsored by 4:zthwork, Inc. propose alternative.appwoachéahto

teaching youth dbout the world of work. The projects integrate in varyigg

L4

3

degrees new knowledge jﬂ> experiences of work into that already gained

"from personal experiencesp attitudes, and values with family, school, and
community. The "application guidelfnes" (U.S. Department of Labor, 1978)

establish a focus for the projects: ~
Bxemplary programs should help young people learn about their

own abilitieg, interests, and Preferences as well as providing”
occupational informationwirich ranges from occupational outlook
information to information about specific licensing and certifi-
cation requirements, particular work environments and major tasks
and responsibilities of different jobs. Such programs help youth’
make more realistic career plans by integrating information about
job openings, job requirements, and educational and training
opportunities which can help youth reach their career goals
(pp.12-13).

The application guidelines otress that the projects also demonstrate
"successful ways of coordinating, managing, and operating such programs'

(p.13). A May 1978 k?owledge development panel for this focus area

-

spongored by Youthwork, Inc. elaborated on the need for information about
linking career guidanée to the entire educational program of btudents ao
a priority for knowledge development:

Guidance counselors will never have enough eontq;t time with
students to provide what they need. Teachers have many hours with
oMidents and can command their attention. Community facilitators
of student- careexr exposure can have high credibility. Parento
generally have more time and influence with gtudents than anyone.
It 15 important to learn effective ways to integrate these five

R kinds of human resources, the career information and the gchool
curriculum (Francis U. Macy, pp.3-4).

A basic assumption of the Youihwork effort io that the exemplary programs
cshould be intebgrated into existing services. ' , !

‘ This iosue of linkages formed between thg projects and the

educational oystems is the p¥incipal topic of this chapter. CETA's

0~ ' 10




.

87

fuﬁction in developing the 1link between'the programs and the school y

will be explored, as will the extent to which different programmatie

" models are absorbed rejected, or ignored by the educational system.

| .

Descriptionof Sites

e/}he two local education %ée;ciLS\SpEAs) are school districts, one in an

skxnder ‘100,(')00, ‘a

Five types-of educational organizations operate the career information

projects:
TABLE 1

~

Program Operatorstjor Career Information Projects

program operator projects

_local education agency B 2

consor tium ' 2

private non-profit T3 .
community college 4 -
prime,sponsorJ 1’:

)

urban city of slightly‘under 1,000,000 people, the other in a small city
of under 75,000. The two consortia‘represent.instances of school districts
working together on the grant. One : rural project joins three separate

districts of uhder 20,000 each, while the other unites 36 districts.in a

metropolitan area of over 2,000,000.‘ Two of the three noanrofit organi-

zations and one prime sbonsor macage'programs for school districts in
; [

population areas of oser 1100, 000. :One of the non-profit.organizations

serves a small city of under 50,000. The’four community colleges serve

.

metropolitan‘areas o% over 100, 000 two -of which are over 1 000 000. This
%
overview reveél{ that threée projects oper%te in cities or rural areas of

five operate ip metropolitan areas of over 1,00b,000t

The geographic distribution imcludes three projects on Ehe east coast,

\ b .
. Pt . . <.
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three in the South and_. Southwest four +in the Midwest, and tw6°in the

West. Career information projects are found in 11 states.

) The program activities (Table 2) dffered by the operators suggésts

’

the wii‘fVariety of services within programs as well as within type of

operator. Services here listed as "intensive include career information
A\ — [y
- . 1n some form, peer Sounseling,;and apprenticeships. Career information

1 ‘. - ‘
indicates that the youth attend a series of classes or werkshops where

-they learn about careers, their own interests and abilities, and/or skills

involved in‘securiﬁg that first‘}bb, such as’interv¥iewtng, phoning, and
) § e '~ .
dressing appropriately. The skills extend to a varying"degre@ into

4 related areas such as personal, decigsion making,<child care, and family
R counseling. ' It becomes increasingly difficult to categorizé these
. ~ o - N
activities, partigularly in the ease of twé programs where the youth’

remain for the total day, becduse the counseling and curriculum develop
s . L4 ’ P . ) . ‘
as the staff becomes more aware of individual client's needs.’

»

- - Five sites, including three colleges, train or will train youth to
- counsel thefr peers in the .areas mentioﬁedG?nder career informatipn.

Nine projects feature apﬁrehticeships, which include a wide range of
on-the~-job work experiences for the youth, such as peer counseling,

clerical jobs for the project, as well as positions in a day care

-

facility, a hospital, a newspaper office, or a museum.

- A . .
Youth receiving intensive services are paid for their participation
in the exemplary program at all but two sites. One site is an aItErnative

,school, and»the other site reimburses local businessmen for their
r

‘partitipafion rather than the students. The pald youth are classified as

- ‘ !
. N

[/
CETA-eligible, and therefore are .part of the targeted population for

the projects. fhe target population currently receiving intensive
' ' --
services ranges fromﬂZl:to 103, and totals 543 students..:

. 1ii)
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-» - TABLE 2

. ( N\ ) Youth Services in Career Information Projects
Intensive Youth Services Non-Intensive
Youth Services
60 !
sSla g
4l o |3 (5| 3
w | ol o o
=1 =1 3} o
. a3l a
Vs o | o fa o
target (K | © | § Y| target | 3 | &
# of | actual*/ [ & | % | B |3 | actual*/ | § | &
operator sites| proposed | 8 { Y| & | 88 | proposed |7 | &
LEA 1 1 | 103/300 | x x| x 0 T x
2 1 93/130 X 0 X
consortium 1| 4 21/NA x x | NA/1000 x
g 2l 3 NA/90 X NA x| x
prime 1 1 61/350 x| x| x| x 0
sponsor
community 1} 5 55/55 x| x| x x | 604/600 Ll ox
college
L Ny
\ 2i 1 .0 x| x x 0/2000
{
3 1 43/250 X X 0 X
41 NA 0/240 x| x| x x 0/800 -
L ]
non-profit 1f 19 8/20 x| x X NA/2400 | x | x
organization
2 1 59/50 X X X 0
°3 5 100/100 x x | x |1500/1500| x | x
. %

*Actual target as of April 30, 1979, based on

protocols, and conversations with observers.

NA = not available.
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"Non-intensive" services indicate situations where youth receive
brief exposure to some type of career information, such as using a

conputer in a csreer information center to locate a possible job, browsing
through pamphlets on a table’in a career information center, or seeing a
movie on sex-role stereotyping as part of an English class presentation.
In the latter instance three sites offer career information training
sessions to regular classroom teachers. Such teachers are encouraged to
incorporate career information materials and,&geas into their on-going
curriculum.

Numbers of students receiving or intended to receive.non-intensive
services in Table 2 are substantially higher (N=1804) than those receiving
intensiye services, however, youth receiving non-intensive services are not
necessarily CETA-eligible. Two sites operated by non-profit organizations;
encountered opposition from the school authorities when faced with filing'
financial forms on their students. One case resulted in anonymously
numbered MIS forms for Youthwcrk, and the namedboriginal stored in a
school vault. This will allow numbers of CETA~eligible to be checked if
a court order requires it. Another sigggdecided to approximate the
percentage of CETA-eligible by the scﬁggl percentage. Protocols from a
third site indicate vagueness and uncertainty about the eligibility of
students on the part of staff completing the forms

Five exemplary projects base their career information operations in
one public school or community college. A sixth temnorarily operated in
unoccupied pubhlic school space until their storefront location for job
seeking skiflz classes became available. The remaining six projects have

multiple sites. The two consortia both operate programs out of three

high schools, and one manages additional project activities at a teenage

.
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‘parenting facility housed in an elementary school. One community college

and one non-profit organization both operate programs in five high schools.

Another non-profit organization attempts to operate prokrams in schools

under the supervision of 9 district superintendents. The fourth community

college operates programs through six high schools,Athe college and two

counseling centers. .

FINDINGS

CETA/School- Communicatign and Collaboration

Communication channels between the projects, the operators, and
CETA vary across the 12 sites. The key acdtors involved in
reporting, problem solving, informatiow Beeking, and contract monitoting
are not in identical positions, end, in fact, the styles of communication
differ according to the number of sites at the project, the location of
authority for the project, and the size of the metropolitan area. Five
projects (two LEAs, two consortia, and one non-profit) have had success-—
ful relationships where communication channels enhanced anject implementation

from the outset. These five projects initially established both a

mutually clear mediating role between t!!iproject, the school system, and

CETA, as well as a clear purpose of the project in relation to the school

system. Of the remaining seven projects, two (community colleges) havgﬁ
more recently begun to‘resolve igsues raised by unclear mediating roles.

Two) projects (one prime and one non-profit) have aimed at some resolution
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about project authority. Three projects, two operated by community

colleges and one by a non-profit organization, still grapple with the

relationship of the project to the schools and CETA.

Mediating roles. Interviews and observations by the on-site observers
revealed that a key actor at each exemplary project plays the role of,

"mediator" on behalf of the project when interacting with CETA and the
29

‘'schools. These mediators attempt to resolve issies arising from contract

i
monitoring, most frequently about the budget, and ambiguities surrounding

”

CETA eligibility. They also report progress toward goals and objectives
to various concerned constitutencies. The mediators occupy a variety of
positions, including director of occupational education for a school

district, project director, project coordinator, director of youth, s

programs, executive director .of a school, principal of a school. These

positions are located in two places, either in the administrative hierérchy

of the project operator, or directly at the project site. > -

An effective mediator for all organizational types buffers the

bott}eneck that DOL regulations may have on the delivefy of services at the

project site. He/she allows the exemplary project staff §o fecus attention

on implementing project goals by personally infervening between the

n

project and the other delivery systems when pressures or demands from

them may interfere with day to day functioning\, One mediator, also the

executive director of a non-profit organization, defined his role as
follows: ‘
superintendent of schools and the schWol board, to make sure -that

the project is attaining its original %oals and objectives. There
have bden some problems on-going since we have received our grant,

With the school system, it has mainlz*ieen involvement with the
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in terms of start-up initially and since then the development of
getting other students in the project who were not directly

related to the special education program. We have been able .

to work that out through the superintendent. With CETA, it is a -

- direct relationship with the fiscal department, the executive
irector, and the youth planner, to make sure the project 1is

me its goals and objectives and meeting  the fiscal requirements,
and also that the clients are meeting the eligibility criteria. The
nitty-gritty systematic program operations are handled by the
project coordinator.

Because the communication channels between the systems aro operating
smoothly, the project coordinator mentioned above can rocus on implententing
the program. ‘

The five projects (two LEAs, two consortia, and one non-profit), that
started-up by enrolling youth shortly after signing contracts with Youth-
work, have mediators outside and within the project. Three mediators
were among the primary writers of the proposal,’ and all five indicate an
understanding of‘%&eir project goalsv One consortium and .one non-profit

0 organization are running CETA grants for the first tihef .

Only one of these five mediators is responsible for the day to day

o

operations at the project. . Another mediator 1is also director of occupational

education, two are direc::yb of projects wféh multiple*sites, and a fifth

is a coordinator hired to serve as mediator between three superintendents
N -

and CETA. ~ . .

. ~ S ¢

' Th rolg of one of these five mediators is described by one of the

' four site directors under his supervision.

The project director/mediator has helped the job placement

person «in letter writing and organizing her. time better. The

job placemént person_wag a very good PR person, but needed ‘

some guidance ﬁ"m&him in these other areas. He sat right down

with her and worked with her. He 1s always there when a ' /

problem comes up.: The high school had had funding problems with

various aspects of 1its program.. Specifically, the hfﬁh school

had problems with the equipment for the child caré center. "
e

®0
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They wanted to get good equipment. It was expensive equipment,
and he came up with more money through a local city university
in getting a grant from them. He seems to, therefore, play the
‘role of a trouble shooter, of a liaison person who helps out with
specific problems when asked.

The site director explained she dealt with the curriculum, but also this
on-site observer has recorded numerous observations of instances where
she counsels students about their experiences in and out of the program.
The projeét director/mediator supports her in these activities by providing
the technical assistance eedgﬂgto develop and maintain the program.

The other dimension this project director/mediator's role 1is the
aforementioned communication with CETA. The CETA administrator with
whom he communicates described tﬁZ way they work together:

Well, as far as program operation, they do it. Administration,
they do it. The project director and I try to talk to

each other a couple times a week. When he needs something he
calls me, when I need something, I call him. Or he will call the
liaison betweeni our office and his (consortium). He will call
her. »

Notice. that th94CETA administrator mentioned the liaison person,hbut
contact between the:%toject and the CETA offices do no%Y;ecessarily pass
through her offices. One of the five project mediators also serves as
the project director and principal of .a small alternative school. The

on-site observer reports:
. . A
+ She feels in order to 'get the job done" it is important to “go-
"gtraight to the source'" so she frequently contacts the prime
sponsor directly through phone calls and letters--mostly the
latter for clarification and information--so records can be more t
easily kept. e prime sponsor has been veryiyelpful in
explaining, ;?§:{£ying. and interpreting various guidelines M
and regulations. .

The mediating r¢le assumed by this prdject director 1is clearly the

most efffcient wgy of handling questions on paperwork for this project

-
~

-

lig | " \
Y A

B

j




(f\\*m 95

-

as this 1s a smaller LEA project with one site, working within one school
system. She manages the competing demands of her various roles, but does
also volunteer that separate people in the roles of principal and '
project director would "make the program more ideal."

In two projects operated. by community colleges the mediators who are
also project directors find that the simultaneous demands of clearing
channels between systems and implementing goals are formidable. One
project director resigned ghecause of persénal frustration. The second
expends total energy responding to DOL eligibilty requirements, at the
cost of not having time to translate program goals to a staff who anxiously
await direction. It should be noted that the project met ‘the anticipated
target requirements, but staff expressed disappointment and disillusion-
ment with how this was done. One staff member enterred into this tirade
during an advisory committee meeting: *

,; +Wheg I originally joined with you on this project, I was originally
’ thinking about a pilot and exemplary project to provide career
' services to youth. I've got a system already set up. Thig stupid
1" logging in and intake form is hurting my program of providing .
]/ career services. What am I supposed to do, worry about the formg,more
~than about the gervices I'm supposed to give? I've got to put up
with 18 months of this Mickey Mouse stuff? .
The two project directors/mediators at the community colleges
were enmeshed in much larger bureautratic structures than the director/
mediator of the alternative school, and consequently, they found little
tiq? for developing both system relationshipg and project goals. One
project director indicated a lack_of'knowiedge about project\goals and a

4
preoccupation with CETA reporting requirements in this response to an

on-site observer:

The project director then proceeded to explain that the goalg\and <;
objectives hkadn't been stated yet, that his first concerns

117
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were with deadlines and quotas, and that the goals and objectives
would crystalize as the project proceeded.

'.At the end of April the project director announced to the advisory
committee that they met the projected quotas for the first DOL reporting
- quarter. As the megiing progressed, tension mounted between CETA
representatives, the paraprofessional and five high school directors who want

program direction, and the director who needs to continue meeting quotas

. ,
but also wants to respond with more program direction. The on-site

obBerver reports:

One high school director then claimed that his paraprofessional

was trying to do too much, more than she could because no one told
her what her objectives were to be. A second high schooiﬂ

director complained that there was really a lack of communication

in this advisory committee, that the proposal had been written .
before the committee had been assembled, "there was some input, but
the proposal made a fait accompli, but we don't know what it is."

The project director responded, in what appeared to me to be a
battle to keep his composure. "I'm giving good articulation of
what our contract 13 all about. T want to know what your relation-

¢ ships and expectations are." He then explained the purgpaé of the
program plan ‘sheets which the paraprofessional was to use with the high
school directors, to develop a proje’fiﬁide statement of goals
and objectives. .

. . R

A third high school diregtor then applauded, saying that "d? to now -+"
the left hand ‘doesn't knpw what the right hand is doing. I'm TR
developing my own program)because I don't know what you‘S;:°going&;

ent.
and as the mood seemed to fnvite complaints, the gecond high "
school director criticized the supposed 1link between education §
and the DOL, saying, "The fact that I am always detailing and Y
documenting curtails my effectiveness. 1It's always a battle of

the numbers. Our total effectiveness 1s going to be cut down."

The general committee exp g;sed agreement, with that asses

This meeting initiated a procedure to be used for goal clarification, .
‘5
yet the resolutions wild come slowly. The project staff responsible
for working with the youth and high school directors looked for programmatic

leadership from the project director/mediator, and they did not feel a

senge of collective purpose.

) 118
.J%QVL




In the five projects mentioned earlier that experienced an

initially successful start-up, staff exhibited behaviors indicating

a sense of purpose about the project, or understood’ their own &
goals within the one site of a multiple site project. Though some ’
- ' project teachers felt removed from stated project goals or, in instances

when they did not know what the goals were, they were not paralyzed
by this, and often formulated their own goals. The role functions of
the responsive mediators at these five sites allowed them to have the

time and energy to do this.

Project purpose in relation to the delivery systems. The project

purpose must be,clear and mutually accepted by the delivery systems. The
|

five pyojects operated by the two LEAs, the two consortia of school

. districts,. and one nén-profit organization experienced no or limited

o e
resistance from the schools involved. These five projects link them-

af ‘

selves toé&ﬁé existing educétional systems along three dimensions:
strengthening the existing services forlthe target.youth; adding new
programs using both old and new staff; adding,?ew programs and new staff.

Four of the five projects strengthen exis;ing services for the
target population. The two consortia anq onevnon—prpfit organization
involve classroon high school tgachers in training,sessions, oriented :
toward helping them integrate cdreer information into their cqrriculum.
Teachers are reimbursed for gpr&icipation in these gessions. One.LEA
project attempts to increase tge awafeness of gnd understanding for youth
in their project by involving pub}fc achooi teachers, counselors,

administrators, and the family and the youth employment service in

discyssions, both formal and informal, about progress of individuals
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and decisions abo;t their future diréctioﬁé once their stay in the program
ends. - v f~

The same four projects also add new programs to the educational
services, using both ;ormer and ;ew staff from the schools. Such programs
include.career information centers for one non-profit and two consortia,
and an alternative LEA school. One consortium added a job counselor

and a day care center to a school For pregnant and new mothers. Another
consortium pro&ides work experi;nce for youth at the schéois, usipg
existing staff as counselors. .

Ore non-profit, and the ;Igth project, an LEA, added new programs
and new staff. The LEA busses;h;gh school youth to a storefront center
for training in'job—s;eking skills; and ‘will helpvthem locate jobs. The
non-profit pro;ided work experience for 100 high school youth, basing
their operation frgm Ehe five high schools in the school district.

) The ;arious components of the five projects required different ™™
d?éreee ofsabsorption into and acceptance by the existing school staff %o
and systems. Where the.school districts, community colleges, and/or

A do not agree on the texﬁs of the project, the projgct fails to be
implemented, or encounters resistance which results in lengthy negotiations
before anything can happen. The ;emaining five projects not yet )
discﬁssed in the preyious section on mediating roles enter this
category. They are operatedlby one prime, two non-profit organizations
and two community colleges. Y ’ - S

Two projecfs, one operated d&.a pr%me spongor, the othef by a

non-profit -organization for high school age youth, encountered

difficulty gaining access to youth and teachers as clients for the¥r

programs. A substantial amount of time has been spent on the part of ,the

i2v
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mediators trying to convince the schools that ‘th 'project is worthwhile
for them, and that they should partiéipate. The authority df both
operators to run the project is being actively questioned by the teachers
and administrators in both school districts, and suspicion and mistruét
are baréiers to implementation.

A non-profit operator hoped to train teachers, but the teachers and

school administrators blocked training efforts until they could

\

negotiate the terms of the training. During the negotiations, tha operator
redirected 1ts efforts toward CETA youth workers. Evidence to date
~ .

indicates no clear resolution with the school teachers and administrators.

[SN——

The source qf low level of collaboration between the prime sponsor

operator and the school district manifested itself at one meeting between

the CETA youth programs administrator And a member of the board of
education from the school district. The school official expressed -

L 4
exasperation at the amount of programmatic control exerted by the CETA

\pfficial. He finally exclaimed:
, \
Let us as a subcontractor spell the program out and determine what
is to be achieved. Give it to us and we'll deliver.. It's this
inter-administration thing that takes upgka lot of time.

I3

Thefgchool_adminigtrator in&icates that the district would like the
opportunity to administer a project designed by them, and could do it
if given the chénce. \

Behind this inability to collaborate more freely exists a long term
mistrust of CETA aﬁ& government programs on the part of the board of
education. 6ne school d;strict representative described that mistrust
whén refusing to sign a contract for help his gystem would provide

i ~

CETA in a workforce survey: //
\
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We have the capacity to get it accomplished, it doesn't have the
highest priority but we'll get it through. We are most ‘hesitant
to sign a formal contract because the board of education members
don't go along with the idea of involvement with CETA. It just
isn't a good issue to bring before the board. The informal

way 18 the only way we will deal with you. And you'll have to .
trust us. We want the information and we realizd what it can do
for us and the community but there is no authorization to put
forth Any manpower monies in getting the project accomplished.

We have recently elected a board member th-is really anti-
government involvement, and 1if he got wind of this we would have
a real problem on ocur hands. So, we won't even consider bringing
a non-financial agreement, that requires the board's sgignature,
to them. .

Thus the tensioﬂ continues. . The board needs funds, as indicated else-

7 ¥

where, and needs he&p with the target youth. But certain attitudes of

©

members towards involvement in CETA programs, and a need for more eontrol

over m?nies to be spent caution them against involvement. And the prime f
N
needs to invest monies on in-school programs for youfh, as illustrated

in the 22 percent section of this report. K

A resolution to this conflict occurred during late April and May,

L

1979. The pri.exgbonsor will phase out their rold of operating youth

programs, and begin to provide technical assistance to oéber operators,

gsuch as ;he schools who secure grants. ‘ &
»

#

Anéther non-profit organization experienced somewhat tedious

decision making at the outset, but as'thc school districts began to trust

their project's intent, and as the project began to move carefully '
Q .

and adhere to school distriet policy, the project gained thelr trust, and
no longer had to check each decision. The project director explains the ‘

dimensions of the problem:

““The problems we have had with communication are that there are three
administrators, one from the school system, ong’ from CETA, and one
from thig projeact, that are directly involved with .the decision-
making process. Our problem has been the time that these three

2]
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individuals have been-able td"getatogether; We have had more
problems with directly working with the superintendent of schools,
because certainly our. project is only & small -part of this operation;
and we are not a’iabsolute priority at all times, and when we do

t

! work out a time, meet we hope to accomplish many things.

He later continues: I think what has’ éhhanced the communication

/// - has been that all three major administrators are seeing the

potential long-range effects on the program and we have felt that
there will have to be sacrifice® in terms of time and effort to
make 1t successful and we aresvery willing to cooperate. Slowly

us on a regularly scheduled basis.... : oo
3 . ’

v

but surely, a lot of the authority in making these things have
~béén delegated to others with a mechanism of communicating back to

The above comments by the project direct6r indicate a flux dver time tn\)

the developing relationshipS'and responsibilities of the key actors.

0y

Unlike the former non-profit organization and prime sponsor, this
N

operator had secured legitimate authority for serving the needs of certain

~ youth. b

~

The two remaining community college operatoii as &et do not have

youth enrolled. Both of these community colleges'and one mentioned
‘ T

earlier underwent extensive contract negotiations with DOL before contracts

could be signed. Two signed 1q _December and one in February. One urban

project has involved the board of education for the high schools, a

community college, and the Depar;ment of Employment in negotiations about

- budgets and staff positions since the contract was signed in December.

- i

The on-site observer describes the negotiations as tedious, time consuming,

and trying on everyone's patience. -Not"one student has been employed or

received a service as of May 30. The coordinators came on board in

March.

.a

The second community college project started hiring staff in January,

and has been cadtiously implementing the program since' that time. At

~
-

the end of January the observer reported:

123

\ 2



-2 R . el
o -
. .

< BN '

102

‘e

. ‘ ) . . X
The new projetct director goted the following progress to date:
a) two new counselors hired for the project, b) two Qounselors
¢ \ transferred in from other- programs without replacembnts, one

. . « from a handicapped prog?&m, one from the counseling and guidance
, : department. . ~ ) q .
- The project'director‘is now seeking particular project support from -
.Ei\ the dean of .student serVices and thedirector of counseling as well

as support from the handicapped progr%m.

- ‘ '~ He appears to be approaching project implementation in a cautious,
but deliberate manrer. He 1s obviously aware of campus politics
and appears to be trying to muster a network of support without
jeopardizing or threatening other elements needed in the project.
This approach appears to be consistent with the prevailing
Proposition 13 atmosphete on campus which is evidenced by the
‘obvious protective attitude by all segments of the college regarding .
. position reassignments and new programs.

. ”
‘. Steps continued to be taken to aesure the appropriate authorities in the

college that the project was not dupl(g\fing existing services. At the

beginning of MarcK minority staff at the college expressed concern

that an appropriate minority person be included on the project. -
Meanwhile, the staff was being trained. The on-site observer notedhthe'

following in-service ‘session:
Most of the comments made during the second half hour session focused
on how to functionally and structurally make the program work.

' Understanding the program model was said to be essential, as well as -
understanding the "how to do it aspect" of the program. Points
were detailed regarding lines of authority, and accountability
was heavily stressed. The project director expressed that he knew
there would probably be a few problems with unauthorized requisitions
and that he intended to keep a close check on where the project
requests were originating. - He mentioned that although the start-up
planning and in~service were time consuming, they were, nevertheless,
essential to the success of the project. He reiterated that key
: ‘ project participants, particularly the core counseling staff, must

understand the what, how, and why af every detail of the program.

3

-

-ﬁoward the end of March the observer noted to the project director
that there were some concerns 1in the community and in the CETA office that

actual employment ought to be taking place. The director acknowledged the

N
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- concerns, adding that resistance was coming from the cbunseling center
and the college in general because "...the project was beginning to be

_viewed as a 'change agent.''" For a cost-effective system, the project

? . depends’ in part onpracticalsérvic;; from the pfesentICOunselors. By
~ April the project secured help from two minority program staff on a part-
time basis.
At this point, accepténce of the project by the director of the
minority program and his staff is essential for inclusion in
the summer efforts of the minority program, which, in itself, is
indicative of how critical and interdisciplinary effort is and will
be to the prgject's survival and success. '
After this meeting, the project was now ready to recruit 10-12 peer
counselorslfor training, and they in turn would hglé-75-100 summer
: participants with guidance. .
This nérrative of one community college site helps explain the
lengthy implementation process involved in integrating the exemplary
érogram into existing services. College staff having a stake in the day-
to-day operation of the project want to make it work. We can speculate
that the degree of ownership experienced E} the college staff may have
a long range impacF on changes brought to the system. But that long
range integration iﬁto and impaét on the system will not be measurabie for
several years. Moge immédiate j;dgments can be made about the costs of
implementation, which take intofaccount the time involved in learning the

model, .the numbérs of students served, and the extent of commitment on

\ - ‘ the part of -the community college staff. . .

) -

Twenty-Two Percent Incentive

Key actors at nine sites were asked whether the 22 percent incentive

) -shad the intended effect. of bringing schools and CETA together.
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The superinéendent/operator for one LEA project gnd his prime
sponsor view-the CETA youth monies available as providing opportunities
to create new services for.youth. The prime reported that 80 percent
of the YETP monies are spent on creating new programs in his schools for

the target group. The on-site observer reported:
He feels that the 22 percent incentive gave "for the first time
impetus to all three public school systems for having an under-
standing of CETA programs for youth.' Although they were aware
of CETA summer programs, he doesn't think there was an awareness
of the role the schools could play in the program to train and
employ. CETA went to the schools and explained but at first there
was not the involvement and undérstanding there is now. It is
becoming more clear he feels, that CETA can be a natural "bridge
or transition between school and work" and that the two can work
well together for youth.

The superintendent of one of the districts uses such monies to run new
programs for the target youth, and to change what his school can do.
Two operators, one'community college and one LEA, ingicated that the
. incentive reinforced or encouraged linkages that were_already existing.
An LEA administrator described this éncouragement to an on-site observer:
He (the administrator) was pretty strong in stating that prior to
this working relationship with the Youthwork, CETA, and the prime
sponsor, that his district had an outstanding working relationship
with all of these people and that the 22 percent incentive simply

reinforced this good working relationship.

Respondents from five sites, which included two consortia, one prime

operator, one community college, and one not-for-profit organization,

indicated that the incentive did not bring the systems together. One

of the consortia is presently working with CETA through the exemplary
project for the first time. - The districts it repreéents have not had any
previous involvement with the prime sponsor.

‘Ore prime sponsoi who also operates programs for youth mentioned

the difficulty in doing prograps outside the schools because of the way
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he interprets the regulations for spending youth monies. On the other

<, ~

hand, as explained in the previous section, the school distriet in his

areé ishesitant to involve themselves in CETA programs because of their
negative image. He knows that the schools need money, and he continues
to entice them to take his money for cgrtain.purpqses. The following
quote from his presentation to a board of educétion representative
illustrates this process:

“I'm saying that with our successful lay counselor career education
program and positive reaction from all involved in the schools
that you might want to take advantage of this success and help
your counselors do a better job with your students. They obviously
don't have the time, but we can provide with our 22 percent monies
a viable program that would help students and counselors in our
schools.

The key actors involved in the not-for-profit organization's project
in a large urban area explained further that the 22Ypercent monies go to
community based organizations (CBOs), and that only one high school .
receives money. The CETA official explained that the YETP 22 percent
intended to service in-school youth works out in’ reality as a non-financial
agreement with the schools. . The CETA system in this case serveslthe
public schools by helping keep their students who are "drop-out prone' in
school by providing both work éxper{;ﬁce and a General Education Diploma.
He explained the leverage that the CETA system employs by providing this
nén-finqncial agreement rather than financial for new positions, materials,
or other programs.

Observer: '"What happens 1f it's a negotiable issue? What if .
school B, for example,-said they would do an agreement with you?

They would sign a CBO-LEA agreement but they wanted it to be

financial, and they didn't want the non-financial agreement?"

CETA administrator: ''Well, they could do. that; however, what
we would do 1s go to our CBO where they had 25 kids in a manpower
development program, 10 kids in another program and we would just

tell them it just so happens that there's not foom for these kids in
these programs'anymore."
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AY .
(The observer comments:) In other words, he was éaying that,
politically, it could be negotiated and that they had enough
power to direct a school in the direction they wanted them to go.

x

This example of a non-financial agreement has implications for who

staffs the programs, and for the program's impact on the schools. The
. ‘\
schools no longer have to worry about this target group who are "taken

care of" by the CBOs. Another administrator in the same system said: - -

The school has to regpond to the majority of the taxpayers, the
majority of thg representatives on the school board who are not

in the most cases minority; therefore, it becomes a human nature
problem in that they just can't appeal toand meet the needs of
minority and low-income kids, as well as they can middle-class kids.
In contrast, the General Education Diploma people are street

people teaching street people. He said that CETA was succeeding

in keeping kids in school, kids are getting their high school’ -
graduation requirements behind them and they're getting trained

for jobs. : Co '

The question of leverage and systemic change in the schools again
enters into discussion. Should use of CETA monies require that the schools
change how they relate to the target population, or allow the schools ,
to subcontract énother party to take care of the target population while‘
they continue to reach only the middle class? One LEA views the 22 percent

incentive as a starting point of new programming opportunities for the

target group in their system.

Duplication of Services

The Youthwork exemplary projects were to have one or more unique
featd}es not already offered in their cqmmunity. This 1s true only 1f the
definition of what is "unique" is accepggd according to the poingeff view
of thg proposal authors. By examining their working definitions of service
coordination as demonstrated by each of the exemplary projects, we have

an idea of how they arrive at the point of view and its accuracy as to

the lack of duplication of effort. - .
125
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. Service coordination. The four coflege operators see themselves as
w

coordin;ting agencies, tapping existing resources within their system to
run their project. This explains the sense of frustration bygsblgngthy
négg}iations experienced by the project directors, and :ﬁé\dgyayed
start-ups across the board in these projects. The frame of reference for
service coordination centers on resources offered and to be developed
within the colleges in tworcases, and betwéen the colleges and the high
schools 1in two other cases.

The two consortia and thre€ non-profit operators demonstrate styles
or coordinating services for youth from several school districts.

One rural consortiuﬁ representing three separate school districts submitted
a grant to run programs through each of their respective.districts. Their
one-third time project coordinater/mediator expedites federal monéy into

their systems, and lesséns the amount of paperwork for each.

“The other consortium and three non-profit operators all depend on
their ability to get grants that allow them to continue their programs
which serve unhiet needs of youth in schools. The consortium secures grangs
for several school districts, one non-profit ‘organization specializes in
contracts for éaregr information progfamg, another tries to get contracts
to bring busiﬁess and the schools together, and a fourth serves the

handicapped. All four have a stake in secqring grants each year, and each

has the resources to respond to RFPs within the short DOL deadline. "As

‘mentioned in the section on communication channels, these operator

models, the consortium and non-profit organization, should secure
legitimate authority to enter the schools before getting a grant. Also
their position in relation to the schools requires that they be sensitive

to services already offered by the system. One on-site observer of a
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non-profit organization's projett uncovered a parallel CBO work experience
program already in operation. The exempiary project.did not know of

its existence, and therefore was not tapping its resources.
AN

Two LEA operators work closely with the pfimes. One demonstrates
a high degree of coordination of ser§ices, inQolving parents, the
Youth Employment Service, the’ high school and the%Project. The project
offers a temporary stopping point for youth in trouble at school, and
provides special services ung}l the youth are ready to re~enter the
other delivery systems be it employment or more schooling.

The key actors in the schools and CETA identified three dimensions
for discussion of the unique features of the exemplary programs.
(1) They stated that while similar programs may be available in their
systems, they are nét used by the CETA-eligible target group. (2) Every-
one identified some program activity that was new, along the dimensions
of Table 2.  (3) When speaking about the program“activity and @hen
reading observationg,of day~-to-day operations at the sites a special
quality of étaff-youth relationships and work emerges frém the data. A
current research agenda for career information on-site observers 1is to

conduct interviews with 20 youth at each of the 12 projects about their

experiences in the programs, and its impact on them.

v

Project Administrative Demands .

The project operator was congratulated on the lack of paperwork
by everyone. He stated his office would be a conduit for the
paperwork to the regional office ‘and would try to do much of the
paperwork so that the sites would not have to and could get their
real work done.

Every gite experienced the drain in varying degrees of filling oqut

forms, interpreting the regulations, and then receiving a new, updated

~ 4 - 13v




version of regulations that they must reinterpret. The project illustrated
AY

above had a project director whodefined his primary rcle as the’

paperwork man_£4r the multi-site project under his direction. To achieve-

a successful initiation dfggﬁprgé}am, our evidence strongly suggests fha;

one of the ﬁ@y)actors for each-program must assume responsibility for
T

agssuring that documenting occurs, regulations are understood, monies

not yet received are on the way;‘and ambiguities are lessened or tolerated.

The voluminous amount of paperwork contributes in part to the
negative image that CETA holds for.manytafthé operators. . Operators like
_the monies tﬁat CETA provides, but are often‘reluétant td:submit proposals

knowing the ensuing hassles with paperwork, and_reputation of‘some
pﬂograms such as SPEDY. One suggested she may have been duped--not .
knowing beforehand of the bookkeeping details and changing numbers in
her budget.

My board would have dumped it a long time ago. If I knew then what
I know now, I never would have begun to do it.

Part of the diffiéulfy inherent <in the paperwork management ltes in
the two different schedules of CETA and the schools. Schools run
budgets, staff, students, and programs through a school year. Grants
received in November give the schools three éhoices:' revising the

curriculum, delaying the start, or ingﬂsting other funds in the sgtart=up.

oF
-

In most cases programs have been delayed, save where the program
clearly grew out of a previous program that was already ip progress. The
following case from a non-profit organization illustrates how the DOL

funding schedule pressured an operator to forward fund a program that

was not yet contractually agreed upon:

; 131




110 : .

She (the project operator) gave several examples of the lack of
understaqging that DOL Whd fer operating with an in-school system.
She said that they (the project) flatly refused to start the
project in November. She said: "If we're going to start it,
we're going to start it when the school year starts." Youthwork
promised that they would get the money by August 30, so what ghe
did was spend her money, the mother project's money, and did not
get CETA monies until November 3. She said that this provoked
tremendous amounts of anxiety which did not seem to be understood
the CETA people locally or nati¢nally. She explained in detail
Kvﬁ?

the legal implications that she wap liable had tWNe CETA people not
kept their word and not finally gotten the money r. She said,
"Now that you've got me on my soap box, there are tremendous
communication problems. The DOL's planning schemes may work well
for them but they don't work for the schools."

Releasing an RFP in May does not _allow emough time for completion of

I'd

proposal, the grant review, budget and>goal revisions, nor for the

approval process, 1f programs are to be implemented by schools at the

beginning of the fall semester.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
/

Assessing. the impact of the "Fareer information, guidance, and job
seeking skills" projects on the service delivery of the schools to the
target,population is possible. One of the fgﬁzwpollege programs still
in the beginning stages has carefully laid the groundwork for close
collaboration and integration with the'college'g on~going services. The
s%%ahess in start-up allowed f;r possible future impact on the established
services. However, not one youth was employed as of mid-April.

It is not apparent to what extent the exemplary programs at nine
other projects will impact the education systems. These projects share

in common a certain distance from the regular school system staff,

o
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programs, and administration. This independence comes at a cost of -

2

. ownership, espegially when questigna,abou; project continuation and

absorption in the educational system arise. One éareer information

team member from the work experience component at a multi-site ‘non-profit

4

operator project reflected on this dilemma: .

Team member: "Ite®should be expanded for the whole year and
"should, I think, include all target students and it should be
worked in nine week units. That way we could perhaps get an
entire quarter credit for the students, treated as though it
were a course for a quarter. We could provide daily instruction.
In other words, these students would go to a class daily, they
would work for those nine weeks and théy would get a quarter
credit at the end. 1In that class, we could cover everything
with those 100 students that we now cover with our 400 students
over the year. They would not miss anything; every student .
would have the work experience part of the program and I think
it would be so much more successful."

Observer:. "And less messy, too."

Team member: ''Much less messy. We (the team) would have our
own students—-100 of them every quarter would come in. You would
give them a job; you would give them a quarter credit and every
day you would 'have a program you would work through."

Observer: ''Manage the thing."

Team member: "Right. Two people can do it. ...the classes
and the paperwork and the problems and placing and organizing that
sort of gtuff. I feel that would be the best...."

<<

But the opportunities for her input are marginal, given that the project
adminigtrators are located several layers administratively from theﬁ,
indeed a separate administration line from their gchool ??etem. Other
projects where the etaéf are temporéry personnel, or teachers participated
in geveral training sesscions probably will not experience a loss 1if
their project does not continue, and never experienced or intended to
experience a real change in what they do in the schools.

In the case of two multi=sité projects that pro‘pded funding for
parts of on-going alternative school programs, it is impossible to )

determine the program impact on the education system, other than stating

that new staff members strengthened the ability of the program to
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. implement its philosophy. One teacher gxplained what he does as part
of the career information component is not easily separated from his

%W other activities as a teacher:

-

He said that, in essence, he would like them to be able to

identify with him and be able to stay in school. ...stay

around long enough so that he could get. some career information

to them. He said he had to be extremely careful, that he isn't
just outright saying, "Hey, we're going to talk about careers,"

he says they just turn off to very straight approaches. He .
said he had to go through the back door to reach them and so in
essence his goal was to keep them in school, to keep them in contact,
to-build a relationship with them so that he could have some
influence in their decision making relative té6 jobs and careers.
One of the things that the teacher mentioned as a vehicle to build
a relationship with these kids was a backpacking trip that he‘hgd,
just been on the past weekend. It was one overmight and two days
hiking. He and two lother instructors went along on the trip.

He said it was a very positive experience.

Reinforcing new structures involves input from the teachers existing in
the present aystems; Allowing projects to reiﬁforce the interstices
where such movement 1s presently occurring gives such eff&rts a better
chancé of success. -

New structures that set up separate but equal facilities have been
declared illegal, not to mention the psychological impéct such services
have on the target population. Questions should ?e raised about two
projects ﬁhat offer warm, friendly environments to participants, but
gseparate them fFoh the mainstream, ‘their friends, and transport them across
town in cabs and busses. The programs should be seen as stop gap measures
available untilfprograms like these can be integrated into existing
services ;vailable in the community.

Two projects run by one LEA and one consortium stand as examples
of ecological programs, inteérated into the existing community where

it is located. Both are rooted in a history of needs for the unemployed,
$

drop-out/yrone youth in their communities, and Youthwork offered the
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.

schools a chance to enact their ideas. The key actors are long-term

school administrators, who use the project monies to tap resources in

the community for their yohthﬁ

Structural facilitators for project success emerged in the form

\

of mediators, who increase cooperation and personal relationships between
the delivery-systems, and who lessen the negative impact of the federal
paperwork. In future RFPs, Yod:hwork/DOL should specify the nature of
the linkage between the educational system and\ééTA réquired for program
models,.thus enhancing increased co%}aboration and possible impact on -

the edugational systems from the outset. ' /

Recommendations to Youthwork

The utility and‘benefits to beé derived from career information

programs with non-intensive services should be re-ckamined. The

impact of these gervices on ‘the educational systems qug;¥s

minimal at best and not-existent at the least.

Y

A mediator representiﬁgrthe project and serving as a liaisgon

to 'CETA should be identified and duties outlined in future funding

-
L3

initiatives.

Announcements of new program initiatjves should be so timed as to

eventuate in the selected projects being able to commence, their

activities with the bepinning of either-the fall or winter school

gemester.
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With future funding initiative;\T;lolving_in-school programs, b S

Youthwork should careful;y*ascertain the level of involvement by ’ I

[

educational staff, as well as their acceptance-of the goals of N

the project.

—

Recommendations to the Department of Labor

Prime sponsors should be encourdged té assume a role as

facilitator in interpreting DOL regulations and guidelines for

. .
the operators,,thereby making CETA more accessible to sites without

0
regsearch and development staff. It should be noted that two LEAs,
[} . R ~

~.

v . S\
one non-profit, and two consortia who had successful start=ups use

the CETA prime sponsor in this capacity. d

As a means to more effectively target resources and strengthen

the opportunities for effecting change within school systems, the

DOL should consider funding on-going intensive carcer information
v :

" as opposed to new programs.

st
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Methodological Appendix

Introduction

-

To learn more about the complex set of relations between education
and present/future employment\épportunities, the Department of Labor set

aside from YETP discretionary funds approximatély 15 million dollars for

~

"Exemplary In-School Demonstration Projects." These ,grants were to ex-
plore the dynemics éf in school projects and their effectiveness. They
also would be awarded to promote cooperation betweem~the education and

empléyment and training service systems. . ,

To assist the Department of Labor and its regional offices in

’

undertaking this effort, Youthwork, Inc., an intermediary non-profit

corporation, was established in January; 1978. Youthwork's responsibili-

v

ties were to include: developing guidelines for the competition to

select the Exemplary In-School Demonstration Projects, reviewing submitted

N

proposals, making recommendations for funding, providing guidance‘and

technical assistance for those projects selected in the competition,

. developing and implementing a knowledge development plan so as to increase

understandinévof different approaches and their effectiveness, and for-
warding reports and recommendations to the Department of.Labér.

As a result of a five tier evaluation process designed to select

-

from among the more than 520 submitted proposals, Youthwork made its

recommendations to the Department of Labor.. Forty-eight projects were

chosen. The first contracts were signed and prdjeets began operation ‘in

[
September, 1978. Forty-seven of the original 48 projects are now
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(July, 1979) operational. .

To assess these projecfs ang their efficacy in achieviog the twin
goals of program effectiveness and inter—institutionol collaboration,
Youthwork undertook a number of;khowlédge #evelopment efforts. These
were to Include the use o; analystic ethnographic ma;erial collected
by a éfﬁined observer placed at each prpjecf, third party evaluators,
MIS systems, and self'study reports from the individual projects.

For the first of these efforts, ;hat of developing a cross-site .
compaoative framework empioying qualitative daga colloction strategies,
Youthwork, inc., selecfed in September 1978 a group of researchors at
the Colle;e of Human Ecology, Co;nell Un?vegsity; The Cornoll project,
.entitled"Youthnyk National Policy Study," has undertaken a longitudinal
case study research program. Trained observers at each-of tﬂe project
sifés have been gathering data 1in specified areasAdesignated and developed
by mutuai agreement of the Department of Labor, Youthwork, and the
CornéHl University"reséarch team. Forging New Relationships: The CETA/

School Nexus is the first of a number of interim reports to be presented

b& the Yoothwork National Policy Studf.

This methodological appendix has been prepared in order to explipafe
the research methodology used in writing/ﬁﬁis report and others to follow.
The key points to be reviewed are the theoretical and empirical rationale
for qualitative research, .the general research plan, the focus for the °
first interim report, and strengths and limitations of tho data. The

hgpe of the Cornell Staff is that this appendix will help expand the

reader's understanding .of this research effort.
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I. Yheoretiéal Rationale

Many labels have been attached to the research strategy of direct

P

observafion of human activity and interaction in a naturalistic énviron—
ment. One of the egrliest uses of this technique was by anthropologists
in their field studies of .pre-literate peoples. Malinowski (1922) labeled
his techniqué of observation and participation in the various activities
of a Trobriand Villagé as "ethnography." He described his goal in util-
izing this technique as foliows;

-

The field ethnographer has seriously and soberly to cover

the full extent of the phenomena in each aspect of tribal

culture studies, making no difference between what is
_ commonplace or drab, or ordinary, and what strikes him as

astonishing and out of the way. At the same time, the

whole area of tribal culture, in all its aspects, has- to

be gone over in research. The consistenéy, the law and .

order which obtain within each aspect make also for joining

them into one coherent whole. .

More recently, Valentine (1968) has called for new ethnographic
research to be conducted among various groups of Noqth American urban
poor. He states it will be only in this fashion that the actual moti-
-vations and desires of the poor will_becdpe known. Only through direct
participation in the life of those being studied will there emerge an

[ 3 . * s

understanding of the structure of the society in which they live.
Valentine contends just as provincial judgments were made by colonial-
ists concerning the peoples they encountered, so also provincial judgments
are presently being made about the poor by middle-class socilal scientists.
The provincialism must be overcome by sustained conta&t which leads to

acceptance and undergtanding of the internal logic of the group being

studied. Vaflentine notes (1968: 8-9):
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It (ethnography) requires that the ethnographer live with

the people whose culture he studies. From the time of ‘

ploneer field workers onward, it has been recognized that

prolonged, intensive, direct exposure to the actual condi-

tions of life is needed to understand a previously unknown

culgure. This involves direct observation of social be-

ha¥ior and participation in community life as well as

systematic questioning and discussion with informants.

Only by this immersion in on-going group existence can the

anthropologist probe thoroughly beneath the:surface of a

culture and replace superficial impressions with more ac-

curate insights. ‘

Sociologists have utilized nonparticipant observation for such
diverse studies as ‘Industrial strikes (Gouldner, 1954); community organi-
zation (Hatch, 1948; Lynd and Lynd, 1928; Warnmer et al., 1944); behavior
in public places (Goffman, 1963); psychiatric interviewing (Scheff, 1966);
clientele in stores‘with pornographic material (Polsky, 1967); controlled
studies involved with attitude formation (Katz, 1957); effects of group
pressure on the modification and distortion of judgments (Asch, 1952);
and ‘development of racial identification (Clérk, 1947; Goodman, 1952).
The settings in which such observationg occur vary from the naturalistic

o

set iné of the union hall or booksgore to the 'highly structureﬂ surround-
ing[ of the laboratory.

Exagples in the sociological literature of studies utilizing parti-
cipant observation include Whyte (1943)‘in his study of "Cornerville;" '
Liebow (1967) with black streetcorner men; Becker (1955) with\jazz
musicians; Henglin (1967) with cab drivers; and Humphreys (1970) who
participated as a voyeur for men engaged in homosexual activity in public
restrooms. Within the field of education, bath participant and non-
participant observation have been employed in the study of classroém

activities and interactions. Bellack (1966), Biddle and Adams (1967),

Henry (1963), Rist, (1970, 1973, 1978), Smith and Gedffrey (1968), all

‘ . 142
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have utilized‘direct observation of classroom situations to analyze
attitude formation, peer group relations, student teacher training,

and variations in teacher control techniques: In the employment field,
Wurzburg (1978, 1979) adopted a case study agproach to provide an on-
going picture of how prime sponsors were implementing YCCIP and YETP

programs.

II.  The General Research Plan

The Youthwork National Policy Stﬁdy cﬁose the case study approach
because of its flexibility in design and execution and, most important,
because case‘study data are most useful in capturing the processes and
on-going problems and successes of program developﬁent and implementa-
tion. In addition, these types of data easily lend themselves to a
formative feedback gesign which is essential to the improvement of
employment/educational programs for the low income/unemployed youth.

The case studies have drawn heavily from the methodologies traditionally
associated with anthropology, sociology and social psychology (see above
review).

Throughout the period of the case study, the field researchers, one
at each of the siges, have functioned as non-participant obsenvers. Their
overriding concern 1s with capturing and elucii?ttng\xngous dimensioné
of the site, especially those of natural behavior, natural setting, and
natural treatment. As Tikunoff haé written:

Observing and recordi&g natural behavior...demands that the

researcher attend to factors such as the extent to which the

observational methods a) intrude upon or restrict the poten-

tial for natural behavior to occur, and b) record what is

£ . observed in such a way that the complexities and multi-
dimensionalities of the natural behavior are preserved..

143
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”

The complexities of implementing multi-task programs in schools are
difficult to captufe with straight interview data and/or survey questioni
naires. The field researchers have been trained in the application of
the traditional emic approach to field ﬁork. This approach dictates

that the observer should use the same criteria that informants use as

they observe, interpret, and describe their own experiences. Variousl&

described by other researchers as "folk system analysis," or studies of

the "social construction of reality,” the importance of the approach has

been described by Ogbu:

From this perspective the behavior of any group of people

in schools, churches, or political rallies are not governed
by an "objective reality out there,"” but by the "reality"
they experience and interpret. Most studies document the
middle class interpretations of the universe of these people.
Although the theories that emerge may be self consistent,
they do not represent accurately the "realities" they
attempt to explain.

A) Data Sources

Field researchers used several data sources for their description -
and analysis of the in-school exemplary program with which they are af-
filiated. The basic strategy of data collection is that of a triangu-
lation of data sources.

Non-participant observations. The field observer collects data

through on-site, non-intrusive observations of various components of the
project. F%ﬁid notes are made of these observations and they form the
basis for lat;r organization and analysis of the key issues. This data
collection strategy is generally undertaken at least one day per week

for the duration of the case study effort. The focus of such observa-
tions are determined by the observer himself/herself, but oriented towards

answering policy questions developed by the Department of Labor, Youthwork,
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and the staff of the Youthwork National Policy Study.

Written documents. Whenever possible, the field researcher has

obtained copies or abstracts of all written records pertinent to the

i . . N
exemplary program. These include evaAluation reports, memoranda, announce-
ments, internal communicattons, nonrconfidential asgessments of gtudent”

performance, formal con}:néts ofvassociation; and the like.

Focused_intefgzgws. As the third pivot of the data collection.

strategy, focuéed interviews have been used to clarify matters either
observed or read about. These intervieuws séek to provide'an asséssment
of the situation from the view of the respondents; be they teachers,
students, pfivate sector sponsors or school administrators. The aim of
these interviews was.not to develop psychological profiles or clinical
explanatidhs for project related events, but to gain an understanding of
how various participants have defined their participation in the program
and how such.interpretatiOns,are or are not cOnsona;t with those of other
actors. Likewise, emic understandings of the program activities can be

gained from such focused interviews.

r

B) Organization and Analysis of Field Notes

Systematic and analytical observations depend upon the recording
of complete, accurate, and detailed field notes. The documentation of
the observation took place as soon after witnessing the event as possible.
The field resgarchers were cautioned as to the inhibiting nature of using
mechanical devices for the recording of events. Unless otherwise agreed
upon with the individual site observer, no mechanical devices were used
during on-site observations for the recording of material. The observers

were instructed in styles of note taking and the manner in which the notes
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were to be converted into field protocols. These protocolg are the key
data source for the subsequent analysis of the policy issues."Protocois
are produced in conjunction with‘ghe local project.‘ One copy of all
protocols remains with thé field obéérver and one copy 18 sent to the
Nafional Project Director, br. Ray C. Rist. All field notes are read.
by Cornell staff so that glaring omissions, contradictioné, and diffi-
cult to understand statements can be clarified by the field observer
while the material is still in recent memory.

Distilling these‘voluminous grotocéis requires a series of coding
and editing steps. ‘This has been undertaken by the Cornell staff and
done according :; a framew0rk‘negesgar? to answér‘the key‘policy}questicue.
Further, this effq;t will alléw f;r a standard editor%al style to evolve

across all case stmdies. The detraction of multiple editorial approaches

has often been apparent from case_stgdy material in the past.

C) Validity

The validity of naturalistic case stpdy mate;ial depends greatly
upon the manner in which the data are recorded,ithc sengitivities of the
field researcher and the dualiﬁy of the editingAf;om the protocols. “There
are at least three sources of validity for ,naturalistic data and which
are applicable to this present study: ecological (external) validity;
phenomenological (internal) validity; and contextual validity. 1In
naturalistic reéearch, fhe data are.considered\to be valid 1if they
reflect or describe what actually is — what has éccurred, what condi-
tions exist, what interactions have taken place, etc. .

Ecological validity 1s based on the accurate portrayal of the setting.

1f the account of the setting has been repve#duced so as to describe the
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setting in its natural form, then ecological validity is established.
Field accounts must preserve the integrity of the natural setting. It
was a keJ‘Eask of the project director and his staff to monitor continu-

ally the field protocols to examine how authentic is the reproduction

of the setting by the observer, i.e., how strong is thé '"goodness of

fic" betwéen the data and the setting. Internal validity is ach%gved
within naturalistic résea;ch when the descriptions of the events: situa~
tions, and interactions among actors are sSuch tﬂat they accurately reflect
the perceptions and 1ntent£ons of the actors tﬁémselvés. The goal -is

the presentation of the material in such a way as to understand "from the
}pside" why it is that actions occurred as they did. The observer seeks

to understand héw those who were. involved interpreted what they and others

around themwere doing, Contextual validity comes from the accurate cap-

turing of the '"natural business' of the actors in the setting such that

to an outsider reading the protocols, the rhythm and routine of the“setting
become apparent. The descriptions of the setting should "ring true" due

to their fgllnesg of description and aBility to ﬁakg the setting under-

etandab;e to ou:giderg:

D) On-Site Observer Training

On-site observers have undergone two’.three day trainiég sessions
conducted by the project director, Dr. Ray C. Rist. These training sés=
sions covered basic aspects of observational research as well as particuldr
strqtegies necessarly for gathering data relevant to the analysis of the
policy questions. Tite basic curriculum for the training sessions was
developed by the director over the past four years while conducting

comparable training exercises. The first training sessionaawere held
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in October/November 1978 and the second in March/April 1979.

»

The first tralning.sessions were used to acquaint the newly hired

oyservers with the initial foci of the research effort and to examine the

basic skills observers wdu}d need for theirifield experience. Emphasis

was placed on describing how to trianguléte data sources (grinted matter, /
observations, formal intefviews) and the best ways tﬁ‘appro;ch acquifing

data which would help answer the key policy questions. The second

training session involved . further specification of the issues  to be

examined in the remainder of the year. Also, training dealt with parti-

cular problems incurred by observers during their first six months on

 site. A third emphasis of this second training was a review of the

nature and value of in-depth focused interviewing.

E) ﬁeggxts from On-Site Observers ' .

Two forms of data are produced by the on-site observers. The first
'is a copy of each and every prbtoéol geneiated by the observer during an; ¢
data collection endeévor. be that effort one pf interviewing, non-
participant observing, or the collection of written materials. These
were gathered together by the project director and staff so s to main-
tain a continuous monitoring system of field produced material. To date
(Egy, 1979) 1426 such protoéols héQe been p?oduced and mailed to the

Cornell office.

The second form of data transmitted from the on-site observers are

analytic narratives written in résponSe to questions sent by the Cornell
staff. The questions involve an analysis of various dimensions related

to the key policy questions guiding this entire research effort.‘
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III. .Strengths and Limitations of thé Data

The major strength of the data which have been collected is derived
from the longitudinal nature of the research design. The single most
apparent weakness in most research efforts attempting to document and
analyze program implementation is that they lack a sufficient longituaingl
perspective. A number of studies have utilized what could more aptly be
described as a cross-sectional approach in cpntrast to studying the pro-

gram in question over time.

Another .major strength of the data is .that long term participation

.
-

in the social system allows one to become aware of the subtle nuanceg,

the brief references that only have meahing to those within the system,

the gaps between word and deed and the official versus' the unofficial J
‘ [ {

notiqns of how the roles and tasks for various participants are.defined.

A weakness of quantitative‘designs is that they assume that behavior can

be abstracted and measured accurately. The Abstraction of various scores
and test results canm only give indication of output, not of process.

A basiﬁ:ipistomologiqal assumption underf\gs the selection of direct
observation as the primary research strategy employed in this study.
Direct observation can make positive contributions to the Btudy/ﬁf the :
‘cqntext of human and institutional behavior. The proﬁlems of bias or
preconception may be critical to the 1nterpretat%on given in the data,.
nevertheless, there will exist an-hcéount of the behavior relatively
independent of the interpretations drawn from that account.

Second,(the ob%Frvations at the sites were selective. Observets

were/}nstructed to look for situations which would contribute to an

analysis of the key poligy.issues. They were encouraged to vary both the

149




v day of the week and the times of day when they visited sites. This meant

that data was not collected over a whole spectrum of issues or over the
<

entire time span of the program. By'varying'the times of day and days
—

» of the weé’ of site visits, the hope was to accumulate specified

»

A

inféfﬁi):on from all types of settings. Subsequently; it was not pos-
sible ‘to determine fhe situatioﬁal antecéd ﬁt causal factors which were
unknown and may have directly impinged on thé behavior then béing observed.
Thus, there was an imperative for continuous visits to the site in order

to gbip over time a perspective of what constigyted the "typical” or
"normal"” patterns of interaction.

A third limitation was the blanket pfomise of anonymity to those
observed and interviewed. Particular methods of data collection had to
be evajuated in light of whgther it would insure protection to those
involved. Thig_co?sideration resulted in the loss of one important form
of data. Data could not be reporteg which had been collected if it
wguld have given strong clues as to the identity of the site o; respond-
egt involved. In promising all site personnel they wou;d remain unidenti-

fied, they were assured that statements made by them would not be reported

to their superiors.

. ) \ .
IV. Forging New ReJationships: The CETA/_Sghool Nexus ‘.

Thic report is an interim report on the form and content of CETA/ -~
achool relations which emefged during the first nine months of the Youthwork
érogram.-September 1978 to May 1979. The‘report addresses the circum- -
stances ﬂﬂé {ncentives which either facilitate or hinder the ability of

CETA prime sponsers and local educational agencies to come together to

develop inﬂovatiigizducation and training programs for low income youth.
v . .

4

. ) - \
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The intent of coordination between prime sponsors and local

educational agenéieS'is to improve the transition from school to work

: for adoléscent"you;h by proViding opportunities for occupational .

~ maturation and by removing any impediments that hinder the trafsition

’

. from ‘school to work. Opportunities;for occupational maturation include

@

‘the &;velopment'of personal compelencfes required of workers in the adult

IS

labor market as well as basic education and training to develop job skills
leading to unsubsidized jobs in the public and private sectors. The
goals of the in-~school YEDPA programs relate €%~Rhe needs of young people

in regard to both long term career development and morerimmediate job ;b

searcﬁ and placement activities. Ag;ainment of a high school degree,

acquisition of basic¢ academic and coping skills, opportunity for career

explorafion,\increased knowledge aboﬁt the labor market and specific

jobs, training and educational opportunitiés as well as an opportunity

v’

“to earn money to stay ‘in our return to school are among the outcomes

. ¢

sought for young people under YEDPA.

The staff of the Youthwork National Poliéy Study developeg an
analysis packet entitled, "Employment Training ‘and Education: The Y

o

Interrelationships of DelivEry Systems," to answer questions related

®

to the relationship between CETA prime sponsors and local educational
agencies. - Observeré at each of the ¢cooperating sites (40 of the 48)

documented the relationship between the two delivery systems in an attempt
5 :
0 » _
to apswer the question: To what extent do CETA prime sponsors and local

- °

* gducational agencies. cooperate and uﬁder what conditions? _Areas of in-

‘ terest include communication, collaboration, awareness of and effect of

22 percent inceﬁgive, and Qpplicaéion of seryices.

o

. 15'1 - | . ’. -
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ANy A secqﬁﬁ analysis packet, entitled "Emergent Sustaining Relationshipsg

of the Delivery Systems," was the result of a continuing dialogue between

_ the field observers and the Cornellistaff. This;diélogue identifiea

several key issues. which needed greater'clarificationhand specificity.
The'tuo analysis packets are otesented in'their entirity in the following
pages. The first analysis packet, covering CETA/school relatioms, was
distributed to on-site observers in the Fall of 1978. The second analysis
packet, a more focuséd statement gggsevéral key issues, was distributed

'/
in- Febfuary 1979. These were the primary data collection instruments

_for the report "Forging New Relationships: The CETA/School Nexus
) :

) : N "
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\ - EMPLOYMENT TRAINING AND EDUCATION: THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS

OF DELIVERY SYSTEMS

b d \
This analysis packet has been prepared for the Natiomal Cross-Site
Assessment of the Exemplary In-School Demonstration Project, Youthwork,
Inc, Any questions concerning its content or use should be directed to

the {National Director of Cross-Site Assessment, Dr. Ray C. Rist, College
of n Ecology, Cornell University.

Octobér 1978 - _ .

© 153




132

EMPLOYMENT TRAINING AND EDUCATIGH: THE‘INTERRELATIONSHIPS

OF DELIVERY SYSTEMS

Introduction K

<
t

School systems and CETA have both come tp‘serve vital roles in
addressing the critical issue of youth unemployment. At preéeﬁt, both
provide a*conduit for programg addressed to youth. The generic question
to be addressed then, given the participation ofléchools and CETA in the
matter of youth unqnploymeht, is in what mannef do. the schools and CETA

respénd to the employment, educational, and training needs of youth.

Assuming that each system has developed its own modus operandi, it becomes

a wise use of .resources and effort to ascertain the various conériﬁutidne
of each effort so as to, in the future, target resourcés towards that

system which is better suited to perform auparticulér function. Thus one
does not confront a situation of "either/or," but one of deciding whether
to ;ccentuate one dimension or another of what is in }act a complementary

relationship. 1In this light, the following areas need té be researched

and anai&zed:

I. Delivery Systems' Unique Contributions anq Strengths

A. YEDPA Target Group legislation aims to involve the economically

A

disadvantaged in work and/or training programs, hoping that this high risk
group will not then éf a later time enter the ranks of the unemployed.
41) Who 1s the target group? 1Is it the economically disadvantaged?
] .
2) If there has been a shift in the target groﬁp, what is the
basis for 1it?

3) Are females included? -
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4) How is the target group recruited and gelected?

5) Do the two systems reach different target groups? Why? -
: . .

o
[

B. nocal Community

To facilitéte the transition ff;m school to work YEDPA hopes to en-
hance, strengthen, ot create links bétween groups in the commnity that ~“j”
come into contact with the target group youth.

1) How is "local community'" defined?

2) What are the linkages to the local community? Who initi?tes
contact?

3) What is the purpose Jf working with another community group?
When does one group get in touch with another? Who sustains the
relation? Does one community group refer others to programs?

o 4) Describe key incidents where program people interact gpith
"local community" ;eople.

5) Does one system attraét or esiablish ties with a certain
type of community program? (e.g., are schools better able to work
wiih pubiic ?fficials whereas CETA does better with labor?) Why?

6) Does ghe program make itself visible to the community?

c’ Prégrgm Characteristics ' ' .

Each demonstration project promises a unique progigzﬁféature that

addresses the problem of training and work for youth. , -1 . .

r

1) What is the 'unifue contribution of the YEDPA program in
" relation to other local education and CETA programs for youth?

2) Do some programs create altermative or innovative employment

kY . N~

systems? In what way are they considered innovative or alternative? s

3) Why. age some youth attracted to certpin programs, and not

" others? . )

: 1

]
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‘4) Describe the relafionships between supervisors and youth.

II. Eﬂérgent Sustaining Relationships of the Delivery Systems

v
A. Communication Channels .,

23

There ig reason to assume that two organizationsewho work'with the

same clients and for 'the same end would function better if in communica-

tion with each other.
1) What are the communication channels?
2) AFe 1ines of permanent communication developed?
3) What hinders/enhances communicétibn betﬁeen the two gystems?
4) When do the tWo systems work together? Describe the purpﬁse
of the interchange. Who are the key players?‘

5) Where 1is the program physically located?
/

B. Collaboration Styles

Systems may develop collaboration styles that are sufficient for
their purposes and unique to their 6Féanization.
1) What is the ;ode of wor%ﬁﬂé¥together? (Cooperation, shared
decision-making, information giving, other?) '
fyf’Z) IS cooperation necessary? Does it happen when key decisions
are made? ' |
3) Did the 22 pércent incéntive bring the systems together?

What do the systems feel about this federal tactic?’

C. Program Characteristics

One goal of YEDPA has been to create new work and training programs

not already included in CETA and schools.

v
L4

1) Are the YEDPA programs in fact new employment opportunities
for youth, or are they duplications of options alread& available?

~o

-
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2) Are youth whovbelong to one training/education system doing
the same type of activities ip another system? Describe.
3) Does the exemplary granf affegt YE?P 22 percent programs?
4) If multiple delivery systems are in place, how héve the two
systems set up the adminisfration of theilr programs?
—Did they design delivery of services together?
_--What were the compromises? What are the ramifications?
--How have they integrated the delivery of services?

—Are the services coordinated? Does their method of coordina-

tion enhance or detract from the delivery of services?

~* TII. Reciprocal Impact that Prograﬁs Have on Delivery Systems

A. Impact on Schools

When bringing together the eméloyment training and education systems,
it is important to know 1f this 1s a one-shot attempt or a program experi-
ment that will have long range impact, a seed program that will bear fruit
in both anticipated and unanticipated ways.

1) In what ways, if any, has the school system responded to the
CETA emphasis on programs oriented toward disadvantaged youth by
. redefining and reorienting programs for the benefit of these youtﬁ?
2) Does the school's cooperation with QEI%.EXtEnd beyond fﬁe life
of the YEDPA program, end with the program, or integrate into other

areas of the school organization?

3) ‘Do the schools involve the local coﬁmunity in developing

& .
plans in the delivery of services to youth and in activities which
better use community resources for the benefit of youth?

" 4) what are the structural barriers/facilitators for success/

- failure of program implementation?y . . ‘ ' o
‘ & ] J '
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B.

Impact on CETA

The In-School component of YEDPA encourages close collaboration
'betwéen schools and CETA so that cleérer role definition of'responsibi-
lities in;olved in employment training for youth results.

1) Are there changes in the CETA/school relationships'that
extend beyond the life of the program?
2) Does CETA define a role for itself vis-a-wis employment

training for youth in the schools? Are there clear, mutual expecta-

tions about who does what for whom?

METHODS -

Choice 3} data collection methods for information about the issues
concerning the relationships between the two delivery systems assumes
an appropriate fit between the question and the lens for viewing the
situation.

Observations of key incidents in the daily program operation can
reveal insights about the dynamics of the systems' relationships.
Description of moments when members of different groups confer about
program procedures, when a youth and staff member work together, when ¢
staff contact local business are all means'of data collection. Detailed
descriptions of the content and quality of these common occurrences will
help generate hypotheses about the'program's relationship to the education
and employment training systems.

Ipterviews with program participants and contacts in both systems
will help the observer check out the focus of his lens, and the meaning -

that these incidents hold for them. A continuing dialogue between the
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observer and setting participants assufeé that the observer is on track,

and'that'he/she describes incidents important to the participants.
Records, reports, documents, and newspapers should all ﬁrovide the

observer'with'backgound for the inquiry and assure that he/she will go

beyond historical data in observations and interviews.
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EMERGENT SUSTAINING RELATIONSHIPS

OF THE DELIVERY SYSTEMS

This analysis packet has been prepared for the National Cross-Site
Assessment of the Exemplary In-School Demonstration Project, Youthwork,
Inc. y questions concerning its content or usgse should be diracted
to the! National Director of Cross-Site Assessment, Dr. Ray C. Rist,
College of Human Ecology, Cornell University.

February, 1979

16y
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EMERGENT SUSTAINING RELATIONSHIPS OF THE DELIVERY SYSTEMS

This analysis packet intends to help you focus your inquiry on thé |
relationships between CETA and the schools._.Your original lens for viewl
ing the relationship has been the Youthwork YETP projgcgf 8y close examina-
tion of project contacts with schools and with CETA, some_observers have
described the‘communiCation channels,Acollaboration styies, and program
characteristics unique or similar to other school or CETA programs: '

.

A. Communication Channels

There 18 reason to assume that two drganizations who‘work with the
samé clients and for the same end would function better if in communica-
tion with each other: The YETP intends to create new programs that help
potential dropout? and the unemployed get high school diélomas and
prepare for work. It is important to know when and if the program inter-

ﬂ\\\\ ~ faces with CETA Qn; the schools (e.g., CETA or school-administration,
staff, p;ogramé, planning), or if it is a separate entity.

1. When do the two systems work together? Describe the purpose ;f

dl | the interchange. Are these channels new, or were they in operation

before the current Youthwork YETP? Who are the key players?

2. Where is the Youthwork YETP physically located?

B. Collaboration Styles

Systems may develop collaboration styles that are sufficient for
their purposes- and unique to their organization. - When reporting the
communicatioﬁ channels, it i{s important to further note how the systems “
collaborate, as well as why they work together in that way.

- 1. What is the mode of working together? (Cooperation, shared

decision-making, information giving, other?)
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2. Did the 22 .percent incentive bring the systems together? What

)

do the systems feél about this federal tactic? How do the schoals
v

spend the 22 percent?

3. What hinders/enhances communication between the two systems?
>

*+ (CETA, school, and/or project staff attitudes toward CETA, the

schools, or federal government may influence how much cooperation

actually occurs or is likely to occur. The federal governmentﬂ

sometimes frustrates staff with ambiguous regulations or timing

constraints. Staff leadership may overcome communication barriers

and find creative selutions to collaboration problems.)

®

C. Program éhargcteristics' Response to Target Population Needs

One goal of YETP hag been to create new work and training programs
for the target population not alnéady includeé in CETA or the schools.
Data in several ;rotocole indicate that a service overlap exists in some
locatdions. Your inquiry should address the nature of such an overlap )
or the distinguishing characteristics of your program.

1. Are. the YETP programs in fact new employment_opportuﬁities for

youth, or are they duplications of options'aiready availablé?

2. Are youth who belong to one trainingépducation system doing the

same type of activitiles in\another'system? Describé.

3. If multiple délivery gystemsg are in place, how have the two sys-

tems set up the administration of th;i; programs? A;e the servicé;

céordinated? What contributes to the ease or problems of coordina-

tion? Does their method of coordination enhance or detract from

the delivery of services?

W
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