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. "# FOREWORD ‘

The Vocationa] Education Study Proaect has. already ' sﬁated its
intention to publish papers, accoufits of inquiries, and results ‘of
selected research projects emorg1ng from its work. These publications
are in addit}En to The Interﬁm Report on the Study, wh1ch the Nat;ona!
Institute of EducatiOn transmitted to the President and to the
Congress, and’ to The Final —Report, scheduled to. be transm1tted by

Septexber 30, 1981, as the’ Education Ahendments of 1976 require.

' . w

Codrdinating Federal Programs: Voca?1ona1 Educat1on and CE?A 15
the Vocational Education Study's seVeath publication. " It 1§ the
product of one of several research efforts undertaken by members of jthe
Yocational Educgtion Study staff. This publication looks at the 1,415-
lative requirements for coordination _between the Vocational Educatiog
Act of 1963, as amended, and ‘the Comprehensive Emp]oymeﬁt and Training

'IAct of 1973, as amended. It desor1bes'attempts Jfmade to interrelate the
+ two, and analyzes the nature of the-perlems associated with realizing
legislative mandates for coordinating Federal policies with “different
.aims, programmatic instruments, and administrative mechanisms. Both
pieces: of legislation face reauthorizad1on, and this monograph provides
information on what has been accompl shed through prev1ous statutory
prOV1sions designed to effect coord1nat1on. In dd1tion, it also has
implicat1ons for Federal humar” resources policy b:lad1y conceived. ,

Henry Davhd*
Study Director

. Gerry'ﬂen+rickson
. ot Study Project Assistant Director
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? The .impiementation of percewed solutions .to sociaT problems is

one of the moRe diffrcult tasks in the dgmain of pub11c policy. Mount-

1ng an attack upon poverty,rseek1ng to reduce unemployment, or protect-‘.£?

ing civil r1ghts, for example,.are comp]éx and uncertain act1vit1es

whode goals are not only moke ea311y stated thah are the means for |
r:§?ﬁ173§ them but may alse be frustrated or defeated by the ways in N
~  whfch the,means are implemented. . e . LN nt \ o,

¢

"Laws are seldoy finely tuned devices. While the gdals of.legisla-
tion may be achmeving a part1cular strategy or coordinating and inte-
grating strategies, the result 15 more often than nqot discord and con-
*fusion, rather than a, well ,planned synergy. Such an outcome is not >
necessarily caused either by the 1eg1slation or by the administrative
1nterpretat1ons of what a law” ]s_perceived.to be achieving. ¢

P— . :

Laws have histories, and the ingent of any statute may be subJect
.‘t change“n the course of 1;9 development As. in any evolutionapy-a_._
“p ocess, Iags 1n implement1ng the 1ntent of the law may oceur, espe-
1ally among .the managers of the 1eg1s%ation, those who administer it
t various levels of government, and those for whom it was enacted
7 These relationships are not systematic, static, or simple, and may in
; fact be an argument for concefving of policies as being roughly honed,
rather than fine-tuned and having coarse rather than subtle effects.
Furthermore, when a piece of legkslation attempts to remedy a social -
| problem and create addit:onal changes in the intent of that law,*the
web of interactions becogmes all the more complex.

M ]
. - ‘
These observations are clearly illustrated by the story of the

" Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended, and its reﬁatiopship to A
the Comprehensive Employment and' Training AM of 1973, That hif@dry

o | st




. e it
has been recorded 1n.a varlety of forms--oral as well” as written, This
paper attempts 4o piece together that history in order to Jearn what
lessons it might hold. for further reauthoo1zatlons.\3>,

L L N P
-1 wou]d Ilke to thank- thg_ many gerson§ who have criticized and
commented on’ the various drafts of” th1§ paper, These ingclude Dr, Henry
David and the members of the Vocat1ona] Education St%d&‘Staff Kathleen
Hug of NIE' s Pulecat1ons ficé, Robert Eckert of Semerade Assoctates;

-

Mighael B8rown of the U.S. Conference of Mayors. Curty Aller fof the.
"Center for Applled Manpower Research and William Mfrengoff of “the,

Bureau of Social Scaence Research. The 1deas and opfnions e;pressed
Qowever, “are those of the author, and do not necessarily represent the
views of any of these 1nd1VIduals the National Institute of Educatlon

or the U.S, Department of Edacation. a .
l\p} a . I\ :r: . . .
) Rodney Riffel ° 17L_\, ’
i ! ) Vocatlonﬁl Education Study 5 .
- ., N -
August 1981, ‘ ) ‘
9 . A
"‘.‘ \ f
1 | : » o, o A [ iy
) . . )
a ' ' 'J\
; '
* e '\
u » 'v " f
A ;
2 \
¢ -
[] ‘ ’ "'-.
‘ . “ vi )

1



' Introducing Coordinating Planning

Reauthorizing CETA jn 1978
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“( COORDINATING FEDERAL RROGRAMS: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND CETA

o < 0 e v "
The relationship between. the Vocotional Education Act of 1963, as .
gmended, henceforth referred to &s the-VEA, and the Comprehensive Em-
ployment_and Training Act of 1973 commonTy ferred to as- CETA, is a
complex one that has been develop1ng for nearly two de\edes While the
leg1slat1ve structure of 4his re]atlonsh1p has undergone many changes
during that t1me much of ythe activity resulting from these changes has
“been generated by faetors out51de the law, such as the behav10r of DUb-
Jie enployees and government agenc1es and “thebr perc?ptlons of the
/9oals of the leg1slatlon However, the stony 1s much more than a
chromicle of the education and the employment and training communities.
It illustrates fundamental ‘probjems 1n attempting to derive a Federal
policy for resolving a perce1ved soci1al problem that involves many par-
ticipants. ‘

1

v y

The Evolution of Vocational Education and Manpower Programs
) . » . ) -
Both vocational edocat1on and manpower (more recent]y renamed em-
ployment and train1ng) programs are placed within the area of poIicy
commonly referred to'as human resources. Here the sim11ar1ty between'
_the programs ends. While both are concerned with the development of *
-1ndiv1duals, the programs have d1 fferent goals wand operate under yery
di1fferent circumstantes. Moreover, tn?f;elatlonship oetween vocat1onal
education and CETA has ungergonk several transformations durlng a his-

tory that began before,e{fﬁer prece of legislation existed in its cur-
rent form. The most SIgnlficaht"antecedent was the Manpower Develop- .
ment and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA). The relationship established
. then' has not been forgottéﬁ by current practitioners, who often refer

-

to 1t as an 1deal. . . g

* Prelude to the Education Amendments of 1976

.

»

/ . The Manpower, and Developrient Training Act was administrative}y

-1- : )
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ahalogous to~ the VEA, part1cular1y in cohtaining mechanisms for,
providing financial assistance to the States. Whmile the VEA provides

. funds solely for vocational education, the origing] MOTA' had a T1tle
1 ‘"Trainlng and Skills Deve1apment Programs,“ with a Rart A ent1t1ed
“Duties of(i?e Secretary of Labor," and Part & ent1t]ed‘f0uties of/ the
Secretary (of Health, Education, and. Welfare."l  The Secretary of
Labor was to make referrals to the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare for individuals with such needs as occupational training, 3ob
'counse]igb'and testing, and the basic educational training,, The DHEW
Secretary, in tugn, was to make agreements with State vocational educa-
tion ,agencies to prOV1de OCCupat1ona1 training ,and with other State
agepC1es to satisfy other needs. State vocat1ona1 educat1on agénC1es
were thus an 1ntegral part of the Federal strategy, a1though the Con-
‘gress did offer a can/;onary note._ The influx of MDTA dollars was not.

<to allow the States to reduce their lewels of funding for vogational
education and training provided by the Smith-Hughes Vocational Educa-
tiop Act or the Vocational Education Act of 1946, a procegs formally
referred to as "maintenance of State effort,"Z This point was the
sole cross ’ reference by MDTA of ..federally supported _vocational
education programs. ) o '
» ) _ ) ) p .

| Thyé language established a precedent for the 5dm1n15tration and
the_coprdgnétion of prograns} the Gest1ges of which st111 exist despite

. thanges n these Taws. The flrst attempt at coordination between the
Taws was unique for its admnistrative clarity. . First, authority and
responsibility were specifically -allocated. Although the labor commun-
ity, more specifically the Department of Labor, was the-senior partner
under MDOTA, 1% was operated as a joint program. In-school training
programs were ,the province of the Department of Health, Edqgation, and

' Welfare; out-of-5chool programs were under the jurdsdictien of the De-
partment of Labor.3 To facilitate these efforts, the DHEH s Office
of Education (OE) established a Division of Manpower DevelopMent
Trdaining. . . * ‘

L4
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. vocatignal edutatﬁon policy. e

Second, the interaction between manpower apd educataon legwslatuon

{
was, for programmatzc purposes and unilateral in dwrectnon. Coordina-
tion was referenced- through empld?ment and tralning policy, not

-

¥

F1n€11y, the MDTA fo;;ulaled two approacheg,&ﬁat presaged conceg?s
of the late seventies. The farst was purgly administrative: :coopera-
tion was to occur through agreements among the various agencies_or pro-
grdms that pr9v1ded vocat1onal educat1on and trawnwng. The, second es-

, tabl1shed what can be best descr1bed as a functional perspective toward

educat1on d1fferent kinds' of education such as occupational training

0‘.
and ba51c sk111s instruction wqfe necessary for manpower development,
_which, on the State level, were functions administered by diFferent

agenCIes. At no point in what was to become a rapidly evolving ﬁe]a-
 tionship betkeen education and employment and trawnlng policy was the

pooperatlve relationship tore clearly defined than under the origind

MDTA. MDTA invoked a.Federal-State partnership.  DOL, through i;s
State*and local counterparts, tegtgd and referred indiyiduals to local
education agencies (LEAs) DHEW, through its State vocational educa-
tion bureaus and LEAs, conducted the training. Upon the complefion of
training, the Employment Service was responsible for ?laqemspts. '

» 1 < L4
- - I

In tthe middle S1xt1e§, as coordination with vocationa]- educatwoﬁ
~——

- and MDTA was bejng attempted two questions were being asked: “The

first bears indirectly on coordination: What mix of basic skills in-
struct1on ‘and vocational® training 1s né&essary for obtdining dhpkpy«
ment? The second directly relates to the organization of .coordinated
programs: Wnho should conduct that training? Although both questions
sta11 remain unanswered today, they have appeared in varying reincdrna-
tions 1n the ensuing‘éO years, In fact, the hjstory of coordination
betweén equcation and manpowér programs can be summarized as succeésive
attempts to answer these questionsa ° ' '

!
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PSRV TE . a
1nstruct1on 1n basic education has #ong been yiewed anthe primary .

task of public educa£10n. Therefore, it was not surprzswng that 1n the
early ‘days of MDTA the concept of the skills center, which combined
basic ski1lls instructron with occupational tra1nﬁqg, emerged from the
Ot's Ofije of Manpower Development and Irainingl fhese centers, a]ong
with projects proyiding, group or clas$ instruction, and an 4nd+v1dua]
referral prngrem} were'the three types of tralnang pPOJeCtS provided

under MDTA.4° On-the-jdéb .training was another. program that, had 1n-

. creased. pOpulamty 'G’urmg MDTA. : ' - . it

[y

14 - ‘
‘ v - P
, .
' . i

I the mddlie.and late sixties changes occurred 1n both pieces of
legislation. The Manpdwer Development and Training Act originally had

been designed to serve tﬁd%e individuals whose occupations were expect- '

€d to become technolog1ca]ly obso]ete and to tra1n 1ndiv)duals for
Vita] ocgupatigns wherg critical shortages were progected 'The'ﬁ9ﬁ5
amendments added a focus on the uremployed and on .providing "brref re-
fresher or reorientation education and courses for further . employ-
ment,"® At the same time the Federa] Governnent, as part of Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson's Great Socfety program was estah_lsh1ng a series,
of separate enp]oyment "and tralnlng policies (such as the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964) to serve the economiEhlly d1sadvantaged ' MDTA
was: also redirected .to serve th1s populatlon, and was given responsi-
b(l1ty for’ marly of these programs, such as the JOD Corps, which had -
been housed 1n the 0ff1ce of Economic 0pportun1ty. These programs thus
ga1ned a un1form adm1n1stg@t1ve base in the DOL..- They were also® sum-
lar po]1c1es, and as such they were connecting or counterba]anc1ng 1n
1ntent. Moreover, they represented pieces of wﬂqt, in retrospect, ap-

“pears. to have been a trend\}n the deve1opment of a Federal human re-

sourCe§ policy: a concern for prov1d1ng remedial or compensatony
services. - t ‘
: - - -

With the shift in MDTA toward targeting programs to disadvantaged

1ndividuals, questions regarding tra1ning tactics began to be raised.
\ ;

. '\}f'-‘ : S
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The different employment and training needs 0 dnfferent popu1at#ons
suggested~that there was no one best method S dueat1onufor meeting ‘?
those ngeds. Th1s 1nev1tab]y 1nvo}Ved a review of those organlzatrbns

conductlng the tralnlng programs when yDTA Was ‘reauthorlzed in
' ‘19685 C R s ,

.
. P P .
L] . L

.
. [ ]
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The adm1n1strat1ve correlates of these issues remain-some of the

' most visible ‘Zoncerns of current“cooedinatlon efforts. Academi¢ ¢redit

forn work experrence the subStance of nonflnenc1a1 agreements, an359ven

.the content: of management 1nformat1on systems all derive from program-

matic concerhs regaqung the type-of training ‘and the type—of prepara-
tion needed for employment and, as well, who should provide ‘this traln- ) .-t

) . ] ) *

R . \ing. § * . ' . L

While the role of education had h1stor1ca11y sbeen quantitative
(1.e., praviding access to educatlon to Iarge numbers of 1nd1vidyals),

b

n the sixt1es the .Federal role became increasingly quala&atlve. The . - .'

«!

Federal Government no longer focused pr1nc1pa11y on pPGVldlng access to

e

. general educational fac1l1t1es and services to_large numbers of ndi-
» “yiduals. That goa} had been accomplished at 1east for the majority. of

* the population. The new target of Federal concern was those popula- ¢ ‘ ,
gii tions, the.dlsadvantaged and later the handlcapped whose educat1onal : ‘

, @' needs were special or compensatory. The enattment of the Elementary
‘:%% and Secohdary Education Act of 1965 gas thus { magon»precedent,‘not . |

onIy'ln terms of térgeting funds to special populatipns, but also_dn,
terms of 1ncreas1ng‘the FederaLfrole in education; whith, by the tenth

+ amendment to the Constitutien, is a State and local fungtion. Like- .
wWise, in 1963 and-again in 1968, the’ FedéTdl vocational education leg- .

1slation underwen/,maaor changes. This* legislation had. traditionally, ’ d
focused on curricular—and programmatlc areas, such as agriculture and
homemaking education. Thehpongress began adding social policy dimen- - e

sions by amending the legislation to incTude a focus on special target ’

.populations--the. handicapped and the socioeconomically and the
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~ academi'cafl,y ?{\sadvanta'ged. Th%s trend acontidﬂ'ed. In the EdUcat‘ion
Amendments of 1974 1jnited Enghah-speaking persons joined the 1ist of

-. special needs’pu]ations. and a biHﬂgual vocational tra1niné program‘ '

. vas apded to the VEA legislahpn o ‘ L N

"N .. / - ' - "/ .

The creatlon of the. Ele‘nientary and Secondar_y Education Act and the .
add1t1on of social pohcy qimenswns to the‘\tocatwnal Education Act . .
were not 1ndependent actiods by the gress. Because both pieces' of
Ieglslatwrr were prepared by ot same Congresswnal subconmittee, :
themés 'within one statite. were bound o have some influence on the )
othér. \ It appears thatd from a Congressional perspective, the Federal '
role im educatwn was to supplement and‘counterbalance the roles of .
-State and local agencies. On the other hand, the .maJor professional
associatiOn and lobby group for vocational educatwn, the Amemcan'
Vocatmna1 Association’ﬁVA formerly known as the Nationa] Society for
. Promotion of Industrial Education, which was instrumental in lobb_ying
for the flrst vocational education ‘Tegnslation 1n }917), had created a
manpower @vision when MDTA was passed. It remains orgamzed by
.curricular areas; rather thad by target populations or Social
concerns, . 4 S

1w - *
' * F
L4 -

Consensus on the Jgoals of vocatwnal education differs among the

\.

o

.varl.ous part1es respon¥ible for its development, management, and use.
The perce'ptfoﬁ as’to its role and purpose are many. The lack of £ingu~
larity of purpose fgr vocational ﬂucatwn among its vested 1nterests
" cdhtinues ta have ramﬁmatio.t\s for its coordipation. - C T~

e, ~

'
. .
. . & +
. ..

Adging a Complex‘Dimension to the Belationship ' . , )

1 \ ' - ‘ v
Creating the CETA system. The hepartment of Labor § Comprehenstve
Employment and Tratning Act was passed in 1973, anq with its creation
-the relationship between Federa1 education poHcy a)nd employment and
training policy became more complex, CETA absorbed the manpower
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programs oé&he previous decade,8 and shi.i"te,d tontrol over employment»
. and ‘trdining programs 'ﬁnom Federal too‘local authofities.

¥
P

The ]ocal officials who ran the CETA programs were not inexperi-
enced for this, new)task. The Federa] government ‘had prdvided them

Pl

) trainmg for their new role through various @e Society programs,

They had aiso gained experience from the Conso idated Area Manpower’

Plasming Systen (CAMPS) created in 1967, which laid the groi{ndwork for
the 1o;a1 planning required under the CETA system.
-

-

CE\TA 15 often referred to as orie manifestation of the *New Feder-
alism" smte it gave fumds directly té localities, referred to.as prime
sponsors, and left 'deciswns on' the uses. of those funds iargely in
_their .hands. With lpcal pOb‘lt‘iC'lanS making the decisions about Federal
employment and training doilars.\and with a large part of revenues by-

passmg State agencies, ,the admin‘istratwe link between public educa-,

tion and the” Department of Labor‘ was brokerL. Moreover, unlike MDTA

¢
- which essentialiy spo{;?o‘f ducation gener1<:a]1y, CETA was more selec-

tive in its ﬂew of eddcation, Educatjon s roie became more speciaiiz-—
ed, as ev1dem;ed by ‘referencesy the legisl ation to the Commissioner
of Educat‘hm community colleges, local eddcation agencies, and vgca-
tional educati-on and training facilities, to name a few. The "firime
sponsorsudeveioped written agreements with a varfety of training
facilities %SEN}E a variety of .popuia“iions ﬂis strateg?“remaﬁis

" the fundamen al strategy for deploying,r.esources in the CETR system, .
- even though it is f‘he reverse of Fedéral assistante to public “educa-
tion, where contractual reiationships are more the exception than the,

rule.d " 4 L N

"

"
¥

Educatign s new role. The 1973 CETA Iegi’sla'tion went beyond mére

program operatiOn in encouraging goilaborativs{ pl anning. State Boards
. of Vocational Education were fo be represenped on the Stata Manpower
Services Councils (SMSCs), and the™~ppime sponsors plans fow

’
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7 application were to include “a description of the manppwer need§, of
, local governments and of local education agencies within the‘ared to be .
¥ §i=.~rve,d together with “the ‘Sommenté of such agencies where appropri-

- éte.'..."lo/ . ’ . |
. » ' - : : \4 - - b

The 1973 versioirof CETA did not refer to the Voc:aﬁonal Education
‘Act of 1963, a5 amended. The most prominent mention of vocatibnal edu- /‘ 3'
cation in the -CETA legislation is founct 1n Title'l, "Comprehensive Man-

power. Services.“ Section 112 of that title, "Supplementai Vocational . .
Educat-idn Assistance," mandates that 5 percent of the funds available
to the Secretary of Labor are to be made in "grants to Governors to. ]

_provide financial assistance through State vocational education boards. @
- to provide needed Vocational education ,services in areas served By ’
prime sponsors.”  This section is the only one that mandates that
Federal furrds from CETA programs be directly applied to_vocational,

education programs. . While education. and for that matter vocationai
., ’ education, receives frequent mention 1in the CETA iegisiation, other
“e__—efunds are permitted but not mandated for education programs. The §

' ‘percent nas intended to assure participation of the; State \vocational
education’ system in CETA, but not to repl ace. iocal ef}orts. The unique ’
feature of this 5- percent set aside 15 that the funds go through the
States, not directly to the local level, which departs f’rom the

© phitosophy of the "New Fedepfl tsm., " e o L

____)iv y ) “."‘.“ . ' s S

" The administration of¥ monies is~not simp]e.*{:ETA funds ¥Bwe

. first ailocated to the Gove Qrs. Although they _may. keep a. small per«

' centage(for administration if they S0 choose, they in’ tyrn notify in

- writing the Staté gocationai education board ard reach” pr\re sponsor of

the funds avai]ab]e within a prime sponsor S areaw The gr‘me sponsor |

fhen _develops a nonfinancial agreement with the State vocational educa-
tion board planning for the expenditure of the funds\ from the Governor ¥

by the _State vecational education board in the prime sponsor's area..

-~

¢ " - . ”~
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ftoﬁsider, it was discussed in the Commission s report, whi¢h observed:

legistation first appeared in 1976 when CETA and

.The 1973 version of CETA made one additional requirement of some
historical note in considering the 1976 Education Amendments. Section
884 of the CETA Iegislation created the National Commission for Man-
power Policy and charged that body ‘with reviewing problems 1n copordi-
nating CETA with. other reIated programs. Hhile the Vocational Educa
tion Act lu& not specified Jn the legjsiation as a related program

e -

. Overall there is little evidence of coordimation between. CETA
and vocational education programs, Since both programs pro-
vide manpower services and have considerable overlap on cli-
ents they serve, closer coordinntion in planning and servic
delivery seens essentiai

3‘%

The report added that the regulations proposed by HEW requiring State

Manpower)Servige Council review and comment on State J%catio al ‘educa-
tion plans would he A step in improving coordination.

L ]
.

v prior to enactment off the Education Amendments of 1375, the voca-

procedure and of preventing the comingling of funds. T us, the Voca-
tional Education Act of 1963 noted that a basic’VEA grint to a State
could not be. used for vocational’ educatidn under MDT 12 ynen bi-
lingua] vocational ‘programs were introduced in the Educ tion’ Amendments
of 1974 the legislation stipulated that: "The reguia fons and guide-
lines...shall be consistent with those...pursuant to $ec. 301 (b) of
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973...."13 Seri.
ous attention to the coordination between CETA and voc tionai education
A were 301n61y
amended. to include interlocking council memberships. \his remains the
only instance of a joint or uniform mandate between tHese two Federal
programs. ) ‘ 3

-~ ’ . , ’ .
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¢ The 1973 CETA Iegislat{on saw a change in the relationship between
pﬁéw and DOL beginning with 3 lengthy memorandum between the two agen-
cies clard fyings their ro?es with respect to the 1legislation.l4 .
This led a few months latef to the establishment of an Office of Man- -

power within OF's Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education.}5
\

Developing technicit‘assistancé. As the Federal Government's ad-
ministrative component was$ Being developed, so were a series. of docu-

ments setting forth techaical assistance for program coordination.
While not required by the Tegislation, a.number of pypers were prepared
by varioue}agencieg that explore® 'a variety of pla:ﬁghq issues and the
nudiments of coordinated planning. ‘These aids became more_ prevalent
when MDTA and a series of other manpower ptograms were combined in the
Comprehensive Employments and Training Act of 1973,  Although, these
papers, Yor fthe most part, describe programs that no ]onder exist, they
are noteworthy in presenting the first stages of Federal ~thinking on
How ceordination might be planned. Moreover, efforts to. disseminate
1nformation on program gobrdifiation were not limited %o one Federal
agency. . Both DOL and DHEW are ?epreeented in the literature.l®
One document presaged current thinking by developjpg for manpower plan-s
. ning a mpatrix of 43" HEW programs cross-referenced with servicés’offered
by CETA.17 Another sppke candidly,to a fact, often ignored in to
) day s coordination _efforts, that would regurfate in the 1976“am£nqm%h
and later CETA 1egislation. ) - : -

L -~ -

Coordination for its own sake has no particular value, '

What magtefs are the results of the coordination and how
they serve the intérest of all concerned.l8

14
-

. Coordination, as viewed by the Congress, has never beed an end,
but rather, 2 means ~to Reeting the needs “of individuals for eﬂucation
and training for employment It is highly 1likely that in some in-
Mstances coordination may ot be necessary or preferrea This point
esSentiallx a question “of strategy, has often been forgotten in the
attempts by the administration.to implement the 1gyislation.

‘ .
1 - . J
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Nen‘eﬂministratiie concerns., . Thé change from MDTA to CETA, with
the consolidation of several emplpyment an training programs, Saw 2
greater change # the administration of tra ning programs than in the
types of pr\ifams. Hithin the education community, the change was ini-
tially more 1ff1cu]t for State officials n it was for LEAs since
the States were no longer a major recipient of Federdl employment and

training funds.. The fact that dollars were ayarded by competitive con-
tract, rather than exclu51vely, created the sépe‘tension later on the
. /Tocal level since public education wds not automatically written into™
the CETA legislatipn.19 Prime sponsors were free th choose who
they ‘wished to fund. The problem for vocational educators wWas
- characterized by one study as "unlearning MDTA."2? ,

)

. §
Under A, State agencies had had 2 central role in employment

" and training programs, but the decentrelization of the administration
,) . of’;hese programs under CETA led to a deClining role of State agencies’
4 in_dispersing Fedgral funds. By 1977, a 17 percent decrease from 1975
" levels was noted 1n the share of the Governors' special CETA funds gtv-
en to State agencies. State agencies rather than loca}l ones, still
adqgnistered the largest share of the Governors' funds (45.9 percent of |
_the total dollars available to the Goyernors).Zl — The change was
not rapid, but the sinfluence of lopal governments, CGnmunity-baseJ
organizations, and similar organizations over funds that Had been pre-
vibusly allocated _to State units was increasing. Horeover, the Gov-
erncrs, serving in the role of balance-of-State “prime sponsors, had
__additional monies available to thems Further, the governors' use of
“the request for proposal (RFP), as an administrati‘ve prodedure for dis-
pensing funds, caused the observation that: “"The RFP process, which
promotes competition among agencies, does not lend itsglf well to such
complex intergovernmental arrangements.,"22 Deemphasizing the State
agencies and ﬂhe resulting decentralization of dollars represented a
form of competition among organizatfons for ‘those dolTars. -

. | ) Cor | - : t
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This chanﬁe fllustrates a central probjem to efforts %o promote

, coordination. Policies that attempt to be omplgx can also be equa!ly
insensibie. While any comprehensive approach to coordinating Federal~
human resources policy assumes coordination 1n the adminmistration of
education and employment and tri}p¥ﬁg programs, the problem of competi-
tion is lnherenq. }; stems from the question of how resourceé should
be altocated, A comerehenSIye policy depends on a number of organiza-
tions or egencieé for its‘implementatipn. And the nQ@ber of organiza-
tions involved will have an effect on the proportional share of re-
sources allacated to each organlzatlon. IncreaSInb the number of par-

t1c1pants may\have 2 rationa]e for 'sound policy planning, but it can
) have " dysfunct
& whether or’ﬁot e resources change accoFdlngly, 1ncreasing the number
of partic1pants necessarily creates competltlow for E\?se resources.

nal effects on implementation of the same policy.

When changes do geeur, 1t s not easy to determ1ne whether the effect
on the implementation of tﬁe_pol1cy is direct or indirect, but 1t is
not hardVto dotice when the change occurs.,

. o .

The transition from MDTA.tg CETA saw an 1increase in the role of
cunmunity:based‘ 6rganizat}on (CBOs ] n prgviaiﬁg training programs
which had closer ties to'disadwaptaged and minority 6bpulations than
more established institutions such as schools., CBOs such as the Urban
League angds Ser-J0BS for Progress, Inc. ran traming Programs, the flow
of funds#to CBOs for jhese programs*increased under CETA,23

. ’ ’

. " " ‘1
‘f GBps also had close ties with locaﬂ political networks. The tran-
“ sition to a decentraliZed Federal poli;y, with an increased local role
n deciding how funds were to be spent, added to the increased, role of'
CBOs in providfng training services. But the CBOs were morg than al-
ternative’ organ1zations for provid1ng programs.» They also delivered
alternatfve vocational "curricul®, as egﬁ?ﬁiifie('by Career Intern Pro-

gram of the Opportunities’Industralizaticn Cen rs-of America.

~t
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The targeting of Federal programs to the disadvantaged and other
special populations mghhghted a consideration relevant to formulating
strategies for prov1dmg training: alternatives to public education
programs and organizations may be necessary 'to prepare special popuTg‘- 4
tions for employment. For some groups access to the labor market might
not be best facﬂfltated by the traditional means of preparatmn fered
by the pubhc scHools--the usual means, of entrance being programs run
by those institutions. Jhe Federal Government had already led 1n this
Q-Feai(mth 'tr‘adnlon by establishing under MOTA the sk111l centers,
- whi€h had open entry-open ex1t programs t:hat: changed both "the time
req_ulred ‘for engol Mient 1in the schools and the nature of 1nstruc-
tion.zu A paradox was thus emerging:” The attempt to deve]op a
can'prehenswe empldyment and training policy was 1Increasing the
competitrory for Federal dollars _among the very or‘ga;nza.twns from whom
coordination was deemed desirafle.  Oecentralization of a\dministratwn
offered by CETA also led to diversification amongtvarrous deliverers
and admipistrative com;)ments of .that policy. As more organizations
became 1nvolved in the deHvery of - vocar\ona] educatign programs, the
role of ,pubh.c vocational education 1nstitutions became more refined, .
The deTivery system thus became more complex, Any consideration of -
':oordmatmg votational education.‘wvth thé\CETA system required the -, '
1denti1fication 6f vocational. education as a curriculum, a program, or
an orgam}atlon. The Education Amendments of 1976 required a fourth’
“clarifier: plann1rng. . ) -

-
. ¢ "
n L]

o Introducing Coordi nate}'PI anning

.

The Education Amendments of /1976 , . S
N, . ) : -

hJ LY

The Education Amendhments of 197625 moved toward a new stage in
the development of & coordinated Federal human resgurces pohcy tween ;
vocational educatwn apd CETA brogramé\ The formal 1anguage 'intrb- . d
duced in the VEA _g%in the sﬁbgequént amendments to,CE.TA, spedf)ed ! a

. S . *”
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" the disadvantaged, nor 1s this contained 1n the legisTation. Moreov

P

coordinated pldnning between programs’ spqnsored by the two acts,

[ -

. 1

-

Percept1ons about what 1is coordination to aceomplish were many,
and most departed from the language of the 301nt mandates 1ntroduced n
the 1976 Education Amendments. At no poifit durlng the reaq;Q?r1zat1on
hear1ngs was coordination with CETA mentioned as a strategy for serv ng

:

the 1ssue of duplication of services 1s not addressed in the legisla- .
tion. Program coordination was viewed by the Congress as a function of
planning, and the mandates for planning address only the use of re-
sources. But the specifi¢ resources to be coordinated are not dis-
cussed. Beyond the mention of a 301nt plannlng effort, no value or
Judgment 1s attached to actual coordination ef{prts that emerged Co-
ordination as mandated 1s neither desiraBle nor necessary. Although
the amendments specified an Hm1nlstrat1;e mechanism to coordinate
planniﬁg. the angress did anj:peCIﬁy what the substance of the'coqr-
dination effort was to involve. ~

-~
.

v
i} The mechanisms for joint planning, which ar(; fentioned at several
places 1n the leg1slatlpn, are largely a function of State governments,
Both the 1976 Education Amendments and subsequent” 1976 amendments to
CETA, regu1re an 1nterlocking membership “or a joint representation be;
tween’ the State Advisory Councid¥ for Vocationdl Education (SACVE) and
the State Manpower Services Council (SMSC, 'which in the 1 " amendments
to CETA became the State Employment and Training Councilsy, SETC). The
1968 amendments to the vocational education legislation\had already
required that a member of the State Boards of Vocational Education
serve on the SMSCS. So the formal cros.s-linking of advisory.bodies is

" the Teal.innovation. These 'SﬂgPPS are to comment on® each other's

annual reports and to "Assess tg% extent to which yocational education,
employment training, vocational’ rehabil1tatlon and other programs
under this and related Acts represent a cons1sFent integrated, and
coordinated approdch  to meet1ng such needs."26 This 1language is,

'y
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1ncorporateq n a paraile];ﬂmanddte that .is given~ joirtly to the

.. National Advisory Council o Vocational Education {NACVE), and the

- National Commission on Employment Policy (formerly the Nat1ona1

Commission on Manpower Policy),27 both of which have a mandated

interlocking membership. The two statutes "do not spec1fy what

“consistency, integration: and coqrdﬁnatlon an, . e
2T

Further, although the regu]at1ons for the VEA state that there 1s

tp be no duplication of services between CETA programs and those’ spon-

* sored by Federal wocational education monies, neilther the regulations

nor any subsequent documents 1ssued by the Federal government elaborate
+ ' on "duplication of services." ' -

rd
N i

) The Congress. further mandated the establishment of a HNational
Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (NOICC) to create a
common language of 1nformatlon on program data and employment data to
"improve coordination between and communication among, administrators
and planners of p grams“ authorized by the VEA and CETA,28  NOICC
also provides funds for a State Oscupational Information Coord1nat1ng
Committee to perform similar functions on the State 1eve1 It is pre-
sumeo such 1nformation will be of assistance to the States 1n preparing
annual and 5-year plans; espec1aJ1y with reference to the mandate given}
to -the State Boards of Vocatlonal Education to show the cr1ter1a used
for coordjnatlng vocational education programs wlth CETA's prime $pon-

- sor establ1shed training programs.2? -,
w . \ .

. A
oo The fact that the VEA and the CETA have o1ffer§nt funding, and
planning cycies is not recognized by=thé laws or the acconpanying regu-
. latifns. ‘This makes any attempt for planning at best difficult. Since
g f both the vocational edunation enterprise and CETA system are admini-
- strLtiver diffused andxoézentralized the Joint plaﬁn1ng exercises can
bQ‘nOthing more, than a reCognition of the activities of the other,

rather than joint schemes on the d1strtbut10n and use of resources.

. ’ .
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This, in fact, has been borne out in actual péogram admipistration,
- - \\q' . ;‘ —
- L 4
Administering the Planning Requirements

A

s . . . )
Characteristics of the two systems. CETA and federally-fundeqd
vocational education programs do not sharé parallel administrative pros

cgdures ejtzeq for planning or for channeling resources to initiate
programs on the local ltevel. In vocational education, where the know=
ledge of Federal funding is known a year in advance and where the Fed-
eral dollars are matched by State and local governments at a_ratio ofa
10 to 1,-preparing a plan for the use of Federal montes is the duty of
_an administrative éntity, separate from other State education agencies,
commonlty called a State Board. While fthe structure of that board may
vary from State to State, 1t has a common function in what the VEA re-
fers to as "sole responSIbility."30 * A radical change occurs in the
administration of vocational education progrdms from the State to local
. level, On the local leyel,'puﬁllc vogat1odh1 education is adminigtered
C 1arge1y by cpmmunity colleges and‘LEﬂs,'End 1S generally peqqeived as a
&Urriculum offering, While the local program’ may “have a local director
or a person responsible for programming, budget and planning authority
reside with the educational organization responsible for the program.
This }gads to different perceptions of, vocational education and pro-
.duces’ a shift in perceptign which is cruqﬁal for understanding what
-~ happens fwhen aﬁ%em?ts are made to coordinate prqébﬂms. ] .

’ ’ - >
CETA adﬁini;tratoFs, foF the purposes of cobrdination, and in
keeping with "their legiglation, distinguish vocat®nal education as a
curriculum, an organizatiéhals programmatic, or planning - resource.

Their ability to purchase vocational education depends. entirely on Fed-' {

enal funds, which are not forward funded.. The CETA system i$ divided
_into approximately 500 administrative units (@hé primg sponsors); which
include State-level components known as balange-of-State primes and run

by'thé Goyernors, but composed ﬁargely of county and city units or
0
LN
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combinations referred to as consortia. wh1le the SETCs, which are °
responsible for the legislation mandates concern1ng Joint ﬁTanning, are
, administratiyely parallel to the State Boards for Vocational Education, °

N\ most CETA dollars flow directly to local prime sponsors, which are

responsible for planaing.for the use of those funds. o

From the pe?spect1ve of State planners-in both systems, ne sjmp]e .
administrative mechanisms .exjst for carrying out coordinated plann;ng
efforts.” This 1s clearly one reason why the activity resulting from
the 1976 apendments for Joint planning hds generally been 1n compliance
with the law but has shown little evidence that reflects the real in-~
tent.of the law. While the legislation intended that most of the ef- -
fort for coordination would take place 1n the planning process, the
]aws glves little 1n51qht 1into how this m1ght be accomplished. TQg re-*
sponsibility .for assisting the States in implementing the coordination
provisions was left- to the Office of Educatidn's Bureau of Occupational
and Adylt Education (BOAE). ' 1

. / :

Implementing the amepdments., The OF requlations, as written by
BQAE, are concerned with compliance with the ,law and they are essen-
tially restatements of the provisions of _the legislation. They do not
1nd1cate'how the commentary by the SMSCs ér the SACVEs might be used.
As ' for the 5-year State vocational education plan, the regu}ations
merely u‘?!"icéte to the State Boards the 1nf9rm§t10n the plans are to
contain. For example, Sect1on 104.188 of the regulations requires’ on]y
.that the mechanism for estabj1sh1n?{jﬂbrd1nat1on be described. It then-
adds a concern, not found n the legislation: “The description shall
<include the criteria developed to awoid duplication under this"Act gnd
CETA." - |

~

L]
! N

" Attention to dup]ication of effort hai been a concern since the
orlginal 1962 MDTA leglslation. It is based on the assumption that
sim1lar programs ‘are necessarily wasteful ind -it overlooks a basic

- @
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problem of any planned_effort to serve a coﬁmdn Bopulation, such as the
economically disadvantaged, that is not constant and thaé\fﬂuctuafes in
size: The match between programs and target group is difficult to ef-
fect. Moreover, the needs of this graup, the common population to be
served by both VEA and CETA programs are many, and they go beyond eco-
nomic concerns to include soc1al and educational ones. ' It is quite
plausible _that in certain- communities, dupIICate programs may be e neces-
sary to reach those in need. A federally funded VEA program in schools
may be identical to one funded by CETA in’a CBO, but the school brogram
would deal with in-school youth and the CBO program with school drop-
outs. A mix of service delivery and target population 1s complicated.
" It involves a variety of strategies that are ignored in the simplistic
not}on of "duplication of effért.”

-q.

S

_Apart from the monitoring activity.produced by the regulations,
the Bureau provided technical assistance to_the States through its CETA
Coordination Unit. But, despite all this, the planning requ1rements

were slow to be impleméhtedr n-early review of selected State plans

by BOAE observed: W
. S

Many State plans seem to have trouble differentiating between
mechanisms for coordination, criteria for non-duptfcation,

and results of coordination. A few State plans just repeat

their mechanisms for both criteria and resulfs. Some plans

say that close cooperation will result in nonduplication of
pgograms, but they list_mo crideria wh1ch explains how dupli- <\,
cations are discovered,3l ‘

-~
V4

-
—

The coordination’ process, as revealed in the State plass, has
shown little progress since the 1976 ‘amendments were implemented. Many
States still refer to ' manpower programs, a 6ﬁrase changed to "employ-
ment and ,training" by the Federal Government in 1978. Eyven in the i979 *
‘and 1980 .annuat plansg'ﬁention of coordination is reduced to a few
paragraphs that' repeat tﬁe regulations with little thought on how re-

sources from VEA and CETA might work together. One exceptivbn is the




\ . ]

Stgté of Maine's 1979 annual report, which discusses the CETA set
asides given to the Governor for, vocational education, , Most State
plans, however, 1imkt thejr discussion to the provisions of the VEA.

& This suggests that the State plans represent a poor gauge for determin-

i
L

.

<

1ng the States' efforts rat coordination. In fiscal yeéar 1978, the
- . Governors received $118.4 million from CETA for vocational educa-
tion:32  Most of these funds or apy actii%tigs derjved from them
would not appear in a plan required by the VEA. .
' ' Planning fgr coPrdinatwn isﬁpredicated on a knowledge of resource
availability and of how resources can be, allocated. in line with identi-
fied needs. On the State level, thfg/plannlng 1S more dlff1cu1ti€han
dquloﬁing thé;épeciTicat1ons for Wocal-Erqégams”because it not only
requires the signoff of a variety of persons, but 1t demands infoFma-.g
tion that 1s largely nonun1form or, wor ’, undetermghed. The states'
confusion as to how to plan for coorffinating Federal resources, as
specified in the law, could have been plfedicted. Nof only was the.task
new, and therefore dighout precedent, but the systems tq be coordinated P&
were, in large measure, disparate.
. ‘/{;// | |
SACVEs AND §MSCs. “The evidence further suggests that tfp SACVEs
viewed tﬁéqr mand%te for rev1§w']oo§e1y.‘ An examination of SACVE annﬁ~*
al reports for fiscal year 1976, a year before the amendments were
introduced,. shows o©only nine SACVEs ’nmntioned coordination with
CETA.33 By 1§52¢ this numbér had increased by 22, and by 1978 was
as high as forty-four. It is diffiqult to determine any trends frqm

athese [eports since the level of coordination at these early stages
were strictly exploratory. That this form of coordination was a new
veénture s c]early_illustra{ed\1n a statement from a 1979 NACVE report,
which noted that some general needs i this area were a’'clearer defini-
tion of roles of the, éducation and employment and training systems,
1mproveg collaboration bgtween the, SACVEs and the SETCs at‘the planning

~stage, and more, compat {bility between information systems.3%
- A 4

.
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The NACVE did not stand alone 1 1ts recommendatlons. In 1977, a
study for the R3t1onal Commtssion for Manpower Policy concerning the
- State Manpower Services ga/;c1ls showeld that the’ role of vocational
education n the SMSCs-was only nominal: "Spokesman for tms area
[vocationa] education] reflected greater al1enat1on from CETA than any
other group.ﬁ35 The report concluded: "Specifically, we found both
vocational edu3:§bbn and the counc11s'[SMSCs] uncertain as to their re-
lat1onship.36 This lack of clarity, at worst confusion, illu-

-« strates a basic princifle of the CETA system, quite unlike that. of the
earlier MDTA re!at1oﬁ”2p~ With vocational education, CETA--more
speCIf1ca!!y the prime sponsor system--contracts with a variety of -
organizations to .provide services to meet the needs of 1ts c11ents.
Vocational education is only one of those services.,. (ﬁhﬂs Suggests that
the coord1nat1on process may be much more cross- cutting or matrixlike

A . .
. o= yin form thaa 1t was under MDTA, T~ . N

™ »
'As for the parallel, mandate to the NACVE and the Natignal Commis-

sion ¢n Emp!Oyment Palicy for a "joint statement on how consisteMt, in-
tegrated, and coordinated programs sponsored under the VEA and related
acts werg, this had not been fulfilled by early 1981, Had 1t been ful-
filled, the mandate might have served as a catalyst for better joint
planning by the-States. , = !

N »

Ta
[ ]

The newness, and therefore unpreqedented nature, o?\the mandate
suggests that any coordination betweeh two erganizatloqs‘such as the
SACVEs and the SETCs will at best be exploratory. Roles and functions
need to be identified before resoyrces can Be allocated. The effort is
complicated by the lack of definitior 1 the legislation as to. what a

) "consistent, integrated, and coordinated" approach for p]anning the use
of resources means. The ]eg1s1at1on and the regulat1ons leave such 1n-
terprétation to the States. h
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Part. o*‘the prob-lem,".qspec‘ially with re;pect to the mandate g¢iven
to the SAC‘VEs to ~review,a'n_g vanab;zg Sta.té\ employment and traiﬁing
*  needs, may ﬁayg been due to a misperception. of Congressional- intent.
One survey notes thay, ?‘athgr than cénduct a, g.eneral .revjew of the
States activities in providing dnformation, many SACVEs felt that-their ¢
,’tgsk‘ requ{ne'b a detai”led ahalysis of _data and that ' this was 'better'
suiéed to the 'SOICCs'._ Once .,again, :;z;lack of clarity in the 19,76 .
améndments on the tasks of the various participants,in the coordﬂat;éd
planning process hindered - imptementation o’f the legjs]a\on:37
' , . N
Ironically, Federal -legislation, 1p subcontracting _ for pr:ogram
. development, can not only 'pno;-ide add;tjonal resources for public voca- *
tional programs, but can also provide 2 counterbalance®to public ingti-~
'U tutions fg& access to voéatwnal education and training, For example,
a student who does not succeed .in a regular progragy-may have the option
of ‘entering a program that is run by'a public vocational i'nstitution
partially fund’ed by CETA, or of entering a separate program conducted
by a CBO under CET sponsorship..‘. The CETA system is a remedial and
‘comsiensatory- optiont y as such it provide/s additional access to voca-
( tional training. .Ideally, the options fop,acqess are planned in'a Sys-
tmatic, consistent, ang ‘sequential manner, This type of pi‘anning has
not yet begun to appear in thewState vocational education plans, al-
~—. though an awareness of the need for more responsible planning is-becom-
a ing evident. 'As the SACVE in North Carolina has observed: "This Coun-
cil believes that the t'igle has cohe’to move on the goals and recommen-
dations of the Annual Reéport of the SETC from a reactive to a proactive
- mode.“38
A 5urvej/ of only 50 prime s:ponsors'conducted by the U.S. Confer-"
ence qf Mayors indicated that most-prime sponsors felt that the full
range of the areas involving yocational education were repres:en'ted on
their local councils and that "more Chan three out of five prime spon-

sors were involved with voEatiohal educatgz,s in a variety”0f planniﬁ‘g

- . . ] ’ %
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mechanisms’ in addition to the Prime Sponsor Planning Councila"  The
study further found that: - —~——

. . . ' )
. ,,
<+ Over half of the prime sponsors believe that the elements of *
. _an effective, comprehensive CETA/vocational education p]gn-

" ning system have been present in their planning efforts.
The_study cited close work1ng reIationships and open channels of com-,
municat1on as the "keys to effective comprehensive planning."

. .

_ A cautionary note must be raised regarding such optimism. If the
vocational education community and the prime sponsors;z;Qe ident1fied
the elemths of & comprehengive planning system, then progress has been
made. But like, so much oiaihg information on CETA and vocat1onal edu-
cation coord1nation, there 1s=pq\evidence that the findings of this
study are representative of the whole system. Until syuch evidence can
be found, {rends, muih less typical behavior, cannot be assessed.

oo )

L]

i
Developing Strategies for Coordination

-

The Reﬁnforcing Effects of- YEDPA

tr 1977, the Congress passed P.L. 95-93, the Youth Emp]oymg;t and
_ Demgnhstration Proje Act (YEDPA), as an amendment to Section 201
Title III, of DOLHQL}PT3 CETA legislation: 'This law provided for a

>

series, of efforts designed td .  remedy- high youth unemployment
rates,40 . ‘ S - )

The tegisiation reiied heavily on

rategies involvingseducational

programs " and organizations to have significant ong-term impact on
the structyral unemployment problems” ofl?uth...."41 Terms such as
in-school youth, LEA, high school equivalenoy programs, vocatiopal and
Fostsecondary educational institutions, literacy training; and the ltke

- » ey * - " ry
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4hre numerous in the 1eg1s]ation. vReferences to vo&ationaT education
are not. Except for requesttng the ass1stance of the Natianal Occupa-
« tional Information Coord1nat1ng Council, the YEDPA legislation 'does not
refer to the VEA, although the local youth advisory council, estap-
lished under YEDPA, 1s required to have a representative from the loca?

- vogational education council in its membership. 42 -~
‘. ~ * . =3 . & (] ‘ -t -
, ) *

It is difficult to define how YEDPA affected vocational education
programs in public institutions. Much of thi§ probleﬁ centered over
the meaning assigned to vocational education by the enployment and
training commun1ty generally and by the U.S, Department of labor spe-
cifically. The term is not defined precisely in the law; ftr record-
keeping purposes, it ‘can cover all occupat1ona1 classroom trainTng,
wherever it 1s conducteg, under the(spongprsh1p of private or publlc/
institutrions, agencies, and boards,' Thu3, the exact role played in
YEDPA by the public vocational education enterprise is difficult to
document. This is in contrast ‘to the VEA's definjtion, found in Sec-
tion 195, which defines vocational education as "organfzeq educational
programs which are directly related to the preparation of individuals
for paid or unpaid anployment, or for add1t1ona1 oreparation for a
career requiring other than a baccalaureate or advanced degree ceae
Once again, the many facets of vocational education--as a curriculum, a

*

proéram, and or organizat1on--created a problem 1in assessing its

q;pact.\ . .

-

The Knowledge Development Plan. Despite the‘lack of clear evi-
ﬂaence-of YEDPA's effect on vocational education, 1t Ys not difficult to
examine on the influence of YEDPA on education programs An general, .
and, by implication, votational education in particular. A review of
the Department of Labor's Knowledge Development Plan, an annual doco;
ment that, aithough not legislatively mandated, served as a blueprint
for organizing the various strategies and informatjon to be collected
frmn the YEDPA projects, shows that a variety of educationa?l dnterest

»
]
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groups and organtzations received YEDPA fonds. The Knowledge Devetop?
ment Plan represeoted a maJor Federal effort at involv1ng numerous
agencies and organizations especially from the education. and employs
ment and training canmunities in a common goal: developing a strategy

" for solv:ngx\\or» at least understagging, the yssues’ _in §outh
L

employment. fote § L,
* T "a
- ' »

~

It should be noted that tﬁ% process of formulating the Knowledge
Deveiopment plan parallel In part the mandate given.to the NACVE and
the National Commissipn ffﬁ\fmployment Policy in Seq;ion 162 of the VEA
for comprehen51Ve assessment of the Federal Government's employment and
training needs. HoWever, the Knowledge Development Plan was Timited to
Department of Labor funds'and therefore considered only part of the
Federal estment 1n employment and training. Moreover, it was formu«
lated by employment aod training economists who had a l1imited perspec-

tive on the variety of prgarams and kinds of organizations the pla?

.

/ 4 -

1nvolved. . -

y )

N o ” v ) g
Thelﬁignificaqce of the plan for the development of a coordinated
Federal polYcy 15 that it attempted to enact and orchestrate a variety

of actors, agencies, and organizations well beyond the normal constitu~
ency of the Department of Labor, In retrospect, this attempt at com-
prehensiveness may,be.ohe of YEDPA'ﬁ most important contributions to//f

the art of policy ﬁprmulation. -

VI
The Knowledge Development Plan’, with its gzpha91s &g demonstration

projects, special‘rpsearch studies, and program gyaluation, employed a
variety df techniques with education Conponents One particular strat-
egy that illusfrate a different way for advancing coordination between
CETA monies and education prograﬂe (not legislatively mandated) is the
use of third parties as catalysts for program deuglopment. A variety
of groups whose support vas perceived as necessary to implement ‘the
legislation were_ funded to provide technical assistance to their

Y (
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; onstituencies. The resulting efforts, usually 1in the io?m of reports
iﬂ<%i exemplary or model programs, examined specific adqinistratime con-

, cerns, not {dentified in the legislation but crucial for the develop-
ment of local programs. In one case, the Louisiana Bdard of ETementary

;. and Secondary Education was funded to prepare a Pprogress report en -
coordination of CETA and votational education in that State. The docu-
ment served to increbse -contact between members of the various State
education and employment and training agencies.43 In Minnesota, .
the State's Youth Employment Education Unit developed a manual explain- '

Ing how local schools and agencies might pool money from a variety of /
50urces to deve]op Qordinated programs.44 Although the ‘echnica] )
assistance efforts we argely information gathering, they created a,
process \that jncreased the number of parties with kﬁow]edge of an%jr===:~
partici;Ltion in coordinating the activity. T

Federal education agencies also participated in thSe efforts.
The Department of Labor funded- Such agencies as the OE's Bureau of
Occupational and Adult Education and M™e Fund for the Improvedent;of
Postsecondary Educatiga to develop programs involving CETA coo;gination
.~ with education, largely throughaa transfer of funds. Another transfer
of DOL funds to an education agency resulted in the National Institute
of Education's conducting an evaluation of the.Career Intern Program
being conducted by “the Opportunities Industrialization Centdrs of 4
America, a community-based Organization. The NOICC also recetved con
'siderable DOL support. * ) )
; N .
Beyond the technical assistance funds provided by™BQL, such agen-
cies as ,the BOAE and OE's Office of Career Educat;;fgwere spending
their own monies to identify exemplaryrgfforts'and provide technical
assistance to State and local .agencies.45 The National Institute
of Educatibn increased .ts funding for youth policy studies.46 By
.the late 1970's, the toPic of youth ‘was a fashionable congcern among

Washington agencies; and as a fesuTt, a sizable informal petwork-of
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individuals represaating vgrious Federtl programs was established.

'Youth 1ssues further becahe” a major socia] policy issue in President

Caqter s'reelettion campaign. !
\ ' .

.

Defining Yoles and tasks. In large part, these activities were

temporary in character. Tﬁe efforts were hesigned to collect 1nforma-

tion on what was judged "to work * In fact, this became the common -

mode of presenting evidence on prdﬁram coord1nation. Explanatory evi-
dencé describing the modal, or typical behav?br of education organmiza-
tinns‘was never collecte Moreover, the costs and- benefits to the
goverpment, as compared, ffof example, to similar CBO-run programs, was
;ot examined in depth.

'Hhile these i;sues may seem crucial to the development of a Fed-
eral pelicy for coordinating resources across pieces of legislation,
answers to¥such quastions may be laeaely speculative. Ffor example,
there are currently 165000 diversely organized 1ocal education agencies
and approximately 500 prime Sponsors, whidh are by-design the cemter of
decisionmaking igfthe CETA dystem. The sheer Size of these numbers
suggests that, under systematic inquiry, some basic patterns shouTd
emerge, Tﬂ’i potentia] caubfnations and possibilities are enormous,
but, without reﬁresentative sampling, an analysis of the activity is
Aot feasidble. For these reasods, questions of effectiveness and effi~

. ciency to a ]arge degree invite speculative answers. This suggests

that any analysis of the YEDPA data as they might reflect coordination
with public education org\nizatioﬁs may ge biased to the extent that
evidence for ana]ysis~w 5 coi]ectéd through inquiries of demonstration
efforts that worked we]f.

-

.

Coordinated efforts are often fime consum}ng. Such efforts re-
guire meetings, gaining an operating knowledge of other organizations
or of other ]egjs]ation, and the like,. It .is reasonable to assume that

" YEDPA, despite the intentives to schoo]s it offered. also contained

] b had

[}
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-disincentives, such as time consumingsactivities that yield inefficient
costs. The extent to which this\occurs may or may not be greater than
the evidence reporting coordinated efforts. The Knowledge Development
Plan only produced evidence on the extent to which coordination‘could
occur.’ It was able t:(;dentify po§§ibiTities fd( encouraging coordina-
tion, but that clearly”is very different from/adtua]ly reporting level

&f ooordination efforts. . |

2 * J

"_.."‘ » *

Another way of viewing the impact of YEDPA i§ to observe that the
Federal Government under YEDPA was beginning to identify a fundamenta]

* fact Qijtureaucratic life for the coordination of education and empl oy~

T

ment and training programs: the overlap among Federal, State, and
local programs is~a labyrinth of Tegislation, regulations, and policy.
Although different laws may have, similar goals, these laws may be ad-
ministered in different ways by different agencies. What happened
inder YEDPA was strikingly similar--although with lesser Federal fund-

“«ing and therefore less ihtensity:-to what happened with MDTA and voca-

tional education coordination in the 1960's, The 'Sederal Government
became involved in mapping exercises. designed to record the topography
“of the logistical systems--agencies, organizations, and the 1ike--in=-
volved in the coordination effort. In'the first stage, planning and
implementing program coordination required.a knowledge of unknown areas .
administered by agencies not,familiar with each other s operating
procedures. It wasnot unusual to fimd Federal officiaTs or their
contractors making site visits to local YEDPA programs to determine
what efforts were being made and to co]lect information on those
efforts for@ater dissemination. The§e efforts became common during
the impl ementat #on of YEOPA.YT

Such mapping,exercises,may have had an indirect effect on the
Joint _ legislative planning requirementsﬁjbetween CETA and vocationa1
education, for YEDPA's intent closely.reflected the goals of he ‘1976
Amendments for coordination. . To the degree éaét this happened, YEDPA

~
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‘did affeft vocational education.
. Co .

Less direct support, though, is found in terms of the effect of
YEDPA on the deliverers of public vocat1onal education programs: the
schools and postsecondary institutions, )

, [ . /

The 22% set aside. The provision in YEDPA qieh the greatest,
potential for coordination with education appears in Section 343(d)(2):
which requires that 22 percent of the funds available to prime sponsors

* urder Section 343(3)(1) "shall be used for programs for in-school youth
carried out pursuant to agreements between prime sponsor and local edu-
cation‘agencies." In fiscal “year 1980, the 22-percent set aside 1n-

volved $114 million dollars.?®  This particular strategy dggerves
further d1scussidn because these agreements became a major topic in
analyz1ng activities included for fund1ng 1n the Knowledge Development
Plan. This $trategy is further def1ned by teqqg 1n-school.” The CETA
legislation and accompanying regulations distinguishes among three d1f-.
ferent 1n school” classifications: qﬂxﬁchool "the « status of being
enrolIed full time and attending an elemengary, secondary, trade, tech-
nical or vocational school, a college, 1ncluding a Junmior comnunity of
universvgy...."; in-school programs, "a programt}h1ch provides -ei1ther ¥
or both career employment experience and transition services to in-

school youth™; and. in-school youth, “a:person age 14-21 who is current-
ly enrolled full-time in, and,attending, a secondary, trade, technical,

or vocational school or junior or community college or is scheduled to
attend...or has not completed high school and is scheduled to attend,..
" a. program leading to a secondary school diploma or 1ts equivalent."49
These dlfferent definitions lead to very different means for assessing

coordination strategies. N

-

For the purposes of analysis, it is dfff1cult to separate a pro=-
gram from a population served. .Moreover, 1t 15 clear from the three
definitions. that accounting accurately for the role of vocational

-~
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educatiod n seFvin the needs of in-school youth is impossible‘u§ing N
¢ YEDPA data since yhe Department of Labor does not coldect data that
* , 7 _ aggregate in-schoo youth by types of program that .correspond to voca-
tlonal education as defined by the VEA. Further, while the CETA 1egis-
-lation uses the Yocational Education Act's definition of a LEA, the Taw ;’
"uses the Elementary and Secondary Educat1on Act's def1n|tlon of .an LEA

_for .the purposes of speriding_ the 22- percent set aside, This, n '

/) effect, 1mits the role of community and Junlor colleges, although the o -
CETA regulat1ons db allow for LEAs to subconxract the set-asidé funds .

with those institutions. - This strategy of adopting d1fferent
deffn1t1o&s was by design: ) - , '

L] . -
H -

Our thlanng was that prime sponsors should be forced to af

Jleast-sit ddwn mith public schools rather than dvoiding them

by go1ng to the communaty college. We are not discouraging

activities with these institutions and expect that with the

other 78 percent of the’ fundg these can be financed. But we .
certainlgowant to achieve public school-CETA linkage as -
min fnum, >

4 L]

The Utility of the Public Education System

The YEDPA strategy rev1ewed public schools as a fundanental ele-

ment- 1n the strategy for el1m1nat1ng youth unemployment, but “how well

YEDPA succeeded in accomplishing the linkage befween schools and prime
sportsors under the set aside 1s questionable. The school systems only
had“to agree how the set-aside funds were to be spent. The monies did

. not go to the schools; they went to a population served by thg schools.

* Therefore, in theory, the schools could agree that the set aside should

be used to establ|sh education programs fin community baSed organiza-

) tions, or, as was often the case 10 practice, to provide stipends for
participants n programs. One report suggests that stipends became the

>

major use of the set-aside funds.5l

The monies targeted to 'in-school populations were used for &

*

L] -
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variety of purposes by the ;;r:ime sponsors. for example, 1n fiscal year
1979, a consortium of LEAs and the prime sponsor in Utah aJ located 85
percent of their YEDPA monies to 5lzd-school youth, targeting~on school
dropout§ and potential dropouts. In other places, programs were
not run, but stipends were paid or counse??ng services provided with
lesser percentages of the_ monlgi‘fyailable. »

The set aside created an awareness of a problem, youth unemploy-
. Ment, and of the role that an organization, the school, could play i
attempting ‘to saolve this‘ problem: It is unitkely that the set aside
Created permanent changes in the ways the ‘schpols operated.%3 /Tne
set asides were found to act as an 1incentive, but the effects were
v1ewed as modest since many differences existed in tﬁ way pmme spon-
sars and schools operated.3®  As ynder CETA, the pro‘blems observed
in establishing YEDPA programs in schools were largely administrative,
Rq}a/{hmg agreement between prime sponsors and school administratorsy on
what academic ¢redit should be given for work experience, scheduldng,
extending the S hool day, and delivery requirements for graduation be-
came 1ssues i th;'implementation of YEOPA programs.55 These same
concerns, became prominent topics for the Federal Government's technical
assistance effort in support of YEDPA.

s

In retrospect the effects of the set as:de should have been an-
ticipated. Given the size of the public education enterprise and the
discretionary nature of the limited YEDPA funds, the results would have
to be mixed. Moreover, .since one prme sponsor serves many sthool
systems, funding patterns would be une.ven. In fact,'due to the lan-
guage of the legislation,, }is entirely believable that many LEAs that
have in-schoo!l popu]atlon,s supported by YEL?PA do - not receive YEDPA
funds.56  Added to the differences ampng federally- established
funding, planning, and operating schedules, were disincentives for col-
laboration anong prime sponsors and LEAS that were prese'nt in the leg-
isTa{on,

/ -
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_ Another difference outside the domaiﬁ of law stems from the char-
acteristics of the organizations urged to collaborate. Schools func-
tion largely as preventive jmechanisms structured to ‘serve a general
population. Each year they]process large numbers of” individuals with

the intent of providing them with certain skills for entering adult

life.®’ While dropout rates in certain areas may argue the validi-
ty of this) purpose, it is still how most Americans view the public
education enterprise.
v .

CETA programs function as remedial effofts for a specific target
population, the economically disadvantaged. The task of the prime
qunso;; is largely qualitative, concerned with a selected population's
achievidg Minimum standards.. Indeed, the YEDPA legislation suggests,
or at least implies, that for ’ economically disadvantaged youth,
the schools may not be the best prov1ders of education and’ training.
RQe search for alternative solutions for this population ‘was one of
YEDPA s goals.58 .

~ A

This is not to suggest that the schools are not involved in reme-°
diation. Indeed, the major” Federal involvement in education, the EJe—
mentary and Secondary Education Act, is compensatory in function--a
fact recognized 1n the YEDPA definition of an LEA. The differences
between the administration of ESEA and YEDPA monjes stem from the in-
volvement of different actors and different agencies. Moreover, ESEA
funds are- far less discretionary in ut1ﬂ1zation and more specific in
purpose than YEDPA funds.

In the 1mplementation of the ESEA legistation, the Federal govern-
ment made a large investment in 1ntroducing compensatory programs into
se¢ondary schools and how to create changes in the way schools oper-
ate.59 These findings are not reponted in the various government
documents describing YEDPA 1mplemqntation. This suggests that the

i+
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gram$ that were' dqve]qped by the empl oyment and trainfng community to
ut1llze the resources of the schools 1in hnp]ementing YEDPA lacked know- .

%

ledge of how schools operate. It also lend§ support to the notion that .
. any party involved 1n the operation of programs should be asked to par-
ticipate in prOgram planning, be 1t the schools, vocational rehab1]1ta~-
tion agencies, or other resources--a principle relevant to the CETA/VEA "‘”//
Jjoint legislative mandates for coordination. )

The Aggeements Process .

The CETA tegislation i's des?gned, according fts Statement of Pur-
1 »
pose: . .

*

~ to provide for the maximum feasible coord1nqp10n of plan,

.

programs, and activities under this Act with economic ' * .-
development, community development, and related.activities
such as vocational education, vocational rehabilitation,
public a5515tance6 self employment training, and social
service programs, 0

CETA,prime sponsors are essentially the brokers, of Federal funds.
They receive monies to be spent on the needs of a-°specific population,
and they distribute those monies to organizations that can provide the
serv1ces to meet those needs. The agreement process is the administra-
tive mechanism. used to provide the necessary services. Agreements may
/,be financial, as 11 the case of a contract with an LEA that provides
) stipends for 1in-school.youth. Agreements also take other forms, such
as memorandum of understanding or grants. Education _agencies are only
one of many kinds of organizations that prime sponsors write agreements
with. For a variety of reasons, it may be more desirable to the CETA
prime sponsor to chose a CBO or a private training fac111ty over an
LEA.

To simpl%fy the accounting of funds, the Department of Labor's

- rd
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management information system holds prime sponsors accountable for

money spent on populations and programs, but not f0r tkﬁa kinds of
organizations that deliver those  services. The number of agreements N

that prime sponsors enter into is not minor. In fiscal years 1975 and

1976 for example, the State of West Virginia entered into 536 funded ,
contracts that enrolled 3,188 individuals 1in ‘on-the-job training. 61

The 1978 Michlgan Employment and Training Service. Council's Report to 3
) ] -
<he Governor shows that 529 contracts and agreements were made py the

State's 22-prime sponsors with various agencies
Cation agencies or institutions,-
. amined CETA's relationship to vocational education, 50 prtme Sponsors
. reported the following counts of agreements with puinc vocatlona]
- education agencies and institutions: .62 {

Ch were edu-

' a

n a more'recent study that ex-

-

J

DISTRIBUTION OF AGREEMENTS AMONG 50 SELECTED PRIME SPONSORS WITH
PUBLIC VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AGENCIES AND INSTITUTIONS

5y
£

Form of ! Totdl Financial Total Nonfinancial
_Agreement Agreements Agreements
¢ | !

Contract N 667 ® 37

Grant - “ 25 . ¢ ‘ 2

Memorandum of- . - - ,
. Understanding 140 226

Other _16 95

TOTAL 848 360 L

Source: U.S. Conference of Mayors. CETA/Vocational Education
Coordinatioen: A Status Report

P . . 1

Given the potenttal number. of agencies apart from educational ones .
invoived in CETA prograﬁs the total number of agreements written must
be well into the tens of thousands. It is difficult to answer ques-
tions regarding the benefits and costs of writing these agreements
since 1nformat40n on them is not collected either by the Department of .

* * '
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ﬂﬁ:aking was significantly shaped ‘a} day-to-day.
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Labor or its regional offices--kqow]edge of the agreements process can
only be assessed by exam1n1ng an individual prime sponsor's files.
‘This raises a cen{\gl problgm for any planning activity that specifies
coord1nated program strategies regarding the fit between kinds of needs
to be met and agencies used to meet those needs. Does functionq] re-
latiohship exist?63  Eyvidence on this point 1s ex{remely Jimited,
but unlike the early years of CETA, when most prime

ponsor decision- '
t1ca] considera-

ions,64 later evidence from a study of Ohio prime sponsors found
that the choice of the servite Qeliverers was being determined. by the

“¢lient population served,65

ta
i

The notion of whether & functional rélationship found to be reli-
able or patterned exists has obvious 1mpl1cat1ons for the deve]opment
of Federal p011cy. This connection, though, is more complex than
matching individuals with organizations. For example, it has been
arqued t\%t’ﬁne of the best insurances against youth unemployment 1is
having youth remain in school. In terms of what works best for whom,
it is further argued that vocational education appears to have promise
only when it is highly likely that the student will have access to Job
opportunities upon completion .of the program.66 While this may
seem so obvious that it hardly deserves mention, it does suggest' a -
central problem in any comprehensive plannine'strategy that depends on
coordinated efforts: what are the bounds or limits to be placed on the

f;??brt being planp@i% For example, if vocatidnal education is most

promising when jobs are avatlable, to what extent should coordination
bétween vocational education and CETA programs include job placement?

(

The question is not academic for some contracts between a prime

. Aponsor and a school for a vocational training .program require that the

school plate a certain percentage of students in the program in jobs.

" In fact, a separate body of literature exists on this issue, which is

frequently referred to as the "school-to-work transition,"67 [t is
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based on the perception that some patterned behavior or logical and

ordered activity takes place when an individual leaves school and seeks
employment., It further assumes that a. series of 1inkages among organi-
zations, can be created to facflitate this process. Thg YEDPA Knowl edge

7
Development P]an outlinei/and explored what thege strateg1es might be:/}L

and .reported some very ¥entative find1ngs' for example, "the highly
linked proJects appear to be those more oriented to intermediating. be-
tween youth and the labor market while the less linked projects are
those .fo using on human resource development to prepare M to better
compete in the labor maf%et."53 The evidénce suggests that the

'Ievel of linkage a project has can have an impact on the outcomey for
* individuals enrolled in the program. This raises a variety of queg-

tions tﬁat~affect planning. How oomprehens1ve a*project is and how
mafly linkages among different k1nds of agencies are developed depend on
the aims for the project and thus on the planning process. By implica-
tidn coord1natéd activity can be viewed as functional in,nature. The

.character “and shape that these linkages would take 1s still intu1t1ve

and conJectural although a reanalysis of the data collected under

" YEDPA that 18 currently underway may provide some "definitive informa-
_tion on the kind of linkages to foster by agreements. 69  Limita-

t16ns on the effect1veness of the geployment and the resulting effi-
ciency of agreements exists and needs to be recognized. Cooprdination
may not be the uriversal means for develop1ng a solution to youth yun-
employment. The Federal Government has yet to extend its efforts in
promoting coordination tg examine these issues. :

. _ Reaythorizing CETA 1n 1978

- L] -
~

Refinihg the Relationship

*

In 1978, Congress reauthorized the CEYA legis tion.’0  In
this legislation, the Governors set aside for vocational education was
increased to 6 percent greaoer 1nvolvement of the private sector in

£ .
-35- . @

tq-l s

r

4




- “’ { 7
CETA progfams was promoted, and YEDPA wa) left unchanged. The varie-
ties of and references to educational programs and organizations were
more numerous in the 1978 Amendments than in previous legislation. The
- 1§76 amendments ‘ere left intact, although the Congress fep]aced the
word "manpower" with the phrase “emp]oyment and training." Further,
the Congress. attempted to* c]arify the legislation by rearranging
titles. These latter two actions made any, compa;ison of CETA with
vocational education programs before and after 1978 a much .more exacte .
\\Eig progedure since the information no longer shared @ common base for’
identification. But the major changes to CETA were outside the realm
N of coordination, involving tightening eligibility requirements and mon- *
itopipg~systems. Public service employment was coupled with training
pr{t;ra'ms. This had a direct effect on education since many public

»

service employees were assigned to schools, and an indirect effect on - .
vocational education since the schools often contracted to train these
employees. ) T~

q

At the time of reauthori;gtion, joint CETA/VEA representation on
Statg planning committees had become common. It appears that specific
roles of each committee were being defined. There .is no evidence
though “that these efforts went beyond the acknowiedgment of each-
other's plan. The main effort seemed to be the exchange of information ’

between the two Counci'ls.?1 Problems in coordination pianning ex= ’
1s5ted, apd some were directly attributed-to the Federal ]egislationf
the d%fferences between vocational education and CETA' in planning and _
fyunding cycles for any fiscal year.72 It appears -that the funds
available to the States under CETA reinforced the joint CETA/VEA plan-
.ning efforts since the same agencies who planned were. involved in the
distribution of dollars. MNumerous, States prepared reports, for exam-d
."ple the Pennsylvania Department of Labor dnd Indusgry funded the’
State's Department of Education tof conduct a survey on how to improve
education and CETA linkages within the State.73 State vocationa] K

educ@ion zdepartments not only participated 1n the 6-perceMunds, but
?

? 4

LY

- r
- )

-+

-36a




- o
glso. in the other funds made available und%g\:ETA 40 "the Governors Such
as- the Governor's_l-percent funds to promote linkage among State
agencies and the special 4-percent funds for coordination according to
' the 12 special activities mentioned in Section 105 of the CETA legisla- -
tion.74 f/

, Charactgristica11y, the monies were spent in many ways. Such
diVeFEity is Eommon jn the use of the Governors“ CETA funds. . Yet, re-
views indicate some °differentiagion across the three categories of
fund§.’ For example, the l-percent monies frequently ark not Sfceived
by szpe vocational education agencies, but whén they are, they are
often used to reduce administrative barriers. These funds might be
used, for example, to resolve scheduling differences by creating open

. ggpry’and exit training prograﬁs P vocatioqa\ education or_to estab-

"‘b 1ishing regional. State placement -officers in education institutions. .

The flexibility of these funds is Shown by the one State that used the
< percent\monies to pay for the staff of a research project on goordi-
nation that wasufunded by the 4-percent moniefz, The'4-percent monies
are also found to support programs on research and development, such as
grants to SOICCs, rather than for direct coordination activity.”S
" The 6-percent monies were required by law to be used for- vocational
education.  The Federal administrative procedurg for these monie;,"ﬂ“
established in the 1973 Act, did nog change in’the 1978 amendments.
The administration of these dollars on the State tevel showed a great
A variance, with some State vocational eipcatioq_agencies reporting as
many as 10 staff persons dealing with CETA. coordination.76  .The
diséretionany us; of these funds i$ exemp11f1ed.b§ one. State that con-
tains a single CETA prime sponso?. hat State's vocational education’
agency eg%abfished a thqee member staff to .adftinister the 6-peﬁ£;nt .
monies. The same staff also administers the  YEDPA 22-percent set

aside. Moreover, in this particular State, the, prime Sponsor combines .

»the 6-percent funds, the Z2-percent set aside for CETA clients, and VEA
dollars to run 3°skills center. Such combinations arieggﬁgjy unfque.
i )

*
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' The ]egis@ly mandated agreemer?ts between State-level CETA and
vocational education agenciel were not always the smoothest mechanism
for spending the 6-percent monfes. Constraints such as the differences
in funding and planning cycles, as well as the unpred1ctableness <0f the
amount of 6-percent monies, created obvious difficulties. More subtle,
-but equally detrimental, were the. different operating styles of the
agencies responsible for ‘the admfnistration of the funds and their per-
3 ceptions of how the monies ware to be spent. Some of these d1fferences
and imbErcep'tion's stemmed from tt’ae late 1960's, when the community
action -agencies, later ‘replaced by prime sponsors under CETA, viewed
granting monies to more traditional admini\stritivekunits such as State
vocational education agencies a political concession. Other differ-
ences ‘were caused by disputes LOver the purpose of the funds: to pro-
mote communication and coordination or to pay for stipends, or could
they be better spent by dir'ect]y fundmg prirne SRONSOrs to purchase
vocational education’ seryfces from schools? In some States such prob-
1ems resulted m d:fﬁculties in’ wmt“ing agreements, and consequent]y,
funds “had to be carried over frmﬁ one year to the next.’7  Such
" difficulties, in large measure, sth\emt,gd from CETA, a Federal experiment—
in the flexib§]ity of programé)adrnimstration which was accompanied by a
lack of direction from the Feder’ql government as to what was permitted

,

by that flexibﬂity. e TEe ‘}” . Ly

still, by the 1978 reabthor:zatﬁ of CETA, more communication be-
tween the educatfon and CETA systems was taking place than at any time
in the 20 year history of Co[i‘lgressional]y encouraged coordination. The
e\fforts went far beyoﬁ the 1976 amendments to the@Vocational Education
“Act, which’ were perhdps the ]east incentives for. coordinatjon, since
the potentfal for addftional Federal money for funding vocat@nal edu-
cation programs was *inspired -by the CETA legislation s discretionary
ability to make financiag_\ contracts. ? .
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The FTow of Funds ! N
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e .

One the the basic questions fin the analysis of a Fedé?a] pro-
gram--for what are the dollars used--in this case cannot be answered.
~The flow of dollars between CETA prime sponsors and vocational educa-
tion programs.cannot be calculated on this level of analysis. Such
accounting would require aggregating ddllars across a series of infor-
mation bases that .se inconsistent definitions of populations, organi-
zational affiliations, and programs. {(The two CETA definitions of a
1ocal education agency clearly iliustrate this. ) These definitions are '
designed to assess the goal structure of the iegisJation which differs
from issues of program:* soor&ination. Coordination is merely a means
for accomplishing goals. As presented in the legislation, coordination
is largely a symbolic nechaqisn since its enforcement and assessment
were not addressed by the Congress. Moreover, the statutes clearly
speak to a coordination of nonfinancial resources such as staff capa-
bilities, curriculum development facilities, and planning strategies--
surrogates for Federal dollars. Except for discretionary dollars, no
VEA funds are.involved in coordinated activity. Only the CETA legisla-
tion makes funds availabie for programmatic purposes. in  the case of
the Goverhor's set aside, these are the only dolTfars in CETA specifi-
cally for vocational education. In fact, at no other point in the
entire CETA legislation is an education program or organization mandat-
ed to become‘%he recipient of CETA funds. Any other funds for vota-
tional education or education in general are given at the discretion of
the Governor or, as is more typically the case, the prime sponsor.
This follows from the basic strategy of the legislation, which is to
permit local authorities to manage programs and select service

deiiveries, inciuding vocational education.

For an analysis of program coordination, it is perhaps more appro-
priate to examine the ways in which coordination takes place rather
than to focus on the amount of dollars. Witbin certain “tonstraints,

.
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the, flow of dollars from CETA to edhc:tfon‘ﬁ?ograms can be crudely es-
tjmated. However, judgfng the 1nv04vement of individual prime sponsars
fn any such transfer is purely specu}ative, providing such 1nformat10n
since,records_are maintained only on’ the local level. This s a real

problem since most of the flow of funds to education occurs locally.

One of the best means for examining the flow of funds is to look
at thogg titles of CETA which a11owﬂfor ‘financial transfers. While
this)method indicates the legislative provisions that lead to coordina-
tion through the transfer of funds, it does not 1dent1fy'how the funds
are used. Another drawback to this approach is the previousiy cited
definitional differences within the CETA system. Another is that the
necessary infarmation must be compiled from a variety of sources, prior
to and after, the 1978 reauthorizatigy. Cumu]atjve estimates are,

, therefore, not feasible.

-

Title Il of the CETA legislation (Title I of the original 1973
Act) deals with comprehensive empIOyment and training programs. This
. is the largest title of the CETA legislation which in fiscal year 1980
had a budget authority of $2.054 b1111on.”8  This same title con-
tains the Governor's set aside for vocational equcation. A recent
L analysts by the Department of Labor shows that from fiscal year 1973 to
' fiscal year 1978, when the Governor's set aside was still at the 5-per-
cent level, a total of $350.3 millions was distributed. In fiscal year
1978 alone, the set aside amounted to $111.4 million.’?  Another
way fo examine this sum fs that it represents only 6.3% of the funds in

. fiscal year 1978 available under this title for classroom training.

»

However, classroom training as defined by the Department of Labor
is not synonymous with public school education programsl Rather, it is
"any training” of the type normally conductedin an institutional set-
ting, includimg vocational education, that is designed to provide indi-
vidyals with the teéhqli?l skills and information required to perform a

.
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specific job or groups of jobsﬂn’ In fiscal year 1978, prime
sponsors received $754.3 million for classroom training. These monies
were distributed, primarily through prime sponsor contracts, to the
variéty of institutions conducting classroom training. Thus, although
potential involvement of the-schools was large, the actual involve-
‘g:t cannot be estimated. ’

Public school education can also recetve ginds under Title III of
CETA, which proiEﬁES training services for special populations suct® as
* Indians, migrants, and older workers. Although it has been documented
that schools are used to provide the training services,8l estimates
of the amounts given to the schools cannot be derived. because the Title
111 funds are not *allocated accarding to the kinds of organizations
' that conduct the training,

Title IV of the CETA legislation encompasses the YEDPA youth pro-
grams, The only education set aside 1S for in-school youth but once
again, prime Ssponsofs can choose to devote more funds for education
functions. The budget authority for YEDPA was $826 million in fiscal
year 1980.82  Thi's- sum does not finclude the Job torps or the Youth
Conservation Corps, other CETA programs that include youth in enroll-
ments.,

-

4

Public “service employment is found 1a two sections of the CETAY

legislation, Title VI, counter-cyciiéai public service empldyment, 10
fiscal year 1979 consisted of 3.3 bitljon dollars; Title I1I-D, transi-
gionai employment opportunities for the economically disadvantaged, in
fiscal year 1979 accounted for $1.8 billion dollars. Public service
employment, commonly termed PSE, in fiscal year 1979 became the largest
CETA program accounting for 54 percent of CETA odtiays. Prime SPONSOrs
would frequently assign public service employees to pubiic schools or

other agencies. .The schools would use the employees for general

maintenagce tasks and for tasks such as transportation and library

.41
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aides. In some cases, the schools would provide training for these
employees. When CETA was reauthorized, the term "1n-school" was added
to the eligibility requirements so public service employmeny . funds
could be mixed with Title II monies to provide more work study
programs.83 One estimate for fiscal year 1979 jndicates tkat $480
million was being transferred; to pub11c educat1on institutions for
public service employnent from T1tles 11-D and 1v,84 . Although this
is a large Sum, 1ts impact on educatlon may be misleading. While the
money went into bFAs, it d1d not necessarily go to wocational education
‘programs. Moreover, most of the funds were used for support or
maintenance; ,only 6 percent of the PSE employees 1n public education
institutions were involved 1n teaching-related activities,8%

-

i -~

None of tﬁ% CETA funding 3s permanent. The funding fluctuates
each year accomling to Congress1onaliy—1mposed~fund1ng levels "and the
EOnéract1ng decisions of the various prime sponsors. This has generat-
ed a great deal of interest on the part of the education constituencies
affected. Reports produced by these groups are 1n large measure biased
by the perspectives of the various groups conducting the studies. In
1978, the Wisconsin State Reseamsh Coordinating Unit, a State organiza-
tion mandated by the VEA, asked the State’ and territorial directors of
vocational education to report the amount of CETA dollars administered
or expected tg be administered by their‘étate departments of vocational
education during the fiscal year 1978. ‘The 54 directors that responded
Indicated that $152 million of CETA funds were administered or used by
tye State directors for vocational educafion programs,  The largest
proportion was obviously the Governor's S5-percent set aside for voca-
tional education. When these same persons were asked to estimate the
amount of CETA funds received by LEAs diréctly from prime sponsors, the
g3 directors who responded reported an amount of almost $210.6
mitlion.86  None of this. money was mandated by legislation. What

is most stri}ing about this figure is that 1t underreports CETA fundsc£>

used by public education organizations. Clearly, by even the most

N
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conservative estifates, thg flow “of CETA dollars into educational -
institutions and programs is very large. '

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, as detailed in the Confer-
ence Report, suggests that changes may occur in these funding patterns.
That b111 removes the separate categories for the Goverhor's grants and
teduces the total sum for their use from 12 to 10.5 perce This
means that State vocational education agencies will be 1r|2§otent1a1
compet1t1on for reduced fund_pg with other State agenc1es, 1ncluding in
SETCs whose funds are also controlled by the Governor. The same bill
eliminates public service employment from CETA and deletes the mainten-
ance of effort for youth ¢lause under Title II. Th1s could affect the
flow of funds for youth and, by implication, the funds for LEAs. Fur-
thermore, these changes are concerned with authorization for abpropr1a-
tion, not the Congress' s appropriation level. The authorization bill
allows, approximately $3. 8 billion for tra1n1ng purposes under CETA, ‘#‘-tsf

The Consequences of Coordinating Solutions.

-

La ]

Pooling BeSOUECes As a Coordination Strategy
o

'Coord1natf65 between education and employment and training pro-
grams 1s difficult to achieve because the systems-to be coordinated are
diverse, fragmeﬁted, and complex. In a broad sense, coordination im-
pl¥es an alignment or dssociation. Within education, coordination has
become a term commonly, if not too readily, used as a synonym for such
associations {also referred to as linkage, coupling, “or articulation).
Too often, the idea of coordination has an wmplicit va]qg attached 1o
1t. Much coordination is seen as positive. Its lack is viewed as neg-
ative. Moreover, 1t is often perceived as a joint process, prime spon-
sors and LEAS acting in unison. This‘ignores the fact that delegating
authority or responsibility for a task--a princ1pal.inherent in much of ‘
. the 1eg1slation--can be a more ®fficient mechanism than a united
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. effort. This perspective also ignores any questions that consider the

N
costs and the beqef1ts of coordination strategles. " - //,,,—”/d-
] ’ . .

” Except for spetifying certain pIannidg requirements, the'hongress

1s purely suggestive 1y terms of coordination mandates between the VEA
and CETA. One way to avoid misreading the <legislation is to wtew coor- ~
dination as an assoc1atlon formed to pool .resources 1n order to accom-
pish certain tasks Ee]ated to that assoc1atlon. This definition 15
derived d1rect[y'from how coord1natlon 15 used, under both laws, which
1avolves the application of resources to areas and ndividuals in need
of those resources. Inherent in this definition is the:prob]em of
» flexibility. §ince the resources da exist; the issue becomes how eas)-
ly they can be combined and coordinated Historacally, coordination
efforts have focused on gquestions of flexlblllty tha® are largely
administrative copcerns.

\

_ Th1s perspective 1s particularly useful for undersfgndlng how
Federal programs operate on the local level. The concern on all levels

._of government is how to fit Federal programs with other applicable
State < and—lgcal \PESOUFCES to reet local needs--an approach that
reverses the Federal perspective. For example, Federal vocational

! education and CETA monies are often used with other monies to develop
programs.iln Modesto, California, the city schools entered into an
agreement with the county CETA prime sponsor and the Califormia
Department of Rehabilitation to establish and maintain a career

g gocat10nal evaluation cemter designed to assess handicapped pupils’

F 87 . )
. B efployability skills. . ,
Federal vocational education and CETA-dollars havaka]so been used )

by ‘schools to develop programs that combine resources from community
\development block grant monies, Title XX of the Social Security Act,
ESEA funds, and various State, tocal, and private funds. The Economic
_Pevelopment Administration and the various qggiopal'commissioqs pay al-

-
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so provide revenues to devélop programs.88 Moréover, these com-
bined funds may be targeted on a variety of individuals and operated,
according to one accougt, by no less than 12 differeﬁ% kinds of educa-
tion agencies that deal with vocational ‘education.89  In Hartford,
QOnnecticut: the school,System created an alternative vocational pro-
gram that finvolves 11 dffferent funding sources.gg_- Such ingenuity
requires the ability to pool monies with differing application, report-
ing, andhfisgal cycless In theory, the pooling of funds is feasible.

In practice, those same funds may not havilthe administrative flexib1l-
ity necessary for, the efficient operation ; ogram.

The flexibility of financial resources varies according to' the re-
cipient of the funds, the purposes for whiéh they are to* be spent, and
the amount available. The process is complicated by the intervention
of State and local laws,?! and the copstraints in the operation of
grants-in-aid programs by the Constfzilion and the courts.92 ‘For.
example, many target populations qré elig}ble to receive‘funds under
more than one Federal statute., This is the case for those economicall§\
disadvantaged 1ndividuals-who fit both the Vocational Education Act and
CETA's different definitions of economically disadvantaqed193 This
is even greater for handicapped individuals 'who are or are not eligible
for fands depending upon whether the Education for All Handicapped
Children Acg, the Vocational Reh;bi]itation Act, or the Vocational Edu-
cation Act definition of a handicapped individual is used. Even When
there is a fit across definitions, a problem can occur, because d1 ffer-
ent sources of funds are to be used for different purposes. " The need
to fit together the purposes of legislation 15 shown, for example:
under the CETA Title VI public service job monies, wgich may be matched
by vocabional education monies and other CETA dollars to provide train-
1ng programs for school employees. Pooling funds$ effectively requires
that thi1s be done efficfentfy, and some funds may not be worth the ef-
fort. For example, VEA dollars for economical 1y disadvantaged persons
are distributed to the States and ipen’%o LEAs. Trese funds require a

- 7
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50 percént match at the State or local level, Moreover, the Federal
VEA funds can only be used to péy for the excess cost above the regular
“cost of maintaining an individual in a program. CETA dollars, on the
other hand, go .directly to local prime sponsors who distribute the
monies to contractors for programs where no matching dollars are re-
quired.
. o
Following enactment of the Education Amendments of 1976, organiza-
tions on different lévels of government prepared a series of documents
that act as a guide for pooling monies and resources to develop Jocal
programs. These documents are remarkably varied not only in topic but
also in terms of who developed them. For example, OVAE's ‘program on
corrections education has prepared a resource guide tu over 50 Federal
_f@rograms that can be used to develop education prog}ams in correctional
1astitutions. The guide further enumerates how to apply for these pro-
grams.94 The Women's Burea' at the Department of Labor produced a
guide to CETA that is freguently used by education organiZations in
dé?eloping CETA prograﬁs for women.J®  The California State Advis-
ory Council on Vocationad Education prepared a guide for developing
,Lcomprehensive vocational services. This gufde- lists some 60 Federal
programs that can be linked into a comprehensive delivery system on the
local level, and ﬁsing 2 matrix format, discusses relationships among
expenditures categories.95 The format 1is very similar to one
developed by the Minnesota Manpower Council to implement YEDPA pro-
grams .97 . LT

Although this is not an exhaustive list, the diversity of these
few documents suggests that the various organizations and agencies in-
volved irn‘&eve]oping coordinated programs are having similar problems.
Any coordinated activity assumes thatua natural relationship exists be-
tween thk bhenOmena being coordinated. Since so many of the observed
efforts are not prescribed by the legislation, this assumption seems to
hold. How well the statutes are able to build on those natural pat-

.
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terns is a different kind of question.

*

The preface for this paper argues that many of the difficulties
encountered in admiristering a legislative solution to a social problem
are inherent in the design of the splution. And by corollary, those
solutions that succeed do so only to the extent to which they consider
the behaviors-of the affected parties? be they people, organizationé,
or jurisdictions. It would seem logical that when coordination is:
desired, the effective legislation would consider mutual béhavio:;

In the case of CETA and vocational education, there is little
acknow]edg1ng,of the status of the relationship between the two sys-
tems. Curiously, the least coordinated activity observed is around
those legislative mandates that are jointly prescriptive--planning
efforts and the development of "a consistent, integrated, and coordi-
nated approach” to meeting the "employment and training needs of the
nation.” Yet this mahdate is probably the most strategic of all

attempts to pool resources since it raises a series of questions cen>~
~tering on the effectiveness and efficiency of such an effortt Legisla-

tion can have incentives, but it can also havé*ﬁﬁﬁsfended sanctions.
How 2 law specifies an administrative solution to a s cial problem will
affect the remedy. Coordinated activity may be facilitated more by the
manner in which 1t is perceived than in by feasibility of the effort.

Administering Solutions
.t i

There are some 500 Federal grant-in-aid programs.98 Some pro-

. grams may have cross-cutting purposes. At the same time, they may have

contradictory ones. [In the case of hyman resources policies, Pprograms
are often deve]oped'in piecemeal fa;pion, "a by-produq;\or consequence'
of policy formation in other areas.”?? The, consequences of such
programs determines the types of coordination that may occur. These
consequences can stem from a variety of factors but, in ¥arge measure,

]
]

-47-.



~

%

This paper has looked at two grant-in-aid programs as-if both had’
similar structures. This 15 not entirely correct. _CETA .is really a

result from the generic structure of the Federal legislation. ~* l\‘__‘\
re

hybrid block grant program, first formulated from a cluster of categor-
ical programs that havef”in time, come increasingly.under Federal con-
trol and have thus become more categorical,l00 one consequence of
this change has been a tendency by the vocattonal education community
tb view CETA monies as MDTA monies -- as an entitlement rather than a
a written agreement with ggntractual characteristics. PerEeptlons of

how programs should operate can lag behind legislative changes. In
this case, the institutional memory is almost 20 years.
. .

A similar evolutionary history is found in another human.resources
progréh, the Community Development Block Grant& Ths proéram, like
CETA, 1s a Federal-local program having local decentral}zation of

.ﬁiuy.'ﬂdEt151onmaking as a programmatic goal. But again, with the passage of
time, the Federal role has become more extensive.l0l There is evi=
denge not only to support the faft that block grants have essential
feetures,‘but.to suggest that those features can be differentiated by
the type of block grant.102 Thys mplies that a sérfes of arrange-
ments (or fits) could exist to facilitate the implementation of strate-
gies to support a-common Federal goal,

. ] |

In theory, block grants are pelar to categorical programs. Under
block grants, the funds_havé’maximum flexibility in the use of those

=y resources but then goals may~be more difficult to achieve. This sug-
Jgests that if the Federal government is to view program coordination in
strategic terms, then by definition, certain categoEical properties may
emerge that hamper flexibility. L1kewise, whatever the problem that
coordfnation js to address, such as youth unemployment, may be gb broad
as to compliea;g the number and kinds of programs that need to bBe coor-

dinated to cope with the problem.103  The question that arises fis
A\ 54
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whether a coordinated Federal program strategy Js feasible. An angger
requires a brief review of other efforts that involve the coordination
-of Federal pfograms. , ' . '
S , v .
- ' . ~ ) .
Coordjnation amon Federal human resources programs 1S not new.
The organizational h s'iories of most agencies show at ‘Jeast,some con‘t,

?

tact with other programs having overiapping goals or target.gr:ou;ast*fo
be sel&ed.: The ypcapiona] regabf]itation agehcy, for example, estab-
" .F{shed a formal written agreement with the Veteran's Administration in

1946, and,” in 1967, made a formal link with“the Office of Education's

‘ special education and ‘Weational education to coordinate prbgrgms. The .

\ided, usually associated with c dination, is that it is z(good to
_have, but the goodness may‘ be more symbolic than pr'eu:tjc‘ed.104 The
' Ny 'qi.lest*lon of feasibility becomes an‘ 1ssue not so much with the 0idea of
C@rdilnati-?n, but with its implementation, especially v?h’en a comprehen-

sive perspective on & probiem 1s maintajned. : «
b'i. Many of ’th? d1ff1cu]‘ties e,ﬁperienced n 'coord:inatrng CETﬂ: and
vocational education programs are andlogous, to the problems that the
~’  Federal Govérnment encountered” in administering the Model «Citiks
Program in~t\he tate 1960's, That programoat‘tempted to improve urban
'.ﬁq,eas by designating certain tgr'get communities as models through the
! Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and cdor-
) “dinating other 'Féderal programs that aided wrban areas with the goals
of the Model Cities legistation, The str‘Zf:egies developed were contin-
+7  gent on complehensive pla;m:ng and comprehgr(si‘ve funding_',« both of .which
ran into obstacles when an attempt was made to put these processes into
operagcion.mi . Different* agencies had different operating proce-
dures ang operated under different legislativg and legal 'r'equirementg..
The prgb]ems‘for‘ ptanning and’,fundmg were ca%_ed by the same structyr-
al hindranie%s that creat;e obstac]fs‘_fo‘r CETA-vocational edtrt:tion coor-
.dinat.ion. Under -the I-}bde] Cities effort, the comqpre?ens'ive approach
was folnd to- have utility on €he local level. There coordination

; - »
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" Coming Full Circle -
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varfous units of logal govermment .and other

- constituencies. Adopting a comprehegsive spective required that all.
prehegs

needs be considered “in some fational or planned manner. - The prolifera-
tion of programs that resylted from the planned use of comprehensive
funding appeased opposing const1tuencies and created a political
mediating force and permitted the goals of the Model Cities Program to

be puMinto place;106 ¥
-

’ -

" 'Coordination efforts involving qgny bureaucracies requlre a man-

date with some Tentral authoriby that has the breadth of perspective

necessary tq discern a1l the faq;ors 1nvolved in coordination., Like
the CETA vocational gducation effort,. the Hodel Citid program suffered
from thgéauthorlty s being invested in one of the units being coordie

. nated (the Department of Hous1Ag and ¥rban Deyelopment). This'restrice

tion is clearly-a hindrance to the goals of the effort.

-

s
“

v .

The coord1nat1a’ of- Federal vocational education programs with
Federal employment and trainlng programs came full circle with_the pro-
posed Youth Act of 1980, 107 1mis legislation, Which was néver
passed by the 95th Congress, echoed the original MDTA legislation by
creating separate titles for edudation and employment and tralning pro-
grams. The firstatitle, an extension and revision of Title IV of. CETA,

' followed the comprehens1ve perspgctive of the CETA legislation by stat-

ing "the purpose of “this title 15 to...promote a partnership and link-
age among education 'nd tra1n1ng programs for the d1sadvantaged Y The
22-percent set aside for in-school youth was retained.’

»

thle I1 proVided assistance ta school and  schopl-aged popula—
tions. It was unique in the history of coord1nation legislation for
several reasons. It was deve) oped in djrect consultation wtth educa-




tors, something that had not happened.to a great exte:t\under earlfer
versionsfbf CETA, The approeach chosen ;as modeled after the experience »
gained in the fintroduction of "the ESEA legislatioo on how to target’
JFederal in-school programs to Serve disadvantaged youth. * This, as men-
tioned earlier utilized a knowledge base lacking in the development of

the youth lnit1at1ve at DOL.

The. un1queness of Title II is further displayed by its structure.
The legislation first lists findings on the role of schools in serving
“the basic and employflent skills_of secondary sczoolayouth and then
gives the purpose of the leg1slation--prov1dtng financial assistance to
support that role. Direct authority and purpose are establishdd at the
author121ng level of .implementation. The Congress further recognized
the diﬁjerent roles of various sections of the cat1on community and
targeted 25 percent of the Title 11 funds for vocaty nal education in
schoads. As specified in the act, the actual adminishcation of those
‘o dollars apo\irs cumbersome. Local schools seeking to use these fonies
would first seek approvad for their plans from the State Board‘gf Voca-
tiopal Education. As in State vocatioha} education plans, approval
from outside parties would also be required. As such, the\:dministra-
tion of the Federal dollars was far from being admfhistrat1 ely clear.
Once again, the .efforts of putting a program together could outweigh
the costs of running jt. ‘ . o

.
"

As the history ‘o‘?.coordinatéd effori_:s has Showp, cla’r:ity of legis-
" lative intent and formal authority for implementation do not necessari-
ly lead to collaboration, especially if these two processes are overly
prescrlpt1ve in detailing administrative prifedures. Both public voca-
tional educat1on and CETA delivery s¥gtems are diffuse and decentraliz-
ed enterprises. Decisions that make sense at the Federal level can’
have quite the opposite effect on the lg¢al Yevel. For example, it ma}
seem logical. to Federal officials that a total sum should be ohtainable
indicating the flow of dollars from prime sponsors to, local :Lucation .

’
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agencies. Yet an operating knowledge, of how local agreements are
written indicates tﬁé obvious error 1n that belief. Coordination, if
1t 1§,to work, must be conceived ‘in broad," seemingly ambiguous tenms<:'
that are more than.symbol1c. The pooling of resources can be facili-
taté& only if the definitions of target populaiion, planning and budget
cycles, and other structural determlnants\?f operating a program that

' haye, 11ke a series of intersecting circles, a common overlap that acts,
as an efficient catalyst n formulating the effort. This has not,
historically, been the case. Under the mmplementation of MDTA, CETA,

" and YEOPA, 2 massive effort went 1nto 1dentifying the various resources
ahd rolas of th{ participants to establish coordinated efforts.

,‘t
i&{i \ - P .
¥ Planning the'q;e of resources represents the 1deal or rational

activity, but. the operation of-programs 1s redefined by the actors who
use those resources. Coond]nat ¢ planning requires a knowledge of the
strengths and weaknesses of a variety of organ1zat1ons, programs, and
the like for meeting the diversity of 1individual needs for education-
and tramning skills. To date, that knowledge base has been lacking.
Only with 1t can strategies be discerned for intelli1geat planning ef-
forts. This suggests why the 1976 amendments were not®more product1ve

on fostqr1ng coord1nat1on but “why “the resources for establlsh1ng pro-

ing offerif by CETA and YEDPA.d1d produce results.

Making Coordination Feasible

1Y

‘»

The coordination=3f Fedem@l education and employment and }ré1n1ng
programs has been perceived in many different Ways over the past 20 °,
years because the social problems that these programs are deSIgned to
sqtve are much broader than a combination of the programs. /ron1cally, -
adopting a more comprehensive perspective only <ompli
trative solution. It ﬂql perhaps much more frealistic to begin pJanning
with the knowledge that the perceptidn of the problem will dictdte the
////’sﬁhinlstration of the solution. If the Congress hears testimdny that

s -




L ‘ -

schools and prime sponsors are not working toge:her and that tms con-
tributes to high’youth unemployment in urban area;:'}ny resulting leg-
islatian 11kely will require that the two Systems work\EToser together,
On the other hand, Governors or other State officials may argue that
States can)best allocate resources among various groups responsible for
meeting training needs and therefore the resources should be allocated
to the States. The solutfon, often one of political compromise, may

attempt a remedy but in doing so it may ignore key structural problems N
£ -
for coordinating programs.
]
’ 4 - *
Coordinat1on between Eﬁb programs implies that certaln commonali- .

important when coordination among three or more progrgas is required to

ties, points of equal definition, exist.- Ths prg@?ple becomes more
quleve a desired outcome.. From the perspective of operating Federal

programs, common grounds are merely uniform administrative procedures,

For example, a %ocal school system may wish to establish an educa-
tion and training program for a gﬁgﬁi‘éf'ﬁhnd1capped stugenps. While
the resources for such a program may exist on. the local and State %ev-
els, 1t is more probable 4ﬁmt they come from several Federal programs,
Plec1ng.together an operating program from various resources reguires

ot only a knowledge of what is available, but of hoﬁ to reconcile drf-
ferent funding cycles, regulations, reporting requirements, and the
11ke. Resources are pooled within. the 1imits of a locgl district's
expertise at handling the Federal bureaucracy. That FeZZ?al programs
have differing aims 1s not the prgplem. Diverse goals are necessary; to
meet the broad range of 1ndividual’ needs for education and training-for
employment. But even similar goals reduire some direction if they are
to bé 1mélemented. "At the séme time, too mudﬁ'ﬁirection hampers their
flexibility and places limits on those who can be served. ah

-
"

Coordination may not be the answer. Because 1t 1s perceived as
being good does not mean that it is effective and efficient. In areas '
-~

.

b




v -
where the needs for trqlning are similar and in large demand, it may be

easier, that is to say more efficient, to have re

urces vestéd in one
authority, If the problem to be solved is complex or.if it must‘meet
diverse individual needs, separate solutions may be more, effective. In
the former case, program coordination may not make sensd, In the lat-
ter, it may be the Bn]y answer. The problem becomes hoﬁ to 1dentify,
from a national perspective, those common points among \systems that
clarify authority to accomplish specifi¢c ends without hampering the
need to meet dissimilar goals. In terms of linking CETA and vocational
education progra@s, the problem translates into: “Who is respensible
for what?” Congress 3nswered this in the early MDTA legislation, and
the Carter Administration dealt with 1t in the proposed Youth Act of -

1980, It was Egﬁf unattended 1n the Education Amepdments of 1976.

*" CETA and vdcational educdtion are only two of P variety. of pro-
grams that are 3Yoosely related under the term “human resources.” While
all of _,these programs éffect the' development of 1individual potential,
the rationales for thélr'dev lopment often differ. By not considering
this fact, the Feaera]'Goverj}ent has produced a variety of strategies
without hév1ng developed a systematic human resources policy. There-
fore, the premotion of CETA and vocat1onaf education coordination can
create confusion in the operation ot othér policies, especially when
1ines of authority are not clearly.-drawn. A classic example of this
involves making a dec1513nnabouf the eligibility of a student, 1denti-
fied as learning disabled .under the Education of the Handicapped Act,
for a program sponsored under the special program for the disadvantaged
provisions of the VEA with stipends paid for by CETA. Is this possible
under current Federal law? Is 1t feasible within the bounds of a local

»

education agency?

~

e

Despité their differences, the CETA and vocational education pro-
grams have many cCOMMon characteristics, and they probably would have
more 1f the laws would clarify their roles in preparing individuals for
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employment. If coordination is perceived as a valid Federal role then
'resolving prob]%ms related to coordination is one of the most crucfal
issues to be considered in the impending reauthorization of these laws.
i Whether or not coordination will lead to a solution to the social prob-
lems that these programs are designed to resolve, especially when they
are formulated apart from'related Federal policies, remains a more dif-
ficult and perhaps spurious question. ’
,ﬁ\\

Ts
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be served. example, Califormia *has recently implemented the
Calitgrmia Work-site and Enfloymgnf Tfaining Act which has made an
1mpact on postsecondary prsgrams. .
r v . . -~
For further discussion, see Awakening the Slumbering Giant: Inter- .
governmental Relations andeFederal Grant Law (washingtonb,o.c.:

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, December
1980). ’ .

’

Federal Reguster, Vol. 42, No. 191, p. 53864, October 3,.1977.

CETA employs a such more detailed “and 1nclusive definition, struc-
tured differently from the VEA's., Coming from a family that quali-
fied for pubjic assistante makes one eligible for training, Under
the. VEApthe family has to have received public assistance. .
Furthermore, the CETA legisiation degls with individuals affected

by statutes which acteas “"signifrcant barriers to embployment,"” such ~
as institutionalized and handicapped persons. (See Federal
Register, Vol. 44, MNo. 65, p. 19998, April 3, 1979).” The most
obvious difference 1n definition lies in the process of
1dentification. While public education wnstitutions can readily
1dent1fy persons_with academic disadvahtages, they do not keep
records which show ecénomic disadvantagement. , ™ . -
‘A Guide for Correctiohal Administrations to U.5. Department of
Edycation Resources, mimeograph (Washington, D.C.: Corrections ~#
Program, Offfce of Vocational and Adult Education, U.S. Department
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of Educataon), 1981,
- -y

(Y

*
} 1 4

.“ LY "‘ * . \
CETA Jouiné{l A Walk bn the Women's Side (Washinggon, D.C.:
Women®s Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, 1980). B

[ * ”
A Guide for'Linking Comprehensive Vocational Services {Sacramento ,*
California:, GaMTfornia Advisgry Council on Vocational Education,  *
undated: document). . . .o
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Youth Employment Education Unit, op. cit., pp..59-61.

The Federal Ro® i the Federal System: The Dynar®e of Growth,
Vol, 1, "The €risis” of Confidence” {Washington, D.C.: Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, July“}QBOJ, p. 4.
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Frederick-H. Harbison, Toward 5 Comprehensive Human Resources
Polic¥ (Washington, D.C.: .National ouncil on Bmployment Policy,
» une .

’NBlock Grants: A Comparative Analysis (Washington, D.C.: Advisory
Commission of Intergovernmental Relations, October 1977).
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Mirengoff and Rindler, 0p. cit., p. 5.
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Paul R. Donnel, et ai., Targeting Comiunit Development
(Washington, 9.C.: V.S, Department of Housing and Urban N .

Development, January 1980), p. L

Another view of 100king at cobgdination is merely 1ist the various.
Federal efforts to confront a social issue. This was the cdse of
the Carter Urban Policy in the 1980 President’s National Urban
Policy Report (Washington, D.C.:~ Department of Rousing and Urban

Development, 1980).

Janet Weiss, “§hbaggncg vs. Symbol in Administrative Reform: The
case of Human Services Coordination," Policy Analysis, no. 7 #
(Winter 1981), ppo 21'45- -

-
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Lawrence D. Brown. and Bernard J. Frieden, "Gutdelines and Goals in <
the Model Cities Program,”" Policy Sciences, ao. 7 (1976), pp. 474,

Ibid., p. 485. _
Youth Act of 15§b; 96th Congress, 2nd Sess1on,'H.R. 6711.
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