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1. OBJECTIVES

Local planners under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act--

hope to learn from the prior decade of Federal manpower policier. Un‘ p

fortunately, the evaluations'of Federal policies have provided
picture. Indivi@ual case studies, and even some widespread national

surveys, indicate economic gain for most of~those'enrolled in manpower-

prograﬁﬁ?ﬁ At the same tjime, many participants appear to have gained

nothirg “and there wvere extensive failures within some manp er programs.

_?r N ‘4—‘----

Serious questions haveabeen raised about ‘the effectivenes of the JOBS -
approach to subsidized on—the—job training, and initial ev luations of the

Work Incentive Program (WIN) have been "less favorable thafi had been hoped

by its proponents. These recent evaluations of 'JOBS and WIN have over—

shadowed some of the more favorable findings in the earlier studies“of'

@

_ MDTA training. : | . B _ : . T
There has been an extensive series of evaluations of goﬁernment4-

8 ponsored training programs and other manpower policles since the enact-

ment of the Manpower Development and Training Act in 1962. The .individual

Al

studies are too numerous to list here. However, summari appraisals of the

evsluation studies can be found #n a number of reports.;J

-3

[S

1/Gersld G. Somers, ed., Retraining the Unemployed (Madison. Uni-
versity of Wisconsin Press, 1968); Einar Hardin, "Benefit-~Cost Analysis .of
Occupational Training Programs: A Comparison of Recent Studies," in Cost-
Benefit Analysis of Manpower Policies, edited by Gerald G. Somers and W D.
Wood (Madison: Center for Studies in Vocational and Technical Education,
University of Wisconsin, 1969). See also Cost~Benefi§ Annlysis. Theary
and Application to Manpower Training Programs, A Bibliography "(U,S. Depart-
ment of Labor, May l97l) )

G.
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The comparative studies of benefit-cost ratios made by Einar Hardin,

by John Goldstein and by Steve Barsby indicate relatively favorable results

o

However, the results for enrollees

for MDTA institutional and OJT trainces.

in other'manpower progfams,osuch as NYC J b Corps, JOBS, and WIN, are less
1

certain because of the absence of rigorous evaluation and the mixed results

of the few comprehensive surveys which have been conducted. 2/

The lack of conclusive findings has been\blamed on methodological

: . o |
deficiencies of the evaluations. One of the major criticisms is that the

evaluation period 1s too brief. Most government reports extend only six .

o Y 4 ! . .
months beyond progragm termination, and even some of ‘the mpst rigorous

2 . o

hétudies conducted by cost~benefit annlysts are based on a one-year

follow—up e . :

. Two early attempts at longér tetm evaluation produced conflicting

results, primari}y,because of differences in programs, locales, control

groups, and other aspects of methodology.él A similar conflict in’ results

’ odcurred in more recent longitudinal evaluations utilizing social gecurity

earnings data. Whereas David\fanber and Orley Ashenfelter found that MDTA

’

training was ineffectual. Louis Jacobson arrives” at a far more favorable

conclusion regarding the effects of training on earnings.é! The difference

[ n

Z/These findings’ are reviewed in a forthcoming monograph, "Evalu~
ating the Evaluations," being complcted by Gerald Somers for the Natioiial

Manpower Policy Task Force. .

R 3ISee Michael .F. Borus, 'Time Trends in the Benefits from Retrain-
ing in Connecticut," and Gerald Somers and Graeme McKechnie, "Vocational
Retraining Programs for the Unemployed," both in Industrial- Relations
Research Association, Proceedings of the 1967 Meeting.

AIThe conflicting results are discussed in Louis S. Jacobson, The
Uaé of Longitudinal Data to Assess the Impact of Manpower Training on
Earnings (Public Research Institute, 1973).

7
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in results.appears to stem primarily from Jacobson's more careful utili-
zation of a control group.” Similarly favorable results have recently been
reported by Michael Borus and Edwerd Prescott based on a longitudinal study

of 3,339 persons who were assigned to MDTA training courses in Indiana

during 1964—66.2/ Like the longitudinal studies using social security

earnings data, the Borus-Prescott evaluation was restricted to-MDTA

“

trainees. ﬁaﬁever, its concentration ‘in Indiana also makes a comparison
with the national surveys difficult to interpret.

Thus, there remains a need for a longitudinal follow-up evaluation
n

of the effects of a wider range of manpower programs, based on a national
L
sample of enrollees.

It was the purpose of the reported research: (1) to determine the

. characteristics of -young, male enrolleee in manpower programs;'(Z) to:esti-

- mate the probability of enrollment of young men with specified character-

istics; (3) to evaluate the dong-term effects of enrollment on their
future earnings;'and,lamong the enrollees, (4) to determine the longitudinal
effects on earnings of (a) completion of the program, (b) duration of en-

» Q?

\
rollment, (c) the year of termination, and (d) the length of time since

termination.

[

* "‘\9 ) .

I1. PROCEDURES

‘ ;A. Sources of Data ’

The principal source of data for the analyses were the National

Longitudinal Surveys of labor market behavior conducted for Professor

21Michael Borus and Edward Presoctt, '"The Effects of MDTA Insti-
tutional Training Over Time and in Periods of High Unemployment'” (unpub-

lished paper, 1973).

8 \
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Herbert Parnes of Ohio State University's Center for Human Resources Re-

- gearch by the Bureau of the Census under contract with the Mappower Ad-

ministration. Begun in 1966, with annuallfollow—uﬁ surveys in each of the
succeeding five years, these studies cover four groups: young men who were

14 to 24 years old in 1966; young women who were 14 to 24 years old in 1968;

" women who were 30 to 44 years old in 1967; and middle-aged men who were 45

to 59 years old in°1966. | | )
For each of the four groups, a probability samﬁle'of the noninsti-

' b
tutional civilian population was drawn by the U.S. Census Bureau from 235

/

sample areas representing everystate and the District of Columbia. Each

sample consists of approximatély'S,OOO people. To permit statistically
reliable estimates for blacks, a sampling ratio four times as great as that
for whites has been used so that each sample consists of approximately
3,500 whites and 1,500 blacks. | .

Each individual in the samp}e was interviewed periodically ovér
the course of five years in order to record work histories as well as to
record changes in those characteristics that were hypothesized to be re-

lated to labor market behavior, for example, education and training, etc.

[

Since social security numbers were available for most of those in

the Longitydinal (Parnes) Surveys, the Census Bureau was able to match
numbers with those who had enrolled in manpower programs according to data
on record at the Manpower Administration. For each enrolleg it was pos-
gible to obtain information on (a) the type of program, (b) completion or
noncompletion, (c¢) number of weeks in thevprdgramfﬂztfid) year of termi-

nation. < =
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B. Methodological Problems . N

The reésearch was éonfronted with two major methodoiogical p}obiems
?rom the outset, and these problems haméered the analysfs and raised serious
questidns with regard to'tﬁe initial findings. ‘The first problem‘concerned'
the sample of ﬁanéover enrollees who were included in Ehe Longitudinal Sur-
vey data. At the time thelreseérch evaluation was proposéd there was
speculation in the Manpower'Administration that the .number of manpower
program enrollees would be too small to make the evaluation meaningful.
However, the initial matching of Longitudinal Survey identifi;agion numbérs
and manpower enrollee social security numbers indicated that there would be
over 500 observations for inclusion in tyé evaluation of manpower enrollees. .
It was decided to proceed with the resg;rch. However, even this number was
unevenly distributed among the four géhorts as 1s indicated in Table ‘1.
Most of the observations were foun%/in che.cohort of young men. The ' .

- ;

number of mature men and mature wofien among the manpower enrollees was
/ :

especially small.

‘
!

Since the largest number of observations were found in the cohort
of young men, it was decided to concentrate the analysis and evaluation on
this group first. ng programs and models'develo;ed in the analysis of
the young male cohort were then to be applied with suitable modifications‘
to the cohqrt pf'yodhg‘woaeﬁ.and then some decision was to be made con-
cerning the combination or sepératertréatment of the cohorts of mature
men and mature women. The problems encountered in the evaluation of the /
young male cohort were such tﬁat'only preliminary“work hgs‘been done on o
the other cohorts. Until the data, methodologicél, and conceptual problems \

’ \
were solved for the evalkuation of young men, it was deemed to be pointless

10




-, YOUNG MEN
Year Terminated Program*

Number in Program®¥

.

 MATURE MEN

Year Terminated Program*

Number in Program**

* YOUNG WOMEN

Year Terminated Program*
—
Number in Programk*

MATURE WOMEN

Number- in brogtam**’

-

by 69A.

C—6-

TABLE 1

B‘é YEAR OF TERMINATION.

1964
4

1963-64

1

1963-65
7

Year Terminated Program# 1963-64 65 66

7

65

67

@

11

NUMBER OF MANPOWER PROGRAM ENROLLEES IN PARNES' SAMPLES,

68

66 698| 69 70 71
14 33 59 42 20| 22 33 49
172 R b ¥
289
65° 66 67 68 69B] 69A 70
2 1 3.5 5] .2 1
17 10
27
66-69B - 69A-72
43 93
50 _ ‘93
‘ .
143
67 68 69B| 694 70 71
1
3 5 14 8 2 10 17, 15
39 49
, 88

#*xIncludes those who enrolled in more than one program and those who
enrolled in the same,'program in different years. ‘

7y

72

13

71\\\72
5\ 2

72 v

ATermination before the Parnes interview survey in 1969 is designated
K by 69B. Termination after the Parnes intexrview survey in 1969 1is designated

-
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| = to extend the analysis to the relatively small samplé in- the other cohorts. -

‘édih%ﬁég%

Although the initially indicated number of‘obhervations for young
male manpower enrolleed was 289, further analysis of the data severely re-

duced the size of the sdhple availqble for the follow-up evaluatian. The .

©

last data available on the Longitudinal Survey tapes were- gathered in the . ¢

o

interview of 1969. Since 117 of the manpower enrollees in this cohort : <
Sj\\ " terminated their program after the 1969 interviey (the last interview con-
ducted at the time of the analysis), thg Longitudinal Survey data could not

. ) tz ':‘
be used to evaluate earnings, employment, hours worked, and bther labor "

L3

market variables for thib sizeable group. As is seen in Tgf&e 1, the

) numbér eliminated frdg the follow-up evaluation for this r?ason was alsoﬁ' g

“p

significant for the other cohorts. Indeed, the number of mature men and
mature women who terminated the manpower program prior to the 19&9 inter—

N view date was so small as to raise questions about the propriety of a

follow-up evaluation for these groups. Even for the cohort ¢f young women,

- . the number who terminated their program befo the 1969 interview date was
so small as to cause serious difficulties in any detailedhfol}ow—up evalu-
Y I
ation.

Further investigation of the data for manpower enrollees in the
Qéhort of young men:revealed additional complicafiors which resulted in a
further reduction inYsample Bize for some of the critical analyses. It
was found that the numbers deslgnared as "manpower enrollees' in the initial

-

1ist provided by the Census Bureau included approximately 20 who had been

v

enrolled in moSQ‘than one manpower program or had enrolled in the same

» ’ program fk different years. Since a purposec of the evdluation was to de- -

[

" termine the effects of enrollment in particular kinds of programs and.

12-
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especially, to determine the impact of year of termination and time period

© - since termination on subsequent 1 bor m rket erform ce this d ication
presented a major complication. Even in analyzing the sample impact of
L T . e ,
being in a manpower program or not (without regard to type of program,

-

length of enrollment, tertmination Hate; etc.), the duplication of manpower

;«?programs in the same individual would make- 1t difficult to interpret the
o' . - . L .

«
“

results'of the follow-up evaluation.
A<i::; -Sincé a basic purpose of the evaluation was Eb*tracelpost—program
earnings and employment over the longest possible period, the: analysis was
designed in terms of a comparison between earnings and employment in 1966\
(the first year of the. Longitudinal Survey interviews) and 1969 (the last
. year in which Longitudinal Survey data was#available to us at the time of

analysis) However, it was found that 62 of the steadily shrinking sample

of young male manpower enrollees were interviewed in 1966 but ‘were not
i

_'interviewed in 1969. Therefore,‘these too had to be ‘eliminated in any

< analysis utilizing-the Longitudinal Survey data for information on post-

program employment and earnings. R Lo ‘ﬂA S ' p

" AnalySis of the numberﬂof{Wéeks in the training program for the T
manpower enrollees 'also revealed the disappointing 1nformation that a,

Ed
-

. number of them had actually been in the program for less than one week. .
s " - L 14 B

Qpproximately lS percent of the’ so—called manpower program enrollees weré>

in theaprogram for so short a time, if they showed up‘at all, that one

]
~

: could hardly expect any meaningful impact on their labor market performance. :

e TV e . o " -

In comparing earnings, employment, and hours worked of this trun~ L

< -
N

: cated sample of manpower enrollees with a comparison group matched for a

w . number of key variables, missing data for some ‘'of the basic variables -

| - 18
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‘used 1in regression“analyses caused ‘a further reduction in the sample“size

of manpower enrollees available for our analyses. Thus, even with the in-
clusion of manpower enrollees who were coded as having less than_one weqk
) l

of program experience. the regression samples would be reduced to 140. It

\2 - Yy

was decided to.retain them. As can be surmised from the data in Table 1,
: Y

} similar reductions in ‘the sample size of manpower program enrolleds usable

for comparative evaluation in the other three cohorts of the.Longitudinal

Survey would probably result in sample sizes too small for meaningful

analyses. : : ‘ ; M

In addition to the methodological problems surrounding the sample

]

‘ manpoWer enrollees, considerable. delay and continuing difficulties in

interpretation initially stemmed from the Longitudinal Survey data them—

selves. Because of the use of alphabetics instead df numerics_innsome}

.cases and the lack of coordination between the code book and the data tapes, -

much time in programming was devoted to "cleaning up” the tapes for re-'

gression analyses. The details of these problems havé been presented to

"the Manpower Administration and to the staff at Ohio State University and

need not be repeated‘here. Aszaresult of the commomn problems experienced

by research investigators along this line——discussed fully at a Users'

.

Conference on the National Longitudinal Surveys at Ohio.State University

on June 14, l973—-Prof. Herbert:Parnes and. his staff agreed to provide

-

. "clean" tapes in 1974. By that time our own programming staff had pro-

; vided_usable tapes.

1

Theyselection of a comparison sample of non—manpower “enrollees posed
less serious problems.x It was possible to gbtain more accurate data on them

from the Longitudinal Survey tapes and, of course, they did not present the

L 14 .-
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probléms of defining manpower program enrollmenta\‘Nonetheless;‘for purposes_

of the regression analyses, iégwas deemed appropriate to limit the comparison

sample’ to approximately 140 young men drawn on a rigdom basis from the

total Longitudinal Survey cohort, similar to the,sample~size of the study
group, and matched on a one—to-one basis for thebfollowing characteristics:
age, race, enrollment in school, education level in l966,“tamily income:
receipt of Welﬁafe payments, and weeks of unemployment in the year pre-
ceding‘the,l966vinterview. The comparison group is described more fully

in Part III.

C. Use of Social Jecurity Earnings Data

Because the Longitudinal Surveys permitted a maximum time-~span
comparison of earnings for‘only the three year period 1966Fl§69, Social.
Security earnings data were obtained for the manpower enrollees and members.
of .the comparison group in. each year from 1964 to 1972. These°earning\\
data provided analyses which related earnings before and after enrollment
to such indepéndent variables as year terminated the program,' and "time
period since progran termination,” in addition to J'type of program,

completion of program,'" and "number of weeks in.program. The Social.
Security Administration prepared three-way" cross—tabulations,'relating
various personal\and economic characteristics-of.the manpower enrollees
and non-enrollees to annual earnings. These are reported in Part V.

D. Analytical Models

Probit analysis was used to estimate the probability of manpower

2

' program enrollment for those in the Parnes sample of young men. This

technique is described in Appendix B, and the results are discussed 1in

L e

;o

Part 1V.

. 15
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The basic analytical tool used in the evaluation of the combined

Longitudinal Survey and Social Security earnings'data was the error compo-

°

.nents model. This model 1is discussed further in gppengix C, and the results

.
»
- .

are reported in Part V | ‘ -

!

The - Social Security Administration was asked to compute from our

[y

data, -combined with the earnings data supplied by the Social Security

. Administration, two cross-product matrices. The fina data set consisted

\x

, of pooled, cross—section, and time series data: obsérvations of N cross-

-

tm ﬂ P variables

section units over T years, with information record \

(N= 244, T=9, p 5.37). Total observations ' alfN}r T - 244 x 9 = 2196.

,,,,,,,

The first crOss—products matrix was calculated over al'
: E

and P variables.- The second cross—-products matrix was '’ ‘%1culated from the

¥
mean observation for each individual over the nine obse%&ations (for each
of nine years) for, that individual. o {ﬁg,
v The error components model utilizing the data in‘the cross~-

product matrices, included the independent variables discussed above. The

dependent variable was the adjusted Social Security earnngs‘data for each

year from 1964 to 1972. This analysis provides an indication of the effects

-

of year of termination from the manpower program and ‘the effects of the

number of years since termination on changes in Social Security,earnings

from'the year prior to enrollment to the years following’tefmination.
Because it is important in a longitudinal evaluation to work with

-

income, in real terms, the Social Security Administration was asked to

; -
adjust money income records for changes in the Consumer Price Index from

1964 to 1972. * R

1 N
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IIT. Characteristics of<s;ogram Enrollees

\

A. Frequency Tabufations for Enrollees Who Terminated From
Manpower Programs Before the "parnes" Survey in 1969 ' .

-Since the follow-up labor market data om manpower enrollées to'be-

, . - 4 _
derived from the Longitudinal)Surveys were obtained only for those who

terminated their mannger_prog am before the interviéw survey in 1969, the

manpower program samples were divided between thoge who terminated before

lbployment and income reported in the 1966 Parnes survey for young men who

T e

4

the survey in 1969 and those who terminated after that date. The numbers

in each of these two categories is Yndicated in Table 1. By way of 1llus-

tration of the enrollee sample, cross-tabulatdions are attached as Appendix .

A of this report, providing data on the personal characteristics, and em-

- - ‘o

terminated from manpower programs prior to the'interview survey;in 1969.

Their enrollment in the specified manpower program could have occurred “j

. , \
at any time before or after fhe 1966 interview survey.

* The dafa in the cross-tabulations were useful in choosing the key

v

variables needed for selection of a coﬁparison group, and they were élso
of value in dngrmining_the variables fo be included in éhevregression
anaiyses.

. The, cross-tabulations indicate thelnumber of young men who enrolled
in programs o institutionsl training, on-the-job training and couple&
}raining; the Job Corps and all other types of manpower programs, Cross-—
classified. by Ehz following characteristics and var{ables: age, race,
educationﬁl status and educational échieVement, current employment status,
emp;oymént activity most of‘tﬁe ﬁrevious week, current occupation,current,

industry, hourly rate of pay, usual earnings, total net assets, total

family incomne, feceipt of welfa;e»payments. attitude toward present job,

IS

R L :

3
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hégra per week worked in the last twelve nqntha, number of weeks currently
,unemployed number 6f weeks unemployed in the laat twelve months. The number
hof young men in specific manpower programs other than inatitutional training,
0JT and coupled, and the Job Corps was too small for separate aralyses and,
therefore, these young men were grouped for purposes of cross tabulation as
" well as other analyses of the data (see Appendix'A). |

1

. Type of Manpower Programl[by Age, Race, and Education

Of the 189 who terminated the&r manpower program prior to the 1969
-Parnes survey, 64 had been enrolled in institutional training, 45 were in

~-the-job training programs (OJT)., or in programs which ‘combined OJT and .

stitutional training, and 62 were in the Job Corp§. The remaining 18

ere scattered in various other types of manpower programs. Their ages

ﬁvﬁﬁﬁ e )
B ,w"-‘,.?t . ' ¢ . .
S " ranged from 14 to 24 at the time of the 1966 interview survey. Three~ ¥
T ‘ R . . . ’ . - . . . ] -
i fourths of the enrollees were under 20 years of age and 47 of the 62 en-

rollees in the Job Corps were 17 years of age or under (see Appendix Table

A"l ) . ) . »
T £ . )
Almost two-thirds of the sample were nonwhite. However, they were

&

unevenly distributed among the program typea;'with,nonwhitea representing
. - 0

®

almost 8§ percent of those who had been enrolled in the Job Corps, 64 per;

r cent of those in institutional training programs, and only 35 percent of

those enrolled in on-the-job training or combined OJT and'institutihnal

¥

programs (see Appendix Table A=2).

Most of the manpower program enrollees reported that they were

not enrolled in school at-the time of the 1966 interview, only 71 4

' of the 189 respondents in the aampie reported that they were currently'en-

~

rolled in school" at the time of the survey. Of these, 28 were in the Job

’ ’
*ag, . ) -1 8
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Corps, either before or after the survey, and the ‘rémainder were in insti-

)

tutional, OJT or some other type,of\maanWer program. Among thosé who were

~

currently enrolled in school 1n 1966, 44 were in high school below the senior .

-

year, and 10 were high school seniors}‘ 0f the remainder, 10 were still im

»

elementary school, and 7 were enrolled in college. *Approximately one—foorth

° .

of those who reported that they were no longer 1n school in 1966 indicated
R
that they had_obtained only eight years or less of formal education Among

the group of 118 non-school enrolleea, 54 had not completed high §chool,

29 had received a high school diploma, and only 4 manpower enrollees had
\receined some\college'education (see Appendix Tables A-3 and A-4). Further
deteil on school years completed by the manpower enrollees is presented in
‘ ;Apoendix TableﬂX—S Tne numbers in the/garious educational categoriés do
‘not always correspond exactly with those in similar categories in Appendix

Table A—A.%because the two tabulations resulted from different sections of

!

the intérview questionnaire. It is noted that the educatidnal level of

. [

those enrolled in.the Job Corps, heavily populated by nonwhiteé,_ﬂas below
e, Cy
the levels attained by enrollees in inrﬁitﬁtional and OJT programs, where

4

smaller. Since the Job Corps en-

.rollees were also younger at the timg of the 1966 SurVey, it is possible

the nonwhite enrollment was relativel

that some of them may have continuedf their formal education after the survey

" and either before or after their enfollment in the*Job Corps.

ation and Industry ) ';
?F : | , - .
Of the 189 manpower emrellfes in the sample, 112 were employed at

v
!

2. Employment Status, Occ

" the time of the 1966 survey, 26 wgre unempioyed, and ‘the remainder were not

t

in the labor force. The proporti¢ns of those employed were greater forf

envollees in institutional and OJ programs than they were for those infthe
i
l

19 - . |
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Job Corps (Appendix Table A-6). As is seen in Appendix Table A-7, the non-
labor force status of many of the respondents was accounted for by their
school enrollment at the time of the survey. ‘ |

| of the 170 respondents who indicated their occupation on their current
or last job (17 had never worked), the distribution was heavily weighted toward
unskilled jobs, as might be expected in this relatively young, disadvantaged
work greup. Although 20 repgyted that ;héy Ead.worked or were working as
_"operatives and kindred workers," larger numbers indicated their occupation

s "janitors, kitchen workers, farm laborers, helpers, and laborers.”" (See

»>

Appendix Table A-8.) The respondents were or d been egployed in a variety'

P
'

of manufacturing industries, but there were major concentrations in agri-

, Ay
culture, constructton, retail trade, and service industries (Appendix Table

A-9). . | .

h

Almost 40 :.percent of those nolding jobs in 1966 reported that they
"liked their job very much.” However$ the proportions in this favorable

attitudidal category were considerably higher for those who were enrolled

J ’
+

in institutional or OJT training'as compared yith'Job Corps enrollees (Ap-

pendii«Table A-10). ‘Although half of the respondents had worked ah average

«

3 ]
week of 40 hours or more in the year preceding the 1966 interview, there

., was a substantial amount of part-time work among the 166 respondenvs to ,
‘this question. Even many of those who were enrolled in school at the time
of the 1866 interview had been employed on a part—timelbasis during the
preceding year (Appendix Table A-11). ,

Most of those wno‘indicated\thatlthey were"currently unemployed"at

. the time of the survey had experienced relatively brief periods of unemploy-

ment. Approximately one~-third had been unemployed for two weeks or less

20 )0 L
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(Appendix Table A-12). However, a number of the respondents had had iengthier
spells of unemployment in the -twelve months preceding the 1966 interview. Of

the 59 respondents who reported that they had had some unemployment.in the

“preceding year, 15 had been unemployed for 27 weeks or more. A dispro-

portionately large number of these long-term unemployed were categorized

as Job Corps enrollees (Appendix Table A-13). Of the 104 respondents who

[N

were not in the labor force during some part of the year precedryé the 1966
interview survey,_27 were in the NLF category between 40 and 52 weeks, and

36 were in this category between 26 and 39 weeks. As befits their younger

age, Job Corps enrollees weére likely to be out of the labor force for longer

-

periods than enrollees in other manpower programs (Appendix Table A-14).

3. Earnings, Assets, Family Income, and Welfare Status

Over 70 percent of the 119 reSpendents who had;h job at the time of

- o~
the 1966 interview were earning $2 an hour or less; andtier one-fifth were

-

) > lh ' T
earning $1 per hour or lgss. OJT enrollees received proportionately higher

hourly wages than those enrolled iﬁ other manpower programs, with 14 of the
38 enrollees in this category reporting hourly earnings‘of $2 or more in
1966 (Ap;endix Table A-15). Reflecting their young age, e‘well as dis-
advantaged status, few of the respondents'had any personal \assets at the
time of the 1966 interview survey. Only 10 of the 189 reported total net
assets of 3500 or more (Appendix Table A-16) . '

Of the 171 respondents who reported total family income in the twelve
months preceding the 1966 interview 30 percent indie;ted an income of less
than $3000. Another 25 percent indicated annual famiiy income of between
$3000fand $4999, Only a little over 10 percent réported family income of

$10,000 or more per year; and, of these, -only three of ‘the 171 respondents
| A

21




reported that their familiea had annual incomes of more than $15,000. in
keeping witp other evidence on their disadvantaged status, Job Corps enrollees
were diaproportiagagglz_repreaented at the bottom of ‘the family income scale.
Almost half of the Job Corps enrollees reported that their fam%}y income An
" the year preceding the 1966 intervi\b was léss thap $3000 (Appendix Table
A-17). ) i R

The relative disadvantage of Job Corpg enrollees, eompared'with
S 0JT traiﬁeea, can also be seen in their weifare etataa,(Appendix Table A-18).
Whereas almost 40 percent of the Job bepa enra&lees r@poFCed that they were
on welfare or receiving public aaaiefance. only 7 percent of the OJT trainees
were welfare recipients. As in other measurea of diaadvantaéed status,
enrollees in inati?u;ional training wére in between tﬁeae_two extfemea,

with.approximately>one—fourth reporting that they were “in reeeipt of wel-

. A
fare payments. .

”

B. Charaéteristics’of Youdg Women Enrolled in Manpower Programs

-‘ A \ .

Similar aroaa—tabulationa for program\énrolleea in the Parnes sample

|
!

of young women are presented- in Appéndi& D ﬁ%inCe it was decided to include
' ohly the ana1y§ia of young men in thia reﬁd%t, no discuaaion of the tables
in Aapeﬁdix D la presented here. The interested reader may wish to compare
the, characteristics of male and female enrollees- in manp6Wer programs.

C. Characteristics of the Comparison Group of Non-Enrollees

The Parnes data prpvide a special advantage in permitting the
selection o&ia comparison group which has basic characteristi®s which are
oidilar to ahoae or che acudf group of manpower enrollees. In selecting .
the non-enrollees group from the total Parnes sample of approximately 5,000

young men, an effort was made to match the study group and the control

22
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group for approximatély the same probortions with the following character-
istics, as revealed ‘by the 1966 survey data for the Parnep sample:
/ ' Age;A
for young‘mén .
14-18
19-21
22-24
Race

white
nonwhite

Education

in school
high school dropouts
high school graduate, college, or university

Family ipcome - .

e

%
under $4000/year ' -~
$4000/year and over

Receipt of welfare payments

yes
no : . .

Number of weeks unemployed in the last 12 months

0 .
under 15 weeks
g 15 weeks eor more _ o ,

.
g . .

_As 1s discussed in Part V, the careful matching iof the study and
comparison groups was lost in the process gf obtaining social security
earnings data for the two groups. 'Missing social security information °
required the elimination of'aome in both samples, not always in the same
proportions according to characteristics. ' o

23
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*\ _ IV. THE PROBABILITY OF ENROLLMENT

__g%”Ihe discussion and‘tabulatioﬂs in the preceding section throw some
ligﬁé;gilfﬁémgharacter;stics which were likely to lead young men into the
manpowe;ﬁprograms of the 19608 and éarly.19705. However,ltﬁese data were
based on a limited,sample, and the cross-tabular analysi;ﬂcould not isolate
the statistical probabilities of enrollment associated with specific personal

«

of a random sample'of young men.

-

and environmental characreristics

In this section,%the'entire Parnes sample of young ﬁen, a random’
national sample (see Sect}on II), is analyzed to determine the pfobabilities-
of enrollment in programsain four time periods: 1966, 1969, 1966-68, aﬂd
1969-72. For each of Eﬂeae time periods a "probability coefficient' of .
program énrollment is determined for a number of personal and environmental
characteristics of the men in the Parnes sample. The characteristics studied
are as follows: ¢

Age - a continuous variable (years)

lFamily size - a continuous variable (number of membefs)

Number of dependents - a continuous variable

No. of school yearé completed - a continuous variable (years)

Race - a dichotomous variable (l=nonwhite; O=white)

Wage/salary for preceding 12 months '~ a continuous variable ($§)

Family inc;me - coded By incoﬁe intervals (1,2,3...11)

Total assets - ‘coded by asset intervals (1,2,3..,.7)

Welfare recipient - a dichotomous variable (f-ygs; O=no)

24 .
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¢ Residence: Northeast region - a dichotomous variable (l-yes;‘O;noi’

North central reéion - a'dichotcmous variable (l=yes; O=no)

In SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area) - |
a dichotomcus variable (l=yes; O=no)

Health limitation on work - a dichotomous variable (1=yes; O=no).

;. Since the dependent variable in the regression is dichotomous (1=

-

enrollment in a manpower program; O=no enrollment in a manpower program),

probit analysis ‘was used as the appropriate technique. The special character- .

.

istics of probit analysis are described in Appendix B.

3

-

A.Probability of Participation in Manpower Programs
I Much publicity was given to manpower policies in the 19608, and
programs for youth were accorded special emphasis. Yet. as indicated in
Tables IV-1 to IV-4, a random probability Sample of young men contained few
who participated in manpower programs. 'Ihis was true even though there was
some cversahpling of Blacks. In a sample size of 5225 in 1966, only 36
participated in manpower programs; and only 142 werc enrolled in the ycars
from 1966 to 1968. The sample of young men available fcr'interviews had
'dropped to 4033 in 1969-72. The number of manpower enrollees in 1969 was 36,
and 79 were enrolled ia the four~year period 1969-72.
Although the overall probability of'participating in a manpower
t prograa was low, a number of characteristics increased the probability of
participatfon and other characteristics decreased the probability. Only )
variables-with statistically -significant relationships at the 1%, 5% or 10%
levels are discussed here. Further detaii can be found in Tables IV-1 to

Iv—lb .
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- TABLE 1IV-1 ‘ e
| - &
iv" " PROBIT PROBABILITY COEFFICIENTS 'FOR MAN?OWER PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 196%#
' ; Y Mean Probit Index . Standard 44 8ressor
Regressor o Value Coefficients Error  §, 5, f—valua
ST ‘. - ] : " - e /(”_V’ .’ - —
v 1. Age . » 18 .- -.063 - /.o;t%j ~2.56%%
2. Family size ' © 4.8 " -.150 %030 7 -s.03kkx o
3. No. of school yrs. completed 11.. - =.064 4¢5hﬁ2;029 -2, gQ* ‘“hfl'
4. Total assets TR l?y; ) -.06Lﬁ§&3x“w .076 -0. 80 oo
. LA A i . . .
5. Family income 6.5 -.03.7 . .029 ~1.14
. - I .
6. Race/l=nonwhite;O=white - .28 4553“ - 144 .79
N ey ’ : , .
7. Northeast regjon . i .168- - .56
8. North Central .244 -2.54%%
9. SMSA/l=in SMSA;O=other il , L0131 - .40
10. Health limitation on work/ Vo ﬁ/,‘ ' ) 284 . - .82
. 1myes; 2=no . . -
~11. Welfare recipient/ 175 1.76
. l=yes; O=no
4
*Significant at /a .
*kSignificant at ' ﬁ ,
***Significant az D1
Calculation &f I at mdwu‘values of (xl,.. xll) .
‘I = -,043(18) - .15(4ﬁ - 064é}1) ~ .061 (2) - 034(6 5) + 114( 28)
- - .094 (.20) ~ .062(.25) - .052(.63) - .234(.08) + .307(.09) - T
o a ) v .
I =774 - 72 - J/- ,122 - .221 + .032 - .019 - .016 - .033 - .019 +
‘ [al A . ‘ ' . Y
£028 = -3.36 F(I) = P = .001 \
Sample %%ze; 522%&;manpower program enrollees in 1966 = 36 ‘
"’t% | ¢ N - N £
. v » . o . | '




two periods. The larger the family, the greater the need.for markﬁé in e,

- 22
vf" . i oy

/.AgeT The age of the sample rangeg,from 14_t°'?4"1“f53fk}9§6'68 period’:

e . ) SR

. )

andvfrom 17 to 27 in ihe 1969-72 period,.aThe.mean age was 18 in the former
period and 21 in the latter. Within the age range, the younger the/respondent,
the greater was his probability of manpOWer enrollment. The negative re- -
lationship betw\en age and probability of participation was statistically

significant in each of the four time periods under study.

]

v -

2. Education. The mean number of school yéars completed by men in the

Parnes sample was ll in 1966-€g and 12 in l969 72 with a range for the

3

,,ParneS»sample’as a whole reaching to 18 years.. The lower the educational level

(‘1- .

of the respondent, the greater the probability of his manpower program partici—

pation. As in the case of age, the negative relationship between edutation v

level and pgobability of participation was statistically significant in each

of the four time periods. In the 1969- 72 period the negative coefficient wasJ
significant at the 1% level. ;-
3.Race. Because of an oversampling of nonwhites, 28 per cent of the

Parnes sample of’young men were in this category; Given the selection

-

‘process in manpower programs, the probability-of participation in a program

was ‘higher for nonwhites than for whites. The relationship between race and

the probability of program participation was statistically significant in -

»each of the time’periods with the exception of 1966. , RS ,

oy 4 Family Size. The mean number of family members at the.homes of the
, Al ;
yOung men in the Parnes sample was 4.8 in 1966 and 4, 6 in 1969, Family size

was found to be negatively related to the probability of program participation

'throughgut the period but the relationship was statistically significant only

for the earlysyears, 1966-68 The response to employment opportunities might

explain’the negative relationship and the difference in significance in

»
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than to a manpower training course after leaving school. This would be

-

and young men from large families would be induced to go to work rather

especially true under the relatively buoyant empldyment'conditions of

1966-1968 By 1970, unemployment rates for ydung.workers had reached

12 per cent, and more of the young men may have been diverted from market

~work to manpower programs in Spite of the pressure of large families.

N O

5* ‘Number nf Dependents - Given ‘the young age of_ the,§§mP1§§J they

A KN
were not likely to be heavily burdened with dependents. The mean value

for this variable in;l969-72 was .57. ' There was a positive, signifiant

-
o

_relatlonship between the number of dependents and the probablllty of pro-'

> :
gram part1C1pat10n dur1ng th1s period Dependents may have helped satisfy.

- : i ° . . / . :
the "need" criteria for selection of manpower.program enrollees. Rising

unemployment may have forced the '"needy" out of the labor market into man-
A e . , ,
. ‘ .
power programs.
N . ) . I \‘- o . o
6. Total Assets. The code' for total net assets of the respondent was:

1. $0 5. $5000-9999 -
2.. 1-499° 6. 10000-24999 | ;
3. . 500-999 7. 25000+ .

4, .1000-4999

The mean value of assets was coded as 2., i.e.,-$l;4§9, reflecting the

young age.of the sample. Assets were negatively related to the probability

r

of program partlcipation, significant at the 107 level in 1966- 68. The
explanation probably lies 1q:mot1vation for application as well as in

criteria_for selection. *

»

. E ’ . N
7. * Total Family Income. The code for family income was:

.

1. $£21000 7., $6000-7499
_J 2. 1000-1999 8. -7500-9999
3. .2000-2999 - 9. 10000-14999
4. . 3000-3999 - 10.  15000-24999
5. 4000-4999 11, 25000+

6.  5000-5999

28
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The mean value was coded 6.5. As in the;case of assets, there was a
negative relationship between income and the probability of program par-

ticipation, again reflecting motiVation for application and criteria for

selection, - !
- : | 8. Wage/Salary for the Last.12 Months. The mean wage of respondents
) ‘was $4,096 in the year preceding the interview survey‘of 1969t The aver- / s
) age earnings of manpower enrollees'were considerably smaller; and .the
- . annual wage/salary earnings are seen to be negatively related to the ] )

probability of participation..

oA

B. Conclusions on Probability of Enrollment.
T e
In a random sample of young men, there was a low probability of

enrolhnent in a manpower program in the period 1966 72, However, probit’

e

coefficients can be determined relating: sampleacharacteristics to the

“

probability of enrollment. The significant relationships are along ex-

pected lines, They follow from the fact that the manpower: programs were
» .

designed for the unemployed and were to give preference to the disadvan-
@ taged Y T /

Youth, limited education, minority status, limited assets, low

- A family income and low wage earnings are associated’with disadvantaged

status. Because they affect the motivationafor applying and the selection

decision, these characteristics are significantly relatedneo the proba-

bility of enrollment in one of the manpower programs of the last decade.

\

A

.v/




s TABLE IV-2

» PROBIT PROBABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR MANPOWER PROGRAM PARTICI?ATION 1969

v

, - .. == Mean, Brdﬂif Index Stendard Regressor
. Regressor R e Value Coefficients Erfor t-value -
& 1. Age ¥ o 21 ' -.049 '-,021 . ~2.389%*
‘ 2. Family size .. . 4.6 " -.052 ~.306 ~1.688
l 3. Wage/salaries for past 12 mo.‘ 4090 =~ ~-.0001 - =,000 ~2.728%%
" 4: Number 6f dependents - .57 d24 -.661 ) 21056*
) 5. No. of school years completed 12- <081 --.023 . -3.580%*
6. Race . .28 489 N 153 3.183%k
7. Velfare status 7 .07 ¢ -4.664 - 5.240 1 =907

< &

*Significant at .10 o ,
. **Significant at .05 : 'd_ ' o . .
Calculation of I at mean values of regressors:
i=- 049(21) - 052(4 6) - .0001(4090) + .124( 57) - 081(12) + .489(. 28)
., - 4.664(.07) = -1. 029 - .239 - .409 + .071 - 010 + .137 - .326
= -2.013 + .208 = -1.805 o o :
v " LI \‘ - ‘ B . s .
F(-I) = 1 -~ F(I) = .0359 » : S

Sample size: 4033; mqﬁpower program enrollees in 1969.= 30

9 -
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TABLE IV-3 =

PROBIT PROBABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR MANPOWER PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, 1966-§§

>3

Standard‘

. . Mean  Probit Index Regressor
Rggressor ” ; ' Value _Coefficients ' Error d‘;Valqe
1. Age N " 18 ~.04h 0Ll -3.95kk

2. Family size ChB =047 .014 ~3.19H%%
-3. No. of school yrs. completed 11 | . =056 .019 =2.92%*
4. Total assets 2 ., -.100 .052 . »-1.92*
5. fopal Y for entire family. 6.5 —.057 .018 -3, 08%*
6. Race s 32 . 090 . 3.65%kk
7. Residence-NE region US .20 -.034° - .117 -0.29
8. North.central .25 -.042 ,105 - =0.40
9, Live in SMSA .63 ' -.009 .08  -0.10
10. Health limitation .08 -.058 162 -0.36
11. Welfare ) .09 .38 .13 .22
-*Significant at .10 - ot -
#kSignificant at .05 ‘ /
‘***Significant at .01

Calculation of I at-mean values of (xi,...xll){
i = -.044(18) - .047(4.8) - .056(11) - .100(2) - .057(6.5) + -332(.28)
- .034 (.20) - ~042(.25) - .009(.63) - .058(.08) + .138(.09)

= _—079 - 323 - n62 - 2-0 - n37 + a09 - -01 —'_001 - 001 .+ ‘0,0'1

)‘H)’

I=-2.14

Sample gize:

F(I) = .0162 = P

5225; manpower program enrollees

B

.
1

in 1966-68 = 142

-~

-

T
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( TABLE ves o' ,

e

'PROBIT PROBABL#IT!;COEFFICIENTS FOR MANPOWER PROGRE& PARTICIPATION 1969- 72

) :ﬁ 1 - - 3
h ;,) . - Mean Probit Index Standard »Regrégsor
Regressor co Value Coefficients Error t—vakue
1..Age ' ; 21 -.042 .014
2. Family size | - 4.6  -.021 - . .020
3. Wage/salaries for, last 12 mos. 4089.8 .. -.0008 ".000
4. No. of dependents : S .57 20 ¢ .042
..\5: No. of school yrs. completed 12 -h;. —.07?' S .07 0 =h.400%k%
6. Race W28 - 447 0 .103 ¢ 4,335kkk
' 7. Welfare status : T .07 . -5.124 . 3.501 “ . -1.464
. Chaﬁge in probabiiity evaluated at - e . ' . .
pe “Pmoc o Pm,2296 . ‘ :
4 ) ) I-- n"74 Ao U ¢
- !
Age o $7 . . L] 01

**Significant at .05 \
**%Significant at .01 ‘5 '

Calculation ofhi at mean values of variables:

3

I = -.042(21) - .021(4.6) - .0008(4089 8) + 130( 57) - .073(12) + 447( 28)

”

- 5.124(. 07) P s E .
i - -.882 - .0966 - 3 272 + 0741 - 1876 0,125 - .359

4

N I - -Sn287 2 * . . T

(black, off welfare) F(f) = .0000 = P

Calculation of I at mean values, race-l, Welfare-o
(fH’

~ -

I = ~,882 - .097 - 3. 272 + .0741 - .876 + .125

Iws4.8 F(I) = .0000 = P

.
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TABLE ‘'IV-4 (continued) x
- Célculétibn ofui at minimum values (white, }o school, no dependents, no welfatel:

PRI <4

= -.042(17) - .021¢L) - .0008(16) + .130(0). ~ .073(0) + .447(0) - 5.124(0)

[l
(o

- -.71 - .021 - .013 = =.74

R

F(I) = P = 02296 H
Calcula£ion ofvi at maximum values (black, on welfare):
I = -.062(27) - .021(18) - .0008(25000) + .130(7) - ,073(18) + .447(1)
- 5.124(1) g .
. $=1.136 - .378 - 20 + .91 = 1.314 + .447 = 5,124 = -26.593

3

F(I) = P = .000 = : _ . - . -

P (MP=1)

) Xy = wages/salary for past 12 mo. 1 A(MP=1)
1000 -2.815  .0024 | .
s 2000 ~3.615 .0001 . -.0023 o,
4090™ ~5.287 .0000 , -.0001 '
vy = age

Mean values are substituted f

]

or (xl:xz,...,xa,...,ik)

4

I = -.042(21) - .021(4.6) ~..0008(x,) + .130(.57) - .073(12) + .447(.28) .

| o R

=

- 5.124(.07
= -.882 -

= ~2,015 - .0008x

)

3

3

-

v

¥

.097 - .0008x, + .074 - .8%6 + .125 - .359

Sample size: 4033; manpower program ehrollees in 1969-72 = 79
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V. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT AND EARNINGS
X

“As Cross—tabulation of Earnings and Characteristics of Manpower Enrollees

and Comparison Group » , : e

‘ As noted 1in the methodoldgical,diecuseions of Par} II: approximately
140 ;énpower enrolleeh were matched with an equal number of non-enrollees in the
Parnes sample of young men, The manpow:r program enrollees aed the comparison
group were matched for age, race, education family indome, welfare status, and
weeks of unemployment as reported in .the 1966 Parnes Interview Survey.
| For purposes of cross—tabular analysis of these two groupé{;ith annuaif
earnings, data were proyided'to the Social Security Administrarion on race,

age; welfare status, unemployment, school status,, educational level.* For those

enrolled in manpower programs, data were also provided on the type of manpower

_prbgraﬂz the year the perticipant'left the manpower program,_%hether or not

the program‘was completed, -and the number of weeks of enrollment in the man-

power program. Of the 1list of manpower enrollees and non—enrollees'submi;ted

N

to the Social Security Administration and to the Cehsug Bureau for the matching

of the Parnes ID numbers.and social security numbers, 52 were drOppea because

1

social security numbers were incorrect or were not in existence or because the

‘name was incorrectly listed in the Parnes sample.of young men. The Social

a

Securit& Administration was forced to drop others from the list because their

characteristics were such that disclosure of data about them would violate

- confidentiality. . )

Following these deletions, there remained 117 manpower enrollees and

95 y%mbers of the comparisdn group of-non-enrollees. Unfortunately, as seen

in Table V-1 , the deletions not only resulted in an imbalance in the totals

B

within the two groups, but they also resulted in a departure from the matched -

*These data do not include eny nonlabor income.
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g = . TABLE V-1 i

. . ’ ~ .’ )
2 NUMBERS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF MANPOWER AND COMPARISON GROUP

USED IN EARNINGS CROSS-TABULATIONS*

Manﬁower Comparison
Enrollees Group

Total 117 95
Nonwbi:e,‘ 72 55 ,
White 45 40
1966 Age: Under 19 S . 80 63
1966 Age: 19-24 . ° S o 37 32
Received Welfare in 1966. - 29 0
Unemployed in 1966 ' 33 : 8
In School in 1969 - 17 18
School Years Completed by 1969: '

11 and- under . 78 52

12 and more 39 43
Type of Manpowéer Program:

Institutional ! 33 n.a.

UO—J—T o 23 ! n.a.

Other ’ 58 " n.a.

Unreported -3
Year Left Manpower Program L .

1964~69 - 4 ‘ 77 n.a.

1970-72  ° 40 "~ n.a.
Termination Status

Completed Program 35 n.a.

.Did not complete L 82. n.a.
Weeks in Manpower Progra e

21.-105 * " 58 noal .
*  Unreported ‘ 18 _n.a.

_ *Numbers differ from those indicaty
initially matched in manpower and ¢&omparis

in Part III and from those ,
groups because of the absence of

social security numbers or because of the need to maintain confidentiality

of social security earnings data, .

. —
il
v

85
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Ppattern of characteristics. Although‘the age composition of the two groups re-
méﬁned roughly similan,oa larger proportion of msnpower enrollees ‘emerged with
. characteristics that are generally associated with disadvantaged status.
Approximately one-tliird of the ‘manpower enrollees and those in the comparison
group were in the age range l9—24 at the time of the 1966 surVey, and the |
remainder were between 14 and 18 years of age. Of course, they were all six-
years older in 1972, the last year of the earnings analysis. Nonwhites repre- -
sented 62 percant of the manpower group and 58 percent of the comparison group.
Whereas 29 of the manpower enrollees were receiving welfare at the time of

the l966 interview, none of the comparison group were in thismcategory.
»Similarly. 33 of the manpower enrollees recorded weeks of unemployment 1n the
yeat preceding.the 1966 survey. as compared with only 8 reporting unemployment
among the comparison grouf. The proportion of manpower enrollees,who were 1in
school at the time of the 1969 survey was somewhat greater than the proportion
of those in school among the comparison group.' Whereas 66 percent of the man-
pdwer enrollees had failed to’complete high school by the time of the 1969

1nterview, only 54 percent of the comparison group were in this educational

category. V _ i} : )

In the sample of manpower enrollees, as it emerged from the Social
Security Administratdion matching process, 33 had been enrolled in LI\titutionaB
training programs, 23 in OJT programs, and 58 were enrolled in’ other manpower

’

programs, primarily the Job Corps. ng the 117 manpower enrollees, 77 terminated
from their manpower program between 1964 andf1969, and 40 terminated between
1970 and 1972. From the standpoint of assessing the impact of ‘manpower program
participation on earnings, 1t 1is especially ﬂmportant to’'note that only 35 of

tha 117 had‘completed their,program_at the time of termination; and 35,percent

36




o ’ . ’ - 32 - «

o

of the enrollees completed 20 weeks or less of the program“at the time of their

termination. Many of the "unreported" are also likely to be “in this category.

’ a

Indeed, a closer examination of the weeks of enrollment indicates that 22 of the - -
so~called manpowet enrollees spent less than one week in the program, and &n

additional 15 spent less than five weeks in the manpower program.,

>

1. Annual Earnings by Race and Age, 1963-64

» *

Since the manpower enrollees in our sample terminated their programs

in var;ous years from 1964 to 1972, the array of annual earnings reported in
Table V-2 cannot be interpreted‘as establishing a relationship between manpower
program enrollment and subsequent earnings. Younger‘respondents'had earnings
below those of older respondents in each of the years; and the earningsiof non- '
whites, werq consistently below'thoae of white workera. 3 |
However, the most notable finding is that, except for the early years
and the youngest respondents, manpower enrolleea had consistently lower earnings
than the comparison group of non—enrollees. For those in the older groﬁpg this

* C,
difference in earnings between manpower enrollees and non-enrollees was con-

sistent dn each of the years under study, regardless of race. This finding

. 'might'be interpreted to mean that enrollment in a manpower program had peryerse
effects on annual earningsr More rbasonable explanations are discussed following:
g the regression analyseg'in the secgno section of this part of the report. It
should be noted here, however, that the consiatent differences in annnal,earningsq
before and after termihation of manpower program enrollment, imply that the
« comparison grOup was capable ofvearning more than the manpower enrollees regard—
less of their program participation. In spite of the effort to match the manpower

o

group and the comparison group according. to'vartous characteristics of

[
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TABLE V-2 ”fei;

'AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS* OF MANPOWER AND GOMPARISON GROUES,.
1963-1972, BY- RACE AND AGE - -

\

White. Ny Nonwhite

- 1963

1964
1965
1966

' ﬁ;ﬁ?

1968
1969
1970

1971
1972

" 1966 Age/Under 19 1966 Age/19-24 1966 Age/Under 19 1966 Age/19-24 -

'Manpower Compar. Manpower Compar. Manpower Compar. Manpower Compar.

. — T
— == 1020 1235 - - 908
— e 1492 1990 == == 1293
264 133 2189 2887 178" w15 2107
627 459 - 3208 3810 373 627 2478
1122 953 3920 4412 788 1033 2773
1887 - 1501 4380  4%87° 1223 1551 3051
2302 2473 4950 5416 1561 2129 | 3241
2740 3166 4486 5498 1692 2106 - . 2973
2904 3510 4491 5598 1857 2118 “z?az

2951. 4109

I

- 5217 6077 - 2352 2629 - 3368

—z

1027

1580 *

3647
4299

2394

3592

4094 -

3638
4523

X

[T

W

_ *Data provided by the Social'Secﬁrity Administration.

-




_ pation and earnings. . ' ‘ : .
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_ disadvantaged gtatus, deletions of names favored the comparison group. The

1
meager participation of many of the so—called manpower enrollees also ca11s into

question a simple manpower-nonmanpower comparison. The regression analyses '
permit a more sophisticated assessment of the'relationship of program partici—

A less consistent difference between the earnings of manpower enrollees
and nonenrollees is found when educational Level as we11 as race and age are °
kept constant. As seen in Table V-3, the annual earnings ‘of those who had ’
less than a high school education fell‘beiow,persons with‘12 or more years of
education for whites as well as nonwhites in most-of the years under study.
and the earnings of manpower enrollees fall below those of the comparison group
in most of these years. However, in the case of'whites with 12 or more years
of education, the annual earnings of manpower enrollees exceed those of the '
comparison group in 1967, 1968, 1969 and 1972. The annuai earnings of nonwhites
with 12 or more years of education are greater for manpower enrollees than. for
comparison group numbers in i963, 1964, 1965, and 1966:: Some marked differences
are noted in 1972, the final year of the earnings analysis. Whereas the man-
power group with less than a high school education averaged only $1, 787, the
comparison in this educational category averaged $6,047 among’yhites. on the
other hand, white manpower enrollees with 12 or more years of education averaged
$6,450 as compared to $6,104 for the comparison group. For nonwhites, the
average annual earnings of the manpower enrollees who had leﬁan a high

Mlees in

the same educational cateé%ry ($2,248). However, these average annual earnings

school education actually exceeded those, of the white manpo

fell below those of.the nonwhite comparison group for 1972, $3,576. Unlike the

better-educated white workers, the annual earnings of the more highly educated

39
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. nonwhités in 1972 were substantially ;6&3? for manpower enrollees qb?%ombarfd’with

' nonenrollees, $3,172 as compared with $5,629.

e w N
' . ~ . ; I B 1
A “
) K s
' A
Q' ‘ ‘ ¢ |
- o o " " TABLE V-3
AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OF MANPOWER AND COMPARISON GROUPS* ' R :
o - 1963-72, BY RACE AND EDUCATION } 7 '
. ‘ . J., P ",i\ .;i ' .5::‘ \
» ’ W h it e - Nonwhite
f 0-11 Educ. -12+ Bducacion - 0-11 Educ. - 12 Education

. Manpower Compar. Manpower Compar. Mahpower Compar.. Manpower Cpmpar.’§

1963 205 1097 1289 1360 468 930 -asm 1139

1964 W41 2094 1376 1895 673 1675. " 1756 1469

1965 900 2742 1862 3017 1580 . 2781 ? 2504 1943

1966 1055 . 3512 3853 4078 1768 2849 3058 2691

1967 1790 4558 4775 a1 1720 3670 3010 3501

1968,  2498. . 4685 5196 4878 2220 . 3582 3329 3723

1969 3 2841 5138 5839 5667 2114 3787 3215 4897

1970 1305 4976 . 5169 5968 1908 3768 2750 4475

1971 770 ‘5451 5461 5731 1725 279 - 2770 4620 '
1972 1787 6047 6450 6104 2248 3576 3172 5629 .

*Sample restricted to those aged 19-24 in 1966.

40 -]
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e 2. Annual Earnings and Prggram Characteristics

L . g ’ S

a, ?rogram.CategoAy.- The average annual earnings of On-The-Job

o -

trainees, 19° to%Zé years of age+in 1966 exceeded that of other program

‘enrollees in each year from. 1963 to 1972 (Table V-4). The earnings ad-

4

vantage of OJT part1cipants occurred among whites and non-whites. In
both racial groups « the OJT earnings in the’ f1na1 year of analysis ex-
ceeded those of previous years. The 1972 OJTgearnings for non-whites"
were $3,636,and'for whites, 56,411. The earnings that vear forrInstitu# Y

. . v .
tional trainees were substantially lower, $2,694 for non-whites and
. A W ‘

¢ od
$3,627 for whites. '

-

A three-way comparison between'Institutional, OJTCand'Job'Corps’

trainees is poSS1b1e qnly for the ‘older non-white enrollees. For thi's.

3
group, the average annual earnlngs from 1963 to 1972 were OJT: $3,016;
Job Corps: $1,865, Institutional;  $1,558. Whereas the\earnings of 0JT -
: . { ) Pl .

" and InstitutionaIltrainees increased substantially after‘1967, those
[

enrolled in the Job Corps and other programs received their highest

!

" earnings in the period 1965-67. - . N

< . . ’ - ’

n

For enrollees who were under the age of 19 in 1966, earnings data
are not.available for Institutional and OJT participants. The earnings

were’ low relative, to those of older white trainees in Institutional and -

03T programs. However, for non-whites, the younger iob‘Corps trainees

v 1]

% exceeded the 1970-72 earhlngs of older Job Corps participants.’

b. Completion vs. NOn-Completlon. Thg?earnlngs of program Com-
pleters exceeded those of Non-Completers dur1ng the 10-year period in
4

each age and racia1 group. The difference was more marked for whltes

and for older-enrollees (Table V-S). In the entire|period, average .

- a7y N li:f\
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, TABLE V-4 R R L -
AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGSeAND PROGRAM CATEGOﬁy
C R e 1963-1972, BY RACE AND AGE
! : Nonwhite . ' _  Wyhite o
1966/Under 19%* 1966 Age: 19-24 1966/Under 19%1966: 19724k%"
T Job Corps . ' . Job Corps -~ Job Corps d§%*:~l~' i
P © & oOther = Imstl. OJT . &Other ~ &Othex Instl. "'OJT -~ .
N 1963 - 274 1978 - 564 . -- - 657 1149
N T /)' 479 1851 iy == 912 1175
1965 87° 537 2614 2456 133 . 1292 1875
1966 359" .- 902 . 3275 2654 . 356 . 2275 . 3530
1967 ° © 73 1416 . 2791 2487 . 827 . 3325 4285
v K] . e ) ) , o
1968° . - 1052 . - 2500 3554 . 2278 1621 - 3352 ' 4938
o . : e - Lo . . ) RN
‘. o ¢ ' : Y . ‘ 8 o
“ 1969 o 1532 2172 ° 3611 | 2221 - 2055 - 4289 5248
1970 - 1569 12430 3389 1485 2404 - 2798 4817
i 197 1723°. 2175 3458 - 1392 2586 2791 4898
: »o1972 4 72 2694 -3636 2000 2258 3627 6411
- . N ,L\\‘ ) '
+1963-72 1191 1558 3016 1865 1530 2532 . 3833
_ ’ *For the 1966. age group under 19, the Social Security Administration
N omitted earnings data on Institutional and 0JT trainees in ordet to avoid
disclosure of iqdividual tecords. : . B
- , .
f\ - **"Job Corps and Other" participants' earningsdata were omitted from
this tabulation by the Social Security Administration to avoid disclosure
. of individual recotds. s
', [ l‘v ' v . ] ) . JJ
@ o
v » :]
0. 42
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AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OF PROGRAM COMPLETERS AND

4’{’

. - TABLE V-5

.o

. NONCOMPLETERS, 1963-1972, BY RACE AND AGE

3

Nonwhite

White

,

1966/Under 19

1966 Age/19-2

11966/Under 19

1966+ Age/19-24 ~ -

Non~

Non-

Non~

‘Nong

Compl. Compl. Compl. Compl. "‘Compl. Compl. Compl. Compl.

1

1963

1964

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969
1970

1971

—p—

68

205

439

1121
1310
1914

2196

9% 2305

1963-72 1195,

- 1181

- 1374
148 N 1872
429 2579
904 - 2251
1257 3669
1645 . 3398
1619 3354
1744 3289
2368 3710
- 1264 2649

597

~

928 2 .

1952
2087 -
2235
2127
1991
1505

1380

1889

1669

396

487

741
. 2716
2637

3182

4312

4112

2323 -

- 1039
- 1092
236 1931
.658 - 3352
1205 4592
1706 “‘4i13

2229 - 5216
2644 4230
2598 4825
2698 6482
1747' 3747

487

761
. 823
1618
1996
3041
3542
2361
1486

1750

1786 .
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annual earnings of older white Compfeters exceeded those of Non-Completers
by approximately $2,000., Earnings of older>non-white Compieters exceeded
hi

those of Non-Completers by an average of approximately $1,000 per‘&ear.
"+ 'The %grnings\advantage of Completers increased with the passage of _

time, From,1970 to 1972, the earnings of older non-white Cdmpletéis wére

double those of Non-Completers; and older\bh{te Coﬁpletéré earned approxi-

n .
4

mately three times more than Non-Comﬁletersg’ Fér this group,.Compieters
earned an average $6,482 in 1972, ;s compared with only $1,7595foi ﬁon-‘
Completers, ’The only exceptioh to the 1ncrea§ing teﬁporal aé;éntage of
Completers was found among non-whites'whoﬂweré ﬁnder 19 yearé of age in

1966, They increased their lead over Non-Completers from 1970 to 1971

but fell slightly behind in 1972.

)

C. Yeaf of- Program Termination. ThF‘Toregoing discussion of en-
"rollée earnings has imﬁlications for the‘effects of,prbgram participa-
tion. ‘However, no-béfore-after relationship to'participation can be
established in the absence of information about the dgte in- which enrol-
‘iees left the manpower program. The relationship of prbgram enrollment
to subsequent earnings can be more fully'explored when‘other factors‘are
held constant in the regressidq models of ﬁhe next éection. Some insight
into this questioﬁ is provided through cross-tabulations of termination
data and annqal earnings, holding age and race.constant within c;tegori-
cal boundaries. !

As is set forth in Table V-6, the pattefn of earnings relative ‘to
terminatﬁga date differs according to age. For those who were unde;‘19
"in 1966, annual earnings rose steadily thfoughout the decade. The only

éxception is the slight dip from 1971 to 1972 for whites.

!

.




. : ) - TABLE V-6-

" RACE AND AGE, 1963-1972

“ ' Nonwhite White -

1966 Age/Under 19 - 1966 Age/19-24 1966 Age/Under 19 1966 Age/19-24
Termination in:. Termination in: . Termination in: Termination in:

"L 1964-69 1970-72 1964-69 197072 1964-69 1970-72 1964-69 1970-72- -

1963 - - 804 911 - — 1 1035 165
1964 - -~ 957 * 1554 - - 1140 41
1965 170 53 A9l 3205 414 33 1754 584
1966 ., 508 139 1908 3412 876 243 3209 920
1967 1029 369 1852, 3408 1536 482 4159 1477
1968 1495 751 2403 3446 2572 827 4435 2704

1969 1917 945 2506 2697 2978 _"1257 \52%7/ 2487

D 1970 1997 1164 ~ 2488 1514 3639 1350 4200 1312
1971 2157 1335 2290 1703 3820 1489 4341 P gus
1972 - 2538 2029 2694, -2389 3962 1388 5643k~ 926
1963-72 1476 848 1939 2624 2475 884 3515 1167

I3

*Omits those for whom completion data were unreported.,
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' For program enrollees who were 19 or older #n 1966, the pattern of

4

annual earnings was more checkered. Non-whites who terminated in 1964- °
¢

69. reached a high point of average annual earnings at $2,506 in- 1969

-~

declined to $2 290 in 1971 and rose to-$2,694 in 1972. Older non-whites

b

- who terminated in 1970~72 received their highest earnings in the years )

1965 to 1968 and had relatively low earnings in 1970—7lf Older whites who

. terminated in 1964-69 also received lower earnings in 1970 and 1971 than”

-in the preceding four years-but reached their highest level. of earnings;
$5, 643 in 1972. On the other hand, older'whites who terminated-in
1970~72 had much lower earnings in 1970- 72 ‘than in the preceding two
years (see Table V-6).

For the 10-year period as a whole, those who left the manpower pro-

gram in 1964-69 had substantially higher annual earnings than those who

terminated in 1970-~72. The only exceptign’was found among older non-whites.

d. Weeks in the Manpower Program. The earnings data on duration of

_enrollment'were inadequate, especially for'thé.élder group of participants.

Many of thefso—called manpowef program participants had no weeks or less
than 5 weeks reported for’dduration."*'Others with "nofreport" on weeks‘in
the program were also probably no shows' even though’fhey'mera listed

as program participants in the Parnes sample that was culled by the Census

a

Bureau and the Manpower Adninistration. B i

+

For enrollees who were under 19 years of age in 1966, lengthier pro-

gram participation was associated with somewhat higher annual earnings. As

in earlier comparisons, with four exceptions, white earnings excqued non-

. white earnings in each "duration" and 'age" group (see Table V- 7)
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TABLE V-7 .

AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS BY WEEKS IN THE MANPOWER PROGRAM, s
RACE AND AGE, 1963-1972 | o . 1

. .

L

Nonwhite

1966/Under 19

1966 ‘Age/19-24

_ White
1966/Under- 19 19

66 Age/19-24

In Program:

In Program:

In Program:

In Program;

Under »21-105 Under 21-105 Under 21~105 Under 21-105

20 wks. ‘wks: 20 wks. wks. 20 wks. wks. 20 wks. wks.‘

1963 - - * 4?6,$ - -- * 891

. ' RRET s ' )
1964 . - -- -k 1008~ " - -- * 1001
1965 © o8 99 * 2186 194 153 % 1673
1966 211 e x - 28Bo 367 375 * 3004
1967 370 924, +  * 2617 - 763 636  * 3828
1§§8‘ 1001 1241 * 2285 1262 1604 x 4637
1969 1365 1581 % 2131 1989  2170.°  * 4595
"1970 1837 1436 * 1530 2378 2720 * 3560
1971 Cures 1853 F 1254 2436 2086 - % 3881
1972 2614 2486 X 1862 2638 2796 T 4998

1963-72 1127 1258 * 1795 1502 1680 * 3201 °

*Becausé of those whose number of weeks in the program was unreported
and omitted from this table, the number of persons in these cells fell below
the Social Security Administration's minimum level for digclosure.
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B. Regression Models g . o .

An error cmnponenta’model as well as ordinary least squares re- o

‘.,

gresaion models ware used in ari effort to determine the relationship

of various aspects qf program participation to earninga in the period
» 1964 to 1972, As noted above the annual earnings data, the. dependent
variable in these regression equationa, were obtained from the Social
Security Administration. The Social Security Administration provided
a4 raw products matrix or the basis of data submitted for the program
enrollees and comparison group deseribed in the preceding sections,
The regreaaor variables are similar to. thoae described in the precedlng

aection. They are discuased further below.

tion.of the error components model presented in Appendix C,

The error components model presented in Table V-8 reveals the
negative relationship between designation as o manpower program enrollee
and annual earninga that was established in the crosa~tabu1ations. However,
it should be .8tressed here, as in the cross-tabulations, that the annual
earnings utilized a8 a dependent variable are averages for the entire period,
1964~71, including years before as well as after enrollment in the manpower
program. Therefore, in thig initial approach unlike the regreaaiona be-

‘?
ginning with Table V-9, there is no variable indicating the year of com-

' pletion or years since completion in relationship to changea in’ annual

earninga. Explanationa for this re'sult can be found in the factora discussed
-An the preceding section: the more disadvantaged status of the manpower en-

rollees (as seen in their age, education, race, pre—program earninga, un-

employment, and family income); and the casual aasociation of many of the
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.+ TABLE V-8
| v o | .
MANPOWER PROGRAM PARTICIPATION A INGS, 1964-71

(Exrror Components Model) . . o e
(Dependent Variable:* Annual Earnings) '

s

) 'Regressor Variable h ©« .Coefficient  T-Statistic i
Prégram goméletion (1=yes; Osnoj IR - §754.00 . bbbk i
Weeks in Manpower Program e _ 7 -4.17 . —i.l6v
Education in 1969 ' | -10.22 .30
~ Age (each year) - . : . 323.39 | 26;28*'
Race (nonwhite=1; white=0) ‘ -687.89 -4 .45%
Weeks Unemployed In 1965 . 7 | ~5.69 .-756
Mé;bower«Enrollmenf (1=yes;0=no) ' —614.29' -3.99*
K ) &ncome in 1963 ' | // ’ .39 . 4.24%
N Consfant : - o o -3616.46 ~ -7.80%

*Significant at the 1% level.

' sogbrlled mappoWef enrollees with the programs they supposedly participated
' in. Many 6f the "manpower enrollées" were initially excluded from the analy-
sigibeéause they enrolled ;n morevfhan one program or enrolled in the same :
. program more than once. Self-selection may wellsresult in a manpéwer study
group that is more disadvantaged‘than the comparison’ group even_wheﬁ.an
efféft is made to achieve éqmparability. The thrust of manpover prbgrams~'f
toward‘ﬁhe disadéantaged from 1964 to i972 would further thiqf&isii;ction.
The objective variables inqluded 1;1 the comparison éroup seiection and in-
cluded in the.regreasion equations cannot capture the total configﬁration
of attributes that ﬁake the manpowér.sample less "advantaged" thanlfhe

L4

. comparison group.
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‘The positive and significant coefficient for the Program Completion
. . & - -

variable provides some support for this alternative intérpretation.

Whereas the mere fact of program "enrollment" was associated with a nega-

tive change® of $614 in expecfed annual earnings,. those Qho completed theif
. < . s * .

.program had a positive increase of $754, as compared with non-completers

~ and non-enrollees.

As might be expected, age is positively and signif;éantly related
to earﬁings; and non-white sfatus is hegatively associatea with earn%ygs.
Income received in 1963 is also positively and significantly related to
earnings iﬂ 1964—72. )

Although "the number of weeks in a manpower program'" and ''weeks
o? unemployment in 1969" have the expected signs, their relationship to
earnings is nét-stat;stically significant. /

In order to examine the long-term effects of manpower training on
partf&ipants' annual earnings, a set of m dichotomous variables were
created, indicating the nﬁmber of yeafa (m=0,...8) which had elapsed since
a participant had terminated his‘trgining. For the ith individual in the
tth yeér, the mth variable in the set was equal to 1 1if m years had passed
since the’indiv%fual's termination. Otherwise the value of the mth vari-
able was set equal to 0. The first variable in the set, (m=0), represents
the year of termination.

In addition to thig first set of vériables, another set of eight‘
diéhotomous variables was created to indicate the year, 1964 through i9}1
inclusive, in which terminat‘n occurred. Val.ues were assigned in a

‘individual the aP? variable was set equal

similar fashion: for the.it

to 1 in the tth and each successive year for which n > t, t being the year




~

which indicated whether the paftiéipant completed manpower training;, the .

4
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of termination. For observations in years preceding_ﬁermination-(i,e.Q 

°

‘n' < c),dthe hth variable was set eqdalbtolzero. The remaining variables

in the set were assigned zero values for each year of observation. .

e . .

- .
+ As in the preceding error companents model, the formation of the -

earnings function to be estimated was completed by addition of variables .

number of weeks in a manpower program, the number of years of formal school-

ing completéﬂrby 1969, age in each yeér, race; the numbet of.Weeks-un—
employed in 1969, the manpower-comparison group variable, ‘and eérnings :t!@
1963.. The schooling, unemployment and 1963 income variab1es were. included

as indicators of human capital skills. In all, annual earnings weré‘re- :

gressed on twenty-six variables, using OLS techniques. The results of

"~ this regression appear in Table V-9.

Unexpectedly,ifhe coefficients of the set of variables indicaging
the number of yeaxs having elapséd since termination are consistently nega-
tive. Except for th; iast member of the set, the variables are ali statis—_
tically significaht. £hese coefficients are difficult to interpret indg-‘

. pendently, -however, because each manpower pafticipant is a member of‘sbme
termination class. Thus the whole story is not revealgd unlegs these co-
efficieﬂts are éombined with the coefficients of the termination class
variables. The same argument applies to the ﬁanpowgr engollment variable,
and to a lessqr degree the program completion and number of weeks in pro-
gram variables. |

Like the variables indicating time since termination, the coefficients

of the termin tion class&variableé are highly significant. Unlike the pre-

vious set, thedr coefficients are positive. Once again, contrary to




expectation, the coefficient of the manpower enrollment variable is

s

negative and statistically significhAnt at the 1 percent level. The co-

efficients of both the program gompletion and weeks inAprég}aﬁf§ariaﬂles

.

are positive, although oﬁly e former is statistically significant.
. L ‘

- 4 v .
The long-run effect of manpower training is revealed by the combi~

]

natioh of the coefficients of all of these vhriables. Results are presented
in Ta?les V-10a, V-10b, énd V-10c. The entries in thes: tables were arrived
at according to the following procedure. First, all possible combinations
of the coefficients of :the time since tefmination and thé;termination class
variables were identified (Table 10a). For example, a pa£tiéipant termi-
nating in 1969 was observed for three years after termination (1970, 1971,
1972)wbut for no longer as i972 waé the last year of the time series.

Thus; there are four possible-gntrie; (0 through 3 years since termination)
for the class of 1969. Each is the sum of the coefficient of the 1969
termination class variable and thevcoefficiént of the appropriate number

of years since'termination variable. In the caée of»oﬁr-example 1969
terminator, $2055 was added to -$2130, -$1750, —$17§5 and -$1599, respectively.
The second step of the procedure was to add:to each éntry ;f Table 10a the
constant value of the coefficient of the manpower enrollment variable, -$788
(Table 10b). The final step was to add to the entries of Table 1l0b the sum
of: (1) the coefficient of the program completion variable, $664,’and (2)
the.p;oduct of the average duratio: of training ;18 weeks) and the co-
efficient of the weeks in program variable (s7). *hese fesults appear

¥

in Table 10c.
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TABLE V-9 I S

. g, . o . , - s
EARNINGS, YEARS SINCE PROGRAM TERMINATION AND YEAR OF TERMINATTON, 196471
(Dependent Variable: Annual Earnings) t

-

Coefficient

\3 - ' ' (Rounded to nearest -
Regressor Variable , L dollat) - T Statistic
Constant , ' $ ~2731 v -8,62%*
Years Since Termination '
o -2130 -3.21%%
: 1 | ' ~1750 " ~2.50%
¢ 2 \ -1785 -2,52%
\ 3 " o o-1599 -2,23%
4 b Co-1734 © O -2.38%
5 - : " 1923 -2.58%*
6  ~2483 o -3,11%%*
7 . , 9 =3422 -~ =3,38%%
8 - ’ T -1564 . -.82
Year of Termination - " ' .
' 1964 - . 2542 2,79k
1965 - . | 1877 | 2.56%
1966 A . 2839 4.10%*
AU 1967 . | 2154 3.1%%
R 1968 o B T o3.40kk
o 1969 | - 2055 3.03%%
1970 ' . . /xﬂyiéggﬁ“*f 2.62%%
1971 s : © 7 s 1.37
Program Completion (lrygs; O=no) ‘- 464 2.,65%%
Weeks in Program o < A Y
Education in 1969 S - 3 .15
Age (each year) | ' 269 o 21.11%%
Race (l=nonwhite; O=white) ‘ ' -673 -8,35%%
‘Weeks Unemployment in 1969 . - J -8 - -1.37
Manpower Enrollment (l=yes;0O=no) ; L%%;' ~-778 - -8.,19% %
. Income in 1963 ‘ Y s 9.20% %
*Significant at 5% leveik'**Sigg%fiéapt at lzllgvgl. oo

L .

o . T o ;5;3 . - -
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'TABLE V-10a
e . POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS QF COEFFICIENTS FOR (1) YEARS SINCE TERMINATION
s X (2) YEAR OF TERMINATION
('Y : Z

Years Since Year of Termination

Termination 194 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969  1970° 1971
_ : . — .
0 $412  -253- . 709 24 251 -75  -305 -1178 -
) 1 792 127 1089 404 - 631 305 75  -798
2 757 92 1054 369. 596 270 .. . 40
3 943 278 1240 555 782 456
- 4 807 . 142 1104 419 646 -
5 619 - =96 716 *, 231 | T
6 59  -386 356 . -
4 ; ’ >
7 - -880  -1545.
8 978
"
" ¥
| TABLE V-10b

POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS OF COEFFICIENTS FOR (1) YEARS SINCE TERMINATION,
(2) YEAR OF TERMINATION, AND (3) MANPOWER ENROLLMENT

L]

Years Since ' ‘a . Year of Termination - g .ir ﬂ&x .
. Ternination - 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
0 . _§366 -1031  -69° 754  -b27  -853 -1083 -1956
1’ 14 -651 311  -374  -147 =437 =703 -1586
4 2 .21, -686 276  -409  -182 . -508  ~-738
3 165 -500 462, -223 , 4  g322 -
4 29 -636 326 =359  -132 :
- 150 -824  -62  -547- o
6 =719 . -1164 =422 ‘
T ~1658  -2323
8

. 200 - ' T o {
f i
|
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s " TABLE V-10c : : B .
POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS OF COEFFICIENTS FOR (l) YEARS SINCE TERMINATION,
(2) YEAR OF TERMINATION, (3) MANPOWER ENROLLMENT 4). PROGRAM
- COMPLETION,. AND (5) NUMBER OF WEEKS IN PROGRAM ) .
oo -Yé;rS'Since Year of Termination ’ | _ ‘
¢ Termination 1964 1965 1966 1967 - 1968 1969, 1970 1971
Rd [ M W
: . - N . .n
; C o .
® 0 $224 -441 521 1344 63 --263 | —493 -1366
, 1 04 -6l 901 216 443 117 ° -113  -99
L 2 ' i569 -9 866 | 159 408 182  -148
3, . 755 90 4052 367 594 298 -
el 4 619 -34 916 231 458 .
- . Y @ : . . >
-5 431 =234 528 43 . ‘
) ’ R -129 =547 168 ° ~
' 7 '-1068  -1733 '
° 8 790 | N 4
° We fdﬁué our attention on‘Table lOc. In interpféting these resnlts,'
we note that the’ number of persons termrnating in the years 1964, 1965, and
© 1971 are so. small as to render those entries subJect to small sample errors.
Readlng down the coldmns we see that the sums are predomlnantly positlve; o
for t2§¢§£::: 1966 69. The third year after termination is the peak year.
. of increased earnings for those who terminatgd in each of the years fron’
» ‘

1964 to 1969.

-
N

. PP | s as .
However, there are positive additions to annual earnings
"», -° ' i A .

. .
~ 3 »

even after the'thirg year. ' - ‘ T

o ' "
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©

a manpower program provides no benefits in earnings. But when we add

phe coefficients of more meaningful human capital variables--program

»

completion weeks in the program, year of program termination and years

J
since terminationb-increased earnings result, reaching their peak in the4

third year after program termination. .

.
-

..

i
e
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VI SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A, Summagylof Findings

. 1. In a random-national gample of 5225 young meg, only 142 enrolled

1

in manpowgfi}:qgrmns in 1966-68. Out of the 4033 of these respondents
ﬁ, . - 0 - o ) ‘ . N . . , .
available for interview in 196%, only 79 were enrolled in programs in

1969-72. | o - ‘

X '

- 2.. The probability of progrmﬂ4participation.wasfinﬁerselyﬁrelated

r

. to age, education, family size, total assets, family income, and ?arnings'
in the.12 moﬁ;hs préééding the interview dates.! It waé posiqivély related
to nonwhite status éhd_nu&béf of dépendenﬁs. |

3. Effpits were made to matph the manpower program enrollees with a
.cqmparisoq’grdup of non-enrollees aléo drawvn from éhe hatiénaibsample..
ﬁowever, eliminations bééause éf missiﬁg data, self-seleétion, and admin-
istrative.selection réspl;ed in a study group of enrollees who ﬁere more
ﬁdisadvaﬁtagedﬁ than the comparison group; Eheir more disadvantaged

status'could be seen in differences in age, race, education, welfare
\ - ’ .

2 . . Y 3
status, unemployment, and earnings in years before their program enroll-

ment. Many manpower enrollees entéred more than one prdgrgmbor joined

the same program more than once, attesting to their own low view of their

marketable skills,

v

4, There were constraints on the potential effectiveness of manpower

, VoL \
- programs_for this group of enrollees. Thirty-five percent:spent 20 weeks
or. less in their program, Of Ehose designateﬁ ag enrollees, 22 spent less

b

than one week in their program, and 15 were enrolled for less than five

weeks. Only 35 pércent completed the program.
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5. The enrollees were,cqncentrgted in thé Job Cbrps and work experi;
ence‘prpgrams rather'than in institutional or on-the-jqb'kéaining Qhere
_subsequent earnings were higﬁer. - ']

6. Refleéting the foregoing f%pts, the cgoss-tabulations of aﬁnﬁal
earnings (derived from social secufity-reco;dg) show a fairl? éonsiBfént
earnings advantage fdr thg compgfison gréup ih_the:period'1963;i972;

7. In'the rggressiop aﬁalyses, the éimgle enrollee-nonenrollee
comparison continues to show an earniégs advantage for_nongﬁrolleeé.
However, 'a more detaile& analysis of tﬁe nature of program barticipafion R
. and the timing of program termination»provides a more favbrabﬁl_view.of
manpowef enxollment; |

| a. Program completers'earned'more thanbnon-complétérs and -
| neneeniollees. | )
, g 2
b. Qombipeﬁ coefficients for prdkram enrollment, weeks of -en-

,rollment, program completion, year of program termination and

years since termination indicate benefits in earnings for thoses

¢

whose programs terminated in 1966, '1967, 1968 and 1969, For those
..who terminated in 1964-65 and 1970};1, the gample'size and/or

brigf time period render the results less rgliable.

c. I;c;gases in eafninga feached their peak in the third year

after program’termination, Howevér, benefits continued to

accrue after the third year for those wno terminated their

program in the 1966-69 period.

B. iResea:ch’and Policy Implications

The problém of an appropriate comparison or control group has plagued
manpower evaluations, This study underiines the difficulties in selection
of a group of ﬁgn-enrollees who are similar to the study group of program.

participants,
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w

Our approach woold appear“to be promising, An-eﬁrort ﬁas made to
match key chafacteristics of manpower enroliees and non-enrollees, both
drawn from the same nationalkrandoﬁ-sample of the Parnes survey of.young«
men. The use'of sociaixsecority data to trace their earnings over_time
would also appear to be potentially fruitful.

’ However, given ssif se1ection and the selection criteria adopted
by program officials, manpower enrollees are simply different from a

°

random selection of persons who do not enroll. Even efforts to match

¢

some objective characteristics fail to capture the more "disadvantaged"
status of the program participants, The use//f social security earnings
data does not overcome this bias; and, indeed, is likely to accentuate
-the bias because missing data is not a random process.
Regression anaIyses of pooled cross-section and time serie bata,
. and variables reflecting the characteristics of Eﬁggram participation,
o
help to overcome'the biases of a simple enrollment-nonenrollment compari-

son. But one can séldom include all the basic variables that distinguish

the study group from the "control" group. Attitudes, ambitions and moti-
T . *

o

vations remain elusive.

It is not likely that the control group problemfcan.be solved within
the confines of the current funding and methodology of manpower program’

evaluation. Tﬁds, sceptics will continue to ask, ''Yes, but do manpower

programs,reallyﬂpay off?" Instead of redching desperéte1y°to‘find‘an
answer to this question, it may be best to concentrate on the policy, I
question, "What is mote effective and what is less effective in manpower'

policy?" 1If it can.be shown, as in our study, that "completers"‘do‘

substantially better in earnings than non-completers and non-enrollees; .

-
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or that 0-J-T participénté exceed: the earnings oé those in other manpower
programs, Ehese findings have important implications for manpower planners §
. at.pationél and 1§Qi},1evg1§.: .t.A,-q_; ' _ .
Similarli, the queétions; "When does the payoff.come ;nd does it last,"
may-bé more uséfullthan élsimple enrollment-nonenrollment dichbtomy. The
time(@imensiohs‘of program effectiveness also have important policy impli-

-

cations for bﬁdget-makgfﬁ, program planners and: labor market analysts.
™ ) B

60
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1966 data for- yoﬁng men.

VRS “ " AprENmx A
iz %, CROSS- muuumows ol YOURG MEN BY MANPOWER ruoumms & sx,szw mmm\c'm nusncs (l‘)b
. K ) V . i u' ’" ) ' .‘~ . *k ./“3
. = A.ls Age by Type of Menpoyer Program for Yoqng'Men»l
. ' _ .
" AGE INSTITU- °  ONJHE-JOB  OTHER - JQB CORPS TTOTALS
"IN YEARS - TIORAL OR OJT -+ INS- R ‘ .,
, TRAINING TITUTIONAL - . . o
% 0 0 2 7 9
15 6, 4 5 11 26
%6 -9 5 4 . 19 37
17 12 5 1 10 | 28
8 . 7. 4 2 6 19
19 . 8 9 1 6 o 24
20, 3 1 2 2 8 ,
21 3 4 1 1 9
22 . 7 6 0 0 13
23 . 5 | 4 0 0 9
2 & 3 0 0 7
. TOTALS 64 45 18 62 189

This and succeeding tables include only those who termingted the program between 1953;
and the "Parmes" survey in 1969. .

Data on characteristics in this and succeeding tables derived from "Parnes"

61
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%

o A 2; Race by Type of Manpcwcr.l’rog-rnm'for Y'ouné, Men (196(,)

»

RACE INSTITU- ON- THE-JOB . " OTHER JOB CORPS TOTALS
' TIONAL OR 0JT + INS- - .
TRAINING TITUTIONAL . :

.- . :~ ’ . :
 WHLTE 23 .29 | 3 L1130 L. 68
NEGRO 60 16 A 49 120
OmER' 1 0 0 0 |
TOTALS 66 45 18 62 189

A. 3. School Status by Type of.‘Manpower Pfograrﬁ for Young Men (1966)

CURRENTLY INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB OTHER - JOB CORPS TOTALS

- ENROLLED © TIONAL . OR OJT + INSTI-
! IN SCHOOL -+  TRAINING  TUTIONAL
YES SRR 131 28 71
NO 45 32 7 34 118
¢ TOTALS 64 : 457 18 - 62 | 189
62
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A, 4. Current Educational Status by Type of Manpower Program for Young Men (1966)

CURRENT . . ON-THE-JOB
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL  OR OJT + INSTI- | |
STATUS ‘  TRAINING TUTIONAL = JOB CORPS  OTHER  TOTALS
CIN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL* 1 | 0 o 9 0 10
IN GRADLS 1-3 HIGH : j :
 SCHOOL* - S 7 17 9 44
HIGH SCHOOL SENIOR* 4 | 3 1 s - 10
"IN GRADES 1-3 COLLEGE* 3 3 1 0 7
OBTAINED ONLY 8 YEARS 3 o ) 31

OR FEWER

1-3 YEARS HIGH o : '
SCHOOL ONLY -2l 12 18 3 54

HIGH SCHOOL ONLY 10 . 15 L2 2 29
1-3 YEARS OF COLLEGE | | |
ONLY 2 2 0 0 4
_ TOTALS . 64 . 45 | 62 18 - 189

*Grade presently attending.

M !
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A.S. School . Years Completed by Type-of Manpower Program- for Young Men (19066)

3

LN

ON-THE-JORB

SCHOOL YEARS INSTITUTIONAL ~ OR OJT + INSTI- ‘ .
COMPLETED TRAINING “TUTIONAL- JOB CORPS  OTHER  TOTALS
NONE 0 0 - 0 1 1’
GRADE 2 2 o pTE ) 0 3.
GRADE 4 0 1 0 0 1
GRADE 5 1 0 2 0 3
GRADE 6 1 0 4 0 5
GRADE 7 2 B! 10 0 13
GRADE 8 8 4 15 4 31
GRADE 9 6 6 14 4 30
GRADE 10 20 7. .10 2 39
CRADE 11 9 6 4 5 23
GRADE 12 12 17 2 2 33
1 YR. COLLEGE 2 .3 1 0 6
2 YR. COLLEGE 1 o ° 0 0 1
TOTALS 45 62 18 189

64

64
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A‘ 6. Current Employment Status by Type of Manpdwer Program [or“’Young Men (1966)

- - v i C

CURRENT INSTITU- “ON-THE- JOB . OTHER JOB CORPS - TOTALS
- EMPLOYMENT TIONAL OR 'OJT + INSTI- : 2 -
STATUS TRAINING TUTIONAL

EMPLOYED 39 31 7 30 107
" EMPLOYED- 2 1 1 1 5
~ NOT AT WORK

UNEMPLOYED 8 , 4 '3 11 26
KON-LABOR FORCE-- ' ‘ ‘ ' :
UNABLE TO WORK 5 : 6 2 7 20 ¢
" OTHER NLE 2 2 K 1 9 14

NEVER 8 1 -4 4 17

WORKED (KLF) »

TOTALS 64 | 45 18 62 189

A7 flmployment Activity by Type of Manpower Program for Young Men (1966)

v

EMPLOYMENT INSTITU- ON- THE- JOB OTHER JOB CORPS TOTALS
ACTIVITY TIONAL OR OJT + INSTI- :
LAST WEEK TRAINING TUTIONAL
eMPLOYED 32 . 28 4 18 82
EMPLOYED- 2 . 1 ' 0 1 A
NOT AT WORK ,
LOOKING 5 : 2 0 6 13
FOR WORK - ‘ :

% 1IN SCHOOL 18 12 N 12 12 69

7 2 2 10 21
05

64 45 . 16 - 62 169 (
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;l\-ﬁ. Occupation of Gurrent Job by Type of Manpower Program for Young Men (1966)

i

*OCCUPATION-- - - ON-THD-JOB

CURKENT OR LAST INSTITUTIONAL  OR OJT + INSTI- -
'JOB TRAINING TUTIONAL  ° * JOB CORPS  OTHER  TOTALS
) ,: . . i

FILE CLERKS 0 ' 0 ' I 0 1
OFFICE MACNINE OPERATOR 0 1 0 .0 1
SHIPPING & RECEIVING 1 1 A 0 s
CLERK \ -

STOCK CLERKS & |

STOREKEEPERS .0 1 1 0 2

. | . .

"CLERICAL & KIKDRED ‘ . . L

WORKERS ., .2 0 ) 0 0 2
SALESMEN & SALES CLERKS - 2° 3 i 0 0 - 5
'BRICKMASONS, STONE. : - _ o 1
1MASONS & TILE SETTERS 1 0 ’ 0

CABINETMAKERS 2 0 _ 0 0 t2
CARPENTERS , 0 ' 1 0 0 1
" EXCAVATING, GRADING & . : '
MACHINERY OPERATORS 0 o - 1 0 1

:

FOREMEN 0 : 1 0 0 1
LINEMEN & SERVICEMEN 1 - 0 ‘0 0 1
MECHANICS & REPAIRMEN, ) o - e f
ALRPLANE 1 0 0 0 1
MECHANICS & REPAIRMEN, ' o ,

AUTOMOBILE 2 2 0 : 0 b K
MECHANICS & REPALRMEN,

OFFICE MACHINES 0 : 1 0 0 1
MECHANICS & REPAIRMEN, ) ,

RADIO & TELEVISION 1 0 - 0 - 2
PAINTERS A R

§, CONSTRUCTION | o 0 0 1

& MAINTENANCE

66
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o R R ' TableA8. (continued)-
#0CCUPAT1ONS~ . ON-THE-JOB
~ CURRENT OR LAST INSTITUTEONAL ' OR OJT + INSTI- , o ‘
- Jo TRAINING TUTIONAL =~ JOB CORPS  OTHER . TOTALS

TINSMITHS, COPPER- o | _
SMITHS & SHEET 0- -1 _ 0 0 1
METAL WORKERS . : , | ‘

 APPRENTICE PLUMBERS - ' ' | - '
& PIPEFITTERS 0 1 0 0 | 1
ASSEMBLERS 1 4 0 0 5
N S . ) \ ' B .
ATTENDANTS, AUTO ‘ L - -
SERVICE & PARKING o 1 1 o 3
DELIVERYMEN & ROUTE MEN: 0 o ©1 ' | o -2
DYERS : ' 0 . 1 \ o 0 1
! ' ) ) . A ) (
FURNACE MEM, SMELTER . L ' "4
MEN, POURERS 0 0 A °o - 1 ﬂ
LAUNDRY & DRY CLEANING o o . - . ‘
X OPERATORS - 1 0 ‘ o 1 2
_ PACKERS & WRAPPERS 2 0 o ) Y 2
TAXICAB DRIVERS & - . | S |
| CHAUFFERS ' 1 .0 L0 0 1
'TRUCK & TRACTOR DRIVERS 3 . 1 St 0 4
> WELDERS & FLAME-CUTTERS 2 | 1 0 0 .3
OPERATIVES & KINDRED
WORKERS S 9 5 1 20
' ATTENDANTS, NOSPITAL ®
I 9% ’ -
© - & INSTITUTION 1 2 0 0 3 T
- ATTENDANTS, REC. & 4
AMUSEMENT 1 0 ©0 0 1
HOUSEKELPERS & STEWARDS 1 0 ' 0o - 0 1

JANITORS & SEXTONS 2 0 4 - ' 3 9
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R .+ s+~ -TableAB (continucd) |
. e o . . - . o | ¥ '
© XOCCUPATION-~ - ' . ON=THE-JOB
* CURRENT OR LAST INSTITUTIONAL  ~ OR OJT. 4 INSTI- | S
. JOB . | | TRAINING  TUTIONAL  JOB CORPS  -OTHER  TOTALS
_KITCHEN WORKERS o 1 5 T2 ‘8
' PORTERS 1 i . 0 0 2 :
) - / !
" WALTERS & WAITRESSES o L0 1 .0 [E R
SERVICE WORKERS 0 , 1 1 o 2
" FARM LADBORERS--WAGE 3 ' 1 9 S0 513
FARM LABORERS--FANILY 1 0 01
" GARAGE LABORERS "1 0 0 0 1
 GARDENERS, EXCEPT FARM . 2- - 0 ‘3 2 7
TRUCK DRIVERS' HELPERS 1 ' 0 2 o0 3
F LABORERS , ‘11 ' _ 7 © 020 3 41 -
; C ) "o - ° A2

-
E~]

TOTALS | 55 44 .57 170 '

Lo

#Standard 3 Digit Duncan Index ‘Code:

®© g
1. ’

. i . ) . ’ _ ' k

-
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5\ . "‘ - . . \) . . * } . . . g o . ‘ . .
- - . . ] ' - - s L ' ) . ..
: » . . . : : - '64 - ’ ’ i ) . )
A9 Industry of (”Currcn.t. Job by Type of 'Malnpowcr Program for Young Men (19606) '
, N o \ . ] .
-5 R - - [y ,
“ . i X . ) . ' L 4
L ON-THE-JOB | . | U
R *INDUSTRY--— INSTITUTIONAL - OR OJT + INSTI- . A
+ ¢ CURRENT J0B°, IMINING TUTIONAL - JOB CORPS  OTHER|: TOTALS
AGRICULTURE . © 5 : . 1. - 10 2 - 18
CONSTRUCTION, - e o 5 - 5 . 0 16
. L4 i s 4 R
SAWMILLS,. PLANING MILLS B o . '
& MILLWORK ' .. | Lo ‘ 0 B 1 0 o2
' MISCELLANEOUS WOOD . ,, ’
PRODUCTS 0 1 °_ 0 .1
. ’ : g u
FURNITURE & WOOD : -
FIXTURES . - . P 1 0 A
[ : 4 E . : ) . - .
.GLASS & GLASS PRODUCTS 1, 0o, . 4 .0 0 1
~ N F ' v o 4 . . IS .
'BLAST FURNACES STEEL Y e ‘ R - K |
WORKS : | o : 1 k o0 1 -
 PRIMARY NONFERROUS - . ' . - S ‘
INDUSTRIES | Lo ' -0 ot 0. 2,
.FABRICATED STRUCTURAL .. R 1'. 0 e 1
METAL PRODUCTS C o _ S T
MISCELLANEOUS FABRICATED 1 _ 0 Sty P 5
METAL PRODUCTS - .o » ’ v
r ! oo ' : - ~ v
ELECTRICAL MACHINERY, . PN R
. EQUIPMINT & SUPPLIES 2 R T S S
I‘ . ‘ " . . 3 i .
MOTOR VEHICLES - 0 2 .0 o0 -2 i
qQ N b
AIRCRAFT & PARTS ! _ 2 | -0 0 L3
SHIP g_n T BUILDING ~ R
& REPAIRING ‘ 1 B & 0 0 2.
RAILROAD & )
¢ MISCLLLANEOUS \TRANSP. 0 ! 0 0 1
' < oo ! .
© " PROFESSIONAL - . RN _ o _ '
PHOTOGRAPHY EQUIP. 1 . 0 " | 2 9 -3
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TableA9 (continyed),

. *INDUSTRY=~

ON-THE-JOB

SALE TRADE

O

" INSTITUTIONAL  OR OJT + INSTI- L S

'cum{xs:»:'r JOB - - TRAINING TUTIONAL . JOB CORPS = OTHER * TOTALS !,

- . ‘,'_‘ ) -~ d . . .

. :l - I V- ) :

HLAT PRODUC'IS 0 0 0 1
CA\\ING & PRESERVING 0 i i 0 1
FRUITS & VEGETABLES .
BAKERY PRODUCTS 0 0 1 1

 BEVERAGE INDUSTRIES 0 1 0 "1
HISCELLA\ILOUS FOOD : R .
PRLPAKATIO.\S . 1 - 0 0 1

| YARN, THREAD & . - .

FABRIC MILLS - 0 0 4
'APPAREL & ACCESSORIES 0’ 1 0 1
MISC. FABRICATED . ’
TEXTILE PRODUCTS, 1 0 0 1
MISC. CHEMICALS &

. ALLIED PRODUCTS 1 1. 1 3
RUBBER PKODUCTS "6 1 @ 2-
TRUCKING SERVICE 2 i 0 0 2
TELEPHONE (WIRE & o
RAD10) 1 0 0 1.
-WATER SUPPLY 1 1l 0 2

§ ¥’ .
SANITARY SERVICES 3 T 1 6
M i P ’
MOTOR VEHICLES & EQUIP,- O 0 0 1
FOOD & RELATED PRODUCTS 1 2 -0 3

. FARM PRODUCTS, RAW , . g
MATERIAL - " 0 0 0 -1
MISCELLANEOUS WHOLE- ~ \ '

b _\\ 0 1 0 1
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,_,_‘15‘ a,r“
. TableA9 (continued) )
ON-THE-JOB
*INDUSTRY--. INSTITUTIONAL:  OR OJT + INSTI- | o ,
- CURRENT JOB TRAINING TUTIONAL  JOB CORPS ~ OTHER  TOTALS
FOOD é%oufs S o ' | Con '
. ORES, | L ‘
EXCEPT DAIRY 2 | 3 5 0 10
GENERAL MERCHANDISE ) \
RETAILING ' ' -1 - 0 0 2 3
'"HOUSEHOLD APPLIANCES, . o
TV & RADIO STORES L, - , 0 - 0 0 ) 1
S - ) s
MOTOR. VEHICLES & “ ' . .
ACCESS. RETAILING N 3 . 3 0 0 6
GASOLINE SERVICE . - : _ ,
STATLONS 2 2 1 0 3
DRUG STORES 0 1 0 0 1
EATINE & DRINKING o s
PLACES 0 .. 4 7 S 12
HARDWARE & FARM . o S
EQUIP. STORES o - 0 ‘ ,-1 0 1
LUMBER & BUILDING
“MATERIAL RETAILING 1 1 2 0 4
_ MISC. RETAIL STORES 0 | 1 0 0 1
REAL ESTATE 1 0 0 0 1
: . . . . ° .
MISC. BUSINESS SERVICES O N | 1 0 2
o . ) ) L, : . .
AUTOMOBILE REPAIR . ~ -
_SERVICES & GARAGES - 1 . 0 0 0 -
PRIVATE HOUSEIOLD : '
SERVICES 0 0 . & 2 6
LAUNDERING' & CLEANING 1 ' 0 0 1 2
| L 7, : |
MISC. ENTERTAINMENT =~ ° 1 . 0 0 0 1




TablA9 (continued) .

.o N . S » ON-THE-JOB g
" KINDUSTRY INSTITUTIONAL  OR OJT + INSTI- : o :
' CURRENT JOB CTRAINING - TUTIONAL . JOB CORPS  OTHER  TOTALS
¢ - . B ,". . - - . .
_ MEDICAL & OTHER ‘ o S S ‘ o
 SERVICES 0 .0 o1 0 1
HOSPITALS 1 2 0B, .0 3
. ’ (S .
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES b 0 . 2 1 7
WELFARE & RELIGIOUS " |
SERVICES % - e - 0 1 1 2
FEDERAL PUBLIC . B - |
ADMINISTRATION =~ O ' 0 2 0 2
LOCAL PUBLIC ' )
ADAINISTRATION : \}'« ¥ 0 .o 0 1
TOTALS 55 4h e 57 14 170
*Standard 3 digit Duncan Index Industry code. o ' o X j
. | : 1

~

A, 10. Attitude Towards Current Job by Type of Manpower Pfogram for Young Men (1966)

— — _ .
) b ON-THE-JOB ' T
. ' - INSTITUTIONA OR OJT + INSTI~ _
ATTITUDE ~ TRAINING | \ . TUTIONAL JOB CORPS  OTHER  TOTALS.
A oo . | . :
LIKE VERY MUCH 15 . T 1S 2 ©1 33
LIKE FAIKLY WELL 14 12 - . 14 2 42
DISLTKE SOMEWHAT ) 1 3 ,1 9
DISLIKE VERY MUCH 1 0 1 o 2
. : ] | |
TOTALS 34 / / 28 20 4 86
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| 2 e _ ' s -
| A-11. 1lours Per Weck Worked in ’Pasi: 12 Months by Type of Manppﬁ_cr Program (19(,(,).
| 'HRSNk VORKED ~ ON-THE-JOB “
IN THE PAST INSTITUTIONAL  OR OJT + INSTI-
12 MONTHS TRAINING . TUTIONAL JOB CORPS  OTHER’ . TOTALS

2 i ‘4 0 0 : 01 ‘ ‘ 1 :.f l

i 3 1 0 3 0 4
4 0 0 0 1 1
5 1 0 3 0o 4
8 0 1 2 0 3
10 | 3 | 2 4 yl 1 T
11 0 , 0 1 o 1
12 o 2 o 2 o Lo
w o | ) 4 o 0 | 1. 1
15 2 - 0 0 . 0 2
16 0 | o 1
18 | 0 0 1
20 | 3 3 R 8
21 ' ' (] A 1 1
24 -1 . .0 1

. 25 1 0 1 0 2
26 _ 0 0 1 0 1
28 0 .0 1 0 1
30 2 | 3 6 "1 12
32 1 0 2’ 0 3
35 8 2 L2 0 8

73




‘.-'j' B =69 - :
v TnbltA- 1?- (continued) .
" HRS/MK VORKED o " ON-TIE-10B
IN THE PAST INSTITUTIONAL  OR OJT + INSTI-
‘ 12 MONTHS TRAINING TUTIONAL JOB CORPS . OTHER  TOTALS
: ',4 . _ |
37 0. 1 0 0 1- |
38 ‘  2 ; >3 ’ lo 0 9
40 19 12 *9- 5 45
- 42 o N\, 1 1 3
44 y 1 1 0 3
45 1 1 0 0 2
46 0 0 1 0 1
47 - 0 1 0 <0 1
s 3 2 4 0 9
40 } 0 o 1 0 1
- 3 2 3 0 8
, 52 1 0 .1 1 3
55 . 1 0 0 0 1,
-
56 - 0 1 0 0 1
58. 0 1, | 0 0 1
60 1 1 0 0 2
- 65 1 0 0 0 S
/J. 70 1 2 0 0 3
N 72 o_‘ 0 1 0 1
TOTALS 55 41 56 ‘14 166
74
{ @
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'A-IZ Number o[ chks Currcutly Unemploycd by Type of Munpowcr Progrnm
: for Young Men (1966)

® "
7

NO. OF WEEKS insTxxv-  ON-THE-JOB  JOB CORPS -  OTHER . roms
CURRENTLY  *TIONAL.- OR OJT + INSTIL- ' '
UNEMPLOYED . TRALNING = .  TUTLONAL ‘ ,
1 0 2 1 0 - 3 s
) 5 1 3 L0 ] 9
3 2 0 1 1 ,</. 4
4 1 0 1 S N 3
5 0 ° 0 3 .0 3
6/ 1 o 1 b 3 -
g ! 1 0 2 . 0 3
9 0 0 1 0 1
12 | Y S S I - 3
23 0o S : o 0 1
JTOAL 4 L4 L4 » 33

*Includes some who reported that they had never worked, classified
as currently NLF in Appendix Table A-6.
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Ap13- Number o[ Weeks Unemployed in Last 12 Monthu by Type of Manpower
Probrnm for Young Ncn (19606) .

liq. OF WEEKS INSTITU- . ON-THE-JOB JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
-UNEMPLOYED IN TIONAL _OR OJT + INSTI- ,
LAST 12 TRAINING TUTLONAL
. HONTHS
1 1 3 1 0 5
2 "1 1 2 1 5
3 2 , 2 2 0 6
4 2 4 1 1 8
5 0 0 ® o 2
6 1 0 1 1 3
8. 2 0 2 0 ‘4
9 2 0 1 0 3 77
.1 0 0 N 1 0 1
12 1 o 1 0 2
13 2 ! 0 0 0 2
9 1 0 0 o 1
22 0 0 1 0o 1
24 0 0 0 1 1
27 1 0 1 T 3
30 0 0 1 1 2
31 2 0 0 0 2
32 0 0 3 0 3 .
40 2 0 0 0 2
44 0 0 3 0 3
TOTAL 20 10 23 6 59
4

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

0

bxcludvu those with no unemployment in last 12 months bascd on the 1966 intcrview survc%
4
1
i

76
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i ‘ . ' *
/\14, Number of Wecks Not {n Labor Force in Past 12 Months by Type of '
, Manpower Program [or Young Men (1966)%* ‘ o
N ,:?% hokk < . ‘ .
NO0. OF WEEKS = INSTITU- a ON-THE-JOB . JOB  CORPS " OTHER TOTALS
~* NOT IN LAROR TIONAL OR OJT + INSTI- ' :
" FORCE IN PAST TRAINING , TUTLONAL
12 MONTHS. L
1-5 6 4 1 ' 1 : 12
6-15 : 6 6 6 2 20
4 / ’
16-25 3 ' 1 4 1 9 B
26-39 6 8 B ¥ A 5 36 '
40-52 9 6 1 I 27
TOTAL 30 25 . 39 10 104

*
Excludes those who were.in the labor force in the entire 12 month period based on
the 1966 interview survey.

sk : ' '
This and the preceding tables include only those who terminated the prqﬁram between
1963 and the "Parnes' survey in 1969. . Lo

Data on characteristics in this dnd the preceding tables -are derived from the
“Parnes" 1966 interview survey data for young men.
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A 15. Usual Hourly Earnings on Current Job by Type of Manﬁowct Program for Young Men (1966)
, - ~ ON~THE~JOB '
. ~ USUAL HOURLY INSTITUTIONAL OR OJT + 1NSTI- '
e EARNINGS TRAINING TUTIONAL | JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
i - -~ : : : '
$.01 - 1.00 7 4 "1l 3 ' (" 25
1.01 - 2.00 21 | 20 16 4 61
. 2.01 - 3.00 A e 6 10 6 0 22
3.01 - 4.00 4 4 0 © 2 10
%.01.- 5.00 S 3 0 .0 o 1
ToraLs - 9. 38 33 9 . 119
|
78
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' A'16- Total Net Asscts of Individuals by Type of Manpower Program for Youny len (19060)

TOTAL INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
NET TIONAL OR OJT & INSTI-

ASSETS TRAINING. TUT1ONAL

s o | 43 24 s n 129 $
1-499 ' 12 14 _ 1 4 41
500-999 | 2 2 -0 ‘ 0 4
1,000-4,999 c 1 ‘ 2 - 0 1 ' 4
5,000-9,999 0 1 0 0 1
10,000-24,999 0 1 0 0 1
"TOTAL 58 44 62 16 189

A 17. Family Income™in Past 12 Months by Type of Manpower Program for Young Men (1966)

FAMILY -INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS

INCQ4E TIONAL OR OJT & INSTI-
TRAINING TUTIONAL
Under $1,000 A 1 | 2 1 -8
1,000-1,999 4 2 10 4 20
2,000-2,999 6 4 ' 2 7 1 28
:s,ooo-:s,sw'suzﬁ 11 5 6 A 26
4,000-4,999 7 1 8 1 : 17
5,000-5,999 % 10 6 6 1 23
6,000-7,499 1 8 | 6 2 17
7,500-9,999 5 8- 4 2 19
10,000-14,999 2 5 2 1 .y, 10
15,000- 24,999 1 1 o 1 o 3
El{fC 51 41 61 18 171

IToxt Provided by ERI

"Tocnl fncome of all fawmil 'f)
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A. 18, Whether the Individual Recelved Wc.lfmc. or Public Assistance by
'lyp(. o[ Hanpom.t Program for. Young Men (19606)

RECEIVED WELFARE . ON-THE-JOB | o
OR PUBLIC INSTITUTTONAL gR 0JT + INSTI- I
ASSISTANCE TRAINING TUTIONAL’ JOB CORPS  OTHER  TOTALS
' 4 ‘/’ ﬁ
. ':‘; Ve
YES 15 - 4}3 23 5 46

NO - 44 35 35 12 126

TOTALS 59 38 58 17 172
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APPENDIX B: ‘PROBIT ANALYSIS

Probit analysis is a statistical teghnique that estimates the
rélationship of a group of independent variables to a binary (either/or)
decision. Thus, its chief application in economics is the estimation of

relationships with a dichotomous dependent variable. As such, the depepdent

-

: v -
variable or regressand, which we denote as y, can assume only two values,

Goldberggr'(1964. 248) notes that without losétof generality these values

may be designated as 0 and 1:

-

y = 1 1f a said event occurs .

.

0 4f the event does not occur.

As usually is specified in a regression equatizt asia function ofveiplanatory

™

variables (regressors), denoted as x's, indicated by the underlying economic
theory. Our objective is to predict the conditional probability that the

event y will occur, given the x's.

The statistical model most cotnmonly employed in the case of dichoto~-

r

mous dependent variables is the linear probability function (Goldberger,

-~

p. 250). Therein the expected value of y 18 taken to be a 1£?iar function of
o .

the regressors: y = xB + e with E¢ = 0. Ordinary 1east—squaﬁg§ estimation

techniques are applied to obtain estimates of the regression paramétera.
’ \

-

Treatment of tHe dichotomous dependent variable in this manner (i.e., as
though it were an ordinary linear regression problem) is deficient for two
reasons, however. The first is that the regression disturbances are hetero-

skedastic. Least-squares: estim:ées will be unbiased but ineffﬁG/;nt. The

i .

P81
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" i second problem is that the probability'predictions of y are not conatrained
vto fall within‘the zero-one interval, but may, and indeed often.do, fall .
outside of 1it. In:the latter case, there is no interpretation which m:;{be

: made of the probability predictions which is consistent with the definition
of y.. Such probability prediétions are meaningless. The* probit analysis model
presents/an alternative fynctional form to the-linear probability function
which_avoids'both of these problémsr The basic proposition is that y, the
probability that an event will occur,\I;—e;pressed aa a fnnction of an inde#,
call it I, whieh in turn is a linear function of the x's. Y is then an in-
direct function of the'x's in the probit'model4in contrast to its direct |
linear relationship,;o the regressors in the linear probability model.,;i

R {' h In the latteri the conditional probability that an event would occur (the

. ﬁi} . conditional expactation of y given the'x‘s) is expressed by E(y/x)’- x'B.

The probit model.on the other hand uses the cumulative normal_diatributiOn
to transform the index function, I=x'B, into probabilities of "success."
Let I* be a N(0,1) variable defined as the criticsl values of the index I.

The valuefof y can be determined in relation to I and 1* as follows:

Y = 1 if It Z_I: ' (Goldberger, 250)
e a
oq if It lt
Letting F(I) denote the value of the standard normal cumulative distribution

or I, the conditional probability of success is expressed as:

E(y/I) = Prob{y = 1/I} = Prob{I* < I/I} = F(I);

that of failure (nonparticipation) by:

E(y/I) = Prob{ ye- 0/1} = Prob{I* >'I/I} =1 - F(I).

82
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4
9

. _;,,//’/izcessarily falls in the unit ineerval. '_' ' ' l

i 2 : .
%ﬁ hood estimation techniques. Thé estimated coefficients are then used to’

- 78 -

N .
2 . EN

Again. notice that, although the probabilities are linear in ‘the index I

@they are_ nonlinear in the x's. This distinction is important for the valid

t .

"»interpretation of estimated coefficients of the regressors, the B's. - Because -

>

the probit function is nonlinear in probabilities, the estimated coefficientsf

1
v

cannot be interpreted correctly as marginal probability changes. Rather,

o

_ they indicate the change in the value of the index I associated with‘a unit

wch&_nge in'their respective independent variables. This change in the index

© wilI always‘be avconstant value for any ohe- of the explanatory variables. -

o 0 : a

Thezpame is not ‘true. of the effect on the predicted probabilities of a:’

unit change in the explanatory variables. Rather, that ef

"the portion of the probability distribution over whi

© ' _— R 5 v
index is measured. - o * .
[+ 4 o . . -

Probit coefficients can be estimated using iterative maximum likeli—v

o

. . A ~ ’ -~ E) - '
compute values of the index function,I = x'8, which in turp transforms into
. ¢ . ; : T
R . . . E) _ ¢ 7 -, .
a probability estimate from the cuffulative normal distribution which

»

. The ,[final eStimates of the regression coefficients are used ‘to
& . N

evaluate the matrix of second derivatives of the Iog of the 1ikelihood function

at the point of maximum likelihood The negative'Ihverse of that matrix giVes
large sample estimates of the variance—covariance matrix of the regreision
coefficients and, ence, estimates of theig standard errors. Consequently,

t-tests based on the estimated standard exrors can be" used t6 test @Kngle

L] ‘?\-’ '
regressor hypotheses. Joint hypothé%es about subsets”pf the regressors or ,
about the relationship to all of the'expiapatory " an be tested . %.

-~ @ - ’ E . * ’ .
using the likelihood fétio method (Gunderson, 1972, p. 36). 7 .

-
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- - . APPENDIX C: ERROR COMPONENTS MODELS : o i

4

The earnings function 4n the text of the paper was estimated from‘

| observations on e’numbér of indiViduals over several years. Observations com-
. » ) ’ Sa e

.bined in.this manner are referred to as pooled cross-sections and time series

data. Ordinary least-squares may‘be inappropriate for estimation of such

u

models bec use certain assumptions of the classical linear regression model

concerning the’ disturbance of the regression equation are apt to be Viqiated
*

For example; a common problem encountered when~dealing with pooled cross-

. géction and time-series data 1s nonindependence of the disturbances in

R

successive observations of the same behavioral unit.. In this case, the non-

autocorrelation or independence assumption of the clasSical regression équation

"

is violated. As a result, estimates will ‘be inefficient gnd their‘precision

- . o i |

may be greatly overstated. s
Several models have’been designed to deal with pooled cross-sectiog

- and time-series data. Each involves & fferent specification of the be-

~ havior of the disturbances. Of the available alternatiGes,dh have adopted
- . . ji o g .

the so-called "error components model.", Our reason for so doingywilllbe
ﬁ! " clarified by exposition of this modelu The basic assumption is thet the

regression disturbance, € is the sum of three independent'components;‘
: - - . L v B .

ic’
The first associated with time, the second with the crosstectional dni@s,;

4 \

- and the third a properly-behaved" independent disturbance. Letting hw dénd*i L

the time component, v, the individual componenn, and wit the independent

component, the regression disturbance can be expressed algebraically as

. ) .
o : LA
&

b




,distributed with zZero: mean and constant variance, is uncorrelated with and

v e

ind; pendent of the/other components. As a result, thé regression disturbance

o

5 homoskedastic/@ith variance equal to the sum of the variances of the three
components. Ee is both serially and contemporaneously, correlated however.
- The coefficient of correlation between ‘the distdrbances of two cross-sectional

units at a.given point of time,

Cov(e

)/\/Var(eit)Var(e Y (L #1), |

ic’ E:jt jt

is given by:
‘ '62/ (02 + o2+ 02).
v u v W

For a single cross-sectional unit at two different points of time, the

coefficient of correlation between the ‘disturbances €t and eis,‘(t#s) is

: 2 2 2 2
. + . + . "
o, / (ou o, g%) o f

Note. that because each component has constant variance, these coefficients
of correlation are also constant. This in turn implies that for each cross-
sectional unit the correlation of the disturbances is always the same no

matter how far apart in time they occur.

°

2 ‘ ‘ It is this key feature of the error components model that led to its
ﬁ‘, ' selection among the available alternatives. Motivational factors of partici-
panta loom large in the discussion of the success or failure of particular

manpower programs. Obviously, motivational factors cannot be measured pre--

t

cidely. Furthermore, it is not unreasonable; we think, to assume that the
. 1
nE . strength of ‘motivational factors over, time is more accurately describédd as

t

g
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X

constant, than by a first—order autoreé?éssive scheme. These motivational

- factors produce a correlation among the residuals for any one individual in
N .
' violation of the independence assué;tion of ordinary least squares.

. The finalzfeature of the error components model is thelaséumptioﬁ that
the disturbances of. two different individuals at. dif ferent points in time are
independent. fhis‘speciﬁication of the regression disturbance, combined with
the psual‘assumptions regarding the explanagory~variables retained from the

classical linear fegresSion model, place us within the framework of the~

modified generaiized linear regression model. Least-squares estimates of the

Q

regression coefficients will be unbiaged and consistent, but inefficient as

we mentioned earlier. Because modified generalized least-squares estimators

’

are cénsistent, asymptotically efficient, and asympféfically normal, they

are preferred. The‘estimation téchnique essentially involves transformatio?

of the data by the "between—unit" and "between-time' coefficients of corre-
lation. AThé validity of the procedure rests primaril& in the fact that least-
squares estimates of the régression coefficients are ébqsiétent and thus allow
consistent estimates gf the correlation coefficient. Descriﬁtions o% specific

algorithms can be/ found in Jan Kmenta, Elements of Econometrics, pp. 515-516.

A
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CROSS-TABULATIONS OF YOUNG WOMEN BY MANPOWER PROGRAM AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS (1968 SURVEY DATA)

' ! ‘ Table xzwnw ﬁ»mm by Type of*Manpower Program for Young soam=$ ’
. 4G CINSTITU- ON-THE-JOB WIN CEP ©NYC JOB CORPS - OTHER HSE. . ’
IN YZARS TICXA OR OJT + INS- ) h
o , TRAINING  TITUTIONAL - . e
. Ko. % No. %  No. %  No. % No. % No. % © No. % - No. 1 i
4 0 0 0 o o o0 . 0 0 2 105 | o 0 o o 2t 1.4
15 0 0 o o0 4 19.1 2 10.5 C4 2Ll 1 4.2 1 12.5 12 8.3
6 2 5.3 o0 o 0 0 0 o 1 5.3 .8 33.3 2 25.0
7 s 132 167 ‘W4 19,1 3 15.8 3 15.8 3 12.5 h\. 0o o
SARLE 5 13.2 3 20.0 0 o0 2 10.5 3 15.8 & 1.7 2 2500
5 19 s 15.8 3 20000 . 4 19.1 1 5.3 2 10.5 1 ‘4.2 1 S.u.
20 8 2.1 ° 1 6.7 5 23.9 5 26.3 2 10.5 s 20.8. o o
a4 te.s 1 6.7 2 9.5. .1 53 0 0 o° o0 . o ‘o .
22 2 5.3 2 133 « 0 0 2 10.5 2 10.5° 2 8.3 1 12.5
23 3 7.9 0o o 1 4.8 2 10.5 0 0 o o 0 o 6 42
22 - 3 1.8 & 26.7 -1 4.8 1 5.3, 0 0 o o 1 12.5 10 6.9 :
TOTALS 38-100.0 151000 ., 21 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24 woo.o, 8 100.0 144 100.0
: Aﬁﬂum‘awmw on nmwwmnnmnwwnwnw of young” women were derived from the 1968 national survey. The data on\manonann. . ¢

in manpower programs, which may have occurred at any time between 1963 and 1972, were provided by the Manpagwer
. Administration: - ' ) : :

. !
¢ .

2]

[

Q
IC

’ .“@ . | ) . : - . // . . . <L o

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Table wr-uw

Marital Status by Type of Manpower Program for Young Women

*

3

MARITAL INSTITU-.. . ON-THE-JOB win CEP NYC JOB CORPS OTHER - TOTALS -

STATT ﬁ%&? OR-OJT + INS- = 1 _ :

TRAINING  ,  TLTUTIONAL , ' , ' - .
No., % . No. % No. % * No.. % No. 1% No. % No. % No. %
’ - \ . .

. MARRIED, 7 18.% 9 60.0 - 5 23.8 6 31.6 1 5.3 0 0 1 12.5 29  20.1 -
SPUUSE .
TRISINT ’ :
¥ARRIZD, O O - 1 6.7 + 2 9.5 0 0 2 10.5 o o 6 0o 5 3.5
Ao op]
S20C3z2 . 0
2TCTNT

1 S S LNl N

3 L.
DIVCRCED 2 5.3 0 o© 2-9.5 0 o© 0 0 1 . 4.2 0 0 5 3.5
3 v .
{ - ; .
SIPARATED O O 1 6.7 1 4.8 2 10.5 2 10.5 1 4.2 0 -0 7 4.9
‘ . .
SINGLE 29 76.3 & 26.7 11 52.4 11 57.9 14 73.7 22 91.7 7 87.5" 98  68.1
- i . N . 7 .
TOTALS 38 100.0 15 100.0 ° 21 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24 100.0 8 100.0 -1 100.0
% - : ¢ -
See footnote ro Table YW--1 for source of data. : .@
, ) . |
. o 3
5 ‘ -
. ) ) e ~
. g - . - ICW
. ° > « . \lw
i
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. : . o : * .
. ° Table YW-=-3 Race by Type of Manpower Program for Young Women s
[™CE NSTITU- ..,. OX-THE-JOB WIN CEP NYC JOB 0.0NMm OTHER ﬁ\\\ TOTALS \nl\
TIONAL OR OJT + INS- , \ \ .
TRAINING TITUTIONAL . ‘ N N "
. N - ) B ) ’ v
No. % No. 7 No. 7% No. 7% No. % No. % No. % No. % .
WAIIE 10 26.3 9 60.0 5 23.8. 3 15.8 2 '10.5 5 20.8 0 0 34 23.6.
NEGRO 28 73.7 6 40.0 * 16 76.1 16 84.2 16 84.2 19 79.2 7 87.5 ' 108 75.0
OTHER 0 o0 .0 .0 o 0. 0 -0 1" 5.3 VI 1 12.5 2l
. ) 0 ~
TOTALS 38 100.0 15 100.0 & 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24 100.0 8 100.0 144 100.0
. Table YW--4  School Status by Type of Manpower ,wu..omnma for Young Women *
\ ) -~ / -
e N ]
CCRRENTLY | INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB WIN CEP NYC JOB CORPS OTHER .HQHE.H
INRCLLID TIONAL OR OJT + INSTI~ ]
IN SCEOCL TRAINING TUTIONAL - .
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. Z- No. 7% No. % 2No. %
YES 7 18.4 '3 20.0 6 28.6 6 31.6 9 47.4 5 20.8 4 50.0 40  27.8
X0 31 - 8l.6 12  80.0 15 71.4 13 68.4 10 .52.6 19 79.2 4 50.0 104 72.2
TCIALS 38 Hoo.o 15 100.0 21 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24 Hoo.o..,. : 8 100.0 144 100.0
,/ '
-’ . _ C m
o 3 v
i . - . P el
" “See fcotnote to Table YW--1 for source of data. . (3 H




Table YwWw--5

LR BN

"

i .

School Years Completed by Type of Manpower wﬁomnma for Young Women

*

SCEOCL |

INSTITUTI-

ON-THE-JOB WIN - CEP NYC JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
YEAR ONAL OR OJT + INS- ~
CGPLETED TRAINING TITUTIONAL o,
‘Ro. % No. % No. 7% . No. % No. % No. 2% No. % ¥o. %
. = -~y . % . . o 5

KCNE' 1 2.6 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 .0 o 0 0 0 1. .7

GR&DE4L 0 O 0 0 00 0 o0 0o O 1 4.2 0 0 1 .7

gz 5 - 1 2.6 0. 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.3 0 0 0 0 2 1.4

GR&DE6 O © . 0 0 0 o0 0 o0 1 5.3 3 12.5 0 0 4 2.8
b} - 4
Q67 0 O 2 13.3- 0. 0 0 0 0 o 0o 0 0 0 2 1.6
1 o . ) ’ . N

GRADE 8 2 5.3 0 0 2 9.5 0 .0 3 15.8 4 -16.7 1 12.5 12 8.3.

GRRDE9. 1 2.6 0 0 7-33.3 5 26.3 3 15.8 1 4.2 0 0 17 11.8

GRADZ 10 10  26.3 5 33.3 1 4.8 4 21.1 1 5.3 "3- 12.5 2 25.0 26 18.1 .

~ 1
GzapE.il 5 13.1 . 2 13.3 4 19.1 2 10.5 8 42.1 % 25.0 2 25.0 29 20.2
GRADE 12 16 42.1 3 20.0 7 ..33.3. 7 36.8 2 10.5 5.. 20,8 3 '37.5 43 29.9
- " R M > s #

1 YR.CLG. 1 2.6 2 .13.3 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.2 0 0 4 2.8

2 YR.CLG. 1 2.6 o’ o ‘.0 0 0 o0 o o0 0 0 0 0 A

3 yR.G1G. O O, " 0 0 - 0 0 1 53 0 O 0 0 0 0 1 .7

4 YRCLG. 0O O 1 6.8 0o o 0o o 0o 0 0 0 0 o’ R

?. - . - . i - - . — . - — -

TOTALS 38 100.0 15 100.0 .21 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24 .100.00 8 100.0 144 10Q.0

. = \/ > : s ) o=l
: s thew 3 1ote to Table YRe-1l for souree of Jdara. ’ i
: , ~ _ _ . (11K

-
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. Table YW-6 City-Rurdl Location by Type of Manpower Progra _Vwmo.n. Young Women
os , . o
AREA INSTITU- - OX-THE-JOB WIN -CEP NYC .. _@%uow, CORPS OTHER TOTALS
TIONAL ~"OR QJT + INS- . i e
TRAINING TITUTIONAL
_No. 2 _No. % . ~* No. pA . No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 2%
. 7 .
N 25 65.8 6 40.0 13 6l.9 11 57.9 7 36.8 14 ° 58.3 4 50.0 . 80  55.6
 CENTRAL o : |
CITY ‘ N
- . ) N , . ‘ 4
IN SMSA-- 5 13.2 1 6.7 4 19.1 2 10.5 4 21.1. 5 20.8 2 25.0 23 16.0 -
NOT CEN-
- TRAL CITY
50T 1IN 8 21.0 8 53.3 &  19:1 6 31.6 8 &2.1 5 -20.8 2 25.0 41 28-.4
™SNSA : . ‘
' - -~
1
M
TOTAL 38 100.0 15 Hoo.o 21 100.0 19 100.0 1% 100.0 24 100,0. 8 100.0 144 100.0
" : V ) :
* - / , |
See foornote %o vawm.\@ia.._. for source of mmnw“w.
D ; | ,\
., ©. -
\ |
. \ /
: / :
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" Table YW--7  Employment ‘Activity -by Type of Manpower Program for Young Women. .
. EMPLOYMENT INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB =~ WIN CEP ¢ Nyc JOB CORPS. .oamm%,,
ACTIVITY TIONAL "OR OJT + INSTI- . Coa ,
LAST WEEK TRAINING = TUTIONAL ¢ R S : : . e .
. - No. 7 No. % No. 7% No. . % - No. % No. %  No.
EIMPLOYED 18 47.4 8 . 53.3 4 19.1 0 0 12 10.5 3 12.5 -3
> EMPLOYED- . C S _— /
NCTATWORR - 1 2.6 0. O ‘Yo o0 - 0 O 0 0 0 o© 0
UNEMPLOYED ~ O O 6 o0 ; . / 48 1 53 0 0 1 42 1
IN SCHOOL 4 10.5 3 20,0  ° 8 381 6 31.6 9 4147 5 20.8 : 4. 50.0
1 - .. - ) . - N N . N
® XEZPING S T e .
, HOUSE 11 28.9 & 26.7 7 3333 11 57.0 7 36.9 9 37.5 0
OTEER &4 10.5° .0 O 1 4.8 1 .53 1 5.3 6 25.0 o
TOTALS 38 100.0 15 100.0 =21 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24.-100.0 8
. o : ,, s i
See footnote to Table YW--1 for sourge of data.. .
_ T . 7// , - | s “
w, ¢ . , , &
. . ) S ’ . . * /,O ] . ? .
i L _ . : \
- . . . { .
| ,, : . - < .
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Table Yw--8 Number of Weeks Not in Labor monwm in

&
o {

Pastc 12 W»osn:m by Type of ‘Manpower Program for Young Eouwm\m% , &2
WEERS INSTITU- ON- THE-JOB WIN .om?.. . NYC JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS N
: TIONAL OR OJT + INS- . ;
TRAINING TITUTIONAL :
: \
No. &5 % No. % No. 2 No. % ©No. % No. % No. % No. 2
o 14 37.9 2+ 15.4 2 12.5 5 29.4 2 18.2 3 16.7 2 40.0 30  25.6
1-3 1- 2.7 2 15.4 0 0 1 59 0 O 1 5.6 1 20.0 6 5.1
5-15 4 10.8 1 1.7 1 6.3 2 11.8 0 O 3 16.7 0 0 11 9.4
LS
15-25 4 10.8 0 0 5 31.3 1 5.9 1 9.1 0 0 0 0 11 9.4
26-39 5 '13.5 3 23.1 2 12.5 3 17.6 3 27.3 5 27.7 1 20.0 22 18.8°
'%0-352 9 "24.3 5  38.5 6 37.5 5 29.4 5 45.5 6 33.3 1 20,0  -37 31.6
1 A t o h X : v
20TALS 37 100.0 13 900.0 16 100.0 17 100.0 11 100.0 18 100.0 5 100.0 117  100.0 :
».mmw footnote to Table YW--1 for source of data. . B
~ o ! a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.
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Table YW--9 Number of Years in The Labor Force by Type of Manpower Program for Young Women e
TEARS INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB WIN CEP N JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
: TICNAL 4 OR OJT + INS- :
TRAINING TITUTIONAL - .
‘No. % ' No. % ~ No. % No. 7% No. % No. % No. % No.® %
1TSS 0o o 1 7.7 0 o0 0 0 2 18.2 0o o o 8 3 2.
THAN »
_ONE . ~ d
1-1.9 19 54.3 10 76.9; 7 46.7 12 70.6 7 63.6 15 88.2 2 40.0 72 63.7
v 2-2.9 9 25.7 Sl 1.7 6 40.0 5 29.4 1 9.1 0o 0 2 40.0 26 21.2
>
™ 3-3.9 4 11.4 0 0 1 6.7 0 o0 1 9.1 1 5.9 1 20.0 8 7.1 -
 § . .
4-4.9 2 5.7 .00 1 6.7 o o o o 1 5.9 o 0 & 3.5 -
5-9.9 1 2.9 - 1 7.9 o o 0 0 0 0 o o0 o o 2 1.8
TOZALS 35 100.0. 13 100.0 15 100.0 17 100.0 11 100.0 17 100.0 5 100.0 113 100.0
* . .
See footnote to Table YW--1 for source of data.
- . :k
F'N PR
o . \ ; RS
. ~ &l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table YW--10 = Number of Weeks Currently Unemployed by Type of Manpower Program for «ocam\ﬁ!’ﬁ? 3 c L.
’ n.u~ e . :r.,l . " ;).. .L» S em . - ' o
VEK INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB - WIN . , JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS .
. * TIONAL OR OJT + INSTI- - L 5 , - o
. TRAINING TUTIONAL : . . N S
No. % No. % i zor. % - % No. 2 No. % . No. %
1 0 0 o o 0 0 o o o o 1 4.2
2 0- 0 1 50.0 0o 0 2 25.0 L 25.0 0o o0 0 o 4  16.7
3 0 0 1 50,0 1 106.0 ~ 0 O 0-0 o o o o 2 8.3 .
1 4 2 40.0 o o 0 o0 - . 2 250 1 25.0 I ..30.0 o o 6  25.0 o
. : . B - . S
"6 - 2 40.0 0o o0 0o o 2 25.0 1 25.0 o 0 s 2 100.0 7 729.2 K
17 0 o 0o ¢ - 0 O 1 12.5 0 0 o o ‘@ - 0 1 4.2 o
23 1 20.0 0 o o o0 -9 0 0 0 0o o0 0 o 1 4.2 "
26 VN 0o o o o0 0 0 1 250 .9 0. o o 1 4.2
52 0 o0 0 o© 0o 0 0 O 090 1 50.0 0 0 1 4.2
TOTALS 5 100.0 2 100.0 1 100.0 8 100.0 4 100.0 2 100.0 2 1:00:0 . 24 100.0
» * N - .
% . R ! ) § -
See footnote to Table YW--1 for source ¢f data. v
, k , .
e N ) T . . )
- . — Cm .
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Table YW--11. Number of Weeks Unemployed in Last 12 Months by Type of Manpower Program for Young Women ™’
< - Q * = — re
>. CF WZEKS ~ INSTITU-' ON-THE-JOB - WIN CEP .  NYC JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS- -
KEIMPLOYED 'IN  TIGNAL  OR OJT + INS- . p :
ST 12 MONTHS TRAINING  TITUTIONAL ) - )
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. .% No. % No. % -
-0 . 26 -70.3- 10 76.9 12. 75.0 10 58.8 7 63.6  -1l4 77.8 4 80.0 83  70.9
» : . . , B
T1-5y 05 135 . 3 23.1 3 18.8 2 }1.8 2 18.2 1 5.6 0 0 - 16 13.7
¥ 4 108 0 0 1 &3 1 59 0 0 o o o o " & 51
16-25 1 2.7 0.0 . 0 0 1 s5.9-1 9.1 1 3.6 o b S W
| I . L ) - \ ,
N 26~39 1 2.7 0 0 . 0 0 2 11.8 1 9.1 ., 1 5.6 1 20.0 . 6 5.1
! £0-52 00 0 0 0 o o * 1 59 0 - 0 1 5.6 0 o0 2. 1.7
OTALS - " 37°100.0 13 100.0 16 100.0 17 100.0 11 100.0 18 100.0 5 100.0 =117 100.0 )
" % . , 4
See footzote to Table YW--1 for source of data. -
I ) - - .
’ . N . N / N . .
: N .
~ ,_ - W\ ) \,.
. . 14
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. - . . - R ) ﬁ - Evm




~

P

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

Table YW--12 Actitude .Hocm.ﬂum Current Job by .Hv%m of zmavocmﬂ mnomﬂma for mocam Women % .
ATTITYDE INSTITU- ON-THE-JOB WIN -CEP NYC JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
) TICNAL OR OJT & INS- . . . \ 3
1 TRAINING TITUTIONAL - . p
% ’ ' \I\ N < *
. No. % - No. % No. % No. Z No. % No. % No. . % No. % oo
& . , N . ‘ ]
LIKE 9 60.0 5 50.0 2 50.0 0 0 2 100.0 -1 33.3 1 33.3 19 52.8
VERY MUCH i ° ”
LIXE 4 26.7 4 50,0 1  25.0 1100.0 0 0 ol o 2 66.7 12 33.3 -
FAIRLY WELL 3 \ . .

? v . . . ) .
DISLIXE 2 -13.3 0 0 1 25.0 0 0 0 0 1 - 33.3 0 0 4 11.1
_/(......J:...r.H N ° .
DisLixE 0 0 , 0 0 o o 00 . "0 0 1 33.3 o 0 1 2.8
VERY MUCH |

. 9
. L]
TOTALS wm 100.0 8 100.0 4 100.0 1 100.0 2 100.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 36 100.0
& ' . —-
*mmm footnote to Tabler YW--1 for solrce. o,m data. ) '
N ’ : //

. . ) . //
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Occupation of Current or Last Job by Type of Manpowet muomuma.mow Young Women

oy /
*

"*See footnote to Table YW--1 for source of data. .

RSTITU-
TIONXAL,
TRAINING

ON-THE-JOB
OR OJT + INSTI-
TUTIONAL

No. % No. .N

* WIN

-

R .

. JOB CORPS

RCTESSICNAL,
TECGENICAL, &
KIXDORED WORK

CLERICAL &
ﬁH%MWHU WORK

WORKED  °

2 5.3 2

15, 39.5 2

8 21.1 6 40,0

[

6.7

o*

6 15.8¢ 0
‘1 2.6 2

2.6 2

H -

10 52.6 1 5.3 5

3 14.3 1

6 28.6°

s 23.8 2 10.5. 8 421 6

12.5

37.5 27 18.8

> v

38 1C0.0

19 1.0 19 100.0 24 100.0

8

100.0 144 100.0

O

P

E
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-~ Table YW--14 Duncan an.mcvunwosuw Index of Current Job or Last Job by Type of Manpower m.nomﬂpa. for Young Women * . "
_ ) — : , i
1XDEX IXSTITU- . ON-THE-JOB WIN CEP - NYC JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS,
XO. . TIOXAL “OR OJT + INS- , o
, TRAINING TITUTIONAL : e
> No. % No. % No. % No. % No.. % No. % No. % "No. % .
. (
1-9 3 8.1 S 38.5- 3 18.8 _,/ 5.9 -3 27.3 .6  33.3 1 20.0 22 18.8 .
10-20 14 37.8 - 4" 30.8 6 37.5 6 35.4 5 45.5 4 22,2 2 40,0 . 41  35.0
21-20 3 8.l "o 0 - 2 12,5 0-0 2 18.2 3 16.7 1. 20,0~ 11 9.4
£1-60 11 29.7 2 15.4 &  25.0 8 47.1 0 0 5 27.8 1 20.0 31 26.5 o g
61 + 6 16.2 20 1.4 1 6.3 2 11.8 1. 9.1 o o 0 o0 12 9.4 .
TCTALS 37 -100.0 13 100.0 16 100.0 _ 17 100.0 11 100.0 18 100.0 ' .5 100.0 117 100.0 - °
. v i 3 B ; w(./ , ) i
) @ . _— v, * J . -
. : . ' v/ ‘ ) .
* \ - S
See footnot®FrosTable YW--1 for source of data. _ . o : -
Nl ~ - — \
d.. K . - i w ) . . N ». !/ @ .
. o ! . - N IJ - ,nﬂ ,. % . i
. ' = n
1 ’ T ] " N
. / . , . ,—r } ]
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Table YW--15 Industry of Current or Last Job by Type of mwmswqc,wn Prdgram for Young Women

€

. : ) . - . . ’ - * =
M v, . ) ’ - ,/ . * R
INDUSTRY-- INSIITU- ON-THE-JOB WIN ' * ~CEP NYC JOB CORPS  OTHER~ TOTALS
CCFEENT OR TICNAL OR QJT + LHZw.HHl . o -
LiST JOB TRAINING TUTIONAL™ ) - :

o 5o % No. % ) mzo., %° YNo. . 2% No. % . No. 7% No. % Ne. % )
AGRICULTURE 1 2.7 2 13.3:- -0 0 0o 0 ¥ 53 1 42 . 0 o0 5 3.5
MANUFAC- - 6 16.2 6 40.0 2 9.5 0 0 1 5.3 4 16,7 2 25.0 21 14.7
TURING - . .

- L (R . , 4
TRANSPORTA- 1 - 2.7 0 1 4.8 1 5.3 0o 0 1 4.2 o o "4 2.8
TICN & PUB- o .- , c

' LIC TTILITIES ) .

- ) - : : ‘

T WHOLESALE & 11 29.7 . 0 O 1 4.8 5 26.3 5 26.3 ~ 3 12.5 1 12.5 26 18.2
RETAIL TRADE - : . . .
FINANCE, IN- O O o o 1 4.8 1 53 o0 o0 o o 0 0. 2 1. ]
SURANCE, & L ? . \

RZAL ESTATE L PR T
DOESTIC 3 81 1 6.7 "3 1.3 1 53 1
szavics - "
CTHER ¢ 11 (2947 3 20.0 7 333 7 369 3
SIZIRVICE . o0
poszIcaD- 3 81 ° 1 67 1 48 2105 0 0. . 0 ©0 . 0 0 7 50
¥IXISTRATION L \
2 , . .

NZVER 1 2.7 © 2 13.3 5 25.8 ' 2 10.5 8 4.1 " & 25.0 3 37.5 27 18.9 :
WCAKZD ] . . (
TCTALS 37 100.0 15 100.0 21 100.0 19 100.0 19 100.0 24 100.0 8 -100.0 143 .100.0

, - P _ . - v B o .

& = L , = - - \-C ml
¢ R ' ' N . P — W
wmm.w footncte to Tzble Yi--1 for source of data. 1k
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u“mwwu Yw--16 Hours Per Week Worked in Past 12 Months by Type

of Manpower Program

%*
for Young Women

o
!
S/¥K WORKED INSTITU- OXN-THE-JOB WIN .. CEP . NXNYC , JOB CORPS OTHER - TOTALS
. TRE PAST -TICNAL - OR QJT + INS- ’ ~
 MONTES  © TRAINIRG | TITUTIONAL N ‘ -
. No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % ! No. 2% .
— . - < :
P) . ' . ‘ '
20 2 6.3 4 +30.8 1 7.7 5 33.3 1 11l.1 4 . 25.0 0 o 17 16.7 R
RS . . L
~35 ....Qﬁ 31.3 0 0 4 30.8 3 2000 0 O 6 wu..u ‘ 1 25.0. 24 23.5
YCRS . , *
-4 18 56.3 6 - 46.2 1  61l.5 ) 5 33.3 5 55.6 3 18.8- 3 75.0 48 47.1 )
- ) 2 6.3 3 -23.1 0 o 2 13,3 3 33.3 3 -18.8 , O 0 13 12,7 -
TELS 32 100.0 13 100.0 13 wo.o,mv 15 100.0 9.100.0 16 100.0 4 100.0 102 100.0
¢ « ) . > E . .

— — N ;

*See footnote to Table YW--1 for source of data. ’ « . nP/W y
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" Table YW--17

> »
-~
ik D
-~

cm,cmw Hourly Earnings on Current or Last Job by Type

¢

- 3

of stwocow mnﬁm.mnma for Young Women ™

Ustar INSTITU- © ON-THE-JOB WIN CEP NYC T  JOB CORPS  OTHER TOTALS,
BOURLY TIONAL ° - OR QJT + INSTI- . o ‘ g
EARNINGS -~~~ TRAINING TUTIONAL : . -
[J’O.’,’l'l/'
.  No. % No. % s« No. 2 No. % No. 2% No. % No. ' % ¥o. %
, ) . ‘
N - -+
s $.01- 4 13.8 . 2 16.7 2 18.2 4 28,6 2 40.0. 8 52,3 1 25.0 23 25.6
1.00 . ‘ - . . :
1.01- 7 24.1 2 16.7 6 54.5 6 42.9 0 0 5 25.0 27 30.0
2 1.50 = , : .
=2
N * )
: WH.MT, 13 44.8 6 50.0 2 18.2 3 21.4 3 60.0 2. 13.3 1  25.0 30 33.3.
.00 ’ : 4
. | - (W ‘
$2.01 & 5 17.2 -2 16.7 1 9.1 1 .7.1 © O 0 0 1 25.0 10 11.1
CVER . < \ .
TCTALS 29 100.0 12" 100.0 11 100.0 14 160.0 °S 100.0 15 1€0.0 4 100.0 ~ SO 100.0
| {
- \ .
, N
.I* N ~ 3 N
+ See footnote to Table YW--1 for source of data, .w &
- . v -
’ / N -/.ll\. - . N
LN » )

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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" "Tsble YW--18 Total Net Assets of Individuals by ‘Type .of Manpower Program for Young Women" ) .
S ) . -
TCZAL .H..V.m.HHmdl " ON-THE-JOB WIN CEP NYC JOB CCRPS OTHER TOTALS
N=ZT PICNAL . OR QJT & INSTI- . .
+ ASSETS TRAINING TUTIORNAL . ' ,
) ..y.o. % ’ No. % . No. % No. % No.. % ° ©No. % No. % No. 2
§ 0 13 50,0 5 55.6 8 80.0 12 80.0 14 87.5 17 89.5 5 83.3 + 74 73.3 L
'$1.00- 107-38.5 ~1 11.1 2 20.0 2 13.3 2 12.5 2 10.5 0 o0 .. 19 18.8
s-s5.00 /¥ S , ; ,
' $502- 0 o0 .0~ 0 0 0 1 6.7 0 0 0 o o o0 1 1.0
o 2% .
o §53%.080 -
-
& ¥ < . .
$1,000- 3 11:5 ' 2 .22.2 0] 0 0 O 4] 0 . 0 M/o . 1 16.7 ,m 5.9
$-,593.00 - : ) w . .
$5,C00- , g .
$24,959.00 0o o T 1.1 0 o 0o 0 0 0 0, 0 0- 0 1 1.0 ,
. TOTALS ', 26 100.0 9 1000 10 100.0 15 100.0 16 100.0° 19 100.0 6 '100.0 101 100.0
’ » . ! e -
a - N -
k 4 : : .
See footrote to Table YW--1 for source of data.’ <
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) .me.m YW--19 Family Income in Past 12 Months by Type of Manpower Program for Young soamnw ™ L
FAMILY | INSTITO- ON-THE-JOB VIN - ‘CEP  NYC - JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
INCOE TIOXAL OR OJT + INS-
- TRAINING TLITUTIONAL | ,
S . > BN ‘ . - - |
\ " No. % No. Z = No. 7% No. 7% No. % No. % No. % ' No. %
o . T , — — — ‘. . — - .
tnler 2 7.4 0% 0o 2 200 0 0. 1 5.9 % 191 1 16,7 { 10 10.0
$1,030 : . o . B
$1,000- 3 1l.1 o 0 0 0 00 V1 5.9 2 9.5 1 " 16.7 7 7 7.0
$1,599 ) # :
$2,000- 1 3.7 1 14.3 "a 2080 4 33.3 2 11.8 4  19.1 1 16.7 15 15.0,
vammm . . -
$3,C00- 6 22.2 1t 14.3 2. 20.0 1 8.3 3 17.7 5 .23.9 - 1 16.7 19 19.0
$3,559
$=,000- 1 3.7 o o0 1 ~ 10.0 1 8.3 1 5.9 1 4.8 0 0 5 . 5.0
$-,589 .
$5,050- 1 3.7 o o0 0 0 . 1 8.3 5294 1 4.8 0 o -8 8.0
$5,259 9 .
$5,000-° -4 14.8 1 14.3 o 0 2167 1 5.9° 2 9.5  ~ 2 33.3 12 12.0
§7,439 . ¢ _ \
W ’ : |
'$7,500- 3 11.1 2 28.6 2 20.0 325.,0 0 Q 0. 0 0 0 10 10.0
52,559 i . . .
510,000- 3 1L.1 1 14.3 ¥ 0% 0 o 1 5.9 1 4.8 o o 7 7.0
514,359 ) R {
$15,600+ 0 0. 1 14.3 .0 0o - 00 -"00O0 v0 0 0 0 — 1 1.0
DON'T 3 1l.1 0 0 - 0" o 0 0 211.8 1 4.8 o o 6 6.0
i , . : .
. Y + .
~éoirs 27 100.0 7 100.0 10 10d.0 12 100.0 17 100.0 ' 21  100,0. 6 100.0 . 100. 100.0 o=
: . . y . ]
T Dvtheta 2o Jatal Yi=-1 for source of data. . LS
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Tanle YW--20 Amount of Welfare or Public Assistance Wmmwwe.ma by Type of Manpower Program for Young coanﬁ.»

ﬁ ) ] . . .

=

S ANIUNT OF INSTITU- . ON-THE-JOB WIN ° CEP NYC . JOB CORPS OTHER TOTALS
- WILFARE OR  TIONAL OR OJT + INS- ' " o 4 '
TUSLIC ASSIS- TRAINING TITUTIONAL : n v : )
YIaXCE e _ : :
a. No. % No. % No. % Ro. % No. .m./ No. % - No. Z . No.- %
- ’ . ' . . /
) , ' . . . ¢ .
- §3-§509 26 70.3 - 14 93.3 14 70.0 17 89.5 1.4 73.7 16 69.6 7 87.5 108 . 76.6
! : - <
$301- 3 8.1 0- 0 0 0 A 5.3 2 10.5 1 4.4 0 0 7 5.0
314000 :
$1,001- 2 5.4 " 6.7 '3 15.0 o o - 1 5.3 2 8.7 - 1 Hwnm 10 7.1
£1,550 - . ? - 8 .
$2,53%- 2 5.4 0 0 0 0 0 O 1 5.3 3 13.0 -0 0 6 4.3
52,300 . ) -
§2,001- ' 4 10.8 0 0 2 10.0 1 5.3 0 0 0 0 g - 0 7 5.0
$3,000 : . . ‘
$4,001- 0 0 0 . 0 .““_. 5.0 0 0 1 -+ 5.3 1 4.4 0 o 3 2.1
$3,020 .
CZALS 37 100.0 15 100.0 20 100.0 19 100.0 19 Hoo.o 8 100.0 23 100.0 ,.“_.b“_. 160.0 M
— . i *
» * . . * ) . : ) . lw
* . . . -
See footnote -to Table YW--1 for source of data. ) . o
- tC
) , ’ ' v
y .
. . - ‘ . .
. - @)
- ‘ A ) * * . \Ul

&
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




