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OVERVIEW

A large share of both graduates and dropouts leave school without
adequate preparation for the world of work. Reading and
computational deficits are significant and leave lasting scars.
But many employcrs claim they could utilize youth, even those
with limited academic skills, if they at+ least knew the rudiments
of work force demands. There are a cluster of basic work skills
which most youth acquire through exposure to family and friends,
as well as periods of work experience part-time and during the
summer. These skills include the ability to make career and

job choices with some intelligence, to know where and how to
look and apply for work, to be motivcted and independent enough
to enter the labor market and to understand the expectations of
employers in regular jobs.

Research has documented unequivocably that youth with more
knowledge of careers, with self-assurance and motivation, as
well as realistic understanding of the damands of the workplace,
are more likely to hold jobs as teenagers as well to have greater
labor market success as young adults. Research has documented
that the gaps in such basic skills for minorities and the poor
begin even before high school and have a cumulative, interactive
impact by limiting the chances of successful work experience
during the teen years. Evaluations have documented the limited
assistance provided during the school years help develop basic
skills. Student counseling and placement activities are college
oriented and spread too thinly:; kilewise, cooperative education
tends to serve the most advantaged youth who already have their
career goals.

There are a cluster of services which could be, although they

too rarely are, offered to teenagers, with the school the logical
setting because almost all youth are in school at least to age 16.
These "school-to-work" transition activities include job-search
assistance which teaches methods of job hunting, motivational
activities to build self-esteem and confidence, occupational
information and efforts to overcome sex-stereotyping, career
exploration through classroom instruction,worksite visits, lectures,
and rotational work assignments, placement assistance, work-
related counseling and follow-up or. the job. These services, which
go under many different names and have many different approaches,
might be distiaguished from in-school work experience which can
also be transit ional in intent and may be combined with transition
services.

There are also a number of potential delivery agents for such
activities. Within the schools, guidance counselors, cooperative
and vocational education personnel, could all offer such services
if they had adequate resources. Private employers in a few
isolated cases have "adopted" schools: labor unions and apprentice-
ship systems can do the same. The Employment Service at one time
had placement personnel that worked at least part time in a
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majority of the high schools in the country. Community and
neighborhood groups and voluntary youth serving agencies are
another alternative.

Finally, there are a number of different potential target
groups for scarce services. Emphasis might be placed on

young women to help them overcome sex stereotyping or on the
disadvantaged and minorities to overcome the effects of
discrimination and poverty. Alternatively, all youth in need
of services mifht be reached by spreading resources more thinly.
A fundamental issue is then the targeting and intensity of
services.

The Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977
mandated the expansion of school-to-work transition services,
making all youth eligible, and requiring that every work
experience in-school be combined with counseling, occupational
information, placement assistance and efforts to overcome sex
stereotyping, while requiring that 22 percent of funds under
Youth Employment and Training Programs be set aside for such
services to in-school youth. However, YEDPA also mandated

tests of the effectiveness of such services. The unfortunate
truth is that we know very little about the impacts of these
activities, the effectiveness of alternate delivery agents

or the most appropriate target groups. Generally, these services
on low cost and can be expected to have only a modest measurable
effect. Because the tools to measure impacts are crude and
because few careful experiments have been rndertaken, »ffective-
ness has not been documented.

Under YEDPA's discretionary authority there have been a number

of tests to better measure the impact of transition services.

There are multi-site experiments with job search assistance

and vocational exploration. Statewide private nonprofit
organizations have been established to offer a "non bureaucratic"
approach to the delivery of services. There has been a test of
saturation of transition services in a controlled and experimental
high school. Apprehticeship in-school programs have been initiated
in multiple sites. School-to-work transition programs have been
developed through a competitively funded demonstration project
involving CETA/school cooperation. Finally, structured experiments
have been undertaken in multiple sites utilizing community and
neighborhood groups and the Employment Service as delivery agents.
Under all these demonstrations, careful research designs have

been implemented to measure the impacts of services.

This report presents the preliminary findings from the Youth Career
Development demonstration which seeks to measure the impact of
school-to-work transition services as developed and implemented

by six separate clusters of delivery agents in a total of 30 sites
in the country. 1n Each site, a control and experimental group
were tested upon entry into the program at the start of their

senior year, upon completion of the program, and three months

beyond the close of the academic year utilizing the instruments

in the Standardized Assessment System which has been developed

for YEOPA demonstration projects. The experimental groups consisted

©y
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of 1755 students and the control group 1684.

The six delivery agents for these projects varied in focus and
approach. The sites operated under the direction of the

National Council on Negro Women and the Women's Bureau stressed
activities to help overcome sex stereotyping: the projects
focused on a female target group. The sites operated by SER Jobs
for Progress concentrated on Hispanic youth, while the National
Urban League and the Recruitment and Training Program focused

on minority, mostly black populations, including both males and
females. The U.S. Employment Service represents the "institutional"
approach in contrast to the other delivery agents which are
community and neighborhood based groups. Generally, however,
these sponsors operated within the same budgets and general
parameters at the local level.

The findings reported in this analysis are extremely tentative.
They apply to the first cohort of youth through projects which
were, in some cases, established during the course of the school
year with all the attendant implementation difficulties. The
treatment group could, at most, get one school year of services
compared with future cohorts in YCD who enter as juniors and
may get two years of treatment. '

The 3 month follow-up period comes immediately after the end of
the summer before many of the youth will have settled down.

An eight month follow-up is scheduled which will pick up the
longer-term impacts. Finally, the analysis undertaken in this
report represents only a small portion of that planned for the
YCD. The analysis was prepared to get an initial sense of the
results.

With these caveats, the preliminary findings might be summarized
as follows:

1. There is evidence that the school-to-work transition
activities produce a statistically significant incregse in
abilities to find and hold jobs. The Standardized Assessment
System includes a battery of pre-/post psychometric measures.
Experimentals gained relative to controls on vocational attitudes,
job holding skills, work related attitudes, job seeking skills,
job knowledge and in overcoming sex stereotypes about jobs.

Only on the self-esteem measure did there seem to be no positive
impact from participation.

2. The measured levels and gains on the psychometric
instruments are ctatistically correlated with successrul
participation in the projects and positive outcomes at the three
month follow-up pcint. Even though the measures are crude, they
apparently discern real and important changes.

3. The post-program outcomes at the three-month point are
rnodest. For every hundred entrants, 2 more of the experimentals
than the controls are employed full-time, 2 more are employed in
skilled or semi-skilled jobs, 4 more aspire to skilled jobs and
1l more is in-school or working. The outcomes are adjusted

oy
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for initial differertials. Although the differences are
statistically significant it is questionable whether such gains
would justify the outlays from a benefit-cost perspective.

It remains to be seen whether the impacts will be greater at the
eight month follow-up or whether they will be mnore significant
once the projects have stabilized.

4. significant gains, probably adequate to justify costs,
are realized by certain of the delivery agents and certain
subgroups of the target population. This suggests that with
proper delivery and targeting transition services might prove
an effective strategy.

This volume is one of the products of the "knowledge development"
effort implemented under the mandate of the Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act of 1977. The knowledge development
effort consists of hundreds of separate research, evaluation and
demonstration activities which will result in literally thousands

of written products. The activities have been structured from the
outset so that each is self-standing but also interrelated with a
host of other activities. The framework is presented in A Knowledge
Development Plan for the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects
Act of 1977, A Knowledge Development Plan for the Youth Initiatives
Fiscal 1979 and Completing the Youth Agenda: A Plan for Knowledge

Development, and Disseminatipn and: Seagtien 1984Q,

Information is available or will be coming available from these
various knowledge development efforts to help resolve an almost
limitless aray of issues. However, policy and practical application
will usually require integration and synthesis from multiple
products, which, in turn, depends on knowledge and availability of
these sroducts. A major shortcoming of past research, evaluation
and demonstration activities has been the failure to organize and
disseminate the products acdequately to assure the full exploitation
of the findings. The magnitude and structure of the youth knowledge
development effort puts a premium on structured analysis and wide
dissemination.

»

As part of its knowledge development mandate, theirefore, the

Office of Youth Programs of the Department of Labor will organize,
publish and disseminate the written products of all major research,
evaluation and demonstration activities supported directly by or
mounted in conjunction with OYP knowledge development efforts.

Some of the same products may also be published and disseminated
through other channels, but they will be included in the structured
series of Youth Knowledge Development Reports in order to facilitate
access and integration.

The Youth Knowledge Development Reports, of which this is one,
are divided into twelye bpoad categories;




1. Knowledge Development Framework: The products in this category
are concerned with the structure of knowledge development activities, the
assessment methodologies which are employed, the measurement instruments
and their» validation, the translation of knowledge into policy, and the
strategy for dissemination of findings.

2. Research on Youth Employment and Employability Development: The
products in this category represent analyses of existing data, presentation
of findings from new data sources, special studies of dimensions of youth
labor market problems, and policy issue assessments.

3. Program Evaluations: The products in this category include
impact, process and benefit-cost evaluations of youth programs including
the Summer Youth Employment Program, Job Corps, the Young Adult Con-
servation Corps, Youth Employment and Training Programs, Youth Community
Conservation and Improvement Projects, and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

4, Service and Participant Mix: The evaluations and demonstrations
summarized in this category concern the matching of different types of
youth with different service combinations. This involves experiments with
work vs. work plus remediation vs. straight remediation as treatment
options. It also includes attempts to mix disadvantaged and more afflucnt
participants, as well as youth with older workers.

5. Education and Training Approaches: The products in this category
present the findings of structured experiments to test the impact and
effectiveness of various education and vocational training approaches
including specific education methodologies for the disadvantaged, ai-
ternative education approaches and advanced career training.

6. Pre-Employment and Transition Services: The products in this
category present the findings of structured experiments to test the impact
and effectiveness of school-_o-work transition activities, vocational
exploration, job-search assistance and other efforts to better prepare
youth for labor market success.

7. Youth Work Experience: The products in this category address the
organization of work activities, their output, productive roles for youth,
and the impacts of various employment approaches.

8. Implemertation Issues: This category includes cross-cutting
analyses of the practical lessons concerning "how-to-do-it." Issues such
as learning curves, replication processes and programmatic "batting
averages" will be addressed under this category, as well as the comparative
advantages of alternative delivery agents.

9. Design and Organizational Alternatives: The products in this
category represent assessments of demonstrations of alternative program and
delivery arrangements such as consolidation, year-round preparation for
summer programs, the use of incentives, and multi-year tracking of
individuals.

10. Special Needs Groups: The products in this category present
findings on the special problems of and the programmatic adaptations needed

J
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for significant sejments including minorities, young mothers, troubled
youth, Indochinese refugees, and the handicapped.

11.  Innovative Approaches: The products in this category present the
findings of those activities designed to explore new approaches. The
subjects covered include the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects,
private sector initiatives, the national youth service experiment, and
energy initiatives in weatherization, low-head hydroelectric dam resto-
ration, windpower, and the 1like.

12.  Instituticnal Linkages: The products in this category jinclude
studies of institutional arrangements and linkages as well as assessments
of demonstration activities to encourage such 1linkazes witn education,
volunteer groups, drug abuse, and other youth serving agencies.

In each of these knowledge development categories, th:~e will be a
range of discrete demonstration, research and evaluation activities focused
on different policy, program and analytical issues. In turn, each discrete
knowledge development project may have a series of written products
addressed to different dimensions of the issue. For instance, all
experimental demonstration projects have both process and impact eval-
uations, frequently undertaken by different evaluation agents. Findings
will be published as they become available so that there will usually be a
series of reports as evidence accumulates. To organize these products,
each publication is classified in one of the twelve broad knowledge
development categories, described in terms of the more specific - sue,
activity or cluster of activities to which it is addressed, with an
identifier of the product and what it represents relative to other products
in the demonstrations. Hence, the multiple products under a knowledge
development activity are closely interrelated and the activites in each
broad cluster have significant interconnections.

This initial report on the Youth Career Development program should be
assessed in conjunction with School-to-Work Transition Services--Process
Analysis of the Youth Career Development Proaram which  provides some
insights into the statistical results in this volume. School-to-Work
Transition Services--The Exemplary In-School Project Demonstration provides
a less statistica y oriented analysis of very similar projects launched as
cooperative efforts between 1local education agencies and CETA prime
sponsors. All of the products in the "pre-employment and transition
services" category are related but particularly Vocational Exploration--
Interim Findings and Background, and Job Search Assistance--Survey and
Experimental Results. The methodologies "and instruments applied in this
analysis are described 1in The Standardized Assessment System in the
"knowledge development framework” category. Finally, evaluation literature
is summarized in Between Two Worlds--Youth Transition from School to Wcrk
and  Employment and Training Programs for Youth--What Works Best For Whom?
in the "research on youth employment employability development™ category.

Robert Taggart
Administrator
Office of Youth Programs
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INTRODUCTION

This paper presents an initial examination of findings regarding the
extent to which the Youth Career Development (YCD) has influenced the
perfarmance of high school senioré enrolled during the 1978-79 academic year.

Six delivery agents ... heen respansible for the conduct of that
YEDPA funded program: the »-:cional Urkan League, the National Council of
Negro Wamen, SER Jobs for Progress, the Recruitment and Training Program,
the Wamen's Bureau of the Department of Labor and the U.S. Hmployment Service.
These agents had oversight and funding responsibility for a total of 30
sites throughout the country and for the collection of all data on which the
evaluation study is based. Those data were obtained fram YCD program
parcicipants and control group students on a longitudinal basis; beginning
at the time of initial enrollment early in the high school senior year,
again at the time of campletion of high school (i.e., naminal campletion
of the program) and continuing for approximately three months beyond the close
of the academic year.

Instruments used by the delivery agents for gathering the data
utilized in the present analvses are contained in a Standardized Assessment
System (SAS) devised for the U.S. Department of Labor's Office of Youth
Programs and intended for use as a camon "core" of assessment tools
in evaluations of a variety deménstration program funded under YEDPA. A
technical report has described the background and rationale for the choice
of these instruments (The Standardized Assessment System, April 1980) that
consists of: (a) a battery of seven vocationally-criented scales used for pre
and posttest gair score assessment over the course of program participation,
designated as the psychametric battery; (b) two survey instruments, one

used to measure performance ocutcomes (i.e., degree of "successful"

b
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adjustment by participants) at program completion (Program Completion
Survey), and the other measuring successes achieved at periods of 3 and 8
months following program completion (Follow-up Survey); (c) two instrumcnts
for measurement of participant characteristics--a short (20 item)
wide~range measure of reading ability (STEP Reading Test) and a 49 item
form containing largely demographic or status information about the
participant at the time of program entry and at completion of the training

program (The Individual Participant Profile).

Study Design

Measures of the SAS were applied for data gathering purposes to
YCD participants and (where applicable) to comparable control groups
of students from the same school systems as the participants. The
overall design for an in-school program 1s summarized in Appendix O.
Follow-up data used for the analyses presented here extend to the

3 month follow=up period.

Description of the Sample

The samples on which the present analyses are based consist of 1755
YCD high school senior participants and 1684 control group students who
were pretested during the 1978«79 academic year. The total participant
sample was composed of 374 males and 61% females of whom 62% were
classified as Black, 20% Hispanic, 15% white, and 2% of other ethnic
group membership (e.g., Asinn, American Indian).* In terms of economic

status, the largest proportion of the sample (49%) fell into the 70%

Where totals for the categories of any variable do not add up to 100%.
The discrepancies are based upon no response (blank) on the IPP form.
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lower living standard income level (LLSIL) or lower, while the next
largest proportion (23%) were classified as in the 71-85% LLSIL.
Seventy-three percent (fSZ) of the participants were also classified
as economically disa&vantaged at the time of program entry.

(See Table 1-A.)

In terms of prévioue jobs or job training for these students, 31%
were reported to have been CETA participants prior to program entry and
62% to have held some form of employment. Of the group reporting prior
employment, most of them (about 60%) had held jobs at the lower status
occupational levels (e.g., low level service and operative level); as
might be expected for a sample of high school seniors, economically
disadvantaged or not. Their hourly wages were predominantly in the.
$2.50 to $3.00 an hour minimum wage range. Interestingly, a large
proportion of these jobzs held (about 74%) were reported as not based on
payment of a subsidized wage.

A major proportion of the sample who were pretested, and for whom
IPP information was supplied, are reported to have remained enrolled for
60 hours or longer (i.e., approximately three-fourths of this sample).
Distributions of some of the key variables discussed above for the total
participant sample are presented in Table 2 for each service delivery agent.

Of the 1755 senior participants pretested, 59% were able to be
posttested and 47% of the original sample were able to be located (who
would also respond to the Program Follow-up Survey) three months after

completlon of the academic year-* Among the 833 participants followed-up

Appendices A through G provide sample sizes for a flow-through of
instrument administration by participants and controls within delivery
agent for all possible combinations of the 4 measures (IPP, Pretest,
Pcsttest and three-month follow=up survey).

e
o



over a 3-month post-high school period, 24% indicated that they had
obtained employment on a full-time basis and 34% indicated that they
hold, or had held, part-time employment. Enrollment in some form of
formal training was reported by 56% of these former participants, with
78% of that group engaged in such training on a part-time basis. The .
dominant educational or training settings in which these students were
found (full-time or part-time) were college (65%) and post-secondary

business or vocational/technical schools (10%).

Description of the Control Group

The total control group sample was composed of 38% males and
612 females of whom 57% were classified as Black, 21% Hispanic, 18%
White, and 42 of other ethnic group membership. In terms of economic
status, the largest population of the control group (41%) fell into
the 70% lower living standard income level (LLSIL) or lower, while the
next largest population (16%) were classified as in the 71-85% LLSIL.
Thirteen percent (13%) of the controls were in the 86% or greater
LLSIL category. Fifty-nine percent (59%) of the controls were also
classfied as economically disadvantaged at the time of program entry.
(See Table 1-B).

Regarding previous jobs or job training, 21% of the controls
reported to have been CETA participants prior to program entry and 58%
to have held some form of employment.

Of the 1684 controls pretested, 59% were posttested, and 38% were

followed-up three months later.

L2 Y
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TABLE 1l-A
Summary of Participant Sample Composition by Service Delivery Agent

*
(In Percentages)

WOMFN‘S
Variable USES NUL SER BUREAU NCNW RTP TOTAL
Sex:
M 40 50 41 00 42 40 37
F 60 46 57 99 56 59 61
Blank 0 4 2 1 2 1 2
Race:
Black 63 78 5 67 66 85 62
White 20 19 2 27 8 12 15
Hispanic 13 2 92 00 23 0 20
Other (or not
reported) 4 1 1 6 3 3 3
Economic Status:
70% LLSIL 48 63 31 85 12 45 49
71-85% LLSIL 33 6 46 11 41 14 23
86% or more 6 5 7 1 12 24 9
Blank 13 26 16 3 35 17 19
Employment Prior
to YCD:
(Part-time or 73 70 66 45 48 54 62
Full=time)
26 30 34 55 52 46 38
Blank
Previous CETA
Participation:
Yes 40 34 30 27 29 22 31
No 44 61 68 69 63 74 63
Blank 16 5 2 4 8 4 6




TABLE 1-B

Summary of Control Sample Composition by Service Delivery Agent

*
(In Percentages)

WOMEN'’S
Variablg USES NUL SER BUREAU NCNW RTP TOTAL
Sex:
M 41 47 44 0 30 41 38
F 59 51 54 99 63 58 61
Blank 0 2 2 1 1 1 1
Race:
Black 57 83 5 27 70 72 57
White 27 16 3 71 22 19 18
Hispanic 12 1 89 0 4 2 21
Other (or not
reported) 4 0 3 2 4 7 4
Economic Status:
70% LLSIL 53 70 22 61 2 45 41
71=85% LLSIL 18 2 29 8 8 18 16
- 86X or more 5 1 18 22 2 25 13
Blank 24 27 31 9 88 12 30
Employment Prior
to YCD:
(Part-time or 75 67 57 45 46 49 58
Full=time)
25 33 43 55 54 51 42
Blank
Previous CETA
Participation:
Yes 40 26 15 11 24 7 21
No 47 59 74 79 55 89 67
Blank 13 15 11 10 21 4 12




Data Analyses

The initial analysis of the YCD data is to cover only a portion of
the more extensive analysis plan for YEDPA programs (The Standardized
hssessment System, April ]1980). Three analytical phases of that plan are
undertaken here, in a limited way:

(1) Gain Score Analyses - of the SAS psychametric scales, to define

the extent to which the program effected change in the behavioral constructs
measured. This is based on contrasts between participant and control

group performance for the total YCD sample and for pooled data fram the
project sites of each of the six delivery agents conducting YCD programs.

An analysis of covariance design (ANOWA) represents the primary approach
to the analysis, with matching or equating variables consisting of level

of reading ability and selected demographic characteristics drawn fram the
IPP.

2) Identification of those tests measures which show relationships
betwain outcame variables and gain from pre and post -~ Program related
gains in test scores are relatively meaningless unless these gains can be
shown in turn to be related to subsequent labor market status. This
analysis addresses the question of which attitudinal and knowledge gains
are impartant for future labor market performances. The four selected labor
market related performances are (1) being employed full-time, (2)
being employed in a skilled or semi-skilled job rather than an unskilled
job, (3) aspiring to a skilled or semi-skilled job rather than an unskilled
Job and (4) relative involvement in a positive activity status, e.g., werking
full-time, going to school full-time, etc. It is anticipated that the
results of this analysis will provide: (1) further validity information
on the psychametric battery, and (2) policy information regarding



which attitudinal and knowledge areas should receive high priority when
time and talent are being allocated within those YCD programs.

(3) Identif.cation of subgroups or types of participants who

showed the greatest and least test score g .ins - in an attempt to define

the differentiating characteristics of those who were most significantly
affected by the program when contrasted with those &ffected the least,
(L.e., Is there a pattern of background or status variables that differen-
tiates those who gain the most from YCD from those who gain the least?).

(4) Contrasts between participants and control group students

by delivery agents on criterion performance measures - three months
following high school completion, in order to determine the extent of
program impact on vocational and social adjustments. This is based on
adjusted mean comparisons between participant and control groups for key
outcome variables. As is i1 gain score analysis, the adjusted means on
the 3-month follow-up are corrected for possible pre-existing group
differences in demographic variables. In an effort to provide results in
a more interpretable format for the policy decision maker, selected
outcomes are presented '. .. po~3ible both in terms of mean differences

as well as probabilities of p.rticular desired events occuring.

Psychametric Battery Gain Score Analysis

Interpretat{on

The analysis of gain scores is concerned with participant and
control group comparison with respect to test score gains. Three
analytical methods will be used to compare the gains made by the treat~-

ment and control groups. The first method is the analysis of covariance

bt
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(ANOOVA) which campares postest means, controlling for or adjusting
for preexisting differences among the groups on pretest scores and
demographic information. The variables £ram the IPP which were controlled
in the ANOOVA approach were: (1) STEP Reading Test, (2) Sex, (3) Family

Incame level, (4) Advantaged/Disadvantaged, (5) Ethnic group membership,

(6) whether or not previously employed, (7) Wage per rour. The second

method for estimating differential group gain is the analysis of variance

of difference scores (ANOVA). The ANOVA approach makes only an adjustment

for pre-existing group differences on the pretest score. The third

method is known as standardized gain score analysis. The adjustments based

on this method attempt to correct for possible differential group growth

rates anYor preexisting demographic group differences. Although presentation

of the results of all three analytical approaches represents an eclectic approach,
we will emphasize the analysis of covariance (ANOOVA) results in our interpretation,
since it has a stronger statistical basis than the other two methods. '

It is possible that "dropouts" in the treatment group may systematically
differ fram "dropouts " in the control population. For example, the more
employable individual may may be more likely to leave the program yielding a
"negatively" selected participant sample with all the measures. In order to
partially control for this, a dumy code was applied to all individuals in
both the participant and control populations. Individuals were scored "1" if
they had information on their IPP, pre and posttest scores and 3-month follow-up
and those with just an IPP and 3-month follow-up were coded "O". The latter
group would include a number of program dropouts. This "dummy" score was
used in the ANCOVA as control variable along with the other demographics.

As befare, these ANOCOVA's were run for delivery agents as well as for totals.

wl)
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Appendix X presents the <uvariance adjusted effacts. Inspection of these
results are quite similar to those found in the "uncorrected" ANCOVAS
presented in Appendices H-N. An additional analysis which can and should
be done for a final report would be to rmn the so-cailed "Belson" ANCOVA
model to see if there might be same interactions between program participation
and demographics which haven't surfaced in either the above ANCOVAS or the
participant-control camparisons by subgroups which have been run.

Another possible source of bias which has yet to be evaluated is the
larger number of '"non-responses" to the 3-month follow-up questions which were
involved in f:he four criteria areas. Since we are making participant-control
group camparisons, we have to assume that the non-respondents in the two
groups have similar characteristics. Fortunately, this is a much weaker
assumption than having to assvre that the non-respondents have the same
distributional characteristics as the respondents. Additional investigations
of this possible source of bias would appear to be warranted.

For ease of camparison across measures and program sites, the ANOOVA
results are presented as differences between adjusted posttest means, for
participant and control groups, in terms of standard deviations. The
term "adjusted posttest means" refers to estimates of the participant and control
group posttest means, controlling for preexisting mean differences on the
pretest as well as differences in demographic characteristics of the two groups.
If there were truly randam assignment and no systematic "drop out" pattern,
the ANCOVA test of group differences on the adjusted posttest means would be
approximately the same as a simple "t" test of the unadjusted posttest means.

2
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The differences between adjusted posttest means are presented in
terms of standard deviation units because it makes comparisons between
gains on irstruments having different numbers of items more interpretable.
Without such standardization, a one item gain in favor of the participant
group over the control on a ten item test is not, in general, the same
as a one item gain on a forty item test. In the first case the gain
may represent 20% of a standard deviation, while in the second case
it may only represent 5% of a standard deviation.

Tables 2 through 8 present summary statistics for participant-control
group comparisons from the ANCOVA. The reader will note that the first
four columns present the pretest and posttest means and standard deviations
for the participants. Column five is the participant adjusted posttest
mean, for which the adjustment has been carried out by the analysis of
covariance procedures. The difference between the participant adjusted
posttest mean (Column 5) and the control group adjusted mean (Column 10),
divided by the pooled standard deviation, yields the covariance adjusted
effect in Column 11. Thus the first number in Column 11 uf Table 2 is
.142, indicating that the participants gained approximat:ly 14% of a
standard deviation more than the control group on the Vocational Attitudes
Scale. Indication of whether this gain is statistically significant is
shown by a "I" value in Column 15. The asterisked "T" values indicate
that the gain Is significant at the .05 level of statistical significance
or greater. It should be kept in mind that statistical significance does
depend on sample alze and (f tho.nnmplo is sufficiently large, we will
almost always reject the null hypothesis of no differential group

gain. Therefore, gains in favor of the participant group (or control

M0
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group) of at least 10% of a standard deviation will be interpreted as
being small but of some practical significance.

A negative sign accompanying the adjusted gain in Column 11 would
indicate that the control group gained more than the participant group.
The sign (positive or uegative) in Column 11 indicates which group gained
and the accompanying number indicates how much the gain 18 in terms of
percentages of gtandard deviations.

Column 12, entitled "raw 1in", 1s an estimate of group gain based
on the repeated measures design and is equivalent to the analysis of
variance of difference scores. This es.imate mav differ somewhat from
the ANCOVA (Column 11) estimate since it does not directly control for
demographic differences among the groups. As in the case of the ANCOVA,
the differential gain is presented in terms of standard deviation
uniée. Similar to the ANCOVA result, the first number in Column 12 of
Table 2 (.125) has a positive sign, indicating that the participant
group gained approximately 12-13% of a standard deviation more than the
control group on the Vocational Attitude instrument. In general, the
ANOVA result will be quite similar to the ANCOVA 1if the participants and
controls are relatively well matched with respect to the demographic
characteristics.

Columns 13 and 14 are the results of standardized change score
analysis and present partial correlations between group membership
scores ("1" if participant, "0" 1f control) and pretest (Column 13)
as well as posttest gcores (Column 14). These partial correlations
control for the same demographics as were used in the analysis of

cavariance. If there is a gain in favor of the participant group,

2\
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the pretest partial correlation in Column 13 should be less than the
posttest partial correlation in Column 1l4. A negative sign accompanying
the partial correlation in Column 13 indicates that when controlling for
demographics, the control group member is likely to have a higher pretest
score than the participant group member.

A positive sign at posttest (i.e., following intervention) indicates
that members of the participant group, on the average, have higher
posttest scores than the controls, and therefore the participant group
gained more than the controls. These two columns are only of interest 1if
they yield different conclusions than the ANCOVA results. If that is the
case, one might have to entertain the notion that the two groups may be
growing at different rates with respect to the knowledge being measured
in the absence of intervention. 1In addition, it would be difficult to
estimate how much rain is due to program intervention and how much 1is due
to gains that would take place in the absence of intervention. Comparisons
of the covariance adjusted gain in Column 11 with the results of Column
13 and 14 indicate, for the present data, that both methods generally

lead to the same conclusions.

Changes in participant test performance between the time of entry
into the YCD program and program completion, based on the 7 psychametric measures
are seen in Table 2 for the combined sample of participants over all YCD
sites. The remaining 6 tables summarize the gain score results separately
for each of the 6 delivery agents.

From Table 2, the general conclusion regarding the effects of the



YCD Program for the entire sample 1s reasonably unequivocal. That is,

when the participant and control groups are contrasted with regard to

their test score changes, wit:h reading skill and demographic characteristics
controlled, a decided improvement (gain) 1is found for the YCD participant
group. The T tests in column 15 show that the effect 1is a statistically

significant one for 5 of the 7 measures of the psychometric battery (Vocational
Attitude, Job Holding Skills, Work Related Attitudes Inventory, Job
Seeking Skills, and Sex Sterotyping of Adult Occupations), with one of
the measures (Job Knowledge) falling very slightly short of
significance. Only one measure (Self Esteem) appears uninfluenced
by proaoram participation,

Somewhat larger in their proportion of gain achieved-—-as seen frou
the covariance adjusted effect of Column ll=-are the measures of Job
Seeking Skills and Sex Sterotyping of Adul‘ Qcclupntion, with changes of
17% and 24% of a standard devigi:@on respectively between prugran entry
and termination. It is also of interest to note that 3 of the 4 instruments
on which the participant group gained 1ore than 10% of a standard deviation
over the control group are clearly attitudinal in content.

This overall effectiveness found for the program is, unfortunately,

not displayed uniformly across the six deliverv agents and their local

projects. There are major differences in the degree of effectiveness

achieved for those six subgroups of sites as seen in Tables 3 through 8,
Examination of T tests (Column 15) and mean gains based on covariance
adjustments (Column 11) reveals major gains by participants in

contrast to controls for those enrolled in programs conducted by:

(a) National Council of Negro Women (NCNW) - which appear in the
form of positive (participant favored) gains for 6

of the 7 measures, of which statistically significant gains were

<)
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producéd for the Job Holding Skills, .Job Seecking Skills and Sex Sterectyping

measures, and (b) Recruitment and Training Program (RTP) with statistically

significant and covariance adjusted effects on all 7 measures of the psychometric
battery.

A weaker tendency toward positive gain for participants is seen for
the Urban League's program on a number of important measures. Although

none quite reach a stetistically significant level of change, there are
small yet practical increases (10% of a standard deviation) in favor of
‘he participants for Job Knowledge (10% of a standard deviation), Job
Seeking Skills (12%), and Sex Sterotyping (12%).

The three remaining delivery agents (Tables 6, 7, and 8) show very
spotty and inconsistent changes when participants and control groups are
compared. For the most part, there is no statistically significant
change evi@enced by these 3 sets of project sites and without exception,
where a few instances of significant change do occur, they are found to
be in an unfavorabhle direction such that program participants gain less
than control group students. This can be seen as follows for: (a) U.S.
Employment Service-which shows a significant decline (T = 2.20; p < .05)
ir the participant adjusted mean for the Job Holding Skills measure in
contrast to the control group adjusted mean, (b) Women’s Bureau-with a
highly significant decline on the Vocational Attitude Scale (i.e., some
32% of a standard deviation drop) by participants in contrast to controls
and a distinct tendency toward decline on 4 of the remaining 6 psychometric battery
scales, (c) SER-Jobs For Progress-which shows a significant relative
decline for participants on Self Esteem, while simultaneously showing a
gain in the Vocational Attitude Scale that falls just short of significance
(T = 1.93; p = .06) but has a marked increase in the proportion of a

standard deviation gained (21% in its covariance adjusted effect).

)
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TABLE 2

ALL FROGRAMS COMSINED

RISTITIONTS

hs 87

CONTPOLS
Nz 844

EFFECTS

COVARIAKCE SaW  Chavge EFFECTS
pagTisy POSTTEST POETEST POSTTEST AJUSTED  GaIN & R

LU R ) ADJ MEN  MEAN D, MEAN 5.0, ADJ MEAN GAIN  EFFECT  1x1 ™o
It N T (5) ® M 8 (9 (10)

ana ay ) (15)

YOO AT IL3%0 670 Q.48 0200 4% 2.m .08 2923 4,275 21891 0.1 0125 0.00 0.0 LT

|

1 pu
ARSI R R T R 2% I 2 3 wey g 0.09 -0.02 0.04 1.9 ?
WKL T35 2200 .95 243 30,958 059229 0689 249 WM g0 0.02 0.0¢ 0.07 2,308
WAL .08 609 80500 6,897 som W66 0.2 6780 4om9 g5, 0.167 -0.02 0.07 4,50
TSI TN 243 15 nam 1313 1560 2029 12,666 2.6m 10,601 OIS 0065 000 0.0 4,450
SECSTER 65,020 8.333 47.483 8,43 7,404 U Bl B3 B3 I gy 0199 0.07 0.6 6,470
SEFEST 3050 2938 3.8 3ugs 3797 B 251 WAL W g .01 0.00 0,00 .11
ST 18,220 3,931 16370 3.7
*T significant at P = .05 confidence level
*i‘T significant at p » .01 confidence level
T just short of significance: p = ,0f confidence level
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TABLE 3

NATIOHAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN

i PLOTICIPANTS CONTPOLS EFFECTS
TET] . N= 108
COVARIANCE RAW  CHANGE EFFECTS
FRETEST POSTTEST PRETEST POSTTEST ADJUSTED GAIN R R
hIsM  S.0.  HKEAN 5.0, ADJ MEAN MEAW  S.0.  MEAM  S.0. ADJ MEAN GAIN  EFFECT  TX1 T2 T
m (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) (7 {8) (9 (10) {11 (12)  (13) (1&) (15)
1,190 4.286 23.016 3.338 23.170 21.699 3.928 22.938 3.859 22.784 0.107 0.152 -0.08 0.01 0.94
2,573 3.088 23.605 2.726 23.720 23,056 2.718 23.352 2.736 23.327 0.164  0.293 -0.10 0.03 1,09
0,604 2.378 31.78¢  1.599 31,905 30.926¢ 1.737 31.271 1.749 31.150 0.451  0.446 =0.09 0.19 3.51%¢
9.761  6.651 50.291 6.165 50.384 49,918 6.356 49.895 6.807 49.802 0.0%0  0.082 -0.02 0.04 0.91
12,963 2,197 16.63¢  2.371 14.63¢ 13,009 2.470 13.139 2.37¢ 13.139 0.630  0.655 =-0.08 0.32 5.19%«
6.955  7.753 50.297 6.833 50.166 46.671 8.884 46.371 8.638 46.502 0.47¢ 0,450 0,02 0.25 4.56%%
17,095  3.073 37.669 2.974 37.646 37.468 2.679 37.780 2.812 37.803 -0.054  0.091 =-0.12 -0.0% -0.46
16,915 2,742 16.491 3.578
ificant at p = .01 confidence level
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TABLE 4

RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

PISTICTOANTS CONTROLS EEFECTS
Nz 13 Nz 197
COVARIAMCE RAW  CHANSE EFFECTS
FOETEST POSTTEST PRETEST POSTTEST ADJUSTED  GAIN R R

MEAMS.0. 0 KIS0 ADJ MEAN  TEAN 5.0, MEAN  S.0. AOJ NEAN GAIN  EFFECT ™1 ™2 T

(1 () (3 (%) {5) (8) 7 (8) (9 (10) (1 (1) (131 (141 (15
C1.271 5.9% 22.438  4.639 22.648 21.487 73.922 20.568 4.752 20.358 0.488  0.482 0.01 0.25 5.10¢s
22099 3.931 23.357 3.777 23.567 22.701 3.611 22.226  3.445 21.895 0.469  0.444 -0.03 0.26 5,14
30.759 2,010 31.135  2.011 31.233  30.420 2.260 30.273 3,009 30.186 0.417  0.230 0.11 .22 3.65%%
49.293  6.998 51.237  7.027 51.670 49.646 .72 49.350 72.185 48,917 0.387  0.320 0.04 0.23 4.74%%
12.600 2,719 13.231 2,745 13.281 12.426 2.382 12.321 2.877 12.272 0.359  0.275 0.12 0.23 3.76%s
45.346  8.321 48.519 8.481 48,351 44.718  7.848 43.699  9.237 43.877 0.505  0.49% 0.97 0.27 5.3qe%
33.710 2.983 36.759  3.300 36.775 36.503 3.051 35.955  3.633 135,938 0.261  0.184 0.07 0.1 2.27%
16.769  4.056 17.841 3,093
ficant at p = ,05 confidence level
ficant at p = .01 confidence level

O
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TABLE 5

NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE

PARTICIFANTS CONTROLS EFFECTS
M= 247 N= 144

COVARIANCE RAW  CHANGE EFFECTS

POETEST POSTTEST PRETEST POSTTEST ADJUSTED  GAINM R R
HEAN S.0. MEAN S.0. ADJ MEAN MEAN S.0. HEAN S.0. ADJ MEAN GAIN EFFECT X1 ™™ T
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (1% (15)
1.64%  4.29¢ 22,689 4.033 22.101 19.709 4,111 21.727 4.285 22.315 -0.052 ~6.233 6.21 0.0% -0.63
2,437 4.219 22.648 3,680 22.590 22.243 3.619 22.17¢ 3,755 22.231 0.097 0.073 -0.00 0,05 1.09
0.147  2.428 30.382 2.735 30.356 30.194 2.417 30.32¢ 2.604 30.342 0.008 0.041 ©0.00 0.01 0.0%
8,478  6.649 49,880 6.571 49.608 47.765 6.613 48,723 6.569 48.9% 0.093 0.067 0.03 0.07 1.25
2,698 2,798 12.854 3.030 12.681 12.285 2.629 12.154 2.912 12.336 0.119 0.101 0.06 0.09 1.47
b
4,643 7.636 45,162 7.776 44,386 42,059 7.958 42.662 7.711 43.438 0.122 -0.011 0.4 0,13 1.34
6,255 3,122 36.306 3.743 36,329 36.228 3.156 36.343 3.587 36.321 0.002 -0,019 -0.02 -0.01 0.03
5,490  4.057 14.957  4.139
34
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TABLE 6

U.S. EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

lcant at p = .05 confidence level

E

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, PASTICIPANTS CONTROLS EFFECTS
Nz 138 N= 166
, COVAPIANCE RAM  CHANGE EFFECTS
PaETEST POSTTEST PRETEST POSTTEST ADJUSTED  GAIN R R
MEAMS.0. EIW S, ADJMEAN HEAN 5.0, MEAN  S.0. MJTERN  GAIN . Enreer ™MoTke 1
M @ 3 @ (5 6) (M 8 (9 o - an  an a9 s
0.778  4.0015 21.656 4.875 22.006 21.480 3.926 22.104 4.152 21.745 0.060  0.060 -0.06 -0.00 0.71
309 3.412 21701 4.345 21.863  22.608  3.067 22.819 2.892 22.657  -0.220 -0.239 0.00 -0.12 -2.2¢¢
:806 2,030 30710 2731 30,663 30.535  2.123 30.689 2.2 30.73%  -0.028 ~0.125 0.09 0.02 -0.25
B3 6.4TL 48837 7280 49.206 49.338  7.113 49.756  7.108 49.37  -0.01¢  -0.008 -0.04 -0.04 -0.17
352597 12031 3205 12,309 12,807 2011 12,675 2.489 12.497  -0.066 -0.039 -0.07 -0.06 -0.70
-156  8.377 45.382  7.648 45.435 46.733  7.292 45.058 7.281 45.005 0.058 -0.013 0.08 0.68 9.7
o882 2461 36.772 3.229 36.769 16,861  2.860 36.827 2,870 36.830  -0.020 -p.026 0.01 -0.01 -0.21
.110  3.925 16,428 3.050
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TABLE 7

WOMENS BUREAU

PAITICIFANTS CONTPOLS EFFECTS
H = 14l N= 92

COVARIANCE PRAW  CHANZE EFFECTS

FRETEST POSTTEST FRETEST POSTTEST ADJUSTED  GAIN R R

NIaN S.D. MIaN $.0. ADJ HEAN  HEAH S.0. MEAN $.0. AQJ HEAN GAIN EFFECT ™1 X2 T

(h {2) (3 (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9 (10 (i (12) (13)  (14) (15)

21,733 4,562 21.885 4,098 21.962 22.428 4.076 23,303 3,848 23,225 -0.318 -0.188 =-0.10 ~0.21 -3.03%¢

22,262 3.881 22.007 3.710 22.144 22.609 2.930 22.707 2.998 22.570 -0.127 -0.104 -0.04 -0.08 -1.12 Ej
31.106 2.213 30.952 2.725 30.911 31.164 1.9%48 31,408 1.664 31.449 -0.245 -0.186 -0.02 -0.11 -1.76 '
43,683  6.757 53,005 7.133 50.401 50.545 6.096 50.388 6.509 49.992 0.060 0.072 -0.09 -0.03 0.60

12.041  £.554 11.931  3.067 12.037 12.717 2.309 1l2.628 2.593 12.517 -0.170 -0.082 -0.08 -0.12 -1.49
43.659 9,393 51,076 8.929 51.030 47.985 B8.298 50.050 7.525 50.095 0.114 0.041 0.01 0.05 1l.1l4

35.930 2.700 36.950 3.130 36.681 36.336 2.903 36.835 2.919 37.105 -0.140 -0.16% 0.07 -0.03 -1.07

15,402 4.491 15.560  4.546

ificant at p = .0l confidence level
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TABLE 8

SER J035 FOR PROGRESS

2A3TICTEANTS

CONTROLS EFFECTS
Nz o173 H= 157
COVARIANCE RAM  CHANGE EFFECTS
PaZTEST PASTTEST PRETEST POSTTEST ADJUSTED  GAIN R R

MIAN S | S.D. ADJ MEEN  HEAN s.D. MEAN $.0.  ADJ MEAN GAIN EFFECT ™1 ™2 T
(1) (21 (3) (4} (5) (6) (7) (8) (9} (10} {1 ) (13)  (1%) (15)
°1.379 4,343 20,088 3,775 22.946 21,833 3,786 22.089 3.744 22.133 0.215 0.346 -0.02 0,09 1.931
22,931 3,099 23.711  2.679 23.392  22.936 3,618 23,223 2.987 23.542 -0.053 0.159  0.00 -0.02 -0.46
31.221  1.213 31.540 1.782 31.180  30.541 2,511 30.717 2.465 31.078 0.048 0.067 0.17 0.09 0.44
$9.435 7,440 52,970 6,373 52.719  50.578 6.196 51.656 5.800 51,907 0.133 0.381 -0.03 0.05 3,27
12,618 2,543 14,340  2.572 13.807 12,338 2,573 13.242  2.427 13.795 0.005 31 0.03 0,01 0.08
15,542 8.127 48.676 B8.635 46.793  44.924  7.971 45.542  8.006 47.425 =0.376 0.388  9.03 -0.02 -0.69
7.072 2,854 37.070 3.389 36.843  36.982 2.783 137.383 2,676 37.610 ~0.253  -0.138 0,05 -0.39 -2.14x
7.331 3,118 16.049 3,846

Ficant at p = .05 confidence level

short of significance: p = .06 confidence level
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Relationships Between PSychometric @ins and 3-month Follow-

up Outcomes

Are test score gains as defined by the psychometric battery valid pre-
dictors of key short term labor market outcome variables? Assuming
that test score gains in certain & .tudinal and knowledge areas can be
demonstrated to be related to labor market outcomes, policy makers at
the program level can emphasize the¢ developrment of skills and/or
attitudinal changes in those more promising areas. Table 9 presents, for
each delivery agent, the subset of the psychometric measures which
demonstrated statistically significant relationships between pre-post
gain and one or more of four outcome measures (column 1, 2, 3, and 4)

from the 3-month follow-up questionnaire. Those four labor market out-
come measures are (1) Presently working full-time or not, (2) Quality

rating* of the job in which one is presently employed, and (3) Quality

rating of job aspired to, and (4) positive activity status. The positive
activity etatus is a three point scale where a score of two indicates
one is working or going to school full time or doing both part time: a
score of one indicates that one has worked full time and/or is working
part time or going to school part time; and a score of "O" indicates

none of the above activities.

Inspection of Table 9 indicates that with the exception of gains
on Vocational Attitude for the Urban League, none of the pre to post
gaina In attitudinal and skill areas werc related to whether one is

working full=time. The number inside the parenthesis (.24 in this case)

*Appendix ) presents job prouplngs which are acaled on a 1-5 point
atatus scale.  "liph Statun”" Jobs Indicated by scale polnts 3-5 tend to
be semi=nk{lled (scale point 3) skilled (scale point 4) and professional

(scale point 5).



Table 9

Relationships Between Test Score Gatns and Selected Hinth Follawup Outcanes by Deldvery Agentl

Fployed, Rull=tine
Presently Vorking Quality Rating of Quality Rating of Golng to School Rull~time
Rull-Tine Present Rull-Tine Job Job Aspired to ot Doing Both Partetire
Delivery Apents (1) ) (3) (4)
National Counedl Yocational Attitude * (,X) Vocat onal Attitde * (,33)
on Negro Woren Sex Stereotypes ** (,40) Sex Stereotypes ** (,32)
Recruitment and Job Holding ** (,18) Sex Stereatypes ** (,21) Vocational Attinude # (,25)
Training Program Job Xnowledee *¢ (,5)
National Urban  Vocational Job Knowledge * {,22) Self Esteem (,22)
League Attitude (,26) Job Holding (,27)
UsSs Eployment Job Knowledge (,23)
Service b Holding (,23)
Job Seekirg (,24)
Self Esteem (,3])
Women’s Bureay Yocational Attinwde (,33) Work Relevant Attitudes (,29)
Job Holding (,33) Sex Stereotypes * (,22)
SR Vocational Attitude * (,16) Job Knodledge (,20)
Job Knowledge (,16)
Work Relevant Attitudes * (,19)
Sex Stereotypes (,27)
Totals Vouational Attitude * (,17) Job Holding (,09) Vocat onal Attitude # (,13)
Job Knowledge (,14) Sex Stereotypes (,09) Job Knowledge (,14)
Job Holding * (,20) Job Seeking ** (,12)
Wotk Relevant Attitwlss * (,09)
Job Seeking * (,16)
Sex Stereotypes * (118)

L Part correlations betveen gatn and the patticular outcone are show in parentheses,
¥ The delivery agent showed a positive dffferential mean gain over controls of 410 of & standard deviation

or greater o this measue,

# The delivery agent showed statistically signifieant differential mean gatn over controls > .00 of

42 8 standard deviation,

ERIC
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is a part correlation indicating the strength of the relationship between
gains in the particular tested areas ‘Vocational Attitude) and whether or
not one is working full-time 3 months after program completion.

When the quality of the present job is the criteria, gains on
almost all the measures appear for one or more of the delivery agents as
valid predictors. The more stable estimates of the importance of paiius
in specific attitudinal and skill areas are the part correlations for the
total participant sample. It appears that gains in Self Esteem (.25),
Job Holding Skills (.20), Sex Stereotypes (.18), and Vocational Attitudes
(.17) are the more highly predictive of quality of employment. Of the
remaining measures, the least useful predictor of quality of employment
is the Work Relevant Attitudes Inventory (.09). When one looks at the
relationship between gains in attitudes and skills and jobs "aspired" to,
improvement in occupational sex role perceptions as measured by the Sex
Stereotyping measure appears to be the best and most consistent predictor.

Inspection of the relationship between test score gains and positive
activity status indicates that vocational attitudes, job knowledge,
and job seeking skills are significantly related to positive activity
status for the total YCD population. This index (positive activities)
includes going to school, which in turn requires certain verbal abilities
which are partially measured by the job knowledge and job seeking skills
instruments.

It should be noted here that the fact that delivery agents show that
gains by thelr participants may be related to desirable lahor market
outcomes does not necessarily imply that their particular program brought

about significantly greater mean gains than were observed in the control




group. Because gsome individuals within a program gain, and their gain
turn is related to a post program outcome, this does not necessarily me:
that the program participants on the average gained more than their
controls. For example, participants in the SER program who gained in jo
knowledge are more likely to be employed in a higher level job than those
who either did not gain or gained less. However, inspection of Column 11
in Table 8, the test score gains analysis, indicates that the SER
participant adjusted mean gain is less than ths controls. In order to
include information on not only whether a particular delivery agent’s
participants’ gains are related to desirable outcomes, but also whether
that delivery agent succeeded in bringing about a positive mean increment
relative to thc .r control group, a one and two asterisk legend 18 used.
One asterisk indicates that there was a program related mean gain of at
least .10 of a standard deviation over that shown by the control group.
If the gain of .10 of a standard deviation or greater is also statistically
gsignificant, two asterisks are placed on the associated tested attitude
or skill.

Table 10 presents the relationship between gains on test scores
and probabilities of: (1) being employed full=-time, (2) being employed
in a semi skilled or skilled job (if working full-time), (3) aspiring to
a semi skilled or skilled job and (4) working full-time, or going to
school full-time, or doing both part time. For each tested attitude or
acuievement area, participants are assigned to one of three groups
according to thelr adjusted gains on each respective teat acore. The
three groups are individuals who fall in the uppef quartile (top 25%

of the galners), the middle group of palners spanning the 26th to 74th



Table 10

PROBABILITIES OF DESIRED LABOR MARKET OUTCOMES OCCURING
DEPENDING ON WHETHER A YCD PARTICIPANT IS A "BIG" GAINER,
"AVERAGE" GAINER, OR "BELOW AVERAGE" GAINER ON EACH OF

THE PSYCHOMETRIC INSTRUMENTS

PROB. OF PRESENT PROB. OF ASPIRING PROB. OF WORKING OR

PROB, OF FULL-  JOK BEING SEMI- 70 SKILLED OR SEMI~ GOING TO SCHOOL FULL-
SAB TIME EMPLOYED  SKILLED OR SKILLED SKILLED JOB TIME OR DOING BOTH PART-TI'E
INSTRUMENT (1) (2) (3) (4)
VOC, ATT,
Upper Quartile (Ql) 29 62 82 it
Middle (Q, + Q3) 24 51 90 It
Lover (0] 2 3% 7 5
JOB KNOWLEDGE
Upper Quartile (Ql) 3] 50 84 15
Hiddle (q, +0,) 23 54 B 10
Lover (QA; 25 bb 83 52
JOB HOLD SKILLS
Upper Quartile (Ql) 25 53 88 65
Middle (Q, + Q3) 26 51 85 69
Lover (047 2 43 74 65
WRAI
Upper Quartile (Q]) 28 55 85 n
Middle (Q, + Q3) ' 25 52 82 63
Lover (Q 26 42 86 64
JOB SEEK?NC SKILLS
Upper Quartile (Ql) 2 54 89 1
Middle (Q, + Q3) 28 55 19 10
Lover (0, 2 3 8 !
SEX STER&TYPES
Upper Quartile (Ql) 2 58 86 70
Middle (Q, + Q3) 21 51 85 67
Lover (Q % 23 40 n 64
SELF EST?EM
Upper Quartile (Ql) 20 59 83 68
Middle (Q, + QJ) 25 58 8 67
Lover (QJ 29 26 78 65
o {4u

e 1

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



percentile, and the third group of "gainers" in the lower quartile.
Columns l-4 show the probabilities of the desired event occuring for a
"typical" individual in each of the three groups of gainers.

The quartile groupings in Table 10 are based on percentile ranks
according to gains adjusted for initial status. Raw gains would not
yield gain scores independent of initial status, and thus would favor
the low scoring pretesters. Unfortunately the metric of adjusted gains
is not readily translatable into the raw score point scale. A gross
approximation would be that an individual near the mean on the pretest,
on the average, would need to gain at least .67 of a standard deviation
to move into the upper quartile. Inspection of the probabilities
associated with the top 25% of the test score gains indicates that for
measures such as vocational attitudes and self esteem, an individual in
the upper quartile of gainers could substantially increase his probability
of having a higher gkilled job than a person who was in the lower quartile
with respect to gains. One interesting finding here is the reverse
relationship between self esteem and the probability of being employed
full-time. It would appear that gains in self esteem are negatively
related to working full-time, yet appear to be positively related to
getting the higher skilled jobs. This 18 an example of where increasing
one’s self esteem may lead to onc rejecting low level "dead end" jobs,
and thus the employment rate for Ldivideals with Inceeancd sell estecem
may be lowecr than those showing no positive change. In general, the
reanlta In terms of probabil'tier are conslatent with the presentation in

Table 9 of the correlation of gain on test scores and the four criteria.



In general, it may be concluded that gains in almost all tested
skill and aptitude areas should be goals of the programs because of
their apparent relationships (i.e., the gain scores) with one or more
relevant employment behaviors. It would seem that special emphasis should
be placed on attitudinal areas, in particular job holding skills, vocational
attitude, self esteem and occupational sex stereotypes, because of their
possible causal effect on quality of present and future employment.
Job knowledge also emerges as a target for change since gains are related
to positive activity status. Tlie next section of this report suggests
however, that program participation does not necessarily lead to positive
gains in self esteem and/or sex role perceptions "across the board", but

many such gains are manifested within certain subgroups of the population.

Who Galns?

Youth training programs may have a dlfferential impact on youth
depending on their abilities and previous environmental experiences. The
question here is who seems to profit most, as measured by gains in work
related attitudes and knowledge among the YCD youth. Table 11 shows the
background characteristics and abilities of YCD participants who gained

the most (as measured by the psychometric battery scores) for all programs
combined, These gains are shown by each knowledge and attitudinal con-

struct and are corrected for pretest score levels. This ANCOVA type of
computation yields demographic correlates of gain which are independent

of an individual's pretest score, The profiles of gains are shown withain

each column (tested area) and are interpreted as follows. Using the last

column as an example, one would conclude that among those individuals




Table 11

SIGNIFICANT INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS WHICH PREDICT GAIN FOR EACH ATTITUDE AND KNOWLEDGE MEASUREl

Characteristics Vocational Job
of Youth Attitude  Knowledge
Reading
Ability === Yes Yes
% %
(b=26) (b =.30)

Sex

Hale » "|" - -

Female = "0"
Econstat

g ng - -

b = High

Advantaged = "]" - -
Disadvantaged = "("
Ethaic

vwhite = "|" - -

Other = "p"
Ever work

Yes » "|" - Ho

a MM 4
No =70 (b"a-,05)

The Blank in a particular rov and column indicates that th

significant,

Skill and Attitude Measures

Job Holding Work Related Job Seeking  Sex

Skills

Yes
%
(b =,28)

Female
%
(b =-,09)

Attitudes

Yes
*
(b '027)

Self
Skills Sterotypes Esteen
Yes Yes Yes
% % %
(b =.42) (b=l?)  (b=2))
- Female Female
* %
(b »07) (b ==,08)
4 Lov
- - (b "IOS)
- Disadvantaged -
%
(b "l06)
non-shite - non-vhite
% %
(b "008) (b "l”.)

e assoclated partial regression weight wag not

ol

-oc-
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with the same self esteem level at pretest time, low economic status
black women with higher reading scores are likely to gain the most. The
second to last column indiciates that positive improvement with respect
to sexual stereotypes is greater for disadvantaged females who have
relatively high reading ability. The overall results of the analysis
suggest that gain in every area requires at least some reading ability
and :his is a consistent finding regardless of whether we are talking
about gains in knowledge or attitudinal change. For the most part,
where there 1s a differential gain it 'is in favor of females whether
disadvantaged, black, or both. The reader will note that with the
exception of reading level, the effects of the demographic characteristics
are relatively small (typically less than .10 of a standard deviation)
even thougﬁ they are statistically significant. With the exception of
Sex Stereotypes and Self Esteem, one would have to conclude that in most
of the measured attitudes and skills, the gains are pretty much across

the board given equivalent reading levels.



Anélxsis of Covariance Adjusted Effects at 3-month Follow-up

The participants and control group means were computed for each of a
subset of items! on the 3-month program Follow-up Survey. The results
of these comparisons are shown in Table 12 which presents the adjusted
means and the covariance adjusted effects for all programs combined.
Appendices H-M present the same comparisons within delivery agent. As
in the previous analysis, the group means were adjusted for preexisting
differcences on reading scores and demographics. Inspection of the "T"
values indicate that the participant and control groups differ significantly
on items 13, 15, 25, 26, 47, and 53. Inspection of the sign of the
adjusted effects associated with the significant "T’s" syggest that
program participants differ from control group members in that if they
are presently a full-time employee they have: (1) a higher status level
Job, and (2) filled out more applications and had more interviews to get
their first full-time job. Also they (the participants) are more likely
to express confidence in their knowledge of a hypothetical job that they
"might be looking for", and to report that they are more likely to
buy things on credit than those in the control group.

It would appear that while participation in the YCD program did not
significantly increase your chances of being a full-time employee 3-months
after the program, (item 10), {1t (program participation) did increase the
likelihood that you would have a "better" Job (item 13), More discussion

of this result follows in the next section. These preliminary results

Certain items were omitted from the analysis because they were

inappropriate for the control group and/or preliminary data editing
procedures suggested there were serious inconsistencies with the

responses.

03
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10 Working full=time now!

13 Job title?

15  Hours worked per veek!

16 Mumberweeks on job?

I Hourly vage!?

%5 Naber gpplications for jobs?

26  Naber of interview?

24 Mmber of raises’

3135 Teelirgs abaut job?

% Now in school or training?

4l Bploved: Highest pay expected?
{  Pployed: Six months plans?

4 How much do you know about job?
S5l How much do you give your fendly?
50 How often do you save?

53 Do you buy on credit!

55 fho is givirg you 8 hard tine?

57 Tnportant to keep out of trouble?

1

Table 12
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suggest that the overall productivity of the participant group 1is increased
more easily by improving their skill levels rather than increasing the
total number employed. The fact that participants filled out significantly
more applications and attended more interviews 18 coasistent with what
appears to be a greater tendency to aspire to, and to obtain higher

status jobs. The fact that participants report that they feel that they
know more about the job that they would like to have is suggestive that

the program is increasing their confidence and knowledge of the world of
work.

Table 13 presents perticipant and control group comparisons by
delivery agent in terms of relative probabilities of: (1) being employed
full=time, (2) being employed in a skilled or semi-skilled job rather
than an unskilled job, (3) aspiring to a skilled or semi-skilled job
rather than an unskilled job AND (4) being involved full-time in a
positive activity. These participant and control group probabilities
are adjusted for group differences in reading level and the previously
specified demographics. Because of the ANCOVA adjusted dichotomous
criterion variable, e.g., working vs not working, the usual statistical
tests of significance of the resulting probabilities are not appropriate
and thus not shown. This dichotomization of the follow=-up outcomes
allows one to report the strength of relationship between program
participation and certain desired behaviors in terms of easily
understood probabilities. For example, the entries for the National
Urban League suggest that while the program participants are less likely
to be working full-time three months after the program, those that are
working are more likely to be In a skilled or semi-skilled job (P=.38)

than those in the control group (P=.17). That is, out of every 100

)



TABLE 13

Participant=Control Group Comparisons with Respect to
Selected 3-month Follow-up Outcomes by Delivery Agent

Outcome Probabilitiesa

Probability of Probability of Present Probability that Job Probability of Working

Delivery being presently  Job Being Skilled or  Aspired to is Skilled  or Going to School Full
‘Agents Employed Full-time Semi-Skilled or Semi-Skilled Time or doing both Part Time
Partic  Control Partic  Control Partic  Control Partic  Control

National Council
of Negro Women 3 2] 6l W46 80 8l 80 84

Recruitment and
Training Prﬁgr&m J9 4 40 38 73 - 466 69 .68

National Urban
League 024 028 038 017 078 074 055 048

U.S. Employment

Service 30 J2 Sl W0 84 80 33 69
Women’s Bureau W23 | i3 W48 30 90 /66 76 39
SER J7 J2 58 ]2 92 90 | 18 67
Totals .26 W24 Il 46 82 18 67 67

% Entries fn this table are probabilities adjusted for pre-existing differences between groups
and demographics. :

)
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participants who were in the program and subsequently working full time,
38 will be in skilled or semi-skilled jobs. Similarly, out of every 100
non-participants (control group members), only 17 will have jobs at
comparable skill levels.

Inspection of Table 13 indicates that RTP and Women’s Bureau have
the better success rates on all four criteria. It is interesting to
note that while SER participants are slightly more likely to be working
full-time, they are the only delivery agent which shows a greater
likelihood that their participants will be in low level JOBB than
comparable non-participants. The Women’s Bureau probabilities are
interesting in that they show the greatest discrepancy from'the control
group in their probabilities of aspiring to a skilled or semi-skilled
Job. It would appear that female participants are a good target group
for improving job aspirational levels. Undoubtably, much of this
improvement in job aspirations of Women’s Bureau participants is due to
changing their perception of sex roles. This result 1is consistent with
the fact that women tend to gain more on the sex stereotype measure (see
previous discussion on "who gains"). Also, the only measure on which
the Women’s Bureau participants gained more than .10 of a standard
deviation was the sex Stereotype measure.

In summary, the results in Table 13 show that participation in YCD
programs leads to: (1) approximately a 2% gain in full-time employment,
(2) a 2% increase in the number of people employed in skilled and semi-
skilled jobs, (i.e., the product of .26 x .51 and .24 x «46), (3) a 4%
increase in the number of people aspiring to skilled and semi-;killed

jobs and (4) a 1% increase in those occupled working or going to school

O
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full-time or doing both part time. Within delivery agent, there are
considerable differences among the success rates with respect to these
four criteria. At the top we have RTP and Women’s Bureau and at the
bottom we have National Council of Negro Women. One additional caution
is in order here. It may well be that the criteria of placement in a
full-time job within 3 months of program completion may have little

to do with long-run program impact. In fact, placement in low level
dead-end jobs, or in jobs where the working conditions are poor, may lead
to heavy turnover rates when considered on a long term basis. Conversely,
those individuals who will search for jobs in which they use skills
acquired in their training and which offer real long term opportunities
are going to be the more productive members of our soclety. Gay and
Borus (1980), in their study of validiation of performance indicators for
employment programs, present data suggesting that relatively immediate
job placements withc 't regard to the quality of placement may not be
useful indicators of program effectiveness.

Table 14 presents a summary of program related gains in the test
score areas (Columns 1 and 2), as well as a summary of program impacts on
the three selected criteria areas from the 3-month Follow—up Survey
(Columns 4 and 5). The entries in columns 1 and 2 are simple counts of
the number of times the participant groups adjusted posttest mean scores
were higher than the control group’s adjusted posttest mean scores.

The column 2 entries simply reflect the more stringent criterion that

the participant gain must be at least 10% of a standard deviation greater
than that of the control group. If a delivery agent’s participant group
gained more than the controls on all seven measures, then that delivery

agent would have a score of seven in column 1.

Ty
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Table 14

Indices of Merit and Rankings by Delivery Agent

Merit Indices of Test Gainsa
Number of

Merit Indices for r’ollow-upb

Number of Rank Number of Rank

Positive  Pogitive Based on Positive Number of Positive Based on

Gains Gains > W10 Colum 2 Differences Differences > .10 Colump §
Delivery Agent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
UsSs Enployment
Service 2 0 b 2 2 2
National Urban
League b 3 3 3 2 2
Women’s Bureau 2 1 5 4 4 ]
National Council of
Negro Women b : 5 2 l l 3

I

SER 4 2 ! 3 1 3 ‘§’:
R? ] ] 1 4 ) ) |

g Entries in Column | gre simle counts
mean {8 higher than the control group’s mean,

the control group’s mean,

Entrdes in Column 4 gre simle counts of the number of tipes the

of (1) having a full tige job, (2)

score here is 4,

of the number of times the participant adjusted post-test

The entries in Column 2 are counts of the number of
tines the participant adjusted post-test mean 1s gt least .10

Since there are sevep measures,

of a standard deviation greater than

a perfect score would be seven,

participant adjusted probabilities

having a skilled or semi-skilled Job, and (3) aspiring to a
skilled or semi~gkilled Job, and (4) working or going to scho

are greater than those of the control group. The entries in
probability to be at least .10 of g standard deviation greate

ol full time or doing both part time
Column 3 require the participant
r than the control group. A perfect



-39-

Column. % and 5 are parallel counts for the four seclected areas from
the 3~month Follow-up. A score of four in column 4 for a particular
delivery agent indicates that members of the participant group are more
likely than the control group: (1) to have a full-time job, (2) to be
working at a skilled or semi-siilied job, (3) to aspire to a skilled
or semi~skilled job and (=) he ocrupled full~time in a positive activity.
The column 5 entrees, as befors, simply add the more stringent requirement

lthat the participant group effect be at least .10 of a standard deviation.

Inspection of Tuble l4 indicates that, with the exception of RTP,
delivery agent’s performance iu achieving pre to post gains gives little
hint regarding Low well they (the delivery agent) will do with respect to
job placement, job quality, and job aspiration. This result 1s not
unexpected since gains on the test scores were unrelated to whether or
not one was working full-time (see e.g., Table 9).

The seeming lack of systematic relationships between participant mean
gain on the test scores and quality of job placement and aspirational level
may be due to (1) mean gains and correlation between gains and outcomes
can be relatively independent,* (2) most of the participant mean gains

were relatively small (with the exception of RTP), (3) the test battery

The correia.ion of test score gain with outcomes 1s the relationship
between individuals changing their rank order from pretest to posttest
and the relatlonship of this change in rankings to the outcomes. A
mean level change from pretest to posttest could reflect the fact that
everyone gained approximately the same amount and thus their rank
orderings wouldn’t change from pre to posttest. In such a case, there
would be no correlatlons between test score gains and outcomes yet
there would or could be a significant mean change from pre to posttest.
This would be iikely to occur if a delivery agent decided to "teach to
the test." Then we would expect gains "across the board" but no
changes in rank order, and thus no correlation between gain and
positive outcomes.
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does not measure vocational-technical skill levels, (4) community resistance

to hiring minority youth in these age groups regardless of their training,

and (5) three months is not a sufficient time lapse to evaluate impact of
mean test score changes on labor market outcomes.

To test out the hypothesis in (4) above, the demographic profile of
the individuals who (1) find work, (2) have skilled jobs, and (3) have
high job aspirations and (4) involvement in "positive activities full
time" were investigated. Inspection of significant partial regression
welghts associated with demographic variables suggests that:

(1) Those presently working differ from those not working in that
they are more likely to be classified as advantaged rather than
disadvantaged, have had previous employment, and are more likely to
be males.

(2) Those working on the more highly skilled jobs are more likely to be
participants of a YCD program, have higher reading levels, high
economic status, and be females.

(3) Those aspiring to highly skilled jobs are likely to have higher
reading levels.

(4) Those more likely to be engaged in full-time schooling or work
were more likely to be of higher economic status white and have had
a past work history.

In general, however, the prediction of the above four criteria from
the demographics was relatively low. That is, the multiple correlations
range from a low of R=.07 for aspirations to the middle thirtles (R=437)
for quality of present job. It would appear that a good part of the

variance in why certain delivery agents do better than others on the



~4])-

3-month follos- -up 18 relatively unexplained by program related score
changes and demographics of the ind..iduals. It would appear that both
job placement and quality of job placement may depend to a great extent
on (l) post program counseling and placement services and (2) community
avallability of jobs.

Table 15 presents additional participant control subgroup comparisons
with respect to the our 3-month follow-up outcomes for the total YCD
sample. Appendices R-W present the same results by delivery agent. The
entries in the tables are probabilities of the four outcomes occurring,
but which are not adjusted for preexisting group differences on demographics.
It is interesting to note that while males in both participant as well as
control groups are more likely to be working full-time then females, the
females are more likely to have more highly skilled jobs 1f they are
working. Similarly, both white participants and controls are more likely
to be working then are non-whites. These unadjusted percentages yield
much the same conclusions as the regression approach to identifying the

demographics of individuals who do well on the four criterion areas.

J
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TABLE 15
PARTICIPANT - CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARTSIONS
WITH RESPECT T0
SELECTED 3-MONTH POLLOW-UP QUTCOMES
for

TOTAL ¥CD

(In Percentages)t
PARTICIPANTS

Probability of Probability of Probability of

Probability of

Probability of

CONTROLS

Probability of Probebility of Probability of
Variable Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Belng Employed  Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Euployed
Employed in Skilled or  Skilled or gemi- Full~tine, Gotng Employed in Skilled or  Skilled or geni~ Pull=time, Going
Full-Time Semd-Skilled  Skilled Job to School Full=  FulleTime Semi~Skilled  Skilled Job to School Pull-
Job time or Being ath time or Being
Both Part=time Both Part=time
28
] .29 38 9 J0 2 35 0N W76
F W22 W64 83 6l 21 58 82 .61
hacE:
“On‘m\ite 23 BX 081 N1 24 A9 78 165
White 35 |52 188 172 , 129 139 181 075
ECONOMIC STATUS:
708 LLSIL 25 Wl %) 63 18 5| oJh 57
71851 LLSIL 21 63 84 .68 W18 +65 1.0 2
862 or mote W16 136 180 .67 132 50 J1 176
EMPLOYMENT PRIOR
T0 YCD:
Eap loyment 29 Sl 83 46 30 50 8 Jl
No Prior
Emp Loyment W16 b1 80 60 o5 Xy 9 .58
PREVIOUS CETA
DARTICIPATION: -
YES W26 o35 86 64 2] +61 76 65
NO 24 33 82 65 2 N1 g9 07
TOTALS 25 ) .8l b4 W23 vy 18 W65

-

-
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Conclusion

What have we learned from this preliminary analysis? We lhgve
learned in a modest way what seems to work, but we have little information
on why some things worked and others did not. We have found that one
delivery agent (RTP) improved the knowledge and attitudes measured by
test scores and also demonstrated positive outcomes in the four selected
criteria from the 3-month Follow-up. One agent (Women’s Bureau) performed
well on the 3-month Follow-up Four criteria areas but apparently did
little in the way of changing measured attitudes and knowledge, with
the exception of sex stereotyping. Others did fairly well in bringing
about changes in the test scores but demonstrated mediocre performance on
both the 3-ﬁonth Follow-up criteria (e.g., National Council of Negro
Women and National Urban League). The U.S. Employment Service was
characterized by relatively uneven performance on the test score changes

and the four 3-month Follow-up outcomes. , SER participation increased the

likelihood that you would have a full-time job but the jobs were more
likely to be of a low skilled category. However, SER participants, like
Women’s Bureau, did perform well on the positive activity index.

With respect to the te;t measures themselves, additional evidence
was gathered on their usefulness as a preliminary indicator of program
success. That is, it was demonstrated that gains were significantly
related to quality of employment, positive activity status, and to a
lesser extent future job uspirations. They (the test score galns) were
not related to whether or not one was full-time employed three months
after the program completion. While it was demonstrated that pre-post
test gains were related to quality of jJob placement, mos. delivery agents

didn’t appear to bring about mean gailns of suff{icient mugnitude o

significantly impact job placement.



It may be conjectured that certain urban coﬁﬁunities are
differentially capable with respect to supporting jobs for youth in
either the low skilled categories and/or the semi-skilled categories.
Delivery agents working in such communities could be expected to change
test scores but the test score changes would be likely to have 1little
impact on job placement criteria, especially aft.r a 3-month post high
school period. In such communities, one would have to bring about larger
mean score changes than were generally observed (say about .5 of a
standard deviation) before one could expect to overcome the local community
resistance with respect to job placement. RTP was the only delivery
agent which consistently showed gains of this magnitude.

It 18 further conjectured that the magnitude of gain must be in some
sense proportionate to the availability of jobs to bring about the
desired outcomes. That 1is, delivery agc s in urban ghetto communities
would have to bring about proportionately larger gains in order to bring
about the same positive job placement outcomes as delivery agents in lzss
resistant communities. The fact tt.at our conclusions are based on
participant-control group comparisons does not completely solve this
problem in the sense that a particular community may only be physically
able to accommodate 25% of the youth in full=time Jobs, regardles: of
their attributes. In such a case, one would not expéct that only three
months after program completion the participants would have placements
above the community’s physical 1imits and/or above that of the cortrol
group. Conversely, communities that have the resources to enlarge the
"employment pie" can absorb increased numbers of adequately trained youth

and are thus more likely to show proportionately more positive outcomes.

(O
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APPENDICES A~G

Sumary Frequencies on Flow-Through of Students Tested

with TPP and Follow-up

All Women's |
Programs USES NUL SER Bureau NCNW RTP
A, Participant Group ¥ i N N ¥ N ¥
(1) Total pretested 1755 334 472 285 207 162 219
(2) Total pre- and posttested 1043 146 333 199 140 89 136
(3) Total pre- and posttested i
wlth TPP's 914 138 247 172 139 82 136
(4) Total pre- and posttested %
vlth TPP and Followup 581 110 8 158 7 43 112 |
B, Control Group
(1) Total pretested 1684 291 420 282 176 195 320
(2) Total pre- and posttested 991 166 248 167 100 113 197 |
|
(3) Total pre- and posttested :
dith TPP's 863 166 144 156 92 57 197 :
(4) Total pre- and posttested 20 m " 140 3 51 11 ;

*
P2 ~dditioral martici~ant Folloy=u~ Survevs and 49 additional contro) eroun Follow=Up surveys were not oripinally
ker~unchad breause 0 “ate arvival (after December 27), WALY be added te UL semvle in analyses fer later ~re’ect

renort,
[

't

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

)
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR APPENDICES A-G

The tables in appendices A-G are used in the following way. If
one wanted to know how many U.S. Employment Service participants have
pre and post-test measures, one would sum the numbers in the last column
of appendix A for those rows that have a yes in the treatment column
and yes's in the pre-test and post-test columns. Following this rule
we find that there are 5 + 3 + 28 + 110 = 146 U.S. Employment Service
participants with pre and post-test measures. Samﬁle counts can be

estimated for any combination of measures.

~J¥

S
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APPENDIX A
YCO IWSTKUSL.of CuunNts
UaSe EMPLULYAIMNT S5EVVIGE
TKEATMEN] Pl 1Ll FAOSTTEST I?p FrLLna=-up # CASES
iNt V] N NO NO 1
MU Gl NG {8} YES l
HO) ne G YGS Nt 0
NI M ] YCS YES b
M I YEIES M NG n
NiJ N YES N YES ' 0
N Ni! YFS Y&S NO 24
Me NI YES YES YES 17
NG YLs NO U ND 54
NU YES Hiti N() YES 30
MO Yis N YES MI) 38
iy YFS NU YFS YES 2
MU YiS YES NU Uy ]
I Yis YL:S HO YES 0
NO Y{s YES Yes Ny 55
MU YIS YES ves YES 111
YES N 19 NU NU 0
ves ¥ A0 Nl NO YES 0
YES MO NN Yts N(I ?
YES 1y ty(: YVES YES 2
YZs NE YFS N NQ l
YES MO YES N YeS 0
YES ML YES YES NO l
YES N YES YES YES 5
Y3 YIS NO NG N1) 75
Yts YFS (Y M) YES 34
YES YiES I Yrs NP 44
YES YtES NG YES YES 35
YES YiES YFS ] NC 5
YES Yes YES e YLS 3
YES YFY YES YES ND 28

YES YF> YF5 YIS YtS 110

by,

v 4
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APPENDIX B
YCD IMSTaUSEMT CLUNTS
NATIDN:’\ LI s Il;/\l:\l."

TREATMENT Pl ST PLSTTEST [po FOLLOW=-U» 4 CASES
NU wil NG O NC 1
MUy e Mi? MDY YES 0
Nu ELN MNud YES NQ 0
NG K M Yrs YES 0
MO NN vES NOQ NI 5
NC " YES He YES 0
M N YEES Yrs MO 0
Nt L YES YES YES 0
NO Yrs MU ND MO 172
M(, YLS N HO YCS 0
NG YIS NO YES N( 0
NG Yo 3 Mi) YES YES 0
MO YES YES MO NO 104
NO YLS YES NO YES 0
NU) Y&S YES YFS NG 120
N - YFS YES YES YCS 24

YE> MO NO NQ NQO 0
YES "N M{) NIfi YES 0
YES N N YES NO 25
YES M1y N} YCS YES 0
YES N YES NO NU 4
YES Nl YCS NC YES 0
YES Mt YES YES MO 1
YES MO YES YES YES 2
YES Yts NO NG Ni} 125
YU5 YES . MO M YES ]
YtS YL S Ny Yes. M0 14
TES YIS NL) YES YES 0
YES YL s YES ND N 86
YES YIS YES MO YES 0
YFS Yrs YES YFrS LU 166
YIS YU s Yi'S YOS Yrs il
ﬁ-,

Fy)




APPENDIX C
FCO IMSTRUMENT CHutns
SER JOnS 0k i Gkt 55
TREATHAENT PRETEST OLSTTL ST IPF FOLLOW=-UP # CASFS
N0 Ml NG N N() 0
Nu BRI Moo N YtS 0
hit Y N YES NG 0
NC My M YLCS YES 1
Nu My YES M1} NG 0
N1, e YLS TN "YES 0
M AN YFS YES NO )]
NI Mt YES YES YES 17
NC YFES M M N 17
NO Y£S M{S MU - YES 4
NO YLS NG YES NG 11
NG YLS MO YES YES 23
Nj YLS YES Hn NO 190
NI Y&S YFS MC YCS 1
MO Yi:S YES YES N l6
NG YLS YES YFS YFS 140
YES NI NU RN N 0
YES Moy N NiJ YES “.
YES M- Ni) YES NU 0
YES . M M YOS YES 0
YES NU YES NC NG 0
YES N YES M YIS 0
YE M Yrs YFS MO 3
YES N YES YES YIS 4
YES L5 MO M1 NG 69
YES Ybth ML nN) YCS 2
YES YE5 M YLS NT) 12
YES YES Hr. YES Yes 3
YES YFS YES NI M 22
YES Y S Yrs M) YES 4
| YES Yi-s YIS MO 14
YES Yrs R A YIS YIrs 158

oy,
‘)
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APPENDIX D
YCO INMSTROMLUE GLUMTS
WOMENS JURE AU
TREATMENT PLITLSY PUSTTEST e FOLLNW=UP # CA
NU 10 N N MU 0
MO Fod NO) L YCS n
NC NG N YES MO ¢
NC NI feii YI'S YES 0
NO NG YES NO) NG l
N ki) YES N YFES })
NU ) YES YCS ND 1
MO ML YFS YES YES 0
M Y S MO M NO &6
Ha) YCS N NC YES 1
MG YFS NG YES MO 5
NO YES N YES YFS 4
NG YCS YES NG NU )
MC YES YES He YCS )
NC YES YES YES NI 60
NU YES YES YES YES 32
YES MO MO MR NO 0
YES 0 N nNO YES 0
YCS MO MNU A ) He 1
YES i My YES YCS N
YES Ny YES He MO i
YES 14 Y£s ND YES 0
YES TIK Yty YES NO 4]
YES Nt YFS YFS YCS 0
YES YrS My MN NI 44
YES YIES N N YOS 4
YES Y5 Ntj YCS NM) 5
YES Yi:S My YES YES la
YES YIS YES N M 1
YES Yes Y5 NEC YF3 b
YES Ye s YFS YFS N{} 6?2
Yts Yo Yi s YfS Yrs 77

-J
~r

M
w

(72



- 52 -

APPENDIX E
YCU "wSTIFUMENT COUnvs

NATIGNAL COUNCTIL NF MNESRG WOMEN

TREATMEMT PEETL ST PUSTTEST 1Pp FULLUW=-UP . CASES
NU il NC NO ND 0
NI N Mt MO YLS N
QLS A f Nu YES M1 0
A N K KO YES YES 0
M 21 YEs NC: NO n
N M YES NG YES 0
NO N YES YES MO 0
M(] \r YES YES YCS V]
N YES MU MU NG 4H
NG YES MU NU YCS 4
N YES ND YLS NG 23
NU YES T8 YES YES 7
Nt YES YES NG NG 1
NG YES YES ML YES 4
NOD YES YES YES K1e} 57
Mt YES YES YES YES 51

YES NU NU NU ke 0
YES NU M NU YES 1
YCS N M) YES N 0
YES by Nt YFS YES 0
YES WU YES MU NI 1
Y5 MO YES 9] YES 1
YES N YES YIS MO 0
YFS NU YES YES YES c
YES YLS MN1J NU NU 17
YFS YLS NC NG YES 10
YES YES NF) YES Mfi 1n
YES YES N YES YES 30
YES YES YES N nNO 3
Yts YeS YES hL YES 4
YLS YES Yi-< YES NG 15
YLS Yirs YFS YFS YES 43
<
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APPENDIX F

YOO ITNSTARUMENT CoynT s

RECRUITAFNT wi s TediNiNG PLUGEAM

TRLATMENTY PeTEST PUSTIFST [po FOLLCW=-UP 4 CASFS
M} i fu NQ) NO 0
MO My p NP YES 0
NN NN (N YFS NO 0
N i At YES YES 0
A MO YES NG Nu 0
Pl Nl YFES NO YES 0
NG NI YFS YCS MO 0
tet, 2 YE YOS YES 0
N YIES NG Ni) Nt} Y
NN YiS (I N YFS 4
Nu YI-$ ) Nit YCS N{) 28
NO YES NG YES YES 22
Mi. YES YFS MO NG 0
MO YLS YES NGO YES 0
Ni: Y05 YFS YES N 26
NJ YLS YLS YC3S YES 171

YCS 3O iy NO NO 0
YES NG . N I YES 0
YES i NO YES N 1
YES N MNiJ YES YES J
YES "N YES N N3 1
YLS Wi YES N YES 0
YES NI YES YES MO 0
YES et YES YES YFS 5
YES YES M i) NE 37
YLS YES N MO YIS 14
YES Yl i VE< NO 13
YES Yiih NG YES Yrs 19
YL Yo YIS MO NO 0
YES YIS YES NQ YES 0
YFSY Yi.$ YLS YES N{} 24
Yt YUY YES Yi's YES 112
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APPENDIX G
YOD TMSTHRUNY ST G
ALL PRUOGKA 'S LA TN
TREATMOMNT P TEST PUSTILST [op FILLGW=-UP # CASFS
M IRl P M) NN 2
N¢ i NE N0 YES 1
NI N Mi, YfS STs] ' 0
NG M MO YE5 YES 1
Nt N YES M NG 7
Ny M) YES Nu YES 0
M Rt YES YES NO 25
N{ L YIS YES YFES 14
NO Y5 N N Nf) 486
NU Yi:$ Ni NI YES 43
MU Yis N YCS M) 105
ME) YES M) YES YFS 59
fil s YL S YES N1 NG 123
Mii YLS Yrs M) YFS 5
e YLS YES YES N 334
e VLS YES YFS YES 5249
YL MU NI NI M n
YES M) NG NG YES 5
YES M (A YFS NC 29
YES My MO) YLS YES 2
YES fiu YLS ME N A
YLS T YES ML YES 1
Yt5 P YES YFS NI 5
YES fots YES YES YFS 156
Yr.s Y N NE N{Q) 361
YES YLS Nt Mol YES 6%
YIS Yig N YES MO 174
YES YL O M YFS YES 161
YES YES YES M) NG 118
YES Yy YES NI YFS 11
YRS YOS YES Yrs ’ NEY 3113
YE, NS YES YES YES s11

™)
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APPENDICES H-N




APPENDIX H
UeSe EMPLNYMENT SERVICE

WALYSES GE COVARTANCE &DJUSTED EFFECTS TUR PARTICIPANT AND CONTRUL GRC J Ct 1-ARISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

——---BABLICIPANIS .. _______iONIROWS. . _
COVARTANCE
ADJ. AUJ. ADJUSTED
NEAN S.0. MEAN MEAN S«0. MEAN EFFECT T
LULER RS R TH RS § TSR 04290  0.454 0,300 0,325  0.46R 0,316 -0.035 ~0.29
Jus THILE? 24369 0715 2,397 1,944 0.961 2,006 0.350 3.38ee
HEUNS wolLlO 2t wiea? 17,943 4,017 39,801 40,222 S.779 40,364 =0.114 =09
HUMIER kS 28 gnay 9:700  5.830 8.821 9,233 6.176 9,412 =0.099 ~0.82
HOw LY wdoE? 338 0,526 3,253 3,654 1.072  3.71% ~-0.583 =5.498s
NUXYER 2920 128TLONS KRS YRS ? 2.167 2,561 2,182 2,113 .18 2,291 ~0.050 ~0.42
NUSIER (F INTZLVIERS? 1.090 1,136 0,966 1,241 1.103 1,297 =0.315 =~2.T724s
NUBEY Lk RA(SES? 1.528  0.346 0.511 0,559 0.811 0.57% -0.017 ~0.69
FECLIULS ALy, J0u? 11307 2,419 11,362 11.309 2,185 11,256 04047 0.39
NUa [* SOHL L 0~ 1R4LNTNG? De447  C.691 0,449 0.529  0.499 0,527 =0.157 ~1.29
EWLOYF)r 1 pay EXPECTED? 106 2,026 4T3 4.302 16564 4,316 -0.078 ~0.77
EMPLLY S« v Lans? 1552 04913 1,519 |.468 0.856 1,500 0.023 0.21
Hue 140 2 200 O aGe abayr p9d 2,409 04665 2,398  2.354 0.656 2,363 0.055 0.45
Huw sdiad oo s - ye vy caqqLy? 19,519 184774 19.083 24,390 23,570 23,825 =0.224 =197
HOW PET= 0 AV ? 0.930  0.255 0.925 0.900 0.3C0 0.905 0.069 0.58
0C ysu gy o, rpln 14220 04454 1,214 1.102 0.302 1,108 0.2582 2.26¢
AN LS L IVING YU A AALD TIME? 13.250  0.912 11.250 13.37%4 0.877 13.37% =0. 140 ~l.14
ICATANT Ty «FEP 9T 0F TROUALE? 2,908 0.239 2,902 2,897 0.305 2,902 0,002 0.02
FUPJ-L Jn4 11T 2,910 0,161 2,966 2,857 0.769 2,861 0.1138 l.lé
ACTIVITY STATSs (D) 1,207 0.123 1.207 1.453  0.636 1.453 =0.363 =3.00¢s

L OB [VE) JASTARLE CPUCS AS FOLLCAS:
€ x 12VER alnKED 1ULL TIVE Ok PART TIME SINCE LCAVING Tul PRIGRAN, AND NOT GOING TO SCHOOL

1= PEEVIGISLY wnokeD Pyl TIME, OR WORKEYD PART TI“E SNCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, OR GOING TO SCHOOL PART TIME
2 = N5M w3RddG FULL Lt 9E, OR GOING Ty SCHUOL FULL TiME, GR DOING BOTH PART TIME

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

qQc



APPENDIX 1

NAT{UNAL URBAN LEAGUE

¥SIS OF CUVARIANCE ATJUSTED EFFECTS FOR PARTICIPANT ANO COMTROL GRNOUP COMPAKISONS ON 3-MONMTH FOLLOW-UP

OFX 145 FULL=TIAE MUw?

e TITLE?

JURS WUPKED PER ALLa?

UMHER wEEKS ON JOR?

ALY wdof?

UMAER APILICATIUNS Flin JCRS?
UM3Er UFR [NTSRIIENS?

Ji3EE NF RAISES?

CELINGS A3QUT yns?

Ov [N SCHUOL Gr TRAINLNG?
MFLOYEO: HIGHEST PAY EXPECTED?
MPLOYEDD SIX ACNTH PLANS?

Ow AJCH DN YU KMOYW ASTUT J0OA?
Or MYCH 03 YOU GIVE YOUR FAMILY?
Uw GFTEY DU Yuu SAVE?

Q0 yuJ BJy Gy CLREDLT?

HO IS GIVIMG YOU A HAFD T[ME?
MPUKTANT T4 ®EF2 NUT UF TROUDLE?
UTJRE Jo2 TITLE?

CTIVITY STATUS (1)

CER TVED VARTABLE CCDE) AS FOLLOWS:
0

l
2

Cr
o=

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~———-PARTICIRANIS ..
ADJ.

MEAN S.0. MEAN
0,272  0.445 04236
2.048 0.785 2.1710
42,143 11.369 40.9%0
9.309 S5.511  B.913
3.125 1.055  3.186
4.053  4.861 2.875
1.686 1.779  1.705
0.105 0.307 =0.0T7
10,513 2.028 1J.349
0452  0.4$8  0.442
3.701  1.08% 3.694
1.657  0.717  1.542
2,407  0.653  2.425
33.846 28.181 3l.516
laduu 040 l.000
lel3a 04363 Llelbl
13.472  0.781 134466
2.910 «2B6  2.909
2.930 0.656 2.976
1.253 0.789 l.l188

—~—-—-—LONIROLS
MEAN S.0.
0.250 0.433
la667  0.943
40.000 0.0
246867  0.471
2,751  0.525
2.600 1.356
1.200 0.400
0.400 0.800
9.800 2.048
C.333  0.471
3.537, 0.585
2.000 0.0
2.3133  0.699
40.009 10.000
1.000 0.0
1.068 0.213
13.875 0.331
3.000 0.0
3.077 0.828
l.167 0.687

ADJ.
MEAN

0.286
le544
4l.196
3. 062
2.696
3.778
1.180
0.582
9.665
0.343
3. 544
2.155
2.315
42.330
1,900
1.043
11.879
3.002
3.031
1.232

COVARTANCE
ADJUSTED
EFFECT

-0.114
0.725
=0.0644
1l.956
0.620
-0.291
0.482
=1.190
0.187
0.204
0.180
~-l.711
0.163
~0.566
0.0
0.407
=0.744
~0s649
=04065
-0.060

NEVER +7eKED FULL TIVE QP PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAMs AND NOT GOING TO SCHOOL
PREVIGISLY #GRXEY FULL TIME, GR WORKED PART TIME SINCF LEAVING THE PROGRAMs OR GUING VO SCHOOL
NGA WURKING FULL TIYE, CR GNING TO SCHTAL FULL TIME. OR ONING BOTH PART TINE

T

~0.47
3.99%e
~0.05
S.60%¢
1133
~1.53
1.49

0. 82
0.82
0.47
4,510
0.63
=l.73
0.0
le47
=2.29¢
-1.50
=0.21
~0.26

PART TIME

Cc

Ui

LS



APPENDIX J

SCP JNBS FOR PROGRESS

YSIS LF CUVARTANCE ADJUSTED EFFECTS FOR PARTICIPANT AND CONTROL GROUP COMPARISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

LIRS FULL-TINE tuw?

OR TITLZ?

MU~ 3 A0RKED PEZ WEMK?

UMAES WEEKS UN JOG?

GUALY wWajF?

U4Ie APOL[CATIONG FLP jOAS?
UMIER U7 INTERVIERS?

UHiser OF KAISES?

EELINGS ABCIT ynn?

O 171 SCHONL Hp TRATHIVG?
MPLUYEDS HIGHEST PAY EXPECTED?
MOLUYED: ST AUNTH PLANS?

b AUCH DG YUU KNUW ARJUT Jus?
U "LJCY DG YLY GIVE YR FAMILY?
Us GF TES U YCU SAVE?

0 YUU BUY Ch CRCOIT?

HO IS GIVING YGU A haRD TIME?
WRTANT T( KEEP DUT CF TRUUBLE?
JTU-E JCY TITLE?

VIVETY STATUS (1)

ERIVED VARILSLE CODED AS FOLLUMS:
0

1
2

PREVINUSLY WUAKED FULL TINE,

“ onon

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

———-RARLICIPANIS ____
A0J.

MEAN SeN. MEAN
0.382  0.49  0.3380
2,579 0.794 2,417
313,983 5,513 39,1yl
9.000 5.502 8,643
3.416 0.587 3,569
cel33d 2,801 2,063
1.836  2.500  .357
0.509 0,752 0.442
11056  2.435 11.083
0.587  0.452 0.585
44489 1.438  4.625
l.468  0.877 1.507
2,301 0.636 2,333
25.091 22.563 25,725
0.891  0.311 g.907
1,122 0.359 1,164
13,572  0.563 13,591
2,928 0.283 2,909
3.031  0.594 3,01
l.%60  0.859 1,453

CR WORKED PART TIvE
NYA WORKLNG FULL TI%E, NR GOING Tn SCHOOL fULL 1!

NEVER WURKED FULL TIME uR PART ‘TIME SINCE LEAVI]

NG THE PRGGRAMy AND NOT GDING
SINCL LEAVING THE PROGPAM, OR GOING T0 SCHoOL
ME» DR 0O.NG RDTH PART TIME

MEAN

0. 306
2.700
41,625
9.500
3.6139
1,065
l. 152
0522
11.243
0.506
44525
1.432
2073
23,416
046549
loli2
13.549
2.910
3,087
1.213

S.0.

0.462
0.728
9.237
5.026
1.040
3.481
la793
0.527
20195
0.500
1.306
0.902
0.698
22,245
0.220
0.334
0.788
0.324
0.743
0.800

COVARIANCE
ADJ. AQJUSTED
MEAN EFFECT
0.311 0.145
2,892 -0.428
4l.6l7 =0.302
V. 85T =-5.231
3. 486 0.103
1.949 0.033
1.1330 0.013
0.548 -0.08¢4
11.216 =-0.055
0.508 0.165
4.389 0.17?
1.373 Oaac
2.061 0.4.8
22,181 0.13¢
.933 =0.099
1,070 0.276
13,531 0.088
2.928 -0.063
3.10¢ -0.135
1.220 0.319
TC SCHOGL

T

PART TiME

Cr

-~



APPENDIX K
WO 'EN'S BURE.J

LYSIS GF CUVAPTANCE ADJUSTED EFFECTS FOR PART{CIPANT &MD CONTROL GROUP CUMPARISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

_____ PARLICIPANIS . . ___CONIROLS___.___
COVARIANCE
ADJ. ADJ. ADJUSTED
MEAN $aDe MEAN  MEAN  S.D. MEAN EFFECT r
WRK UG FLL=TIHE NG 0156 0302 0.232 0.222  0.416  0.146 0.221 0.81
JLA TITLE? 2,286 0.795 2,176 1.875 0.599 1.93% 0.275 4,92
0UrS ATEKED PER WIER? 37,400 4.005 36.938 35.429  4.371 35.891 0.250 1.1
WUMBE? ABEXS CON JO9? J.304 3.445 104355 14,286 6.776 13.2%4 =-0.571 =5.90¢s
IOURLY Wa5E7 330 0.579  3.398 3,000 0.661  2.912 0.784 3.29%¢
MR APILICATILNS FCF JCHS? 2,571 24756 3,092  6.125 5.988  5.605 -0.572 ~2.78¢+
UMERS Of IMTERVIEWS? 1.333 1.374 1.39¢6 2.250 2.046 2.187 =-0.463 =2.14¢
WA GF RAISES? 0.565  0.656  0.628  0.33)  0.471  0.250 0.671 3.85s¢
EEL M0 ARCJT yo3? 10948 2,086 10.409 10,000 1.871 10.53% -0.066 -0.19
W 14 SCHOTL LR TRAINING? 04612  0.437  0.719  0.441  0.497  0.334 0.782 2.91%¢
MPLUYEN: HICHEST PAY CXPECTED? 3,908 1.6%6  3.969  3.400'  0.655  3.240 0.681 1.93
MPLLYE DS SIX WINTH PLANS? Le66T 0,762  1.774 1.556  0.831 1.429 04433 1.88
{Un MBCH G YU KNG DT JGe? 2.170 0.576 2.429 2,313 0.596 2.274% 0.264 0.96
iCr CS N0 YU SIVE YR FAMILY? 100737 10.856 104394  8.958 20.915 9.351 0.055 0.22
10w CFTEN D0 YOU SAVE? 2.971  0.168 0.985 1.000 0.0 0.986 -0.002 -0.01
C YOU 8UY 0% CREDIT? 14126 0.332  l.l44  1.086 0.280 1.063 0.245 0.84
HL 1S GIVING YCU 8 HALD TINME? 13,275 9,813 13.355 13.389 0.678 13.308 0.063 0.20
(MPCRTANT TN KEED CUT OF T2,YRLE? 2,978 0.148 2,966 2.912 0.28¢4 2.924 0.188 0.77
UTUSE Juog TITLE? 3,013 0.663 3,055 2.742  0.670 2.70% 0.539 1.94
CTIVLTY STATUS (1) 10222 04711 1,483  1.194  0.810 0.933 0.723 2.89+

JERIVED VACTABLE CODED AS FOLLAKS:

0 = NEVER WORKED FULL TI“¢ LR PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND NOT GOING TO SCHUNL

1 = PREVIUJSLY WUXKED FULL T1aE, GR WORKED PART TIML SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, OR GOING TD SCHCOL PARY TINE
2 = N WORKIIG FULL TI%E, Ok GNING TO SCHOOL FULL TIMEs OR DOING BOTH PART TIME

a0

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6S



APPENDIX L

NATINNAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN

1S UF CCv221aNCE AJJJSTED EFFECTS FOR PARTICIPANT AND CONTROL GRGUP COMPARISOMS ON 3-

KIS FULL-TIYE NC.?
TITLE?
FS WLRKED 2E2 §ie4?
REX ASEKS IN JO3?
LY wd3E?
SEL AIOL [TATILNS FL2 ypns?
LCR 8 INTEIV[ELS?
Rcd LF NA!SES?
LIN0S &AS.T yon?

I SCH8u O TRADNES?

LoYED: HIGAEST PAY ZXOECTED?
LIYES ST wriTH pLanS?

U0 D0 0L RMQw A3CUT JoR?
4G U Y SIVE YSUR FAMILY?
LETze 03 LU SAVE?

YD LIY L CREEDIT?

15 GIVING YO & WAT) TIME?
MTINT TG AEEP BUT CF TR0JUBL7?
JAE I3 TiTLE?

IVITY 3TATIS (1)

IvES VAFTASLE COGE. AS FOLLOWS:
= NEVER #33KE) FUll TI4E uR PAPT TIME SIN

PaEVITISLY WRPLED FULL TIME,

~—---BABIICIPANIS
ADJ.

MEAN S.0. MEAN MEAN
0.113  0.316 0,124 0.286
2,571 0.97% 2,669 2,214
37,125  3.407 36,520 33,6429
6,000 4,637 6,168 8,200
3.666  0.806 3,773 3,071
20425 2,497 2,403  1.750
2,000  1.291 2.295 0.818
U.125 0.331 o0.l128 0,077
10.81¢ 2,08 11.357 10.825
0.750  0.433 0.735 0.722
4,265  1.529 4,334 3,796
1.600 0.800 1.475 1.688
2,453 0.636 2.440 2,515
19091 22,444 19.662 31.429
1.000 0.0 1.000 1.000
1.015 0.121 1.016 1,042
13,726  0.532 13,707 13.828
2,958 0.201 2,971 3,000
2,944  0.756  2.986 3,000

181 0.5:5 1.217 1.393

CONIROLS

S.D.

0.452
0.860
2.921
3.655
0.317
2. 165
1.029
0.266
1.943
0.448
0.963
0.583
0.702
20,392
0.0
0.200
0.378
0.0
0.568
0.646

A0J.
MEAN

0.274
2.117
39.034
8,032
2.964
1.972
0.523
0.073
10.286
0.738
3.728
1.813
2.508
30.857
1.000
1.040
13.846
2.987
2,958
1.356

RCw WC<XTiiy FULL TIME, OR GOING TC SCHOOL FULL TIME, OR DOING BOTH PART TIME

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MONTH FOLLON=-UP

COVARIANCE
AQJUSTED
EFFECT

=0.391
0.625
=0.794
=0.450
146443
0.185
l.528
0.184
0.516
=0.007
0.486
=0.489
-0.072
=0.523
0.0
=0.148
~0.306
=0.166
0.042
~0.225

CE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND NOT GOING TO SCHnOL

UP WCRKEO PART TI4E SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, OR GOING VO ScHOOL

T

~1.92
4.09¢2
=10.46%¢
=2.49¢

12,54%¢
l.18 -
3. 860
0.09
5.21¢¢
=3.73%e
~0.30
“2.45%

=0.82
~l.45
~0.53

0.18
~-1.08

PART TIME

09



APPENDIX M
RECRUITYENT AND TRAINING PROGRAHS

\WLYSIS CF CT/ARLANCE ANJJSTED EFFECTS FUR PARTICIPANT AND CONTROL GROUP COMPARISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

_____ PARLICIPANIS . ___ _______LuNIROLS ______
COVARTANCE
ADJ. ADJ. ADJUSTED
MEAN S.D. MEAN MEAN S.0. MEAN EFFECT T

WORK[Y, FULL=TIME NLW? 0.182 0.386 0.193 0.147 0.354 0,134 0.153 1.49
Juh TITLE? 2,303 1.029 2.329 2.120 0.8l6 2.094 0.255 2.49¢
HOUSS WORKE2 PER WEEA? 38.090 3,131 38.743 40.455 7.305 0.4l =0.322 =3.00%¢
Nt P WEEKS ON J0a? 11.036 5.949 11.089 8.889 5,301 B.835 0.401 4.03¢¢
HU ALY wiSE? 3.2481 0,597 3,290 3.754 C.626  3.345 -0.090 =1.25
NUMIZROAPPLICATICNS FCA JGBS? 40424 4,751 4,257 3,652 2.913 3,820 0.113 1.37
NUMTI® CF INTESVIERS? 1L.719 2,035 1.742 1.190 1,096 1.167 0.367 3.31ee
NUAITR OF eLT5ES? 0,500 0.7t4  0.494  0.435 0.648  0.441 0.076 0.72
FEELT G5 43007 Jud? 10,6422 2,240 10.467 10.990 2.492 10.945 ~0.202 =1.99¢
NCw §71 30HPCL 22 TRANING? 0.586 0,492  0.535 0.640 0.480 0.632 =0.075 =0.74
EMPLGYED: HISHEST Py CXPECTED? 40407 1,281 4,485  4.64190  l.416 4,341 0.107 l.13
EMPLLYZa: Sle 40NTH PLAYS? 1743 0.658 1.713 1,471 0.848 14497 N.286 2.90%¢
HOw 40 S0 yoU KADY A3CUT yue? 2,201 0.655 2.229 2,081 0.619 2,054 0.275 2.71%¢
HP& 200+ D0 yeg SIVE ¥ Jn FAMILY? 12,877 13.654 12.297 10.278 16.844 10.858 0.081 0.79
HO CFTE . JT Y2U S4/%? 0,953  0.212 - 0.953 0.897 0.305 0.896 0.219 2. 14%
DO YL vJY Gy CPECLT? 1.985 0,279  1.087  1.049  0.243  1.047 0.151 l.46
RHL 15 GIVING Y2U A nARD TI4E? 13,383 0.562 13.371 13.415 0.552 13,426 =0.097 =0.95
IMPIITAMT TC KiEP MUT 0OF TROUBLE? 2,957 0.204 2,959 2.944 0.229 2,942 0.074 0.72
FUTJ-E .59 TITLE? 2,842  C.734 2,847 2.838 0.815 2.834 0.017 0.17
ACTLVITY STATUS L) 1l.23) 0.700 1.251  1.203 0.658 1,185 0.098 1.00

DESTVEY VAR[AALE CCIEY A4S FULLOWS:

U = “CVER ~ORKED FULL TIME CR PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND NOT GOING 10 SCHOOL

L = PEEVICISLY MUFKEZ FULL TIMEs GR WURKED PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM. OR GLING TO SCHOOL PART TINME
2 = UCH WUAFIN FOLL TIMF, OR GOING TO SCHUOL FULL TIME, OR DOING BOTH PAPT TIME

ERIC
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APPENDIX N

ALL PROGRAMS COMBINED

3015 UF COV2YLANCE ADJUSTED EHFECTS FOR PARTICIPANT AND CUNTROL GROUP COMPARISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOWN-UP

ADJ.
MEAN

0.242
2.258
49.247
9.101
J.611
2.521
1.240
D443
1t.007
0.565
4,242
1.512
2.189
20.692
0.9130
.07
13.495
2.931
2.923
1.259

COVARIANCE
ADJUSTEO
EFFECT

0.030
0.149
~0.123
0.07%
-0.017
0.110
0.139
0.023
-0.031
=0.001
0.030
0.082
0.237
-0.976
0.085
0.185
-0.087
0.027
0.044
0.040

_____ PARILGIPANIS ____ . CONTROLS...____
ADJ.
MEAN S.0. MEAN MEAN S.0.

et INo FULL=TIME MNA2 0.266 04430 0,255 0.251 0.434
o TITCE? 2.384 0.862 2,389  2.259 0.8%2
U3 wosdE) AEN WEuK? 39.360 6.039 39.429 40.316 7.248
A2 alIny dM JR? 92.315 5.616 9.524 9.310 5.648
U LT w582 3,337 046175 3.397 J.671 0.9%4
AT ARSLITATLNNS FOA JOett 2.3173 3e666 2,913 2.561 3.471
[ AVIE GF IMTERVIEWS 1497 2,007  1.482  1.225 l.486
MaZe DR RAL35Y57 Ne44T  0.738  0.460 0,457 0,750
Eclnad ARCJT JoA? 10.894 2.373 10.935 11.048 2.254
Wbt ST 0P TRALIENS 0565 0.496 0.565 0.565 0.495
PL2fLDE HISHEST PAY (PECTED? 6,216 1.532 44286 4.311 1.417
PL2YEY: S1L ALMTH PLAMNS? 1.596  0.794 1.579 1.495 0.846
e LT TGy KM AJRUT JOR? 2,335 0.642 2.5 2.199  0.676

w 4)714 20 Y3V GIVE vuur FAMILY? 19.322 22.084 18.991 20.3s1 22.513
v CFTC 00 ¥Ry SAVEIR 0.94¢ 0.226 0.950 0935 0.247

YT WY 0L CREDIT? 1.123  0.343  1.131 1.080 0.285

C 15 SIVING YOJ A HARD TIME? 13,427  0.720 13.433 13.500 0.709
279TA0T TO <EEY OUT GF TRUUBLE? 2.979 0,245 2.938 2.930 0.268
TosE J23 TITLE? 2,953 0,713 2.956 2.927 0.769
TivITe STATJS (1) 1.273  0.705 1.288 1.274 0.715
ETIVED VATLASLE CLUED AS FOLLOWS:

G = HIVER A0RLED FULL TIME OR PAKT TIMC SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND MOT GOING TO SCMOOL
I = PEIVILJSLY WGPKEJS FULL TIME, DR WURKED PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM
2 =

“em WIAKING FULL TIMEs UR GUING TU SCHOOL FULL TIMCs OR DUING BOTHM PART TiME

O

ERIC
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Sequence of Instrument Administration
for In-School or Summer-Only Programs

Three Months3  Eight Months

Duiring First At Exit From (or After Exit After Exit
Week of Program End of) Program From Program From Program
Those who remain in .Participant’s .Program Status- .Program .Program
program for less than Characteristics-  (IPP) Follow-Up Follow-Up
10 program days (IPP) Survey Survey
STEP
Pretests
Those who remain in .Participant’s .Progrim Status- .Program .Program
program for 10 or more Characteristics-  (IPP) Follow-Up Follow-Up
program days, but less (IPP) Posttests Survey Survey
than 60 program hours STEP
Pretests
Those who remain in .Participant”’s .Progrfm Status- .Program .Progran
program for 60 or Characteristics-  (IPP) Follow-Up Follow-Up
more program hours (IPP) Posttests Survey Survey
STEP Program Completion
Control Group ' +Participant’s .Posttests” «Control .Control
Characteristics-  Control Group Group Group
(1PP) Status Follow-Up Follow-Up
STEP Survey Survey Survey
Pretests

1If you can determine when a participant will leave the program, test in last 2 weeks
prior to leaving. If the youth leaves before testing has taken place, locate youth for
testing and, if necessary, pay youth $5.00 to complete testing (this includes both the
Posttests and the Program Completion Survey, if required).

2Date set in consultation with ETS staff.

3

Pay $5.00 to each youth who completes the 3 month Follow-Up Survey.

AIf necessary, you may pay control group youth for participating i~ testing. $5.00 for
Pretests, and $5.00 for Posttests and Control Group Status Survey.

NOTE: YCD Demonstration Project requires posttesting for any youth who has bYeen in the
program for 60 or more program hours.

37
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APPENDIX Q

Occupational Status Scale Coding

Level 5
High Level Professional and Technical--(e.g., Physician, Dentist, Physical
Scientist, Engineer, College or University Professor, Librarian, Pharmacist)

Level 4

Technical, Managerial and Administrative; Middle Level Professional--(e.g.,
Engineering and Science Technicans, Social and Welfare Worker, Nurse,
Surveyor, Police Officer, Detective or Sheriff, Office Manager, Computer
Programmer)

Level 3

Clerical, Crafts and Kindred--(e.g., Sales Clerk or Salesperson, Bank
Teller, Brickmanson, Plumber, Welder, Bookkeeper, Secretary, Tool and Dye
Maker, Tailor, Dental Assistant)

Level 2
Service Workers; Lower Level Crafts and Operatives--(e.g., Bottling and

Canning Worker, Seamstress, Fork Lift Operator, Sailor and Deck Hand,
Watchman, Waiter, Waitress, Factory Assemblers, Meat Cutters)

Level 1

Laborers and Low-Level Service Workers--(e.g., Freight Handler, Garbage
Collector, Carwasher or Equipmert Cleaner, Farm or General Laborers,
Busboy, Dishwasher, Baggage Porter or Bellhop)




APPENDIX R
PARTICIPANT ~ CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARISIONS
WITH RESPECT TO
SELECTED 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP OUTCOMES
for

US_EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

(In Percentages)*

PARTICIPANTS CONTROLS
Probability of  Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of
3 Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Eeployed
Emp loyed in Skilled or Skilled or Semi~ Full-time, Going Employed in Skilled or Skilled or Semi~ Full-time, Going
Full-Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Full- Full-Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Pull-
Job time or Being Job time or Being
— Both Part-time Both Part-time
.34 47 .83 52 W47 A1 64 .80
.26 .61 .86 50 o 24 61 .84 .60
ite W25 .56 .81 Wu7 .28 .30 .78 67
W41 .50 96 .65 W41 +50 .83 .67
. _STATUS:
SIL .33 .37 .86 .51 .28 .18 +69 +66
! LLSIL W25 .73 .81 A4 .18 .33 .87 .53
. more .10 1.0 1.0 60 .33 1.0 1.0 67
NT_PRIOR
):
ment «29 .57 84 .50 «33 032 79 .67
or
ment .30 .33 1.0 .58 $22 1.0 W75 .70
 CETA
IPATION:
: .26 60 .82 W4é .24 «42 3 61
W32 .50 .87 .56 Y W35 .85 W72
.32 W49 .81 51 .32 .33 W7 62

in this table are probabilities which were not adjusted for pre-existing ditferences between groups and demogrgphics.

1; W
VoA
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Probability of

Probability of

APPENDIX §

PARTICIPANT - CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARISIONS

WITH RESPECT TO

SELECTED 3~MONTH FOLLOW-UP OUTCOMES

(In Percentages)*
PARTICIPANTS
Probability of

for

Probability of

NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE

Probability of

CONTROLS

Probability of

Probability of

Probability of

le Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed
Emp loyed in Skilled or Skilled or Semi= Full=time, Going Employed in Skilled or Skilled or Semi~ Full~time, Going
Full~Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Full= Full~Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Full-
Job time or Being Job time or Being
- Both Part-time Both Part-time
W27 .10 W76 69 50 40 .33 .70
28 55 .75 W46 .07 0.0 .90 $29
White .28 .33 .75 59 $29 .33 W75 W43
e 0.0 - 1.0 0.0 0.0 - 1.0 "7
IC STATUS:
LLSIL $27 .39 76 .58 .32 33 .70 37
5% LLSIL «20 0.0 +60 W40 0.0 - - 0.0
or mire «40 0.0 1.0 .80 - - - -
MENT PRIOR
cD:
oyment .29 .28 W76 +65 .28 W40 .67 56
rior
oyment .18 .67 73 $29 17 0.0 1.0 17
US CETA
TCIPATION:
ES W25 50 94 .63 .33 1.0 1.0 .33
4] $29 W27 69 W57 W23 0.0 Jl W46
W27 .33 W75 +58 W25 .33 0 - W46

es in this table are probabilities which were not adjusted for pre-existing differences between groups and demographics.
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APPENDIX T
PARTICIPANT - CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARISIONS

WITH RESPECT To

SELECTED 3-MONTH FOLLOW~UP OUTCOMES

for
SER~JOB FOR PROGRESS
(In Percentages)*
PARTICIPANTS ' CONTROLS
Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of
able Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Belng Employed Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Deing Employed
Emp loyed in Skilled or Skilled or gemi- Full-time, Going Employed in Skilled or Skilled or gemi- Full-time, Going
Full-Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Full- Full-Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Full=-
Job time or Being Job time or Being
Both Part-time Both Part-time
W42 54 .88 .85 .28 W52 85 67
.36 .82 .95 J3 o34 .90 W92 «60
1-White .38 .70 .93 .78 32 W73 89 64
Lte .33 1.0 1.0 1.0 17 1.0 .67 .33 p
JMIC STATUS: I
. LLSIL W45 .81 .87 W84 25 .78 90 YA
-85% LLSIL .37 Y .95 71 25 82 .90 .76
. or more W27 0.0 1.0 92 W52 7)1 85 W72
JYMENT PRIOR
Yep:
loyment .42 .64 94 .81 b .75 .89 J2
Prior
1loyment 31 .87 .90 J1 .10 67 90 49
VIOUS CETA
TICIPATION:
YES W43 60 .89 W75 .59 J7 85 .83
NO «36 75 W95 .80 W27 T4 .90 .59
] .38 J1 .93 7 31 75 .89 W64
les in this table are probabilities which were not adjusted for pre-existing differences between groups and demographics. .
poo
1 Jo
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Probability of

PARYICIPANT = CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARISIONS

APPENDIX U

WITH RESPECT TO

SELECTED 3~MONTH POLLOW-UP OUICOMES

(In Percentages)*
PARTICIPANTS

Probability of

Probability of

for

HOMEN'S BUREAU

Probability of

Probability of

Probability of

CONTROLS

Probability of

Probability of

3 Being Presently Being Presestly Aspiring to Being Employed Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed
Employed in Skilled or Skilled or semi- Full-time, Going Employed in Skilled or Skilled or semi- Full-time, Going
Full-Time Semi-Skille! Skilled Job to School Full= Full-Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Pull-
Job . time or Being Job time or Being
Both Part-time Both Part-.ime
.16 .50 .88 56 W22 .13 .68 .58
hite .08 .80 W92 W43 .31 «20 W47 .38
.31 33 79 .83 15 0.0 .88 .75
C_STATUS:
LSIL 12 .67 91 .53 0.0 - .56 .1
% LLSIL .33 0.0 .88 .70 0.0 - 1.0 0.0
T ®mors .50 1.0 1.0 1.0 32 0.0 .65 .90
ENT PRIOR
s
yeent k] .36 .82 .82 17 0.0 .86 .83
lor
yBent .05 1.0 .92 W4l .28 .20 5 Bk
8 CETA
PATION:
8 +06 0.0 .86 .81 0.0 - 1.0 0.0
) .18 54 91 53 W24 .13 .67 .54
47 50 .88 .56 224 A1 66 © .60

i {n Chis tsble ars probabilities which vere not adjusted for pre-existing differences betwsen groups and demogrsphics.
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APPENDIX v
PARTICIPANT ~ CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARISIONS
WITH RESPECT TO
SELECTED 3~MONTH FOLLOW-UP OUTCOMES
for

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN )
= W N1L OF NEGRO WOMEN
(In Percentages)w

PARTICIPANTS

CONTROLS
Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of
le Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed  Belng Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Bmployed
Ewp loyed in Skilled or  Skilled or gemi- Full-time, Going Employed in Skilled or  Skilled or gemi~ Full-time, Going
Full-Time Semi-Skilled Skilled Job to School Pull- Full-Time Sem{~Skilled Skilled Job to School Full~
Job time or Being Job time or Being
— Both Part-time Both Part-time
.15 W25 81 .83 42 .33 1.0 .85
.08 1.0 75 .79 W22 .38 79 .76
White 11 .57 7 .82 .23 .27 .82 .78
: - - - - .50 .50 1.0 .86
[C_STATUS:
LLSIL .08 - 1) .92 0.0 — «67 1.0
5% LLSIL .11 A0 .78 .80 0.0 - 75 +50
r more 14 1.0 75 1.0 50 0.0 1.0 .50
{ENT PRIOR
Ds
yment .11 3 .93 5 W32 .44 o117 o84
{or
yoent .11 o715 2 B4 2% 20 89 73
S CETA
CIPATION:
-] 10 0.0 .88 76 18 33 57 .82
12 .80 .78 +86 w28 ob4 91 .81
010 063 .80 ‘ .83 .25 516 087 07‘

b 10 thie %able are probabilities which were not adjueted for pre-exieting differencee betveen Sroupe and demographice.

} 11{)
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APPENDIX W
PARTICIPANT - CONTROL SUBGROUP COMPARISIONS'
VITH RESPECT TO
SELECTED 3-MONTH POLLOW-UP OUTCOMES
for

RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM
(In Percentagee)*

PARTICIPANTS CONTROLS
Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probability of Probebility of Probability of Probebility of
tble Being Preesntly Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed Being Presently Being Presently Aspiring to Being Employed
Employed in Skilled or  Skilled or semi- Full-time, Going Employed in Skilled or Skilled or semi- Full~time, Going
Full-Tine Semi~Skilled Skilled Job to School Full= Full-Time Sem{~Skilled Skilled Jodb to School Pull-
Job time or Being Job time or Being
. Both Pert-tive Both Part-time
W23 025 W70 +66 023 oh0 162 +80
o5 oh? 70 62 09 ' 20 W75 63
:
n~White W17 26 n68 W64 012 33 +67 +66
ite W31 B0 .BZ 063 W27 30 W76 .85
OMIC STATUS!
% LLSIL .20 W42 +68 69 09 13 73 +64
'85‘ LLBIL a28 .50 n7° n73 n’.3 n33 n73 n’l
1 or more W11 Xk +69 56 W22 46 .60 W74
YDs
ployunt 20 ) %) 166 W16 ] +68 g1
Prior
ployunt 16 W23 69 W61 [ W25 W12 W70
JoUs CETA
RTICIPATION:
Yes 19 60 +80 77 07 1.0 +B0 +60
NO 8 3 69 63 15 26 169 o1
L§ Y 36 68 162 o193 %1 oIl W70

rlee in thie teble ere probebilities which vers not edjueted for pre-sxieting differences between groupe and demographice.

3
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Appendix X-1

.S+ EAPLHYMENT SERVICE

S otE COVARTANCL ADJUSTCD TFCECTS FOR PAPTICIPANT AND CONTRUL GROUP CUMPATISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOK-UP

0, FILL=T190 NOW?

T1TL%?

GUALTTY (0=Luky s o)

S WK E0 PR WELK?

PR wEERs e JOR?

Lr mi!'?

e APPLICATLLNS FOF JUBST?

2 GF ISTERVIFAS?

2 ) RMSEY?

ANGS VUWT Ry

It SCHLL G0 TREAINING?

JY RIS MDGHEST PAY EXPECTED?
aYrds DO T PLANS?

ALDGH AL YUY Kia ALyt Jon?
MUCH 0 YOU GIVE YRR FAALLY?
UFTLN o3 vinp SAVE?

Ly 3UY Uy CHENIT?

IS GIVING YOU & nARD TINE?
TANT YL KRR LUJT GF TROIRLE?
i Jur TITLE?

It QU ALITY {0=Ltiay L=HIGH
VLT STATUS (1)

VITY S1ATUS (2) (PECOLEDI

IVED VALTABLE CODEY AS FOLLPYS:

VITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR BIAS

PARTICILANIS CONIROLS

ADJ. ADJ.

VEAN S.N. HEAN MEAN SeN. MEAN
0790 04454 0,299 0.325  0.468  D.316
7.368 0,775 2,796 1.9%%  0.941 2,018
0,513 0,500  0.%07 0,389 0.487 0.24%
36,743 4,0TT 29,725 40,272  5.779 40,440
Y090 50840 8,723 9,213 6.174  9.505
.48 0.526 3,237 3,656 1,072 3,735
7.147 2,591 2.155 2,313 2.789  2.325
Lennd  1.124 0,945 1,241 1,103 1.296
24 0.956  0.508  0.5%7 0.811 0.579
11307 2.41% 11,372 11,309 2,185 11,243
eh47 0,497 0.451 0.52% 0499 D.524
40186 2,520 Alb6T 4,302 lll%e 40371
1,552 0.313 1,513 l.40f  0.8% 1500
20408 04685 2,403 2,35 N.656 0 2,348
Fd510 184774 19,37¢ 244390 23.570 23.532
0,930 0,255 0,927 0,500 0,300 0,504
1,220 N.45%  l.212  1.102  0.302  l.1l0
13,250 n.912 13.262 13.374 0.877 13.362
2,908 0.2689 2,808 2.897  0.375 2,406
2970 0 74l 2,960 2.857  0.T69  2.867
0,450 0,357 0,837  0eTdb 0,410  0.799
1,362 0.7e6 1357 L.609  0.628 L.604
N531 0,499 04532 U.ARB  0.4F%  0,6H6

COVARJANCE
ADJUSTED
EFFLCT

-0.037
0.323
0.226

=0.145

=-0.172¢9
=Det26

-OOOTl

=0.314

=0,085
0,056
=0.147
=0,004
v.004
0,069
=0,19A
0.083
0.270
=-0.113
=0.025
0.122
0.100°
=0.3%4
-0,320

s WEVEI cORKLD FULL TIME OR PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND NNT GNING TO SCHOOL

a P LVINYSLY Khiihby FULL T1AF, UR KOPKED PART TIME SINCE LEAVIAG THE PRAGRAY, DR GOING TO SCHNNL

= N0 LYK EMG D ULL TIMEy OB GUING Ti SCHLOL FULL TIMF, OR DULMG ROTH PART TIME

JING CF ACTIVETY STAIUS (1)

P NCFOLY TR RTTIVE ACTIVITY Naw [SAME AS 0 + 1 ABUVE)

= (ULL VHAL POSTVIVE ACTIVIIY (SANE AS 2 ABCVE)

»—_
[T AN

ERIC
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=0.31
.13
24149
=1.20
-1.08
=5 944
=1.59
=24 69%%
=076
Nt
=~1.20
'0083
0008
0456
=1.73
0.69
20154
=0.92
-0.20
1.00
0,84
=2.91%#
=2,63%8

PAKT TIME
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Appendix X-2

NATIUNAL URBAN LEAGUE

SIS OF LOVARIANCE ANJUSTED CFFFCTS Fun PARTICIPANT AMD CONTROL GROUP COMPARISDMS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP
WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR BIAS

—mePARYICICANLS COMIROLS
CNVARTANCE
ADJ, ADJ, ADJUSTED
MEAN S.0D. HEAN NEAN Sl MEAN EFFECT T

REING FULL=TIME HOW? 0,272 0,445 0,238 0,250 0,433 0.204 -0.104 0443

$ TIILE? 2,048 0,785 2,171 L.667 0.943 1,543 0.726 3.97%¢
FOUALTTY {0=LUWy L=HIGH) 0.368 0,482 0,379 0,182  0.346 2.1 0.479 1.85
ULS WOMKUD PEN WEEK? 42,143 11.369 40,959 40,000 0.0 41.183 -0.039 =0.04
A3EL WLEKS N JUB? 9,308 5,501 3.928 2,667 0.471 3.047 1.966 506088
URLY wAGL? 3.125 1,055 3,189 2,757 0.525 2.493 0.628 11.99%¢
"HEK APOLICATIUNS "FOR JNBS? 4,053 4,801 2,877  2.600 1.356  3.776 ~0.,289 ~1.51
5EN GF INTEFVIENS? 10684 1,779 1,706  1.200 0.400 1.178 0.484 1.49
REN OF KAISES? 0.105 0,307 -0.074 0,400 0,800 0.580 -1.182 1.49
EL TG AuOUT JoR? 10,513 2,028 10.35¢ 9,800 2,088 9,959 0.192 0.84

v TNSCHGEL Uk TRATHING? 04452 0,498 0.445 0,333 0.471 0,340 0.216 0.88
LLYED: HIGHEST PAY EXPECTIN? 3,701 1,080 3,693 3,537 0.58%  3.54b 0.176 0.46
'LLYEDS SLa MRNTH PLANS? 1097 04717 L.541  2.000 0.0 2.156 =1.716 ~4.480%
* MUCH DU YOU KNUW AROUT Jpp? 2,407 0,653 2,434 2,333 0.699 2,307 0.188 0.75

# MULH OU YCU GIVE YUUR FAMILY? 33.306  28.181 31.577 40,000 10.000 42,270 ~0.560 =1.70

P OFTEN DI YU SAVE? 1.000 0,0 1,000 1.000 9,0 1.000 0.0 ~1.10
YOU LUY N CREDIT? L.156 0,363 1,162 1,048 0.213 1.042 0.418 1.50

J IS GIVING You 4 pARD T14C? 13.470  0.791 13,470 13,875 0.33L 13,047 =0.701 =2.24%
HATANT TU KEEP QUT UF THOUBLE? 2,910 0.296 2,913 3,000 0.0 2.998 -0.595 ~l.42 .
URE Job TITLR? 2930 0.U56 2,976 3,077  0.0828 3.031 ~0.066 ~0.21
URE JUM QUALITY {020, L=HIGH 0.754  0.430  0.779 0,769 0.421 0.744 0.083 ° 0.33
AVITY STATUS (1} Lisl 0,815  1.336  1.292 0.735 1,317 0.025 041l
TVITY STATUS (21 {RECODEN) 0.578  0.49 0,553 0,458 0.498  0.483 0.141 060

KIVED VARTABLE CUNED AS FOLLNYWSS

® NCVOR WORKED FULL [14E UR PART TIME SINCF LEAVING THE PROGRAMs AND NDT GNING TN SCHOOL

* PREVILISLY WORKED FULL TIME, OR WORKED PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAYy iR GOING TO SCHOOL PART TINE
T HOW HURKING FULL TIME, 0R GOING TU SCHUUL FULL TIMEy OR DUING BOTH pART TIME

DING UF ACTIVITY STAIUS (1)
® NG OPULL TIME POSITIVE ACTIVITY NUW {SAME AS 0 + | ABDVE)
* FULL TIYE POSITIVE ACTIVITY (SAME A3 2 ABOVE)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix X-3

SLR JOBS FOR PROGRESS

SIS uf CLYARLANCE ADJUSTED ETFLCTS FUR PARTICIPANT AND CONTRDL GROUP CNMPARISCNS DM 3=MONTH FOLLDW=UP

WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR BIAS

PARLICIPANIS e GONIROLS o
COVARIANCE
ADJ. ADJ. ADJUSTED
HEAN S.0. MEAN MEAN S.D. MEAN EFFECT T
KIHG FULL=TIME MCa? 0.332  0.486  0.366 0,309  0.462 0,324 0.989 0.73
5 TITLE? 2.579 0,79 2,440 2,100  0.720 2,839 =0.525 =~4.70%4
U ALITY Q=L L=1IGH) 0.671  0.470  0.563  0.6% 0.482 0,722 ~0.290 ~2.4694¢
F S oautal ) PEF FEK? 38,983 5,503 39.045 41,425  9.237 41,563 =0.34l ~2.T4%
WEE wbens Gl Jud? 9900 5,502 R.630 9,590 5,025 9,870 =0.216 ~l.84
TR IR I Y4ld 0,580 3,545 3,579 L.040 34509 0.045 0047
WL APULILATIUNS FOF JUBS? 2,138 2,001 2,128 1.865  3.481  1.376 0.080 0.64
30 0k INTERVIEWS? 1.536 2,500 1.380 L 152 1.793 1,327 0.015 t.12
M ub CALSES? 04599 0.792 04486 0,522  0.827 0,565 ~0.125 -1.01 !
L s ARINT Jreu? L0056 2,635 11,107 11,243 2,195 11,192 ~0.035 =0.28 <
o 1 SUHONL (% TRAINING? D557 00492 0.593 0,506 0.500 p.500 0.186 1.47 ~
PLOYEUS HILHEST PAY EXPECTEN? 40439 1.0%  4.612  46.525 1,306 4.403 0.153 1.32
PLOYEDS SIX HnTH PLANS? Lohh8 0,877 1,522 1.432 0,902  1.378 00163 1.30 1
v UL G Yul KOOW ARIOT JL, a2 20800 04036 2,343 2,073 0.690 2,030 0469 3,454«
FICM 0L Yuu GIVE YLUR FArILY? 54090 22,563 25.264 23,416 22,245 234262 0.088 0.72
dOFTEN 00 YU SAVE? 0491 04311  0.903  0.949 0.220 0,937 =0.126 ~1.01
YLU BUY i CREDIT? 1,122 04350  l.loé 1,112 0033 1,070 0.274 2024%
s IS GIVING YUU A HAKO TIME? 13,572 0.503 13,573 13.549 0.788- 13,548 0.037 0.73
URTANT T3 KELP 0UT UF TROUBLE? 2.928  0.233 2,904 2.910 0.376 2.913 =0.093 ~0.7%
JRE Jud T1ILE? 3,031 0.564 3,022 3.087 0.743 3,09 ~Nelll =0.99
[JRE JLY JJALTTY (G=LiW, [sHIGH 0.123  0.266 0,918  0.890 0.313 0,835 0.078 0.62
IVITY STATUS (1) LaT0d 04627 1,091 1410 0,845 1,427 0.358 2o07r¢
[IVITY STATUS (2) (RCCURED) 2900 0.399 0,779 D646 0.478 0,668 0.253 2.045%

ATVED VALTABLE CNBEY AS FALLNWSS

)= HEVCR WIPKED FOULL TIVE UR PART TINE SINCF LEAVING THE PRUGRAM, AND NOT GDING TO SCHODL

2 PREVIOUSLY WOFKED FULL TIMG, LR WURKLD PART TIME SINGE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, DR GOING TN STHOOL PART TIME
= s WAHKING TOLL TIME, 0P GOING TO SCHOOL FULL TI4E, DR DUING ROTH PART TIME

u ouon

Jalivs OF ACTIVITY STATUS (1)
o=l FULL TIAE PUSITIVE ACTIVITY MW (SAME AS 0 + | ABOVE)
2 FULL TIML POSITIVE ACTIVITY (SAME AS 2 ABOVE)

119
113

O
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Appendix X-4

WOMEN'S RUPEAY
IS GF LOVAKRTENCE ADJUSIED CFFECTS FNK PARTICIPANT AND CONTROL GRNUP COMPARISONMS NN 3~MONTH FALLOW=-UP

WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR BIAS

e BARTICIPANIS --LONIROLS . __
COVARTANCE
ADJ. ADJ. AQJUSTED
MEAN S.0. MEAN MFAN S.0. MEAN EFFECT T

VL FULL=T T8 H9w? 0.156 0,362 0,225 0,222 0.416 0.152 n.191 0.69
Tinee 2285 0,795 2.199 1.5 0.599 1.942 0.341 9.35%¢
SUALITY (02Llline L=HIGH) De%29  0.495 0,483 0,357  0.479  0.302 0.372 leal
(S WGLHKTy PER WEEK? 37,490 4,005 36,619 35.429 4,371 235.210 0.098 0.64
VLR WEERS (PN JoB? 70366 3,445 10,368 14,286  6.776 13,281 =0.570 =5.83 ¢4
ALY WASF? 3,310 0.579  3.388  3.000  0.66l 2,922 0.750 EPRLE L
SER APPLICATIONS FOR JOBS? 2570 2,796 3,119 6.125  5.908 5.517 =0.532 =2.61%%
"FP T IHTERVIEWS? 1.333 1376 14617 2,250 2,046 2.166 =0.438 =-2.03¢
JEL OF rAISES? Ue345 0,656  0.621  0.33)  0.471  0.258 0,044 3,724+
NS ARLIT yJ4? 10,948 2,086 10.421 10,000 1.871 10.527 =0.054 =0.14
[ SCHOLL Gk TRAINING? Deil2 0,937 0,729 0,441 0.49T 0,324 0.923 3.054#
YU mlGHEAT PAY EXPLCTEN? 1,908 l.4%0 3832 3,400 0,655 3.276 0.613 1.73
OYLIE STA INTH PLANG? leos7 0,762 1,782 1,556 0.83] 1.421 0.453 1.95
AdICH NG Y0U Knle 4RUT J0A? 2370 0,576 2,421 2,333 0,59 2,283 0.234 0.85
ML DU YOU GIVF YOUR FAMILY? 10,737 16,856 10.450 8,958 20,915 9,295 0.0¢1 0.24
GETIR DU Yild SAVE? 0,971 0.168  0.982 1,000 0,0 0.937 ~0.086 -0.19
MY HBY %L CRENLT? 1126 0,332 1.156 1,086 0,280 1.058 0.314 1.08
IS SIVING yuU A HARD TIMF? 13,275 0.413 13,348 13.389 0.678 13.316 0.044 0.14
ETAMT TU RELP MYT 01 YILOUALE? 2,978 0.148 2,970 2,912 0,204 2.919 0.234 0.94
LEJGY TTILE? 3,013 0.643 3,074 2,742  0.670 2,682 0.597 2.16¢
REJO PISLITY (0=Liily 1=i1GH 0880  0.325 0.900 0,677 0.467 0.657 0.614 2.34%
VITY STATUS (1) L4000 0,757  1.652 1.333 0,850 .04l 0.810 3,378
VIEY S1aTUS (2} (RECOOCD) 0.567  0.496 0,757  0.583 0.493  0.393 0.735 2,972

IVED VATTARLE €02EN A% bOLLUNS:

2 EVER NUKKLD TULL T 9R PALT TIMF SINCL LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND NOT GUING TG SCHOGL
= PREVIUUSLY wil'KED vULL TIME, OR WORKED PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, QR GOING TO SCHOOL PART TIME
= il LOVKING Tull 1S, 0K GOIMG TN SCHIOL FuLL TIMEs NR ONING ROTH PART TIME

ING UF ALTIVITY STATUS (1)
= U FULL TIMF POSITIVE ACTIVIIY 5D (SAME AS 0 + | ABNOVE}
= FULL TUAE ®ISITIVE ACTIVITY (SAME AS 2 AROVE)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix X-5

MATIONMAL COUNCIL OF MEGRD WOMEN

STy UF COVARTANCC ADJUSTZD EFCECTS FUR PAKTICIPANT AND CONTROL GROUP COMPARISONS ON 3-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

e (NG FULL=TI4E NOW?

? TLILET

O QUALTTY (D=L, LaHLGH]

v 5 WAREN PEN WEEN?

JMAER WETRS N JUR?

WURLY LALE?

AL APPLTCATICNS FGR JNRS?
P4FR T InTEPVIELS?

MAER GF TATSES?

ELIMES ALAUT UNC?

Dy SCeludl OF TRAINING?
WLerEds PIGHEST PAY EXPLCTED?
1PLUYTOE SIX 4UNTH PLANS?

W MUCH U0 YOU KWW ARLUT JRR?
M MUCH PG YOU GIVLE YCUR FANILY?
W ULFTEM D YuU SAVE?

i Yuu 2uY oM CREDIT?

e IS LIVING YOU A HARD TIME?
POATANT T4 KEEP CUT OF TROURLE?
JTURE JuUB TITLE?

JITUNE JOLI SUALLTY {0=LUH, l=HIGH
TIVITY STatusS (1)

TIVITY STATUS (2) {RECDOCD)

JE< VL) VARLABLE CLLED AS FOLLuW

WITH ADJUSTMENTS POR BIAS

_____ BARLICIPANIS - CONTROLS
ADJ. ADJ,
ACAN S.D. MEAN MEAN S.D. MEAN
0.113 0.316 0.133  0.2R4 0,452 0,265
2,571 0.904  2.673  2.214  0.B&D ?.113
0,571 04475 0.610  0.500  0.500 D.462
37.126  3.407 36.932 38.429 2.921 33,622
6,000 44637 5,986 B.200  3.655 B.214
3.466  0.606 3.767  3.371 0.317  2.990
2,625  2.497 2,389 1.750  2.165 1.986
2,000 1,291 2.196 0.818 1.029 0.622
C.125 0,331 0.llT  0.077 0.246 0.084%
16,918 2.208 11.362 10.925 1.943 10.282
0.750 0.433  0.714 0.722 0.448 0.758
4,265 1,525 4,237 3.796 0.9¢3  3.825
1.600 0.8U0 1.485 l.68B 0.583 1.802
2,453 0.636  2.460  2.515  0.702  2.508
19,091 22.4%%  20.367 31.429 20,392 30.152
[.000 0.9 1.000 1.000 0.0 1.000
1.915  0.121  1.016 1.042 0,200 1.040
13,726 0.530 13.699 13.328 0.378 13.855
2.958  0.201  2.971  3.000 0.0 2.937
2.94%4  0.75%  3.008 3.700 0.568 2.936
0,778 N.6le 0,804  0.939  0.348  0.812
1,722 0a29  1.712  L.772  0.612  1.742
0.519  0.3¢5 0.803 0.421 0.383 0.838

Se

COVARIANCE
ADJUSTED
EFFECT

~0.345
0.635
0.297
~0.534
-0.538
1.359
0.173
1.357
0.111
0.520
=0.100
0.331
~0.458
~0.072
-O‘QS7
0.0
=0.14%
=0.344
-0.164
0.109
=-0.021
~0.048
=0.093

U = NEVFR WORKED FULL TIWE U1k PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAM, AND NUT GOINSG 10 SCHOOL

1 = ptEVIUUSLY WUKKED FULL TIME, NK wNRKED PAPT T{ME STMCE LLAVING THE PRNGRAM, OP GOING TO SCHOOL PART TIME
2 =

Ly wIRKING FULL TLME, OR GOIMG TU SCHOOL FULL TIME, OR DOING ROTH PART TIME

M DF ACTIVITY STATUS (1)

0]
0 =) FULL TI4E PUSITIVE ACTIVITY NG (SAME AS 0 + | ABOVE)
l =

FULL TIME POSITIVE ACTIVITY (SAME AS 2 AROGVE)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T

~1.64
4.06%%
1.49
1.49
-2.96%%
~2.96%%
~2.96%%
13.40%%
0.69
3.78%¢
~-0.56
4,91
=3,42%¢
=0.29
-2,07%
=2.07%
-0.80
~1.60
-0.51
0.48
~0.07
=0.24
-0.44

123
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Appendix X-6

RECPULTMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

SIS NP COVARIANCE ADJUSTED EFFECTS FNR PARTICIPANT

KL TULL=-T1AE Wow?

8 THILr?

A QUALLTY 1d=L0N, l=u16i)

JItS wCi Kby PLU alFKR?

Mk LECKS UN Jun?

URLY wALE?

ABLR APELICATIONG FOR Jrps?
AJER UF PHTERVIELS?

MAFR OF RA[SES?

EL LGS AReUT gnne

o EMOSCHODL Ok TRafyltg?
MLGYEDS BIGHEST PLY LXPECIFD?
PLUTLDS STR “UNTH PLANS?

v SULH LU YOU KW AT gang

v MUTH DG YO GIVE YOUR FAMILY?
CUTTLI D YOU SAVE?

Yub FuY il CREDIT?

3 AS GIVING YU & NARD TINR?
MRTANT 106 KNEEP LUT oF TRUUALE?
UPe Joi TITLL?

LF O JUB GUALTTY 10=L0W, 1=HlGH
IVITY STATUS (1)

IVIIY SYATUS (2) (RLCLDED)

RIVED VA TABLE CUDED AS FOLLOW

PEEVICUSLY WUFKLD FULL TIME

DING OF ACTIVITY STATUS (1)t
= HNCCRULL TINME POSITIVE ACTIV
= FULL TIME POSITIVE ACTIVITY

124

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AND CONTROL GROUP CUMPARISONS ON 3=MUNTH FOLLOW-UP

WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR BIAS

== RARTICIPANIS CONIROLS
ADJ.

HEAM S.0. MEAN MEAN S0,
0,182 0,386 0,185 0,147  0.354
2.303 1,029 2,241  2.120 0.816
Beels 0,493 0399 0,362 0.480

32,070 3,131 30,449 40,455 7,303
1,036 5,949 11,234 8,843y 5.301

3.2 0.590 3,264 3,354 0.626
5426 4,793 4,526 1,057 2,913
L7719 2,935 1,876 1.190  1.09
LS00 0,706 0,489 0,435  0.649
110422 2,240 10.352 10.990 2.492
00986 0,492 0,627  0.640 0,480
4007 L2381 4.418 4,419 [.4l6
Le740 0,658 1,749 1,471 0.868
2,201 0,655 2,25 2,081 0.619

12,877 18,646 10,949 10,218 16.844
0,953 0.212  0.955 0,897  0.305
1,085  0.279 1,084 1,n49 0.2643

13.383 0,582 13,384 13.415 0.552
20957 0.204 2,967 2,944 0.229
2,362 0,736 2,875  2.838  0.815
0,690 0,459 0,724 0,600 0.459

1,497 0.749  1.554 1.578 0.717
9653 04476 0.690 0,714 0.452

S:

REVER WUPKED FULL TIMF NR PART TIAC SINCE LEAVING THF PROGRAM,

+ UR HWORKED PART TIME SINCE LEAVING

ITY Nuw (SAHE AS 0 + | ABDVE)
ARUVE)

(SAME AS 2

H WORKIYG FULL 1IME, OF GRING 0 SCHUUL FULL TIME,

ADJ.
MEAN

0,144
2,116
0.376
40,655
B.691
3.370
3.553
1.035
0.445
11.060
0.600
44409
1,462
2.028
12.206
0.894
1.050
13.413
2.934
2.806
0. 664
1.5117
0.676

COVAR [ANCE
AQJUSTED
EFFECT

0.113
0.077
0.047
=0.430
0.452
-0.17¢4
n.252
0.536
1.062
=0.29Y
0.055
0.005
0.38!
0,355
=0.071
0.235
0.133
~0.051
0.149
0.689
0.153
0,054
0.029

AND NOT GOING TO SCHOOL

THE PROGRAY,
UR DUING ROTH PART TIME

T

1.02
0.70
Nt
=3.73s
4.20%%
~-2,25¢%
2.8988
4,55¢%
0.55
=2.T4%e
0.50
0.06
36048
3.2488
~0.64
2.12+¢
1.18
~0.46
ll33
0.79
1.40
0.52
0.217

OR GOING TD SCHNML PART TIME

08



Appendix X-7

ALL PRUGRAMS COMBINED

1S UF CUVARTANCE ADJUSTED CFFECTS FOR PARTICIPANT AND CONTROL GRCUP COMPARISINS ON 3~MONTH FDLLOW-UP

alys FULL=TIME NCN?

b TITLE?

» GUALLTY {0=Luddy 1=HIsH)

S WOhKED BES WEEK?

LK LVRS OM JNR?

LY WAGE?

WER APPLICATLIUNS FUGR JUKS?
IRER UF IDTERVILWS?

ALK OF RAISES?

LINGS ABGUT J0dT7

¢ 1N SCHLPL G TRAINING?
LUYEDS HIGHEST PAY TxXPECTED?
LUYEG: SIX $MNTH PLANS? |

v HUCH DG YUU KNG ARQUT JuB?

v MUCH NL YOU GIVE YOUR FAMILY?
| UFTEN D2 YulQ SAVE? .
YOU Uy OM L&ALDLI?

} 1S GIVING Yo A HARD TIHE?
Ui TANT Tu KEEP OUT UF TRUULLE?
1R 08 11TLE?

Ynb JOR QUALITY {U=L0W, L=HIGH
IVITY STATUS (1)

AVITY STATUS (2) (RECUDED)

4 IVED VARTARLE COUED AS FOLLOWS:
NEYLK WORKED FULL TIME OR PART TIME SINCE LEAVING THE PROGRAMs AMD NOT GOING 70 SCHOOL
OREVIUYSLY WURKED FULL TliMt, 0P wURKFD vART TIME SINGE LEAVING THE PROGRAMs OR GOING TO SCHOOL PART TIME
KON W02KING FULL 1IHE, QR GOIMG T SLHOOL FULL TIME» OR DUING BUTH PART TIME

|
3

DG UF ACIIvITY STATUS (1)

) = Ny FULL TIAE PGSITIVE ACTIVIIY NOW (SAME AS O ¢ 1 ABOVF)

WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR BIAS

m—n—PARTICIPANIS . __
ADJe

MCAN S.0. MLAN
D246 0.430  0.257
2,368 0.362 2.306
0.510 0.500 V.51
39300 64039 19.407
9.315  5.616  9.472
3.337  0.675 3,394
2,873 3646 2.91)
1.497  2.017 1.488
0.n417 0.738 0.462
1C.3%9 24373 10.933
0565 0.496 0.5u6
40216 1,552 4.28L
1.596 0.794 1.579
2.335  0.6%2 2.347
19.322 22.084 19.167
0916 Je226 0. 851
123 0,363 1.131
13.427  0.720 13.441
2.939  0.245 2.9309
2,953 0.713  2.96)
v.818  0.306  0.823
1.509 0.740 1.527
0.059  0.474 0.671

| = ruLL TIHE POSITIVE ACTIVITY {SAHE AS 2 AROVE)

’
|

o.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CONIROLS

ANJ.

MEAN S.Ds MEAN
0.251 0.434  0.240
24259  0.092 2.261
8.656. 0,498  0.455
40,316  T.268 40.269
9.310 5.6848 9.153
3471 0.944 3.416
2,561 3.471  2.521
1.225 1.486  1.234
0.457 0.750 0.442
11.048  2.254¢ 11.009
0.565 0.496 Nn.564
4310 1a6l7 40247
1.495 0.846 1.512
2.19¢  0.676 2.147
20,761 22.513 20.486
0.935 0.267 0.929
1.090 0.285 1.073
13,570 0.706 13.486
2.930  0.268 2.931
2.921  0.7¢9 2.919
0.784 0.411 0.780
1.5264  0.750 1.507
0.641  0.466 N.669

CNVARTANCE
AOJUSTED
EFFECT

0-018
0.143
0.111
=-0.130
0.056
~0.024
0.111
0.145
0.027
=-0.033
0.006
0.023
0.081
0.242
=-0.,058
0.093
0.186
=0.064
0.033
0.056
0.107
0.027
0.005

1

0.70
2.75%¢%
2.13%
=2.40%
1.0%
=0.55
2.01%
2.54¢%
0.43
=0.40
0.10
0.44
l.48
4.43%8

©=1.09

1.67
31.36%¢
=l.16
0.60
1.01
1.95
0449
0.09

1".

7
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