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PREFACE
- N '

For the past two years, the U.S. Department of Labor has experimented
in the development and demonstration of a vocational exploration and work
training program for Neighborhood Youth Corps in-school youth at private

" sector worksites. The Jprogram, Vocational Exploration in the Private Sector
(VEPS), previded for the selection of 16 year-old probable high school drop-
outs and their placement in the private sector over a summer and subsequent .
school year; enrollees yere to receive coordinated year-round counseling, .
orientation to the world of work, career expleration, on-the-job training,
and work experience. N o

) 9‘)\ r_; \ .\ /

The Center for Urban Programs (CUP) aiL Saint Louis/\niversity completed
a contrdact with the Department of Labor to monitor-analyze the 1971-72 pilot
experimental year operations, and in that capacity CUP prepared both a model .
with implementation suggestions for operating the second year VEPS program
-and a final report and assessment of impact of the first year program.

Under terms of a grant, the Center for Urban Programs monitored . the second
year of VEPS, and this document represents the final report and assessment -
of the second year VEPS operationé inc¢luded are measures of programmatic, ,
impact upon second year year onrollees and comparisons with impact measures
from the pilot experimental year., N . R

&

'While‘the principal investigators accept responsibility for- the fjnal

product, a number of indivwtduals contributed to the effort+ The entire staf LR
of the Center for Urban Programs, especially Dr. George D. Wendel, Dj ertor,
Terry Manns, Phyllis Reser, and Wiley Smith must be mentioned. Mr.,f)seph‘ ¢ )
Seiler, Miss Louise Scott, and Mr. Thomas Bruening of the Division ¢ { Ex- ) -
perimental Operations Research, Office of Research and Development, N.S.

Department of Labor, were of great assistance in the monitoring an&?analysis
function. Within the Division of Work Experience of the Manpower dministra-
tion, Mrs. Wendy Leake provided essential support in facilitating and ex-
pediting the monitoring component. In the course of the researc effort, i
CUP personnel came in contact with NYC and Department of Labg _<¢rsonnel in
twenty cities from coast to coast. While this report focuse’ on only a small
number of those cities, we would be unjust not to acknowledge the assistance,
and cooperation given us in this endeavor by local VEPS personnel in all
of those cities. We would especially like to acknowlegge the copperation .
and, indeed tolerance, that was shown us by the NYC directors and VEPS staff
in those cities whose activities were closely monitored. Without that help,
our task would have been made impossible. Finally, for any errors of judg~
ment or interpretation, the principal investigators assume total responsibility ”’”i

’
o

Saint Louis, Missouri ' Donald P. Sprengel _ ]
-July, 1974 ‘ E. Allan Tomey . ’
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o ‘ SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
© \ : ¢ X
3 o

- . 1 1\
A . ) !

. The second year Vocational Exploration in the Private Sector (VEPS~-1I)
program was designed to provide training and career exploration for six~
] _ teen year old in-school NYC enrollees who were 'probable dropouts." The
e . main departure from the regular NYC program was that VEPS enrollees Viere
placed at private sector work stations end received intensive personal,
career, and academic counseling. NYC programs shared the wage costs of
enrollees with the private sector employers.-

J

“

' The major fingings_oi the Center for Urban Programs (CUP) monitor-
ing teams are presented below. The findings under Assessment of Program,
. Operations and Administration are detailed in Part III of this report,
i | ‘ while those under Assessment of Program Impact on Enrollees comprise Part IV.

ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

1. "Administration and Staffing

S - ’ ~

J \
a. The change which placed all .pro ram functions under the VEPS-II

program sponsored by the NYC program worked well.. .
b. VEPS- II programs generally did npt have to develop staff special-'

ization in an area such as job d velopment.

‘/

c. Several VEPS~ II programs were operated by one person who performed

all the required tasks. \ \ _ ) .

\
d. \ Programs in rural counties found it necessary to assign YEPS enrollees
to their regular in-school NYC coun%elors.

’ 2. Enrollee Selection

|
|
| |
a. VEPS-II enrolleés met the NYC income guideline. i
\
)
t
!

. y )
b. Most enrollees were at least sixteen yo?rs of age.

c. The enrollees had a number of academic,\personalland family problems,
“but were generally not selected according to a rigorous defiuition
of probable dropout. \ .

d. Most enrollees were not enrolled in the school's regular work ex-
f 1 perience or vocational training.program. .

-

. e. Comparisons between cities must be'qualifie with the knowledge that
i . . the enrollees varied in terms of previous academic performance.




3.

S

Job

Development

®

Direct job development by the VEPS-I1 étaff worked well.

Smaller employers continued to provide the majority of training
stations for VEPS.

L

Y e et

c. The simplified wage cost sharing feature in VEPS-II was useful 4
recruiting employers, although not as great an 8ttraction as ini-
tially thought. . .

1 * o

d. The training stations covered a wide range of occupations. ' g

e. Programs. in rural areas benefited from the access to private sector
training through VEPS-II.

\-

Pre-Job Qrientation v -~

a. Pre—joﬁlorientation.programs continued to be limited in some cities
due to the start-up probléms involved in new programs.

\

b. The majority of VERS-II programs concentrated the pre-job sessions

on deye10ping proper world-of-work attitudes.
\
)

c. Programs staffed by one or two persons had more difficultv due
to efforts in job development. . P

d. Enrollees benefited from outside speakers, role playing, practice
on application forms, films, and tape cassettes.

e. The program flexibility to ‘use a maximum of sixty hours was used

On-Going Counseling

by only a few cities.

] - * ‘

VEPS~II program counselors conducted this phase well.

Enrollees had a number of job-related p*oblems as well as academic,
personal and family problems.

Counselors were able to intercede successfully with employers in

a number of on-the-job problem cases. .

Enrollees who were several grades behind their dg. group presented
the most severe academic problems. ‘! )

The increased enrollee-to-counselor ratio (1:3Q) did not present )
any general difficulty. Where VEPS-II was operated by one person,
the counselor was occasionally overloaded.

f

]

/f‘




. 6. Career Exploration

.- a. This program component continued to be the moét difficult to im-
. plement.

b. Most cities conducted some type of yocational and career explora- .
tion sessions, but most found it necessary to modify the bi—weekly e
time' schedule. N ) . )
. c. Smaller programs of ten used the schools or other agencies to pre— .
- . sent some career exploration matevial.
. ‘ T/
d. "Most dEPS I1 programs used some Sessions to reinforce the work
) attitddes gained in the pre-job orientation sessions.

]

L . .
' e. The main problems encountered were the difficulty of getting groups.'
, ' of errollees together and of scheduling the times with employers.
Y ‘ e " . ) ——— /‘ oo ‘ y -4‘,‘:‘:‘3" * ‘ ’
e v ASSEgSMENT OF PROGRAM IMPQCT‘OS ENROLLEES - ™ X '

> N ‘ \
. . Information is based upon data for the universe of 716 enrollees in
. "~ eleven intensively monitored cities. For some items N is less than 716,

¥ o . P
. % .=l. Profile of - VEPS Enrollees i .
: L o a. Sex: Hale 52 IZ, Female 47.9%..
RN R -Age: - 15 ox younger 15.4%; 16 ~ 37. 9A, 17 or older 46. 7/
ééfiw;_\ c. Ethnlc Background: Black 45.0%; White 33 3%, Spanish surname 20.87%;
e e . otfex 0.8%. . - « Es
tﬁ“. o d. " Year in School (during VE?S) Sophomore or less 11. 9%; Junior 40 0%;3
L ‘ ' ‘Seridor 48.7%. - . . ] YL T _
£ ! Ever Workéd: Yes 74. 6%; No 25. AA * : \ ) R
" Worked thirty days or more:, Yes 66.5%; No 33. 6%. :
’ Pre-program Mean Grade Point Average . R
S . . _
Mean 1.98 " (All CitiES) ' A - '
., # +. Highest 2.73 (Las -Vegas) . - : : .
".ows . Leweserv1.39 (Pittsburgh) g
A ‘» L -%:s‘i ) ) - )
-, T.* Pre-prograh Mean Days Absent: ’
SN ' Meart .22:9 (A1l Cities) . :
o Highest ' 35.0 (Pittsburgh) . .
‘ -fLowest ~ 8.0 (Colorado-Springs)

2. Work Experience i VEPS

‘a. Type of Occupational.Exnosure

Professional ~ -1.0% N . o ' "
. Managerial * 0.0% - : RS
v Sales 11.17 - - | . '
Clerical . 27.6% . s
N ) » —
- : -3-

4]. ,



.

{ —

\ Craftsmen. ~.  6.5%

\ Operative >“43:g§~,
"Laborer 13.97
Service 20.7% AN

b. Size of VEPS Employers (Nuﬁbeq of full—time‘employees)

o

1-4 23.7% .
5-9 2L.1% . A
10-19 22.32 ©
20-29 : 11.1% .
30-49 7.7% '
50-99 4.0% .
100 or more 10.0%

c. Number of VEPS Work Experiences One 69.2%; Two 25.9%; Three or \
"more 4:9%. R

i /
General Assessmént of/Programmatic Impact’
’ - N A ~

a. Impact on Schdal ﬁropodt Rate,
. / (

(1) Remained 1n school or graduated 90, 17; dropped out of high
. school 9.97%. :

~

X

(2) Completed VEPS 53.9%; terminated 46.0%.

b. Impact on Academic Performance !

Academic averages were available for 346 completers.
. § :
. i .
(1) Enrollee grade pdint“averages improved from the previous school
year (1971-/2) in eight of ten cities. (No data was available

from Eugene, Oregon) . g ‘ _ ..

(2) Improved G.P.A. 62.0%; declined 32.0%; unchanged 6.0%.

(3) Mean grade point changes ranged from +0 62 in Cleveland to
-0.14 in Fort Worth

(4) The distribution of G.P.A. change by degree:

' 4+1.26 or more . 8.9% . -
+0.76 vo #1.25 14.4% ,
"+0.26 to +0.75 23.4% /
4+0.25 to =0.25 29.4% / .
-0.26 to -0.75 13.5% ;
-0.76 to -1.25 - 7.8% ,

P .=)-26 or more - ° 2.6%




N

t

Impact-on School Aftendance

(1) The mean number of days absent declined in five of the ten
cities. (No data was available from Eugene, Oregon). Two
cities in which absences increased did so only marginally
(one day). .

(2) Fewer school days Qbsent 48.8%; more days absent 44.7%;
unchanged 6.5Z. .

-

(3) The distribugion of Attendance Change by degree (+ = improvement).

~

+10 days or more 18.872 .. -
+4 to +9 15.3% .

+3 to -3 32.8%"

-4 to -9 14.3%

~10 days .or more 18.87%

\
Improved Disciplinary_ Status. . . s
/}‘1;,-" X . :
(19”%3ailable information indicates that enrollees had significant-
* ly fewer incidents with school authqrities and t}le, police than

in previous years.
Continued Part-Time Private Segtor Employment

(1) A-significant number of VEPS completers remained in the-private—
* sector, 69. 0% at the .VEPS employer and 6 BA at -other private
worksites. T~ e .

<
(2) Disposition of remaining VEPS completers

Returned to NYC 5.5% ,
Higher Education 6.02
Not working 8.4%
Military 2.47
Other 2.4%

>

Facilitated the Transition from School to the Work Force

(1) ¢f the 179 youth who were seniors and completed the program
and| graduated, over half (59.2%) retained their VEPS job,
another 8.47% found other private sector employment, and 3.9%
found public sector employment for a total of 71.5% employed
full-time after VEPS.

‘(2) 9.5% went on to higher education and 4.5% joined.the military.

(3) Enrollees who were working, continuing their education or in 4
the military accounted for 85.5% of the completers who grad-
uated. o

e e
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\ \ ) ‘ (4)/Oﬁly 10.6% were not working and another 2. 8% were married.
"\ ' // The disposition of 1.1% was unknown. Y
\3 b . %{//ﬁYC-and School System Personnel Opinions of VEPS \\\\ \
N / | ,
\\ﬁ f;; (1) NYC directors were enthusiastic about the pOtential that VEPS :
\ g provided.

-

(2) Particularly important was the availability through VEPS of
more varied worksites-and exposure to private sector employers.

(3) Some programs found VEPS,a much needed addition to NYC where
public sector'jobs outside schools are in short supply:

4. Analysis of Completers and Terminators

. : a.- Completed VEPS 53.9% (386), Terminated 46 0% (330)

ﬂh'-; - . " b. Males completed VEPS at a higher rate, 55. 2%, than females, 52.8%.

. ////f/j1§" Enrollees seventeen years of age or older completed at a higher rate,
N " 56. SA, than youth gixteen, 5359%, or under sixteen, 46.8%, B
. N

d. Completion rateseby ethnic backgrounds were: Blacks, 60.6%; Whites,

oo _ 50.0%; Spanish surnames; 47.0Z.

. e. VEPS enrollees in their junior year completed the program at 49.6%2 . i

3, . rate; those in less than the junior year,_Sl.3%; seniors 59.0%. \T\\j\

: f. Orly minor demographic and family differences exiSted between con-
\ pleters and terminators. i . :
\ g. Neither.the size of the VEPS emnployer nor the VEPS occupational f‘

; ’ experience had any major impact on program completion rates. ~

N : h. Completers improved their academic averages more frequently, 62.0%,- . ¥

than did terminators, 50. 84. ' .

i.. Improvement in school attendance patterns was shown by 48 .87 of ~ /
completers and 46.2% of the terminators. N /
3. Comparison of the academic averages of completers and the universe,/

B . controlled for age and grade in sthool, shows” that ‘completers dim-
proved their grade pnint averages ‘more often than did all VEPS en-
rollees. v

S N - i

k. In the same comparison using school attendance data, the relationré
ship is not as strong.

’ . A ‘ ’ 1‘

l.( No direct relationship exists between academic improvement or

t ) positive changes in school attendance and the type of VEPS work /

! experience or the size of VEPS employer. ,

. TRy T

-
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5. Reaéons for Terminating VEPS

Y

a. Terminations from VEPS amounted to 46.0% (330 of the 716 youth).

b. The main reasons for terminating were dropping out of school,
21.6%; quitting, laid off or fired, 23.4%.

1
i
1

c. Taking other private sector employment was the reason for tergina;
tion in 10.3%>0of the tases; not interested in 7.9% and conflict
with school activities in 5, 2%. - o X b

d. No other reason accounted for as mudh as five percent of the cases.
e. Over half the enrollees completed the program in four of the eleven

cities; in another four cities, the completion rate was between
407 and 50%.

f. No pattern emerged from an analysis of reasons for termination
when compared with size of employer or type of VEPS work exper-
-Zience. . .
: T . PRI T
g. The limited academic information available on terminators indicated

that tney did not improve in either grades or attendance as much as

VEPS completers. : . , A

~ P N

" 6. échool Dropoute and VEPS

~a T

(
Ay

‘ ® ” ———

a. Seventy-one, 9.9Z of the 716 VEPS enrollees, Hropped out ‘or school
- during the 1972-73 program year. - .
~b. The VEPS dropout rate is comparable to findings cf other studies»
of youth in this age and schoolywyear bracket even though the youth
,selected as VEPS enrollees generally were probable dropouts.




PART II I /-

- —_ . INTRODUCTION TO VEPS o
. ' e L

(May'12, 1972), the Department of Labor authorized a one year extension
of the pilot Vocational Exploration in the Private Sector (VEPS) program,
the purpose of the extension was further experimentation with program
content and .mplementation. The second experimental year was coterminous
with the 1972-73 NYC summer and in—schoolfphases . '

/

{
- . \ . . i

* — A. Descoription .f the Egperimental VEPS Program. : j

VEPS -II (as the second year of experimental dmplementatibn is here¥
- after identified) differed in several significqnt ways from VEPS-I (first--
. year). These(differences are attributable to,éhe experience ‘gained in
. . the implementation of VEPS-I. For background and comparative purposes,
i "the description.of the VEPS I program is g ,;n beloy. v
S ' N
B

) ’ A.l. VEPS-I- Experimental P%am. As described in Field ,
Memorandum No. 183-71,"* the VEPS-I prog was® designed for eleventh -~ )
grade, 16 year old Nei shborhood Youth Co invschool youth who could be

~  1dentified as probable dropouts. Origin ly, fourteen- cities were targeted

: A for .VEPS programs, but four sites were unSBle to start programs. Two
' cities ~- Columbus, Georgia and Portland, Oregon —- terminated VEPS-I
after the summer phase. The cities that compileted the program were:
Columbus, Ohio, Flint, Michigan;. Fort WOrth Texas; Lawrence and Haverhill,
Massachusetts, Norfolk, Virginia; Pittsburgb 'Pennsylvania; Salt Lake
City, Utah, and San Bernardino, California. Developed by-the U.S. Depart-
ment of ;Labor and the National Alliance of Businessmen (NAB), joined by -

As.outlined in U.S. Department of Labor Field Memorandum 193172* —

#

« ,;;J

the U.S, Office of Education of HEW, the program provided career ‘explora- g :
tion and training opportunities ghac, hopefully, would result in reduction j

of high, 'school dropouts and the flow of untrained, unskilled youth jinto

the labor market. Primary emphasis was' to, be :given to,the development -
of training and career exploration opportunitiea in order to providéﬂ -~—«~”‘
enrollees with the widest possible exposure to the vorld of work. Train-

ing assignments were to be related directly to the interests and capabili-

‘x
\ ties of enrollees in concert with their educational goals. , - i*l
0 i v . . e
! ) p ’ . .
The major components of VEPS were as follows:» . ’ .
N "% (1), Counseling and Remediation. This componernt was to provide

enrollees with the motivation and basic educational skills needed to

[
1
v

. *See Appendix B. . - ‘

;. **See Appendix A. ' oy




fUnctiqn effectively in a work envirxonment. Rémedial needs were to be
_ determined and assistance rendered. Counseling assistance was to be pro-

vided at work, in- school and at home.
/ . »
"/ (2) 0rient§tion. *This component was to provide enrollees with a
basic grgsp of the demands placed on the individual in the world of work,
work attitudes and ,habits, an awareness of the participating company 8.
/business and company facilities, and an explication of the enrollees'

" primary objectives while in the program and the company s interest in the

/ program. . \k
7 IR ' )
[ (3) Career Exploration. This component was to provide enrollees the
opportunity to broaden their|perception of the panorama of jobs in the
| world of work, to olferve others in a work environment, to discuss with
| permanent employees theftraiﬂing and education needed for job success, to
; understand the rewa ds arising from employment, and to learh of the. possi-
'/ bilities of upward mobility n a given skill.,

L .7 (4) Non-Productive On-The-Job Training. *This component 1nvolved

v closé supervision of youth enrollkes as they developed work habits and
- basic job skillé and the, application of those learned skills in the actual
’ wo'k environment. This component was entirely non~productive on—the-job

! training at private sector, worksites.
_ N

7

(5) Productive Work Experience. This program component provided

.actual work experience in production o£ marketable goods and.services with .(‘

wvdges paid entirely by the employer (see detaills below concerning “Employgv
Phase®), . , .

-

-

The first four componénts listed above represented program activities.
conducted when wages were paid to enrollees from NYC sponsor funds --
referred to hereafter as "NY({ Phase,” The fifth component constituted the

" "Empleyer PhaSe" with wages paid entirely by the private sector. The full

" year VEPS program had three ,segments (summer, first school semesteri'and
second school semester), each of which had a "NYC Phase" and-an "Employer
Phase" during the weeks designated below. o

Segment ) . . NYC Phase , Emplover .Phase

Summer ‘ - '
12 weeks (39 hours per week) . Weeks 1-6 \ * Weeks 7-12°
’ . - { T .. . .
. First School Seiiéster - , S .
19 weeks (15 hours per week) . Weeks 1-15 .Zfeks 16-19 -
N Second School Semester . o ' .4; _ \
19 weeks (15 hours per week) . Weeks 1-10 ° Weeks 11-19 !

7 At the start of each segment, the enrollee was to move to a new work
station at his present or another employer. At the conclusion of the
program each enrollee was to have had three suparate VEPS work experiences.

\ ’ N ~N
: N

\
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'Youth participants in the VEPS program were to be recruited by NYC
sponsors; potential enrollees were to be in-school youth at least 16.years
of’ age who were economically disadvantaged as defined by NYC guidelines.
Candidates were to be referred to special high school counselors for certi-
fication that the students would be 11th grhders in September 1971 and that
" they were probable dropouts."

The special high school counselors assighed to the program were funded
by the U.S. Office of Education. Counselors were to be selected for their
interest;in, aiding the disadvantaged rather than objective counseling creden-
tials, except where State regulations or union agreements required fully
credentialed couuselors. They were to devote full time to the enrollee's
remediation, counseling, and career exploration needs and interests. A
counselor-enrollee ratio of 1:20 was to be maintained wherever possible.
Counselors would contact and observe enrollees at their private sector work-
sites and at their schools (during school year), and would assist NYC spon-
sors and companies in devtloping and operating several program components.

WOrk sites for enrollees were to be identified and selected by NAB
metro offices; criteria for participating private sector companies included
a demonstrated inferest in training and employing in—school youth, and a !
capability of effectively trajning new personnel. , The program was to be
designed so as to provide each envollee three sepa’ate and distinct work
experiences either within the same company or %p different companies over

" the course of one year. As conditigns for participaLing in the program, a

~

company was to agree to the following: o <
. ‘; | K3 ,; a Y . .":,_l - .
o (l) Provide, at its own cost, necessary staff, space, equipment, )

supplies ‘and access to the principal worksites, N

{2 Make these Fesources aVailable to enrollees and high school coun-
selors, and- . - . ’

. v,

'(3) Absorb the salaries of enrollees wﬁen each "NYC Phase" terminated,

Additional responsibilities of private sector participants under terms
of the program included: (a) identification of training and employment
_-positions; (b) development of orieptation and career exploration ‘éurricula
" with local NYC and school of‘icials, (c¢) allocation of’ "supervisory personnel
to train ing and work with enrollees; (d) development of procedures governing
payrolls durlng training periods where the employer bears the full cost of
the enrol&ee s salary; (e) designation of a company coordinatotr to assist
‘the NYC sponsor and high school counselor in developing program curriculums
and schedules. . . ) N ‘

‘

Tn addition to the recruitment and referral of youth function, NYC
Sponsors were responsible for program administration including record keep—
ing, paying\NYC wages to enrollees, maintaining liaison with company coordi-
nators and hggh school counselors, working with the metro NAB youth director
to provide for joint monitoring, and establishing a program review committee.

~ . R . /




54 \A.2. Transition to and Structure of the VEPS-TI Program. Parti-

ally on the basis of a preliminary assessment paper delivered to D. 0.L.

on January 27, 1972, the VEPS program was authorizéd to continue into.a

ae second action year. This decision was in agreement with the conclusion
1 of the CUP monitoring team that:VEPS was a significant, meaningful, and
successful extension of the NYC'basic concept and that the program should
be refined and retested in a second year..

.« 7

\ The conclusion of the CUP monitoring team that a VEPS-II program

’ should be continued with modifications was based upon two general cate-
gories of information: quantifiable evidence of programmatic impact
as revealed in enrollee records, and the observations and opinions of
program adhinistrators. The data available at that eairly stage in the
VEPS-I program was neither complete nor comprehensive but th2 experiences
in the e1ght intehsively studied. cities were sufficiently similar to
isolate certain trends by January of l972

vt . . 1. Reduced tendency to drop out from school among VEPS enrollees
' comparable to regular in—school NYC.-vouth.
o . 2. Improved zcademic achievement for VEPS enrollees.'

3. - Improved school attendance patterns.

*w

. 4. Improved disciplinary statys.

PRy -

-

\ . 5. Evidence that the VEPS program had provided re\alist;ic \atti.tude‘
\ o development and growth in individual responsibility. —
q" 6. Private sector Sklll development for youth not normally partici- ?
o pants in work-experience programs.

7. Enthus1astic support for the VEPS program among VEPS personnel

N\

Implementation of the VEPS-1I guldelines differed considerably among
the eight cities completing the experimental program. A brief itemization
.of the major areas of programmatic variation is useful here in order to .~
demonstrate the need for the guideline revisions implemented for “the second
VEPS‘program year beginning in the summer of 1972.

s

1. Local offices of NAB represented a brvad range of effcctiveness,
tactics, and involvement. Generally, NAB was unable to develop work sta- .
b ] tions among larger employers. ‘Several NAB offices provided little more

than verbal support, while others invested substantial staff time and effort. ,

. 2. NYC offices, while providing the overhead and adwinistrative
- gservices as well as referral of NYC youth as potential VEPS recruits, ex-
perienced a new dimension in youth employment activities. Cooperation
with NAB and the schools was generhlly good

3. VEPS-I enrollees were not limited to 'A~year old rising juniors
as called for in the guidelines and the potential dropout criterion was’
/ not rigorously impleménted.

r

o
ot
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. 4. Counseling, exploration, and remediation programs varied in
~extent, content, design, hardware, and rapport with enrollees.

> ) Given the experimental thrust of the VEPS-I program, these observed
" differences provided an opportunity to determine the impact of varying
¢ program designs and to assess comparatively the effectiveness of these
‘ designs.

In the assessment paper prepared by CUP (January 27, 1972), suggested
program guidelines for the-VEPS-II year were specified. With minor
modifications these suggested guidelines were adopted by the Manpower
Administration. It should be noted that the main thrust of VEPS-I toward
reducing the dropout rate and improving the employability of youth was
maiptained in the revised program. Enrollees in the revised program

were placed in the private sector as they.were in VEPS-I. {

below.. .The rationale for these revisions may be found in the assessment ~

_»’ - . In brief » the major changes in the revised program model are lis..ed T ~«-,}
paper dated January 27, 1972, and the guidelines-themselves may be found

‘in Field Memorandum No. 195-72 (May 12, l972) % _ - o Ce
' l. Program administration was centralized with the NYC sponsor which
employed the program teain. N L : ¥,
[ : ' ) e -
2. Job development was the responsibility of the program team; the B
assistance of NAB metro offices was sought; but sole reliance on NAB for T
job development was discouraged. . i - R

3. Operationalization of the ' probable dropout' criterion was made
- more rigorous .

4, Wgrk stations were to be sought among smaller employers since

. these appeared to provide more variety in work experiences and fostered ’ \
closer supervision of the youth while at work. g ‘ \
} v

5. Except for a 60 hour orientation program, private sectocr employers
4 ) shared the cost of enrollee wages on a 50-50 basis with NYC, including
time spent in counseling and career exploration.

6. The counseling, remediation, and careex exploration component was
glven greater emphasis; a bi—weekly average of four hours was: devoted

.for these’ purposes. 8 C jlhj ” .
'\' 7. The counselor-enrollee ratio was increased to approximately 1:30°
> from 1:20.. - -
! t . /
';See Appendix B. The guidelines and implementation model may'be-found )

in Vocational Exploration in the Private Sector: Model for INplementing the
1972~73 Guidelines. Saint Louis University: Center for Urban\Programs, 1972.

™\

-




L

. Field Memorandum 195—72 specified that the unine cities that operated
VEPS-I programs were authorized to ctontinue into the VEPS-II program year;
— these cities were located in Regions I, III, V, VI, VIII, and IX; RMAS in
these regions were authorized to offer the VEPS~II program to one additional
city. In Regions II, IV, VII, and X, the.RMAs were authorized to offer
— the program to two cities. The final selection process underwent consider-
able flux as the program year went by. This fluctuation was due to several
. factors, primarily the inability of programs to structure a delivery system
% ‘ that incorporated the basic program model. In addition, the uncertainty
about NYC funding levels and the future of NYC generally had a dampening
) effect on agencies as they considered the implementation of a new program.
- Table .I-1 provides a comprehenvive overview of the operating programs as
of November 30, 1972. R -
; ¢ . .
h o " TABLE II-1 ! ;

. s

! o Comprehensive List of NYC Programs Ever.Authorized to ) :
o Conduct VEPS—II Programs, By Status As of November 30, 1972
Albuquerque, New Mexico !
L Buffalo, New York
Cleveland, Ohio
Coldérado Springs, Colorado
Columbus, Ohio
Davenport, lowa

Never started a VEPS program

Conducted a Summer program only - -
In operation . -

In operation ’

In operation ' )

Began operation in February,ﬁ1973

e

. . Eugene, Oregon In operation
- "+ Flint, Michigan : - In operation :
C, ~ Fort Worth, Texas In operation i
-0 Georgetown, Texas In operation
Haverhill, Massachusetts In operation )
_ Las Vegas, Nevada R _ In operation , v
é; Lawrence, Massachusetts ) In operation »

R Recently .authorizedy status unknown

Never started a VEPS program

‘Leon, Iowa

Marin County, California
Minneapolis, Minnesota
Newark, New Jersey
Newpbrt News, Virginia

In operation
In operation

T

Recently authorized ouwt-of-school program .-

Norfolk, Virginia

N . Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
e N Philadelphia, Pénnsylvania
<. Portland, Oregon

'*‘Providencek Rhode Island
Pueblo, Colorado
:Salem, Oregon
Salt Lake City, Utah
3 - San Bernardino, California

.

» In operation A
In operation :

. Recently authorized

Recently authorized

Recently authorized

In operation

fRecently authorized. ,,
‘In operation

In operation >

N

: \
- CUP monitoring teams conducted intensive cn-site, studies in twelve

cities operating VEPS-II programs.

These. cities were Flint (Michigan),

! Fort Worth (Texas), Pittsburgh (Pemnsylvania), Salt Lake City, and San

-

‘.




- Bernardino (all of which operated VEPS-I programs) and in Clevelas nd
Colorado Springs, Eugene, Georgetown, Las Vegas, Newark, and Pueblo (all
of which were new to the VEPS program). In addition, technical assistance

< visitations at the request of regional DOL personnel were made to Minneapolis
(for a NYC-II program) and Davenport, Iowa.

© B. .Programsohjehtives of VEPS.

The program objectives of the VEPS-I and VEPS-IT programs are compar~
able to those of the regular NYC in-s'chool program. Briefly stated, these
objectives ares e

"\.I
‘a

/ (1) To providelyouth with the incentive-to remain in school and earn
a high school diploma -- The VEPS project was designed for probable high
school dropouts. The incentive to remain. in school was to be provided by
. intensive couaseling, remediation, and wark experience components that
S . . would demornstrate the need for and"value of education.

i
V

(2) To facilitate the smooth transition upon high sghool graduation .
into the full-time work force —- Utilizing private sector?Sork sites with b
three separate work experiences, coupled with career exploration, the VEPS
program sought to provide a broader and more transferable NYC work experi-
ence by using private rather than public sector work sites. e, e

B

‘g

(3) To provide youth with part-time employment &hile in school —- A
major objective of VEPS was for employers,to continue empioying enrollees

", on a full-time basis during the summer following the initial program year '
and on.a part-time basis during the enrollees' high school' senior year.
e Upon gradﬁztion, it was hoped that the enrollees would be employed. by the - =N
> . participating company as a regular full-time employee or by another employer b

seeking labor skills possessed by the enrollees; S

(4) To dramatize the need for and utility of a sound high school
education for success in the world of work -- Through example, experience,
~ and counseling it was hoped that enrollees could draw linkages between the
) opportunigies provided in formal education with the requirements for employ-
ability in the private sector. .

* The" Role of the Center for Urban Progr!Ls in VEPS.

PR

From June 15, 1971, to December, 1972, t e Center for Urban Programs
! (CUP) was under contract (Number 82- 29-71—34)«to the U.S. Department of
~ e __ _  Labox_to_monitor-analyze the_experimental Votational Exploration in the
Private Sector (VEPS) program. Under terms of the contract CUP had the
following general responsibilities°

-

(1) Compared and documented alternative approaches for establishing
and operating the .several program components.

- 4 -
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(2) Provided periodic feedback to the Department of Labor regard-
ing program operations and problems.

%

(3) Analyzed the broad first year VEPS-I experience to (a) assess

whether there were outcomes which might support continuing VEPS in a

second year, and (b) developed an improved VEPS design and guideline for
use in Summer 1972 and thereafter._

(4) Assessed the impant of VEPS-I on thé participating youth and

agencies.,

CUP monitored the VEPS-I program ard collected enrollee impact data in
eight of the nine participating cities. Periodic reports were submitted
to the Division of Expetimental Operations Research of .the Department of
Labor on September {15, October 22, and December 20, 1971. An assessment
report was delivered on January 27, 1972, which contained a preliminary
assessment of impact on VEPS enrollees and recommended guidelines for a -
second program year A program model and guide for program implementation
in 1972-73 was. prbpared in February, 1972, and was distributed in early
May (Vocational Exploration in the Private Sector: Model for Implementing
the 1972-73 Guidelines) to assist those programs beginning in the Summer,

1972 for the VEPS .1 program. \
. \
Since June 1, 1972, CUP has continued its monitoring and asseSsment

‘activities under terms of a grant pursuant to the- provisions of Title I-B
_of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (Grant No. 42-29-72-07).

curp responsibilitles under terms of the grant were both intensified and
broadened. These responsibilities included: ;
. ¢
. (1) Comparison and documentation of alternative patterns of VEPS-II
implementation in selacted cities which had operated VEPS-I programs and
four to six new VEPS-II cities;
(2) Assessment of impact of the VEPS-II program upon enrollees and
agencies;
I . s
(3) Long range assessment of the impact of VEPS-I upon enrollees and
comparison of vocational experiences of' VEPS-I youth and control groups
subsequent to their twelfth grade school year;

. (4) Development of a revised program model and suggested guidelines
for national implementation of VEPS should programmatic outcomes support
continuation of the program; and N

(5) Preparation of a conference for VEPS program personnel, employers
and DOL representatives to provide information exchange and feédback for
needed program revisicn. N

"Periodic progress reports were submitted to the Department of Labor
regarding on-going VEPS-II operations on August 21, 1972, and on April 30,

1973. An interim report on' the VEPS-I impact study was submitted on May 25,

1973. A preliminary assessment of progress and recommended guidelines for

~16~
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\l
the national implementation of VEPS was submitted on May 10, 1973. The
conference was held in Sainzfgpqés on November 1-3, 1972, and the pro eed-

ings of that conference were~distributed on December 10, 1972. The :vised

program model and guide to implementation was prepared but distribution was
deferred pending Congressional action on manpower revenue sharing.

N D.‘ Research M:thodology. - : _ .

Ihe contractual obligations of the Center for Urban Pnograms under
its monitor-analysis function involved three separate, buf interrelated,
tasks: update and corrective-suggestive feedback to the national and
regional offices of ‘the Department of Labor as:the VEPS-II program year
progressed° development of an operational model including recommended guide-
lines and aptional organizational arrangements preparatory to national
implementation; and assessment of the impact of VEPS-II upon enrollees and
operating programs. The data anﬁginformation for ‘hese three purposes
involved a mixture of three methodological approaches, since the monitor-
analysis function does not. incorporate programmatic evaluation, the utiliza-
tion of impressionistic and observational infcrmation is more extensively
involved than Would ordinarily be expected. Since the nature of the ques-
tions to be answered dic¢tated the specific mix of methodologiés, multiple
approaches were utilized, not all of which involved quantitative techniques.
Wherever possible, quantlfiable information was gathered but in'ferms of
the feedback and model construction activities, the use of quantified data
was supplementary to ubservational, attitudinal, and impressionisStic infor-
mation. . ) - I

Al

. To meet these diverse tasks, four data sources provided the bulk of

the required information to formulate the model, structure recommended
guidelines, prepare progress repprts, and assess impact upon VEPS enrollees.
on-site observation including work station visits; pérsonal interviews “with
program personnel, enrollees, and private sector employers, NYC data forms;
and academic records of enrollees. - .

(1) On-Site Observation -- Cbservational methodology permitted devel-
oppent of the basic orientation to the VEPS. program as it operated in each
particilarized situation and provided a "feel" fo. the local setting in
which- to assess impact data. While in many ways intangible and non-quanti-
fiable, observation was the only efficient and economical Mool to monitor

program components and to construct an operational map for the required model.

- £ "
Gf those cities authorized to conduct VEPS-II programs by November 30,

1972, seventeen operated year long experiments; these cities are Cleveland, i
Colorado Springs, Co.'umbu, Eugene, Flint, Fort Worth, Georgetown, Haverhill,

. Las Vegas, Lawrence, Newark, Newport News, Norfolk, Pittsburgh, Pueblo,

Salt Lake City, and San Bernardino. One city, Buffalo, ran a summer only
program. At least one field visit way conducted to each of these cities,
regardless of whether they were chosen for inclusion in the monitoring
effort. ~ Site visits were facilitated due to close geographical proximity
and did not require excessive travel and time allocations for CUP staff.

In addition site visits were made to Albuquerque), Minneapolis, and Davenport.

In the final selection process, citiec were chosen fur intensive monitoring
and assessment on the basis of several criteria: unusual org~ rnizational

-17-
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.each of the participating cities. In certain instances additional site

.. implementation were discussed and remedial steps were suggested. The moni-

struttures, number of planned enrollees; number of participating private
sector companies, size of the city, evidence of unusual interagency inter- "
action, the demographic/economic profile of the city, and impressions gained
from initial visétations to all cities. - Ultimately, five rities which had
conducted VEPS-I programs were selected (Fort Worth, Salt Lake City, Flint, .
Pittsburgh, and San Bernardino) and six cities which had conducted VEPS-II ‘x
programs only (Georgetown, Colorado Springs, Cleveland, Eugene, Las Vegas,

. and Pueblo). Georgetown and Eugene were chosen specifically due to their

rural character and broad geographic area. .
The national office of the Department of Labor was provided with'site

visitation schedules to keep them abreast of the field gperations. At the

outset contact was usually initiated with the field representative of the

Department of Labor for the city concerned. Subsequently, field visits :

were arranged through VEPS program personnel. Telephone communication was

universally employed to arrange field visits. Normally, each field visit

was undertaken by a two m”n team and its usual duration was two to three

work days, although the lengfh of the visit depended upon the information

needs at the time. - T

.
N

Over the course of the program, five field visits were scheduled to

visits were made in order to collect additional information, or at the
request of the Labor Department or program personnel. In some cases fewer
than five visits were made.

The field visits were planned as follows:

June-July, 1972 -- Initial site visits to those cities who
had begun VEPS-1I to develop a contact system, introduce the monitoring
team, gathet. preliminary information, and select cities for intensive study. -

October-November, 1972 -- The second visit was to monitor
the transition from the summer to the first semester in~-school phase and
the beginning of the career exploration component and to gather data to
make a preliminary assessment of impact trends.

February-March, 1973 -- The third visit was to document in-
school procedures and operations and gather all required information not
previously ascertained to assist ir. the development of the program model
and monitor the transition to the second semester.

May-June, 1973 -~ The fourth visit was to monitor second
semester activities and to establish reporting systems for the impact
analysis at .the conclusion of the second semester. -

) Juhe-July, 1973 -- The final field visit was to amplify or
clarify all prior information on enrollees, gather academic impact data,
and determine the disposition of the enrollee following the program year.

The format for the field visits was fairly standard throughout the. v
monitoring effort. A general session with all interested parties was held
at the outset of each visit. At this session organizational arrangements
and administrative procedures were discussed and documented; problems of

toring team then discussed individual program components with the person
most directly involved--job development with the VEPS-II‘job developer;
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administration with the project coordinator; counseling and career explora-
‘tion with the counseling staff; etc. Lists of enrollees were obtained,
and,pertinent information on each was then gathered. Arrangements were

also made for the collection of academic data on the enrollees. Once dis-
cussions and information needs were completed, the monitoring team then under-
took to make a number of work station visits to talk with youth and employers;
occasionally, double duty was attained by having the monitoring team split
each monitor going with one counselor to a4 number of job sites.

(2) Personal Interviews -— The interview situation should*be interpreted
broadly. Primarily the format was informal discussion with largely unstruc~
tured interview schedules. A checklist of questions to be asked to meet
the various informational requirements was used on the field visits. The
moritoring team found it necessary a* times to emphasize that their role was
not one of evaluation but of monitoring, that interest in failures or mis-_
takes was due to a desire to prevent such occurrences in other cities ‘and
to npte them in the implementation model. Discussions with youth and employers
were undertaken at the work station, and their views and ideas were solicited.
' In effect, the monitoring team attempted to open dialogues with program per-
sonnel, youth, ~nd employers in order to gain an accurate impression of
programmatic activities and potential. No structured interview sessions
were used, although the same topics werzs covered. Such sessions were valu-
able in providing anecdotal information and in enriching the perspective of
the monitoring team for the task of model building. .

(3) NYC Data Forms -- The prlmary source for enrollee demographic infor—
mation was the NYC-16 intake form. Such forms were gathered from operating
" programs for every youth who was enrolled in VEPS. Changes in the reporting
forms for NYC (from a NYC-16 to a MA-101 or other form) seriously compli-
_cated 'the collection of needed demographic data in a number of cities.
‘Since enrollees did not, at the time of registration, provide comparable infor-
mation to that of the VEPS-I enrollees, it became necessary for CUP monitor-
ing teams to devise other routines for gaining this information. Usually
the counselor was asked to obtain this information, and CUP provided a list-
ing of data needs on each enrollee using the NYC-16 form as a model. While
staff in most cities cooperated with this effort, inevitably some youth
(especially those who %erminated the program) were overlooked and no data,
was obtained; in other cities, VEPS staff did not respond to the request for
this help in data collection, and CUP teams then examined individual enrollee
records to extract whatever information could be obtained. Despite the best
efforts of CUP monitoring teams, sizable data gaps appear in the demographic
analysis which follows. Termination data (occasionally the use of MA-102
forms) was usually obtained from ‘the VEPS counselors. Normal procedure
scalled for a review of the list of enrollees in order to deterriine the place
of employment, the types of experiences received, termination reasons, and
such other information as might bear upon the youth's performance in the
VEPS program. The mdnitoring team in most cases .experienced no gifficulty
in obtaining information from program personnel.

(4) Academic Indicators -- Early in the visitation schedule, the moni-
toring team requested academic attendance and grade performance indicators .
for the year preceding the VEPS-II year for each of the enrollees. This data
was to serve as baseline information for an assessment of impact. Generally,
VEPS personnel provided this information with little hesitance, but in several
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cases this infoxmation was neVEr dbtained or required repeated requests,
The .problem was minimized where school systems were the NYC sponsors, b;t\\
where NYC was sponsored by the CAP agency or the city, occasional questions
were raised as to confidentiality and access. In some cases, no academic
data was "released to the CUP teams. .

Early in the monitoring effort, the decision was reached not to conduct
any universe-wide structured.interviews with enrollees. A number of factors
were involved in this decision. First, approval of the Office of Management
and Budget constituted a restricting time factor. Second, prior experience
with such interviews had generally questioned both reliability and validity.
Thirg, the types of information sought (largely attitudinal change factors)
were extremely difficult to isolate and even more difficult to scale for the
instrumentation. Given these problems, the monitoring team decided to rely
on counselors' observations and statements by employers buttressed by change
in academic indicators. -

Interim reports to the Department of Labor included general observations
for all participating cities organized by topical area, summaries of program-
matic operations in individual cities, and copies of field notes written by
the monitoring teams. Additional information in the way of forms, curriculum \
outlines, work station and job descriptions were included with the field
notes. The progress reports and the supplemental information provided the
base for the preparation of the model and recommended guidelines for continu-
ation of the program. The initial assessment of program trends was based
on preliminary evidence from academic indicators and other data obtained
through field visits. -

NYC-16 data, academic indicators, employment data, work experience and

other information including final disposition and reasons for termination -, 1

were coded and transferred tc punch cards. These' data were run on a CDC 3300

using two canned programs: DATA SORT for the preparation of marginal fre-
quencies and data "clean-up'" and NUCROS for the preparation of cross tabula-

" tions and statistical routines. Work experience code descriptions were taken

from the Alphabetical Index of Industries and Occupations -- 1970 Census of

Population (Bureau of the Census, U.S. Deparméent of Commerce, 1971). Aca-

demic performance and attendance data for enrollees was standardized to fit

a 4.0 grade point scale and to fit equivalent school days absent.

A}
E. Preliminary Assessment of VEPS-II and Recommendations for National
Implementation.

CUP staff brepared a preliminary assessment of VEPS-II program opera-
tions for the Department of Labor, which was delivered.on May 10, 1973.
This report contained an overview of the impact of VEPS-I, the preliminary
findings on VEPS-II, an assessment of the impact of guideline changes in
VEPS-11, and recommendations for national implementation of the VEPS program.
Partly on the basis of that report, the Department of Labor issued Field
Memorandum 255-73 (August 24, 1973)* authorizing placement of both in-school”

*See Appendix C.
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and out-pf-school NYC youth in private sector worksites. This authorization
was based on Manpower Administration Order 8-73 and involved amendment of
the Code of Federal Regulationms. However, decision on these amendments was
precluded by Congressional action on the Comprehensive Ewp}oyment and Training
Act of 1973, and the VEPS authorization was held in abeylnte.

The assessment paper did not discern any marked variation in impact on
enrollecs from- the VEPS-I program, although the data were preliminary and
sketchy. For national implementation, however, several marked changes from
VEPS-I1I1 were recommended. These recommendations were summarized under seven
toplcal headings dealing with the substantive changes that had been made in
moving from VEPS-I to VEPS-II.

[ ~

The following discussion itemized these seven major guideline changes.
Each item is followed by observations on their implementation during VEPS~II1
and suggestions for modification in a nationally authorized program.,

1. Program administration was centralized with the NYC sponsor which
employed the program team. The original concept- had relied on a high degree
of cooperation and integration among the participating groups. In most
cities, the desired cooperation did not develop and, in some areas, compe~
tition between agencies hampered the program. Concentration of administra-
tive functions with the NYC sponsor and the’ assignment of a program team
to handle VEPS was aimed at giving proper responsibility to the group with
the most experience in working with NYC enrollees. The program team concept
is flexiblew,depending on local conditions. : i

~ VEPS programs outside larger urban areas.usually provided one staff
person who was responsible for all phases of the program. In some cases,
NYC counselors merely assumed the additional duties of operating VEPS. Only
the larger programs employed a staff of several persons; however, éven where
several staff people were available, they usually did not specialiée iy a
VEPS component, such asaigb development or vocational exploration. //

There were several reasons why so little specialiiation took place.
First, counselors who worked with all aspects of the program felt more confi-
dent about placing students. They knew the students and their limitations
and were familiar with the employer' s. expectations. Second, counselors who
actually developed the training stations felt they had better access to the
work site in order to make counseling contacts. Third, the ,VEPS programs
were limited in enrollee size and consequently the staffs were never larger
than six. It may be that significantly larger staffs would result in the
need for more specialization.

Funding a program team presented problems in the second year. Cities
funded VEPS counselors using carry-over Office of Education funds from
VEPS-1, small supplemental grants from the Department of Labor, regular NYC
allocations and outside sources, such as the Public Employment Program.
Several programs operating VEPS attempted to obtain funding from general
revenue-sharing through the appropriate Mayor or other local elected official.
The need for counselor$ who provide the prpgram services is obtvious. Many )
of their functions such as job development could not be delegated to other
groups wi hout eliminating the program as it has operated for two years.
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. 2. Job development was the responsibility of the program team; the
.- ) assistance of the NAB-metro office and other groups was to be sought. In
e + . most VEPS-I cities, NAB did little to promote private sector participation
in ‘the program. Where NAB did work for VEPS, lack of sta nd an emphasis
- on working with large employers reduced their job development effectiveness.
With' job developiient. primarily assigned to the program team, NAB and other

groups could be* used to provide publicity for VEPS and for initial access
to employers. - ,

The formal change in the job development function for VEPS-II reduced ’ |
the uncertainty that surrounded the first year of VEPS. The counselors knew 3
from the start that they would be developing the training sites:for the
enrollees, This approach worked well in almost all cities. The advantages
in terms of knowing employer expectations, working conditions, and establish
. ing rapport for later access in the counseling program were mentioned above. S

The counselors generally responded well to the challenge of obtaining
. training positions in the private sector.  As in the first year, most of the
counselors had previously worked only with public sector employers in the ,
NYC program. In most instances, the counselors felt that developing jobs
in the ,private sector was more demanding than placing NYC enrollees. ~How-
ever, other facé%rs, such as the requirement that the private sector employers .
. pay a portion of the wages, hampered -VEPS job developwent compared to NYC. ’

CUP recommended that job development continue to be a_function of the
counselors working in VEPS. -
3. Operationalization of the "probable(dropguJ[criterion was made
more rigorous. In some programs, the only criterienlutilized was that of
the OE0 poverty guidelines; no real effort Was made to select '"probable drop-
outs" by specific criteria, such as academic achievement, attendance, dis-
- ciplinary actions, and so forth. In some programs, there was deliberate
avoidance of enrollees with serious academic or personal problems (in effect,
"creaming' enrollees) toc assure programmatic success. Since the counseling
component had the potefitial to reach youth with serious problems (and to
ensure proper evaluation of the program in this respect), CUP recommended
that a definite and concerted effort to recrgit such enrollees be made.

Almost all programs in the second year made some attempt to include )
"probable dropouts." The selection criteria varied widely but usually :
included as a minimum some recommendation by summer NYC counselors. Few "

, cities made selections based on extremely rigorous criteria in any organized-
manner. But, the enrollees participating in VEPS are not usually enrolled -
in a regular school program in e1ther vocational education or career devel-
, opment, thus a clieptele group having a vocational education need was reached. -

CUP recommended that programs be urged to continue to select students
y who are not now participating in school programs in vocational or career
education. Generally, efforts should be made to work with students who are g
/ ' not doing superior academic work. By so doing the program maximized the
benefits from the VEPS counselors and the rel-tively low enrollee-to-counselor
ratio.’
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Insofar as out-of-gschool NYC enrollees are concerned, if VEPS is adapted
to out-of-school programs, the probable' dropout criterion will already have

~ been: met. In general, the recommendation was for eligibility to be based on

the, needs of the enrollees and the benefits each would obtain. ;*

: The éxperience in the first year of VEPS was that students who were fail-
ing all their subjects were generally poor risks for VEPS. In other words,

-they were too far behind their classmates in school and had been away from

the classroom setting too often to be motivated toward school attendance by
just obtaining a joh.

Due to state and Federal labor 1egislation and typical insurance’ pro-'
visions, VEPS enrollees should be at least 16 years old. Whether to select

- Juniors or Seniors has been the subject of considerable debate by program

sponsors. One side suggests that Seniors who have a part-time job are in a
better position to obtain full-time employment ‘after high school graduation.
The other side suggests that Seniors are nét very likely to be “probable
dropouts" and that efforts should be directed to working with Juniors or even
Sophomores who are behind their peers in school credits. CUP believes. that:
both these positions have merit and that the program goals of dropout preven-
tion and transition to full-time employment are not. entirely compatible.

cup recommended that the decision on enrolling juniors or seniors be

.- decided by program sponsors. This procedure would. allow variations.depend-

ing on the local labor market and school programming. As noted above, the
selection of 'probable dropouts" is,mpre difficult. It was recommended that
programs weigh the student's academic and personal problems in" selecting
students whe would benefit from.VEPS. '

4. WQrk stations were to be sought‘among smaller employers. It was
the observation of the CUP monitoring teams that VEPS programs were more
successful when they utilized smallsr employers who would provide a wider
range of job experiences, closer supervision of the enrollees, and greater
interpersonal contact. In many cases, the owner of the establishment actually
provided the supervision and took a personal interest in the enrollees.

The variety of work experiences was felt to be of prime iwportance in
broadening the enrollees' limited knowledge of opportunities for employment
upon completion of high school. It was noted that many of the target popula-
tion had no experience on which to base a career selection.

Also of interest, small employers were more receptive to the program
than larger employers who envisioned VEPS as requiring excessive 'red tape.’
Union restrictions also hampered the placement of enrollees with some larger
employers.

CUP recommended that programs continue to develop training positions with
" smaller employers. However, job developers should select only those employers
who are willing to devote the necessary time to training and supervising the
student. Additfonally, participating employers should permit enrollées to
learn a range of activities even if they are in one position during their
program experience. Lo, .. - )
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5. Except for the first sixty hours devoted to orientation ahd beginning
vocational exploration, private sector employers shared the cost of enrollee

wages on a fifty-fifty basis with NYC. .This charge eliminated thecaifficulties
generated under VEPS-I guidelines which called for cost-sharing based on
various phases of ggch of three segments .that made up VEPS-I.,-The phasing
procedure was found inoperable in many situations due to the " late’ starty, and
too, confusing in areas.which attempted to follow guidelines closely. Many
first year programs turned to a constant percentage sharfng (about sixty per-
cent NYC and forty percent private sector) which was maintained throughout the
pilot year.

y

s

In recognition of the fact that enrollees would be engaged in some pro-
ductive work as their training progressed, CUP recommended a fifty-fifty cost «
ratio for all hours once the youth was placed on the job site after the g |
sixty hour orientation. This split -also recognized that the youth would
have a disproportionate incidence of problems and would require an increased
supervisory load for the employer. Employers would also share the cost of
the four hour average bi-weekly counseling sessions when the enrollee would
not be at the job site. ¥ o

.- s

The cost sharing feature has been the key to obtaining private' sector

_participation in VEPS. This incentive is essential since school programs

have a number of students, many with specific training who are doing well
academically that they are trying to place in part-time employment. Employers
pay the student's wages, but there are no program limits on the work’ ke can*
perform. Therefore% cost-sharing has been an incentive which proviged accéss
to training for VEPS enrollees who are students outside the school's regular
programs, with limited skills, and mediocre academic records.

.

T . - .
cup rec&mmended that the cost-sharing be retained on “the same basis,
fifty percent employer and fifty percent program. while it may be possible
to operate a program similar to VEPS with employers paying all enrollee wages
and the program only providing counselors, the success of such a llmited
program would depend largely on the type of students selected. VEPS program -

z

. experience suggests that placements could be made, but that employers would

be less willing to work with any enrollee problems before terminating them.
If students without problems were selected, the program could make more
placements, but the program concept would have ‘been significantly altered.
Therefore, the cost sharing arrangements should be included if at- all possible.
6. The counseling, remediation and career exploration component was
given greater emphasis. This ccomponeut further differentiated VEPS from other
youth training programs and was the area in which the program had great -
potential for benefiting the target population of probable dropouts. This
type of enrollee was shown to have little access to and little succe’ss in
work experience programs lacking a strong counseling component. The voca-
tional exploration sessions coupled with the work training provided the
impetus for the probable dropout to reconsider the value of school and
academic training.

" VEPS-1I programs maintained a high level of counseling contacts. Reme-
diation was_handled on an individual basis in most areas. The implementa-
tion of .career exploration contiiued to vary considerably between cities.

-~
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CUP recommended that -these, three areas continue to receive their present
emphasis. Career exploration should be stressed using either special meet-
ings or by enrolling the youth in appropriate school classes. The actual
methods for achieving the emphasis should be left up to the local program
. sponsor. . .

One aspect of career 9xploration tgat needed further’ attention was _the
requirement in the first two program-yeaxs that VEPS enrollees move to differ—
ent job assigpﬁénts either in the same c§mpanies or different companies. CUP
recommended thHat this formal requirement be elimipated. This recommendation
is based on several ﬁactors. First, the smaller cwner managed employers that
have been reééptive to VEPS and provided close enrollee supervision and sup-
port often do not have many distinct job positions or titles. Second, enrol-
lees are involved in various tasks and work experiences even if they are only
in one position. For example, the 3uties of an office assistant in an insur-’.
ance brokers office might include filing, typing, answering the phone, postinrg
billings, typing policies, verifying statements and other office chores. Thus,
the exposure to the actual world of work offered by ome position can be quite
broad. Third, enrollees who like what they are learning should not be forced .
to accept another position just to satisfy a program guidEline. ‘Finally,
although sponsors in the first year did not usually requiye that‘enrollees
move to new training positions, slightly under half (46.7%) of the enrollees
were .placed ih at least two positions during the first prfgram year. , N

7. The counselor-enrollee ratio was increased to“I%30 from 1:20. "Experi=
ence with VEPS-I indicated that even with the resppnsibilities required for.
_VEPS, an experienced full-time\counselor can adequately carry a counseling
load of thirty to forty enrollees. This guideline reduced the administrative
\cost factor, but due to limited DOL funding many programs still had problems
maintaining an .adequate staff.

4 A -
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‘This guideline change was followed in VEPS-II programs. Counselors
generally believe that thirty to forty enrollees would be a maximum in a pro-
gram which provides the counseling and supportive services called for in the
VEPS design. No firm ratio can ever be "correct" for all situations. However,
‘unless the enrollees are substantially different from those enrolled during
the first two years, counselors would probably not be able to work with more
than forty youth. Even this number would require a certain amount of phasing—
in- during job development and placement. .

F. Postscript: VEPS and the Comprehensivz Employment and Training Act

In anticipation of national implementation of the VEPS program, guide-
lines based on CUP recommendations were prepared in Field Memorandum 235-73,
but VEPS also required major modifications in the Code of Pederal Regulatioms.
These changes were under consideration simultaneously with Congressional debate
on the President's propcsed manpower revenue sharing package. Due to the
apparent imminence of passage, action on the Code changes was delayed pending
final Congressional disposition. _ \

The suggested guidelines (Field Memorandum 255-73) reflected two basic,
themes.) First, the guidelines imposed were minimal. This reflected ‘the
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decentralization effort of the Department of Labor and provided the regional

-offices with substantial discretion in what additional guidelines would be
‘operable in the region. Second, the Field Memorandum incorporated a sub-
. stantial adoption of the basic recommendations made by CUP. Cost sharing

was raintained; de-emphasis on probable dropouts was adopted; counseling and
career exploration packages were encouraged; and cooperation among the

-schools, the National Alliance of Businessmen, ‘and NYC programs was to be

encouraged. = . .

'

The major amplification on the CUP recommendations occurred in two,,
categories. First, cost sharing was based on' the wages received 'by the enrol-

* lee; thus, if an enrollee were to earn more than the minimum wage, NYC would

share that cost and not $0. 80 per hour. Second, greater emphasis was given
to rotation in work experiences.“ After 500 hours at a worksite, the enrollee
was to be rotated to another york training experience. After, 1000 hours
with one employer, the enrollee’ must be either picked up(pntirely by the
employer or be placed with another‘employer. 0 4;}
| 7 o
These pr0posed“guidelines for;pational implementatiov of VEPS reflected = - . j
a basic thrust of the program--azflexible structure ‘designed to givé maxi-
mum latitude to operating personnel in meeting: the, work training needs of }
NYC enrollees. The ultimate»success of an individual program depends on the - 7
calibre and dedication of NYC staffs entirely; programmatic gujdelines were oA
designed deliberately for minimal restraint on the ability of program person- _ f ,
nel to respond to individial places and enrollees.h It was hoped that this P
thrust of adaptability and’flexibiiity would be maintained in any future VEPS
program.

« _:.'\
1 - I

In late 1973, Congress cnacted the Comprehensive Employment .and rraining
Act. Guidelines for implementing CETA appeared in the Federal Register on
Tuesday, March 19, 1974 (Volume 39, Number 54). Specific provisions within
these regulations appear to_exclude the possibility of implementing a VEPS-
type proéram._ Section 95.33 (d) 2 (ii) reads in part: ''Direct subsidization
of wages for participants employed by private employers organized for profit
is not an allowable expenditure.” This prohibition relates to on-the-job
training. In Section 95.33 (d) 3 (ii) relating to work experience, the. follow-
ing is applicable: "Work experience in the private for profit sector is pro-
hibited.". :

While the possibility remains that clianges may be made in the regulations
to permit VEPS operations, at present VEES as presently constituted does not

appear to be an option open to youth work/experience programs. Prime sponsg ' ._s
might, however, explore the possibilities oi/;mplementing a VEPS program under
on-the-job-training provisions. . ,47
K ; g
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~ ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM
QOPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION i !

N j

y T - - ; - '
i . . - /
: o, ; The second year VEPS program expanded the number of cities partici- .
; pating in the experimental area of NYC enrollee placem:nt in the priyate
.gector. ;The principle program features retained from the first year guide-
lines were the use of private sector worksites for training stations and
. the selection of enrollees who were probable high school dropouts.” 'The
j.. . ,major changes from VEPS-I were that NYC would be the sole program sponsor,
) “that there would .be an equal cost-sharing split between employers,and NYC
» for all enrollee wages after any pre-job orientation program, and,that the’
responsibility for job development would be assigned to the VEPS- 1 program
team. Since Department of Labor regional offices were given a gy eat deal
of discretion in working with local VEPS sponsors to initiate VEPS-II or
smooth the transition from VEPS—I to VEPS-II, ¥each participatin /program
sponsor modified some of thegless important aspects of the prog ram guides -
lines. Generally, this flexibility allowed the program guidelihes to be

applicable in a wide range of situations from large metropolitan areas to

clusters of rural counties.
N v

A total of twenty cities operated some portion of the

«
1y
/

fé—II pro-

gram.

This number includes Buffalo, New York, which only operated a summer

. component, and Mimmeapolis, Minnesota which began an out-of-school VEPS ,
program in early 1973. Other cities were authorized to implement.a VEPS-II
program, but never followed through. In spme cases their decision was
_ influenced by the freeze placed on manpower programs in late 1972.
. !
Although all nine first year VEPS programs continued into VEPS-IT,
“ several did so without a strong commitment to upgrading the program opera-
tion. Others made a more concerted effort to strengthen.weak components
and, in some cases, expand the number of enrollees. All first year cities
found that the lack of Office of Education funding for counselors was a
major problem. . v

|

-

With' the exception of Cleveland and Newark, the eleven new cities
which participated in VEPS-II were medium to Small in size. Programs in
Georgetown, Texas and Eugene, Oregon covered a multi-county area and were
essentially rural in character. There was a wide diversity in. population
size and make-up of the VEPS-II cities, and, as wjth VEPS-I, all sections
of the country were represented. ’ -y

The diversity represented by the VEPS-II program cities was matched
by the diversity in the programs developed by the twenty sponsors. The ™’
dflexibility of the experimental program structure resulted in wide varia-
tion in program operation. Differences were apparent in all phases of .
VEPS-1I operations. - The generalizations made in the following comparisons
of the implementation of the VEPS-II program elements must be interpreted
in~light of the diverse nature of local project implementation.

To=27-

Q ;

RIC - | 36 -

*

IS

»

A
.
for




- Site visits to all VEPS—II cities were conducted by cup monitoring LI
teams 'at some time during the program year. However, only -eleven cities
were subject to intensive study. These cities were selected in consulta-
tion with the Manpower Administration based on two factors: (1) potential
for the.program operation, structure, or other unusual administrative
arrangements for yielding useful information on desirable program changes,
and (2) ease of gathering datalon enrollees. The discussion and analysis
of each of the.program components is based primarily on field observations
and intetviews in the eleven intensive study cities.

¢ . : The main VEPS-II program components and selected topics within-each

-7 are as follows:

-,
- . QXN

Administration and Staffing - 3
7 S ~

“f
‘NYC as the VEPS-II prograﬁ sponsor.
Arrangements for staffing the VEPS program team.
Enrollee payroll procedures--the VEPS cost-sharing feature. .

L

»*
t 1

_Enrollee Selection . s %

I 1 "~ Determining probable high school dropouts.
) '~ Carryover of enrollees from VEPS-I.
~ Using school records and counselors.

Job Development

- R ' -~ VEPS program team as job developers.
- . - Cost sharing as an incentive to recruit employers.
) ; ' - VEPS as a work experience/training program.
™ - Types and sizes of employers. ) .

- Job training positionms. . ¢

‘Pre-Job .Orientation

- Orientation programs offered. -
- Use of material contained in VEPS Model.
%\. - Coordination with job development and placement.

!

. On~Going Counseling *

- Enrollee prqblems—-on-the-job, academic and .family.
- Procedures’ for regular on-going counseling. ‘ y
- Enrollee to counselor ratio.

)

Career: Eiploration

- Types of career exploration programs.
“ - Mechanisms for implementing the sessions.
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A. Administration and Staffing -

A major change in the VEPS-II guidelines gave the NYC programs sole
responsibility for program administration. Since most first year programs -
weze operated by school system sponsored NYC programs, this change merely

~ formalized what had generally existed. Also, by eliminating the depend-

) ency of NYC on NAB for job development q;ties were to be performed by the

. NYC program. In cities where NYC was not school sponsored, the confusion
over coordination and cooperation among the school system, NYC and NAB -
was elimivated. Non school sponsored NYC programs, such as Newark and
Colorado Springs, knew and were able to plan for the total program respon-
sibility: staff, enrollee recruitment, job developnent and counseling.

» It was the clear task of NYC to develop the necessary cooperation with
-groups such as the schools and NAB. In other cities where the school
syster sponsored the NYC program (such as _Eugene’ and Flint), little change
could be noted from the procedures generally followed during VEPS-I.
School sponsorship of NYC ensured the necessary cooperation and access’
for the VEPS staff. T

-

"

"One factor which made the implementation of VEPS~II more difficult
was the lack of supplementary funding for counselors which had been pro-
. vided by the Office of :Education during the first year program. Several
;approaches were used by cities to overcome this obstacle. Some VEPS-I*®
“cities were authorized to use carryover mpnies from the first year Office
. ‘of Education funds. Others received additional funding from the Depart-
ment of Labor in an amount generally sufficient tc pay for the addition
of a program coordinator. Several cities used Emergency Employment Act
or P.E.P. funds to pay for counselors in the VEPS-II program. While these
arrangements were not as long as the first year funding pattern, the cities
seemed to work out something that met their needs. In several cases, the
extra effort strengthened the commitment to make the program succeed as it
became an integral part of NYC rather than just a special program.

-
<

The NYC share of enrollee wages was to be paid out of the regular
NYC funding. Since the NYC cost sharing with employers for enrollee wages
1 was based on each paying fifty percent after the initial orientation, this
feature worked to the advantage of VEPS programs. Except for paying- all
» the wages for a maximum of sixty hours for pre-job orientation, NYC pro-
grams could pay the wages of one and one-half times as many VEPS enrollees
_ as 'regular in-school NYC enrollees, because VEPS enrollees worked fifteen
hours per week during the school year while NYC enrollees were limited
to ten.

As with the VEPS-I experience, there was a tendency forlcities to
overestimate their sbility to enroll and place youth VEPS. This appears
to be primarily the result of the added time necessary to develop jobs
and explain adequately thé VEPS concept td private sector employers.  Al-
though several procedures, such as payroll and cost sharing were simpli—
fied in VEPS-II, the program still required a complete and detailed explana-.
tion. Discussing a new program with employers who might take one or two
studentrs is more time consuming than finding work slots in the public sector
(at no cost to the agency) for an established program like NYC.

%
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The 1972~73 VEPS guidelines s?ggested utilization 0o£ a three person

[

.VEPS program team consisting of a counselor, vocational specialist and a

job developer-céunselor. This proyed to be one of the more anworkable
elefients in the second year program. The problem was ome of VEPS program
size. It had been estimated that a program team of three could work with
eighty to one hundréd enrollees, an enrollee-to-counselor ratio of approxi-
mately 1:30. H yever, few VEPS programs planued to have one hundred en-
rollees. Those that enrolled that number generally felt that the counselors
should be activein job development and Vvocational exploration for am assigne }
number of enrollees. As a result, very little division of effort and special-
ization took plaée during VEPS-II. Given the necessity of developing rap-
port between the enrollee and the counselor ard the counselor and the employ~
er, attempts at §peci§lization might better be confined to the vocational
and career exploration component.

. Several administrative and operational arrangements were common in
the second year of VEPS. The most common staffing pattern was to have
several counselors (not necessarily certified by school systems) who each
carried out the duties of job developer and counselor, A second pattern
which was used mainly in smaller VEPS programs was to employ one person
toxhandle:all phases of the VEPS program. The third technique which was"
generally employed in geographically dispersed areas was to assign VEPS
enrollees as- part of the in-school NYC counselors work load. Each of these
systems was based primarily on local circumstances, and none created any
particular difficulty given situational comstraints.

The role of the school systen in cooperating with programs designed
for in-school youth continued to .rasent problems in VEPS. Although the
number of cases is not large, school systems which were not NYC sponsors,
especially in larger cities, were not eager to cooperate with VEPS per-
sonnel. This hesitance was usually associated with past experiences with
the local NYC programs. In spite of the 1ink between failure to cooperate
with VEPS and past NYC program efforts, it is also clear that the school
systems felt thrdatened by VEPS as a possible competitor for work statioms.
The desire to avoid or minimize the fear of competition was also present
in some school systems which sponsored the NYC program.

Generally, some degree of cooperation with the schools was worked
out with a minimum of difficulty. Certainly not all school systems were
unhappy with a program that was providng work experience, training, career
exploration and counseling to some of their students. Where requested,
programs usually obtained access to grade and attendance records and high
school counselors as well as cooperation on course scheduling, early school
release and, often, academic credit for the VEPS work experience. However, ¢
Newark was one case where several meetings between the VEPS coordinator
and school officials failed to produce any cooperation. , -

The staffing of VEPS varied depending on the NYC sponsor. School
system sponsored NYC's generally required counselors to be certified or
at least that the program coordinator be certified. This requirement was
frequently based on state regulations. In cities where NYC was sponsored
by the OEO-CAP ageney or the city, the VEPS counselors were hired from
among the counselors used in other youth and manpower programs. In both
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cases, the NYC director was usually aware of a number of persons who were
qualified to work as counselors in VEPS.

-

Since the job development phase of the program was clearly identified
as a VEPS responsibility from the beginning, the cases of counselors Y .:iing
disappointed with their role as job developer wgre reduced to qnly a few.
iuegse instances generally resulted from the difficutty of developing part-
time training positions for youth in the private sector. Most of the coun-
selors worked well with the flexibility in VEPS. ;

A major change in\the allowable payroll procedures simplified admin-

istration of the NYC-employer®enrollee wage cost sharing. During VEPS-I

. a complex switching backl\and forth between NYC and employer payrolls proved
so universally complicated that the guideline was overlooked.‘ In VEPS-II
enrollee wages could be sﬁhred continuously throughout the program, with
NYC and employers each paying 50%. The only exception was that NYC would
pay “the entire enrollee wage for a maximum sixty hours orientation before
the enrollee began at his training site. This guideline change facilitated
the explanation of VEPS and facilitated the job development effort.

The actual mechanics of payroll generally involved NYC producing the

_ payroll checks and billing the employers for their fifty percent share:~
Most participating companles Favered this method. 1In some instances employ-
ers paid all the wages and NYC reimbursed them for their share, while in

~ others enrofﬁees received two checks. Several programs had difficulty
in working the VEPS payroll into their accounting systems and others had,
questious about fringe benefits, but these were resolved after only short
delays.

B. Enrollee Selection

The selection of VEPS-II enrollees encountered the same kinds of
problems that first year programs experienced. ' There were several com-
plicating factors. VEPS-II enrollees were to be NYC eligible youth who )
were at least 16 years of age. The requirement that enrollees be "probable
dropouts" was retained from the first year and expanded in detail, After
consultation with the schools NYC enrxollees were to be ranked according to
school problems such as grades, attendance and reading difficulty. Pro-
grams were to select those students with the highest incidence of problems
after permitting some flexibility to reflect personal and-family problems.
The VEPS-I requirement that students be entering their junior year in the
Fall was dropped.

Several factors prevented the probable dropout feature from being fully
implemented. First, both new programs and second year programs were gen-'
erally reluctant tq aggressively recruit youth with severe problems. The
results of the first year program indicated that success with youth who for
all practical purposes had dropped out of school (e.g., were not attending
classes or were failing all subjects) was limited. Therefore, some dis-
cretion in selectioh proved desirable. Second, the guidelines provided
that enrollees who had participated in the 1971-72 (first year) VEPS pro-
gram could be re-enrolled in VEPS-II. All the first year programs re-enrolled
a number of students. Since many of these students had not-been selected
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as probable dropouts in any rigorous manner, they were re-enrolled with-
out meeting the nefr procedures. Third, the necessary school records and
access to high school counselors are often not available during thg summer
months. As many programs began in July and August, they were precluded
from obtaining the information to base selection on academic indicators.

. oo The compariséns between cities made throughout this report must take
-, - into account-the differing selection process which produced enrollees who,
while meeting the NYC family income requirements and the 16 year old age
minimum, were not the same acidemically. The outcome ‘of differing selec-
tion technigues in the study cities is apparent in the following table
which shows the mean grade point average and number of school days missed
for the 1971-72 schdol year. For VEPS-I cities the data for the previous

_ . vear is also included.
L Y . .
) Table 1
. : o > PRE-PROGRAM GRADES AND ATTENDANCE
T T 19772 ~ 1970-71 )
CITY MEAN GPA MEAY DAYS ABSENT MEAN.GPA 'MEAN DAYS ABSENT
Cleveland, Ohio 1.62 27
Col. Springs, Col. 2.34 ¢« 8
., Flint, Michigan 1.64 .28 1.74 26
7 Fort Worth, Texas 2.24 24 2.17 18
Georgetown, Texas 1.84 18
Las Vegas, Nevada 2.73 18
Pitrsburgh, Pa. ) 39 35 1.07 57
' Puegqu Qo;orado 1.87 18
Salt LaIce City, Iﬁah”zﬂ.’l‘Q///_////‘Zlo S 1,96 26
San Berqgrdino, Cal. 2.31 11 - 2.41 . 18

These figures must be considered when interpreting program impact
on such factors as academic performance, VEPS program terminations and
number of high school dropouts. While few programs appear to have "creamed" -
enrollees, some had enrollees whose academic problems were not severe,
based on available academic criteria., Also, interpretations of impact
must take into account that expectations of success tend to be quite op-

*
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. timistic as the program begins. Students with all ranges of grade point

averages were generally believed to be able to improve substantially.

The range of grade points and absences for the cities tends to mask
the e=sential characteristic of VEPS enrollees. They were seldom in the
school's -regular programs of work experience or vocational training. In
school work experience programs the employer pays one hundred percent of
the enrollee wages. As a result school program personnel and employers
generally eliminate "problem" -suth to maximize employer acceptance and
minimize on-the-job problems. This is done in part because work experience
ccounselors have student loads that they could not service properly if they
were constantly faced with prublems. Another factor is that .school train-
ing programs for some occupations are very limited and only the better )
students are permitted to enroll. Therefore, VEPS represented the only \
opportunity for many youth to obtain training and work experience in the

‘private sector.

<

The number of problems that VEPS enrollees confront are indicated by
reference to some socio-ecenomic and family characteristics. Fifty-eight
percent (351) of the VEPS enrollees lived with only one parent or a guardian.
Forty~eight percent (317) were in families receiving welfare assistance.

In seventy-one percent (395) of the, cases the head of the household was
unemployed or worked less than 35 hours per week. These indicators to-
gether with the academic records of the enrollees provide reasonable evi-
dence that programs were enrolling youth with problems that might lead to
dropping out of school:

In summary most cities did not precisely follow the guidelines regard-
ing the selection of probable dropouts. However, although academic indi-
cators show a broad range among cities, the VEPS programs did enroll youth
who would typically not be eligible for the school's usual work experience
programs. Students in five out of ten cities had aggregate mean grade
point averages below a C.

C. Job Development

The change in VEPS-ié guidelines which gave VEPS programs the sole
responsibility for job development improved this phase considerably. Even
new programs were generally more successful thad programs operating the
VEPS~I experiment.. A considerable portion of this success can be attributed
to the initial planning to undertake this element and §taffing the program
to meet this need.

Coordination with other groups such as NAB, Chambers of Commerce and
the local employment service offices was stressed in the guidelines. Al-
though these efforts were made in most cities, the programs did not appear
to derive major benefits from outside groups. Due to factors such as
short lead time and the fact that VEPS was a relatively small experimental
program, it was difficult to mobilize any meaningful amount of support
from other groups.

w *
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VEPS prcgram teams were encouraged to continue the successful thrust
of VEPS-I among smaller employers. The experience in the second year of 7
VEPS continued to demonstrate that these employers are most readily re-
Q;ﬁcruited for program participation by personalized and individual contact.
This means that more time is spent developing training positions, but also
promotes the essential rapport between counselor and employer for the on-
going counseling phase of the program. . o

Ala ¥

An additional factor which simplified job development in the cities
that had conducted VEPS-I was the carryover of employers. The uncertainty
surrounding the future of VEPS during June, 1972, did not cause employers
to drop the program. Instead, many participated and expanded the avail-
. able training slots during VEPS-II. . . o

! . The carryover of employers into the second program year had two nega-
tive aspects. First, some programs had planned throughout the first year

| to improve some of their training stations. With the natural press for
enrollee job openings at the start of the VEPS-II the.ddea was abandoned .
in many cases. This served to minimize the start-up time for a share of
the total openings in a city. A second and possibly less desirable result

. was that carryover employers often wanteq~to retain the youth who had been
employed the first year. As a consequence some youth were re-enrolled into
VEPS-II, but did not change employers nor necessarily ‘rotate to new job
_assignments. This partially defeated the concept of VEPS as purely a voca-
tional exploration program, but was generally permitted because VEPS was
an ekxperimental program.

While noting that in some instances the failure to alter the job site
for re-enrollees was probably detrimental, CUP believes that the flexible
combination of work experience, counseling and on-the-job training was T
generally beneficial in meeting two -of VEPS' major goals: reducing high
school dropouts and smoothing the transition of youth into the labor market.
The same controversy on the merits of exposure to various jobs versus
tﬂaining in a particular job was present during VEPS-I. CUP feels that
£9r VEPS enrollees the latter course was most desirable. For these youth
the time for 'pure" work experience and career exploration had passed.
Gaining experience working and receiving on-the-job training was the need.

The cost sharing feature whereby employers would pay fifty percent of
enrollee wages and NYC the other fifty percent continued to provide mixed ‘
results. In some cases it confused employers and made them suspicious.

In others the employers would not have participated in VEPS without it.
The guideline change which split costs equally (except for orientation

. costs which wgregto be paid by NYC) throughout the program was most help-
ful in contributing to employer understanding of the program. The advantages
to émployers and NYC were clear from the outset.

Some would argue that VEPS would not have obtained employers without
the cost sharing feature. While the extra incentive that this provided
camnot he determined, it-is instructive to examine briefly a concept that
Pittsburgh used during the VEPS-II year. Thruygh separate funding the
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school system which sponsors NYC was able to obtain monies to. pay for job
develOper—counselors in a program called Select Employment Training (SET).

This program operated in much the same manner as VEPS with respect to youth
selection, job development and the provision of intensive counseling ser//
vices. The major difference was that the. employers paid all enrollee w ges.
The counseling support and need for opportunities for all students wegé?
the main points used in recruiting employers for the program. Many ploy-"
quali-

ers did participate in SET even though the students were not as well
‘fied as those that could be obtained from the school system's regular work
ssible

experience programs, . Therefore, even where cost sharing is not
a VEPS type program with a high level or supportives may be operated.
N
*. Data on 691 VEPS-II enrollees indicateé that 464 (67%) were placed in
firms with one to nineteen employees (45% rh companies employing fewer than
10), 130 (192 in firms with twenty to forty-nine employegs, and 97 (14%)
in firms employing over fifty workers. Although rotation to different work
stations “was not a consistent policy, dlmost one-third of the enrollees had
The significafnce of the pumber of

at least two separate work experienceﬁ.
smaller employers is that the enrollees were exposed/to a wide variety

of duties even though they were not /formally assigned to a different work
The work experiences werg classified into ninety-eight standard

station.
occupational codes, representing 296 separate work experiences.

The job development effort focused attention on another benefit from
In many areas, especially rural counties, the number and.

the program, :
quality of public sector training sites for NYC enrollees was limited.

Placement in the private sector provided moére and better “tPaining positions

and an opportunity for experience that would be more marketable in the

local community.
Some

The overall outcome of the job development phase was successful.

cities were not able to develop as many jobs as quickly as they had hoped.

But this often appedred to be a tesult of the local economic situation.

The VEPS counselors encountered the typical range of problems that manpower

program job developers discover. These usually centered on the lack of

summer openings in July when programs were beginning, employer unfamiliar-

ity with VEPS, and, for carryover employers, the reduction of the NYC
contribution for enrollee wages to one-half from two-thirds. .

Job development proceeded more. effectively in VEPS-II due primarily
" Simplification

to placing the responsibility with the VEPS program team.
First year employers who con-

of the payroll procedures also was helpful.

tinued with VEPS-II hampered program changes in some cities where counselors

did not want to lose training positions.

with smaller employers who provided training and close supervision, but
Al-

who often did not formally rotate youth to different work statioms.
This was especially

Enrollees were generally placed

though there were exceptions, most training positions offered more potential

for the enrollees than those previously available.
true in rural areas with limited public sector openings.
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*D. Pre-~Job Orientation .

The 1972-73 VEPS guidelines provided for a maximum of sixty hours'
| over three weeks for pre-job orientation with the enrollee wages tb be paid.
' by the NYC program. The ‘sessions were to include "world-of-work" orienta-
tion and an introduction to vocational exploration. If job development had
produced some opeanings, referrals for job ready youth were scheduled to begin
the second or third week. .

The inclusion of specific information on orientation in the guidelines
as well as the provision of a sample orientation program in the VEPS Model
produced improvement in this program element during the secohd year. Most
cities used portions of the sample orientation program or materialg they
had developed to give enrollees an introduction to the world-of-work and
the private sector. Unfortunately, only a few cities took advantage of
the full sixty hours to introduce vocation and career exploration materials.
‘This was due in part to the continued emphasis on selecting probable drop-
outs which resulted in enrolling youth .with little or no work experience
except possibly NYC positions.

Each program conducted some modification of the suggested pre-job '

orientation program. The sessions varied in length, scope” and format

of presentation. The length varied from one hour informal sessions to

two week structured sessions. Generally, smaller VEPS-~II-programs which

were operated by a single person as VEPS coordinator-caunselor-job developer .

devoted less time to pre~job orientation; these programs were usually under-
" taking VEPS for the first time. Offsetting the tendency for smaller first

time programs to shorten the time allocated due to other program needs

(such as job development) was the greater acceptance and use of the sample

pre-job orientation program in Vocational Exploration in the Private Sector:

Model for Implementing the 1972-73 Guidelines.

Programs confi;ued to interpret tgé\scope of orientation narrowly.
Few programs took advantage of the full sixty hours permitted. Also, most
did not include much material that_couf@ be considered as vocational ex-
ploration. Both of these situations were created by the nature of the pro-

. gram and the staffing. It is difficult for staff in new-responsibilities
to implement a program such as VEPS which has a nuhmber of experimental
& . features (e.g., cost sharing). Since pre-job orientation was an early pro-

gram phase, it was needed before the staff was able to utilize its potential
fully. Second year cities generally made fuller use of the orientation
time. In these cases the staff was fully acquainted with the program and
> ) had the experience of conducting orientation for VEPS-I. These programs
. were less likely to utilize materials from the Model having in most cases
prepared many of their own items.
' The presentation format varied from individual counseling type sessions
to group sessions with semi-structured presentations. The longer orienta-
tion programs tended to meet in groups for part of the day with the rest
devoted to job development. Ci:ies which went beyond.the brief introduc-
tion to NYC and VEPS usually were able to use one-on-one and group sessions.

‘
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The high incideiice of enrollee problems requiring counseling in all

cities during VEPS-II makes .t difficult to assess which combination of
pre-job orientation approaches is best. Based on observations made during
site-vigsits, it generally appeared that a longer time period spent with the
VEPS enrollees provided more information on necessary world-of-work atti-
tudes and established rapport between the enrollees and counselors.

latter objective is extremely important since the enrollees'

cooperation

was essen'tial if on-going counseling was to be effective. .The longer
sessions were generally accepted by enrollees, especially when the stress
was-placed on how the orientation will assist in obtaining jobs and when

a variety of teaching and counseling techniques were used.

E. On-Going Counseling , d &

~ On-going counseling was reasonably effective 1n VEPS-II as it had
‘been the first year, Dealing with enrollees who have a number.of academic
and personal problems mitigated against total success. Some youth ter-

miniated from the program and some dropped out of high school.

The coun-

-

selors in VEPS-II evidenced a high level of dedication to the needs of the
enrollees. For example, most programs continued to work with an enrollee
.to achieve some. satisfactor) result, even if he terminated VEPS and dropped

out of school. <

The VEPS~II guidelines called for on-going counseling including employ—
er contacts to be maintained throughout the program. It was expect=d that
a portion of the coumselor's time would be devoted to crisis situations .
related to the enrollees training site, academic work or family circumstances.
In addition, counselors were responsible for. deciding if, enrollee transfers
should be made and whether or mnot employers should receive new enrollees

if any quit their training positions.

.« ¢

Although Office of Education funds were not available for VEPS-I1
staf fing, programs were generally staffed so that the enrollee-to-counselor
ratio was ap roximately thirty to one. As a result, counselors were able
to devote a great deal of time to maintaining enrollee and, employer contacts.
After the initial job developmept phase, counselors spent their time in

the following activities:

(1) Making periodic contacts with enrollees and employere to determine

enrollee progress; s

%

(2) Continuing job development for enrollees who-had not been placed
o¢ to replace employers who dropped out of the program; .

L 4

(3 Interéening in crisis situations iﬂvolving an enrollee's VEPS
training station, academic difficulties, or family related problems;

(4) Handling the procedural aspects of the program, including such
' items as time cards, payroll checks, enrollee evaluation forms
(usually used when high school credit was being granted), and

-arranging school schedule changes.
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Enrollee counseling was most frequently done at the job site, but
counselors aiso made contact with enrollees at the VEPS offic&, school and
. the enrollee’s home. After the pre~job orientation, the counseling sessions
+ were usually on a one-to-one basis, although where several enrzllees were
with the same employer or in the same school, small group seSciona were
also used. / . . .

Where VEPS-II was operated by only one person, the number of tasks
required by the program left little time for routine counselirg. Contin-
uing job develeopment, regular program procedures and emergency situations
together with an attempt to operationalize the vocational exploration
component left little or no additional time. 1In programs with more staff
it may be possible to increase the number of enrollees that each counselor
works with; however, this does not appear feasible in programs with only
one professional staff person. - .

Predominantly rural areas had more difficulty in making frequent en-
rollee contact because of the distances involved. This was offset to some
extent in programs which assigned VEPS enrollees to the regular NYC coun-
selors. This procedure would generally not be desirable due to the differ-
ences 1n enrollees between the programs, but seemed the best possible solu-
tion given the geographic character of some of the program areas. There
were some indications that the dual responsibility facilitated transfers
from VEPS back into NYC when the counselor felt the enrollee was not ready
or unable to accept tralning in the private sector.

The success of counselors in establishing and mai\}aining relation-
ships with the school was generally good. In most cases, VEPS-II programs
were able to work out arrangements to grant high school credit for the work
experience and training received in VEPS. This was also accomplished
where the NYC program was not sponsored by the school system. In some
cases the VEPS students were enrolled in the regular high school vocation-
al or career exploration classes in order to qualify the studeuts for
credit. VEPS-II iﬂ,ﬁewark, New Jersey, was the only program unable to gain
any cooperation from the school system. In Eugene, Oregon, state law pre-
ventad release to CUP of some academic data on enrollees, but the school
district sponsored NYC program had no other problems.

Employers were generally pleased with the program, though in many
_cases, they expressed dismay at the types of problems the youth created.
CUP believes that VEPS served to make a group of smaller employers aware
of methods that would be useful to employ younger, workers. In many cases
employers had not utilized this potential source of manpower to any great
extent., In most cases, once the employer- had decided to participate, the
relations with the counselor proceeded normally. As would be expected
if the employer waé not willing to codperate with the program concept or
the counselor, he just would not accept any VEPS students.

The problems encountered in VEPS-II by employers and enrollees were
unchanged from VEPS-I. Counselors worked with enrollees in such areas
as reporting to work on time, general requirements of the position, foll

3
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;" ing the supervisor s instructions, arranging any time off in advance, being

- interested in their work, etc. Enrollees faced a number of difficulties
"at school in connection with holding their VEPS training position. VEPS

counselors usually worked through the regular high school counselors to

arrange early release from school, adequate transportation (usually by pro- .
viding bus passes), and changes in school course schedules. ,/’/'l

|
|

|
The nymber of counseling-type problems seriously hampered the full
implementation of the career and vocational exploration programs in some |
cities. This generally occurred in citiés with one or two person staffs.
The only solution to, this problem would be to operate with a minimum staff
size of about three. Lowering the enrollee-to-counselor ratio would not
provide the necessary assistance unless there were more staff. The \ratio
in VEPS-II was approximately 1:30. CUP believes that in larger prog ms
with more specialized roles, particularly career exploration, that one
_counselor could serve thirty-five to forty-five youth depending on their
characteristics and problems. Based on VEPS-II, one person programs appea* |
able to serve a maximum of thirty—five enrollees l

Remediation for enrollees was provided sporadically. Some -cities
attempted to determine enrollee needs in academic areas. Others merely
waited for severe problems to surface and then worked with enrollees indi-

- vidually or by referring them to proper remedial classes. Remediation
seemed more acceptable to enrollees where the VEPS staff conducted the
sessions. ] . . -
F. Career Exploration . ' ’ . . -
*  +VEPS-II programs were not notably more successful in implementing

on-going career exploration than {irst year cities had been. Two factors
continued to be the major obstacles. First, the program staffs generally
did not have as much:- experience in career exploration as they did in coun~
‘seling. This fact and the'variety of othér activities required to imple- -
ment VEPS-II meant that some cities did not begin the type of jprogram out-
'lined in the guidelines. Also, some second. year programs did/ not move
aggressively to revise their first year approach.
. {
The second major factor was that some cities were overly concerned
about employer acceptance.’ Because training stations were needed, they
were sometimes developed without regard to the enrollees' future parti-
cipation in career exploration sessions. Such training stations were often
excellent in terms of the opportunity it offered the enrollee, but may have
reduced his chances for participation in any scheduled vocational explora-
tion se$sions. Where this occurred, counselors usually felt that employers
would not cooperate if they could not count on the enrollee S presence
on a regularly scheduled basis. This reflects the potential conflict with-
in the dual nature of ~VEPS--part work experience and part on-the-job training.

Another problem the rural areas and, to a lesser extent, other cities’
faced was the physical impossibility of counseling small groups of students
on a regular basis. Thesz programs generally relied on more individual

-
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| sessions throu&bout the year to introduce the enrollee to .the vocational L

N exploration mateérials. In some cases, the schools or the employment ser- :

} ) vice office was utilized for the delivery of vocational and career informa<+
tion. The small skaff size of some programs constricted available time

t - for formalized career exploration. . .

In spite of these difficulties, cities operated some type of voca-
tional and career exploration for VEPS-II enrollees. These session§ were
usually shorter in time and smaller in scope than that presented in "the
VEPS model. Also, most programs devoted a great deal of time to dealing
_with the world-of-work problems that enrollees-were encountering.

Vocational exploration sessions during 1972-1973 utilized various
techniques, including: ] ooz
(1) Guest speakers from local companies discussing work requirements
generally and career opportunities-specifically;
" . ¥
(2) Speakers from other agencies and institutions such as the employ-
ment service and junior colleges discussing careers and scholar-

ships;
N (3) Audio-visual materials such as films, film strips, and tape *
N\ cassettes on careers and world-of-work attitudes,

\, H ; -
(%) Qmall group discussions about current VEPS training positions,.
youth experiences and related problems; ) . .

(5) Presentations by the‘VEPS program staff on topics such as* income
‘taxes, the local labor market, unions, the value of work, etec.

A major-accomplishment of these sessions and discussions was the .
enrollee awareness of what work meant. Many for the first time were work-
ing and not just learning in a classroom about what would be expected.
Others who had held NYC positions reiterated the feelings' of the first
year enrollees -- ''The private sector expects us to do more." Grasping
the challenge and opportunity of work and gaining concrete experience
appear to outweigh the compromises in the official guidelines for the
VEPS-1I experimental program. N e

N




PART IV \

ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAMMATIC IMPACT ON ENROLLEES

-~

In monitoring dnd assessing VEPS-II the Center for Urban Programs
collected information on 716 enrollees in eleven intensively studied .
cities: Cleveland, Ohio (99); Colorado Springs, Colorado \41); Eugene,
Oregon (42); Flint, Michigan (67); Fort Wcrth, Texas .(63); Georgetown,
Texas (25); Las Vegas, Nevada (21); Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania\(70); Pueblo,
Colorado (41); Salt Lake 'City, Utah (122); and San -Bernardino) California
(125). This compares to the 433 youth in .eight cities studied\in VEPS-I.
Other cities that either considered or implemented VEPS. programs\ but were
not intensively studied include Albuquergue, New Mexicos Davenport, Iowa;
.Haverhill-and Lawrence, Massachusetts; Newark, New Jersey; Néwpor News
and Norfolk, Virginia, and Columbus, Ohio.

The information collected consisted of the following: (a) wh- :» °
availableh demographic, background information and personal histor.:s
taken from NYC intake forms; (b) VEPS employment history and final dis-
position provided by program directors and counselors; and (c) academic
data obtained from enrollees' high school records. Complete data was
usually not available for those youth who terminated the program; obviously,
) incomplete data exists in those cases where the youth dropped out of school.
The CUP monitoring teams also experienced difficulty in obtaining compar-
ablé data with the VEPS-I youth. This situation resulted from'the_fact
that the NYC-16 form was no longer beidg wutilized in all programs; this
form had been basic to data collection in VEPS-I. AS a consequence, the

"'mnnitoring teams relied upon VEPS counseling staff and enrollee assistance

%411 in missing isformation; inevitzbly, however, substantial portions
.of the data remained fugitive. In several cities significant gaps developed
for the purposes of comparing VEPS~I and VEPS-Ii demographic data; only
minimal information was obtained from Colorado Springs. In other cities
specific information with regard. to academic background and performance . .
could not be obtained; Eugene was one such case. For the majority of enrol-
lees, however, sufficient information was available to permit a meaningful
assessment of programmatic impact, an isolation of those factors which
appear to be related to specific outcomes, and a comparison with VEPS-I.

At the outset; several cautions should be made clear. First, percen-

tage figures are based on the total number of cases for which information
is available; consequently, N may vary below the universe of 716 youth.
Second, data on all beginning enrollees is utilized as the base in Sections
" A and B: Profile of the VEPS Enrollees and Work Experience of VEPS Enrol-

le ther sections analyze projzram completions, program terminations, and
hiZ:(;::ool dropouts; in these cases the N reflects the specific group
Finally, where only marginal frequoncies are reported, detailed tables may
be found in Appendix D. Wherever appropriate, comparisions are drawn with
the VEPS-I program. , -
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Because VEPS youth had to be eligible for NYC to participate in VEéS, o
all enrollees met the poverty income criteria. JIn Table 2, selected demo-~ )
graphic characteristics of enrollees are presented, controlled for parti-
‘cipating cities and compared with the VEPS-I result. For comparative

- purposes, baseline national NYC in-school data on enrollee demographic
- characteristics are available in Manpower Report of the President (March,
- 1973) and the final report of the VEPS-I project.* !

, - . “f x - " - . .
\ A. Profile of the VEPS Enrollees ’ T 1

A majority (52.1%) of the VEPS-II enrollees were males, down slightly .
from the 52.4% found in the VEPS-I program and 56. 67 reported for the . : \-1
national NYC in-school program for Fiscal Year 1972. In four of the eleven ) I
cities, however, females constituted a majority of the enrollees (Las Vegas, ..
90.5%; Colorado Springss 56.1%; Salt Lake City» 54.1%; San Bernardino,
57.6%). The VEPS-II program deemphasized the age sixteen requirement, man-
dating only that youth working on job. sites have attained that age. As ) l
a consequence, the frequency distribution among the age patterns differs .
consfderably from that of VEPS-I. 1In VEPS-I over half of the enrollees

. were age sixteen, while in VEPS-II only slightly more than one-third (37.92) l
were age sixteen. An approximately equal proportion were age seventeen,
and almost double were age eighteen in VEPS-II. The carry-over of enrol-
lees from VEPS-I into VEPS-II in several cities partially accounts for this l
difference. Flint, Fort Worth and Pittsburgh, all VEPS-I cities, have heavy
concentrations of seventeen year old enrollees. Due to the needs of its
work sites, Las Vegas also had a significant concentration. The arbitrary
date of July 1, 1972, was used to standardize age distributions. Although I

L
.15.4% of the enrollees were age fifteen at the time of enrollment, all of Yot
these had turned sixteen by the time of job placement. As noted below, *
this age distribution pattern is reflected in the year in st¢hool of the
enrollees.

One-third of the enrollees were white, 45.0% were black, and 20.8%
had Spanish surnames. This- distribution is not dissimilar from that of
VEPS-I, representing a slight increase among those with Spanish surnames

and a2 siight decrease among blacks. Although internal variations can be e
(, found between and among cities, most of these inter-city differences can
be explained in terms of variances ipn ethnic concentrations in the areas. . ff

As would be expected concentrations of youth enrollees with Spanish surnames
occurred in Colorado Springs, Fort Worth, Georgetown, Pueblo, Salt Lake
City, and San Bermardino. Compared to national data, whites are somewhat
underrepresented (40.0% nationally compared to 33.3% for VEPS-II) v
as are blacks (53.4% nationally as compared to 45.0%), while-youth with
Spanish surnames aré somewhat overreprgsented (6.6% nationally as compared
to 20.8%). K

\

—

*Center for Urban Pregrams, Vocational Exploration in the Private
Sector: Final Report and Assessment 1971-1972.
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TABLE 2

SELECTED ENROLLEE16HARACTERISfICS, BY CITY AND TOTAL

s

Enrollee

T~

e

. S . VEPS-II VEPS-I - l
Characteristic Clev. Col.S. Eug. Tlt, Ft.W. Geor. Las V. Pitt. Pueb. SLC. San B. Total * Total |
SEX )  (99) (41) (42)  (67)  (63) (25) (21) (70)  (41) (122) (125) (716) (433)
Male N 66.7%4 43.9% 66.72 50.7% 52.4% 60.0%Z 9.5% 58.6% 65.9% 45.9% 42.4% . 52.1% 52.4%
Female .33.3  56.1 33.3 49.3 47.6 40.0 90.5 41.4 34.1 54,1 57.6 47.9 47.6
. g . B .
AGE (N) ~~(99) (40) b (42) (67) (59) (23). (21) (70) . (41) (122) (125) (709) (410)
15 or Younger 10.1% 12.5% 35.7% 1.5% 5.1% 4.3% ~% 5.74  7.3% 11.5% 39.2% 15.4% 12.2%
16 Years 39.4 45,0 23.8. 34.3 '30.5 39.1 42,9 21.4  31.7 44,3 48.8 37.9 53.5
£ 17 Years 31.3 37.5 40.5 44.8 55.9 30.4 -42.9 45.7 48.8 35.2 10.4 35.3 27.4
“* 18 or Older 19.2 5.0 - 13.4 8.5 26.1 14.3 27.2  12.2 9.0 1.6 11.4 6.9
ETHNIC BACK- &
GROUND (N) (99) (40) (42) (67) (63) (25) (21) (70) ’(41) (122) (125) (715) (432) T
BlaCk 7508% 1500%' —-=7 8306’! 7708% 6000% 6607% 9_209% 204°q '1007% 2204% 4500% 4709% )
White 15,2 40.0 97.6 9.0 6.3 28.0 33.3 7.1 2.4 69.7 40.8 33.3 . 33.1
Spanish Surname 9.1 45,0 . 2.4 6.0 15.9 12.0 - - g?.l 15.6 36.8 20.8 18.1
Other - - - 15 - A — —~ ®— 41 - o.8 0.9
YEAR IN SCHOOL (N) (99) (39) (42) (66) (63) (24) (21) (70) (41) (122) (123) (710) (426)
Freshman 6 . lz 2 . 6% -7 -2 "'"z 4 . 27.', --oc 2 . 97.', ___oq _‘z 0 3 8% l . 57.', l . 6%
! Sophomore 23.2 501 2308 = la6 1607 - 1209 — 205 1308 907 608
" Junior 29.3 33.3 21.4 40.9 23.8 54.2 4.8 22,9 29+3  53.3  68.3 40.0 67.1
Senior 41,4 59.0 54.8 59.1 74.6 25.0- 95.2 61.4 70.7 44.3 17.1 4877 24.5
53
02
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While the VEPS-I program concentrated on youth enrollees in their
Junior year in high school, the VEPS-II program had no such concentration
requirement. As a-result and as shown in the distribution in Table 2,
representation of freshmen and sophomores is approximately the same for
both program years, while in VEPS-II somewhat fewer juniors (di = 27.1%)
and somewhat more seniors (di = 24.2%) are included. The concentration
of seniors reflects the attitude of program personnel in several cities
that the VEPS program was ideally suited for seniors about to enter the
labor force.. A majority of seniors can be found, in seven of the eleven
cities. -

.The stereotype pathology of poverty generally holds true for the VEPS
enrollees, although some differences in degree d¢ emerge (sea Appendix
Table D-1). In over one-third of the cases (37.1%), both parents lived
in the household; this is up slightly from the 36.2% found in the VEPS-I
program. In 49.7% 6f the cases, youth identified their mother as head of:-
household, down from the 54.5% found in VEPS-I. ‘S1ightly more thap one-
fourth of the heads of household (28.6%) were employed more than thirty-
five hours per week at the time of enrollment; this is down from the 31.1%
in VEPS-I; in VEPS-II, 56.0% of the heads of household were unemployed -
(54.0% in VEPS-I) and 15.4% wére Jorking part=time,  that is less than
thirty-five hours per week; this is up slightly from the 14.9% in VEPS-I.
Although the differences are not significant, VEPS-II enrollees came from
“households whose heads showed lower employment levels than those in the
VEPS-I program. Unempluyment bymthe head of household was generally higher
in the older industrial centers of the East <and. Midwest. It should be e
remembered, howéver, that employment of the head of household information
i dated, since it normally reflects the household situation during the
week immediately preceding completion of the NYC intake form. The data
are further suspect since, in the attempt to obtain directly comparable
information, the CUP monitoring teams collected employment information at
points later than the initiation of the program. -

\

. In VEPS-I less than a third of the youth (30.8%) contributed to the
support of the family through their earnings; in the VEPS-II program how-

. ever, nearly one~half (47.2%) contributed to the support of the family.

As with VEPS-I only a small minority (17.4%) of the VEPS-II youth lived
in public housing. This figure is slightly ckewed due to the varying
amounts of public housing available in the participating cities. Slightly
less than half (47.972) of the enrollees' families received any form of
public assistance, compared to a national rate of 29.9% and to the precise
same rate (47.9%Z) in VEPS-I.

3

Among the participating programs some variation in enrollee employ-

ment history does erist (see Appendix Table D-~2). 1In each of the cities
 at least half of the enrollees had previously been employed for wages,
ranging from £2.4% in Fort Worth to 97.8% in Cleveland. Overall, almost
three-quarters (74.6%) of the VEPS-II youth had previously worked; this
is substantially higher-than the 58.3% in VEPS-I and is partially accounted
for by the generally older group in VEPS-II. As with VEPS-1 only a small
number (9.3%) were employed at the time of errollment in the program.
Cleveland with 36.4% was the only city having a sizable proportion employed
| .




.at the beginning of tle program; in three cities--Eugene, Fort Worth, and
Las Vegas—~-no youth were currently employed. While only slightly more than
half (51.1%) of the VEPS-1 enrollees had worked for thirty days or 1onger,
nearly two-thirds (66.5%) of the VEPS-II youth had been employed for at *
least thirty days.

This employment history data should not be considered as reflective
of substantial or diversi.ied work experience on the part of the enrollees.
Ample evidence exists that the substantial proportion of the enrollees with
experience had obtained it through the regular NYC program in public sector
slots. Moreover, enrcllees who continued into VEPS-II from VEPS-I account
for a small percentage as well. -
The VEPS-1I program emphasized somewhat more strongly the probable
dropout criterion for youth selectioh than did the VEPS-I pilot program.
An analysis of the enrollee academic records demonstrates that some programs
were more rigorous than « thers in their selection of youth. Although aca-
* demic factors are only ore indicator of a probable dropout--others beiﬁg
attitudes, home situations, discipline problems--the experience has been
that school performance is a reasonably good basis for identifying the
drcpout prone. Some programs appear to have operationalized probable in
teras of possible. Other programs--Las Vegas is an example--selected
youth on the basis of the work station requirements and the willingness
of the employers to hire "problem'" youth. Table 3 lists the mean grade
point average and mean days absent for &outh in each of the participafing

TABLE 3

PRE-PROGR.\M MEAN GRADE POINT AVERAGES AND DAYS ABSENT
FOR VEPS ENROLLEES, BY CITY

. Academic Indicators*
¥ean- Grade Point Average Mean Days Absent

Cleveland 1.62 27
Colorado Springs 2.34 08
Eugene N.A. N.A.
Flint 1.64 28
Fort Worth 2.24 L. 24
Georgetown 1.84 18
Las Vegas 2.73 18
Pittsburgh 1.39 - 35
Pueblo - 1.87 18
Salt Lake City : 2.19 . 24
San Bernardince 2.31 11

-

*Based on a 4.0 grade point scalé; days absent were obtained by
standardizing individual city statistics. Data are based-on the 1971-
72 academic y :ar. b




AN

3

programs. The variation among programs ranges from a grade point average
of 2.73 in Las Vegas (where all youth were placed in branches of a bank)
to a 1.39 in Pittsburgh. In terms of mean days absent, the range is from

a low of eight days in Colorado Springs to a high of thirty-five in Pitts-
burgh .

Although in certain instances the evidence that the youth selected
were probable dropouts is weak, it should be also remembered that the pro-
cess of selection involved the exercise of personal judgment by the coun-
selor. In selecting youth such unquantifiable factors as personal problems,
social disability, or attitudinal disenchantment were certainly involved.
Moreover, some youth were selected solely on the basis of the potential
benefit that the youth would receive from the VEPS experience.

In summiry, the VEPS-II youth are quite comparable to those who were
involved in the VEPS-I project except for the tendency of the former to
be slightly older and more advanced in school year. The povérty pathology
is substantiated and VEPS-II youth were somewhat more prone to contribute
to the support of the family. More VEPS~II youth had had sume work experi-
ence prior to enroilment in VEPS, but this is explained by the age differ-
ential. There is no evidence to indicate that this experience took place
outside the regular NYC program. Based on academic indicators only, the
selection of probable dropouts was less evident in VEPS-II thau VEPS- I,
despite the emphasis given to probable dropouts in the guidelines.

B. Work Experience of VEPS Enrollees

Based on the VEPS-I experience, VEPS-II encouraged the placement of
youth at work sites in small or medium sized employers. Experience indi-
cated that (1) such posiwions were easier to develop than bloc placements
with large employers and (2) personal interest and supervision were greater
in the small and medium sized firms. Choice was required between situa-
tions in which the youth would receive closer supervision in the develop-
ment of good work habits and marketable skills “in the small and medium ’
sized placements, and, the possibilities for promotion that exist with large
employers. The VEPS-1I1 program opted for the former. Most job stations
were developed by the VEPS counseling staff; in cities which had run VEPS-I
programs, substantial numbers of employers carried over into VEPS-II. Negli-
gible aid was received from Chambers of Commerce and the National Alliance
of Businessmen; this was to be expected given prior.experience. The absence
of such assistance was an additional factor in the inability generally to
obtain bloes of jobs with larger employers.

. The size of employers, coritrclled by city, who participated in the
VEPS-II program is given in Table 4; size is measured in terms of the number
of full-time employees. Most work stations were with small or medium sized
employers as had been recommended; two-thirds (67.1%) were with employers
having less than twenty full-time employees, while 44.8% had fewer than :
ten.. Only 10.0% of tha employers were in the large (over 100 fulljtimé ;
empfbyees) category. The general pattern holds for most of the cities &
although some variati .s can be seen. Las Vegus is an obvious exception;
all youth were placed with the Bank of Nevada. In Cleveland, 19.8% were

»
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i , TABLE 4
. * SIZE OF VEPS F!'™LOYERS (N(UMBER OF FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES), BY CITY
' N ’ ¢ N ’
Number\of ' VEPS-II VEPS-I
Employees Clev. Col.S. Eug. Flt. Ft.W. Geor. LasV. Pitt. Pueb. SLC_ SanB. Total Total _
1?“" 26.0% 48.8%. 33?32\\ 4,94 1.6%Z 28,072 0.0%Z 14.5%7 44.47 42.67 14.27  23.7Z2°  23.07%
5-9 14.6 12.2 38.5 34.4 37.7 28.0 0.0 8.7 30.6 15.6 20.8 21.1 26.6
) 10~19: 11.5 29.3 17.9 39.3 27.9 8.0 0.0 . 29.0 5.6 16.4 32.5 22.3 14.9
20-29 15.6 4.9 0.0 16.4 18.0 8.0 0.0 20.3 2.8 4.9 13.3 11.1% 6.3
30-49 9.4 0.0 10.3 0.0 3.3 12.0 0.0 7.2 5.6 13.9 9.2 7.7 7.1
50-99 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 16.0 0.0 11.6 8.3 4.1 2.5 4.0 11.7
g
~
100 or More 19.8 4.9 0.0 1.6 11.5 0.0 100.0 8.7 2.8 2.5 7.5 10.0 10.4 i
TOTAL 100.0% 100.1%2 100.0%Z 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% ™ 99.9%  100.0% r %
((3)) (96) (41) (39) (61) (61) (25) (21) (69) (36) (122) (120) (691) (395) j
i
|
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placed with large empJoyers. At the other end of the scale, Eugene (0.0%),
Flint (1.6%), Pueblo (2.8%), and Salt Lake City (2.5%) had no or very few

employee work sites. In Pueblo four out of five work sites fell in this
category; in Eugene nine out of ten work sites had fewer than twenty
empiegees. ‘ Most program ddministrators agreed that smaller employers were
of greater benefit to the lenrollees., These~enployers often had more time

ta provide direct, personal supervision; they often took a personal inter-
est in the youth and frequently were willing to deal withgproblem situations,

in a less impersongl manner than might be found in largekorganizations;,
¥

While the data reported in Table 4 reflect only thé size of emﬁloyer
of the first work station to which a VEPS youth was assigned, it is a quite
accurate description of all VEPS work sites. While 30.8% of the enrollees

had more than ane work egéérience, these experiences weré‘almpsq always with
the same employer. .o . .

——

-

. NYC work experience has often been criticized as lacking transfera-
 bility and applicability to the private sector; the range, of experiences is

, quite limited and may, in fact, encourage work habits not consistent with
the demands of the private sector. VEPS enrollees, on the other hand, enjoyed
a wide range of experiences. Table 5 lists these experiences by general
categories. Appendix E contains a comprehensive listing of specific. job
titles held by enrollees. The general job code is based on the U.S. Bureau
"of the Census, 1970 Census of Population: Alphabetical Index of Industries

! and Occupations, which providge twelve general classlfications of~occupa-

|

|
|

tions; these were reduced to the eight shown in the Table.*

VEPS work stations were concentrated in the clerical (27.8%), service
(20.7%), and Operative (19.0%) categories. The clerical category represents
mostly secretarial, receptionist and office aide positions; as.might be
expected these were held mostly by women. Although the service category
was represented mainly by food service workers, there were a sizable number
of youth working in the child care area. Most opératives worked as mechanics
or gas station attendants. Few youth obtained positions in the professional )
or ﬁanagerial fields. This, of course, was not vnexpected given the train-
ing qualifications and experience required for these positions. Colorado
Springs (41.5%) and"$an Bernardino (35.0%) relied heavily on clerical jobs;
Flint had most (40.9%) in the service area; Pueblo had 41.7% in the operative

«”category. Cleveland and Georgetown each had heavy councentrations in the
clerical and service occupations; Salt Lake City in the clerical and opera-
tive areas. Overall the differences améng cities are not significant and

“tend to reflect the employment situation in each area. What does merge is
. the wide variety and diversity in the work stations occupied by VEPS enrol-
lees. 5 ‘e

large employer sites and a heavy:-concentration among the less-than-twenty -

.

*The twelve categories were reduced to eight in the following manner:
Farmers and Farm Managers were grouped with Managers and Administrators; Trans—
‘port Equipment Operatives were combined with Operatives; Farm Laborers and
Farm Foremen were grouped with Laborers; Private Household Workers were com~
bined with Service Workers. Apparently, no youth worked in any of the el#mi—

- nated categories. }

i
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TABI:E 5 i ’ '
B N = — - ¢ - \\\
CATEGORICAL DISTRIBUTION OF VEPS OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCES, BY CITY

-~

Occupational 4 . - : ' VEPS-II VEPS-I

Category "Clev. Col.S. Eug. Flt. Ft.W.  Geor. LasV. Pitt. Pueb. SLC SanB. Total Total
Professional 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 3.37  8.0%. 4.8%  0.0%2 0.0% 0.0%7 1.7% \ 1.0 2.2%
Managerial 0.0 0.0 E o.o“‘“o.g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 o0.7
Sales 14.6 7.3 7.7 8.2 4.9 ' 12.0, 0.0 '1§;é 5.5 10.7 15.0 - 11.1°  11.7
Clerical 22.9  41.5 12.8  22.9 * 26.2 24.0 95.2 15.9 13.9 27.9- 35.0  27.8 34.9
Craftsman 3.1 2.9 7.7 1.6 21.3 1é.o+ 0.0 0.0 . 8.3 8.2 5.8 6.5 4.8

\Bperative 12.5 7.3 25.6 . 9.8 19.8 8.0 0.0 29.0 41.7 24.6 17.5 19.0 18.3
Laborer 15.6 22.0  ;23.1 ,16.4 11.5 © 8.0 0.0 145 16.7 13.9 0.2 '13.9 18.8
Service ©31.2 17.1 23.1_ 40.9 13;r' 28.0 0.0 21.7 13.9 14.8 15.8  20.7 8.6

" ToTAL” 99.9% 100.1%  100.0% 99.8%.160.12_ 100.0% 100.0%  99.9% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

() (96)  (41) (39) (61) (61) (25« (21) - (69) (26) (122) (120) (691) - (581)
7
"
) ’ 61
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Using the U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of .Population: Alpha- ,
betical Index of Industries and Occupationl, each identifiable wdrk experi-

. ence of tlge VEPS enrollee was classified and listed. WUsing this scheme,
ninety-eight different occupational codes were necessary to cover the range
of work experiences; this compares to eighty-five in VEPS-I. Concentrations,
of cdurse, appeared in certain classifications: 104 were general clerical
workers; ninety-three were salesmen, fifty-five were general operatives;
forty-seven were food service workers, and twenty-eight were waiters or
waitresses. Such a listing does not differentiate sufficiently among the
types of experience gained by the youth. Within the ninety-eight occupational
codes, 296 dis’crete work éxperiences were identified (133 in VEPS-I). Even
this refinement-tends to mask the range and type of work experience. For
example, the Code 280 occupational category--salesman-~does not dist: nguish

- betyeen?gﬁIbé\youth in grocery stores, department stores, clothing stores,
or record stores. The mere enumeration does not permit one to appréciate
either the range of occupations or the diversity within each category.

‘ CUP monitoring teams found many instances where jobs were developed
which afforded the enrollees unusual advantage. When career interest was
clearly identified, most VEPS job developers attempted to place the youth in'
work stations clesely akin to that interest. An outstanding example was the
youth whose interest was photography. ‘This -enrollee was placed with a com=
mercial photographer and, before the end of the program, was taking portraits
for the studio. Other interesting work stations included: accountant trainee,
systems analysts, advertising, bank tellers, data processing, bookbinding,
floral acranging, moldmaking, printing and ranch management. ..
In addition to” the type of work experience, another dimension wurthy of
consideration is the number of work experiences each enrollge received. In
other words, to what extent did job placement provide exposure to a range
of work tasks for the youth? It is extremely difficult to determine the
exgct number of work experiences that an’enrollee had. Change of work station
is one indicator. Different experience in the same position would be “another.
An enrollee,working'at a filling station may pump gas, work the cash register,
service cars, do mechanical trepairs, clean up, run errands, etc. To label
this experiegge simply as gas station attendant is to understate the situa-
tion. The diffigculty in tracking the total chain of work experience forces
an enumeration of only the clearly identifiable, separate and distinct experi-
ences. The data in Table 6 provide the results of this enumeration.

Multiple work experiences wére most common in Cleveland (51.0%). Coblorado
Springs (41.5%), Flint (40.9%) and Salt Lake City (38.5%) also had numbers
, of youth with multiple work experiences. At the other end of the range, six
* cities--Georgetown (88.0%), Pueblo (83.3%), Eugene (82.1%), Las Vegas (81.0%),
Fort Worth (80.3%), and San Bernardino (79.2%)--tended toward keeping enral-
lees in a single work experience. Among all youth, 30.8%7 had more than one
work experience, down somewhat from VEPS-I (46.7%Z)., In inspecting these
data, it must be borne in mind that any one work experience might include a
variety cf exposures. Too great a reliance on these figures would leave one
with a much distorted perception of the actual range of work experlences.

2

In summary the work experience data are ndicative of several patterns.
First, job development was easiest among small «¢mployers (less than ten full~-
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"TABLE 6

«/

NUMBER OF. VEPS WORK- EXPERIENCES FOR ENROLLEES, BY C}TY

—

1

\

| VEPS~I1

Number of _ \ ] VEPS-I
Exger:f.encgs Clev.“ (;ol.S. Eug. Flt. Ft.W. Geor_. LasV. Pitt. Pue\b. S]E.C SanB. Total ToFal
© One - 49.0%7 58.5%  82.1% 59.0% 80.37 88.0% BL.0% 73.9% 83:Q? 61.57 79.2% 69.2% 5313
Tvo 42.7 36.6  17.9 "3L.1 _18.0 120 19.0  26.1 13.9%' 27.0 9.2 25.9  36.5
. Three 7.3 4.9 0.0 9.8 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 \\10.7 0.8 4.5 8.8
Four or More 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 _0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 _0.0 \9.8 0.8 0.4 1.4!
- TOTAL 100.07 100.04  100.0% 99.9% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
™ - 96) (41)  (39) (61) (61)  (25) ° (21)  (69) . (36) (125) 1200 (691 . (41)
. B . ~
: T
%
> - &
.
R
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time employees, 44.8% were in this category. !Twb-thirds (67.1%) of the
employers had less than twenty full-time employees. Second, the range of

" occupations and experiences opened to the enrollees was quite broad. The
range and type of experiences enabled VEPS to provide the enrollees a more
‘realistic exposure to the world-of-work and its opportunities than is pro-
vided by most regular NYC public sector programs. .

.

C. Generél Assessment of Prbgrammatic Impact

The guidelines contained in Field Memorandum 195-72 identified the
basic objectives of the VEPS program as: (1) reducing the high school drop-
out rate; (2) providing disadvantageﬁ students with skills enabling them,
upon graduation from high school, to move on to further education or a job
in the private sector; and '(3) helping disadvantaged students experience
achieyement and -learn the value of education and training as preparation
for the world of work. In the assessment papers prepared by CUP to provide

~DOL with a mid-program perspective for VEPS-I (January, 1972) and ?EPS-II
(May, 1973), seven outcomes weré identified as having positive or favorable
characteristics. While the assessment report of May, 1973, was wr%tten
toward the terminus of the VEPS-II program year, that report reflected only
partial and scattered data; nénetheless, the preliminary indicatioés for
VEPS-II were comparable to the preliminary assessment for VEPS-I. Since>»
the final VEPS-I report confirmed the accuracy of the preliminary assgsgment,
‘there was little reason to suspect that the VEPS-II experience would differ
substantially. ' . .

The seven outcomes that have transferability between the two program
years are: (1) a reduced tendency to drop out from school among VEPS enrol-
lees comparable to regular in-school NYC youth; (2) improved academic achieve-'
ment for VEPS enrollees; (3) improved school attendance patterns; (4) improved
disciplinary status; (5) evidence that the VEPS program had provided realistic
attitude development and growth in individual responmsibility; (6) private
sector skill development for youth not normally participants in regular school
work-experience programs; and (7) enthusiastic support for the VEPS program
among VEPS personnel. The current grant to the Center for-Urban Programs
provides for a VEPS-I longitudinal impact assessment of these preliminary
findings; the. report on that study should be available in July, 1974. .

In the analysis sections which follow, we have utilized academhc data,
job outcome information, employability patterns, and programmatic experiences
of assorted types to assess the degree to which the VEPS program achieved
the guideline ‘objectives and to test the validity of the findings in the
preliminary assessment. For ogﬁanizational purpoeses, the data. have been
organized and presented under the seven topical headings relating to the
outcomes specified above. Sincesprogrammatic objgctives can be fairly .
implied in each of these, the pertiQence of the analysis is obvious.

N\

C.1. Impact on the Dropout Rate. Data in Table 7 provide summary
disposition information for the 716 VEPS-II enrollees, and for comparative
purposes, summary outcome data for VEPS-I. Over half (53.9%) of the enrol-
lees completed the year long program. This completion rate is considerably

-
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TABLE -7 - : . J

- SUMMARY DISPOSI?;ON OF ENROLLEES, BY CITY

5 ’ -k
DISPOSITION OF ENROLLEES

Completed Completed Terminated Terminated Terminated

) City . (N) In~-School Graduated In-School D;opout Graduated
Cleveland (99) 45.5% 33.3% 5.1% 14,1% 2.02
Colorado ‘
Springs (41) 19.5 14.6 29.3 4.9 31.7 y
Eugene (42) \  26.2 21.4 23.8 19.0 9.5
Flint (67) 22.4 . 20.9 22,4 9.0 25.4
Fort® ) ) * . ’ ) ;
. Worth " (63) 22.2 42.9 27.0 0.0 7.9 -
George: . .
town < (25) . 20.0 \\%wo 60.0 12.0 0.0
Las Vegas (21) 4.8 57.1 . 19,0 0.0 19.0 .
Pitts~ . . ,
burgh (70) 28.6 45.7 11.4 11.4 2.9
Pueblo (41) 19.5 19.5° ¢« 9.8 24.4 26.8
Salt Lake . i
city (122) 23.8 20.5 35.2 9.0 11.5
San Ber- .
nardino (125) 41.6 8.0 37.6 732 5.6
VEPS-II ‘
Total (716)  ,29.0 24.9 25.1 9.9 11.0 i
VEPs-i ’ s Y l‘
Total (431) 46.9 16.2 25.1 9.7 2.1 ~
= -53-
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lower than that experienced in VEPS-I (63.1%) and in MDTA programs in Fiscal
Year 1972; .69.9% of all enrollees in MDTA programs completed the training,
including 74.0% in institutional training and 62.5% in JOP-OJT (Manpower
Report of the President, March, 1973, p. 230). Completion rates in Fiscal
Year 1971 for MDTA programs were.considerably lower. This lower completion \
rate in VEPS-II can be attributed to one factor: de-emphasis on rising
Juniors as a criterion for selection. - As has already been noted, substan-
tially more seniors participated in the VEPS-II program. The variance
between the two VEPS .groups:in completion rates rests entirely upon termina-
tors who remained in school and graduated. Thus, in overall terms, the
selection of seniors coupled with a higher proclivity toward termination
amcng seniors accounts for the variance between the two program groups. To
bolster this interpretation, other data in the Table may be used. Termina-
tions who remained in school compare exactly with the VEPS-I experience,

and dropout rates are also quite similar (9.9% in VEPS-II and 9.7% in VEPS-I).

Program completion rates were highest in Cleveland (78.8%) and Pitts-
burgh (74.3%) and lowest in Georgetown (28. 0%), Golorado Springs (34. 1%) and
Pueblo (39.0%). In only four of thé eleven cities did a majority of youth
complete the program. Seventy-one youth dropped out of school; these youth
represent 9,97 of the total VEPS-1I enrollees and 21.57 of terminatioms, .
compared to 9.7% of the VEPS-I enrcllees and 26.4% of the terminations.

The highest proportion of dropouts were in Pueblo, Eugene and Cleveland, no
youth dropped out in either Fort Worth or Las Vegas .

As we noted in the final report on the VEPS-I program, It is difficult
to assess with a strong degree of confidence the impact of VEPS upon drop-
out rates. The lack of empirical information, baseline data, or precise
dropout figures for given years in school makes a comparative assessment
impossible. The longitudinal study of the VEPS-I program which employs a con-
trol group should help to establish a meaningful indicator. Given the VEPS
target population--probable high school dropouts--the rate of 9.9% can be
interpreted in a favorable light. The comparability of this figure with
the 9.7% in VEPS-I is also not without significance. Based on interpretation
of available information reported in the VEPS-I final report, we conclude
that, at worst, the dropout rate in the VEPS program i{s equal to or less
than the rate for school populations as a whole and can only be interpreted
as a substantial, qualitative improvement ¥hose exact dimensions remain
unknown.

C.2. Impact on Academic Performance. The counseling and remedia-
tion components of the VEPS design were partially intended tc demonsirate tne
value of a sound high school preparation for the world of work. Effactive
' counseling, it was thought, would result in improved grade performance among
the enrollees. Since one of the indicators most commonly used in selecting

probable dropouts was grade point average, substantial improvements were
expected. This thought rested on the assumption that poor academic perfor-
mance was a symptom of attitude and not actual ability. In Table 8, mean
grade point averages were provided for beginning «nrollees for the 1971-72
school year (indicative of pre-program perf-rmarce levels) and fer VEPS
completers for the 1971-72 school year and th-~ 1972-73 school year. No
data are available for the enrollees in Eugene. Data reflect only those
enrollees for whom complete academic information is available.
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TABLE 8

MEAN GRADE POINT AVERAGES FOR 1971-72
AND 1972-73, BY CITY*

X G.P.A. (1971-72) X G.P.A. (1972-?3) -
All 'é:ﬁpleters Completers G.P.A.
City - Enrollees  (N) Only () Only Change
Cleveland - 1.62 (95) 1.6é (77)  2.30 ‘ +0.62 )
Colorado ) -
Springs - 2.34 . (35)  2.43 (14)  2.44 +0.01
Flint 1.64 (67)  1.73 ' (29) 191  +0.18
Fort Worth .  2.24 (62)  2.49 (37)  2.34, ~0.14
Georgetown 1.84 (22) 2.16 (6) 2.13 -0.03
+ Las Vegas 2.73 (19) 2.ag\~ (8)  2.58 +0.10
Pitesburgh 1.39 (63)  1.52 (52) 1.97 +0.45 |
Pueblo 1.87 - (27)  2.01 10) 2.07 +0.06
_Salt Lake !
City 2.19 . (118) 255 (54) 2.71 +0.16-

San Bernar- ) .
dino 2.31 (105) 2.41 (59) 2.44 +0.03

*No data available for Eugene.
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The impact of VEPS~II upon the grade point averages of completers is}
o generally positivc, but not nearly as dramatic as might be expected or
desired; substantial improvement did occur in Cleveland and Pittsburgh.
While averages rose I¢wail but two cities, most of the.change is marginal
.- in terms of the individual-gxitfram mean. It should be noted that, with
% the exception of Las Vegas, mean grade point averages of completers are
. higher than the mean for the total group of enrollees. As an overall indi-
L cator, the mean grade point change per completer in VEPS-II was +0.24; the
comparable figure for VEPS-I was 4+0.237. The difference is suggestive of
a conscant program impact upon enrollee academic performance that is slighti
but positive.

< While indicators of overall change are useful, the impact of the program
-~ =san be measured and assessed more directly in two ways:  enumerating the  °
.numbers of youth whosc grade point rose or fell absolutely and classifying
that distribution among categories of degree. Such information is provided

in Table 9.-

-

The use of the direction and degree of change indicators reveals a

somewhat more favorable impact. Students whose grade point average rose

, exceeded those whose average declined by a ratio of nearly two to one.
Substantial majorities of youth in Cleveland, Colorado Springs, Georgetown,
Las Vegas and Fittsburgh improved their averages. 1In no city did a majority
decline, although a plurality declined in Fort Worth; the youth are evenly
divided in Pueblo. In terms of degree of change, a near majority (46.7%)
!mproved at least +0.26 grade points or better compared to 23.9% who declined
~0.26 or more, a ratio of two to one. The ratio between opposite categories
of the degree of change scale also reveals a ratio of two to one. Moreover,
this distribution is quite comparable to the distribution found in the
VEPS-I program. Thus, when wean grade point change, direction of change and
degree of change are examined, the data consistently reveal a skewness
toward improvement at a ratio of approximately two to one, a distribution
which confirms estimated- programmatic impact upon academic performance for

- VEPS-1. .

C.3. Impact on Attendance in School. As with grade point averages,
an implicit goal of the VEPS program was improved attendance patterns among
enrollees. Attendance is commonly viewed as an indicator of student interest
and attituce and is usually posited as having a positive correlation with
academic performance. 7The data from VEPS-II (confirming that found in VEPS-I)
do not supporf this contention; academic performance and attendance are not
significantly related phenomena. Some distortion exists within the attendance
data due to the varying tecfiniques used by school systems in determining
and reporting absences; the distortion occurs in the attempt to standardize
attendance facto.s in terms of days absent. Some systems report absences
in terms of days, others in class periods; it is not uncommon in some systems
to report students as present (while their presence can be questioned) in
order to increase per pupil daily attendance to qualify for increased state
aid. It is our belief that, insofar as possible, these distortions have
been minimized in the data presented here, although the reader ic cautioned
nst to place excessive faith in the data.
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TABLE 9 = /
- :

DIRECTION AND DEGREE OF GRADE POINT 'CHANGE FOR COMPLETERS, BY CITY

Grade Point

A\l b .
/1 . ; ) VEPS-II VEPS-I
Clev. Col.S. Flt. Ft.W. Geor. LasV. Pitt., Pueb.

Change Indicator SLC SanB. Total Total
DIRECTION OF CHANGE (N) (78) (14) (29) (37 (6) (8) (52) (10) (54) (59) (347) (254)
Up . 75.6%  71.47% 58.7% 29.7% 66.7% 75.0% 69.2% 50.07% 59.3% 59.5% 62.07% 61.5%

— . Same - ’7.7 0.0 3:4 24.3 0.0 12.5 5.8 0.0 1.9 0.0 6.0 3.1
Dow;\ 28.6 3%.9 45.9 ’ 33.3 12.5 “25.0 50.0 38.8 40.7 32.0 35.4

DEGREE OF CHANGE

+1.26 or more

16.7

6.9%  5.4%

*+0.76 to 1.25 23.1 0.0  10.3 13.5 0.0 0.0 231 0.0 11.1 10.2 144 12,2
3 )
- +0.26 w0 0.75 16.7 21.4 20.7 10.8 ¥ 5G.0 50.0 21.2 40.0 29.6 28.8 23.4 * 26.8
+0.25 to -0.25 24.3 50.0 38.0 21.6 16.7 - 37.5 17.3 40:0 33.3 37.2 29.4 28.3
-0.26 to -0.75 6.4 21.4 20.7 18.9 0.0 0.0 15. 4 i0.0 18.5 11.9 13.5 13.4
-0.76 to -1.25 5.1 0.0 3.4 3\21.6 33.3 12.5 1.9 10.0 5.6 10.2 7.8 7.5
. ‘ /.
“ -1.26 or more 2.6 7.2 0.0 | 8.1 0.0 0.0 / 3.8 0.0 0.0 1.7 2.6 2.8
\ /
Kl /
; i /
[
/
; /




When the data are controlled for city, the impact upon attendance is
not great. Overall, absences per enrollee declined by less than one full-
day (0.85); in VEPS-I the comparable statistic is 1.44 days. In five of
the ten cities attendance patterns improved, and in five cities attendance /
patterns deterjorated; however, the degree of change is slight. See Appe dix
Table D-3. 1Ixu PueblQ and Fort Worth, enrollees averaged an improvement
of seven days, while in Flint the enrollees averaged a deterioration of, four
days; in all other cities the difference between 1971-72 and 1972-73 aftendance
varied plus or minus three days or less. An objective interpretatiog¢of

these data force the conclusion that the VEPS impact was non-existent in terms
of attendance. .7

To further test this attendance outcome,/data were contfgllea for both
direction and degree of change to determine,/f any meaningful iﬁpact was

being nasked through use of aggregate data and measures of central tendency.
The distribution may te found in Table 10. Less than half of, the VEPS
completers (48.8%) improved in attendance, although this congtitutes a
plurality of the youth. Some variation exists among the cities, but the
distributions are not significant. The outcome data on atténdance are also
quite similar to that found in VEPS-I, which is again suggéstive of a con~-
stant impact factor for the program upon enrollees that is slight, butwggfiﬁiye

When the data are controlled for degree of change, the»géﬁé?;i pattern—_ .
resembles a normal curve; opposite points on the scale are approximately
equal in value. Overall, 34.1% showed some improvement (+4 or more days
attended), 32.8% showed no marked change (+3 to -3 days), and 33.1% demon-
strated some decline (-4 or more days attended). Compared to VEPS-I, while
there was less improvement in VEPS-II, there was also less decline; thus,
the attendance pattern for VEPS-I1 shows somewhat more stability over the
two year comparison.

These data demonstrate that attendance cannot be improved through a
VEPS program acting alone. Conversations with counselors and enrollees
prought out the observation that youth are "turned off school" for a variety
of reasons; many counselors found that the youth were pror~ to skip school
in favor of going to work, and where a no-school-no-work rile was not enforced,
the tendency was for absences to increase. One might speculate that attend-
ance in school is a function of individual enreollee attitude and situation
which are amenable to intencive counseling. However, even where codnsexing
compornents were above average, little impact can be observed. Attendance
patterns, as a consequerce, can only be judged as being influenced by factors
other than counseling.

C.4. Iwmproved Disciplinary Status. As was the case with VLPS-I,
specific data on instances of disciplinary action are not available for
tabulation, either for the baseline period of the 1971-72 academic year or
the 1972-73 VEPS year. 1In some cities records of such action are not a
part of the permanent student file; in others the .nformaztion could not
or would not be released or was scattered in several locations. Consequently,
the CUP monitering teams were forced to rely on cuunselor reports of indi-
vidual cases and to dr.w such conclusions as nigh:. be possible from that
partial information.




DIRECTION AND”DEGREE OF ATTENDANCE CHANGE FOR VEPS COMPLETERS, BY CITY

o B

i
Attendance Change

SLC

VEPS~-TI

Total

DIRECTION OF CHANGE

DEGREE OF CHANGE

+10 days or more
+4 to +9 days
+3 to ~3 days
~4 to. -9 d;§s

-10 days or more

(93}

(29)
51.7%
3.4

44.8

" 13.8%

17.2

12.5 ~-48.3-

6.9

13.8

(293) .
48.8%
6.5

44.7

18.8%
15.3
32.8
14.3

18.8
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In all programs where other programmatic indicators suggested reliability
of counselor reports, the general pre-VEPS condition‘was about what one would
expect given the fact that etirollees were probable drop-outs—--above average
numbers of suspensions, transfers, inter-student conflicts, and confronta-
tions with instructional perscnnel. The incidence of such problems appears
to have been somewhat less frequent in VEPS-II than it had been in VEPS-I,
probably due to the higher proportion of seniors among the anrollees. Over
the course of the program only two known instances of police involvement
took place, both having to do with drug related offenses. In several cases
employers made thinly veiled charges that a youth employee had stolen either
money or material from the worksite, but in no case could the fact be demon-
strated and no charges were filed. Youth invelved in these situations were
?gually transferred to another worksite, and in no case was moré than one
accusation made against any one youth. Suspensions from school cccurred with
a slightly higher frequency, although these cases generally involved inter-
student confrontations rather than student-school personnel incidents. No
evidence was obtained that would indicate any serious confrontations between

"VEPS enrollees and school system personnel.

On the contrary, in the opinion of VEPS ccunseling staffs and the small
number of teachers with whom the monitoring teams came in contact, the im-
pression was consistent that substantial improvement in behavior and attitude.
had occurred among VEPS enrolless. Conversations with enrollees indicated
that a latent function of VEPS was to demonsirate to the youth that both
NYC and school personnel were interested in their welfare and were willing
to help. It should be rememwbered, however, that this improved attitude did
not carry over into markedly improved academic performance and attendance.
While many youth remained skeptical of the educaticnal process, contact
with the VEPS program evidentally was .instrumental in reducing both the
direction and iptensity cf anti-school attitudes. Parents also indicated
that the program had had cobservable effects upon their children; VEPS also

provided an avenue for entry intc the school system for parents with questions

or problems about their childrzn and the school.

The information presented above is admittedly scanty, impressionistic,
and probably unreliable in some instances. Admittedly alsoy some problems
of discipline and suspension did occur. But the impression’is clear and the
opinion widespread that youth who participated in the VEPS program did
experience marked behavioral and attitudinzl change for the better and that
such change was reflected in an observable decrease in disciplinary actioms.

C.5. Continued Private Sector Employment. Of equal or perhaps
greater importance than academic improvemen., a major VEPS objective was to
provide a mechanism by which youth enrollees would, upon completion ¢f the
program, be retained full time by the private sector employers. For non- 4
seniors, it was hoped that full time private sector employment would be

" found for the summer following the VEPS program, part time work during the

senior year, and full time employment upon graduation. Other programmatic
objectives--skill development and the maturation of realistic attitudes
about school and the world of work--can be rel.ted to this objective. Youth
who do mature and do develop skills are more 1i% *; to be retained by an ™
employer or be able to secure other private se tor employment. Table 11
provides data on final disposition of the VEPS completers--what happened to
them upon termination of the VEPS year, :

i

e
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— o ‘ TABLE 11

2 FINAL DISPOSITION OF VEPS COMPLETERS, BY CITY
1 ° »
i
\

-

) , VEPS~II VEPS-I
Final Disposition Clev. Col.S. Eug. Flt. Ft.W. Geor. LasV. Pitt. Pueb. SLC SanB. Total Total

5 M)  (78) (1) . (19) (29) ~ (41) (7} (@3)  (52) (16) (54) (61) (381)  (258)
Remained at VEPS ~ _

Employer 69.2% 81.87  42.1% 65.5% 46.3%7 57.1% 92.3% 84.6% 50.07 66.7% 82.07 69.0%7  37.2%
Other Private o ' .

Sector Work 2.6 9.1  10.5 3.4 4.9 28.6 0.0 3.8 0.0 16.7 49 6.3 4.3
Higher Education 10.3 0.0 0.0 10.3 17.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 .0 6.6 6.0 6.2
Returned to NYC 1.3 0.0  26.3 0.0 17.1 14.3 0.0 3.8 12.5 .9 4.9  5-5  20.9
Military 3.8 0.0 0.0 3.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 19 125 o0 1.6  2-4 2.3

ot Working ©  12.8 9.1  15.8 17.2 9.8 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 348 0.0 8.4 4.3
Other 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 5.8 188 1.9 0.0 2.4  24.8%

*Includes all VEPS-I youth who were carried over into VEPS-II, 22.9% of the total; only 1.9% should be read as
"other."
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The extensive success of the VEPS-II program in attaining its employ~-
. ment objectives is clearly discernible from the data. Over two-thirds (69. ,0%) —
- found full time private sector employment at the VEPS work station while an
E additional 6.3% found other private sector employment. This rate of 75.3%
placement among completers is substantially higher than the 41.5% rate for
the VEPS-X program. Substantially fewer completers returned to NYC and
somevhat more were unemployed compared to VEPS-I, but both figures are largely
a function of the higher incidence of seniors in VEPS-II. Although a higher
. proportion of the VEPS-II enrollees were seniors, the proportion going on
"to higher education is slightly less than that recorded among VEPS-I enrollees.
Internal variations among cities are not significant.

Favorable programmatic outcomes (private sector, higher education, and
military service) constitute 83.7% of the completers, compared to 50.0%
of the VEPS-I enrollees. The private sector retention rate and the _favor-
able outcome rate are undeniable indicators of programmatic impact. While
the effect upon school related variables is slightly positive, the proof of
.the employment potential of ‘the VEPS program is amply demonstrated by the
data; it can only lead to the conclusion that VEPS is a significant modality
for facilitating the movement of youth into the privaté sector. A further
test of this potency is provided in Section C.6. below.

C.6. Facilitated the Transition from School to the Work Force.
The most direct test of the ability of the VEPS program to provide an expedi-
tious means for facilitating the transition of high school students into the
full-time work force is through an analysis of seniors who completed the pro-
gram. The high unemployment rate among recent high school graduates, and teen-
2 . agers generally, is well documented. VEPS was intended to be a partial remedy ¢
for the problems facéd by this group in moving into the full-time labor force.

Slightly less than one-quarter (24.5%) of the VEPS-I enrollees were
- seniors; in VEPS-II, however, 48.7% the original group of enrollees were \
seniors. Thus, the incidence of seniors was nearly double that of the first
VEPS program. Of the 346 seniors who started the program, 204 completed
(59.0%) and 179 graduated (51.7%). The graduation rate among gompleters was
87.7%.

! .
Of the 179 seniors who completed and graduated, 106 (59.2%) were ‘tetained

at the private sector VEPS work site; fifteen (8.4%) found other private
sector work; and seven (3.9%) were employed full-time in the public seccor.

The full-time employed rate among the 179 seniurs, then, was a highly
respectable 71.5%, compared to 56.17 in the VEPS-I program. Substantially . 2t
fewer graduating seniors (9.5%) in VEPS-II went on to higher education; in )
VEPS-I over a quarter (28.07%) sought 2dditional education. Another 4.5% of

the VEPS-II youth joined the military (5.3% in VEPS-I) and 2.8% became house-
wives (5.3% in VEPS-I). Nineteen of the youth (10.6%) were not working, com—
pared to an unemployment rate of 5.3% in VEPS~I. Two youth (1.1%) could not

be accounted for.

In terms of favorable outcomes, therefore, when frequencies for full-
time employment, higher education and military are combined, 85.5% of the,



i youth experiencéd a satisfactory programmatic outcome; no connotation is
. given to those who became married. This compares to an coverall success
l " score of 89.4% for VEPS-I. In both program years, then,.the ability of ‘
the VEPS program to provide transitional means for movement from school
"into the {ull-time work force is amply demonstrated.

_ C.7. NYC and School System Personnel Opinions of VEPS. Enthusi- *
astic support for the VEPS concept exists among all those programs opera- )
ting over the past two years. In addition, other NYC programs in states or
regions having a VEPS experiment have sought information, guidance, and
operational authorizations to begin VEPS. The VEPS concept has bezn sup-

R ported by local prime sponsors and comprehensive planning agenciass of all
sorts. Authorizations for VEPS appear in a number of state plans including
Michigan, Utah, Nevada, Oregon, and California. As of February, 1974, CUP
had been contacted by representatives of state agencies from Indiana, Ohio,
Scuth Dakota, Missouri, and Illinois. National meetings of NYC directors,
professional guidance counselors, and other professional associations have
devoted panels and discussions to the VEPS approach, and in each instance
the reaction.has been highly favorable.

g
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Each of the program components--recrultment, counseling, guidance,
career exploration, job development, cost sharing incentives--have been
individually ‘and collectively praised as a vehicle for surmounting many
of the opétational difficulties confronting public sector-only NYC programs,
Las Vegas, ‘for example, plans to allocate one-half of the NYC program to
VEPS; many program directors have indicated a willingness to make VEPS the
stan&ard NYC program, using public sector work sites only when they.consti-
tute meaningful experiences with opportunity for full—-time employment. -—

~.

™~
"The most common opinion of VEPS personnel is that this program provides

a coherent, total and effective approach to solving the problems of teenage
unemployment among disadvantaged groups. The combination of public and
private work sites, a counseling package, and adequate resources has, in

. their opinion, provided the opportunity for a comprehénsive review of the
philosophy and thrust of the NYC program generally.

D. Analysis of Completers and Terminators

*hn vy

+ "0f the 716 youth enrolled in the VEPS-II program, 386 (53.9%) completed
N the full year program, and 330 (46.0%) terminated. While the completion
_rate for VEPS-II is nine percentage points below that/of VEPS-I, part of
.this can be attributed to the fact that sponsors of YEPS-II programs were
allowed to replace eniollees as they termianated. se replacements often
terminated as well, and thus the overall termination\rate went up. As a
summary, it can be noted that males were more likely to complete the program
than were females. This represents the reverse of the VEPS-I program. Enrol-
lees seventeen ars of age or olaer completed at a higher rate than did
younger vouth. lacks completed at a higher rate than did other ethnic groups.
In genéral,_en: ~es vho finished the program had more formal education than
did those who te. .inated. Table 14 presents selected demographic character-
istics for the universe, completers, and terminators. The same information
controlled for city can be found in the Appendix (Table D-4).

’
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TABLE 12

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VEPS
UNIVERSE, COMPLETERS, AND TERMINATORS

Demographic A .
Characteristics Universe Complaters Terminators
SEX (N) (716) (386) " (330)
Male 52.12 53.17% K 50.9%
- Female . L4 47 o9 46 o9 : 49 o:!-
AGE . (N)- (709) - (383) (326)
15 or--younger 15.4% 13.3% 17.8%
16 years 37.9 . - 37.9 38.0
17 years 35.3 37.1 33.1 ‘
18 or older 11.4 11.7 11.0
ETHNIC BACKGROUND/// a (715) (386) (329)
Black _ 45.0% 50.5% 38.6%
White - 33.3 30.8 36.2
Spanish Surname 20.8 18.1 24.0
Other - 0.8 0.5 1.2
SCHOOL YEAR . ) (710) - (386) (324)
Freshman 1.5% 1.6% 1.5%
Sophomore 9,7 9.1 10.5
Junior 40.0 36.5 44,1
Senior 48.7 52.8 43.8

=64 39
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Of. the 386 youth who completed VEPS-II, 53.1% were male. Of the 330
youth who terminated, 50.9% were male. In other words, males were more
likely to complete the program than were ie¢males. For males the completion
rate was 55.2%Z; for females the rate wac 52.8%. Inter-city comparisons
follow the same general pattern but do show some differences. In Cleveland,
Eugene, Georgetown, and Pittsburgh, females were more likely to complete.

However, only in Georgetown is there a major deviation from the general -
trend. . )

] -

»

) Age comparigdns also exhibit only marginal differences. While virtuall§
the same propopfion’of completers and terminators are age sixteen (37.9% and
38.0%), those dver sixteen account. for 48.8% of completers but only 44.1% of
' the terminatorg. The completion rate. for youth over sixteen is 56.5% while .
- for those unde? sixteen it is 46.8%. /This would indicate a better chance
for older youth to complete the program. . The tendency for younger youth to
texminate is most ¢vident in Eugene and San Bernardino. :

!

As in the case of the VEPS-I, ethnic background is a more distriminatory
factor than either age or sex in comparing completions and terminAtions. As
Table 12 indicates, blacks are more likely to complete than whitgs or those
with Spanish surnames. While blacks comprise 45.0% of” the univérse, they
account for just over half (50.5%) of the completions but only 38.6%Jof the
terminations. The completion rat€ among blacks was-60.8%, a gll ten per-
ceritage points above whites (50.0%). For those with Spanish/suriydmes the

completion rate was 47.0%
. '

Enrollees who had completed tA:::(hunior yéar had the highe¢st rate of
completion (59.0%). However, a rather strange phenomencn appears when dis-
cussing other enrollees: among those in their junior year, only 49.6% com-
pleted the program, while for those with less schooling the combletion rate
was 51.3%. (It must pe remembered, however, that only 10% of all enrollees
fall in this latter category.) Among completers, 52.8% were in their senior
year; among terminators, 43.8%Z were in their last year of high school. City
comparisons show much the same pattern.

Enrollees who completed the program were likely to be single and live
in female headed households in which there was substantial unemployment.
Over half contributed to the support of their family and received some form
of public assistance (53.5% and 51.3%). Less than one~-fifth (19.5%) live
in public housing. Terminators are also likely to be single and live in
female-headed households with substantial unemployment. However, »-.ong
terminators there is a greater incidence of full~time employment by the family
head. Terminators are less likely than completers to contribute to the sup-
port of the family, to live in public housing or to receive any form of
welfare. Table 13 presents these characteristics in greater detall; Appendix
Table D-5 contains similar data controlled by city.

Almost half (49.7%) of all enrollees, live in households headed by the
youth's mother; no difference appears when contyolling for completion or
termination. Among those who live with both parents or with their father,




TABLE 13

SELECTED FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VEPS
UNIVERSE, COMPLETERS, "AND TERMINATORS

Family .

Characteristics Universe Completers quﬁinators

MARITAL STATUS () (662) - (367) " (295)
Single 98.52 99.5% 97.3% .,
Married 1.4 0.5 2.4
Divorced 0.1 0.0 0.1

LIVES WITH' (f? . (606) (343) (263)

Both Parents
‘Father
Mother
Guardian
Other

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

. 37.1% 38.2% - 35.7%
3.0 3.5 2.3
49.7 %9.9 49.4
5.3 4.4 6.%,///f
4.9 4.1 67
) . {620) (350) - €270)

Father
Mother
Other

EMPLOYMENT OF HEAD

39.8% 42.0% 37.0%

49.7 49.4 50.0

10.6 8.6 13.0
™), (553) (303) (250)

'Full-time

35 hours or less

Unemployed

CONTRIBUTES TO

28.6% 26.17% 31.6%
15.4 16.2 14.4
56.0 57.8 54.0

FAMILY

SUPPORT

Yes
No

PUBLIC HOUSING

Yes
No

WELFARE ASSISTANCE

G (536) (299) (237)

47.2%
52.8

53.2%
46.8

39.7%
60.3
™) (534) (297) (237)
17.4%
82.6

19.5%
80.5

14.8%
85.2

A S
“¥Yes
No

) . (662) (359) (303) .
47.9% 51.3% 43.9%
52.1 48.7 56.1
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there is a slightly increased rate of completion. Among completers, 42.0%
came from households headed by the father; among terminators only 37.0%
lived with their father. Unemployment and part-time employment (less than
35 hours a week) both were lower among cerminators than afiong completers.
Full-time family employment was higher among términato¥s than amony comple-
ters (31.6% to 26.1%). Part-time employment shows just the reverse; 14.4%
among terminators, 16.5% among completers. The family head was employed
(part or full-time) in 42.3% of completion cases and in 46.0% of termination
cases. \ Unemployment was substantial; 57.8% among completers, 54.0% among
terminators. Given this high rate of unemploywment, plus the. fact that 52.1%
of all enrollees received no form of welfare assistance, it is somewhat .
surprising that the program completion rate was as high as it was.

Also given the high rate of unemployment, it is surprising that less
than half of the youth contribute to the support of their family. When coh-
trolled for program disposition, completers were more likely to contribute
support than were terminators. Part of this may be explained by the fact‘
of substantial unemployment .in many areas studied (thus offering the youth

" fewer opportunities for part-time work), another part of the explanation
may be that some youth are already trapped by the "culture of poverty' and
thus have alreéady given.up on the world of work.

Given the extent of un- and underemployment it might be expected that
many ‘enrollees would reside in public housing. (Among completers it is 19.5%;
among terminators, 14.8%). The explanation lies im the availability of
public housing; many of the cities studied had little or no public housing.

Again given the fact that 56.0% of household Heads were unemployed, it is
somewhat surprising that only 47.97 of these households received any form of
welfare assistance.

o Among all youth in the VEPL-II program, 74,67 had some previous work
experience. When controlling for program disposition the figure is exactly
the same; 75.67 of completers and 74.67 of terminaEbfé had previously worked.
Table 14 presents this data for all enrollees, for completers and for ter-
minators. While many enrollees had work experience, few were employed at
the time of énrolling for the VEPS-II program year. Substantially more youth
who completed the program were employed at the time of enrollment than were
youth who terminated; 12.17 to 5.6%. This may partially be explained by the
fact that in a number of cities (e.g., Flint and Pittsburgh) youth who com-
pleted VEPS-I were carried over into the second year program. Although we
have no precise flgures to offer, interviews with program sponsors and coun-
selors leads us to believe that much of the previou; work experience was in
a regular NYC public sector job. Just under two-th.rds (66.1%) of those who
completed amthjust over two-thirds (67.2%) of those who terminatad, had held
a job for thirty days or more previous to VEPS. In terms of previous employ-

“.ment history, .there is little difference between completers and terminators.

tWhile a larger percentage of completers were working at the time of
enrollment, this is at least partially explalinéd by the fact that some cities

-
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TABLE 14

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS OF THE  VEPS
UNIVERSE, COMPLETERS, AND TERMINATORS

Y

i
Employment
History Universe Completers Terminators

¢

EVER WORKED ) (622) (350) (272)

»

Yes 74. 6% Y 74, 74 .6%
No 25.4 . 25.4

PRESENTLY - WORKING (561) (248)

Yes 9.3%
No 62.6
Never Worked 28,2

HELD A JOB OVER 30 DAYS . (583)

Yes " 66.
No ! .
Never Worked 27.
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TABLE 15

VEPS WORK EXPERIENCE FOR THE VEPS
UNIVERSE, COMPLETERS, AND TERMINATORS

+ VEPS Work
Experience

Universe Completers Terminators

SIZE OF EMPLOYER

1-4

5-9 -

10-19

20-29

30-49

- 50-99
100 plus

TYPE OF WORK EXPERIENCE

) (691)

23.7% 21.3% 26.7%

21.1 18.5 24.4

22.3 22.6 21.8

\ 11.1 12.8 9.1
7.7 7.5 7.8

4.0 4.9 2.9

10.0 12.2 7.2

m - (716) (386) (330)

Professional

Manager
Sales
Clerical
Craftsma
Operativ
Laborer
Service

NUMBER OF WORK EXPERI- °

o\

e

Never Workzd in VEPS

1.0% 1.0% . . - .0.9% .
0.0 0.0 0.0
10.7 12.4 8.8
26.8 29.5 23 6
6.3 5.2 .6
18.3 19.4 .0
- 13.4 13.2 .6
20.0 18.6 .5
3.5 0.5 .0

ENCES

One
Two

(691) (384)

)
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9
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carried youth over from VEPS-I into VEPS-II. (See Appendix Table D~6).

Flint (51.7%), Fort Worth (51.2%) and Salt Lake City (56.8%) were the only -
cities in which less than 60% of the completers had some previous work experi-
ence. In seven cities (Flint, Fort Worth, Georgetown, Pittsburgh, Pueblo,
Salt Lake City and San Bernardino) a higher percentage of terminators than
completers had previous work experience. Eugene and Las Vegas present cases
slightly different from the others. In Eugene 72.7% of the completérs had
previously worked while only 43.8% of the terminators had; in Las Vegas 69,57
of the completers and only 42.9% of the terminators had ever held a job. 1In
Eugene, Fort Worth and Las Vegas no enrollee was working at the time VEPS-II
began. Also, in these three cities plus Pueblo, all youth who had job experi~
ence had held a job for thirty days.

Table 15 presents information on the size of the VEPS-II work site and
the type of training received by the érrollees. As can be seen, most job
sites were quite small: 23.7% had less than five employees; 44.8% less than
ten; and 67.1% less than twenty. Among completers 62.4% worked at sites
having fewe than twenty employees; among terminators 72.9% fell in that .
category. Although there were few enrollees at large job sites, the comple-
tion rate is slightly better at these locations. While only 10% of enrollgés
were at sites having 100 or more employees; 12.2% gf the completers were At
such sites. In the 50-99 employees category, 4.0% of all youth held jobs;
among completers 4.97 were at these sites. Since less than one in seven
youth held jobs at siteswith fifty or more employees, no conclusion should
be drawn about site size and completion rate. Counselors insist that the
smaller the job site, the sreater the probability of success. What appears
is that most jobs were developed with small employers; it is highest in the
under five (23.7%) full-time employees category. The highest rate of terminpa-
tors (26.7%) is also found in that category.” The rate of completion; does not
seem to be statistically related to the number of employees. 'hile more jobs
were developed with small employers (and in many cities, it was easier), the
rate of success is not dependent on job size. l

. K _—

Work experience for completers does not differ significantly from non-
completers; a few more completersgz#re found in the clerical and sales cate-
gory; a few more terminators had service jobs, but the differences are not
statisticaily significant. Most (69.2%) youthOZZg,only one work experience;

»

25.9% had two and 4.97 three or more different wgrk experiences. Completers
-were a bit more likely to have moie than one wotk experience. More than a
third (,6.0%) had two or more work experiences; only a fourth (24.4%) of
terminators had more than one wcrk experience. While there is nu statistical
evidence ‘to suggest that having more than one work ‘experience increases pro-
gram completion, differences between completers and non-completers on this
scale indicatesthat having more than one work experience could be a favorable
factor. e .

It was hoped that the VEPS experience would have a favorable impact ugék
enrollee a.ademic performance., To a limited degree such was the case. Table
16 tndicates that 62.0% of c6§pleters improved their grade point average,
while only 50.8% of termipators improved. At the other end, 32.0% of completers

-~
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TABLE 16

ACADEMIC IME*IT DATA ON THE .VEPS
- UNIVERSE, COMPLETERS, AND TERMINATORS

Academic \
Indicator Univetse Completers Terminators
G.P.A. CHANGE ) (542) (347) T (195)
Up \\\\ 57.9% 62.0% 50.8%
. Same i ) - 6.3 6.0 6.7
Down ) 35.8 32.0 42.6
SUMMARY SCALE )] (542) - . (347) (195)
_ +1.26 or better - 6.6 8.9% 2,6%
+0.76 to +1.25 14.% 14.4 14.9
+0.26 to +¥0.75 - 21.9 23.3 ~ 18.5
+0.25 to -0.25 . 31.2 29.3 34.4
. ¢ =0.26 to=0775 — 16 13.5 -17.4
~0.76 to -1.25 . 7.9 7.8 8.2
~1.26 or worses -, 3.1 2.6 4.1
ATTENDANCE @)L etEs0) - (293) T T (RAIY T
Up ) 47.9% 48.8% 46.2%
Saine 7.9 6.5 10.9
. . . 42,
; Down A 45 1. \ 44,7 2
SUMMARY SCALE ) (440) (293) (147) .
. +10 days or more ’ lq.iZ 18.8% 19.7%
+4 to +9 days 14.8 15.3 13.6
+3 to =3 days . 33.4 32.8 34.7
- ~4 to -9 days . T14.1 14.3~———— 13.6

~-10 days or more 18.6 18.8 . 18.4




declined in grade point average, but 42.6%Z of terminators declined. This

was a slight improvement over the VEPS~I program experience. The highest

rate of improvement among completers was in Cleveland where 75.67% improved

academically. Colorado Springs, Genrgetown, Las Vegas and Pittsburgh each
. had two-thirds or iore completers improve G.P.A. Every city had at least
' _half of the completers improving. ®dramatic improvement (+1.26 or better)

. . occurred among 8.9% of those who finished the program. Most of these youth
were in Cleveland and Pittsburgh. In fact 83.9% of completers who achieved
this degree of improvement come from thess two cities. Both of these ¢ities
followed the program guidelines very closely. The point made in the VEPS-I °
report bears repeating here: improvement in grade point average demonstrates
that given intensive counseling and supervision, VEPS can be a very success-
ful program. Overall 46.7% of all completers improved academic performance
by ore quarter of a grade point or better, while only_.23.9% declined a quarter
point or more. Among terminators 36.8% improved and 28.77% declined by one
quarter of a point or more. In Colorado Springs (60.0%), Fort Worth (63.6%),

s Las Vegas (66.7%) and San Bernardino (53.8%Z) more terminftors declined than
improved or stayed the same academically. Cleveland presents a most unusual
case: among terminators 14.3% improved academically;, 28.6% declined but

; 57.1% remained the same. i

. . N 1
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In summary, academic performance, as measured by grade point average,

was more likely to improv& and less likely to decline among VEFS compJeters
— than among termlnatprg;. -

3
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While more than sixty percent of the youth who completed the program
improved academic performance, less than half (48.8%) improved their school
. . attendance. Attendance improvement was most dramatic in Fort Worth and
Pueblc where 72.27% and 75.0% of the enrollees who completew¢ the program .
impro.ed school attendance. In Colorado Springs, Cleveland, Flint, Las Vegas,
and San Bernardino less than half of the completers improved school attendance.
In Pueblo 37.5% improved by ten days or more; 62.5% by four days or more.
Among those who terminated 46.27 improved and 42.9% declined in school atten-
*dance. VWhere there was attendance improvement among terminators it was not
as great as the improvement shown by completers. Overall however, no real
dif ference can be shown by completers.,a