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OVERVIEW

A fundamental youth policy issue is the degree to which employment
and training.resources should be targeted according to family or
household income, The incidence and severity of education and
employment problems are.correlated with family income, so that tar-
getting achieves its, fundamental mission of concentrating resources
on a group megt likely tp have Hroblems. - However, what hold$ in the
aggregate does not hold, individual cases.’” Many youth

from low-income famil@es need help less than other youth | N
from somewhat, more affluent families. Income certifica-

tion creates significant administrative problems. Segrega-

Qﬁon of youth by income might reduce community .support for
employment and training programs. Segregation might also

rgduce -the developmental opportunities of low-income

youth by removing them from contagt and interaction

witd~a more diverse group, or .by "negative labelling" which .
affects their own self-perceptions or those of, employers

who view participants as a group selected because of}problems.

There is, thus, a tradeoff between the use of tight income
etigibility standards to concentrate resources on youth

most in need, and less restrictive standards which are easier to
administen, which may establish a broader base of commurntity sup-
port, which may reach youth im need who are not poor, and which may -«
improve the experience of the low-~income youth by reducing negative
labelling and increasing the sphere of social interaction. . ‘
The terms of the tradeoff have not been documented.” ' Research
provides evidence concerning the' correlations between individual
need and family income but the benefits of less restrictive:-
standards have not been measured.

To address one aspect of the .tradeoff, the Youth Employment ,
and Demonstration Projects Act authorized that tén percent j-3<‘/>
of the funds under Youth Employment and Training Programs ~

"may.be used .by programs which include youths of all

economic backgrounds to test the desirability of serving youth
of all economic backgrounds." The regulations provided for
local prime sponsors to use their formula funds for "Ten
Percent Tests": , ‘

-

{

1

"A-prime sponsor may design a special component
uzéng up to 10 percent of 'its YETP funds for programs to
sérve a mixture of youth from families above and below- .
the (YETP eligibility) income %§Ye1... 'the program should .

’ ’ . }
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test whether and to what extent income eligible yoqth
benefit from part1c1pat1ng in programs des1gned to serve
youth. from all economlc backgrounds. This special component
., shall: ‘ (W

AR

» N 4
(1) Have and follow a structured experimental désign;

(2) Establish and use comparison groups;- .

: A .
(3) Provide for followup %n/participants; and
~
(4) Provide in an. Annual Narrative Report a followup
on the experimggptal outcomes."
- €

Specific quidance was also given on experimental des1gn options
(included in the appendix to this report)

During Fiscal Years 1978 and 1979, m;xed income tests were
proposed by 36 prime sponsors in elgb£ regions of the country.
This report provides an analys1s of the tests .and their

. results. L. .

The evidence is inconclusive about- the impacts of mixing on
economicalldy disadvantaged youth. Most of the tests them-
selves lacked the rigor or scdle to draw deflnltfﬁ@ conclu~
sions. The more structured experiments produced eviderice
of positive impacts in some cases and no noticeable 1mpacts
in others. If the null hypothes1s is- that income mixifig
will not alter the .experienée of low-income participants
erough to offset regiced services due to the allocation of
resources to youth with greater income, this hypothesis is
not overturned by the evidence. The impacts, where ‘they

. were measured, were very modest. ]

Income tests were an -attempt by prime sponsors to respond {
to the local knowledge development mandate. Review of the
tests as "structured experiments" suggests the limitatiens of
this type of approach. The. "battlng ayerage" of successful
implementation was low, sample sizes were necessarily limited,
and the des1gns and instruments varied so much that ‘the
results are difficult to compare across sites. Where
successfully implemented,. the experiments have an effect

on local policy and-may bé important from a process sense
although not in terms of reaching conclusive findings.

There is cleéarly a need for standardlzed assessment and
structured experiments in multiple sites. A "mixed-~income
demonstration” has, therefore, been initiated in fivée sites

. s e 1.
- . o+
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. their limitations, provide an important polic

it . is questionabile wh
would benéfit from int

. the Youth Agenda:

.Information is available .or will be,.comlng available from

.
~ ‘ . . L 4

- a .
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under national funding and’'direction. It provides greater
control oh the income differentials between experimentals
and controls, specifies the level of interaction for mixing
within activities, and standarizes the measurement tools,,
Unqugstionably, qpis demonstration will provide more conclu-
sive ‘eviderrce dgncerning impacts. ’

on the other hand, the prime sponsor tests, with all - |
baseline v
In‘an opérational setting, the effects of mixing are .
apéaren lyifiot \so great ‘that one could advocate change . .
in incOm& eligibility standards based on projected benefits

to low-income youth from interaction with others.

Income mixing across all local pr§gé§ms rather fgaﬁ in" an
isolated experiment® might change this finding by making
CETA participants more. attractive to employers and by inagreas-
ing public support. '~ It might open the programs to yQuth in
need but above the incgme standard (although if this oOscurs |
i ier the lqw-income participants’

action with others who have just as severe
problems). Less restrictive income eligiblity might be .
desirable for political or administrative reasors. owever,

it does not appear that its impacts on low—-income YGﬁth

are a major justification, " N

This volume_is one of the products of the "knowledge
development" effort implemented under the mandate of. the
Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects, Act of 1977.
The knowldédge devéelopment effort consists f hundreds” of .
separate research, evaluation and demonsfrgtion activities
which will .result in literally thousands of written products. -
The activities have been structured from the-outset so
thatrgach is self-standing but also interrelated with a lost

of other activities. The framework is presented in A,
Knowledge Development Plan for the Youth Employment- and
Demonstration Projects Act of 1977, A Knawledge Development
Plan for the ¥outh Initiatives Fiscal 1979 avnd Completing
A Plan fortKnowledge Development, :
Dissemination and Application for Fiscal 1980. - _ .

-

*

these various knowledge development efforts to_help resolve~-
an almost limitless array of issyes. Hpwever, policy and | -

practical- application will uSua}Iy'require integration and

synthesis from a wide array of products, whiéh, in turn,
depends on knowledge and availability

of these products.

-
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hortcomlnq of past research, evaluation and demon- °

act1v1t1es has been thé. fallure to organize and

te the products adequately to assure tife full

ion of the findings. The magnitude and structure

uth knowledge development effort puts a premlum on

d analy51s and wide dlssemlnatlon

f. its knOwledge devélopment mandate , therefore,

e of Youth Programs of the Department of Labor will
publish and disseminate the written products of N
research evaluation and demonstratipn act1v1t1es
directly by or mounted in conjunction with OYP
development efforts. Some of the same products
e published and,dlssemlnated through other channels,

T11 be included in the sStructured series of

. Youth Knowledge Development Repdrts in order o facilitate

agcess an

The Youth

d integration.

Knowledge Development Reports, of which this is

one, are
1.
this cate
developme
which are

divided : 1nto twelve broad categorlesv .

Knowledge Development FFamework:: The products in
gory are concerned with the structure of knoyledge
nt activities, the assessment methodoldgies
employed the measurement 1nstruments and their

valldatlon, the translation of knowledge into® policy, and
the strategy for dlssemlnatlon of flndlmgs Y >

2.
_Developme

3
4

: caa |
Research on Youth,Employment and Employabidity, -

of existi
sources,
‘EIleems,

—
r
.

3.
1nclude i
youth pro
Job -Corps

.ment and

nt: The products in this category represent analyses
ng  data presentatlsn of Findings from new data
special studles of dimensions of youth labor market
and policy "issue assessments. \ ;
N

Program Evaluatlons- The products in this category
mpact, process and benefit-cost evaluations of

grams 1nclud1ng the Summer Youth: Employment Program,
.- the Young Adult Conservation Corps, Youth Employ-
Training Programs, Youth Community Consegvation

-

and Improvement Projects- and the Targetfd Jobs Tax Credit.

4.

demonstrations summarized in  this category concern the matth-'

ing of di
cambinati
work plus
opgions.
angg more
workers.

SeréLce and Partlc_pant Mix: The evaluatloms and

fferent types of youth wi different Service - -

ons. This involves experiments with work vs.
médiation.vs. strarght remediation as treatment
also 1ncludes attémpts to mix disadvantaged

affluent part1c1pant9, as well as youth with older
, - i »
- ~
a3 7~ \ 8 A 3 }
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5. Education and Training Approaches: The products
in this category present the findings of structured experi-
ments to test the impact and effectiveness of various educa-
tion and vocational training approaches. ingluding specific
education' methodologies for the disadvantdged, alternative
education approaches and advanced career training.

6: Pre- Employment and Transition Services: The
products in this category present the f1nd1ngs of structured -
experiments to test the impact and effectiveness of school-
to~work transition activites, vocational exploratlon, job~-
search assistance and other effdrts to .better prepare youth
for labor market success.

7. Youth Work Expetrien¢e: The products in this category
address the organization of work activities, thelr dutput,
productive roles for youth and the impacts' of varlous
employment approaches.

.

8. Implementatlon Issues: This categogy includes
cross-cutting analyses of the practical lessons concern "how-

processes and programmatic <"batting averages" will be
addressed under thi§ categoryy as well as the comparatlve
advantages of alternative dellvery agents.

' to-do-it." 1Issués such as learning curves, replication ..

Id P
I T 9. Des;gn and Organjzational Alternatives: The
" products in this category represent assessments of demon-
strations of alternative program and. ‘delivery arrangemertts
such as consolidation, year-round preparatlon for summer
programs, the use of incentives and” multl—year tracking of. .
individuals. - .

'10. Specdial Needs ‘Groups: The products in this category
presents findings on the special problems -ef and the
programmatic adaptatlons needed for significant segments
including minorities,. _young mothers, troubled youth,
Indochlnese refugees ‘and the handicapped.

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

electric dam restoration,~windpower and the like.
h + .




12. Instltutlonal Linkages: The products 1n this category
ikclude studies of institutional arrangement and linkages as =~
well as assessments of demonstration activities’ to encourage such
linkages with education, wvolunteer groups, drug abuse and other
youth serving agencies.

’

In‘each of these knowledge development\ggtegorles, there will be
a range of discrete demonstratlon, research and evaluation
activities focused on different policy, program and analytical
, issues. 1In’ turn, each discrete knowledge development project
may have a series of written products addressed to different
dimensions of the issue. For instance, all experlmental 4
demonstration projects have both process and impact evaluations, ,
frequently undertaken by different evaluation agents. Findings
» will be blished as. they become available so that there will™ .
usually Be a series of reports as evidence accumulates. To )
organize these produqts, each publication is classified in one™
Hf the twelve broad knowledg development categories, described in
terms of the more specific issue, activity or cluster of activities
to which it is addressed, with an identifier of the product and
whatJ}t represents, relative to other products Of the demonstrations.
Hence, the multiple, products under a kh ledge development activity
are closely interrelated and the actin%?és in each broad cluster
’ have significant interconnections. y

This report on~ prlme sponsor actnv1 y'should be read in conjunction

with the forthcoming results of The 'Mixed Income Demonstration in the
"service and participant mix" category. As background a the

correLatlons between famlly income and employment or educational

problems are identified in several of the volumes in the "research

on youth employment and employablllty development" category, ° ,
particularly A Review ofsYouth Employment Problemsg, Programs and
Policies. Finally, the local knowledge development experlence

‘has inplications for conclusions about prime sponsors research

and evaluation capacity as assessed in Youth and the Local

Employment Agenda in the "program evaluations" category as well .
Evaluative Research in Local Youth Programmlng in the "knowledge -

-~ 4

development framework" category. - ‘
‘ . ’ . ) f . ) ' ‘ ¢ i
’ D ROBERT TAGGART .

Administrator n/
Office of Youth Programs
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EXECUTIVE SGMMARY

Mixed income exper1ments are des1gned to test whether and/or to
what extent income- e11g1b1e youth benefit from working with and being
‘ " trained a]ongs1de nonincome- -eligible youth, as opposed to receiving the
" same services in projects where all participants are income eligible.
The mixed income exper1ment is presented in the Comprehens1ve Employment N
and Trann1ﬁg Act as an optional program/act1v1ty for prime SpPONSOrs and
" is part of an overall know1edge deve1opment effort.of the Office of Youth
' Programs. .This state of the art report presents the status and resu]ts of
the mixed - 4ncome experiments ¢onducted by prime sponsors in fiscal years
1978 and 1979.
M J
Forty- seven tests of the mixed 1ncome hypothes1s were‘proposed by
36 pr1me sponsors in e)ght regions -of the country. Twenty- nine tests were
‘ ~ completed in FY 1978; fourteen are in operation in FY 1979; three were \ .
proposed but never implemented and no information was obta1ned on one.
The conduct of these mixed income exper1ments and their 1n3?51dua1 findings
vary. s1gn1f1cant]y making any aggregate ana]ys1s diffic1®. Each of the -
’ , _tests in varying degrees - failed to (1) adhere to the research gu1de11nes

‘ established by the 0ff1ce of Youth Programs, t§3 spec1fy 'variables in . P
. operat1ondlfor measurab]e terms, (3) insure adequate samp]e}s1ze and/or
¢« appropriate contral groups,, (4) adequately monitor data collection processes,
(5) utilize appropr1ate or adequate test1ng°$a§%ruments, (6) al1ow suff1-
’ éient time for the program effort and (7) provide sufficient £6110wW-up
to determine the effect/of the mixed income testing. The results of this
know]edge development effort are, therefore qu1' inconclusive.
~ o k-3
) The mixed income hypothesis, howeyer, does warrant erther investiz
gation. It is therefore recommended that future exper1menta1 efforts
(1) operat1ona11ze thé variables of age sex, ratio of income eligible to -
nonincome eligible, level of interaction, type of program and extent of
income différential, (2) contro] for attrition and conf1dent1a11ty,
(3) utilize standard and approprlate pre- and post-test 1nstruments,.




(4) implement standardized fo]]ow-uo procedures and (5) require a Six -
month minimum length of program involvement.

This assessment of the status and results of the mixed income
experiments was conducted by Mark Battle Associates, Inc. under contract .

" to the Office of Youth Programs, U.S. Department of Labor. The analysis *

was based on data collected from three sources: (1) secondary sources, e. gy >

programdplans and project reports (2) telephone inquiries with regional

and ]oca] prime sponsor personnel, and (3) site visits to selected prime

Sponsors who conducted the mixed income experiment. The report describes

the types of tests engaged in, elements examined and e]aborates on the

**findings and recommendat1ons briefly presented here. - The report also

provides a br1ef case study for each of the tests conducted as well as a

“1ist of respondents in the telephone inquiries and siie visits.

’

August 15, 1979




. CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

- \ o
—~— .

Mark Battle Associates (MBA), under contract to the‘Office of - Youth
Programs (OYP) has prepared a report of an assessment study‘deS1gned to
determine the 'status and results of the 1mp1ementat1on of m1xed 1ncome
experiments at 47 S1tes The m1xed income experiments are an author1zed '
utilization of ten percent\gf a local pr1me sponsor's youth emp]oyment and
training program (YETP) budget for conduct1ng this special test. The mixed
income experiment is one approach to. knowledge developmeént in the Youth
Employment and Demonstration Programs Act (YEDPA). This chapter describes

the mixed income experiment.

The ;urpose of Knowledge Development Initiatives in the Department of Labor - A
Over the past several years the Department of Labor (poL) has found it

1ncreas1ng1y important to not.only document employmént and ‘general manpower

trends but to describe the theoretical nature of these trends. It has become

= more important to engage in basic research to deve]op know]edge about the

" employment trends rather than mere1y reporting an unemp]oyment rate.\- This
research is de5Tgned*to‘deterane what-works best—for—whem and-under what
conditions. '

Know]edge development, then, is basic research conducted by DOL to ask
the difficult questions about emp]oyment training and genera] manpower
development. . The results of suth investigations are to be used as a basis for
improving the delivery of department services. 17 .

, : ; ‘.
Office of Youth Programs Knowledge' Development Efforts - .
- The Office of Youth Programs in the Départment of Labor has authorized.
many approaches to knowledge development. Each-approach has sought to explore
at least one method of reducing the structural ypemp]oyment problems of the

16

-,
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nation's youth. "It was intended that the results of these vari6u$ studies
would be used as a basis for improving the format and implementation of ‘
futuré‘emp]oyment“and training proﬁrams for youth

As one approach to such exp]arat1on Section 345(a)(2) of the Youth
Employment and Demonstration Programs Act authorizes the'use of ten percent of
the funds available for youth emp]oyment and trgining programs to include
youth from all economic backgrounds in order to test whether and/or to what ex-
tent “income-eligible youth (those whose family income’is no more than 85
percent of the lower livind standard income level) would benefit from working
with and being trained a]ongs1de nonincome-eligible youth asgogposed to
receiving the same services in projects-where all participants are ijncome
eligible. This is the miked income experiment. ‘

N

‘ Rat1ona1e for the Mixed Income Experiment 2

, There are widely varying viewpoints about the wisdom of target1ng
’ programs for the most economically disadvantaged. These viewpoints need

to be uRderstood in Yesigning any test of income mixing. Arguments against -
. . targeting usually begin with the claim of vertical 1nequrt1es, i.e.,

'youth above any arbitrary income cutoff may be as much in need as those.
below. -Iarqetwng is justified by the belief ﬁgpt scarce, resources shou]d
g0 to those most in need and that\the income e]igib]es have far more severe
problems than those not eligible. For YETP,.Congress has 11mJted the more
costly services to the more. economically d1sadvantaged or’ 1ncome e11g1b1e

~ youth from families with incomes 1ess than 85 percent of the lgwer living
standard income level. - . ‘ N
. . . ‘\‘\“ ‘ . ) , v:,,/
t The mixed 1ncome experiment, on the other hand, allows for a portion

of the YETP' budget’ to b%,used for the over income (non1ncome eligible) when
such is done in the context of @ knowledge development test. , The concept
be1ng tésted relates to participant grouping and asks whether income-eligible
youth are better served in homogenéous or heterogeneous groups. ~ Some of the
poss1b1e benhefits the income-eligible youngsters may rece1ve from m1xed income
grouping (heterogeneous) are noted:

‘°




. P T , :
1. In mixed income groups, program effectiveness may be increased
because of the presumed availability of positive role models
among the participants. Therefore, the over income youth would
positivg]y influence the income eligible.

2. Youth are high]y‘sensitive to peer group pressure, and a mixed
| income group may increase the chances of that peer group sup-
- porting positive attitudes toward self, work and society in

general. ’ :

3. Prospective employers may be more willing to take a chance on ~
a lower fincome youth from a pr?gram which is not economically
targeted than from one where all'participants are known to be
poor. >
Opponenps have not denied the above claims, but they have raised ar-
guments against the use of scarce resources for those above the usual income
cutoff figure. Furthermore, it is not clear that the possible benefits to
income-eligible youth in mixed groups would be greater thaﬁ the loss of pro-

gram spaCes;fOr other income-eligible participants.

It is an open issue but one worthy of investigation. Income mixing
under YETP projects has been.allowed but has been limited to prescribed
st;yctured'experiments and only ten percent of tie total budget. this sFudy,
agaim, reports on the status and results of the 47 mixed incéﬁe'tests proposed
in fiscal years 2378 and 1979. ' ‘

~

The Structure of the Mixed Income Experiments - : g

When YEDPA authorized the use of ten percent of the YETP funds for.
mixed income testing, they also prescribed the hypothesis to be tested and
the research design to be used. Specifié treatments d%‘services to besof-
fered participants were to be decided on a site-by-site basis and described:
i pians suijtted to the respective regiopal offices. )

.’
-

* Hypothesis )
There was only-one hypothesis to test in the mixed income experiments
(br tests), and that was: :

) ] -
C .,




If income- e11g1b1e youth are trained and/or work

. alongside nonincome-eligible youth in a YETP project,
then the program benefits will be greater for these
income~eligible participants than for similar income-

eP1g1b1e youth trained only w1th other income-eligible
youth., ” -

Another way to define the hypothesis is to reduce the language used sfating:

N '
Heterogeneous grouping (mixed income groups) will
yield greater results for targeted part1c1pants
(the 1ncome eligible) than homoggneous grouping.

IS

>

The null hypothesis‘for either.of the above statements is that income-
‘eligible participants will not benefit from mixed grouping in training and/or
work ass1gnments

& .

LY

The embhasis in the mixed income experiment is on predicted change in -
the incomg -eligible youngster. This is the targeted participant who will
presumably be positively 1mpacted by the prespnce of and 1nteractﬂon with
nonim€ome- -eligible ygungsters

=N

1
Research Design

A before- after comparison was needed to test the mixed income hypothes1s.,
A contro] group of income-eligible youth not receiving services in a mixed
income setting had to be established. Pre- and post measures of performance
had to be .collected and analyzed. These requ1rementsﬁTﬁctated the use of a
pretest/post-test control group research_des1gn that was prescr1bed by the
Office of Youth Programs for the conduct §f ‘the mixed income tests.

The rationale behind the use of a pretest/po;%-test control group design
is elegant in its simplicity. Academ1c1ans engaged in research realized that
they would not know where they had gone nor how great their progress had
been without plotting the route. The techn1uns many devised for plotting the
route 1nc1uded nu?%ers, and numbers often implied testing at the beg1nn1ng and
the end of a tr1p. Hence, theﬁ:Tdespread use of pre- and post-testing emerged.

-
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A second problem academicians had to ponder was that change is always
‘occurr1ng, and they wanted to know what factors or services were causing the '
change. They realized that ‘two groups had to Bé examined. The first group
would receive some serv1ce, this" would be the experimental group The secehd
group wou]d not receive the service; this would be the control group The -
results over time for the experimental group and control group could- be com-
pared and whatever 'di fferences Jwere noted could be attr1buted statfistically
either to the service or the a]ways present changehpy chance. Faor these
reasons, the use of control groups. is w1de1y accepted and expected in research
Diagram I is the pretest/post -test control group design as it is applied to

the mixed income experiment. R

Diagram I Y -
9

The Pretest/Post-test Control Group Design
for 'the Mixed Income Experiments

Pretest Services Received Post-test

L o

B . B (Heterogeneous )
. Experimental Group ;\K - Mixed Income Grouping

(Homogeneous )
-.Nonmixed Income GrolUping

Control Group ’ X

4
M ?

- L}

The next chapter describes the approech oT_Merk Battle. Associates to a
study of the 47 mixed income experiments proposed for fiscal years 1978 and
1979.° The following chapters present the f1ndﬁngs, the state of the art and_
recommendations for future mixed income exper1ments




 CHAPTER TI -
DATA COLLECTION PLAN

. .- ’
3 Tﬁ1s study was designed to determine the status and resu]tsuof the )
' mixed income exper1ments be1ngrconducted in eight reg1ons and to deve]op
J/peéomnendat1ons regard1ng the nature, scope and research parameters for
future experimentation. Three major. approaches to data co]]ect1on were, used
in this study. These were: s

Analysis of secondary data such as program plans, ' . z,
reports and other written documents

~—

Telephone inqujries with youth coord1nators at the ) =
rec1ona1 Tevel and program people at the Tocal site level £

\eé. . Sjte visits to se1ecteg_test 1ocat1ons representing each
. _region, each type of test and other unigue features o <

" The following data’ ggddection plan‘includes the specifics of each
approach to data collection as used by MBA. B '
Approaches to Data Collection - - '
) i
Ana]ys1s of Secondary Data -, fﬁk
The pur oses -of th1s approﬁtﬁ‘to*data co11ect1on were to acqu1re

familiarity with the f1e}d of available ten percént tests. and to deve)op

La ]

reasonable categories for.analyzing the hypotheses Four hypotheses wére
identified. ' ‘ ' o - ]
The first hypothesﬁs, sometimes: explicit, always implicit, ran
/~throughout "each of the, tests. It was assumed that there was some efFect to be
noted when income- e11g1b1e and nonincome~ e11g1b1e youth were mixed in training’
or other work- re]ated exper1ences * It was assumed that the nature of the C
effect wou]d be, pos1t1ve for the income- -eligible (more disadvantaged) youth,
although th1s possibility was notdreadily acknowledged. It was expected that
income-eligible youth wou]d show increases in motivation and/or skills as a

resitlt of mixing with other youth in fﬁ‘”fra1n1gg programs.  This hypotbes1s*wa51”
. . , 7 .
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The genera] att1tude’and behav1or of income- e]1g1b1e
youth will change when thesa youthsﬁare trained or

counseled with nonincome- e]1g]b]e youth .t ,
. .. S ! ’ N

Two of the three/dther hypotheses more spec1f1ca]1y noted and described
the effect discussed above. These were: o ’

/

2 A
N e

The intrapersonal ?ﬁtrapsych1c coping sk11ls -and
insights will change in the income eligible mdre
rapidly when he/she ig mixed w1th the nonincome

e11g1ble

>

~

The academ{c'and/or b- relatea skills will chahge
in the'<income eligiblémore Tapidly when_he/she -
is mixed with ;he noni ome eligible: »

¢

L4

The fourth hypothesis was as yo/;pec1fﬁc as the f1rst except that 1t was
]

T app11ed to physically hand1capped youth, It was:

B ;. A
The gereral attitude and behay1or’of$bhys1cal1y /\\¢\_
handicapped youth who are also income*eligible will
change when these youths are tﬁa1ned or counse1eg
with the-nonincome-eligible hand1capped S

: . — e 5o J
These hypotheses formed t?e bas1s of the MBA c1ass1f1c§t1on of gach *.
test (see IaU{e I1-1, Iypes of Tests) The categonyf}dentgfwed as EXPLORAbeY
1nc]ude§-%hose/§e§;% éxam1n1ng the f1rst<hzgothes1s The, category 1dent1f1ed
as AFFECTIVE CHANGE -includes those tests examining the second hypothes1s >
SKILLS ACQUISITION includes the th1rd hypathegis and SPECIAL GROUPS 1nc1udes
the fourth hypothes1s \\{;_ ‘ e

P

¢

Telephone Ihquiries -

o . “ b ~
The analysis of seTiEdary data y1e]ded useful 1nformat1on however many
voids ,remained. In order'to develop more comprehehs1ve descr1pt1ons of the

*




TABLE II-1.
e

/ -

= jﬁ
"V.\;B | » L4
’

™y TYPE OF TESTS
' Code Title k Explanation *
/ ‘ =
01 " Exploratory . - This category includes all .those tests
y ’ ™~ - in which only some general positive
. benefit was predicted; very nonspecific
R predictions were generated. 1
02 Affective Change This‘category includes all those tests in
, (Inteynal) which change was predicted in intraperson-
i al or intrapsychic dynamics, such as
— . motivdtion, self-concept, level of_ aspira-
' \ tion and the like. oo I
03 ° Sk']ﬂ?’Aqquisitipn This category includes’all thosetests
A} . ‘{/%kxterna1) " ‘in which change was predicted in academic
? or skills achievement; these-attributes
~ . are external to the gifective change in
v ‘- _ Code 02 aboive. , v
04 . ' Special Groups = This categgry inc1udes‘§14}those tests in
N which hand1c§bped and other special

'youngsters not ordinarily well served by

a YETP effort are participants. Pesitive
change is predicted-for the handicapped
youngster.

S * In some cases, these predictgd outcomes sqgges% the services to be offerea

. rand the approaches. to evaluating Success, i.e., transition services may be
used to increase intrapersonal motivation and then can be evaluated by a
before-after test of TEV%) of aspiration. .However, the/MBA_clas§ifications
Sre'made'aréund the predicted changes and not services.




47 ten percent tests, a second appranh to data collection involved teTephone
contacts at the ?ediona1 and local site levels. Instruments appropriatglto
these activities-were developed.

The data from the fb]ephone inquiries were used to finalize selection of
the éites to be visited by the MBA research team, to refine data collection
instruments for site visits, and to develop comprehens1v§ descriptiéns of each

T 0f the 47 tests —=

; T ~

L%

[ .4
N »

Site Visits ' , R |

"The third approach to data collection forsthis study was -the site visit.
Fourteen sites setected to represent each.region and type of hypothesis being
tested were visited by the MBA research team to secure additional descriptive

and qualifative data and to measure other significant program features.
. - : g

‘
~ ~ - "

-Four groups of people were interviewed during site visits. These were
CETA administrators q} the prime sponsor level, CETA or YETP administrators at
the service delivery level, service provider (on-the-job traiherﬂqx counselor/
teacher as appfﬁbriate) andrservice recipients from income-eligible and nonincome-

eligible groups. *

Data Analysis — Ja ) ’
The ana]ys1§ of the data generated by all three approaches to dﬁa collection
z\*\gs bQ§ed on a broad ‘comparison of MBA findings regarding the status and nature
of these tests with ten crucial elements generally accepted as standard/essential
ig in the conduct of e§ger1menta1 work. These ten were used because they pef]ecteq
DOL's explicit instructions and mandates regarding the mixed income tests. The
following includes a discussion of the ten crucial elements of a good experimggta]

A
design against which the mixed income experiments were measured. '

$

/ ,-.,

Clear Hypothesis: One of the critegia of a good experiment is the explicit-
ss of éhe'hypothesis. The hypothesis is the "if-then" statement on which the _
';udy is based, If income-eligible youth interact with nonincome-eligible youth,
the income-eligible youth will show greater change than they would without the

interaction.
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Operational Variables: Many interesting concepts in the social/behavioral
sciences are nonobservable. For instance, one has to infer the presence of
mot1vat1on from a: person s behavior Motivation cannot be observed in 1so1ation
of some dr1ve related behavior Good experiments ‘specify observab]e 1ndicators

N ‘
of 1nterna1 variables. - T * y )

o

In addition, experiments should distinguish ﬁndependent and dependent
variab®ss. -¥he' independent variables are those controlled by the esperimenter;
the dependent variables result from changes in thé” independent variables. The
behavior of income-eligible youth (dependent variable) will be*chenged by 4
‘Tixing them with nonincome-eligible youth (the*independent variable). _Other
treatments and services applied are also independent veriab]es presumed to

affect the outcomes or dependent variables. .
L e - ,g’

) Specific Treatments[§erviﬁe5' It is essential that expefiments state
_very c1ear1y what will happen to experimental subjects (and not happen to
contro]s) for how Tong and under what conditienms., Treatments and services
' should not emerge or develop dur1ng the study. They should be specified béfore
the study beginé. In this case, subjects were placed in mixed income groups;
controls were placed in homogeneous groups.

’

Agreement Between Hypothesis, Var1ab1es and Treatment/Serv1ces It should
be apparent that these three concepts have to be congruent, each with the other
two. If the hypothesis is to mix to-increase motivation and motivation is ~
measured by level of effort asigciated with task completion iffa group, then a

¥ treatment or service that did-not inclide a mixed group task effort would be
incongruent with the hypothesis and outcome variab[e. Y

+

2

éubject Se1ection The'selection of subJects Should be random to decrease
the possibility of selecting a totaTly nonrepresentative group A1l key concepts,
, e.9., income and age should be carefully verified. 4“7

Q g =~
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FINDINGS

.

~

According to all data available to MBA during the conduct of this
investigation, 47 mixed 1ncome experiments were proposed fer fiscal years 1978
and 1979 These 47 tests of the mixed income hypothesis -were located in 36..

imeé sponSor sites in eight regions’of the Un1ted States. Of the 47 tests
9 pro osed, 29 were actually completed in FY 1978 14 are in operatf%% . FY
1979; and 3 were never 1mp1emented§> MBA was unable to oﬁ%S#Rwinfonnat1on on gg;*
. . i

, An append1x to this report’ contqins detailed case stud1es and ardlyses .%?
on a site by s1te basis. These stu re based on data coilected durrng
either te]ephone inquiries, site Visits or wrvtten reports made ava11ab]e to
MBA from the prime sponsdrs. In some cases all three sources of data were -
available to MBA and utilized in the preparation of these case studies and
analyses. Table III-1 disp]ays the sources of data by prime sponsor and the .
number of tests for each pr1me sponsor .

. )
? .

A general descr1pt1on of the tests examined in this study of tﬁé status *
and resu]ts of mixed income exper%ments is presentgﬁ in Table III-27 Each
¢ site is listed, number of tests noted-and summarized, and the type of test(s)
indicated. The code for the Type of Tests is 1ocated in previously men-
tioned Table II-1. This "Super Matrix" is a quick reference to the 1978 and
1979 mixed income experiments. //// , ' “ ) B

I
rs .

Overview of the Effects of Income Mixing in'Youth—Employment Traininﬁ Programs
. . X f <

Table III-3, also t he end’of this chapter, presents an overvxew “of
the effects of inco m1xing in Youth Employment Training Programs for al]

tests conducted in FY 1978 and 1979. Th1s table is based on an analysis

of 511 effectiveness data available to the MBA evaluat?%% team thougn these

data do not necessarily respond to the mixed income hypothesis. The effective-
. f -

\ﬁ-« ness ratings applied are positive, negative, no effect and unknown. -
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TABLE I11-1
SOURCES OF DATA™ &

Number . 1
"Prime_Sponsor of Tests Data Source
ST e " | Written  Telephone __Site s
Report Inquiry Visit

’

++

+

New York City
Niagara County
- Steuben Céunty
Suffolk County

L
> >< >< +

X
X

Northumberland County
Schuyky11 County

State of lest Virginia
Virginia BOS :

><§g<><><‘;

Broward County

City of Charlotte

Middle Georgia Consortium
Tennessee ‘BOS

$D< < 5L <

Ann Arbor City

Fort Hayne °
Indiana BOS . /
Indiana (SETC)
Lansing Tri County
Macon County

i lwaukee County
Racine, Wisconsin
Ramsey County
Rockford Consortium
St. Paul City

OW (Wisconsin Consortium)

DX XX X X X XX X
S
DO DK DX XX XX X XX XX XX X X<

-

>

Coastal Bend Consortium'
Ouachita Parish Police Jury

[4

[

City of Omaha
City of Wichita

> <

Arapahbe County
Boulder County
North Dakota BOS

>< >< >

California BOS .
Marin County )
Monterey County
San Diego ‘
States of Nevada

A

++ Unable to obtain information
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A positive rating means that the implementation of thé mixed income
test has positive effects for most of the participants involved. A site
may recejve a positive rat1n§ even if all research requirements are not

-« -
met since this rating is based on’qualitative and/or impressionistic data.

+

A negative rating means that the mixed income test had negative
effects for the people involved. It may have added so much administrative

& .
“red-tape" that program managers and youth alike were frustrated in their

-

attempts to make the program work.

A no effect rating is assigned when neither a positive nor a negativé
rating seem appropriate. The mixed iqgome test in these sites apparently a

had no effect on the relevant people, particularly the youth.

An unknown rating means that data simply were not available .to MBA to

£

assign a positive, negative or no effect value. Every effort was made to -
- \;:§ign a positive or negative value to each site rather than utilize the no

effect or unknown categofies.

Vs e

Confirmation of the Hypothesis - .

In general, the results obtained by individual.sites conducting mixed *
income te&ets are inconclusive. That is, at this time; taken as an aggregate,
it is piff{cuIt to accept ?he test hypothesis that mixed income gfouping
(heterogeneous) will result in greater gains for income-eIigib]e youngsters
than for nonmixed income grouping (homogeneous). On the gthqr hand, it would
not be comp]etefy‘accurate to accept the null hyppthesis and assume that the

grouping pattern made no difference in outcome.

o U g3 2g . )




For instance, the reader will gether from the case studies. that, in
moss.sites, test managers, counselors, participants or all three expressed
confidence 1n.fhe mixed income.éhtivity,’felt it had made a difference, and
felt that m1x1ng hy 1nchhe was more useful than not mixing. These respondents
told MBA that they observed more rapid change in income e]1g{§§e part1c1pants
in ;he-m1xed groups than in the unmixed groups. The responde\zs a]so tolq

MBA that much of this observed change was in the qirection of more self-

confidence, greater career awareness and better job-related skill acquisition.

'
Unfortunately, these findings are qualitative rather than quantitative

and as such are not amenable to structured dataanalysis. MBA is reluctant
to draw any conclusions from qualitative findings such as these. However,

phe trehd and the direction of the trend are noted.

Conduct of Research by Prime Sponsors

-

A secondary question to th1s study on the status and results of m1xed
income exper1ments for fiscal years 1978 and 1979 is whether and to what
extent prime sponsors can independently implement soph1sticated and rigorpus
research efforts. Again the fﬁndihgs are mixed and therefore som;what

-

inconclusive. , ’ .

7 _ )
Some of the sites conducting mixed income experiments in fiscal years

T978 or 1979 were quite capable of managing subject seiection and assignment,

data collection and appropriate ang]&ses. It is not that others were incapable

but perhaps too amQ{:ﬁous in.their attempts.

b - -

29
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Sti11 others did not include the required pre- and post-testing of

participants, a gggtro] group~or other key elements. The fai%;re to include

these items may indicate lack of familiarity with the requirements established

by the Office of Youth Programs rather than lack of ability.

*

The findings are mixed and" cannot be used to accept or reject the
possibility of implementing rigorous research strategies at the local prime
) . .
The data suggest that, where the research requirements are

~
understood, they can be imp1emented, and the research process can be

sponsor level.

effective1y<managed. )
On a site-by-site, basis, each test is broadly compared to the ten
crucial elements of an experiment previously discussed in the data collection
. . 51
plan. Sites achieved levels of proficiency in these elements et ¢prious

degrees (see Tdble II-2).

3

4

Clear Hypothesis:

of Youth Programsn and the test s?tes only needed to state it.

The desired hypothesis was. prescribed by the Office

However

some sites chose to restate the hypothesis, and the restatement often-: 1ed
-to a lack of clarity. D1st1ngu1sh1ng tests by type is MBA's attempt to

categorize "these different hypotheses (wee Table II-1).

Operational Variables: ‘Mapy sites failed to operationalize the

variables (behaviors or attitudes) that they hoped to see changed in mixed
income exper1menta1 subjects. Concepts such as motivatieﬂ==§ttitude or
«  career awareness were not a]ways 11nked to c]ear]y measurable behaviors or

test items. % . * .




4

Specific Treatments/Services: Most sites Were able to specify the

treatment or service proéram that they provided.
} t

Agreement Between Hypothesis, Variables and Treatment Services: This

necessarycongrqgnée was nogﬁglways present in the mixed income experiments.
=T .

MBA found.much of the lack of congruence to be the result of inadequately '
. * »' .

operationalized variables and poorly selected instruments.

1

Subject Selection: As far as MBA could ascertain, expé>imenta1 subjects

were not usually selected randomly. Furthermore, it is not clear in most

case$ how income was verified and other key characteristics controlled.

-5

-

Selection of Control Subjects: As far as MBA could ascertain, control

subjects were not usually selected randomly. Other key characteristics were

not controlled, and it is unclear how income data were verified.

L

Internal Validity: Fewof the tests were able to confirm internal

validity because inadequate controls were utilized.

External Validity: Few of ihg tests were able toconfirm experimenté]

replication.

Pretest: Though required by the OYP regulations, some did not use a
) {

premeas&?e of key test variables. Some pretésts were qualitative ;ather thah .

quantitative, making analysis difficult,

\/ ‘ <
I11-6
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Post-test: Though required by the OYP regu]at1ons, some tests did
not use k post-measure of key var1ab1es Some post-tests were qua11tat1“\

‘rather than quantitative, making ana]ys1s.d1fﬁneu1t.

Status of Fourteen Tests Completed in September of 1979 .

Fourteen tests of the m1xed income hypothes1s were conducted in FY

1979 and riot completed until September 30, 1979. A follow-up inquiry with

each of these fourteen tests sites yielded the information presented below.

Suffo]k Coun¥y,\NgggYork Severa] attempts to secure information from

the Suffo]k County test administrators were unsuccessful. No status report

&

is poss1b1e at this time. ,

R *\ Northumber]and Coun_lg Pennsy]van1a These test administrators

conducted a”second, examjnation of the mixed 1ncome hypothesis in FY 1979
to determine why nonincome eligible youths were not performing as we]] as
the inéome eligible ygdthe. The conc]ueign reached by this second test is
) that nonincome eT?énble partiéigents do not set performance standards for

income e]igibfe participant®. They'conc1uded that mixed "income grouping

does not affeti-program performance significantly. ‘ £

. : . !«
Virginia Balance-of-State, Bath County, Virginia: Mixed, income

group1ng has been rated so highly in Bath County that it has been made a
regular component of the youth emp]oyment tra1n1ng program. However,. this
tedt still fails _to meet basic reseafch requ1rements, and data are only

jmpressionistic and qualitative.

)
> .
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Virginia Bafance-oﬁ-State, Giles County, Virgiﬁia: This test pﬁovides
an alternative school experience for youfgsters who cannot funétion well
in a regular high school setting and‘is being continued in FY 1980. FY
1979 data have not been aha]yzed, and no final report was available, however,
program operators rated the test aé a positive addition to the youth employment

1 4

program. \

. ) ~
Virginia Balance-of-State, Stafford, Virginia: This program was

concluded abruptly in July or August of 1979, according to information given
2 . , :

to MBA. A report was not available at the time of the MBA inquiry.

v

Virginia Balance-of-State, Stephens City, Virginia: This test is

being continued in FY 1980 because it meets community needs to help problem
children and to decrease the school attrition rate.; However, no pre- or

. - v
post-tests were used, nor are any planned, so a significant data analysis

»

is not possible. The progfam appears to be beneficia] to yough regardlegs

of their income.

-

(9
.

Middle Georgia Consortium: Several attempts to secure information

*

from the Middle Georgia Consortium test administr§t3¥s\ygre unsuccessful.

No’status report is possible at this time. T, »
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Lansing, M%chigan: "This test of the mixed income hypothesis is charac-

terized by exce]]ent‘oontro1s and adherence to research requirements. It . -

35 being continued in f? 1980. The results suggest that mixed income grouping

>

pos1t1ve1y affects income e11g1b1e youths

Indiana Balance-of-State, Co]umbU§,-Ihdiano: This test yielggd many

A

3 > - - - - (‘.h K3 »
positive results in terms of administration and community support. However,

—_—

when the results of this test were tallied, there was no sigﬁificqn¢ difference

. + X
observed between participants in control and experimental groups.

<

Indiana State Employment and Training Council, New‘cestle, Indiana:

’ °

Final reports have not heen made available. No conclusions are possible at

this t1me ’ ) o g
: - | | . -

N &®

" St. Paul, Minnesota: St. Paul test adm1n1strators did not adhere to
all research requirements. The available resu]ts showed however no s1gn1f1cant
difference "between experimental or control subjects. Program comp]et1on rates,

educational attainment and the 1ike are measures used for comparison.

~

\

f .\\jf\' Trico-CETA Consortium, Siﬁve[,Lake, Wisconsin: Several attempts to- ¥
seeure information were unsuccessful. No status report is possible at, this ,
t]meo « ~ . ¢

. .
P " \

0 North Dakota Balance-of-State™ This test of the'mixed income hypothesis

\\ *did not have enough subjects to yield meaningful find%ngs. No pre- or post-

-~

.TEEES\>ere used, and the program only ran & brief period.
. 5 T ~ ,
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) o . ‘ .BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS | : Co
: - C FY 1978 and 1979 | - L
o, - - . “The. Super Matrix" \‘ . : .
. ‘ . . Region 2 v ‘ .
* 5 « : B -
& . - . . ° *
T ’ . - . . - -
Prime Sponsor Test Site Type of Test | Dates of Operation | * - Summary of Test . .
‘l " ’ | ’ v ' . . e . ’
Cowpleted Mixed Income Tests | ’ ¢ o . o . B
1. Niagara County, Ny * Niagara County Communi ty 04 July 24.‘.‘1978 to A number of specialized services were provided for
- . Colleye - September 15, 1978 physically handicapped youth in a mixed income enviroh-
' . . ment. The findings were fairly inconclusive because data | .
td p e ’ <ollection strategies were not specified. ’
2. Steuben County, NY " | Board of“Cooperative Educa- 01 February to June . | Alternative educatign experiences and exposure to the
. tiohal Serviceg (BOCES) . o 1978 | world of work were the services mixed dncome test sub-
Wildwood Career Center L jects, and controls recefved in Steuben Countyf Mew York.
. . . A follow-up completed one year later sugqests a lower
— - > #| than average dropout rate implying that mixed grouping
= ¢ . ' s . ar ] has some henefit for participants.
LR L) o , - - . ) R
‘©% | 3. Suffolk County, NY Suffolk County, NY 01 | February to Septem-| Several variations were used to explore best mix in terws
ber 1978 of grouping of participants, experiences provided and
@ i . ot «| wages offered. Out-of-schoo] youth received job experi-
‘ . > ehce. eghued income aroups did not fare better than
/ R . nonmixed higher wage group had better program outcomes. |«
Operatln'g Mixed Income Tests (= . o \ ; v
&N “Suffolk Copnty, NY Suffolk- County-, NY 0l November 1978 to | This is essentially the same as the test conducted b o
’ - oL e ° 4. v September 1979. |.'this prime sponsor in FY 1978. The number of contro
° S - o° v subjects has been fncreased to allow greater analysis.
' L S "“s ° :
> . | No_Information Available | . ‘ . e T -
5. MNew York City, NY Unknown .o g ) ’ . " Unknown - Insufficient !nfo\matlon available. .
o] . 2 ¥ .
Pl 2 s & Lt
T - N N ’ i .




- ' T TABLE 111-2 (Continued) .
' B'RIlEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS

) ) . FY 1978 and 1‘979 .
. ' ) "The-Super Matrix" - "
; Region 3 | . ,
. \J
. ~ S >
Prime Sponsor Test Site * | Type of Test| Dates of Operation Summary of Test :
ﬁ Completed Mixed Income Tests - )
E'..h Northmrimd. . _+ rland County, 01 January 16, 1978 to | Classroom training and work experience were coabined
‘. Pennsylvania Pennsylyania , September 30, .| with career counseling in this mixed {ncome test.
. . o 1978 ' " Participants were exposed to three occupational
N ) categories in mixéd pairs of income-eligible and
- / nonincome-eligible youth. Results for first year
. showed income-el t?ﬁble youngsters performing better
. than nonfncome-eligible youngsters. _ .
< - * - 7” ¢
2. Virginfa BOS Prince George's Coynty . < 03 June 12, 1978 ta.- As r work experience was provided income-eligible
. Septerber 9, 1978| ang/nonincome-eligible youngsters. However, no data
— - . re collected on a pre- or post-basfs on which to
— - / develop any conclusions.
L‘ . . i — « . I i .s‘
« 1 3. Virginia Bos/, « 7| Virginia Employment 01 January toﬁﬁ This test was e_ssentia‘hy a program to expose: ybung-
R Commission a 1978 sters of all income levels to the world of work.
- ' A Convocations and workshops were held at area high
I \ schools. No data were collected. .
SN — , . )
4. West v'irginia 305 ~ +| Wheeling, West Virginia i 03 . March 1, 1978 to “This program provided out-of-school youth with skflled
‘ 1 (West Virginia Northern September 30, training in major appliance repair on the caspys<of
Community College) : 1978 . the_local community college. Pre- and post-tEsting
) . : and three follgw-ups were key approaches to data -
. , . . collection, Income-eligible youth perforwed better
’ \ : , R . than nonincome-eligible youth in either the wixed
' l - | - : . or nonwixed group. The follow-up is continuing on
, / ’ . . these subjects. . > .
*| ‘Operating Hixed Income Jests '
T L] ’ . . * . t N
5. MNorthumberlapd County, Northumb&rland County, 01 October 1, 1978 to | Because results from first year's test showed income
.. Pennsylvania Pepnsylvania - Septerber 30, eligible youth performing better than the nonincome
’ - 1979 . eligible, Northumberland County is running another
T ' - test now to determine causes for this difference.
’ . They have strengthened their measurement techniques
" ) .in this second study. .- .
» - ‘ <
» * .
- . 38
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued) . F 3e '
. R o
\ BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS '
FY 1978 anaa 1919 //
“The Super Matrix"
‘ Region 3 (Continued) />v—-§~ s -
; ] N
MQ‘Spuuf Test Site Type of Test | Dates of Operatfon Susmsry of Test .
6. Virginia 805 Bath County, Virginia 02 February 1978 to This work-study program is designed to provide poten- )
. Septerber. 1979 tia) schoo) dropouts with.a viable altermative to
~ ' traditiona) classroom fnstruction. Participants
receive classroom training in Adult Life Skills om
o o - - the premise that these sk 11s can be tramslated into J
‘ ‘ fnternal or affective components. That is, as a resu)

eL-111

. of this exposure to survival skills, participants are
b J expected to develop wore §  and responsibil-
fty. Positive changes have been cbserved though there

9 are no systematic data lul/laplc.
- ’ . /
7. virginfa BOS Giles County, Virginia 1 o2, 03 October 1978 to M alternative to typical schoo) imstructiom is

Septenber 1979 provided 30 participants in the "PATS" (Positive
- Approach to School) progrsm. Efght of the thirty
are income eligible; eight .are nonincome eligible;
fourteen are control subjects. Progress is based
\ on physical appearance, test scores and job related
behaviors. Income-eligible youth ia the ained
. . - setting appear to be progressing better than youth
in the nonmixed set . Dats are very inconclusive
at this time, however, use the test is stil)

operating,

13

} ]
Stafford, Virginia 02, 03 October 1978 to | An in-schoo) work-study program wes subcontrected to
. September 1979 L the Jocal school board. Neither testing mor prescreen-
fng were performed. However, there is a 1:1 retio

T -of student to supervisor, snd snecdoted reports are
made at frequent intervals. Results are fnconclusive

~ - because test §s still in operation. .
~ - N

9.

Stephens City, Virginia . 01 October 1, 1973 to | Income eligibles and nonincome eligibles are wixed in 2
' . September 30,1979 | nontraditiona) vocational schoo) setting in this test
. of the mixed income hypothesis. Pre- and post-tests
were not used; however, the cbservation from personne)
associated with the test is that the mixing {s not
causing any cifference in dn#hulor of income-

eligible subject%
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. " TABLE I11-2 (Continued)
. i . BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF TﬂE 47 HIXED INCOME TESTS T
a . FY 1978 and 1979 N
! "The Super Matrix" A

(] . Region 3 (Continued)
[ ]

Prime Sponsor Test Site Type of Test| Dates of Operation. - , Surmary of Test

- Tests Proposed But Never
lu_.glemnted :

-10. Schuykyll, Pennsylvania | Schuykyll-Carbon County, 01
- Pennsylvania N

This test had been proposed to a¥fer on-the-job

Not Applicable
¢ training to mixed income pairs. ¢

</

bl \
bl
l <
(. e ?
-t °
w !
oo . ~
.
y
(34 A
A
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued)

BRIEF DCSCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS
FY 1978 and 1979

“The Super Matrix" ‘ R
- Region 4 o
‘ y
Prime Sponsor ¢ Test Site Type of Test| Dates of Operation Susmary of Test
Completed Mixed Income Tests . . °
1. Broward County, Florida Broward County, Florida 01 March 1, 1978 to Youth apprenticeship trainfng in retai) sales was
September 30, 1978 paired with guided group interaction. Multivaria
1978 analyses were calculated and yielded no statistically
‘ significant differences based on participant groupings.
2. Tennessee 80S Upper Cumberland, 01 July to September This summer program consisted of a variety of work
Tennessee 30, 1978 experiences for out-of-school youth. Pre- and post-

- data were collected and analyzed, but these data
‘ yielded no statistical significance.

-

E)

Operating Mixed Income Tests

vi-111

<

b— -

3. Middle Georgia Ctm)sortiul Robbins Air Force Base 0'1. 03 January 1978 to An Aerospace Careers and Exploration Program 1s being
Macon, Georgia September 30, conducted at the Robbins Air.Force Base in Middle
1979 . Georgia. This test started in FY 1978 and will con-
clude 1n FY 1979 providing skilled training and
counseling to out-of-school youth., OData are {ncon-
clusive-at this time, N
Bﬁszgzmzﬁﬁizgsisxgn -
inplemente . .
' Caroli 01 « Not licable This program proposed to offer transition services
4. Charlotte, North Carolina Charlotte, North Carolina hop only to mixed income subjects. The job placement

rates of the mixed income group subjects would have
been compared to those of the nonmixed groups,
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued)

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME
) FY-1978 and 1979
"The Super Matrix"
Region 5

</

TESTS .

Prime Sponso;-

»
Test Site

)

Type of Test

pates of Operation

Summary of Test

Completed Kixed Income Tests

5

1. Ann Arbor, Michigan

+

’
-~

Ann Arbdr, Michigan

LAY

'

Five school sites in Ann Arbor. were used to conduct
this mixed income test with handicapped youth. Youth
were not paired by income "in job settings, but. they
did interact in the classroom. Results were that the
handicapped youngster does benefit from such a program.

2. Fort Wayne, Indiana

-

[y

Fort Wayne, Indfana

This in-schoo) program for high school seniors was
designed to provide work-study opportunities for the
hard-to-place student regardless of family income,
The hard-to-place are usually physically or emotion-
ally handicapped. Results were nonsignificant based
on statistical analyses. .

7

3. Ind'iam. 80S

Columbus, Indiana

fransition services were. provided to mixed fncome
subjects. No conclusive data are available.

« 4 |
« v

™

4. ’ Lansing, Michigan

04 January to June 15,
1978 -
D
°© \ .
04 January to June
1978
. 01 Harch 1, 1978 to
June 30, 1978
01 January to

Lansing, Michigan

September 1978

Work experience and classroom training were key
services defivered to subjects in this mixed income
test. Subjects were mixed at job sites and in class-
rooms. The results ané that control subjects (those
not mixed) scored higher than the experimental subjects
on pre- and post test measures of attitude, motivation,
and the like.. lowever, the experimental subjects
showed more significant change in score from the pre-

to the post-test.
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111-2 (Continued)-

X

NS OF THE 47 MIXE‘Q.INCOHE TESTS *

FY 1978 and 1979
The Super Fatrix"
gion 5 .(Continued)

>
Prime Sponsor

Test Site Type

\

of Test | Dates of Operation

N
- /
: / Summary of Tegt X

S
5. PRacon County, I1linois

_[ie;catur. IMinois [
R

a

01

3 -

January to June

1978
O\ -

joo

7
Potential dropouts were ¥dentjfied and enrolled in a

work-study program. Participants
old and mixed in groups by income.

inconclusive.

ults are

_.__‘

6. Hilwaukee, Wisconsin

T /

University oi?’Hilwaukee .
* (School of Allied Health
Professionals)

—

A

April to September
1978

. ]
Participants received university-based instruction in
the various allied healtlf fields. This instruction
was designed to deliver merketable skills. A very
high attrition rate affected the conclusiveness of the
findings from this mixed intome test.

7. TRICO-CETA Consortium
Racine, Wisconsin

3

Kenosha, Wisconsin

>

.

January to June
1978 {

In-school youn?st}r? from_Aincome-e}igible and nonincomed
eligible families were mixed in an urban work-study

program. Income-eligible youth seemed to improve
Qter than nonincome eligibles regardless of groupings.

£

8. Rausey Count;, Minnesota

Haplewood, Minnesota

This test was.destigned to serve handicapped youngsters
through counseling, dn-the-job training and job place-
ment. The test was discontinued shortly after it
started, and there are no data.

9. Rockford Conéortium

&

‘-

Harlam Board.of Education,
I11inois

f

March 15 to June 15;
1978 .

In-school youth participated in a work-study program. -
Pre® and post-measures were collected.” Results have
not been analyzed. ',

» ~ '

WOY Consortium °

!

Haukeg.ha. Wisconsin .

Jaﬁuhry 7:0 June
1978

Handicapped youngsters at two sites were given a work-
study experience’ in a mixed income setting. Thede
subjects were compared to participants in Title 1
programs and the mixed income subjects showed mors
satisfactpry performance.

Operating [)ixed lnco.ug/iests
4
lh/Lansing, Mictrigan

-
Lapsing, Michigan

7

Octoher 1, 1978 to
Septepber 30,
1979 .

This 15 a replication of the test conducted by LansingT
in FY 1978. No data are availablam

wgkr: 14 and 15 years |’
(3 N 4

: . 48
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N . TABLE 11102 (Continued) ’
7 ’ BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS 0‘ THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS
- FY 197% and 1979 N >
. ~ “The Super Fatrix” .
: -_ . Region 5 *(Continued) - . .
p s . , y 3
Prime Sponsor - Test Site. ‘ Type of Tesi’ Dates of Operation . ‘Susmary of Test
12. Indtana BOS Columbus, Indiana 04 May.1, 1978 to An alternative school program is_offered pregnant
o . . - September 30, ! women in this mixed income test. No data are
1 ~ 1979 availadle. ‘ ~
‘ ) ! .
13. Indiana State Employment | New Castle, Indiana 03 June 1978 to This in-school test invoTves an examination of 120
£ 7 and Training Council Blue River Valley School [ ; Septenber 1979 varfables from the basic demographic to atj¥tudes and '
/_mmration : levels of motivation. A major emphasis the class-
room and on-the-job work is on the acquisition of
\ marketable skills. to conclusive data are available
. - "now.
—_ 14. Indiana State Exployment | Harmony Schx;ol 03 Apri 1?78’ to Emphasis As placed on improved academic p'erfonmce of
e . and Training Council April 1979 mixed income participants who are in an altermative
= R . school setting. Data analyses have not been completed.
L . .
15. St. Paul, Minnesota ' St. Paul, Minnesota ', 01 January 1978 to Part-time esployment is provided as an incentive to
! T : . September 1979 remaining in school to mixed -income subjects. All
A . 4 % i . participants must bepursuing a high school diploms
. . or its equivalént to remain active. Data were ndt
‘ - systematically collected, and findings are inconctusive
: : / .
16 Trico-CETA (:onsort'iq\? Silver Lake, Wisconsin g1 - | October 1978 to This s a replication of the FY 1978 us%xcppt that
~Racine, Wisconsin + September 1979- 1;.{15 conducted in a rural setting. No dagy are avail-
.’ . y . . able. :
. { -
P s ’
N . . ' ‘ .
- 4 ‘v'
; ! ) '
/ 5U

Y

7

/.
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2. Ouachity Parish Police Ouachita Parish, Louisiana |* 01 February to August | This work study progra
Jury 1978 job placenent for each pardicipant. No pre- or post-
. tests were used, but test personnel reported no
- differences in behavior in mixed or nonmixed groups.
,‘ L4
. . » °
) . _
. : , / Yy ‘
- N . ~ [ [l '
. 4 ( ¢ . I8 ’
'\_""‘ ’
5 i Py \} N 54,
. , , L ; ’
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued)

Prime Sponsor

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS \ .
. FY 1978 and 1979 .
"The Super Matrix" -
Region 6
Test. Site Type of Test| Dates of Operation . Summary of Test J

L

) Coupleted Mixed lncomg’re;ts

1. Coastal Bend Copsortim

S~

= -

March to September

Corpus Chrisii. Texas . 01
RN 1978

-

This dropout prevention program was based in two
schools. The first school was a traditional insti-
tution; the second was an alternative setting. No
post-test was used, so findings are inhconclusive.
Change was observed in dress and attitude of partici-

pating youth.

med to provide a .p;rt-tim
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued)

T
BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF.THE 47 MIXED LiCOME TESTS
‘., . . FY 1978 and 1979 '
N “"The Super Matrix".
’ ) . Pegion 7 -
) e = . 7
Prime Sporisor Jest Site . | Type of Test| Dates of Operation Summary of Test
Completed Mixed Income Tests . ' o0 : ' : r “ g
. *>
.. 1. Omaha, Mebraska Omaha, Nebraska « 02" January to Au?ust This career exposure program, managed by the 6irls
‘ T . L1978 Club of Omaha, included counseling, guided group
. ’ interaction, and on-the-job training. Participants
. . B were all female. Pre- and post-measures wére used
, but were ;:ill being analyzed at the time of this
;/ 4 . report. Results will be available at a later time.
4 . -
Tests Proposed But Never ) -
~ TupTemented 7 . -
" | 2. wichita, Kansas Michita, Kansas ° c 04 Not Applicable Wichita had proposed an {n-school program forshandi-
o N ‘ capped youn?sters. fiscal problems prevented its
s - P ‘ implementation. .
‘ \¥ ) - M ¢
3 - ‘ - v —
5 .
. . (5N
~ . [y
* . )
! “~
, R

/
v
Lo .
an
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. . TABLE {I1-2 (Continued) ) - .
. . - _BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED INCOME TESTS
= FY 1978 and 1279 N : .
. "The Super Matrix"
Negion -8 ot
/ . R
Prime Sponsor Test Site Type of Test | Dates of Operation Sullnry'of Test
Completed Mixed Income Tests )
1. Arapahoe Coun€y Colorade | Arapahoe County, Colorado . 01 January to No pre- or post-tests were administered to program .
' \ ¢ September 30, 1973} participants, so results are all speculative. There
‘ . seemed to be a tendency Yor participants in the
mixed income group to have more positive attitudes
4 N at termination from this work-study, in-school approach
, K ' to the mixed income experiment. ‘
2. Boulder County, Colorado Boulder County, Colorade 04  January to September] Handicapped and rural youth were placed in work
. N 1978 experience situatfons and also received intensive
R N . one-to-one counseling in this test of the nixed
- . ) income hypothesis. While there was no systematic
= e T : «testing or data collection, it was reported that this
' - program filled a local need in exposing employers to
S ) ' : . the employability of handicapped and/or rural youth.

Operating Hixed Income Tests * Co.

3. MNorth Dakota BOS Four Ryra)l Communities ‘ 01 February to Participants in four rural sites are involved in
‘. / ' ’ Septerber 30, 1979] community improvement projects. MNo pretests were
used; post-tests are pot planned. There are no
results to report. .
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued)

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 47 MIXED IHCOME TESTS .
. , ) " FY 1978 and 1979 - : : o
¢ "The Super Matrix" , ‘\ ,
. ) ) Reqgion 9 }.
' : . N .
N
Prime Sponsor Test Site Type of Test| Dates of Operation Summary of Test ’
. tb\ - .
, 4 Conpleted Mixed Income Tests ) :
1. Califomia, BOS Placer County 01 February to A variety of work experiences were provided in-school
September 1978 youth from six area high schools. Pre<4@nd post-
. measures were used, and these data yielded no sionifi-
> L, cant differences in attitude or motivation resulting
; from lgng by income. 4
2. Marin County, California Corte Madera, California 02,~03 June to Mixed income subjects w;re enjaged in a varfiety of
. ’ . September 15, counseling, educational and reational activities
1978 during the test period in addition to a work assign-
bt ment. Emphasis was placed on internal and external
— ; change. This test cenerated highly usable data, .
~ but there was no statistical significance observed.
[
¥ —_
3. Monterey County, Salinas, California . o2 March to ‘This program was geared toward potential scheol drop-
California Septesber 1978 outs and paired wo riences with academic
instruction. The 1ts were statistically insig-
nificant.
4. Nevada BOS Can;son City, Nevada 01 January to An alternative vocational educa}ion program was the .
"June 1978 main service provided to mixed income subjects in
) Carson City. It included counseling and work experi-
N a4 cnce. However, no conclusive results can be presented.]
5. San Diego, California San Diego, California 01 January to June This in-school program had two to three months of
, 1978 work experience for each participant. Pre- and post-
' ' tests were used, but interaction, by n thé income
eligibles and the nonincome eligibles was almost absent.
The results dre highly inconclusive.
: } 1 ' ,
i 4
" 54
5 [} . > © D -S
[} y
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TABLE IT1I-3

OVERVIEN OF THE EFF&;TS OF INCOME MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT “TRAINING PROGRAMS

*

Region 2 . .
k¥
Prime Sponsor Test Sité Rating* Comment
1. Niagara County, N.Y. ' Niagara County : ) »
Community College + This rating is based on observed increases

pe

in self-confidence. No s‘ystematic,gata are
available. -

Board of Cooperative

2. Steuben County; N.Y. + Dropout rate lower for test participants
‘ Educational Services| °© based on follow-up study. .
(BOCES) -Wildwood - .
Career Center e
~& l <
A’ L]
M1 3. Suffolk County, N.Y. Suffolk County, N.Y.| O A11 participants performed-about the same.
0 \ " -
- perating Mixed Income Tests
. 4. ” suffolk County, N.Y. . uk No follow-up information available.
No Information Available
—&
New York City, N.Y. uk Insufficient information available.
. ' , N
= positive 0 = no effect ‘ -:
= negative ) uk = unknown - . ) ! \
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TABLE 111-3(Continued) .o R

OVERVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF INCOME MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS - -~

. - Region 3
] ~
*— Prime_Sponsor Test Site— Rating* Comment
1. Northumberland, Northumberland County, + . 'fncome eligible participants fared well though
Pennsylvania Pennsylvania ) it is not clear this finding is related to mixe
/ income grouping. . .
NN ,
~ N -
2. Virginia BOS Prince George's + Good interaction produced, and students were
-t County exposed to the world.of work. However, no
. systematic data are available.
b'-ﬂ - *
o ~ . -
3, Virginia BOS Vi\Irginia Employment " |* uk No ddta or "guesses" are available.
Commission f N _
- - il 'A - ‘ - - ) -* '
] i )
~ o ~ i v
4. +Hest Virginia BOS, . Wheeling, West + Income eligible-participants fared well though
1 Virginia (West it is not clear why. .
N Virginia Northern
Community College) — .
S { . ,
5. Northumberland County, Northumberland County, 0 This second test in Northumberland County led
Pennsylvania Pennsylvania to the conclusion that mixed income grouping
) had- no effect on~income eligible participants.
\
iy : o
o #4.= positive . 0 = no effect .
- = neqative- uk = ‘unknown 62

)




TABLE 111-3 (Continued)

OVERVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF INC()ME MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

Region 3 (Continued)

Prime Sponsor Test Site Rating* CO""IQ"tr
i -6, Virginia BOS Bath County, Virginia + Self-gonfidence appears to increase as a result
of pregram involvement~
. ) Q N
S ) . ' ¢
7. Virginia BQS Giles County, Virginia|- + The trend suggests that mixing helps increase
D ) //%he performanae of. the income eligible.
N 8., Virgiqia BOS Stafford, Virginia uk’. The program ended abruptly, and no report has
. - been made available to MBA.
" » ) AN
— 4 . \
Al - - J
9. Virginia BOS Stephens City, + This rating is based on observational data )
. Virginia only. ™
- ~ T - '
10.  Schuykyll, Pennsylvania [Schuykyll-Carbon .1 uk Test never gmplemented.
) . County, Pennsylvaria
. - N "
6p o . 64
= positive 0 = no effect

[]z\f: - = negative

Uk = unknawn
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TABLE T1I-3 ( Continued) -~

OVERVIEW OF THE EFEECTS OF INCOME

) Prime Sponsor

Test: Site

-

MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

Region 4

Rating*

-
v

Comment .

\

Broward County, Florida

AT

Broward County,
Florida

S,

.

0

Various analyses yielded no significant differ-
ences in performance based on participant
groupings.

2

Tennessee BOS

\5\

Upper Cumberland,

Tennessee,

)

Analyses of data yielded n0/sjgn1f1§gpt differ-
ences based on groupings of participants.

* v -

a

Middle Georgia
Consortium_

e 4

Robbins' Air Force
‘Base Macon, Georgia

vd

A »

No follow-up information available.

.t

4. Charlotte, North Carolina

Charlotte, North
Carolina

-

>

/E%égzvheveﬁ implemented .

*.+ = positive
- = pegative
0 = no effect

- uk = unknown
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‘ © —  TABLE 111-3(Continued)
— OVERVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF INCOME MIXING IN YOUTH E!?&OYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS ~
Region 5
N
Prime, Spohsor Test Site Rating* _Comment

g )

1. Ann Arb&fm Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan’ + The handicapped youngster seems to benefit

J ‘ : from such a program.
.f * = /
2. Fort Wayne, Indiana Fort Wayne, Indiana 0 Analyses of data yielded. n ignificant d1ffer-,
. ences based on groupmgs of P jpants
¢/’ . / -
i 3. In’diana, BOS Columbus, In'diana 'uk, » No data or ”guessgs" are_available.
4. Llansing, Michigan ~ Lansing, Michigan ° + Income eligible youngsters seemed to fare well
)2 C : . ° 1n this program.
' . , e : o«

: /,\ \ - “ -

,5.  Macon County, I1linois | .Decatur, Illinois + The trend suggests that mixing helps.increase

‘ / the performance of the income eligible.
RN
. 6l
~* 4+ = positive 0 = no effect - . . :
- = peqative uk =
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" TABLE 111-3, (Continued) .

OVERVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF INCOME*MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

Region 5 (Continued)

.

.

' , . - i -
Prime Sponsor Test Site Rating* . i “Comment
6. Milwaukee, Wisconsin University of . o. ., The hiéh attrition rate seems to have impacted
Milwaukee’ (School of | , on the performance”of all participants. )
Allied Hgglth
Professionals
. - / v
7. TR CETA Consortium Kenosha, Wisconsin + The trend,suggests that the income eligible
. RacN\pe, Wisconsin . - subJects do well in any group.
8. Ramsey County, Minnesota | Maplewood, Minnesota uk Test discontinued shortly after it started.
-~ ° ¢ FA
9. Rockford Consortium Harlam Boardof Jdouk T Available data have never been ana]yzed by
( v Education, I1linois test administrators. .
«
— . ./'
110. WOW Consortium Waukesha, Wisconsin + More positive chaMge noted in mixed income
. _groups than in nonmixed groups. R
{'\l'; ’
Ou . ) >
= positive 0 = no effect v o b
- = neqative ™™ uk = inbnoun . " e U
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TABLE I1I-3 (Continued)

_‘D\§‘=~} OVERVIEW OF THE EFFECFS OF INCOME MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

LY Region 5 (Continued)
4
Prime Sponsor Test Site Rating* Comment

11. Lansing, Michigan Lansing, Michigan + Income eligible youngsters seemed to fare well
&\“u, ' in this program.

' . .4
12. Indiana BOS Columbus, Indiana 0 No significant differences were observed in

. the performance of experimental or control
subjects.
A : ’

-~ i 7

13. Indiana State New Castle, Indiana uk Data have not been analyzed. -
Employment and Blue River Valley
. Training Council + School Corporation :
14. Indiana. State Harmony School uk Data analyses havetnot been compléted.
Employment and ’ .
. Training Council v
15. St. Paul, Minnesota St. Paul, Minnesota | uk Data were ‘not systematically collected nor
' analyzed. '
14
e
’ N

= positive

\0 = no effect

-z
o
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. . TABLE III-3 4 ‘ .’0
.OVERVIEH OF THE EFFECTS OF INCOME MIXING/IN YOUYH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS '
R%gion 5 (Continued) ¢ ! Co

Prime Sponsor

\

-

-

Test Site S
—

fRéting*

—~._ Comment

16,

TRICO-CETA Consortium
Racine, Wisconsin

Silver fake, Wisconsin

r

uk

AY

. ; .
The trend suggests that the income eligible

subjetts do well in any setting. However, no
follow-up data:were available to support the
trend- X » '

‘.

O +

2
positive
negative

‘no effect
unknown

73‘
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/rABLE 111-3 (Continued)

I ) OVERVIEH OF THE EFFECTS)OF INCOME HIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS
t Region 6
s ' ~

* ) l‘ L - )

pon : - * ( Comment

Prime Sponsor Test Site * Rating — ommen
4 - : ¢

1. Coastal Bend Consortium {Corpus Christi, Texas .+ . ici

Participants did improve in attitude and dress,

S 1<

— | 2. Ouachita Parish Police |Ouachita Parish, 1 0 . No significant differences were observed in the
o Jury. Louisiana _performance of experimental or control subjects.
J
8:’
<
* + = positive - _ -
- = negative ‘ ’ - . &
‘0 = no effect . ",
uk = unknown '

-3
Ul
/
{
i~
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TABLE 1J1-3 (Continued) ¢
OVERVfEH OF THE EFFECTS OF INEOME MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS
b ’ < .
~ : »  Region 7.
__Prime Sponsor Test Site » Rating* Comment
1. Omaha, Nebraska Omaha, Nebraska + Career aspirations did increase for income
‘ eligible subjects.
. * \
ol
7 -
2. Wichita, Kansas Wichita, Kansas uk Test never implemented.
=) . A
]
3 > 3 e
e ¢
* o= positive
- = negative
0 = no effect
»  uk = unknown .-
. »
~
e o
: S J7s
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TABLE I1I-3 (Continued)
OVERV}EH OF THE EFFECTS OF INCOME MIXING IN YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

Region 8 \

)

2e-111

Prime Sponsor Test Site Rating* Comment
k Py .

1. Arapahoe County, Arapahoe County, + Incor;le eligible participants fared well though -

Colorado Colorado it is not clear why.

, y : R

2. Boulder County, Boulder County,} + ‘ This program filled a Tocal need. Yo assist

Colorado . Colorado- handicapped youth.

\
3. North Dakota BOS Four Rural Compunities| uk 'N01 tests were administered, and sample sizes
- o were tod small to even "guess". .
!

+ = positive T\ { -
- = nega?ve "
0 = no effect . .
uk - unknown N 8“
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CHAPTER 1V
THE STATE OF THE ART

This chaptér is an ¥ssessment of the state of the art with respect to
mixed income testing at the lotal prime sponsor lﬁve] " MBA's abproach'to a
state of the art includes not only an assessment of an overall performance
level but reasons for that per%ormance level as well. Chapter V of this i
.document lists some specific recommendations for future mixed income tests
which build on the state of the art described here. \\\v B
The general state of the art of mixed income testing at the local prime
sponsor level is very developmental and primitive. In two years of-testing
the mixed income hypothesis, results are still highly speculative and
nonconclusive. Prime sponsors adhere to the reqyiréﬁents df the test with
varying degrees of proficiency. Reports and data analyses were often not
useful. There is no developing body of knowlédge for reference that will
document the relative effectiveness of one approach over another. There are
no new questions emerging suggesting alternative tests and hypotheses. For
these and other deficiencies MBA concludes that the state of the art is only

beginning. ‘ v-\\a// : ~
Rewever, it is MBA's contention that a worthwhile process ‘has been
© started that can be augmented to enhance the overall effort and advance the .
.state of‘the art. Some of the reasons that the state of the art is primitive -
afteF\two years are noted below. y///
-~ -

Failure of'Test Sites to .Follow Directions .

use of pre- and post-testing, the use of contro] groups_and the mixing of

experimental subjects by ﬂncome, MBA has concluded that many did not understand
"the conceptual nature of the mixed income test, nor did thef understand the
imbortance of s ard1zed data collection. The state of the art can be improved
if sites more adeQuate]y adhere to the experimental directives established by

”

the Office of Youth Programs.
ic - ‘ 81 . ~

.
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- Variables of Interest Not Oper ionalized

Some sites appropriately chose to specify the attrrbutes that they ‘ ®
hoped to see changé’as a resu]t of the mixed income interaction. However, . |
few s1tes spec1f1ed variables in operat1ona1 or measurable terms. It is b
almost impossible to assess the qualitative changes. predicted when th0se changes
are not described in measurab]e terms. ) A - &

-
~ »

Very Small Numbers of Subjects

3

.One of the reasons that the results are inconclusive is that they are
based on very sma]] samp]es In some cases 10 experimental subjects were
compared to 100 control subjects. There 1f no magic number, but any samp]e

) s;ze needs 0 be suff1c1ent1y large enough to account for attr1t1on and perform
. . ~, meaningful data analyses. o

-

Inappropriates Data Collection Strategies »

Those Sites that did implement pre- and post-testing often exercised
very little control over thg data collection process. Systematic testing and
. P - .
data analysis did not characterize most of the projects conducting mixed income

- experiments. ’ ' \\\\\ N )
@ ' Inappropr1ate or Inadequate Test Instruments
¢ ..Sites seemed to select test 1nstruments in a haphazard method. The

instruments sometimes were inappropriate or inadequate for the tasgﬁ at hand.
Furthermore, very little comparison could be made from ‘one test site to

-

qpother because each site selected its own measurement tools. . S

Inadequate Program Length

N Many of these tests were in operation for only thrg% to six months. -
This is probab]y not enough t1me to produce the kinds of effects” expected .
from mixed income grouping, " P -
° i w o @ ) . . " ’ )
Insuff1c1ent Follow2up . Co e ‘

F1na]1y, MBA found almost no systematrc follow-up of mi xed 1ncome test
subgects after the test was completed Whateven effect. m1xed _income group1ng
> produced cannot be documented to be 1ong 1ast1ng or: have\tarry -gver into other




.

’

}elationships Th1s is unfortunate and again emphas1zes the developmental
aspect of the state of the art of mixed income testxng ‘ ‘

o
° '
[y A .

. Chapter v prov1des some recommendafﬁons that, if 1mp1emented could .
enhance thé ‘conduct of mixed- income test1ng ‘

—

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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¢ " CHAPTER V

RECOMMENDATIONS
- ) ) o ~ L :
The mixed-iricome experiments as devised by the Youth Employmert and ¢
'Demonstr_ationzgj(ects Act were specifically intended to find answers to '
difficu]t questions about the effective grouping of youngsters in employment

”» .
and tra1n1ng programs. _These experiments were planned to test whether and/or * .

to what=extent income-eligible youth benefit from working with and being
tra¥ned alorfgside non1ncome-e11g1b1e youth. Unfortunately, as the findings
in Chapter 1II reveal, no definitive conclusions can be drawn at this time
regarding the mixed income hypothesié. MBA has suggested in Chapter IV of
this report some reasons for this lack of concﬁusiveness in these tests.
' !

In this final chapter of3the report on the status and results of,the
1978 ,and 1979 mixed income tests, MBA is proposing a number of recommendations
that, if implemented, could enhance the quality and level of experimental
rigor and control in future mixed income testing. The mixed income hypothesis
merits further investigation, and MBA agrees that the pretest/post-test control
group~research design is the preferred techn1que1for such an 1nvest1gat1on
Within this context, MBA recomm;nds further consideration of the f0110w1ng
elements for inclusion 1n subsequent mixed income experimentation.

r -
-4

Variables :

Controls for Attrition .
Controls for Confidentiality ST /
Standardized Pre- and Post Enstruments s
Standardized Follow-up L
Standardized Length of Program Ifvolvement

]
°

Each of these elements is d1§cussed as follows.

Variables

Sex of Part1c1~‘TNiN///

“A. variable that emerges in much of the manpower literature-is the sex of

the participant; however, the s1gn1‘1cance o‘ the sex,yariable in job training

.




\

and job performance is not clear. Results have been controversial.
Nevertheless, sex as a variable should.be included in the mixed income tests
simply by requiring that the participants be equally divided between males and

A}

females ‘in all sites undertaking mixed income experiments.

Age . - .
Experimental and control subjects in mixed-income tests should be
matched for age. ‘

* . T . &L.

Level of Interaction Between-Participants

A11 programs need to provide a measure of the interaction between 4
participants. The basic contention regard1hg mixing youth by 1ncome 1mp11es
that interaction bétween these you®hs from different income groups 1s cruc1a1
The Tevel of 1nteract1on should be specified in any site conducting a mixed
inc me ‘test. . =~

¢

Type of Program

Two types of programs should be included in future experimeqts? Programs
for both in-school and out-of-school youth should be devised and specified
consistent with services generally found at the demonstration sites.

H -

N

Ratio of\Income-Eligible to Nonincome-Eligible Participants , '

The basic}contention of these studies is that mixing participants by) 5

.income will effect program performance. A secondafy variable is the type of

ratio most useful. The rat1o of 1ncome eligible to nonincome- e11g1b1e
participants shou]d be spec:f1ed and maintajned throughout any test.

Extent of Income Differential ’ J
Two ranges of income difference are pFoposed for future mixed income ;
studl . These ranges are based on the Lower Living Standard Income Level

At the present time, income eligibility.for youth prbgram participatfpn
is cut off ate85 percent of %he LLSIL. For fbture tests it is recommended that ‘
at least two ranges of income difference be exam?ned The first range is

2125 peréent--175 percent of the LLSIL; the second range is 175 percent and

aboye of the LLSIL. In all cases, an exact.income figure .should be reguired for

all experimental and control subjects. ' ' .Y .
. N ' S
- : §5
’ . V-2 g
TN\

¢ K}
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Contro]s for Attrition

It is well known that the attr1t1on ‘rate in YETP projects acrossgthe
country can.be as low as ten per and as high as fifty percent ¢ Any site
undertak1ng a mixed income tesy should consider the typical ‘attrition rate for’
its respectiye program and enro]] subJects ‘for the mixed income test accordingly.

¢ [ 2
k=4

Controls for Confidentiality

Confidentiality i;/ﬁery important in these tests becauSe of thé\need

contam1nat1on resulting from too many people knowing abo
Confidentiality w1th 'the income data‘can be provided thrbugh whatever usual
channels are used 1n vach prime sponsor The nature off the tdst and_the-identity
of the experimental and confro]asubjects need to be protected as diligently -
as possible. The manher in which confidentiality will be treated shquld be

stated in -mixed income test proposais. _— ,
. . ¢ »

-\

>

Standardized'Pre- arid Post-Instruments

| It 1; recommended that all s¥tes engaging fn mixed income tests be
instructed to usé the same pre- and ‘post instrument to measure basic attributes,
of interest. The test package devised by the Educational Testing Service .
should be considered, though it is long and may be a burden to sma]]er)prim
sponsors.™ A shorter package can be selected that will allow for the possibility
of meaningful compartson across all sites conducting mixed income tests. Sites

"would be encouraged to use*whatever other 1nstruments they deem.gppropr1ate

to the part1cu1ar needs of théir service mix.

Staqﬁard1zed Follow-up -
§ AN sites should be required to conduct a fo]]ow -up d§ mi xed 1ncome test,

experimental and control subjects at three- and e1ght ~month intervals. Th%

purposes of the fo]]ow-up are many; speC1f1ca11y, one is to de%irmwne how

long any effects produced bﬁ the income mixing perS1st

‘4
- ., -
o Y

\
&

]

' s s . N /

-
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«

Standardized'Length of Progrém Invojvement

Any prime sponsor electing tg:conducyﬂa mixed income test should be
prepared to maintain the services for experimental and control subjec;s for

»

at least six months. Not much effect from mixing can be eﬁgeeted from
programs running the test for a shorter period. S -(/T>

-~

”~
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- APPENDIX-A

: " CASE STUDIES -

N

4 Each of the 47 tests proposed for FY 197% or ;

FY 1979 are\ desqribed’in the followjng case stydies: The
cdse studies are grouped bx region, afhd no order in merit

or va]de,is implied by their position in this appendix.

. v
7‘ The reader iséreferred to Table III-2 in Chaﬁzér

IT1 fof a listing of the sources of data for each case.

. ’ 3 - .
Suffolk County, New York; Northumbeyland County, °

Pennsylvania; Indiana BOS; Lansing, Michigan; and Trico-

/

cETA Consortium in Racinea.w¥sconsin, are gach repo#%ed' B

in one case study. The reader will note from ﬁéb]e I11-2 -
- , ) . .

that each of *these prime sponsors qonducted‘two mixed 3

. 5 . . . . y w
income tests, either dne in each fiscal year or’two

“concurrently Thé.oneacqse study‘heécribgs both tests.

.
-

. .
2 PR ‘N
a . j L . * °
' N
o . . "
. . :
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becau e.of unsuccessful qﬁﬁgmpts to in;ervieﬁ program operators. The

<

following is an account of their propdsed effort. . f\‘s\'
. . ’ . . | -
* The program was o involve two program activities--career employment

... experience and classroom training. They proposed to have an experimental

group that would provide interaction beDMeen participants from the two

income grqups, and a control group consisting of only income-eligible subjects.
. ‘ ot ‘ . ' -

.o 2 , . .
- , Services to participants were to include career counseling, occupation
/ : .
;information and referral, and various placement services.

» >




NIAGARA COUNTY, NEW YORK L

Ay

Introduction o b - ¢ ]

”

A number of specialized services were provid@& for physically handi-

- “~

capped yputh in a mixed income environment. The findings were fairly

. ). R . S .
inconclusive because data collection strategies were not specified.
% i L ]

r

Test Approach
LF w ;/ v

. ) .
The mf}ed income test at Niagara County, New York was conducted by

' \ i -
sponsor. This tést, condaz¥bd between July 24 and September 15, 1978,"was

the Niagara Cgun Community College, a subcontractor to the local CETA ﬁ?if;///

:designed to provide training and work experiences for handicapped youth.

7

g

S

vy

The experimental and the control groups served the same number of .

participants for a total of 32 subjects. The control group contained only

income-eligible handicapped youth who were 16-21 years old. The experiménta]

™ .

group contained 8 income-eligiblé and 8 nonincome-eligible handicapped youth

in the same age group. ) , % b

-
s

.. ' .
The services rendered by Niagara County were extensive and included

special traﬁ%portation-épd,dther facilities for the handicapped. Counseling

was.dbnddctéd on'an individual qnd group basis. Experimental subjects and .

control subjects did not interact with each other.

Y R ‘ . X ‘ s : ’ ‘ \
Data Collection Strategies °, (o -
- . N 2

The.nymber of unsubsidized4§1acementg/abtained'by those iﬁ the

experimenta]ﬂgroqp was compared to thé number-of p]acements.obtaineg by the

;ddntrq] groué'and other factors, such/ag the program comp]eti?n rate, the

Coen ‘ 's "
‘. - , . * ., " (
L] N . F
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., . . -4

placement rate, the number of dropouts, and the amount of other special
attent1on‘requ1red were measured It was be11eved that pre- and post-tests
were adm1n1steréﬁ but the extent of these tests was not reported Some

fo11ow{up was conducted at regular intervals.

Theadata from th%s test of the mixed income hypothesis are inconclusive.

However, it was reported to MBA that the greatest outcome of this eip&riment'
was that it increased self-confidence in the participants and provided an

opportunity to help handicapped youth aq;ust_to a typical work setting.
an 10 )

Analysis

—_— T T~
This test hpp]ied the standard mixed income hypothesis to a special

popu]at1on——the physically hand1capped Positive change for imcome-eligible
subjects was measured in severai ways relevant to job p!acemént program

X

retent1on and the like. QOther k1nds o% positive change, such as self-concept,
mot1vat1on and so forth, were th ope t14§a11zed Pre- and postatest
procedures were not described. Impact of mixed income grouping on the income
eligibTe was not adeﬁhate]y measured by this ml;ed income test, and a
quantitative assessment of mixed-income grouping for handioapped youth cannot

be determined.

\ .
. ~
. s
.
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¢ .
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STEUBEN COUNTY, NEW YORK

i 4
.

Intnoduction ? «
// Alternative educational experiences and £xposure to the world of work
\
were the services that mixed 1ncome test subjects and controls rece1ved~1u\

o

Steuben sCounty, Mew York. A fo]]ow-ug‘homp]eted one year ]ater suggests a
\ lower than average dropout rate implying that mixed income grouping had some

<{ ' benefit foraparticipants.. C g

Test Approach

Steuben County is a rural community located in the lower end of’centra]\

and medium size 1ndustry are the major aventies of employm here. The

Ne{ York State, ha]fway between the state's east.and westirders Farming
. - '
County Manpower Administration subcontracted‘its mixed income test to the |
Hildwood €areer Center, part of a two- county (Steuben and Allegany) Board. of
gooperat1ve Educ%t1ona1 SerV1ces (BOCES) . X
L3 . LT .

From February to June 1978, /39 students part1c1pated in a program
emphas121ng thetdeve]opment of vocat1ona1 sk1]]s and basic aca mi¢ sk1]]s
at the Wildwood Caresr Center. Of these 24 subjects, 12 w&.ﬁ exper1menta1
subjects (6 1ncome.eT1g1ble and. 6 non]ncome ‘eligible).and 12 were control -

. ' squects. * Coe . 'S K

>

Data Co]]ect1on Strategies

A Behavioral and Progress Report * used to assess the students'
 behavior retrospect1ve]y‘and to devise a base]1ne‘f&Bm wﬁ1chyto gauge future °

assesiments Post tests used a similar 1nstrument and a fo]]ow -up was com-

pleted in early May ]979 to determine the current status of the 24 part1c1pants.

L

o . : TR ) 2 ) ) ‘ ,
EMC -’ . . - R-4 9u . - - .
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One year later, ten ofothe or1g1na1 twenty four subjects were still

“active inba BOCES program,‘etght_were ‘working full time, and six had left E

not as clear ag would have been he1pfu1

/ -5

Within these Jimitatidhs, respondents felt that éenera11y positive
- 4 L)

-5 y
& b

-

effects were achieved.

The very existence of a special project gave a "boost"

\

~~

’

school. Whether these were the ificome-eligible subjects in the mixed or,
*® nonmixed group setting was not made clear. .
& ’ P * ’ ) N\
) -/ abe ,
Respond%‘ts fro *the pr1me iighsor's office and the subcontractor's
office felt that the f1nd1ngs were M0t conclusive in sbpporting the hypothesis
that income mixing had~a sa1utor¥ effect-on income-eligible part¥ipants.
.Thefr,reasons were: T ';. r
°- It was npt possible to pair participants as — T
completely as des1red
-% -a
) There was a limig'to qse variety of work sites
available-for placemen and full matching was
not always possible at, WOrk sites .
- T February to June was not suff1c1ent t1me to
. conduct the test .- .
— %
R | The landuage of the orng1na1 DOL proposal was

to staff; it enabled the sprogram to 1nc1ude a new unit in their. teacb1ng in

thé formm of a

tour of local 1ndustr1es, and it gave students an opportunaty

to Tearn aboJ/\\he world of work through exper1ence

p

AN

+ Analysis
Var1ab1es were pot clearly stated in this test of the m1xed 1ncome* Q

Al

hypothes1s, and the retrospect1ve approach to co11ect1ng‘pretest data v1o1ates

.
° -

| J
test reQU1remehts Resu]ts\are not reported separate1y for\subJects in m1xed

"¢

[y

-;’
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groups and nonmixed groups, so the effect of mixed income grouping cannot be
specified. The use of follow-up one year after program completion is

commendable, but these data need to be reported in a more usable fashion.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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, " Introduction - . - _ m’_f . : -

Several variations were. used to exp1ore best mfx in terms of the

. cg\v

grouping of part1c1pants, the exper1ences prom1ded and/or khe wages offered

e Jaﬂ" )

Qut-of- schoo] youth rece1ved job exper1ences in these “tests of the m1xed -

L %
1ncome hypothesis. M1xed income groups d1d\not fare better than-nbnm1xed on , ./A/ﬁ

keyvmeasur ' o CON ;
. ? > ° v . 3 ) s :i‘
Test Approach o, . ' Y ¢ ‘J _—
S Twﬁ‘tests of the m1xed 1ncome hypothes1s are destr1bed in th1s;case

study of Suffo]k County, New York Suffolk “County 1s on the t1p of Lon@ co

. Is]and and it is a m1xture f res1déht1a1 and_ reoreat1ona¥~ameas, w1hh a
y o :
. ”\seaside view. Farm1ng and T1ght‘nndustry prov1de emptgyment and many-worb ?
N ’ & o L L £y ’
L y\NasSAu County or\New York,City.’ L —‘,‘~ T ‘“*i-‘“ﬁf &

-

\ . ‘R & K
- . N N PR - . .
. :‘. : % T ' 5 -t %‘, AR ' AN

. ‘ A”;-.?o * e . : ‘Q R ce gt NN
. 9, " FY ]978 T - ‘ '.;‘ ,,-a H;“ P* k"( ¥ T, 0",} *
% 0. Frem é%brﬂgvyuto Septe berﬂ&978 the’tBTAqbr1me sppnsor in Suffo]k -
:o 2 13,. ‘) e / i )I-‘
to County conducted a test of the m1xed income hypothes1s This f1rst study
» s 8

-~ %

g NS
Vol ., exam1ned three variations of the m1xed 1ncome hypothes1s Thege were:

?f-O - -

@

b 1 N ’

S (1)-Income mixing witl result in greaten program benefits ’
) " to 1ncomq§eligib1e-youngsters. .

SN (2) Income mixing and higher wages will increase the-
' productivity, motivation, retention rate and transition
_ into unsubs1d1zed employment for" ‘the income eligibTe.
(3) Income mixing and intensive 1nd1v1dua11zed counseling
will result in greater program. benefits to- income; .
eligible youngsters. ‘

..

.

M ”

.. o | T gg , |




Fourteen exper1mental subJects were compated to 13 cdntrol s

. .
“ ' . - g

the FY 1978 test.” The rat1o of 1ncome,e11g1b1e to non1ncode e11g1b1e is n

jects in

clear. K T , TN, s
. . , ,

3 ) . - . e kY .

\ ' . FY 1979 Test -

g A s1m1]ar test is be1ng conducted in,Suffolk County dur1ng 'FY 1979. ..

. »

However, more subJects are 1nc1uded 1o pnomote_gneatenﬂdﬁf“ ana]ys1s The -

contro1 group i composed of 120 subJects, and the expem1menta] group has 120

subjects (40 in each of the above var1at1ons) The Yatio of income e}1g1b1e
- . %qu‘ *

to nonincome eligible is not known. - . - 4

J : .‘ N ) . 5

K Data Collection Strateg1es - ‘ ’ . -

& . .-

-

. .Pretests ‘were not used .in e1ther of these approaches to the ‘mixed

) \

imcome hypobhes1s Post-tests did“examine work quality and quantity, ‘ \

'dependab1lnty, attendance,“initiative, courtesy a
. K

attitide in the FY 1978 .
v test. - ‘. . ' '

+ ' f ! ' ’

The second varwat1on of the: hypothes1s used-in FY 1978 was not

B /

. conf1rmed As a matter of fact the group pa1d 1ess money had a s1gn1f1cant1y i

1ower absentee rate than the group rec,3v1ng h1gher wages. All other data are

.

/%gt - nonconc]us1ve primarily because the sample size in the FY 1978 test was,small.

No results were available on the FY 1979 test at the time of this report.;
> - 1 A '-,_& M , . N
. ’ » v, . “ie , . .
p Analysis ; _ oo oo : R
- W \ -~ K . .‘ M
The two variationds of the hypothesis proposed by Suffolk County are :W,»Muw_,‘g

. I . 5

interesting,. but they may distract;ftom the majbn!need:to examine the effects

.of income mixing. Indeed, the results regarding income ﬁTXjng are chonclustve
’ ) S N . ::.' ;
and probably confounded by the other variables under investigation. |

N
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. ‘ NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA: (-
Vo ‘ -
18 roduction ‘

& * N

Classroom tra1n1ng and work exper1ence were comb1ned with career

counse11ng in this m1xeqflgggme—te&t“~ Part+c+paﬁ%3rwere~exposeu tothree -

\ occupat10na1 categor1es in mixed pa1rs of 1ncqme-e$igib1e andenonincome-
\\:\\§\ ' e11g1b1e youth, Resu]ts for the first year of th1s test showed 1ncome—

~e]1g1b1e youngsters perform1ng better than the non1ncome e11g1b1e yoqygsters.

-

- Test Approach : 3

v . l Th1s case study on Nért/ymber]and County describes m1xed income »

,:tests‘conducted in FY 1978 and FY 197§. The effective dates for the F 78

te ~rtest were January 16 through Septenber 30 1978, and the FY 1979 program
14
! started October 1, 1978 and will run through September 30, -1979. The \(

T ) pregggm geétgn in both tests provided classroom training and a variety:of :

- work'ekberiences to mixed income groups of subjects.
. "‘.l " . ,
Th1rty-s1x students part1c1pated in the FY 1978 program 3 Twenty-four

2

of these were in the exper1menta1 group’ (12 1ncome-e11g1b1e yoéuth and 12

- nonincome- e11g1b1e youth) A control group was established that cons1sted

v

of 12.income-e1ig1b1e youth. Participants from both.grghps were recruited
\ . . , _ ¢ .
from three local educational agencies that conducted the initiel screening

PR of applications" A11 income verification was conducted through the use of

' C— = - - e
N

— parentaT?guard1an forms® | SN .

-

<

i ~
-

Part1c1pants'chosen for both groups were matched as closely “as
. pdssible for their work.site assignments, based on sex, race, education

A-9 98
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.-“{{‘ M . [N

N é

atta1ned and grade»po1nt average ~It was noted that, while an attempt wa%

’ -~

. made to have 1ncome e11g1b]e and non1ncome e]1g1b1e participants work

alongs1de each other,,th1s was not’ a]ways poss1b1e ) ) ‘

Period1c progress reports measuring the amount of change in each
-~ participant were prepared by the work site superv1sors Part1c1pants .
i .- comp]eted‘se]f-eva]uat1on fonns and quest1onna1res at various 1nterva]s

-
>

throughout the course-of _program operat1ons " These data were eva]uated by

) the staff to gauge the overa#ﬁkiffect1veness of-the program. U]t1mate1y,

. these eva]uat1ons will be used to facilitate rational dec1s1ons in an effort

~

‘ _ to 1nprove student Jea{n1ng in the YETP program. - e
N LA L . -
Analysis * - : S . - “
. \ "« The results of the FY 1978 demonstration showed. that income- e]1g1b1e~\ '

youth worked "as good'as" to “better than noancome e11g1b1e youth This

conc]u510n was. unexpected by the staff and was a factor in their déz1s1on
to cont1nue the research, i FY :;%

ﬂg.' The FY 1979 program will _hopefully

. shed SOme ]1ght on why the nonincome eligible are not perfonn1ng as

- 7 -

eXpected. There are no resu]ts to report on the effects of 1ncome m1x1ng

}'- ‘.- . . /- '0' . ~ . €,

¢

. The Northumber]and County Manpower Administration viewed the mixed

1ncome tests as "good“ (as opposed to "very good" or "exce]]ent") In 7'

[
A

their assessment the validity of test results was questionable due to

A i inadequate controls-and dub?ous.research criteria. It Was learned from
. 3 fthe 1nterv1ew that no pre- or post-test as adm1nastered and the amount . v
N \ ) nk
of 1nteract1on w1th1n the experimental group may not have been éuff1cfent 2
tg produce éhe expected impact. - o RN
- . . ! " ' Q0 . r i
. - ~ . 2 o '

LN
oa
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MBA is reluctant to caN the tests “good" because neither of the
_tests 1s rea]ly looking at the mix.ed income hypothesis. These tests are* ; . < \
acomparffg the perfor'mance of the 1ncome eHgib]e to-the nomncome ehg1b1e i
. h y
1n a typical. YETP project, and this is total]y ontrary to the m1xed income ‘
~"hypothesis. - — - S '
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SCHUYKYLL-CARBON COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

k]
°

“«Intkoduction .

' ’, Jhis proposed ten percent comp%nent was to be incorporated into the
. 1 4 - } ~~ Il

prime sponsor's'in-school work experience program. In 50 percent of the

- Y

in- schoo] work s1tes, participants from 1ncome e11g1b1e and non1ncome e11g7b1e ’

/

batkgrounds were to be mixed, while the rema1n1ng 50 percent of work sites .
4

would\serve only 1ncome-ellg1b1e yoyth, who would serve as the control groups.

@ . ’ , N . v
‘ < 4 o
. .
4 .

AN

A

/
h

Test Approach .

J .
The<fo1lowing issues were to be examined in this mixed income approach:

3

o  The va]ue of integrating part1c1pants with varied fam11y v
~ income Tevels and background$ Z
N\ .
o The relative cost-effectiveness of different program

. appnoaches for target grouped participants.'

L ', The effects of program opportunities on the prospects of
K _ dnsubsidized youth emp]oymeht and school completion ‘:
" The value of work generated by mixed 1ncome-grouped.ehployees

The tot41 number of slots in+ the mixed 1ncome component .was to be 410.

-
.«

Of this numben 102 s]dtg\nere allocatéd to nonincome- e11g1b1e youth, #no

B > »

» would be m1xed with 12/,Xﬁcome e11g1b1e youth, and 205 slots were a]Jocated

~ ]

? tq‘the control group, all of whom were income- e11g1b1e v
¢ . 7

. ® R ) i )

¢

Data Co]]ect1on Strateg1es

Fo}ﬂow up pr\}edures wou]d be geared toward track1ng and evaiuat1ng
component would incorporate schoo] completion/retention data so that the

objectives of an outcome study could be obtained.

>

, ) " A-]2

<

the above stated cr1 teria. in add1t1on fo]]ow-up procedures fpr the 1€ schoo]

iy




4

Analysis *

r

L4

3

9

»

]

Carbon County because of prob]ems in getting grant app11cat1ons approved /

However, ‘this 1s probab]y just as well in_ the MBA op1n1on because too many

var1ab1es and*concepfs were‘ﬁﬁt‘ﬁpéva¢1vnaTTzed—'and—theﬁycnpcsed*appromdrﬂxr

!
- Ry "

data collection was ‘not targeted. - \ .

v -

e

Q
[

This ten percenf demonstratibn prograﬁ was never_ initiated in Séhﬁykxl]-

4
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X VIRGINIA BALANCE OF STATE .
. BATH  COUNTY
o ..~ / : ’ o
Introduction \ \ LW \

~ This work-study program 1s designed to provide potential SCBQP] dropouts‘
4

with a v1ab1e alternative-to traditional classroom 1nstrucfdon .Part1c1pants

receive c]assroom training 1n Adult Life Skills on the premise Ecat these
sk11]s can, be trans]ated 1nto other k1nds of changes. As‘a result o$/EXposure
to th1s program, part1c1pants are expected to develop more 1ndependence and

respons1b111ty and have greater interest in becoming gainfully employed.
. A ] ' / s

. .
- Bath County, a rural commun1ty in Warm Springs, V1rg1n1a, is a populars

resort area in the summer m/nths Resort areas, the school syStem and ;\T\ }
@ f‘\ ’ .. A . : '
_gamment factory emp]oy most of the r&ments '

Test Approach 4

The Bath County Schooﬁ Board, a subcontractor to the Vihgfhﬂa Balance  «.

of State for the mixed income tgst, started 1t%‘program in February 19%8 and

[] .,;.,
1s cont1nu1ng 1t tbrough September,30 ]979 // ) R
Th1s mi xed income test was integrated into the Bath Youth Commun1ty

-~

Improvemeﬁt ProFECt (BYCIP), an alternative educat1on proJect for potent1a1

dropouts
’

attentQQn, success an recogn1t1on in construct1ve rather than destruct1ve ways

) . A

The’ u1t1ma§§ goa] of BYCIP is for each part1c1pant ”to gain

. X . ' 1
: The program started with 5 nonincome-elﬂgib]e-participants and 15 income-

eligible par1§c1pants AL the t1me of MBA data cg]]ect1on, there were 2

non1ncome-ehg1b]e and 17 income-eligible part1c1pants. The‘:otaJ number of

v . N

n

v
Vo




N

~ from 15 to 19 years'o1d. A1l have demonstrated an inability .to function
: : . Y

X ' . ' . . ,
participants has vacillated between 17 and 21. This variance can be attributed

- ) .
to,subject loss.either through-dropout or positive termination.
. - , 5 ; o AL .

N

© .. - The majority of participants in the prodram are white males ranging

_///fdnformation. A.comprehensjve post evaluation is compﬁetedTTor each student

- . needed sense of "1dent1f1ca jon" or "group cohesiveness"

. adequately in a regular high school setting. One respondent also noted that

L

many participants comé from homes experiencing special difficulties.

- s

. .
Data Collection Strategies | ) : </

Sﬁecific indicators of change observed are academic behavior and
perfonnance personaT’behav1or and cooperation,. and some measure of cumulative
change. Academ1c change is measured numerlca11y, personal behavior is measured

A

by teacher/supervisor evaluations. These two categories are tota]ed to g1ve
: ‘ > o <
a net growth pattern for eath individua1'participant.

» s ———

> [ 4 1

A]though no grefest was administered and no post-test is ant1c1pated

»

. case studies, on each 1nd1v1dua1 are prepared by school staff at the time of . .
N . .
entry to the program, and inmtermittent evaluations serye to update this (

L4

at termination. . h
'y ' : 7

; -
Analysis

DN The program is ongo1ng, and results: have not been completely analyzed. o

2 ry
However, these pre11m1nary f1nd1ngs were noted £ - 4/ “

- )

e .  The a]ternat1ve program has provided students with a

that may have helped keep them in school 4

. As students become act1ve1y involved in ptoject tasks, i .
there is an abservable rise in their sense of self-esteem.
Many students have a low self-coneept when they first
° enter the program




. g'l
This test*fails to meet.- reseafch‘requ1rements established by the

¢ +

. -~¢\
Department of Labor for conduct1ng mixed income experiments. Ihese ,requirements

v -

1nc1ude pretest1ng and using control groups, each of wh1ch is cr1t1caT when 1t

.

comes to assess1ng the effectiveness of mixed income qrouping. A]though this

-

test max have he]ped Bath County confront some of the needs of its non1ncome-

H

eligible &outh |t does not yield much information “on m1xed incomte group1ng

-

. *
-« .
g .
. y
- . .
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" 2 J - viRGIAIA BALANGE OF STATd ) ,
e - .« GIEES COUNTY .
> ) ~ ) . . q * g :
- ) ‘ .‘ ' . ‘l! \
rIntroduct;on e, S E T ‘ - \

An aﬂternative to typ1ca1 school’ $nstruct1on 1s prov1ded "to 30

4

-

, participants in the "PATS" (Pos1t1we Approach to School) program E1ght of

\;*

the~_3¢are income e11gib1e, 8 are nonmncome e}ﬁg1b1e\aj§%lﬁvare contro]

subJects Progress is based on phys1ca1/appearance, test scores and job- -

retated behav1ors Income eligible youth in the: %1xed setting appear to be

¢

progressing better than youth in the nonmixed setting. Data are very
N S~ > {

. o ; ’
.inconcluysive at this time, however, because the test is still’ operating.

N )
Test Approach P

[ S

- g Giles County, a rural commun1ty 1n Pear1sburg, Nirg1n1a, is 70 m11es

" from Roanoke. Unemployment in general, and youth unemployment in part1cu1ar,

is h1gh and problems of drug and alcohol abuse exist. These prob]ems are not
5
f 11mjted to 1ow-Jncome yogyh and are reasons for conduct1ng the mixed income

test. The Giles County chool Board was the subcontractor to the Virginia .

¢
3

.Balance of State for this mixed-ine}me test. . o

]
%

‘:Voungsters who canmot function in the regu1ar~h%gh school setting are
‘ placed in the PATS program‘based on,thein special needs and their potential
for improvement. It is within the framework of the PATS,program‘that the
present m1xed income exper1ment is being conducted ‘This mixed income test
started <in Ostober 1978 and will run through Segtember 1979 ’

""",/ , , t
The typical PATS -program provides academic training, vocational training
J [} - .

and counseling to participants.. Of the 32/fATS slots available, 16 were

-
’

/

' ' : AT g
- ¢ ’ ., B ’ 106.

I




‘to detenn1ne progress

A . ] Al -
.

’ : -
aJ1ocated to the mixed 1ncome exper1menta1 group. ,Eight of these were income

L .

e11g1b1e, and 8 were non1ncome e11g1b1e. The remaininb 14 served as control
. ac

subJects. Part1c1pants are periodica11y measured on a nunber of 5ttr1butes

H : -«

Data Collection S;rategies-

.Perticipant progress fs‘Based on demonstrated improvemenf in physica1
appearance, attendance, academ1c performance, vocational perfonnance use of
wages and commitment. Pre- and post tests were used that measured these
attributes. Because the program was still operating at the time of MBA's

data collection, no Qefiniiive findings were available. It appears, .however,

"that income eligibles are progressing as-well as the nonincome eligibles. It

further appea:i that those income-eligible subjec;s'ih the mixed group are
. R
progressing better tniz\ftgfe in the nonmixed group.
. ) 1

4

Analysis < . ‘ .

The test managers in Giles County'ﬁave conformed to the reguirements

established for conducting a mixed indome test. The data necessafy to analyze

the effects of mixed income grouping will be available. The orientation of the

‘n A ¢ -
test managers does not seem consistent with the .dictates of the mixed income *
test and causes some concern. Too much emphasis was‘placed bn comparing the
income e1igib1e to the nonincome eligible. This should be’corrected and data

should be ana]yzed based on the effects of mixed 1ncome group1ng as opposed té

nonm1xed income up1ng for 1ncome-e11g1§‘e subJects.
) s
L )
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" Introduction - . o \:

N

r

»

VIRGINIA BALANCE OF STATE:
PRINCE GEORGE'S -COUNTY

t \
: \
. \\ v 7 1 .
A summer work experience was provided to income-eligib]e and nonincome-

AN
eligible youngsters However, no data were\€o11ected on a pre or post basis

-‘_

.on wh1ch to deve]op any conc]us1ons ' . \\

N v
\

Test Approach ; ) T \ .

“Thrge gerv1ces were rendered to the part1c1pants during this test of

the mixed ipcome hypothes1s. These were an or1entation session on job sk111s\

e

prior.to job placement, individuaT.and group counsefing, and training and

efiployment. . - R g - R R

(. /;

! /

The Pr1nce Gegrge s m1xed income test began Juné 12, 1978 and lasted

» -

until September 9, 1978. Neither pre- nor post- te/ts were adm1n1stered during

the experiment to measure variables or change. /furthennore, stude ’T?}
9 : / . N . B

: - ./ . : .
. employers and staff were aware that the experjment was, in operat1on Nonincome- .

e11g1b1e subjects knew that ten percent of the YETP funds had been set.as1de to

give them emquyment that they ord1nar1}x/nou1d not have been ent1t1ed to
receive. _ - .

" e
Data Collection Strategies

There were no pre- and post -tests used 1n this mrxed income deS1gn

0bservat1ons were used and it was noted that 1nteract1on in the exper1menta1

group was high bdtween the 1ncome-e11g1b1e and non1ncome:ef'g1b1e §ubJects1

b4
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. Analysis - ) . T ’(. : - oo
. A . .
VoA There can be no meamngfu'l quant1tat1ve anaf]ysns of this test of the
( i d
. m1xed inome h&gpothes1s because no data were co]'lected. .~ This test also . _
v1o'|ated reqliirements by not us1ng a control group of subJects. Th’lS test o
Wy did he1p students adapt to the wor'ld of work and ga1n 1ns1ghts mto potential K "
emp]oyment opportumt1es. It did not, however meet the maJor estabhshed
’ requ'lrements fo»r a mixed income tes},, ' _ - - f St
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VIRGINIA BALANCE OF STATE
STAFFORD COUNTY "~ "

Introduction . . . v N

. An 1n-schoo] work study program was suybcontracted to the loca] schoo]

[

board. Test1ng or prescreening was not daone. - However, there 1s al:l rat1o
F

of student to\isgerV1sor and ‘anecdotal reports art made at frequent 1nterva]s

Resu]ts are incopclusive because the test is still in operat1on

) " - R .
e Jest Approach ’ . -, v k
P -

Th1s FY 1979 test of the mixed .ingohe hybothes1s prov1des c1assroom
. K .Y
1nstruct1on, on-the- -jpb training and p]acement to 30 part1t1pants Twenty-seven

of these are income- e11ggb1e youth and three are noq1ncugg e11g1b1e youth

Students were selected by random samp11ng, and 211 income ver1f1cat1on was
done by the Virginia Emp]oyment Comm1ss1on '
.

-

' 4

Data Collection Strateg1es _ . ) .

[

Two var1ab1es are being used to detenn1ne part1c1pant change. These

.

.are work attltuda*and attendance. It is not clear how ‘these variables ere;\_~

t 'r

systematically measured, ‘but subjective eva]uat1ons on ea;h participant

are conducteo about once a month. o S ,‘/

’

Ana{;ZHS £ . T
v . . NES N 1S 'l,

None of the research requ1rements was followed in this test of the™

3
m1xed 1ncome hypothes1s Ne1ther pre- nor post-tests were used, no contro] .
5/ group was used, and the sma]] percentage of nonincome- e11g1b]e subJects o~

suggests very little chance of mean1ngfu1 interaction between 1ncome eligible




probably n

. ‘

“ . - hypothesis-when completed. ‘
£ .
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and nonincome~eligible subjects, This test is sti¥l,in operation but will

ot yield an medningfh] results with respect to the mixed inco

sy
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VIRGINIA BALANCE OF STATE
STEPHENS CITY o
P . . '
‘Introduction ’

- Income eligibles and nonincome e11g1b1es are mixed in a nantrd’qtlonal

vocational school setting in this testi%f the m1xed income hypothesis. Pre-

and post-tests were not’ used; deever, the observation of personne]'associated°

with the test is that the mixing is not causing any difference in the behavior
- L ‘ ¢

of income-eligible %ubjects,

Test Approach

The Dowell J. Howard JeBnt Comm1ttee for Control #s the suhpontractor
to the Virginia Balance of State for this test of the mixed income hypothes1s.
Dowell J. Howard is a vocational schoo] providing a]ternat1ve education’

exp viences .for youth who have demonstrated an 1nab111ty to function in

* traditional school settings. Th1sltest which stérted 1n OctoBer 1978 and

!

-w111 ‘continue through September 1979, is des1gned to meet the needs of non-

1ngome-e11g1b1e youth who would benefit from thekp gram services they would
N ) . h .‘ ¢

L

otherwise be ineligible to obtain. The mixed income subjectshreceiveh the

. 7]
same services_ordinari]y rendered by the\schooJ. : e

4
v

The participants in the demonstration.program were all in-schoo1‘youth
at the junior high’schoo1 level. A1l students had demonstrated an 1nab111ty

to functjon in ‘the | tradnt1ona1 school sett1ng, and a maJor1ty have been

'Nlabe1ed “problem ch11dren u? Total enro]]ment in the ten percent component

as of April was 32, 29 of whom were income eligible and 3 of whom were
I

’ non1ncome e41g1b1e. This proport1on var1es as studen%s are term1nated from

the programLand others are’added. N

7

, - a2 112

)
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The program offered'for the ten percent component provides hoth

classroom learnang and worﬁ experience. The general distribution of e

) 3

partiC1pant actmvity is half academic 1earn1ng and ha]f work’ exper1ence. '

‘@
C]assroom courses ihclude read1ng, math anh general academic subjects. The
A ) - Y

. work experience component operate‘§a% a rotat1ng basis w1th part1c1pants '

spending nine weeks at a job site. "In this manner each‘student is exposed -

to a wide variety of career opporfunities. !
.- s

- ! Ld .

/ @ &
Data Collection Strategies ' /’"—ﬂ : : A

’

No pret sts_were ao91n1stered to the test participants and no post-

tests are ant1c1pated. However, all students were requ1red to take the

LY - - ’
"\ . "ABLE" test, which gave individual academic ratings. Observational data .
* g' - Have been MEBdtQ_assess attitude, punctuality, attendance and general sense
h of;responsibi?ity. No conclusive resu]ts/éan be reported at this time.
\ ' 'ﬂ . : . .
% . . [ ‘ ) v
Analysis N ~ A

The ten percent component operating in Stephens City is lacking in

-

. . 0 \ » . -
many of the elements essential to a research design. The absence of pre-
and post-test instrumEntsxand a control group maie any results highly '

qpestionab]ef .It seems that the real objective of this program was to sérve

/ :

N -a larger, population rather than to test fhe mixéd income hypothesis, SO any _

findings are suspect. One t%ntative f1nd1ng is that mixed income grouping

¢

- is causing no difference in performance.. This may be because so Few %

‘\nonincomefeltgible subjects were. used in this test.-

. w,
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VIRGINIA BALANCE OF STATE. . .

‘15 R * VIRGINIA EMPLOYMENT COMM&SSION
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Introduction -

4

This test of the mixed ,income hypothesfs was essentially a program

%‘i

[

% to expose youth of a]] ingome 1eve}s to the wor]d of work. Convocations

and workshops were held at area high schoof:; bdt no dafa were collected.

- "/

Test Approach ) R ) , .

From January to June 1978,Q§raduating seniors from Wise and Lee

t:

Counties were exposed to basic knowledge and information necessary to prepare

’

fgrfilocate-and ob;ain jobs in a one-da)7'tfansition.course This program

© wa nducted in conjunction with Mountain Emp1re Commun1ny College and

~ used "mob11e learning labs" for ‘the 1mp1ementat1on of the course. Lk was

°

est1mated that a total of 345 seniors participated in this one day effort
- X =

-~

B

at meaningful career exposure. .
4 S

4
s ‘ -

The .one-day program consisted of presentatiops and discussions on

Cﬁreer'bpportUnities and development, and in?ormatiod packets were

1

d1str1buted to all part1c1pants to rev1ew Each/subject compdéted an

P S ;
x 6/ ™ ‘1 N -
_ att1tud1na1 survey form wh1ch served as t%e evaluation too] ut111zed in
F 4 at
comp]ettng the ana]ys1s for this exper1ment However, no systematic data

’“’b

were co]]ected on income, SO the percentage of non1ncome e11gib1e erved

! 7 - ’ —/\’ N\
is not known. . - . .

’ P ‘o . ) - '3 !
Data Collection Strategies - - : - 1/7///
= .

There were no systemat1c data co]]ect1on strateg1es,

¥ )
attitudinal survey administered was not ana]yzed Pre "and post rmeasures
7/

were not features ofi'this test.

P A-'25/) 11 4
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Analysis . . . )
L J ) '
iy This was ﬁét a test of the mixed income hypothesis, It did provide

-

¥ ;ﬂone-day‘approach to a multitude of job possibilities and training

opportunities, but it did not examine the mixed income hypothesis.

d \

- %\




N , « " =% " VEST VIRGINIA BALANCE OF STATE T ‘
s : \ WHEELING, WEST VIRGINIA * : k ‘

<= —
»

' Int?oquttion A g //‘

o~ ‘
- -

\

This program proVidediggt-b?-schbol youth with skilled training in }\

: SR
major appliance repair on the campus of the local community’ip11ege. Pre-
and post-testiﬁglahq three follow-ups were key approaches to data_collection.

Income-eligible youth performed better than nonincome-eligible youth in

either the mixed or nonmixed group. The follow-up is continuing on these

’ subjects. X ) 3 -
- . _t
i
,Test Approach <3

This test of thd mixed 1ncomé hypothes1s was subcontracted to the
West Virginia Northekn Commun1ty College and was conducted from March 1 to
Septembe§\30 1978. The program was designed to provide part1c1pants with ,' .
classroom training in maJor appliance 'bpa1r This concentrated effort was
to provide in- depth know]edge and extens1ve work experience to participants
resulting in fu]]y qua11f1ed repair technicians upon completion of the )
program. A]] activities took p1ace on the campus of West Virgin1a Northern

Commun1ty College ut1112{?g the facu]ty staff

Th1rty-two ‘students part1c1pated in th1s FY 1978 danonstrat1on : N .
program. S1xteen were n the control group (all income-eligible youth),,

"+ and the rema1nder formed ‘the exper1menta1 group (e1ght non1ncome eﬂ1g1ble

v [

and eight 1ncome e11g1b1e) The local Job service was respons1b1e for all

N

1ntake.procedures, 1nc1ud1ng income ver1f1catibn Each student was then\

1nteyv1ewed by college staff and final selections were made. The job

-

7 | )

BRG0P et L
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Data Collection Strategies

- service staff, college admin%stration and faculty wererknow1edgeab1e of
! .

- - v 4
the nature of the research being conducted, but the participants were

unaware of any testing. “ .

N

Two basic techn1ques used‘to measure change were pre® and post-testing

B and”611ow -up to determ1ne the nature of program termination. The pre-

—and post-test used was “the’ Tennessee’ Self-Concept Scale, which measures 2

)

their participation.

motivational levels, attitudes and se]f—concepts The student's scores on

L

the pre- ana\pest tests wer\\compared to determine whether the sﬁq\ent s
gttitudes about work and his motivation had been pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uenced

These tests a]sg indicated any differences- existing bétween the exper1menta1

subJects agd contro] subjects.. -4 : :
] . ﬁ ' v .
The number of students successfully comp]et1ng the program was

measured aga1nst the original total enrollment.

g

emp]d}ed‘will be measured at three intervals after program completion: .

‘The number ofystudents

+

imnediately, six months later and one year later. .
Y . ) R '5@
In additiis to these two' strat€§ies;-subjects were given the
opportunity to evaluate the program activitieé\eVEry four weeks throughoflt,

Even when a subject left the program, a participant

evaluation was requested. T

» a ) ’ . . ' ’ % R

Analysis - . -~ o ‘
Overall results to date indicate that tﬁe income-eligible youth in

( . -
. the control and experimental group functioned "as well as or better than"

~ : =~ - + Q» N r'Y ) :

1
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«

. - . .

the noninc.'ome‘-elig'ib]e youth. However, no data are available regarding

14 N < L.
the effects. ofmixed grougfing which suggests strongly that ’ch& basic

thrust of the mixed income test was missed in this ,s.tudy. 5 ° S
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. N ) ) / ) . - . ‘
- " BROWARD COUNTY; FLORIDA /A>

€ s ’
\ . R . .

Introduction . _ v _ —

.,

In this test of the mixed income hypothesis, youth apprenticeship .
training in retail sa]es’br printing was paired with guidéd group inter- -

action. Multivariate ana]yses were ca]cu]ated and yielded no statlst1ca11y

-

S1gn1f;cant differences based on part1c1pant groupings.

~

Test Apprgach ':3/ . 3 N .T,

-~ ) ’ \. . /
From March_1 tg September 30, 1978, 70 subjects participated in the
mixed income study in Broward County,‘E]qrida.’ Eighteen of these were

nonincome e]igjblei 'No.cpnt{ol sugiecté were used.

‘ . “
Participants were divided into two groups. One group attenied a
D e .

_retail sa]es class and nine hours Ber week of guideq‘ggoup intéraction;

the other group attended a printing and graph1c arts class and nine hours
2

. per week ofigu1ded group interaction. Each group was-élxed by income and

observed over the course of the project.

- o

Data Collection §trategies

Pre- énd post-test instrumentstﬁeré used that were designed to tap.
a hqmber of attitu&es such as motivation‘to work, :céreef aspiration and
se]f-concept Fo]]ow up of p]acement and ]ater success was a]so a data
co]]ect1on strategy used in the Broward County test of the mixed 1ncome'
hypothests. No statqst1ca1fy s1gn1f1cant differences were found in the two

groups of éﬁbJects.

L4
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Analysis

”

-

\ This telt of *the mixed income- hypothesis violated the requlrements

esta$1xshed by the Department of Labor No contro]7group was used in this

study, and the distribution of subJects by training class is not clear

H ever, the pre and post data col]ected were amenable to soph1st1c?ted

contrd1 group added th1s test could prove. more entightening w1th respect
to the workability of the m1xed income hypothes1s
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. . .. . .‘ ‘ - . \ . :‘
' \ _ CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA -

4 T ! Charlotte proposed to conduct a ten percent m1xed income test but
- ' .3

’ * never 1mp1emented jt. The propﬂied program would have prov1ded transition

“~

]
services for mixed income youth.,kIhe job p]acement rates of.the mixed"
income group subJects would have been compared to the job p]acement rates

of subJects notin m1xed 1ncqme groups.
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. fTest'AQQroach

. _sessions are scheduled for rap discussions.

9@ | ) T
v‘ . -
N MIDDLE GEORGIA CONSORTIIM-* & -, *

Introduction
An Aerospace Careers and Exp]orat1on program i be1ng conducted at

'the Robbgps Air Force Base in m1dd1e:Georg1a. This est started,:n FY 1978

@

. . > ~
<school* youth. Data are 1nconc1u51ve.unt11 eomp]et1on of the pro-

‘s,-‘
R

and wil{¥fenclude@§n FY 1979. It providee;skil1ed tra1n1ng g and counse11ng >

to out-o0

gram operation.

4

<

5
The mixed income test program or

S
ace Careers and Exploration

program at Robbins Air Force Base provides full-time employment and training -

e

opportunity for 30 j%uth. Work teams are assigned to work sites representing

approximately 20 occupational groups such as mechanica1; food services,

A

‘clerical and laboratory/technical. - . N o
4 . N - ’—,“ N i Z

In addition to on-the-job train?ng at\the work si®es, youth receive

dnstruction in preparation for the GED,examination, and counselors ‘provide

v \
help and\adv1ce with personal, family and 1ega‘_prob1ems Counse11ng

_consists pr1mar11y of (one-on-one assistance, and per1od1c group counse11ng

! , - ’ ) » . . ]
Data Collection Strategies - _ >

w,% N » v . . B
Program applitants were tes ed w1tﬂ the Stanford D1agnost1c, a career

1nterest prof11e and a seri f interviews These are the bas1c predata.

No post-test.was administered, but there was follow up to -determine the

extent of unsubs1d1zed emp]oyﬁent fo]]ow1ng program 1nvo1veme§g§

‘t - . . -
o

~

mn 124 . - . {"
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Y I

*

)Nhile the bottom line was unsub51dized emp]oyment, it was d1fficu1t
tOuget tra1nees onto the qgggfpr1ate Civil,s/}yice Reg1ster and virtua]ly

Sy

impossib]e to adentjfy those who were regﬂstered Work site supervisors

had wanted to proy1de regular full-time posat1ons at the end of the tﬁlining

L 2 . - : - -
prog?am but wefe precluded from .doing so-because of the ?egister constraints.
- Anal Rnalysis : ° . -

J )
~ This«is an interesting approach'to employment‘deve]opment and -

[}
L)

certa1n1y an exce¥lgpt way to ut111ze the resources of the local a1r force
*

base. Hoygxgr, because data co]legt1on did not employ the best strateg1es,
no” definitive ‘results are.@va11ab1e- It is not clear that a ;Pntrol group

was used, nor ¥s it clear érat the 'mixed income hyppthesis was tested in

od (,ﬁ . g 14 w
this program‘ .
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g
‘ TENNESSEE BALANCE OF STATE - v
UPPER CUMBERLAND, TENNESSEE } _ — ,
- \/— '
\‘Introduction . -
L This sunne#aprogram constst/d of a variety of work exper1ences.for
out-of-school youth. Pre‘and post data were collected and anﬁlyzed ‘but, .///°

these data y?e]ded no statistica] s1gn1f19ance with respect to,the mixed

[ 4

income hypothesis. e _ -

Test Approach, R ) -

The ten percent demonstration program was conducted’ in'FY 1978 by
. the Cordell Hull Economic_Development Corporation (CHEDC) and the Upper
Cumberland Human Resources Agency (UCHRA) as sd%contractors to the Tennessee
Balance of State The two subcontract1ng agencies followed an 1dent1ca1 ' T -
Rrogram design but’ prov1ded different types of work exper1ence Th1s
program was operated from July through September 1978.and was designed to

provide %pt-of-school youth with a variety of work experiences. - — '
All part1c1pantg were recruited for and referred to the project

by the Department of Emp]oyment Seeur1ty~0ff1ces, and all income verification

was done by these offices. Original total enroliment {for both subcontracting

agencies comb1ned) was 104, but eventually this was reduced to 88 subJects

because of attr1t1on.,

“ . »
»

The experimental group was cOmpr1sed of a two-to-one rat1o of “

\

» nonincome-eligible-to 1ncome-e11g1b1e youth,.and the control group cons1sted

of income-e]ig?BTE‘ybutE\exc]us;ve]y. An attempt was made to match subJects

. . - -
N -/
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/ ¢

in the control and expe(fmenta%jgnoupgdﬁith respect to age, sex, marital;'

’ status, sthoo] grade completed, grade point- average, race and incope.

- . . ¢ N
. - *

The UCHRA subjects were employed at various work sites, including

a nursing home, a county -cou . Oduse, a_day care center, the Upper Cumberland

Human Resource Agency and Tennessee Tech. The CHEDC ‘subjects were employed
Sezdy
in day care centers throughout the counttes Work experience was the only

service prOV1ded to test part1c1pants in this mixed income program.
)
\. ' -
Data Col1ection Strategies C 5 ) .

\

The pre- and -post-test instrument was a questionnaire designed by

members of the Manpower Planning Section of the Tennessee Department of
e - ‘ s
Employment Security. Th1s questionnaire consisted of four sections coverlng

work history, work attitudes, vocational trathng history and occupat1ona1
awareness.  The sect1on on work atti4udes was the most dﬁosely exam1ned
and andlyzed. 1In add1t1on natyral observat1on was used by superv1sors and
1nterv1ewers-who made per1od1c reports on part1c1pants progress. The, -
measurement of overall work attitudes was obta1ned_by comparing the tre-
and post-test answers poéed on the questtoﬁﬁhire in this sectionf

Statistical ana]ysés involved the utilization of the t-test for determining
' ‘

the significance of the difference béfﬁgg;—meéns of matched groups. No

4

statistical significance was observed in these data using the t-test analysis.

§ - atd , ' ) .

/> | y g )
Analysis

< %

' This test of the mixed income hypothesis did adhere to the established
\

research reauirements. However, no statistical significance was observed.

. »

L
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This may be because the test period was too short and control subjects

«

were added fairly late in the research effort. This test should be

repljcated with corrections for those observed problem areas.,
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ANN ARBOR; MICHIGAN -

- .
>~ . - y

Introduct1on

1]

)
Five schoo] sites' in Ann Arbor were used to conduct this mixed
income test with handicapped youth. Youth were not: paired by income in
o
job settings, but they did interact in the classroom. Results indicated

that the,handicapped youngster does beneftt from such a program.
sl . : . . )' )

N

Test Approach . — . \

Th1s mixed income test was conducted over a five-and-a- ha]f—month
per1od from January to mid-June 1978. The program prov1de€'work expe;}ence,

classroom instruction, counse11ng ‘and support1ve services to 19 partiéi-
/
pants. It was implemented within five separate schools of the Ann Arbor A

school district. : \ ' .

3 . \ . -
‘ The test group'nad ten slots and was equglly mixed between income-
el1g1b1e and nonincome-eligible hand1capped youth. The handicapped

students were emotionally d1sturbed and/or deve]opmenta]]y disabled youth

' Ihe control’ group consisted ©f nine in-scheol youth who were 1ncdne eligible )
e .

’ ) and not phy51ca11y or mentally *handicapped. The exper1menta1 group wa¥
~

) bu11t from referrals of local school spec1a1 educat1on teachers Income
-

. was not ver?f1ed but local residency and in-school status were ver1f1ed.

< , ’ v, S /_/
* The work experience of the participants consisted of part -time

career employment, which averaged ]5 hours week]y for a 15-week per1od

Many different work sites were utilized, and, because attainment of work

site commitments was diffjéu]t for the handicapped population, no attempﬂ

o . . \\-J A8 12w




was made %o pa1r 1ncome~e]1916—\\and non1ncome-e11g1b1e students ‘while on

\hevqob Classroom instruction included career or1entat1on and iabor markeﬁ%@

- »

.‘informat1on. Counseling servaces were prov1ded as- were support1ge serv1ces,
such as med1cal ,and transportat1on assistance.
e]1g1b1é’and non1ncome-e11g1b1e students, when it .occurred, was on]y in the

classroom settlgg. : s

Data Collection Strateg1es , .

No .pre- or post -testing was conducted The staff did evaluate ',

part1c1pant progress on the basis of attendance records, emp]oyertperfonnance

evaluat1ons, academic ‘work, durat1on of placement and reasons for term1nat1on
1]

None of this information was systemat1cally exam1ned by income group1ng

4

The results of th1s test very clearly show a positive effect for the

‘&hand1capped\youngster On measures of attendance, academic performance and
'""""ESEIZ?Vé termination, handicapped part1c1pants fared quite well.

3

('ﬁna1xs1s - '

~
Despite the good results reported this test di d’not prov1de an

adeqdate demonstration of Ahe effects_of mixing youngsters by income. It

s . S~
demonstrated that handicappzzlyeungsters could achieve, but, since they
ndicapped youngsters, the effects of mixing by

-

income are unknown. This barticu]ay test did<dEmon§t} te the high,motivation

were not, compared to other

to succeed among the handicapped, but it should not pe considered'a good -

test of the mixed intome hypotheéis. ‘ R "

. N .
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. R . N F\ .
. - FORT WAYNE, INDIANA -

' Introduction = - oy ' Y . -(;¥§::§; ¥
} ' . : . L ™
R This in-school przj:gyffor high school seniors was designed to -

provide wgrk-study’eppe} fities for the hard to’p]ace student regardless

&
-

l ¢§ of fami]y‘ineome. The‘yard to place are usually physicglly.er emotionally : R
‘ handi capped. Resu]ts-were’itat%stt63i1y nonsignificant. -
¥ ‘ N A
) - “Test Approach” | g o _ gh* i
" The ovefall purpose of thfs.mixed income demonstration teet was to
study perceptual judgments of participehts about educ%tion, acceptance of
. g

self and others, and superior-subordinate relationships when income-eligible
, . AN

clients were mixed with noninebme-e]igibze clients. This mixed income test
_was"an in-school program conducted From January to June ]978. Higﬁ school

Jjuniors and seniors-were¢the subjects. Control and experimental groups ST

>

were used. - ’ . ’

s

¥
‘The program, entitled "Cooperat1ve WOrk Study P]acement," was deS1gned

to provide training station placement for hard to p]ace students The
,nonincome-e11g1ble part1c1péits were required to meet the pr&b%am S non1ncome- .

re1ated criteria,fsuch as be1ng physically handlcapped or in need of an

b .

opportunity /p prove themse]ves &nd willing to commit themse]ves to regular \

A

"y attendance in the program.
- . ‘ e

" The program services included paid employment at a job site and
c]assroom instruction' N6¥k experience included 15 to 20 hours of. emp]oy-

ment per week under the- guidance of the nonprofit emp]oy1ng agency's
. - v
T 4 L
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——— — -

" regular 5"“%{;15°r5° Typical sites were pngic schoojs, city and county

offices, child care centers and‘hoépita1$.. The participants in the

experimental group were paired at the work sites éccoraihg to mixed income

whenever.bossible. Classroon instruction was under the tutelage of
. . . ~. . .

vocational teacher-coordinators. According tc«&hé CETA staff, the greatest

amount of interaction between income-eligibie and npn1ncome-e11gib1e parti-

N \_ . - Ve ! R Y
cipants occurred witkin the classroom. The experimental, group also received

?

speéia] counseling attention not réceived by the control gﬁoup: This ﬁ' :/
. . MY . F ”
counseling wa(>in regard to career choice, human re]atlons, superior-su rmate

A

relations and ;e]f—concept reinfgrcement. “

@y L4

Data Collection Strategies
Pre- and post-tests were used that measured subject perception é;“

education, self—hoﬁth.and superior-subordinate relationships. ' Evaluation

" data were gathered using standard CETA prd§F€ﬁ‘EFTiefEé;; Several statistical =
tests. were peniérmed, including the analysis 6¥ variance. No statis-

tically significant findings resulted,,hoWevén\ and- CETA p]pnnihg Q\"

.

~ n . v—/>
. staff suggested that descriptive statistics, rather than inferential
\ ”’ . . - ‘

statisfics,'might have been more useful. Th%y.adso mentioned the short
length of the project (six months) as a pbssible facfor.in the lack of

significant results and suggested a project length of at least 12 months as ®
more appropriate. . . ‘
, ‘ \

. ) K ‘ a
Abalysis: . ' : . . g

- -

: /// In this test of the mixed incone hypothgsis, as in others reported

here, information that would affect futur4 YETP plqnning.was not developed..
. AR

No conclusive findings can be reported. Furthermore, this test violated

e

w130
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.
B

one of the requ?reﬁ%nts of the mixed gncome eprrjments since the exper1-

mental group received more services than the contro] group. The only -
d'l fference between the two groups should have been .in the compos‘rtion of

mgnbers. all othér services were to be identical.




', pyielded no conc1us1ve f1nd1ngs

. not known. "’
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INDIANA BALANCE OF STATE
- | .o v

*“Introduction ) ' ,

é

This report covers two tests of the mixed income hypothesis conducted

Y

by the Indiana Balance of State prime sponsor in Columbus, 1ndiana 2ThelFY

1978 test provided transition services ‘to mixed income subJects, and it )
The FY 1979 test prov1ded an a]ternat1ve '
school program for pregnant women; no definitive data’ are ava11ab1e on the ’

FY 1979 test.

'Test Approach ' .

The FY 1978 test prOV1ded a number of "trans1t1on to the wor]d of =~ -

work” serv1ces to high school’ students These were job seek1ng seminars’,

sk111s training activities and actua] JOb p]acement The number of parti-

cipants 1nvo1ved and the ratio of income- e11g1b1e to nonincome eligible was
at . 3
"y, . »
[ ! - [ .2
'“‘.. . . S
The FY 1979 test 1s providing the same trans1t1on services to,a

special group of subJects.

.sgchool for pregnant women. The number of participghts and the ratio of.

. ) -

thcome eligible to nonincome eligible is not known.
<, LI & , . o
. ) S .

. A
Recruitment for program participation was handled through newsgeper

.ads, amnouncements in the schoo]s and simp]yaby word of mouth. r‘F.ami.l_y
I ‘
incomes were verified by requesting that parents submit paycheck stubs and
N - .

by spot checking. ' «

These subJects are all enrolTed in an‘a1ternative 4

A,

-

<

- 7




. g. .t

Data Collection Strategies

Pre- and post—tests were used, but it is not clear what variables

4

and/or attributes were measured by these tests. No results were available

to MBA Jt the time of this study

‘Analysis . ) ) .

There was not enough 1nformat10n ava11ab1e to MBA to analyze the

~

éffectiveness of either of these tests of the mixed income hypothesis.

¢
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. INDIANA STATE EMPLOYMENT'AND TRAINING COUNCIL® -
BLUE RIVER. VALLEY SCHOOL CORPORATION - ‘
’Introduction

-This in-school test involves an examination of 120 variables from

those related to demography to attitudes and 1eveis of motivation. A

. major emphasis of the classroom and on-the-job work is on the acouisition

of marketable skills.. No conclusive data are avaiﬁab]e now. o N .
P \ -‘ \ 13

Test A;L%/ach. - %; \ ) f

Forty-five youth were included in this te:@rOQram.' Nineteen were

non1ncome e11g1b1e w1th family 1ncomes ranging from $10,500 to $22,500.

Twenty-six of the youth were #icome eligible with families having no
measurable income. The subjects were diyided into. two program groupings by
‘e
-age. Fifteen subjects wer‘ijnﬁgrades 7 through g, and another 15 were in
: , * ;

grades' 10 through 12. An add1t1ona1 15 youth served as contro1s receiving -

the same. services as subjects except they were not mixed by income.
) o - .

Studente were chosen for participatiop in the program baséahon
reconmendations’from teachers and guidance'counseldrs. Se]ectjon criteria
included students' poor academic performancéf their potentda] for dropping
out.éff school and/or their 1nvo1vement with the Juvenx]e criminal justice

N
system. Students with poor se]f-concepts, Jow communication.skills and, ,s

"~ 1ittle interest in the schooT system's traditional offerings were soughti

L
Al1 participants were interviewed by a counselor, psychologist and the

Program Director before fdna] selection.

. The demonstration training program combined rémedia] academic

»

educat1on with a work experience for dropout prone youth. . . -

A-45 134 . S o
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‘ Data Collection Strategies I
. - _ Over 120.variab1es g? interest were identified and tracked These )
- NN
“/ variables’ﬁncluded age, sex, grade p'lacement1 and type and amount of fam11y

- income. The six major changes measured were types of term:nation, changes
in academic level, changes in school attendance performance, changes in
L] /‘ —

grade point average, graduation rate and supervisor work site performance

/9Qtings. Pge— and post-tests were used e1ong with examiﬁations of s}hoo1

records and work site supervisor evaluations. -

Data were still being collected and analyzed'at the time of the °

MBA -investigation. rHowever, some preliminary f{hdingsﬂwere presented

which are intriguing and suggest the need for additi al study. .

"o - ' Some performance measures are goin

be statistically
-significdnt when the ana]ys1s

1 4

¢ A noticeable growth is apparent for all subjects in
problem-solving abilities .
i o A1l subjects (income eligible and nonincome eligible)

' appear .to have gained from the mixed income experiment,
and the growth of the income-eligible youth does not
appear to have been at the expense of the growth of
the nonincome-eligible youth ‘ .

rm\. ’ . ) | L)
»  Analysis ' /7 5

This test of the mixed income hypothes1s was elaborate and intéresting.
However, the sample s1ze seemed to be much too sma11 to adequately examine _Ii

change in 120 variables. A larger sample s1ze is, re@ommended in any

proposed replication of this test ‘of the m1xed 1ncome‘hypothesis
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° . INDIANA STATE EMPLOYMENT AND' TRAINING COUNCIL
: HARMONY SCHOOL o I G
Introduction . - * by

Harmony School, an alternative high school,’provided a number of
services to part1c1pants 1n th1s mixed 1ncome test conducted from April
1978 to April 1979. Emphés1s was placed on improved academ1c performance

t -~ / . ’ -
Test Approach

- ' *
Harmony School was already comprised of a heterogeneous groyp of
students mixed by income, so 41 of these students (ages 14 and over) were
The experimental grbup was mixed by income, and 6n1y

income eligiblei’jefe in the control group. ‘

selected as subjects.E

A}

Services provided to the participants included family counseling,

L]

'15nen§ency housing, academic classes and transportation. SN\
.‘ T . . / J%
Data €ollection Strategies .
/ , e A

Pre- and postftests were administered to measure changes in verbal
&,
and math sk1115 resu1t1ng from fﬁETExper1ment Resulfs were not analyzed

‘at the time of the MBA 1nvest1gat1on, but three observat1ons were shared

.. < - -
with the MBA staff: - . > ¢
° Verba] and math skﬂ]s increased 1) five percent of |
“  the part1c1pants
. ~ Attéhdance 1ncreased 1n n1nety percent of the,part1c1pants
’ —

° Jﬁ/ome-ellg1b1e and non1ncome-e11g1b1e subjects seemed to
' benefit from the mixed 1ncome setting
oA

.Y -

-




‘to nonincome-eligible subjects nor the extent of income difference was

«

Ana]zsis' o _ ' _ ( .

-

Insufficient information was provided to MBA to adequately complete

this analysis. For instance, neither the ratio of income-eligible subjécts

known. The nature of the pre and post instrhmepts used was not described.

Without this ipformation, it was difficult to assess the quality of this

) . /
test of the mfxed income hypothesis. - :
\ :
, . ) ’
- . i
' \
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LANSING, MICHIGAN -

Intgoduction . v p

. This report covers two tests of the mixed income hypothesis conducted

by the CETA administration in Lansing, Michigan. Work expérience and

v

4 classrodn training were key serVicés delivered to subjects in the FY 1978
tes%.. Subjects were mixed at job sis and in classrooms. The results were
'tha; control suﬁjegfﬁ (£Hose nof mixed) scored %igher than‘the experimen%al

subjects on.pre- and post:tegﬁ measures of attitude, motivation and the like.

Howngr, the experimeﬁ%al subjects Showed more sighificant change in scores

«rom the pre- to the post-test. LThe.FY*1?79 tagg is a rep1icafion gf the

1978 effort, and no results are available. “

=N\ U
Test Approach -

-
A

The FY 1978 miie& {n;uné program.yas run from banuaéy‘to Sep}ember
1978 under a subpph?ract.qith the Lansing Schobf District. Two high school§
sérved as sites; ‘one hi?h school served only tﬁe.contro1 group (a11 income
eligible), and tpe second pro@idéd the setting for the experimental group

2

(mixed inqpme). The control group>confained 30 youth, and the experimental ‘

group had 34, who-were equal[y mixed with income-eligible and nonincome-
4 . , ' <
eligible youth. . ‘ °
- . » N ¢ ’ .

The FY 1979 test is very similar. However, it hgs an’EHaitional

control group that is provided no training. This g}oup will help account

14

b for the percentage of change due to intervening variables from the environ-

, €
ment *or chance. N - - LN

4

4 Ld
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i

The mixed income component prov1ded basic serv1ces similar to those in

other YETP programs These services were outreach, orientat1on, assessment,

career-related work experience, transition counseling, career information,

personal counseling, skill training and placement on unsubsidized jobé.

“Interaction between the income-eligible and nonincome-eligible yéuth

occurred at the job sites and during classroom training. Pe,ticipants were

-paired at the work sites so that income eligibles were working with nonincome

eligibles.

The brogram participants, particularly the "influence group? of
nqnincome-eligible youth, were selected through referrals from schgo] .
counselors at the twb high school sites.' The income range of the nonincome-
eligible youth was from 510,000 to as’high as $40,000. The youth were aware
of bejng part of a demonstration program but were unaﬁgrezd?/the nature of "

the test.

Data Collection Strategies

»

Pre- and post-tests were used to measure changes in attitudes about

self and work levels of motivatlon JOb seeking sk1115 and general career
\ -
awarepess. The ‘participants’ grade po1nt averages were examlned and a

fo]ldw-up was conducted. The findings from the FY 1978 study were

interesting.

¢ - Members of the control group had higher scores on
- the pre- and post-tests of attitude toward work,
, motivation toward work and knowledge of job seeking
skills than did members of the experimental group

/,’ 1]
A-50 /13
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® The amount-of change from pre- to post-test
was more significant among members of the experi-
mental group than the control group, '

] e gradé point average of tﬁe experimental group
dropped while that of the control group rose slightly
. .
M There are no results to report from'the FY:-1979 test.
- Analysis o ‘ ) - R v

_The results of this test}nﬁst be weighed against thg small sample
size and the limited time periodi%bne school term). There was also little B
céﬁtro]'in regard to intgrvening‘variab]es; and it was difficult to substan-
tiate outcomes by virtue of economic mix or no mix. An additional and
important f&étor to considérj@as the use_of two high ;choo]s;that méy be-
two very differe;t environmenti in terms of educafioné] phi]dgophy angd
teaching skills; these di fferences could have been-a primary reason.for the
unusual growth of tﬁevcontro1 group. These 1éqénings gainéd from the FY °,

1978 mixed income test are being examined more critically in the FY 1979 test.




'MACON COUNTY, ILLINOIS ' \
. e . ! X ¢ ;
Introduction = - ‘ Lo . .

R Potential dropouts were 1dent1f1ed and enro]]ed in a work-study

_program in this FY ]978 test of the m1xed income h pothes1s This test was

conducted between January and[June 1978, but it yielded inconclusive resu]ts.'.
\ .

s

Test Approach’

The Work Experience and Career Education Program (WECEP) was designed
)'to provioe potential"schoo] dropouts aged 14 ahé’lé'with opportunities for
part-time emp]oyment and career education. Counse]jng ahd training. in
' career deve]opment 1ife skills and job skills were>additiona] features .of

the program. The goal of the NECEP was to reduce the number of 16-year-old

dropouts. CEP was_ the subcontractor for this test of the mixed ]n;ome

hypothesis. | he local public school district provided program coordination,

classroom- 1nstruct1on and assessment services; CETA provided work exper1ence,

career ‘counseling and support1ve services. i ! >

The youth in the m1xed 1ncome demonstrat1on, as participants in the
) overa]] NECEP, rece1ved all the above serv1ces Sixtéen youth were in
the test program. Eleven, a]most equa]]y mixed between_income eligible '

and nonincome eligible, formed the experimental group; fiye income-eligible

youth served as the control,group. The nonincome-e]1g1b]e part1c1pants were
v .
from fam1]1es in the m1dd]eato upper middle income range Al partftwpahts
were selected on the basis of h1gh absenteeism from high school. . // '

~
' N »

~ 1

< o 14g i :
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lpgta_ﬁo11ection Strategies ’ - l ( A |
— The program was #ocused on improy%ng the participating youfhs' P
se1f;concept5“and attitudes toward schog}?’ The results of thé demonstfation
were measured by attendance at Schbol, grade, point average, discipline jn
school aﬁg at wo;k,,ﬁhd oqithe-job work performance. Inﬁpfmation to measure
the above 1items was gathered frorf soibol records, CETA forms, on-the-job

supervigors and pre- and post-tests. ]
>

s

The findings were inconclusive with respect to the mixed income

hypothesis, but they were interesting in other areas. For instance, it was

. -~ . '
found that 82 percent.of the subjects in the experimental group showed an
; ’ o R

increase in érade point aVerage compared to only 40 percent of those‘subjeéts .
in the control group. Work attitudes and aﬁxendance rates increased for

both. groups, and the number of discialinary‘cases was reduced for both groups.

-

»
A3

. B . ‘/
Analysis . S e ~

‘ -

This tést, Tike many éthers reported in this study, suffered becaus?

~

W of its very small sample size. 'Ihe research requireme'ts were adhered to,

] "

_but “the small sample size made it almost impossible ¥o achieve results of °

3 ~
v
-

any significance.z . o .-
- ? R . . r\: -
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. MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 5
\ N '
>
Introduction ‘- ) T
Zj/ ) Participants received university-based'instruction in the various

igﬂied health fieiQs. This instruction'was designed to ‘deliver marketable
< skills. A very high .attrition\rate affegted the cqggc‘iusiveness of the

findings fron\this mixed-income test<
: : N .

¥ ’

Test Approach -
) The Rfiwaukee experiment combined c]assrdc%-train%ﬂ@ with work

\
|
|
|
The University of Miiwaukee, School of A]]ged Hea]th Professions,

experience

was the subcontractor for the ciassroom training. Youth and Eideriy;/

Together--PrOJect Invoive, a local chore service agen%?, was the subcon-

' tractor f;r the work experience component. Bpth sgbcontrz;tprs were located '
\ .

in center city Miiwaukee '

) : 1, .
There' were 56 participants in the program, 31 of whom were in the

.exgerime tal group and 25 of whom were in the controi group. . The Yopthtand~
,‘Eideriy her agency~perfonned all of the application/intake procedures
and essist d the locaiﬂjob service agency in verifying income levels. A
"wide range of difference in students' income levéls was not reported. Final .
selection of all participants was handled jointly by the Unie’rsity and
Youth and Elderly Together. How pan:icipants were distributed in terms of

income”eiigibiiity was not known. ‘ \\\\~ ‘}
. ‘ . | )
Classes were held on the university campus from May through July

- ] 1578.- Suﬁjects were provided wizh‘appr ximately 100 hours of training
A7

ERIC - .. : A-54 ™My - 8 -
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(15-22 hours per week) in four skill areas: nursipg, health maintenancg, ~

3home economics and interpersonal learning. Th}s aining was intended to

in the work experience

[ 4

provide students with skills that they could

component.

& The work experience component prov ded 1nd1v1dual piacement for
participants in the hom‘\\of elderly persons where they cou]d practice and
._;/ improve the skills acquired in-training. Assignments included chore
t<:;:;’ service, housekeep1ng, mea]tpreparation and personal servicesT Other
participants made visits to e]de c1tizens and arranged social an;
regreational activities (most notably an end-of( he-program picnic for
. Youth participants and elderly clients). >

3

Data Collection Strategies _ -

. ¢ ¢
Measurement of change ijkattitude and attajpment was based on a

questionnaire that served as both pre- anq&post -test. The questionnaire
consisted of true/fa]se questions concerning general empioyment seeking
activities and some speCific requirements for employment in the;fieid of ' :
allied health. The pretest was administeredato an partiéipantg upon
y entrance“into'the program A]though an attempt was made to haﬁe both the
pre- and post- test questionnaire data colzected on each 1nd1vidua1 many

é(\ participants were not queried a second time because they dro ped out of

L

the program Other students refused to complete the questionnaire at

N

~.  program termination. Ce . e ' . RN

- S ’ : . . ’ : J

A final resea;ih report was not available; however, some observations

and preliminary resufts were shired with MBA. For one thing, students whei
were nonincome eligible seemed to have career aspirations and knowledge

" about how to achieve them. Income-eligible youth had similar aspirations . -{

* A-55 K
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\ -
but lacked the resources and knowledge necessary for achievement. In
addition, for all subjects, job placement after the program was very high.

Seventy-one percent of the participants-had a positive termination and
Ce _ '

Job placement.
[ ! . - 6

Analysis -
The Milwaukee mixed income test program was structured to meet

the research requirementi. However, the results of the program may -
not be statistically significant due to the amount of particip nt turhéver.

@

Furthermore, coordination between the two subcontractors was poorly handled’

and may account for the inconclusive findings from this tést of the mixed

income hypothesis. A future test of the mixed income hypothesis in
$tion rate and should consider

Milwaukee shoqﬁd emphasize_decréasing the a

g
only one subcontracting %ggpcy.

®

.
.
. L
[
| .
'
' ~
'
.
>
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RACINE, WISCONSIN . -
.= - TRICO-C ONSORTEUM ™
- " . ’
~ Introduction - '

This case study reports on tests of the mixed income hypothesis

conducted by the Trico-CETA Consort1um in FY 1978 and FY 1979. The FY °~

Ty

197§¥test “involved 1n-sqﬁoo] yeungster from 1ncome-e]1g1b1e_and nénincome-
3 . , " " 4 .

eligible families who were mixed in an urban work-study program:. The

:

income-eligible youth seemed to improve more than the nonincome eligible

regard]ess of groupings. The‘FY 1979 test-is essfnt1a11y a replication of

A, 9

the FY 1978 té%% in a rura] setf1ng No data areﬁgva11ab1e

) {L e 2 '
/ ’ ~ ’N‘é- l(%’, . [ - /
. Test Approach e fégfs " N ; .0

The character1st1cs o? the Fy T§78 and FY 1979 test pro%:i\

participants were similar:  the youth/were pf;mar11y whtte malesy. 15 or ]6

¥

years old. Both test pragrams were for 1h-schoo] youth%%%rhe fém1]y '
1ncome range for the nonincome-e11g1b1e subjects 1n the*F

1978 program .

ar%icfﬁant in the FY

mixed between income e]igible and nonincome eligib]e and a control group

of 15 1ncome’eligib1e youth.” The FY 1979 experimental group had 13

»
participants, 5 of whom were nonincome eligible. o e

)

4

4
. - AT L ] .
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L ~
The program provided in-school youth with transitional services and

career employment experiences._ The staff described thé brogram as an .
efployability techniques learning and skills development effort geared

~ , ™ Y e
toward job.seeking and job.maintaining. . _ ’

- /“
-4',& 7 i

The mixgq income testﬁProgram‘combined a Qariety of employment and
tréiﬁ%ﬁg-ra]ated'ser&ices from\a Qorkshop that provided classroom traiﬁing
in. employability skii]s deve1o¢meht Fo on-site work experience. Pd?ticipanfs
began théir on—the-jos experience while particibating %n the t]assroom;type
workshop. Job sites included post offices, logal schoo}s and handicapped
centers where the yoﬁth were often emp]oyed in maintenance or aide positions.

In both tests of the mixed income hypothesis, an effbrt/@as made to pair an

: incomefe1igib1e youth with a nonincome-eligible youth at the work site. - L

Pairs were‘detefﬁin&%)by similarity in age, sex and work interest. This

feature of the test program was more succeséfy]jy incorporated into the FY

1979 program than it was in the FY 1978 program. - oo

B N
Data Col}éﬁtion Strategies .

[ 4 ) L
TechniqueS used to measure changefﬂeﬁe pre- and post-tests and .

observation. The pre- and post-tests used for the~demonstrdtion programs j
were'deve]bpgg by the Education Division of the Singer Company as part of -
anfeﬁployabi1ity techniques package'for program deliverérs called Job '

Survival Skills Proéﬁah\i;r Independent Living. . It uses true/false questiors

-that measure attitudes an 'b§1iefs-abbut communication techniques, the

importance of education and resources available for Jjob seeking and

>

maintaining. Observation of participant performance and éttitude'change .

was conducted on several different levels from the subcontrattor staff

-~

'l
'
4

i | 14'7 -
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. .to couqselors\and—wprkshop leadérs to participants’ supervisors at the

work sites. Work performance and attitude were measured tﬁrough observa-

o

tions of behavior such as regularitj'of atpendance, punctuality and changes
in quality of work. .Classroom performance and attitude were measured
through observatiens of such behavior as amount of participation and

e - Vs
preparation and revelations regarding self-concept.

’

" The mixed income staff noted few differences.between the income- <,
eligible youth and the nonincome-eligibTe youth. The yoﬁth of the higher
income families were described as neater in appearance and more’courteous,
// but the results of the FY ]97é test’spowed~litt1e difference in performance
. or attitude,between the two groups. The staff stressed that the empleymenf f
and training needs of both inctme groups were the same. A differénce
bethen the FY 1978 and FY 1979 program participants, the& said, is that
the.rural youth have additiona) drawbacks in that their area has less
industry and no public transportation to those jobs that are avatlable.-

The FY 1979 test may yield more s1gn1//g§ﬁ’¢;1nd1ngs No QAta were reported

on the effects of mixed income grouping.

5

. / )
Analysis \ C
 These tests of the mixed income hypothesis adhered to the research

- . - . I8 5 <
guidelines ei/gpkféhed by thé Departpent of Labor. However, they both

fé-TEH to demonstrate anything signifieﬁnt about the effects of mixed 1ncome

grouping. In both tests, the sample size may have been too sma]} to adequately
- measure change, and in the FY 1979 test the 1ncome difference was very small.

In both~tests there seemed to have been no real focus on the effects of

,

grouping; more emphasis seemed to be on comparing.1ncome-e1jgib]e~youngsters -

£
. a.

to nonincome-eligible youngsters. T , .

Q .
' ‘ A-59 148 e .
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* RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA

n*

Introduction N .
L) N ' & ” ‘
This test was designed to se?ve’handicapped youngsters through

-

counseling, on-the-job training and job placement. The test was discontinued
there are no data.. - <

shortly after it started, a

Test Approach

Twenty-five slots were to be provided, almost equally mixed between

income eligible and nonincome eligible. Sérviges were to include job site

H

development, counseling and on-the-job training. This program, however,

apparently.met with a number of problems, and, according to a prime sponsor
representative, it was discontinued shortly after initiation. The exact

-dates of operation are unknown.

Data Collection Strategies ' .

There was no information .on how ¢ata\?iii/jb11ected N,
14 -
Analysis

A

There was not enough information available to MBA to analyze the

&

effectiveness of this test of the mixed income hypothesis.
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ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

B oo
vl- L‘(

k
-

Int}oduétioh . - ) . . N Ce

In school youth participated in a work-stlhdy program 'Pre~and
post measures viere co11ected Re5u1ts have not been . aﬁa]yzed on th]S FY
1978 test of the mixed income hypothesy7;

~J . . ¢

Test Approach

5

The mixed iqeome test program was designed for in-schoo? youth

and was conducted trom March 15 fo June 15, 1978. The program was

~e

conducted in several classrooms of offe school districtf "The partiéipating’

students wete provided w1th career awareness and se1f-awareness/self‘esteem
training and on-the-job work experience. ork exper1ence ‘was pr1mar11y
' "8 .

With private Sector employees.

. ““
E11gib111ty(¢or CETA income-eligible part1c1pants was determ1ned

'bi)pr1or eligibility in the sch001 district's Tunch program, Non1ncome-
e1i§451e,;outh were selected through referra]s from sthoo] cdunselors..-
Basic cr1ter1a,1nc1uded poor attendance and/or grades and were used to
1dent1fy youth QEXJng problems in “school. Th1rtyrnoniﬂcome-e]ig1b]e and ;) e
15 income-eligible yauth participated in the mixed income program.~ The"r"
subJect group was mixed in the c1as§room setting, the contro] group attended
simi]ar c1asses but at a, d1fferent time. The y0uth WEre unaware of the ﬂ o

demoqstration nature of the program as were the on- site emp]oyers only s

the teachers were aware of the teat be1ng conducted. | o _-'j‘(3 ‘

. * re
\d - e T
\;.-
. A
A
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Data Collection Strategies
PYogram’partjcipants‘were administered Coopersmith's "Self-Esteem

Iayentery," Rosenberg's "Se]f:Esteem Scale" and. the NorWﬁcki-Striekland
"Locus of Control fgr Children" asipre-‘and pest-tests: :while specific -
.variab]es oﬁ\intere;t were not identified. the_prihafy fqeus was‘increased
7Y self-concept in regard/ig the world of work InQ(eased performahCe at
| " school and the acquisition of a job. were add1t1ona11y des1red behavioral
outcomes. Another technique for data co]]ect1on was the use of self-

adM1n1stered questionnaires and document rev1ew of CETA and school- records.

Data°co]1ected\¥Pr the mixed income test havelnet teen collated and
analyzed separately from that of the total YETP program .Prime spoﬁsor
~reﬁresentat1ves mentlo/ed lack of funds and lack of awareness of outs1de
interest in.the test results as the reasons that these data have not been
analyzed. It may be pertinent te note,’however, that there was 11tt1e to

- no growth measured by the pre- and. post- tests adm1n1stered to the YETP
popu]atlon. .The pr1me sponsor's angdal report stated that "a person.s

se]f;cqncepthis a personality trait which remains relatively stable over

time." ’ . . T .

. Ahalysis _ _

7 Many of the research requirements_here met bygthis test of the
‘mixed income hypothesis. However, the fai]ure to analyze the data ‘
specifiea]]y generated by this test was a seriohs oversight:l This failure

made it impossibTe for the Rockford CETA to offer any conclusive results

'regarding the mixed income hypothesis. voior _ .
-~ ° 7 i} L. . . ) < e~ P
.. ~ 1 .
® 1
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ST. PAUL, M;;RSSOTA .

o

Introduction_

_ This‘FY 1978 and11979“te5tkofithe mixed income hypothesis provides5
part- timeﬂemployment as an incentive to. remaining in_school. A1l partic-
ipants must be purSuing a high school diploma or its equivalent to remain

active.® Data were not systematica11y coiiected and findings are incon-

" clusive. ' ' : ' L

’ 2

Test Approach

‘dropout‘youth; the Youth Community Conservation and Improvements Project

Independent Sch001 District #625 was the subcontractor for the 3
FY 1978 and 1979 mixed income test in the city of St. Paul. The school
district established the Center for Youth Empioyment and Training&(CYET),

which functions as a central coordinator for all youth manpower services.

Services of the CY£Trare'the Youth Employment and Iraining Program for

o
e

I
14

for out-=of-s chool youth the Youth Career Exploration nd Employment

_ Project;. and the state and Federa1 St. Paul Summer Program for Economically

Disadvantaged Youth CYET also refers youth to Job. Corps, the Young Adult

Coriservation Corps, and other youth- oriented community organizations

-

In this test of the mixed income hypothesis spanning two fiscal
years, particular emphasis is placed on communicating to youth the
importance of education in securing future employmemt This is done by
requiring that all participants stay in a school program in arder to
qualify for youth employment. Tne work experience provided is fuliy

7
. subsidized for up to 20 hours per week dn nopprofit and governmental

agencies. ;
A-63 ’
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é _The general distribution of participant activity is 20 hours per
week of classroom training and 20 hours of work experience. _The program
provides a’ number/”? alternative education modes for out-of-school youth.
After enrollment, all participants are required to act1ve1y pursue completion
of high schoo1 through either attending a traditional h1gh schoo1, enrolling
for a Genera] Equ1va1ency D1p1oma (GED) through St. Paul public schoo1s,

or attend1ng an alternative schoo] program

L

p The work-experience consists of part-time employment at minimum wage .
in nonprofit and governmenta1.agencies in the areas of maintenance, child
‘care and clerical work. A1l work sites conduct initial interviews with the _
youth and exp1ain the nature of the job requirements. If a particular type

of work presents a conflict of interest with the participant, the project

. staff attempts to find an a1ternate p1acement for- that youth. Al partic—

1pants receive career deve]opment ‘counseling, various support1ve services

and referra1 to outS1de sources for special services as needed.

The mixed income program part1c1pants are rac1a11y ‘mixed (white,

.black, or1enta1, native American and Span1sh Amer1can) and aré from ages

16 to 21. A1l are school dropouts. A1l participants seem to have a sense
of alienation from the educatignal system, from work and from the home

environment. Family incomes spanned a ranje\from $100 above the usual

b

income requirement to over $35,000. The number of subjects and composition

of the experiyenta] and. control groups were not reporfed to MBA.

"
»

Data Collection Stratnges

The subcontractor is respons1b1e for maintaining an academ1c profile

of each mixed income part1c1pant as well as conducting monitoring activities

v .
‘ . l A-64 ISJ
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;’;t each work site about once every two weeks. Work performance and attitude
are observed through behavior such as pynctua]ity, personal appearance ‘and
changes in quality of work, and academic progress is measured by attendance

and improvement in grade point average.

" Results of the mixed income test are described in terms pf partici-
pant chanae.. The observed changes wefe an increagé in participants'
positive self-concept, improvement in personal appearance ;nd improvemént
in tpe-participants' wi11?ngpess to accept the responsibility of steady

I~

employment.

' . '

Analysis . §
Many_e]ements germane to a %ig;rous research Hesigq”yere not included
in the prggram. For instance, thefé were no control group, no pré- or post-
tests and little income mixing. Respondents felt thgt this program delivered
essential services to youth in an eifedtive and efficient manner, but the \

progi;ﬁ did not test the mixed income hypothesis. A

-
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eh\\f Data Co]]ection Strategies

- WAUKESHA, WISCONSIN
WOW CONSORTIUM -

Introduction

[N

"+ Handicapped youngsters at two sites were given a work-study

experience in a mixed income setting. These subjects were compared to

Fl

participants.in Title I programs, and.the mixed income subjects showed

more satisfactory performance. ) .

L4

~ A
Test Approach 7$t>‘

Fifteen subjects participated in this study of the mixeds income

- hypothesis. Five of these subjects were income e]igib]e, and these youth

were in g]ose and constant 1nteraction with nonincome-eligible subjects. //”

‘A11 were handicapped.

- 7

The pﬁogram'offered'vocatﬁonal technical training i food service -

and automotive repair. The group also developed a.nature center at the

.
o
%

high school. . . - .

A

Outcomés were' measyred by successfu] comp]etion of the program and
attainment of employment. Measurement was based on performance outcomes of
the participants, and 1ittle use was made of pretests. An unexpec?ed and
highly dgsjrab]e program ogtcome was that the class of handicapped youth

4§ecame a much mo}e 1nte9ra1 part of the stﬁdent body and the behavior of

the “students toward members of the special education class was much

improved. . - 4



| :

Analysis v 2

This test did not ineet_the research'r;equiretﬁents estabﬁshed by
the Departmént of Labor. There was no cdntrol 'grodp,’ and" systematic pre-
and‘post-tésts were not used. The sample size was small, and the test
stfpu‘lated few édditional/ controls. This program.may have provided some
joP opportunities-for handicapped _yc?utr; in Waukesha, but HC was. not a

}

VS
test of the m)xed income hypofihesis. | \’/V/ N

|

r




o COASTAL BEND CONSORTIUM - :
- o ' . >
Introduction ‘
. Tﬁis dropout prevention program was based in_two schools. The first
. school was a traditional institutiOwemghd second was’an alternative o
setting. No post:test was used; therefore, findings are inconclusive.

Change was observed in dress and attitude of participating youth. -

The Coastdl Bend Cénsgrtium encompasses about QSD,OOO people,
and half of these live in the city of @orpus Chri;ti,vTexqs. The other
half are qistributedephroughout the lzlrpral cqunties that are also a part
+  of the-Cdastal Bend’Cbnsortiqy. The mixed %ncome,tesfﬁis:-subcontracted e

to the Corpus Christi Independent School District.

Test App}oéch | ///{/. ’ f

The format of the mixed income testywas the traditional work-study

/
program with the addition of ciizzr'counseling. From March 1 to September

30, 1978, 56 participants receiv ;bur hours of work experience and four

hours of classroom training and counseling each day./éyalf of these were
nonincome-eligib1e subjects.' Each participant received academic credit

.and a minimum wage for time spent at the work site.

Data Collection Strategies 4 ' ) K .

A11 participants in the mixed income study took a vocational

interest inventory designed to facilitate program placement. The inventory

-

was not used as a pretest ‘instrument, and theﬁz Mere no post-tests used.

oy




¥

However, counse]orS'and other program staff observed partictpant
e

progress and looked for indicators of change such as attitude, interview
L 9

behavior and other Job-related skill acquisition such as the comp]etion of
B
application forms. Observers tried to get a sense of part1c1pant initiative

and confidence. N

.

Because data c011ection was unsystematTc there\arg no conclusive v
findings to report>—The 1mpressions prov1ded by counselors and other staff
are that attrition was somewhat lower foP the mixed Rncome group, that

there was cuange in dress and attitude, and that nonincome eligibles seemed

~

to benefit overall more than the income eligibles. ° ‘ ' *
' {
Analysis .

This test of the mixed income hypothes%s v{olated the research
requirement of the administration of a'pre- and post-test. Tﬁerefore, .4 ~
“there a;e,no quantitative data to report. It is also not clear whether
subJects were matched on such variables as age and ethnicity. = For instancé,
in at least one of the schools used for this study, all the income- e11§1b1e

N

youth were Hispanic, and all the nqhincome-eligib1e youth were white. The

impact of cultural differences was not measured or even considered.

<

o ‘}%
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OUACHITA PARISH POLICE JURY

¢
»

/Introduction

s
Wy

This work-study program aimed to provide a part-time job placemerit
for each participant. No pre- or post-tests were %sed, but test personnel

reported no differences in ﬁehavior in mixed or nonmixéd groups.

Y —

Test Approach

Ten patticipants.composed the mixed income group (6 nonincome

e]igibIe),‘%;j 22 participants (a1l income e]igib]e) were included in the

control group, These youth received variops services whi]e particigat1ng
in the mixed income test. The services included outreach, assessment,
orient'atio\q, counseHng.: career 1nfo;'ma-t1c'm and gﬁidance, job placement
and job site monitortng. ‘The test ran from Febrtary 1978 to the end ot

August 1978. : o
N

Data Collectiom Strategies 0‘ R .

Methods employed to measure outcomes were attendance, attrition

§

rates, nonpositive terminations, and attitudes and habits ‘as observed by

counseTors and supervisors Pre- and post-tests were *not‘ministered

and on-theajob interaction observed between- the two income groups could’

e

not be used as a heasure because the ‘town wa$ not large enough to have

industries capable of employing more than orié student.

Although the interaction betwelen income eligibles and nonincome
eligibles_could not be observed at job sites in this test of the mixed

income hypothesis, the general feeling expressed by staff and counselors




- was that there were no differences in the behavior of mixed or nonmixed
group participants. Furthermore, observerns found that income-eligible

{ T
participants, regardless of the gr‘?Ping, had-more nonpositive program
/ .

U

terminations -than did the.nohincome-e1igih]e participants. * ' “*\
One other interesting observation was related to the effects of :
job site placement.  Students employed at job sites away from the school
" seemed to acquire more maturity than ;hosé students employed by the

[

- ‘ schoo}. Expésure to anotfier facility seémed to be an 1mpoytant difference
" for these participants in the mixed income test. . ‘

. . . . ‘
Analysis T : ' -
, C : . %
The failure to use pre- and post-tests seriously decreases the

-

. conclusiveness of this test of the mixed 1ncome;hypdthesis. Furthermore,
'}he mixed income hypothesis cannpt be truly tested since income-eligible

53 ’

and nonincome-eligible youth did not intéract on job sites, and it is not
clear what the interaction was 1ike between the two in othel} activities.

< <. N R o :
A1l data reported above are highly 1mpressionisti€'and cannot be considered

reliable fndicatorg of the effects of this test. , - <

Y
a . »
.
.o,
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OMAHA, NEBRASKA ,

Introductton ' \

This career exposure program, managed by the Giris Club of Omaha,

%

' inc]uded\Founse]ing, guided group interaction and on-the-job training.

Participants were all female. ,Pre and post méasures were used but were
still being analyzed at the time of this report. Results will be available

at a later time.

Test Approach : , o

The Girls Club of Omaha, a subcontractor to the Omaha CETA
program, provided a Career Awareness pyogram to’1n-schoo] girls, aged 16 to
19, from January to Septembér 1978. One hundred four subjects part1c1pated
in this prodgram,’ and they were even]y d1V1ded between the exper1menta]

-and contro] groups: Unfortunate]yn “it is not clear how subject’s.were
d1str1buted by 1ncome groups. The experlmental subjedts (52) are those .

who part1c1pated in:the Career Awareness program; the control subJects (52) '

had no 1nvo]vement in the Career Awareness program.

~ ' Thé Career Awareness program_ino]uded group.;ounse]ing\and inter-
act%on, lectures and.disgussion, all of which were geared toward exposing
girls to the many options available to them in the world of work. DeE?sion-
makfng ski]fs were emphasized in these group activities.

. % _
Each experimental subject completed a needs assessment phase, which

conc]uded when she developed a personal contract for goals to attain during

the program period. This .contract noted career areas.of interest and

: high]1ghted potential placement possibilities.

N
< A2
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: . g ,
Each experimental subject completed-a three-week- intern period ‘at
a business. or professional setting related to the subject's interests.

These intermn. placements were always in facilities with female role modeis

at all levels of the business. . i>

-

Data Co]]ection Strategies

Experimental and control subjects were giv n pre- and post-tests
fw-

u51ng the American Co]]ege Testing Program s "Ass ssment of Career Develop-
ment" instrument. PP10P;tO exposure to the Caredr Awareness program, «

experimental “and control subjects were fairly similar on measures of job

vaTues, working ponditipn,preferences, career plans and career plannihg
- , -

knowledge. . ' 7 S

& /

~-  Though data, are still being analyzed, a pre]iminary analysis indicates'

<~
that experimental subJects do appear to become more responSibie and 1ndepend-

«

ent in terms of career planning after the Career Awareness program Controt
subjects do not show similar changes However, there has been no analysis

of these data by income group. °

. Analysis X _

' This test of the mixed income hypothesis was ctarefully constructed‘ .
znd implemented. Data regarding income distribution are availabie to the
test administrators, but these have not been analyzed. It is not possible

to confirm or reject the mixed income hypothesis based on the Omaha test.

The administrators of this test rated it very highl d expressed
confidence in the workability of the mixed income hypothesis. They noted

that the addition of nonincome- eJigible participants was good and was a

boost to the Career 'Awareness program.

"A-73 18rs -
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WICHITA, KANSAS
The miiigjincome tesy proposed for FY 1978 was never actual]y"

,operatiowflized because of delays in funding. -An attempt at program -
~ initiation was made in Ag(il but it was abandoned in May at the close of .

the school term. The program enrolled oMy .six participants during this

interval and offered no services. There are no-results to feport.

[
' 3 169 : :
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ARAPAHOE COUNTY, COLORADO

o
Y

Introduction T | . } . L ;
| This test of the mixed income hypothesis was perceived as a'way&
to include nonincomebeligib1e youth in a typica] YETP activity. A1though
no pre- or postetests were—administered to program partisipants there
seemed to be a tendency for participants 4n the mixed income group t0 haVe
more “positive attitudes at the termination of this work-study, in schoo]

, approach to the mixed-income experiment than participants in the nonmixed

group. -

TestgApproach ’ R i
This prOgram was desianed to provide par&icipants with career”

s

-

»

employmenteexperience, on- the-Job,training, counse1ing and ‘transition

.- services The program was conducted from January through September 30,

¥

1978, during which time 28 students parﬁicipated in the mixed income test.

Fourteen of these were income e1igib s who formed the contro] group,

~and there was a mix of 14 income and nonincome etigibles in the experimentai

group. A1l income verification was conducted through‘parenta]/guardian

o

intake*forms. S

v

A1 students were interviewed individuaigy prior to final se1ection
. AR
Se]ection was based on “matching sample" driteria, inc]uding ade, sex,

&y
+ position in family and family status. ¢

%




- v

RN - The program provided 63rt4cbpants with on-the-joh training and .
" . career emp]oyment';;;erience in 1oca1 public service agenc:es “The )

° =
3

youth were closely matched acCorJ1ng to the se1ect1on cr1ter1a--age,
o ‘ b
sex, pos1t1on tn fami]y and fami]y statusi-and the experimental group-

L "

worked side by s1de at'?heojob sites.

’ . @ Data Collection Strateﬁies » L

. ~‘ . No pre- or post ~-test was'administered to participants Bes1des ' \\
,th\ﬁ)nit1a1 screening 1nterv1ew, ‘the only data collected were those,
gathered from an exit 1nterv1ew conducted by the same person who had
interviewed the student previously. The exit’ f%terv1ew was used to
determ1ne changes in" attitude and mot1vat1on’resu1t1ng from the program.

The test adm1n1strators and counse]ors were know]edgeab]e of «the research o

effort wh11e students and supervisors wére unaware of any test1ng "»“
rd

The overa11 resy]ts showed a tendency for the experimental group
to have a higherqbositive termination rate, a1thoughga11 youth were g
equally interested in continuing to hold down azjob. It is i@p]ied '
that the e§perimenta1 broup fared better on termination because of its .

. mixed income composition.

s ° : . . .t
.~ L4

’

Analysis. . = ° o " L * ‘
it ® . This test, of the nixed income hypothesis, like marly others, ’ s
| ) suffered frgm'boor'data collection strategies uncdear vari§b1es and.a ’
: ) sma]d sample. sfze _ However, the match1ng of part1c1pants was carefu]]y
? a p]anned "and there was a- high level of interaction achjeved between '
01' ‘ part1c1pants in the m1£ed 1ncomengroup. ) ‘ i ‘ - ' B ’

o PR - - -
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BOULDER _&mmv, COLORADO

. o

Introduction

. ‘_ In thjs test of the mixed dincome hypothes1s, handicapped and rural

‘ youth were placed in work experience s1tuations and also received intensive.
one-to-one counseling: A]though there was nogsystematic testing or data
co1Teet?on, it was.reported that this program filled a Tocal need in )

exposing emp1oyers to the emp]oyabi1ity of handicapped and/or rural youth.

i} The Bou]der County CETA serves about 180,000 peop]e in the city of
y ‘ Boulder and the rura] and mountainous areas surrounding the city. This
commun1ty is the home of the University”of Colorado and is only 23 m11es
from Denver Al though unemp1oyment is not high, underemp]oyment is a

prob1em since the cost of 1171no is h1gh and wages are 10W.
(4

K

”jkpproach .
/r - - The Boulder County mixed income test was conducted from January
to September 1978 and was unique in its focus on handicapped and,rura1
youth The hand1capped youth were p1aced in work exper1ence situations,
B i ' and they received 1ntens1ve one-to-one counse11ng and exposure to career
! educat1on Th1s port1on of the experimental program was 1mp1emented through

. Jf-_ a eontract with the Center for People with Disabilities, a 1oca1 organiz-

ation that is geared to prov1d1ng jobs for handicapped youth and adults.

.« Th focus on rura1 youth was to £i11 a severe need in Bou1der County for

. Jobs dnd servibes-tor-this population. The lack of local businesses and

“~

governmenta1 and human service delivery agenc1es serv1ng as work sites

-

. . severe1y impa.irs work ass1gnments for rural youth) This port1on of the
.6 . ! /’ . vﬂ»‘ ‘ y
IERJ!:‘ ) A;77 .o
- . . . R '1‘66‘ .




»
experimental program was Tﬁﬁ]emented through a contract with the Nederland
\ " Community High School, and these participants received services similar to
those provided to the handicapped‘yoﬁth. o ) . v

./ : . . A
' Data Collection Strategies . Co ‘7L
v : -

4

There were no pre- or post-tests administered. ‘However, data -
The most significant change observed was in the employers, who were able

|
|
i
were collected informally regarding program success,,emﬁloyment and the like.
b ' !
to see handicapped and rural youth as potentially reliable employees.

/
" Analysis | ‘
Jk’ . . s
This was not a test of the mixed income hypothesis. As far as MBA

'can_gather,’there was no mixing by income dr evén conditiop, that is, ~
handic;pped participants apparently worked only with each other, and .rural
participants worked only with each other. Pre- ana pos%-tests were not
admihistéred, and even the observational data were not systematié.\\This,
program did respond to some special needs in Boulder County, but it adds

. ~ no information on the effects of mixed income grouping.

v v
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NORTH DAKOTA"BALANCE OF STAT%

-

P

/

A3

< Introduction ,
T This'fY 1979 test of .thé mixed income-hypothesis is being conducted

, in fodr rural communities under the auspices of the North Dakota Balance
iof State CETA office. Pérticipants are involved 1n”community improvement

projects. \

Test Approach

’

Each of the four communities parficipating in this study has sii
youth invq}ved. In two of the communffies, a11%of the youth are income
é?igib]e (these aré'the control subjects); in each of the two rémaining
' commqnities, youth are m?xed on'a 1:1 ratio by inéome; tﬂat is, oné-ha]f

of youth are income eligible and the othef half are noriincome eligible.

0 . Family income was scrgengd to determiné income -eligibility.
! }

Each grodb Qf?youth w&%ks with adults to plan and impiement a
project that will benefit the total community. Youth also receive
the community improvement project. - o

- . . -
Data Collection Strategies

There wére no pretests,used,_and no,post—tests'are\p1éﬁhed,
. ..

. Impressioni§tic data are meager and noncanclusive. Eveﬁybne connected
with the test -is aware of its operation: but no one is collecting-data to

determine the outcomes. s ' :

E

\) ‘ ) o N . -'188 .:- . .‘: -, AI'
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training and vocationa]‘podnse]ing in the course of their involvement in -




This test conducted by North Dakota+is not a good example of a

test of the mixed income hypothesis. Data collection is nonexistent, and

>
the quality of the interaction between income-eligible and noﬁ\ncome-eligible

youth is questionable.

‘ 4
-
N /
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C§LIFORNIA BALANCE OF STATE

~introduction

A variety of work experienées was provided ?o in-school Qouth from
six area ﬁigh schools. Pre anﬁ post measuresnhere.used, and';hese da;;\
yielded no significant differences in attitude or motivation resﬁifing
from mixing by inéome. This test was conducted by Placer County under
;ubcontﬁact to the California Balance of Stﬁte’prime sponsor from February

R 4
to Septembér 1978.

Test Approach

LY

The Placer County program was designed to'provide a variety of wsrk
experientes to‘in-schoo1 youth. A‘total of six high schools representing
three school districts participated iﬁ the program. Participants in the
experimental group worked in mixed income g;oups at job sites; control

group subjects wer® not in mixed income groups. ' v

»

There wefé 15 work sites situated in various locales within the
county. “Most of the sites were schoo1s; but theré Qa; also a day care
center, library, social fecurify offices and an-association for retarded
persons. There were 32 subjects in the experimental group, half of whom
wére income e1fgib1e, and there were 16 control group subjects, all of

whom were income eligible.

Data Collection Stratebies

A11 participants were interviewed and surveyed to determine goals,

attitudes, basic values.and vocational interests- The survéy instrument

‘ - a1 170 . . ‘
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used was the "Student Career Attitude Survey." This survey instrument

represents a'portion of a larger battery deyeloped by the San Bernardino

. County Office of Education to be used in gathering datg on work study and
‘ work experience education programs. Each participant completed the

‘ instrument at the beginnihg of the project in F@ruary and March 1278 and
at the close of the programan August and September 1978.

Although thefe were no significant differences in attitude or
motivatieq resulting from mixing by income, some inter@s¥ing findings did

emerge in this study of the mixed income~hypothesis. These findings were:

Teenagers, regardless of income level, prefer

socializing and are not 1nterested in solitary
activities

Teenagers seem to prefer working in asmall group
to working alone or in a large group

The non1ncome-e]1g1b1e youth showed, over time,
some desire to work alone . e

The income-eligible youth showed a preference

for working with a variety of materials, compared
to the nonincome-eligible youth's preference to
work with only-one item at a time

The 1ncom§-e11g1b]e partigipant in the mixed income
group seemed to have less of a realistic appraisal |
of employer concerns than all other participants

The 1ncome-e11g1b1e participants seemed to gain
no apprec1ab1e benefits from working with the
nonincome e11§1b1e .

o

Anq]xsi'

‘ This was a good\test of the mixed income hypothes1s The research

requirements were met; measurement techn1ques were appropr1ate and

~adequate. The results do not support the m1xed income hypothesis, but

_ they do shed light on other areas of interest.

-
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Introduction

MARIN COUNTY, CALIFERNIA @

-~

i

Mixed .income subjects were engaged in a"variety of counseling, .

educational and recreational act{vities during the test period in addition

to a work assignment. Emphasis was placed on intérna] and external change.

‘This test generated highly usable data, but there was no statistical

“«
significance observed,

Test Approach

_ The Marin County mixed income demonstration program was conducted
from June to mid-September 1978 as a special component of the prime sponsor's

summer program. Youth particibating in the demonstration received similar

_services'to other youth participating in the YETP activities 4t that. time.

A primary outcome of the three-and-a-ha]f;month program was work placement.

. . 7/
Participants were paired at their job sites, that is, one income-eligible

A

and one ﬁbnﬁncome-e]igi;TE\youth per site. In addition, other services

were progided to participants.such as counseling, labor market information,
. » '

educational and vocational seminars, and reimbursement for transportation

and child care.- Sociaa.gatherings‘and cultural activities were scheduled

\

during this summer program. o . : ;y
gy N 4

‘Fifty-four slots were provideq~for the demonstration program.

Fourteen income-eligible youth cqmposéd the control group, and the_ 4
. - .

experimental group was mixed with 20 income-eligible and 20 nonincome-

. v » ¢
g]igfb]e youth. The income-e]igib]e-youth were selected from regular

‘enrollees in the CETA summer program. "The nonincome-eligible youth were

chosen from referrals by the ‘'school district, and y&%th were sought with

\ A-83
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. > ' .
demonstrated initiative and academic success. The family income of

noﬁincome-e]igib]e youth varied widely.

Pata Collection Strategies
; DJ{: were collected frd@ the participants, their employérs,

participants’ co-wb\kerS. CETA staff and wr1tten documents. Measurement

techniques included staddarqized tests. employer/superv1sor and participant
- / '
co-worker written evatuations, self-rating scales and interviews with

participants and employers.
R al .

Long-term follow-up research is planned to measure job placement rate,
level of employment and degree of effort andnsuccess'in endeavors to achieve

J
career goals. This research is ongoing.

Data generated by ‘the mixed income ‘test were assessed for all prog:;m
participants in terms of: (1) pre and post performaece and attitudes of
tﬁe income-eligible participants 1n'the experimental group; and (2)‘the
pre and post perfonhance and attitudes of income-eligible partieipants in the
experimental group versus those in the control group. Unfortunately, this
focused analysis and the clear specifié//}on of perfonnance and attitude
outcomes did not result in statistica11y sign1f1cant f1nd1ngs There‘are no
conclusive results to report. ,//

«

Analysis

This test of the mixed income hypothesis was well constructed. " It

v

is unfortunate that the results were nonsignificant.

.

The project staff felt that 1‘ was important to learn that this type

.of employment training was of benefit to youth regard]ess of income. The




y
’ ¢

staff -also felt that fhe mixed income facﬁor had a crucial effett on

. : ‘
change in performance or attitude. Perhaps a larger sample size and a '

longer test would show this effect statistically.




.insignificant.

MONfEREY COUNTY, CALIFORNIA -

. . S .
Inteatiuction 7 ’ .

This program was geare& toward potential Echoo] dropouts and paired: *

work experiences with academic instruction. The results were statistically

Test Approach : | <

] This seven-month program was conducted from March to September 1978
by the Monterey Peninsula School District under subcontracé%to the Monterey

County CETA administration. Career 1nforma§1 n and experience were prowpded

to 36 youth aged 14 and 15. " Al , /
The' program was called "Executive Internship," and h%rticipating ‘
youth were placed fﬂf examp]ey in the offices_of the mayor and the school }

principal. In addition to,tqis wolk s1te exper1ence the youth were ° R
provided with weekly sem1nars on career or1entat1on, basic career 1nformat1on,

counseling, JoQ seeking techn1ques and transportation ass1stance.
\ ‘ L.

Half of the 36 youth fonned<the control group and half formed the
experimentai group. The experimental group was equally composed dt income-
eligible and neniﬂcome-e1ﬁgﬁb1e youth. The family income of thé’nonincome-'
eligible youth rangedafrom just above CETA income guidelines to $20,000. Members
of the experimenta1 group were pa'i'reid by income at the work site,s.\ Addi tional

interaction within,tﬁe,exgerimenta] group/gegurred at weekly seminars and . ,

group, discussions. A1l ‘students were aware of being participants in a
— . -~ [N
/ £ - «

demonstyation” program and the nature of the research.: v L
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Data Collection Strategiee

. Pre--and post:tests and document review of the youths' performance
were the primary measurement techniques. These techniques wkre: a pre-
and post-test ef attitudes; a‘ere- and post-test usihg the Kuder interest
inventorj; an ana]ysis of school and jolnsite attendance before agg‘during

«

the demonstratton program; and a wr1tten job skills assessment instrument.

‘f;a]ys1s was then conducted to compare, the growth between the youth in the

control group with .that of the. j ncome e11gtbld.youth in the exper1menta1
group, and the growth of non1ncom; e11g1b1e youth was compared to the growth

of the income eligible.

coN

Unfortunately, the resu]ts of the Monterey County mixed income
program were stat15t1ca11y 1ns1gn1f1cant and the MBA respondent was unable

to p91nt ‘to any #seful information gathered from the findings.
- * ETS 7\
.t )

Analysis
Th1s test of the- m1xed income hypothesis was wel//constructed
Larger numbers may y1e]d significant resu]ts if there is a replication.

A1l other research requirements were met.

N
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. NEVADA BALANCE OF STATE - .\Ek— .

Introduction .
P ;
An alternative vocational education program was the main service

3

provided to mixed income subjects in Carson City. - It included counseling
N . ’ >

and work experience. However, no conclusive results can be presented.

v
- * -

’

Tgst:Agproach

This ?est of éhe mixed income hypothesis was subcontracted to the
Churchil{ County School District. The Churchill County‘School District
“had been running Project SAVE, an é]te;hative vocational educational -
program, as we11 as a summer youtﬁ program, and was iﬁ a unique’sssition to
extend its services to nonincome-eligible youngsters in mixed income

/ grqQupings.

oy

Partic}pants received v %5fiona1 guidance, personal counseling,
peer counseling, voéafiopa] nstryction! work experiénce and classroom ° o \—
AAttaining. Subjects were fg/anq 18 years old and were identifjed as being
dropout prone. . The e erimenta] progra@‘started with 23 youth (3 were

high school dropou , and 20 were identified as potential dropouts) and

§
ended with 18 youth who were provided some one-on-one career exploration

and personal ounseling. The experimental group received allowances

plus ;redi s‘toward'gradugtion for attén@ance at special vo ational'edU-
catj6n>k{:sses. ‘§ome of the’ youth were p]aceggig pért-ti
‘eﬁ:}p?ﬁent with public sector,agenciesf It wag'dﬁclea

7 \

Project SAVE (a certified special education program for the high school.

(af;e; school)

»

*

er. these were"'.

sidﬁ;eé or unsubsidized. .The‘éqntrol'broup youth were invglved in

~
L

4

. ‘ B !
A-88 ‘e )




CERIC_ - S aeel?g

grades.) and were proV1ded with intens1ve car%er explorat1on, personal
counse11ng, rap groups, tra1n1ng in job 1n&_;1\ews, job surv1va1 sk1}%§"

and work site p]aoement in the prjvate sectar. w .

v

The approach7to income mixing is not clear: although it 1s known

e N ) 4

that 1ncome-e11g1b1e and nonincome- e11g1b1e subJects part1c1pated Those

*who were non1ncome e11g1b1e were on]y marg1na11y over. the CETA income figure.

<

Data Co]]ect19n Strateg1es ' » ‘ N ..

Part1c1pants were tested by the emp]oyment serv{oe at‘the time of

tpeir adm1ss1on to the program. A vocational interest test was adm1n1stered -

—

. by staff from the University of Nevada. Both of these were used for assess- ’

ment purposes rather ﬂhanfbeing considered part of the exparimental design.

>

3  No post-tests Were~administered“at the completion of the experimental projeot.

°

The observat1ons of the\éounselors concern perce1ved d1fferences .

5

between income~ e11g1b1e and non1ncome e11g1b1e participants. For instance,

those who weve not income e11g1b1e were' perce1ve% tq have 1ncreased se]f—

?

“confidence as a resu]t of the program. Those who were not Jricome eﬂ1g1b1e

o

. .. seemed to be ab]e to delay gratification- better and were_more 11ke1y to~

v save their ea?n1ngs to purchase large 1tems than were those who were income

_ eligible. . i 5 ‘§ .
LA . ‘ - . ‘ , &
Analysis ’ o - N
' This test-was poorly constructed- and implemented. There were many
° & , q ° s

. contrad1ct1ons noted by MBA between stated 1ntent and actua] outcome. .

A

Specific research requ1rements were not met, and there are no results to.
L%

report. One of the prob]ems seemed to be in. the communfbatﬁbn network

o ° N . » ‘\e’\
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explained to test admi nistrators, it .appeared. that the proposa] ‘For work’
’ might not have been shared with other re]evan,tapersonnel
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. SAN DIEGY, CALIFORNIA

Introduction -

’ 3 »
Th1s 1n-schoo1 program prov1ded two to-three months of-work ‘

”

- exper1ence for each part1c1pant Pre- and post -tests were used, but
;nteractron between income e11g1b1es and non1ncome e11glb1es was a]mosi

[

’ absent mak1ng 1t virtua11y fmposs1b1e to test the m1xed income" hypothes1s

Test Approach

Thispprograﬁ*ﬁsaﬂ the bas%c work experience model. The most -
»s1gn1f1cant modification of the model was the locally imposed limit on the
nunber of weeks that a.participant &buld spend in a work exper1ence component
ai Accord1ng to the contract, 120 youth, ages 16 to 19, were to be enrolled

1n work exper1ence for a period nOt t0 exceed 180 days W1th an average .

. duration of 70 days. An exper1menta1 group df 60 partic1pants was estab11shed

w1th 22 income- e11g1b1e and 38 non1ncome e11g1b1e subjects. w1thjn this 7
\.' group there was a mix of part1c1pan:d/}i‘probat1onary and nonprobationary |

status and they were matched by grade, race, age and sex as much as %,

i,' A poss1b1e. A’similar mix was esz/p11shed in a contro] group of 40 parti-

\ -, .icipants, -all of. whom were incom

/

e1)g1b1 ;

{ Another s1gn1f1cant feature of this test of 4he mixed income hypo- -

-,

thes1s was the usé of subJects on Jud1c1a1 proﬁat1on The Department of

Probation became the subcontractor on this proJect 1n order to secure job ¢

[

4

,placement and tra1n1ng for its c]ients on probat1on

< . K ‘ 3 - )
- N- , 180 @
ERIC o ™% o o




Data Collection Strategies - - . <f 4

Upon entry each youth was assessed regérding work-related attitudes,

occupat1ona1 goals and awareness, work history, and achievement in language

both on.the kind of work ekperiggge desired by the participant and the

\
1
and math skills. Participants then: received a work site ass1gnment{based - .o 1
<
availability of that partitu]ar kind of work site. The nature of the work l

s1tes was such that only ‘one parthTpsat could be ass1gned therebf’decreas-

. 1ng the potential for interaction between those youth who were econom1ca11y

d1sadvantaged ‘and those who were not. At program fermination, subjects were
’ < ‘ v
again tested though not as consistently as they had been at entry. 1In

7

addition to pre- and post-tests; some follow-up of subject status after

(o

There were no conclusive findings peported on the miXed income

. o
prograr. participation was attempted.

hypothesis. It was found that subjects who were on probation were more

Tikely to look for. jobs after the program was over than were those subjects

’

not on probation. In addition, job placement was {dund to be no more oy !
difficult for those an probation than for those miot on probation. d
. | ) ‘ . - | o,
. ¢ ° ¢ ¢ -
Analysis . A ) ' LA,
4 Th1s was not a test of the mixed income hypothe51s This was a look A‘g
N .
.at m1xed grouping, but the two groups were SUbJects on probat1on and sub- .
Jjects not on probat1on No control group was used, and any conc1us1ons
L Y l

drawn with respect to the m1xed income hypothes1s are highly speculative.
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The. Issues o .
d o . -

-

The Youth Emplcyment and Demonstrdtion Programs authorized by
title II of the Youth Employment and Demornstration Projects Act
(YEDPA) seeks "...to establish a variety of ‘emplavment, training,
and demonstration progzams to explore methods of dealing with '
the structural unemployment problems of the Nation's youth. The -
basic purpose of the demonstration programs shall be to test the
* relative efficiency of different ways of dealing with these
protlems in different local contexts...." It was intended that
the results would be used-as a basis for improving the design of
future emg%igpent and training programs for youth. .
‘ S o C.
ks one approach to such exploration, secticon 345 (a) (2) of YEZIDPA
authorizes the use of 10 percent of the funds availabtle for Youth
Employment and Training Programs (YETP) to include youth from all
economic backgrounds in order to test whether or #§ what exftent
inccme eligible vouth (Znose whose family income 1s no mere “than
§5 oercent o- the lower livinc standard income level) wculd |
benefi- Z-om worxinc With ant bpeang traine® a2loncgide other (non-
income elicib.e) vouth as opposed to receiving thk same serv.ces
1N Drojects wnere-all particizants are 1ncomeé el.cible. It .8
the purpose Of tnls paper to presént options N heow such tests
may be carried out and important considerations Zor test dq;ign
and implementation.

. . : ® m
There are®idely varying viewpoints about the wisdom of tarceting
programs for the most economically disadvantaced. These viewpoints
neeé to be understood in designing. any test of income mixing.
Arguments against targeting usually begin with the claim of yeérti-
cal inequities, i.e., that youth-above any &rbitrary income :
cutodf may be as much in need as those below. Targeting is. justi-

.fied by the belief that scarce resources shoulé go to those mOSst
in need, and that the economically disadvantaged have Zar more
severe problems than the nondisadvantaged. For YETP, Congress
has limited the more costly services to +he more economically
disadvantacded or income elicible (youth from families with income
less ‘than 85 percent of the BLS lbwer living standard). The
notion to be tested is whether these income' eligibler youth would
be bettemserved by participating in programs serving youth of -
all economic backgrounds. + There are several'arguments as {0 why
.this might be expected. L0 - . {

-
~

L4 &
1. Hew the income elicitle Eicht benefit frcm participating in
‘mixed income programs. -Research results have succested that
_program effectiVeness may be influenced by the availability of
dositive role models among partieipants, tne atmosphere.and

approach within tjhe.pragram, and its reputation ‘for success 1in .

the' community.. Lt is well documented that youth are kighly ,
sensitive to peer group pressures. A peer group atmosghere which
s indifferent or, in extreme cases, nogtile toward vIOorX QoF
‘acddemic achievement, may make ft very difficulc to dchieve
program goals. -Positive attitudes toward work amd society are,
on thd average, directly related -to family ircome, and behavioral
problems such as juvenile del%nquendy are inversely related,-
- -

B

\‘l - M » : . N
. B

e .

8




-

o, I o N '
(a) The two or more special components and the types of
. services and activities. The experimental group of income
eligible and other participants should be assigned to one or
more program services or activities and a «omparison group of
only income elicitle participants assigned to.one or more °
parallel services or activities. _The experimental and comparison
' groups’ program services and activities should be similar to
‘make it more likely that any differences, between outcomes will
‘be due to the mixing of youth of different incomef.rather than
other variables. The service mix, costs, duration of services,
and delivery agentse shonld be standardized as far as possible.

(b) The services| provided in each of the selected components,

with any significant Yifferences noted and explained.

[ 4 oyt
(c) A #lan for recruiting and assigning‘parti€ipantsito
the experimental and compariso groups. The folling-items should
‘be, considered: ' :

>

N . ;
® The, income eligible youth assigned to the groups
should be similar in terms of age, race, sex, education attained
and status, court’contacts, grade point average, and family .

" income. If it,is feasible to do so, random assignments «©f )
income eligiblle participants should be made to +he groups. I1f
this is impradtical, assignment methods should be used which will
keep differences between the income eligible youth in the- experi-
mental and comparison groups to a minimum.

® The. methods and criteria for recruitying. non~income
eligible youth for inclusion in the experimenta}l group(s) should
‘be, described." . \
. L 3

‘ ® A determination and explanation should be mace of .the
,broportion of the experimental group which will be non-Ihcome
eligible youth. . "

b1 * .
® To the extent practital, the experimental and compari-
son groups should be the same size. ' :

-

/ - ® Every éffort should be made to assure that within the.

experimental group assignments, the mix- participants at various
work, trainifly, and service sites reflects-the mix in the experi-
mental group as a whole, i.e., insure that the.income eligible

and other youth are not segregated. For emample,-if the experi-~
mental group is comprised of 40 percent income eligible and 60 -
percent other,” then each.work, training, or service site should
reflect this same mix as nearly as possikle. /

(d) A description cﬁi@taff assigned to the projec? and’
program components. To ,the extent feasible, the staff to serve
‘»~each group shoculd.\be tsi&same or similar. '

) l ) : . \ - .
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ro
(e) Reporting procedures established to collect reliable
information -about: the types of services prodlded to members of
the exper;mental and comparison groups. Data collection methods
should identxf& any differences in the services provided to the
income eligible and other members of the experimental’ and
comparzson groups. ' :

x‘ (£) Program ‘outcomes established for the .components. Where
~placement is an appropriate goal, this might be used, or more
sophisticated measures su¢h as guality of( placements may be used.
Other measures may be approprlate, such as tested gains in occu-
pational awareness, changes in attifudes or return to school
rates. The program data on partxcxpants and ‘costs should be- t
eablulated separatély for the experimental and comparlson groups.
. J
2. ~ Reporting Requlrements. As required in the regulations, a
report of the research results will be submitted to the Regional
Administrator at the end of the, flscaﬁsyear as part Sf the
. dnnual review of program operations a a copy sent to the' Office
.0f Youth Programs. Regular reporting forms as well as a
narrative wirll be reguired in this special anfiual report as out-
lined below. The..gné of year report will provxde a basic
comparison betwean the program outcomeés for income eligible
-% part;cxpants in the experimental and comparison ,groups and -
betwéen income eligible and higher income participants in the
expe*;mental groub(s) ¢

L . >

+

4

-

\

(a) Narrative. The narrative section of the report should
\ be rrepared coveging the points below: - ‘

. A
#. An update (if necessary) of the research dé%lcn that
-, was submitted as-part of the annual plan;
4
. < 8 A description of any special problems encountered
during the dgta collection process which might havg an effect on
the intérpretation ¢f the results. ) :

[3

ﬂx\i:formatlon r obeservations on contacts and
lnteractlons bétween the ifAcome eligible .and other youth in the
'-expeerEntal group; ,

- ® The perspectives of participants on their participation
in the experimental project. To ascertain the information,
’\ participants .may be briefly interviewed.or tebted upon termination;
. in particular the,income eligible' should be interviewed- or tested
to determine. whether they perceived any benefits from the mixing
. =& of par*xcxpants, . - . * o
} , - ' .
‘ ' e *he conclus;ons reachec from the ana$¥s;g§'f the ,
Eaea lncludlng tesgs of statistical significance and- any other.
ﬂte*:retaelon of the data which Seems®aoproor1ate.

s
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e Anv recommendations for program design acdjustments,
if appropriate. . Y-

. (b) Forms. In addition to the narrative, other infcrmation
in the end of year report should be provided through regular. °
YETP reporting forms. The lnrormat}on should be provided
separately for (1) income eligible in the.experlmental group(s);
(2) other (non~income éligible) youth in the experimemrtal

group(s); (3) income eligible youth in the comparison group.

~

The followiné data should be provided: ' .

® that aze the characterfgrfés of the partxc;pants in ’
the various groups? The Youth Quacterly Summary of Participant
Characteristaics (YQSPC)‘form shculd be uded for this part of
the report. )

w»

® yhat types of 'services were provided to the partici-

pants in the various c¢roups included in the studys\\”he Youth r
Program Status Surtnary (YPSS) form will be‘used for this part

0f the repor+t, summariz for the guarters of operation. A
narrative explanation should be attached to clarify ambiguous
poirnts or to provide accrtlonal information.

& ® What were the outcomes after completing the program?
The Youth Program Status Summazy (YPSS) will be used for this
part o the report. ,Outcomes related to locally established
performance measures should be reported in narrative form.

¢ What were the costs of the program? The Youth
Financial Status Summary (YFSS) will be ua\d to report the
finahcial information. N :

More Sophisticated Experimental Options ‘* y -

The research design described in the earlier part of thls;paper
is the minimum required for conducting the income lelng expegl-
ment program. Since the issue of relationship jbetween income
Mixing .and program outcomes is exceptionally cgkplex, prime
sponsors may wish to conduct research which will test aooitlonal
hypothe;es. Some examples are listed below: ‘

b d

®. A par.rcular percentage mix of income eligible youth
may be significant in terms of program benefits o= outcomes. A
large proportion of other non-income eligible youth might be

"regquired before the impact of the*role model can be detected or

before acceptance of all participants by ployers increases. .

on 'the other~hand,the- income sgnglble might feel increasingly
*solaeed as thegir share of pa f}dy

e desigped conoerlng the results of programs vith different
proportlons of non-incom Jigible youth. . .o

-~

- . . * . ) {
: ~ B-8 : ,
. = . < 18"1/"/ . .
¢ « Yo . ‘ -
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1c1pants declines. A stugy might '



® It is possible that income ellglble Or more econgm-
lcally dlsadvantaged youth may be influenced most by youth whose
aconomic situation is better but not too much better than their
own. Thé income eligible may be able to better identify with
'youth from families with stable work histories but with modest
incomes rather than youth from more affluent families. A study
rmight be desxgneé in whi family income criteria is raised
su‘f1c1ently to qualify only those-slightly above the eligible
income criteria. .
¢ Prime sponsors may.opt to lzmlt the comparison group to a.sub~
set i.e.,economically disadvantaged or those of other income levels
below 85 percent of the lower living standards and structure
‘experimental groups to study the impact of income mixing an this sub-
set. '

: ¢ an 1m“ortant variable may be the roping skills .of

the youth rather than the income level, Poorly motivated income
eligible youth may be most effectively influenced by working T
with youth who have developed good attitudes toward work and

have done reasonably well in school and previous work employment.
In this regard, there are a variety of szmple tests which have
been developed to assess work attitudes. Counselor. interviews
might bey used to identify more positively oriented youth or
successJ&n school might be used as a proxy. A _primé sponso: might
consciofsly mix motivated youth with other randomly selected
income °llg1ble youth, and compare the results with a ‘project
mixing the income' eligitle and higher income youth.

effectiveness. Pre- and post-tests of a sample of participants
might be used to survey woik attitodgs, oc upatlonal awareness, .
socialzvalues and aspira®ions. These data might be used to

test the relationship between the characteristics of participants

on entry, at complet‘on, and on subsequent outcomes. For

4 A range of measures might be/asgg to. assess program

instance, changes in attitudes and performance ratings during -

employment and training programs might be compared to uysuhs;—
diged placement rates.

4
"The examples cited above are meant to be illustrative rather
than exhaustive, and prime sponsors are encouragéd to use their
ingenuity and experience in developing testable hypotheses.. There
is no requifement for more than the minimum design and reporting
outlined in' this papeY. However, more ambitious undertakings
are welcomed anéd are likely tod attract national attention ahd
contribute to overall national’knowledge debelopmeniAefforts as '
well as local program decisionmaking.
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- The Office of Youth Prograns wllI coordinate-and synthes;ze 'T
the specxal end of year reports authorized under this papez and.
will make recommendations on changes in legislation or program

guldelznes which appea* to he indicated’ on.ehe hasis eof the v

research results CoL
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