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This: volnne is one -of the prodncts of the knowledge

aasrnicr

ﬁ ‘developaent -effort.:isplemented under the maiidate of -thé Youth .
= :Enploylent*and Demonstration. projects Act of 1977. The report focuses
+ . on the young: schoor drop-ont portion only. of the~supported uork

: ,experiaent, -which- also -included offenders, ex-addicts, and uelfare

recipients. The goal.of siiported uork As to -aid- groups ‘of.- people
vith vwell-establighed. eaployaent difficnlties to obtain and keep a

7' regilar job: in additiof, it -aims to redice welfare dependence; drug

ise; and criminal activity. Betueenxlpril 1975 and anly 19775 fige of

f‘*the demonstration sités--Atlants, nartford, Jersey City, New York,

and Philadelphia--participated in thq anpported work evaluation
salple. They— enrolled:-1,284% nneaployed;1ﬂ- 843 zo-year-old high ‘school
droponts, fering a:randoaly -selected 'subset of the. enrollees .
8 snpportive environlent -£6r up. to 12 or 18 aonths, and

:ended. Data were: gathered for. 18 ménths: for 861 1ouths, although only
»153 yonths vho enrolled 4in’ the sa-ple prior to Aprili 1976 coapleted

an interviewv ‘At - 36: ‘aonthss - Thus, longer-tera inpacts of snpported
vork are. nncertain* The: .general. .conclusions frox this studyware that

‘the availability of A snpported vork job&had shortorun iapacts on.

- -enployient -and,” consegnently,won dependence on. public assistance; but
- that- the program. does not“appear ‘£0.*have aitigated’ the: 1ong-rnn

,‘eaploylent probleis: of. theése: yonths. rurtheraore, the project. had no

rrrrrr

§~;iilpactcon youths® drng use Or their participation in crime.
‘Therefore, supported vork ‘Goes: not ‘appear to be uell-suitei to
i xaaelioratingtthe euployaent probleas of. yonng dropoits; and the neét .
:‘iécost of the progral 'Asi high. (KC) .
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'(outh work experience in the public and nonprofit sectors offers a
r‘a‘nge of potential benefits. e 2 Sl L ,,

First, there is direct output from the labor of partic1pants. The
extentﬁof_,output_depends ‘on. the::skill -and” -ability of participants, -the

-

emphasjs ‘on: -output. ‘vs.. worksite learning’,. ‘the -degreé: :¢f supervision. and-
f disciplnne. the“j\inputs" of~ capital 1nd~ equipment, and: the—types “of work,..
which;care being. dones, © o L , =

v -
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, Second where work experience TS “target ted on youth from *low-income
<families *who would otherwise“"be unemployed ‘there i an income transfer
:effect as-well as. .an: equalization -of’ ,employment probabilitie ‘Employment .
‘problems -and’ Tow fa iy, income:-are: highly- correlated -but the match is mot
.exact.. “The: stricter ithe: income. targeting standards the ‘rore likely that
»_participants on’ the, saverage,ewill “‘have $erigus problem ‘biit: the -fore- likely

777777

also that» other ,‘outh with sserious needs will be. excluded The more

*~
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_Income transfers linked"’to work ‘are; presunably preferable “to- din ect cash
. payments:. Equalization -of employnent chances. ‘is -a - desu'abl _goal;

‘particularly -where’ discrimination or other structural factors are a
of theainequality.**** e o .

L Third there -are: potential n-program bene.itstoresulting from work:
experience\ ‘One theory is -that. the jobs, serve as "aging vats" in whicn
normal maturation -occurs -under favorable conditions, i.€i, work keeps youth.
constructively occupied and: -helps. them: avoid the dislocations’ which might
impede 'subsequent. :progress- in: the. Jabor: férce. Jobs ‘may- teach about ‘the:
world-of work and its demands, with: t¥e result that participants gain. in:
JOb holding and. JOb seeking skiTls:. The workplace .¢an. be structured as au
" environment ‘where: behavior modification ‘occurs 'which:would: be: reflected. in
increased’ self-esteem, dependabilitye and: the alike.~—*workv-~experience

programs -can be -a.. 'sorting. mechanism where: disadvantaged youth whe -are
« normally .excluded by employ ers because of background characteristics can
prove: they are: ‘dependable

~~~~~

cayse

an
credentials. The work: pro,] ct may emphasue training in whix:h ~case~'

spec1fic skill acquisition would-occur. The: work ‘experience :may be ‘closely.
Tinked to. education :or dutside traimng -and thus; used -as. an: inducement. for
partimpation in and. completion .of other actiwties. ‘Finally, the job.may

-

be. structured“as—the—firs€—~rung~in—an~identified career_ladder,__providing

L

access which would otherwise be unlikely .
Fourth -work sexperience may ‘have -a- range. -of post—program -effects..
NhEre work is tied ‘to; permanent jobs~and to entny tracks inta-'career em-
p:!oyment, -access’ to- higher ‘wage, ‘more. 'stable .or upwardly- mobile: jobs would
be ‘the outcome, If ithe:work experience emphasizes ‘behavior modification:-or
world-of-work exposure,. ‘then: fonner participants would. presumably compete
more. effectivély ‘in the labor- market and' there. would. be an impact. on- Tabor
forue participation and employment chances and’ perhaps some- reductjon in

L e e ’ <’ .o B 4 ' <
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undesirable social ‘behavior.. If ‘training and education are.the fscus,
L. youth might be .more inclined: to return.to or complete schobl and advanced S
.. . training.- If the jobs-are merely aging:vats, 1ittle change-would -occur for
i most parti al.though
... .pecords. ‘or: illegitimate chil
~lgssness.. - v

cipants. although .a; few? less would enter adulthood with criminal <
dren. to. the:‘extent these are related to job- '

i Y .

P —There' is infinite variation in- thd possible- elements of work ex- .. -
s ———-perience—prograns=and: -hence—in—the—potential—benefits:— There are also—— "=
L0 T .- tradeoffs. ‘For instance,. the .most productive ~work- -settings. are. those. ‘
. -employing. youth. who. have: the: :fewest -problems. -and--who--will: .make the best
o . ‘workerss. In such~—settings, it is-also easiest ‘to. structure linkages and = . -
placement .-in_tof‘ﬁg‘rﬁmei.jgghg_{ga‘r'-gér@* jobs.. Limited--émphasis.-will be placed -on 3

‘basic: skills- training: .or -behavior ‘modification; so. there will be few

4

et N -

expscted: in-progran. changes: Likewise, the income transfer-and.employment o
equalization. impacts will.:be imited to the ‘extent participants hive high s
, robabilities -of «finding work' on. their own. -There.is also less impact.to
;- the-extent Fesources -are fised for swpervision ar for non-labor inputs wnich o
. make. .thé work.iore-productive, At the other- éxtreme, ‘the jobs:might place
ST T 7 targeted to youth with:sévére problems and. would have a high transfer . L
. _efféct. The in-program: .changes right bé extensive but the . easutable . -

. _post-program. outcomes -s1ight; -at least.in the .hea-r};te'nil. "
L . <Clearly, then; youth work.experierice is not-a-standardized activity. . .
3 The-appropriate-design. deperids on.a number of-variables such as whether the . -
work is: -summer ‘only; in-school, .or year-rgund for out=of-school” youths, c
) whether- it is directed to.teeriagers or young adults, and the level of needs g
e . of - participants. . Unfortunately, there has been very little progress in i

determining the *tjgﬂggffs ‘between the various goals or the most appropriate ;
designs for different circumstances. .

) ~The supported work - defionstration represents the most  rigordus ex- D
e T periment to-date ‘with the. vork. experience. approach. In 15 sites around the
o country, work experience: projects-were implemented and' carefully -studied. N
T . Persons. enrolled in: :supported: ‘work were as§igned: to- crews -comprised of -
o individuals like themselves, usually 10-or less, with a supervisor to serve -
: ° . .as- a .foreman. and- counselor. Graduated - responsiblity and s§tress.” was
. -———efmployed—in -work tasks,-along~with “peer ‘group ‘interaction to help youth

; There were four ‘target groups among the 105000 partitipants in
s slipported: work: welfare recipients, ex-addicts, ex-offenders and youth.
i . The youth- group- was Tifited. to.drop=outsage 17 ‘through 20, with 1 of every
_ 2 required to have a record of <delinquency or crime. There was no income :
i targeting .but. the nature of the, projects. had -this. same effect, Thus,

supported work - sites. are représentative -of better run ‘projects for out-
e ofzschool--youth, perhaps imost 1ike ‘the Youth. :Community  Conservation and - °
figee— —— - ~Improvement -Projects instituted-under-YEDPA. The impacts of 'supported work™ -

' * : 4 T T e T
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£ cope.-with problems and adjustments. -The employment ‘opportunities lasted up . :
& . ~to -One year in most.-cages.. The-work varied: from :construction to light i
manufactyring, spanning most. of the tasks usually addressed by public and
3 ) nonprofit sector work. éxperience.. Revénues from. the- sale of goods and 3
services produced by ‘the work crews were used to offset the costs. There :
2. * ____ was a ‘heavy . emphasis. on- management under- these projects and carefil -
£ researchof~the~impactss—-~ - ~ _ " s B
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were carefully researched, and it is therefore suggestiye1p;‘the'effeCé
tivcness Of youth Work: experience. e C )

It 1s
Asupported“

important, however to stress some- of the dnfferences between
“work: -and-—- other—you ~work*exper1enceiprograms ~Supported work:

i -sérves a somewhat older, -and more: frequent]y ma]e and_mlnoratyeclient group—-—
==—-— — ‘than” YCCIP- o - SYEP;; the participants-are ‘more-disadvantaged as weasured by

««««««

arrests and education but 1ess $0- when. -iheasured: by receipt of cash as-
sistance. S ; e e e m e = - - :

R et S

s Supported L CETA 1 Youth .
~=P¢‘a‘m‘:e‘nt o work - fYCCIP' Nork Experaence—————SYEP—-<-—-_u_~‘
Vale ‘ -.“\: 84 o 74f - ~“51, . B .
Under age 20 84" ““ 98. . . 871 . .95
Minority . ‘~‘94 - .55 " 49° -.69 .
Hiqh Srhool N — —
“Dropout ‘ ~99; : 47 phey -
 Criminal’ Record~ 5% - 6 3 B 3 ©
Cash ‘Assistance - - - : . S N -
REC\pIGHtS ¥ 2. . 31 . 35. -39

.

Ll with dts . empha51s on -¢lose supervision- and careful management,
’ supported work: spends. re]a}ively “less op -participant wages and salariec,
‘Income: support amounted. ‘to .Oonly 47 percent .of full costs, compared to 78
. -pércent -under YCCIP in fisca] 1979, and 84 percent under SYEP in fTscal
1978: .

N\ -

alFinally, supported work is -a stable program. Under YCCIP there is
enoryious turnover: ‘of projects from. year to~year, and the; program itself
only. began in fiscal 1978 - In. contrast, supported. work. has.-opérated since
1975 in. some 'sites, and the -evaliation is based on -costs. which exclude
start-up expenses. Supported work is certainly more stab]e than SYtP which

isv 1mp1emented anew each summer.

Keeping in:-mind these differences, supported work is suggestive of the
. dmpacts. ‘of at 1east one form. of work experieace for a youth target group
. very uch- needing help. B ‘ o \ O

The impacts of supported work for youth can be summarized as fo]lows.

0 Output -1t is estimated that’ the most 11keiy alternative
supplier -could- -have provided ‘the -same output as the Supported work. - ;
projects for a price equal to 60.percent of .the.wages and -fringes -plus T
direct project, costs -or 45 percant’ of tota] supported work costs. ‘
1 0 Income ﬁransfer - Youth participants received‘“an-average-of
$6,304 per, yeéar:. :in: wages -and fringe: ‘benefits. Subtracting the
estimated: value of " output: ‘per-.work ‘hour net of project costs (i.e.,
the._ value added by youth. 1abor), roughly two fifths or $2,500- was
income: transfer. 'This represented roughly a fif th of the total
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-‘o_“:‘ ;Emp]pﬁjent_; 4_'I\_gip,a[c,,t;‘ ~:-':f§i,aj\:g\'|g$;;\gg,t§¢;'éjfght]y abeVe the minimum and the
participants ‘were :thosé; ‘who: ‘would."be- otherwise jobless, i.e., only ‘@

Tittle. ‘over a third -of “the control group worked in the first six
‘onths. -after participants enfolled. In other words, the enpioyrent

R " impact could not:be- increased-much..by better targeting -or lower wages:

R
a0 et
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¢ s Increasing—the—shage—of=participant—wages—to—totalprogran—costs;
e ‘could; “however; have increased the -net -effect, Almost all -program-
. . ‘hotirs’ ‘were: Spent. in dork; Hhours <cduld ‘have: been  shortened” and

!

bl = —suppleniented-by-uinstipended-training or counselingy 1T T P

6 Tn-Progran Benefits= The most obvigys _in-program benefit is

— - average.earnings of -experiiiéntals-was: $338 per-month-cofipared to $126:
_per month -for controls.  Theearnings —for-participants- include_some
indirect- income. transfers but. .other sourcés of direct, income: transter- - .

ble- for :participants and widély used by contrgls. The

o 3

availa

P

e o mrp y——oa
>

increased: ncome..c#OUTAng’ ithe: first: 9 months: after ‘enrollment, the . X

1

g
O |
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participants conpared s 9. o
_ ’ period,. the. percentage -of :youths with any arrests.was slightly -higher

—————————for _experimentals. ‘than .controls.--17.1 vs, T a ng 1

: rimentals: ‘thamcontrols. - 17.1 vs, .16.8, after adjusting for
differences.- ‘The percent with robbery arrests was sTightly less - 3i1 «.

= from—various -Sources i the 9 months yas $3IF for -
to. $176 for controls. During. this ‘9 morith .

5 -

_ v$, 3.4. The percent incarcérated was less, 8.9 vs. 11.6 and so were.

L thé:-weeks of incarceration, 1.04 vs. 1.62. -In other words, there were
po . —some: slight -reductions " in criminal- activity cor at Teast in, in- .
£~ -, . <carceration for such-ackivity.. The percent reporting drug -abdse other - .
) than: marijuana: -or -alcohol: was lower - 11.3°vs. 14,2 -percent but the
peréent using marijuana: ‘and alcohol -was higher, 56.9 vs. 52.9 -percent
i ' for any: use of .marijuana and 8.1 vs. 5,5 percent for daily. -use--of
alcohol.  The impacts. on:-development of worid-of-work skills were not
' diréctly measdred, -However, 53 percent of participants left as a
: result, -of - firing, 7ifcarceration, or resignation - because of dis-

e - -satisfaction- with the- job,. ‘which could: not suggest gains unless these

1y accrye from such- negative -outcomes-

o o: Post-Program Impacts. .~ Supported work does not, -apparently have.

P - ._significant. transitionali .effects. Only 26. parcent of youth trainees

A 1eft for .a. job. 'In: thé’19.through 36 months after entry, when only -a

P v minuscule .portion of participants ‘vemained in supported -work, the

T /average earnings..per month: of participants was $282 compared to $291

— - . for controls even: ‘though: the. ‘hours .of averdge work per?month were ¢

' 'sTightly-higher for-participants-:77.7 vs. 74.2, It would: appear that

% participation. .in ~suppovted work may positively - impact on, _work

.propéns ities, but that -wages: .of youth. who -have been continuousTy in

- the—reqular--1abor: market*-increase with accumulated .seniority"and”’

: advandement to highér paying: jobs. This is -suggested:by the fact that.

P the: experimentai=control ~differential widens .over ‘the- post-program.

; . périod..in fayor of -experimentals when assessing; employment rates and:

2 " average. ‘hours: worked, even: though- the .avéragé ‘earnings -per .month-.

, T widens—in—favor—of..controls, . The immediate ‘post=program period

results in highef crime :and ‘rrest rates;forsparticipants.relative tc

P . ‘tontrols, 'then.’there. appears; to -be ~a reversal in- the 19-27 month .

: : o ~»*p§ériod:~mlh~:ﬁ‘tenhstr-qf”drug%f’&nd‘*'grlcohq]““yse?;;“th'ere*’are“’minbr’_jdi e
_ ferentials in favor. of -controls. in the post-program period. ’
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. The:‘benéfit-cost -methodolagy: may be used:'to analyze these impacts and
- to- -detevming: whethér -the: Supported: ‘work: investment is worthwhile to
society. Under the most reasonable: assumptions, the. costs exceed benefits
by-a net present value ‘of -$1;465 per year; in. other words, society gets
less. back in terms of output, .crime and:drug-abuseredictions;—increased— -
—tax _“payments, reduced . transfer -programiadminfstrative costs, and .other
benéfits than it-pdys -out.. ‘Direct ‘transfer payments are $329 less during
_..the 1-9: month_period.-and- $102-1eSs: -in—the-10-18—month—period, although
indirect. transfers (wages--paid in “excess—of prodictivity) unquestionably
exceed this amount significantly. Transfers are not counted as a social
; benefit, nor dis there any differentiation. between transfers tied to work
i g . (1.8:, part of -wages) and those paid-regardlass of productivity: During ‘
t .~- the Jperiod of ‘program :participation, income Hf participants was roughly
* $1,384 higher than that -qf-controls, and: the Estimated transfers.’(direct and.

— ———indirect)"were_approximately. -$3,000. Dépending: -on .the value one -might
L associate with these transfers, itis-pessible-to-consigerthe expenditures
. J;;sita_‘tfﬁiéga——n—l%%dpés‘ryh‘ot%@‘“ppgar;j—fhbWévgrz;“ that ‘under any. reasonable

assumptions the Social ‘bénefits o0f supported work for youth exceed the
rgin-if-atalt: " .

¥
LA S TSR W R T T R B Y

Lo - Social.costs-by-a-substantial-
T . s R P

Pt

.- The implications. for work experience as a program- approach depend on 3
" comparison of supported work with qthér types of-work programs, and must -be
considéred ,in light of the disadvantaged -population served by supported
‘work.. 'No current work experience program has, as yet, been as rigorously .
evaluated- as - supported work. There ‘are, however,  some conceptual ’
. comparisons-in assessing benefits -and impacts: C

L3

Ay ) TP AT
. I

.0 Output - Value of output studies conducted - using the same.
methodology.'as the supported work evaluation suggest that supported

+= work is almost typical in its putput per hour worked, but lLas a Tower
output per dollar-.of program -cost because of the extensive adminis-
trative cos$ts. ‘For instance, a study of the 1979 summer program
estimated a return -of - $2.08 .in-.production for every hour -of par-
ticipations Given expenditures for training, administration and the.
like, it is estimated: between 55 and 60  percent of the cost of SYEP is
returned in social production; this compares with 45 percent under
supported work. - YACC réturns close to. itsxcost and other Tocal CETA .
work programs 'have. output in excess of SYEP. In othef words, it is
definitely possible.to mourit less ambitious administrative arrange-
ments and to get more output per dollar of total cost. T

o- Income Transfer - Again because of the high- overhead, the income

transfer effect .is limiteds, -SYEP in 1978-paid out 84 percent-of cost}

in wages and salaries; YCEIP paid out 78 percent; where in: supported

work thede income support components represented only -47 percent. ",

Further, since ithese .other programs were income targeted, they '

probably - reached: “a. poorer  population (,_althqugh not m_a.cessé'i:ﬂy one

with greater employment probléms). .

.4 . .0 _ In-Program. xB“epefii.tS - There s not comparable evidence on
————_—_In-program_effects of .other .programs; but it is certainly possible to .
i ! increase ‘“enrichmgnt;"—or—to—consciously—tighten__or__loosen . the
‘&0 - o Individual performance requirements. . . i
e . R » . " - v 1 ‘. — .
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o . ‘PostsProgran-Benéfits - Supportad work did not put -émphasis on - -
=, placement. :and :the :service; deliverers were relatively dsolated from =~
v " \CETA. .prime: ‘'sponsors... Tne'plicemént rate into unsubsidizéd jobs for. - -}
- YECIPin—fiscal=1979—{stiHthe-start-upperiod)-was-21 percentythe— =
oo samé as supported: work.. ‘More:elaborate-enhanced work -projects such-as. -
T Vertures in-Community: Inprovenent have: been able to get youth into’
. “relatively —better—paying-jobs;—in- other words, it is -likely that— .= "=
post=program: employment .benefits exceed or can.'exceed those realized o
by supportéd work.. - .. c | T

SR T Y T AL cmoy
N -

. Supported: work deals with, youth.who ‘have: severe problems. .Its results.
may.-have .been: different. with'.a Jess.disadvantaged. clientele. -On zhe other-
‘hand, -it.may also;-represent. ‘the. “wrong;.medicine! for such a .group. The -
. ‘supportel. -work -clientéle: most. ‘néarly: pgraliels that. in: Job Corps. The
—benefits and —Ccosty” g HS - hi ﬂ'e*‘q:eenA evajuated by much -the same

11 N Y
7

r e iad bl

__‘D AN - . A ;O v Nave cvalldde ) 2 e
= ‘methodology, ~with. a—finding: ithat :benefits ‘substantially -exceed. .costs.
‘Perhaps- yodth -of this ‘type. benefit most from. -being removed from their
- . .environment @ng*b”ejﬁg provided.with education and training rather than just

G ) - - > K , \Q- ) N

' P ' *ork' . }

N - , . ) N ’ . . . x, - v : Q .
S _Another- ‘option “is -to increase the human _resource deveélopment
components as well as ‘the, transition: services :provided by supported work. -
stration :has. ‘been extended with: YEDPA funding to - .

: The. 'supported iwork demonstration. : ended Y

£ test ‘the relative effectiveness -of such enrichinents. :Further, there will .
be-a: Tong. range follow=lp: of youth. participants and -controls: from the first
.phase: ‘of -supported work in .order to -détermine: whether the. tpward trend in -

. 5

employment™ for experimeéntals’ relative to controls in the post-program -

¥

period -continues. o, deteriorates, and whether the former participants catchy °
. up _to. the- earnings: .0f controls_as a result of sustained Tabor force - oy
" participation. - o R

-

o PRy ML I $ O3 4 707 P
. f S

. There -are also two. theoretical issues which will require, more
.investigation. »First, both "displacement" and: "vacuum' effécts: occury .
i.e., some of the publicly funded jobs ..isplace those otherwise funded and
workers; who- would Fill. them; whilé“the net jobs created- reduce compétition .. =
and-incréagf employmént probabilities. for non-participants.”” Thevextra -jobs . :
: reated, byl supported; wérk. -certajnly had, little' impact ore contrdls,: but
: © presumablyZXthe. job .expansion :effort wuuld at Teast equal the *oregone * -

- earning VBf panticipants “add; would at most equal thé full wage bill. In

h £

other words, the employment. chances. Of .all non-participantsiwouldtincrease. oo «;

sy

as the: competition. for".participants declired. This. impact would be offset .

R
y ¥

Ty

»

Ly to--the--extent: .the: .Jobs:répresented substitution for otherwise funded - ~.

- employment. The:way.supported work.was..operated. outside regular- employment. -

. structures- and: with. the  hardest. core participants would. suggest that. the

: rate .of -substitutjoii: -was 'substantially. below that of public service 4
ed under CETA, but that the vacuum effect was ., ., .4

: " employment as_regularly operated: under
' small..: Both. effects; need ‘to-be studied, o ;
H o ‘A ‘second “fssue- 4s-that .of transition probabilities. The baseline for oS
- measuring post-program impacts. undér. supported work wa(s the comparative i
. ' exparience of experifentdls and controls. Without assisfance, a portion of
youth: will -be -expected to: Get jobs-in .any time period. Alternatively, a * e

o 7 il DS SRS S T Ot st 1A S S

S ~~—=period_of nonemplgyment—between-=jobs-can-be. justified by the job'search-
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theory -or exp]ained by a youth. preference for intermittancy in labor force 3
participation, If part1C1pants ‘were- compared to a s1mu1ated comparison

_group utilizing the pos1t1ve transition probabﬂ ies. of the control group
since the bemnmnqwDg.,mt,_lce.s_panmcapantsh xhout—aobs—after 'Ieav’mg——

a supported work were assumed to' have: the same em 1oyment chances as’controls °
-whe: were all 1n1t1a11y w1thout JObS, the reYative benefits in. the post-

. program. .period. would -appear— greater~andwth —participants -would- probab]y-

" -substantially--exceed--the simulated comparis group. In other words, " 1f\a
job” merely keeps :a youth occupied, wheén this job, is over he of she wiH\
Tikely be worse off_relative to a. ‘goup. whith had been in the regular 1abor
force for some time, bt better off than ifi the, job' had not been available. \
‘Given- the volatile -natureof yGiith: 17 or - force part‘ﬂ1pat1on and the
unemp10yment frequency assoc1ated wit
selected. at the point of exit might be/preferable ‘to one selected at the:

v

"transition, a comparison group \ .

_pomt_oﬁ_entrancer-—mm&e—postvprogrm—cmpammndwmﬁhe

mr——— ———jmpacts-of-work experxence ‘priograiis. " ,
. - . . S v- . -

= Th1s report——on supported wor| ~~1nc1udes a detaﬂed assessment of .
impacts and a benefit-cost analysis: Itffocuses -on the youth -portion. only.
of the supported work experiment,. wmrh'al so.included offenders, ex-addicts -
and. welfare recipients. There v@)‘@ significant differences .in impacts for
thése different clienteles -ahd . the full reports from the Manpower
- Demonstration Rethwn should be reviewed to:.pinpoint these
* differences. “reports include the -Second Annual Report on the
National Supported-Work Demonstration . and Summary and Findings of the
Natioral Sup_ported Work Demonstratwn. i

<.

Th1s volume is .one of* the products of the "knowledge deve]opment”
effort . implemented under the mandate of the Youth Employment and Demon-
stratwn.ano‘]ectS Act of 1977. The knowledge development effort consists
of huhdreds of separate research, evaluation -and -demonstration activities
which will result®in:, 11teral]y thousands of written products. The
activities have been structured from the .outset so that each is self-
standing ‘but also interrelated: with a host .of other activities. The

- framework is presented in A Knowledge Development Plan for- the Youth Em-
loyment -and Demonstration Projects. Act of 1977, A Knowledge ..Development
* PTan_for the Yougth Initiatives Fiscal 1979 and Completmg the Youth Agenda:
A Plan for Knovﬂedge Deve]opmentJa Pissemination andﬁpp]ication for Fiscal
‘1980 - . e 4 ] Lo

)

. Information is available or-will be coging avaﬂab]e “from these
- —--various knowledge development efforts to help resolve an -almost limitless
array of issues. However, policy and practical application will usually
require ‘integratipn -and synthesis from a wide range of products. A major,

) shortcoming of past research, eva]uatmn and. demonstratwn activ1ti€.§w has
béen< the failure.to ‘organize and. disseminate the products adequately to
assure -the full exploitation of the find1ngs. The magnitude and structure

of -the yquth knowledge deve]qpment effort puts a premium on structured

ana1y51s and wide dissemmation‘ R .

. As part of its know]edge deve]opment mandate, there‘fore, the/Office of .

Youth: Programs of .the-jDepartment of Labor will -organize, pub¥ish -and =

disseminate the wr‘:tten products »of all major .research, evaluation and

demonstratwn act1v1t1es suppor*ed directly .by or mounted in conjunctwn
- $

.
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wrth OYP know]edge development efforts.. Some of the same products may aTso

.1nc1uded in the structured series of Youth Knowledge Deve]opment Reports in
“ordef to facilitate access and integration. K

P 4

. The Youth. Know]edge-DeveTopment Reparts, of which this ;1s one," are
dividad into twelve broad categorieS° ;

. 1. Knowledge Development Framework., The products in thws categoryg
are concerned with the structure of Enow]edge -development’ act1v1ties. the

_ assessment methodo]ogies which are employed, the meaSurement ‘instruments
. . and their validation, the translation of know]edge into polqcy, and the

strategy for dissemination ‘of- findings.

\\1youth for labor market success.

2.—Research-on-Youth- Empwgymgnt-and Employability Deve]ooment° The
products in- this category represent analyses. of existing data, presentation
of findings from- QeW‘data sources, special stidies of dimensions of yduth
labor market problems, and—policy issue assessments. .

3. Program Eva]uationS° The: products in this category inc]ude
-impact, process and benefit-cost evaluations of.youth programs including
the Sum Youth Employment ' Program, dJob ‘Corps; the- Young Adult

. Conservation Corps, Youth Employment and Training Prograns Youth Community

_~Conservation and Improvement Projects, and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit

-

4, . Service.and: Participant Mix: The eva]uations and demonstrations _
summarized in -this category concern- the matching of different types of
youth with different servicé combinations. This involves expeyiments with,
work vs. work plus remediation vs. -straight remediation as treatment

' “options. It also includes attempts to mix disadvantaged and more affTuent-
' participants, as well as youth with older workers.

- (.

J'

" 5. Education and: TrafTning Ap%roaches' The products in- thTS category )
present the findings of structured experiments to test .the impact and -

-effectiveness of various education and vocational training. approaches

including specific educagion. methodo]ogies for.” the disadvantaged, al-
-‘ternative education approaches and advanced career trgining. ' -

0

eﬁ 6. Pr¥@-Employment and Transition Services. The products ~ -in this
category present the Tindings of structurad experiments to test the impact .
and .effectiveness of school-to-work transition activities, vocational-
expToration, “job-search assistance and cother -efforts to better prepare

[

“’7 outh Work Experience: The products in this category address the
organization of work ac%ivifies, their output, productive roles fér youth
and the impacts of various emp]oyment approaches. ;

=8, - Im Tementation“Issues'-»—Thjs -category . 1nc1udes 'cross-cdtting
analyses of the. practical Tessons concerning ”how-to-do-gt." Issues such
as learning . cﬁrves, replication processes . and programmatic “batting -

,dverages" will be, addressed under this category, as well as the compara*ive
advantages of alternative delivery agents.

-
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9. Design and Organizationil Alternatives: - The products in this
* category represent assessments of demonstrations of alternative prograg éad |
fon ‘o delivery arrangements such as -consolidatiop, .year-round preparation for
X ‘summer ~programs,- the use of° incentives, and multi-year tracking_of .
: individuals. - -’ . N . ) . ' oL

v

BARS s P 2 s b 4 - . - -

> ° % 10. . Special "Needs Groups: .The products in this' category. present - .
: - findings’ on' the special problems of and the programmatic adaptations nceded

S for. significant segments including minorities, young mothers, troubled .
e . youth, Indochinese refugees, and the handicapped. . ) ) - L
. . 11. -Innovative Approaches: -The products in this category present the. s
. « - findings of those -actiyities designed to explore new approaches." The

. subjects covered .in¢lude the -Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot: Projects,
private sector initjatives, the national” youth ervice oxperiment, and

_ enerdy. initiatives jip weathehization, los-head hydroeleciric dam resto- o 3
ration, windpower, and the 1ike- , . . . G

4

_12. ¢ Institutional Linkages: The; products in this cafegory include s
studies of institutional arrangements and linkages as: wall as assessments . ik
& of demonstration: activities »to encourage such linkages with aducation, - ’
~ -volunteer groups, drug abuse, gnq othar youth serving agencies. ‘o o

- in- each of .these'knowledge development categories, there will be a . .
T, range of discrete demonstration, research and evaluation-activities focused -~ -
! on different_policy, program and analytical .issues: . In turn, each discrete
) :knowledge development project may. have. a series of written products.
addressed,. to different * dimensions -of the jssue.  For instance, all
experimental demonstration projects have both process..and: impact evai-
uations, frequently undertaken by different gvaluation agents. °~ Findings
will be Publithed as they “bécome avdilable so that there will usuallywbe-a .
series of reports as- evidence accumulates. To organize, these products,

= each publication -is classified in one "of the twelve broad knowledge
7, " ™ ddvelopment categories,. ‘described in terms of the more specific issue,.
' activity “or clustpr of &ctivities te which it is addressed, with an -
jdentifier of the product and what it  represents relative to other products
in® the demonstrations.” . Hence, the multiple products under a 'knowledse
development: activity are closely interrelated a?;d the activites in each —
broad ¢luster have significant interconnections. o # )

- This volurie=8hoyld be assessed in conjunction-with other studies of -
work projects dim - the® "youth work experience" category, particularly -
- Enhanced Work Projects--The Interim Findings From The Ventures In Community
Improvement Demonstration. ,Because of the similarity of client-groups and
. “evaluatjon designs, The Lasting Impacts of Job Corps Parficipation also
+ ,, brovides useful counterpoint.. = " . -
. \ , ' ‘Robert Taggart_ -

. : . Administrator "~ ’
: ’ - Office of Youth Programs s
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'rhe goal of.. Supported Work is to aid- groups of people »w:r.th
well-est&blished employment difficulties to obtain and keep a regu-
lar job. In addition to this major goal other important objectives s
. include reduction in~ sy
druguse; a.nd criminal wactiv:.ty.
success, -a S-year demonetration‘and reseerch effort was: undertaken.
"‘he four target groups thet provided the focus for the demonstratxon
are: women who ‘have: ‘been: receivingruelfare payments -under the- Aid to
__Families with Dependent .Children: (AFDC), :program £or- substantial- -7
periods»of time ex-eddicts who ‘have. recently ‘been in drug treatment
p..ograms, ex-offenders who have recently ‘been. released from prison. -
ox’ jail. and young: school dropouts, many of whom have reeords of
delinquency. ) )

.
-

"rhis report focuses ‘on. the effects of Supported Work for. -«
young school dropouts. Between April 1975 -and" July 1977, five of
the demonstrat.ion sites--ntlanta, Bartford, Jersey -City, "New: York,
and Philadelphia--enrolled in the Supported Work evaluation -sample
1,244 unemployed 17="to- 20-yeer-olds ‘who ?had not couxpleted high .

‘ ,school, offeringva rendomly .sélected subset of the enrollees (experi- -
mentals) employment in & supportive environment for up to 12 or 18
_months; depending on ,the site. -and assistance in finding -Other-em- -
_‘pPloyment as: their -program- eligibility- period neared its -end,. ‘While -

. interview data covering at least- ‘the first .18 months following

. enrollment are available for 861 youth, -only -153- youth who' enroiled
in the. sample prior to April 1976 ‘completed a 36-month interv:Lew.
Thug, ‘conclusions: concerning longer-term impacts of Supported Wor_;:
‘are: subject to’ considerable uncertainty. .,

<

‘The general conclusions sfrom this study are that the avail-
ability of-a Supported Work job had short-run impacts on employment
and; consequently, on depend’ nge on: public assistance, ‘butthat the
program doés not-appear; to'he.yf* met its central objective of miti-
".gating -the: long-run empl yment - :blems of this disadvantaged: -Segment
of the. youth- population. - Purthermore. there is little indication
tnat Supported Work -had: either 5hort- -0r long-run impacts on youths'
drug -use- oxr’ their perticipatidn =in. crime ‘The key research £indings
. on which these. - conclusions -are’ besed are st:msmarized in 'l'able 1. - N

y‘.

KA " » »' b 5 w - . . .
. . +

gployment and Earnings. 'rhe large employment gains

A ardhachrt

il e enrollment declined sharply as controls increascd .
. . thei - employmentf substantia]ly and:-experimentals
A - left: their Supported Work'jobs (see Figure 1).: By
the start of, the second year, when less than 20
percent of’ the experimentalas were still in the -
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+ [y

rrae e i o o deamess -..yuy e A 4




R

feeaetoagg bt

RYTRET

EEE

hao *

. RTINS, Fah

[SRoEp

| ) s o
> n i Y o * b ;:
: P.:conuqond.:h Some Zsployment H
. tinoaths 115 9 . . 9.6 < J53.3 Ag.Jee }
| -Yoathsil0 =13 ° 68.0 .60.2 7,800 3
‘- Moaths 19, < "3, 615 ' * Teli0 . 0.8 :
i 74.0 ’ 85.9 8.1 .
3
‘Mum \lom Uotud per oath . R
9 120.4 39.7 80.7%*
69.9 ¢ %8.2 11,70
68.8 . 68.2 © L 0.6 . ~
7 88.6 1.4 ° 7.2 %
- . !
R X ) '. o . - L - . i N fz
$338.68 . $125.48 $213.20%* [ o
) 7 229.63 - 196.48° , - 33.18¢ -
* -2W6RN92 - 48.48 . 15.4¢ R -
. '01.94 ° - 536.33 © -34.39 .
. S oasdl0s " sue0e $218.010e - "
28739 265.44 T 2198 j;«
338,67 ° . . 311.68 26.99. 3
N T .383.47 408.0 -, . ~54.54 "%
- . . %
1v-nqo'bn=u1yuoummco~.,' . - ’\) . ' . 3
_ plus FoodiStamp - Sonuses L T . B
Moaths.l - 9 $ 31.59 $ 40.37 s <8.79% 1
Moriths 10 - 18 . v 2.3 . 48.44 ) «16.13% .~ .
waths'19 - 27 - - . : 46.50 $4.12 «7.62 E
Yonths ‘f‘l - 36 . . 44.22 $4.79 «10.57 K
OfvgUse © ) . 3
. Percentage "o Used Any Orug - T . ‘
. “nm:wmujm or IRy . Py
“acobor (7 . £ ¥ . 3 -3
vonths N\=9 ~ | ” . 11.3 ) 14.2 «2.9 - L
mm 10 - 18 - 10.5 10.2 0.3 s
Yonths 19 = 27 1.0 10.6 0.4 P
Noaths.28 - 36 . ' 16.8 1.0 Y88 . Dt
N . 4 [ R \ - . . Co N © s
. Parcentage. o Used . . .o - s
Marijusna i
»Moaths 1 - 9. . 6.9, , 52.4 . 48 . T
Moaths 10 - 18 $2.8 . . s1.2 T 1.6 ‘- :
Woaths 19 - 27 ‘ 57.9 57.6 ,~ i 0.3
Ssl lloa:!u 8 - 36 , N 64.2 . 64.1 R 0.1 :
Percentage Who Used el ‘ ' - . ‘ T
Alcohol Oaily : 3
MNoaths.1 = 9 . . 8.1 5.5 ‘ 2.6 P
4 loaths 10 - 18 ’ - M2 9.3~ 1.9 .
Sonths 19 - 27 10.6 © 9,9 0.7 M
* soaths 28> 36 7.3 8.9 -1.6 - - °
N oy SN o3
. ¢ - i
. . 'y
) 17.1 16.8 y 963 , ik
. wenach . 168 15.2 - 1.6 i
Wnthe 19 - 27 . 19.8 14.0 -3.2 ~
-, .MoAths 28 - 36 - - ©10.3 © 1647 6.4 ! v
7 .wonths 1 - 18 ' . 26.7 o 7.0 ~0.3
T * Moriths 1 - 27 . 0.5 39.3 -3.8¢ . i
- Amm!m:o!muu - . M 4
Months L - 9 A . : 0.26 - ‘ 0:200 7 Tttt - 0006 ! -
Months'l0 - 10 , 0.21° . 0.18 - 0.03
woaths 19 - 27 ' . - 0.1 R 0.16 : =0.0%
Months 28 - 16 . 0.27 0,18 R 0.09
ﬂorl;- mu data are raqressian ndjum Ths daximum sarple size for resulcs during’ sonths 1 +o 18 s 861. ‘»r o
. that“%or .results during sonths 19 to 27 is 513, and that for results during sonchs I8 to 36 u_ 183. . e
.\u giqures pomin .hc ..ou.l. sanple. N . : ‘ L3
. Lo ’ 7
*'sumuuuy uquume at :hc l.o pexcent level, twoecalled test. . . . . ' L
nl/uu.suauy sigrificant ac the.$ pczcoue unl.. m—mm tast. . "
: ) coTd
T R et 853

e 3

' f

PENE 204 Ny ni” 22730

9

o fesol




RSy

v

AT
30

R
’

O

-

o,
v

SRS

o
2

o

¥

T vty Yy
oy PR A e
AP IP AN TR

¥
.
§

e
ki

Tt arayy

groceery

ragete

B r AR AR A 5%

b

s
W

e

Y

3

KT P AAE A D R ha

30O

PR e
RS N
-

x

2

ST Y E

o

%
(A
'~

N

- . R
m« S k) mxeh..&fwm-&h,.«“mx—ma. e it e ",
oy iiyibaisane oy

kK
FREEEIN
PR S

TRENDE' :IN

LR

Y AT,

_HOURS

Rwipriaficheedd

St 3 -
BRSNS

won ket

&
.,-,-:.m s B,

woam:g

e

A

N

Crmn

e

R

oy

p P

£5%

(O
Y 1rd
2% St SAE

2R

3
SR ha R e 13y,

Vass e .
Sttt i

s

2wy 0 st St

i

RS Months Agwgr Enrollment In the Demous a.tion Sa.mple -,
T - CLE “ P i,& oL A
E . . , 3 . . - . e . . P '%’f;fi

‘mnt;o]:. dif‘ftrenna.ls fa:@ ‘siém.f:.q;ntly

s

n
-
"y
L2
14
g
1
"
12
O
a8
~n
o
(2}
o
’«; "§'

<

a

g
e

-

PR
S
&
o

5

SV CAVAPL]

N

X

S e [ 2

Ty,

iy
o et By

3

A% b Nora s

soachir® S i

5

L.

e
s

O e ad

A




<

I G RTE S A A SRR

et
14

¥,

7
Lé°
w,,
.
P
g
e
4

A Ay e

soccupations.

ﬁa,rtflord, and Philadel\ph‘ia, And:
However, tnese

X0
be: pdrtlcularly likely to benefit from Supported Work.

Experimental youth_did stay in Supported Work longer

: longer tenure‘in/Supported‘work jobs has not. been
~found:toriresult~in improvements “in other. dimensions

of employmentrrelated outcomes, such as employment
rates, employm' t_levels *or ‘Wage rates. Similarly,
r - 1 S

>

.'retaik trade,’and 'etvice industries,‘and they were

mainly in clerical,zserVicey -ahd miscellaneous .

A i ) . ey

- 1 '

Total Income:rand -Welfare. Dependence. Not surprisingly,

givanfthe,employment ‘results; Supported Wbr ﬂhad~ - :

short-term benefitﬁnfor*part'cioants in substantially
= 1

totglfiﬁéoﬁe oﬁgewagainwapproaéﬁed thgt
. h e & 7.

D=ty - Pt

the upward tren\ d in earnings,\welfare payments to both

o, of
LA £
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.o . y
}experimentals and controls- increased in absolute

~amount over tiﬁe“due to two»factors- many youth

?higher ayerage‘ a .
.during the 20=:- to 27-month period<after enrollment.

‘Thus, while ticipants”themselves benefited sub-

receivedhduring ‘the: i
WorkL, a reduction
. - -
' Compensation benefitstof‘about $130. o
Drug_ Use: Supported Work: had no overall impact on
. the- prevalence of -drug use. During each follow-up
period;. ‘betweén lO and 17 percent of both experlmental
> and control youth used ~ome drug other than’ marijuana
or alcohol, Sl-to 64 percent used marijuana, and 6”to
11 percent used alcohol every day-or nearly every day.
' oo Furthermore, there is” no strong evidence to suggest -
¥ that.the program had. $ignificantly different impacts’
- for 1ndivxduals with particular characteristics, nor
is there a consistent relationship between experimentals'
and’ controls' drug ‘use and their employment status.

e . .

-
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R
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e

. _Criminal Activities. On average,. the Supported Work
= . employment- opportunity had' no significant impact on
criminal behavior ambng sample youth, either during
. ~,the time when experimentals were in their prdgram -
.o A 1pbs or subsequently. During ‘eéch of the first two
v . ,'-ﬁb" 9~month periods, about 17 percent of both experimentdls
. and controls: reported havxng ‘been arrested and, among
those arrested, the Aaverage number of'arrests was
) between 1,2°and 1. 5 Between 15 and 20 percent of
‘ <7 these arrests were; for robbery. During ‘the 19~ to
* 27-month periodh a‘lower percentagé*of experimentals
. than, controls reported the occurrence of an arrest .
{10. Versus 14 percentg a result which, while fiot
_A._M.irrl_.lstatistically‘signigibantw-is ‘related- to*consistently
moreefavorable respons&s to- Sppported ‘Work among -
those. earliest enrol%ees»nho were followed for at
least 27 months: aftef’enrdllment. However, by the

28- to 36-montﬂﬂperidh ai ter enrollment, there appears
& -~
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o:z_,t.he.jmoj.e ,_,Suppg:gt;eg*
the -6

1ike] ”to apply’-for the gz;ggram. >As ar eonaequence of ‘
3 the" »ciel coeu of Supported Work for °.

‘youth ere .h:l.gh. CIn
of SupporteQr worki socia
- average.of aboyt:: $1,465 pe

° T or not Supported WOrk hes a placer«emong the federelly lponsored programe -

( - attempting €0 deal’ with youth employment problems, it 'is :I.mportant to
»weigh this. net subsidx cost: «eqainst ‘the. Social ohjective of achieving '
, \relatively modeat short—term employment and incoms: gains.
: ’ . . .
; . 4 . ¢ . . .
":: . . 9 ‘ g ~*, i . ’;
BT ' N . =
o A4 £ - i . - Y . :
\. : . . . o
Y - ke
K - B . u\" -
4 % - Vv
{ P :
o T CooTn ) ‘ i T s .
o o ) ‘ b ' 7,
we e LT — 0 _ L. 4
S \‘l K '_‘ !




:‘}.‘s
Tt e L . e p 4 e e ke o s we o .l - ‘.. —_ - e
TR ‘ ° Y * . ks, .
e T S R T AL . B -
e SRR cmma 1: o T .
e T - SR ,p{; < -
Yol . YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT AND suppoa'rso woax
. ‘ C . N : . ] “, L e -
) - i N v l,' o - " g Y . :” (IS .

% . . - ’ . - -

7 Among certain subgroups in--our - society, employment problems are '
. . % .

particularly prevalent and persistent. The‘source. on these problems

are varied, but major factors include lack of experience and training,,

Fw. v - . [N

poor.work habits, insufficient motivation, and discrimination by employers.

-

Recqgnizing the serious consequences of these employment problems, both

.

£6-‘the. individuals thgmselves and to society, a consortium of Federal

“ L h
7 x N ?

f ’—————agencies,—with;theLDepartmentLof;nabor~as~thewlead;agency, undertook~a c 1555
il m major demonstration and evaluation of Supported Work programs. These 'Qg
§ programs pr&Vide work experience for a, year or so, under. conditions of o

— [ ’ . - -

. Yy gradually increasing performance standards, close and supportive'super- -

R L e

o . i i , :'\Sy

P ’ vision, ‘and- peer group support. “The four target groups that were the, s

4 - - PUPUR e

o “focus of this demonstration include -ong-term recipients of AFDC, ex-

i

) N R e [ . . .
gfl o addicts, ex-offenders, and.goung school dropouts. = - E L ' 5
gi?t ' The evaluation component of the demonstration was. designed to .. ‘é
Nie » B
§?§f ' ‘measure the economic and social impacts of Supported Work. To facilitate: ; ‘;é
LT » e - ) R
. . this research objective, in lO of the a,monstration sites, eligible ) '%”*ffié
. Se . Nl

?pplicants to Supported Work were randomly assigned to either an

\

"experimental" group and offered a Supported Work job or to a control I '-;.ﬁg

" group; . Sample members were then scheduled to be 1nterv1ewed at enroll.

- A v\

‘.:jﬂ,rment and at subsequent 9-month*intervals for.np to three yea.s.

.....
.

- e == - PRy ,....W‘A.ﬁ.. ‘-

12§£g; The main cgncern of this report is to assess the extent to. which
s e, € s

- e " ] ~ A A : ~ ~
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»employment problems faced. hy ycuth, particularly school dropouts and

those from ethnic minority groups whc face the most severe problems.l/
S
In recent years, federélly fundei employment-rel&ted programs

\ L4 . .

have seryved, over 7 million youth per year, yet high unemployment rates

have persxsted” ﬁhile the: immediate and longer-run consequenr s of this ‘high

unemployment rate among youth, particularly minority youth and school drep~

7 . ~outs, are uncertain, lt has been suggested that in the short run. ;o . e d
S0 aa L - L e
Vet T ‘\unemployment may increase th9 likelihood of involvement in’ crime i 3
; P b . . S ,
o y (singell, 1967; Mahoney, 1978; Funke, 1978, Elliot and Knowles, 1978) o 1
. and the use of drugs (0'Lonnell et al., 1976) , anc},that in the longer-rim
f{. " ‘: ) . M:;
§ k it‘may tend to‘perpetuate emplgyment-problems,(Osterman, 1978; Adams andw '3
. Y " . , » \‘ . \ ) . . A »;
ij . Mangum, 1978; and DiPrete, 1978).\ Tﬁis chapter discusses the sourdss cf .
; *  youth unemployment, public—policy apptcaches to allevxating the problem, ’_;
f evidence cf the effectiveness of these various employment-related ’:f
5 L) : Ll
g , . programs serving youth, and the rcle of Supported Work ir the sation's o
¢ . youth emﬁig;;ﬁnt policy. "‘ . f I "i
X A. SQURCES OF 'YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT . e )
R As can be °seen in Figure I.l, the unemployment rate among youth v
I« S ' . . . L,
i rose substantially between‘lQGd and 1977: 'since which.time there has- | o
E_’ , ' 4 LA | ' ~ : J
o been ‘some decline coincident with an overall improvement 1? the employ=- ;
! . ment situation. A number of factors ‘are commonlg cited as\contributing b
: ‘ ' » o I — . :
S ' e T s CoT
s - 1/ 4 et e o .o
o The unemployment raté7iFong black youth has ‘been more. than _ o
L. twice as large as that for white youth, and that among school dropouts . :
N is between 55 percent (fcrg;iack youth) and, 78 percent (for white youth) ) E
$oL highexr than among schoal ‘g¥aduates (U.S. tDepartment'of Labcr 1978b and o
s Bureau of Labor*gtatistics, 1978) . ' _ i
‘ . - . . _ ' Coa
w - ﬂ . ’ \. ’:
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. - . . i . he j. , .
to the ,persistence of these high rates. One "is thewlow skilhlevels and
~lack. of experience‘ of many of these youth, which, together.with the rising
7 ) minimm wages, may result in an. unwillingness axnong employ;erS to-hire - 7
S .

;;outh when adults .axe available for work {Barton and Frq,segr', 1978). -
Another cause may simply be diicrimination én the part of }employers
e - - =3 ] .
et (Diamonduand Bedrosian,.1970) " Yet ‘ther factor influen;:ing this

*  growth in unemplqyment is the increase in both th‘e youth p}opulation
and’ its civilian labor-force part. cipation rate at a time when the

' .,.}

' . pnrticiba.tion rate among “women, in particular, wa.s also increasing. ‘Por '

S
exnmple, between 1967 .ahd 1977 the total labor for’ce increased by 26 -
4 . R
percent (from 77 to 97 million pérsons); two-thirds of this total increase

was youths age 16 to 19 and adult. females, who together had constituted

rd -

only 40 percent-of the labor force in 1967. These 20 million new ¥

. » D
- . . L L 4

entra.nt;’g‘into the labor force were faced with an increase ‘of only 16 ~

. . » “ Fad
million jobs and, for a variety s..f reasons noted previously, youth

‘

have been relatively less successful than other groups in competing

for those jobs. ) 3

Exacerbating this general rise in youth unemploymeént has been

!

anl increase in 'the,'auration of, uhemployment spells: In 1966, only - -

11 percent of the unemployed 16-1'to 19-year-olds were unémployed for

as long .as 15 weeks; by 1977, this figure had risen to 15 percent.

4

Sinoe muc}\ of the youth unemployment appears to be due to moyements . *

in and out’of the labor force, overall unemployment rates: ‘may be affected

-

. 1
considerably with only small shifts in t:he‘duration of unemployment spells.—/

E

— i
T ‘Clark and Summers (l978) provide evidence of a substantial

- portion of _youth unemployment. being related to the high rate of movement
“.odn and out of the.-labor force. x
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‘ e In the past couple of" years, there hus been some general w‘ '."‘ ﬁ} _3;

imprbvement in' the econony which, together with the increased federal :
| spendin# for youth employment programs, has Jea to some improven;en"- ", '
. ‘in the youth enployment situation-' uneu:ploymht dropped from/a high oi

"\ VLo
-

‘20 pe*cent in 3975- to> 16 percent during the first ha:lf of 1979. However_,‘

- ; - " * <
a disproportionete share of the. .qain in emp'loyment was among wlu.te “ 5
A .1' = ) . P
youth ,who had completed high school.y c . - R
. *POLICY uszs ,'10 REDUCE YOUTH umwmr S B TR
A '-."‘;“ B b « -
et .In response to the persistentlj high unemployment rates a.mong

PR 4 N 4
youth, tbere has been ar continual expahaion of programs designed to

-;Q\.\’
o

improve their employmeht opportunities. Such programs have tended to

x
. focus an increasing educat’ional attainment, improving job skills, and

%
. N

proviéing ‘work experience. o ' N ' .

.

. . The first such progrm were instituted under the Manpower

Deveibpment and 'rraining Act (HD‘I'A) amendments of' 1963, vhich emphas:.zed

Ry
* 'R oo

. job traininq and- retraining programs "rhese were followed closely by

the Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) and .Tob Corps, which ‘were established

R

under the 1964 rconomic' oPportunity Act. - 'rhe NYC provided work

- o;"'f“'? A . A

-

experience to both in-school and out-of-school youth from low-income

* f
. S Pl o,

far lies, while Job Co‘rps was & more comprehens:.ve residential program

e B et

' wh.ch provided renedial educat:.on, skills training, work 9xperie'nce,

counselling, and health care.-,-/ These three programs together served an

N Qe>-0 .
, . s . . 3

> . N N - ’ / o . .
.. " - - . ‘s

. - . - .

4

1-/ See 'rables A-S and ‘B-8 in, 'rhe ‘Employmern.t and 'rraining keport ?

L of the. President, ‘U,S: Department of -Lakor, Washing".on, D Ciy 1978, and~
: recent issues of NEWS:. The g;omert Situation, U.s. Department of
L Labor, fWashington, ‘D. c.:, P _ t o~

;,7:. :_7 . *« L ., - 'c.
v 3‘4 See I,evitan and Johnston (1975) for a description of the Job
Q Corpe toqran. . s . Al
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o In recognition of the fact that the causes .of and the means to o

‘average of 500,000 youth per year during 1963 to 1973, yet the total

vy .number of unemployed youth continued o rise, and the'percentage

4,0, 50A45 8

e et A

s .

-
. ,_~¢ - % .’ . R

!
r’.; duce unemployment var:.ed widely among segments of the unemployed
}

population and among labor-market areas, the Comprehensive Employment -

’ and 'l‘raining Act (CETA) was enacted in 1973 tQ permit much greater local - . ‘,

% i )

) a?tonomy for employment policy dec:.sion-making. This act provided N
funding for a.number of programs to serve unemployed youth-‘ ‘the - T uE
Employability Development Program (CE'I‘A, 'l‘itle 1); Public Service - ~ T .
Employment (CETA, Titles IT ‘and VI), Selective Segments Program (CETA, T
'ritle III), as well as the Job Coxps (CETA, Title v). —/ By 1977,

these CE'I‘A-sponsored programs, together ‘with other federaJ.ly funded

1

3

prograns, such as WIN (the Work Incentive program) and the HEW-sponsored ' o

vocat:.onal rehabilitation programs, served 2. 7 million youth.
More recently, tite Congress has greatly expa_n_ded emplo_yment' ' ..

services for youth through t'he"Youth Employment and Demonstration

n
.

Project Act (YEDPA) of 1977. Amajor directive of YEDPA, which provided

jobs- to nearly 400, 000 youth in fiscal year 1978, is to impréve our

1 E

knowledge of -the causes and potential cures of the employment problems -

~ -

of both in-school end out-of-school youth. The knowledge develr)pment

plan for YEDPA includes bcth, assessments of ongo:.ng CETA programs, -

, such as Job COrps and the Summer Youth Employment Program (SYER); ; and

. '

demonstrations in the areas of public- and private-sector job development,

°
. e 3
RPN
e I B L o

v

Lt

i

Y 'l‘hese' CETA titles refer to those prior to the October 1978
reauthorization. ‘ , ] .

A
13w en s IWs

.
4

.
®

v . .
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wage subsrdies and wage vouchers, and programs armed at varzous Spec1al

K Pl ~

segments of the unemployed youth--those strll enrolled in school,

delznquents, runaways, and school dropouts l/ . _d- T

.-
A - . e

C.. ‘CONCI.USIONS FROM EVAI.UATIONS OF OTHER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS
’ Vo ~

In large “part;, ‘these varlous polzcy approaches tc alleviating

-
b L

-youth unemployment problems have been motrvated by an emergrng llterature

that provides theoretrcal ahd empzrical support for—hypotheses concernrng

the general causes -and consequences of unemployment. A brief review of -

thls literature provxdes useful background rnformatron for subsequent

dlscussrons,of the goals and expected effects o£ Supported Work programs

for youth. ’ g . : ,

The first major category‘of,}iterature discusses £mployment

as a function of factors either inhereat if or being' attributed.to the

individual. According to human-capital theory, education, training,
and'labor-market ekperience constitute the imporxant determinants of
émployhent opportunities and'labor supply.z/ ,The wage rate one can
“ earn and, hence, one [ supply of labor 1ncreases w1th the level of

human capital And hrgh unemployment among youth, partrcularly young

school dropouts, is thus explained as due totinadequate human capital.

.
- L3 ,

-, - ~
[

Y See The ‘Employment and Training Repo;g of the President: U.S.
Department of Labor, Washington,- D.C., 1979, and*A Knowledge Development
Plan -for Youth: Initiatives Fiscal 1979; GU.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C., December l978, for: descrlptrons of -these research

" and development proéjects.

' /

-

- 4

-

—/ Becker (1962) provides the foundation for much of thls ’
lrterature. Others making srgnrficant‘contributions include Ben *
Porath (1967); Blirder and’ Weiss (1976),.M1ncér (1974), and Sewell afd
Hauser (1974): . L e,

- . Fl
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.time and work-related expenses. A number of factors may. affect the net

hxs argument, especxally when applxed to the low~1ncome populatlon,'

Y
t > 3 )

has been challenged, however. Accord;ng to one alternat;ve theory--the

.. S -

dual labor-market theory--hlgh unemployment is due to drscrxmlnatlon 1n

the labor market'rather than a,laek of, basxc‘skxlls (Doerrnger and Pxore,

__-—-‘"""- P

1971,._ rdon, 1972, Hammermesh, 1971), with youth and those of llmlted

‘.r .

educatlon thought to be among the groups dlscrlmlnated agalnst.l,Yet

- ..

another view of the workrngs of the labor market 1s that educatxon and
trarnrng are used as screenlng mechanzsms to determ;ne to whom Joﬂ’offers
wlll be made and at what wage rates (Thurow, 1972), once agaxn, youth

< - s

w:ll have fewer credentxals than older members of the labor forc and

- -

SO’ can be éxpected to experxence relatively hlgh unemployment rates. -

Still other lrt.rature pornts to such.;nstltutlonal constraints as

minimumrwage‘legislatlon as lmportant in determlnzng employment by - .
. ! . 3 . .

restricting demagd’;s;;j\for examgleefGramlich, 1976; Ragan, 1977; King,

1974y, .

s
- -

A second categqty of literature discusses theoretical arguments
and empxrxcal evrdence in support of the view that unemployment is
‘ 4
attrzbutable to d1fferences in labor~supply decisions themselves.

>

individuals weigh the monetary gains from workxng agarnst the costs, :‘7

which include both the value they place on alternative uses of their

‘ 4. ) .

monetary gainsrfrom working, including various tax rates (particularly

the “income tak -and the implicit welfare tax rates), expenses for such
items as child care and transportation, and foregone homé production

actiyities——none'of which is expected to be particularly butdensome

for youth-as compared with other subgroups in the p&pui&fiph_ However,

o c ]4 29




e

A ;time, in part because many are still’dependent ‘on their parents for .

&«

‘support and ‘80" have limi\ed need~fo umoney. According to this argument,

R N &: N N

the relatively high labor-force entry and exit rates for youth*are

-"because they tend to~be less'hilling than other groups to work steadily

3,

‘at prevailing wage rates (Osterman, I978; Lev1tan and Belous, 1 77)

1

Programs aimed at reducing unemployment among special segments

. x

: ;of the population in. which youth are high.y represented or among, youth

- specifically-have been as varied as the theories concerning its causes.

v -

. They include Job Opportunities in the Busmness Sector (JoBs) , Opportunities

oy
1
]

Industrialization Centers (OIC), the Concentrated Employment Program (CEP),

s

X
“
T
v

< Job Corps, the Neaghborhood Youth Corps (N!C), various programs sponsored

- EcR H

. B nnder CETA legislation (including the new YEDPA programs), and numerous

[y e

Fiaa S
Ly

small demonstration (or experimental) programs aimed at special subgroups
of youth--particularly delinquents. While there is a sizable literature

~describ1ng many of these programs, most programs, unfortunately, have

.
3,

‘not been carefully evaluated.-/ Furthermore, the methodologies employed

A7

-

in the various analyses that have been conducted often differ’ sufficiently
_that cross-program comparisons have no meaning. Despite_these short—

comings, a brief summary'of thé*nature'and impact of some of these

v

alternative strategies may provzde some inszghts as to the likely effects

~ v

of Supported Work for youth.

.
.

The JOBS program was’ deszgned to overcome employer prejudices

4

-and discrimination in the hiring of disadvantaged persons, among whom

, v

H

.": “ ‘ -

-/ Those programs funded*under the Youth Employment Demonstration
;rogects Act AYEDPA) of l977 are too new to have been subjected to more

Q ~than a descriptive analysis, even though more thorough analyses are planned.

I 15

- ,,.a.._eao.\-




only,:are inadequate tonassess the program s impacts.g/i_f

A

® »

prilharily by provz.ding youth wn.th Some. employment exper:z.em:et and subsequent

4

job—search asszstance. One of. the most comprehehsive evaluations of CEP

(Kirachner Associates, 1969), which relies on a comparison ofxparticipants'
z - ..1‘( \

behavior before and after participation in CEP, suggests that the program
. 'r.u‘ 3 .

led. to post-program employment and wagefgains. Other evaluatrons have

g? "‘* v >

™
arrived at more negatiVe conclusions, however, perhaps because of

) 3
methodological differences, croSs-program differences, or both ¥

*

-

-

.

.Japerry et al"(fah ) idgscEibe thi
qeveral otherfevaluations of this p”‘yfah,,which focus on somewhat
different. performance criteri ‘and#wﬁich,ﬂin somé cases,tarrive at

W s ey

different gh not necessarilvlnutually inconsistent conclusions.

K * a
-,t . N - - ;‘_

: ~/ For example, ‘s6e Barxy: (1973), Olympus Research Corporation ‘
(1971), -Scott {1969);,. Lawrence (1970), Peterson (1968), and‘Anderson and
Young (1968). . = ) . s R ¢

v ' . ¥

¥

-/ For example, Ashenfelter (1976) discusses the potential
L e ~'o@parisons" in evaluating the

maripower 'r, r:
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L 31 Job Corps has been the focus of numerous evaluatdons. Sifice

K. 2 H ‘o

. L]

) :its inception ln,1964, thls program has»focused on prov1d1ng tralnlng,

-educatlon, andﬂooler forms of supportive asszstance An resxdential

= “

’1centers to youth from low-lncome@lamllles and w1th a>background .charac~-

,; S -

\’characteristics, are very sxmllar to those youth enrolllng ln Supported

>

Wbrk. Evaluations during Job Corps' first few years of operatzon provxded

e

1/
the program s economlc lmpacts -/

U NUN [

recent studies employlng carefully selected comparlsonagroups and more

>

However, more

rigorous evaluation technlques have shown that, Ln contr st to other

14

in the mid— to late seventles does Seem: to have had favorablé econonic

ro.
PO

- employment and tralnlng programs fbr youth, the Job Corps program operatlng

52 8

s,
o o

Yo T4 €D by dfire e

and noneconomlc impacts on partlclpants.

- ae®
s .. . ,

My

Among the'most notévorthy
.

- S -
O T o |

'_vmiC"impa‘ts (Mallar et al., 1979).
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$194 per month), and were less dependent on welfare.
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tantially lower percentagev«of COrpemember ' than
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'rrain:.ng Program, the~ Summer Youth Employment Program, the Young Adult

Conservation,.Corps. the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Pr\jects, the

Youth COmunity Conservation and Improvément Projects, and numcrous .

4 R voa

smaller demonstrations fu‘nded‘ under Title III of CE'J.‘A —/ W

Based ‘oh this evidencex from previous research, we are certain

‘i i .

requiree a variety of. treatments. One of the b:.ggest jobs «of future

o

evaluation research will be to identify whicli pol:.cy or program pre-

scriptions successfully address the. employment mneeds of whicn group
%

of youth.- ‘ R . . .

- . .
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_° et al {(1977). and Clarke ..
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Since 1975.. eight rof the national Supported Work demonetration

-

programs have been providing; a special temporary employment opportunity

. - . F3

C o e e ~

EEEIE —
iy

-/ A number of other =employment-related demonstration progrm for
youth have focused primarily .on. outcomes .not. related to enpl yment, and 80
are. not particularly releva_nt to this discussion. l-'or example, ‘see. Bley

aimed mainly at delinq
conclusione concerning-
Bowever, they» hav )

rogram impacte on delinquency and criminel behevior..
oue‘ methodoloqical ”mitatione zanging. from. mll
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'gular la.'oor» mket after a maxinmm of 12 to lamnths of : "
'l i e - >

) p‘ii‘Eicipation in »a Supported Work job. A *supportive work environment

is provided through work assignments .,i.n crews of peers and through

cloee~

and» personal ’backgroundl of their crew members ‘and will enfor:cex gradually

increued etandards -Of attendance and performance( Suppoxted Work ‘Jobs:

»

\requi:e low sk.ills and they pay relatively low wages. However. the:e is

‘4

an,oppo:tunity for individuals to, increase ‘their program earnings '_ , % .

R e e

through bonuaes and promotions‘*.f.or good performance and regular attendance\ o

J

328 R A T e S AN Fan et wh
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Ky
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ST T Participation in such a program may mitigate a number of. the . RN
. . ' P /—:. .
factors thoug‘xt to be: related ‘to the unusu.ally high unemployment among .

RN
;

Ry

&

¥
o berdn w e s

‘ thie legunt ‘of the youtn population. F;i.rst, it rovides an, opportunity

.
. .7‘.10-‘\ oo

o ( £or participants to develop good work habits. Se nd, it pemite them S
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3 to,;hire‘ them*., 'rhird, in :ome inetances. these.ynnth_wilLacquire

J . M\f wele

A

.rs’ te

o S epecific*work*lkil‘lrthxough thei: job experience. Fou:th, Suppo:ted

Y S —
LA % :

Work includee joo-readinen traininq and "ob-placement components deliqned

[N [Tyt P g

-
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to fecilitate .éhe traneition /t/ egular employment.~ Other impo:tan_t .

> ~ A
. . M vos

S Y

S -/ fheu* proqrm a:e located in Atlanta, Hartford Jeruy City, . ;
: meachuutts, New York City; Philadelphie, West Virqinia (five -counties o
in tpg northweef. :eqion ‘of the. etate) ” and ‘Pon-du~Lac and. Winnebago countids, *
‘i"congin. “More’ zecently, Suppo:ted ‘Work :programs in Bergén County,. Atlantic
COun ’y’.‘ and '!:enton,,SN *J’euey, ‘BN in uadieon, uilwaukee, and the Weltern ) : .

ai:yland Reqion,'?wi conein nave ‘been’ u:vinq youth.

o LT la

# N
R . 3

lC : ' ! R ' A ‘ ’
A PR IV L e . .

7 H o 2

& :
. .

Pxs
mm e B e P R i o e S




Bl TR e
..*’1;.,( ;
< oyt r
1’ - +
L . X :
-

-8 ELIGIBIBITY FOR KNROLI.HENT“IN T!‘E”SUPPORTED W?RK .

?omwrmos'r oaoup ‘ RS e

, " 17t0-20: years -01d C
: ) Currently unomplcyed. O~ MOTE.- tha.n a. t:ot:a:l.h of
. . 40 hours worked dur:.ng the last four: weeks
Employment History oy No ‘more: than three months in: one regular
‘ y job (a job of 20 -Or..more: hours per week)
: I . during last s:i.x ‘months: . o .
oo - e e g e o“previous partic:.pationum €ither - : {
i " ‘ ) ... _supported. Work_or_in, the.aevaluat:.on- e manrasces
e S e S T h T T control <;;roupK SRS " :
S '.SCigool;'Sfotué - No high-school or h:.gh-school equ:walency S
PLo : : . s - diplomd o
o ’ o No .enrollment ,m school durmg last sik
v o . . months ¥ . -

[OOSR S

i, History-of-Contact-with “A'record‘ f"delinquency ( for at least
: - ‘Law Enforcement Agency 50 percent of the youth enrolled)

TN L.« . - et -~ L -

gy = v i g e e L

'SOURCE; ‘Summary. -of. i:he:‘&déiid-hﬁﬁal !ie"rt_-on_the;ﬁa.tion&l.s" orted. g
T - Work Demonstration, .New’ York: “-,Hanpowerzbemomtratj,onlRe earch ;
. - -Corporation, 1978.°. .. o ' . ' e

*

- e

NOTE

ol RP P N e

C : At ‘the proqrm 'S dilcretion. youth may be. termed ineliqible if . :
S N they live:in a re_o;i.dence ‘or were,referred by a. source that '
L : required them to be enployed R g
é‘ ES . , ., i > ) v . - . b f ‘.i:'i
Lo - ! ' .
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"-'-"‘,’r- %”w Q‘empf. the Su.pported Work experience may ‘be. reduced welfare i
" o3 $"& ..% \t\ ' )

L ependeu e, e’involvement in crime, and lower rates of drug use

[ 2 e

I ok

\ - V.

'4 < thg.‘n would; otherwise be expectedax Pr\o\gra‘m efgecte in the Lesr two'

Ty P T i

: A = T, d;?;i ;;h: oniy pouth-orze:;ed proqrem for which there is ' ;
N " _“;convimcing eﬁ.&e&ce of tevoreble poet-proqrem impecte is Job Corps, . e
. wnich ie die'tinquhbeffrom the. veriety of other progrome -noted. in. . i f
- ite reeidentiel ch:r::c!teri 'its more comprehensive provision of education, T §
\i‘ e _'A 'g, Aand employment experience, and its client population (which ) j
“ ten 9 ‘be r:ore ;d:ljs.edi\;ent:e'ged) Y Insof.ar as Supported':Work serves | .
'_M a eimilerlywdisedva:(teqed client: population- and. providee -some: special 3 A, e «w
suppo;’ti@’f‘/fe;;u/;ee‘ih\dddition to work experience, there is some o w
o "o

} reason t 'ixpect thet it mey imorove thL employment situation of per- _

ii s ticipetin; youth. , Bowever, in its empheeie on work experience, Supported SN
F Work is more eimilar to-the variety of programs tor which thera is more o L g
.) likited evidence of tev:reble post-program impacts; ¢ a I | »
jl - N ) : — : o - T T . f
. E. ) ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT :

. This_ reportiestimetee the economic and--social - consequencee for - T

youth pertioipeting in five Supported Work progrems In “eddition~~to ) -

: considering overall impect:s, it addresses the issue of whether the pr%grem
might he more efficient if targeted towerd anot:her group or subgroup

b of youth or whether euch a program should be imple'mented under only . ' T

R ‘ ' ’ - . . %
Y About 87 percent of Job Corps enrollees ‘have not completed high . . :
echool, 70 percent are -from minority et:hnic. groups, 33 pez-’cent are from fami- e

T lies receiving public euietence, and 30 percent of the-males have been con- ;
; viotod of a criminel oftense (U S. Depert:ment of Labor, February 1979.), L s
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w.ertain economic' and labor-market conditions.y ( . . -

"’.che nex*' chapter prbvides some basic background mformation -

S o about,the '!ample and programs being studied. and discusses issnes

: ;related to the reaeargh hypothesea addressed and the analytic techm.ques

‘ employed in the evaluation. Chapter III discuﬁaes employment-related

& ,

R : A
' '\ ’ outcomex of Supported Work, which are\' the primary focus of the study

~chapters IV throuqh VII present findings‘ r%lated, respect Lvely, to

-

% incom sources and in-kind transfers, drug use, and. involvement in
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. Yy 'rhree companion reporta preeent the results of evaluation of . R “
T supported Work's effacts: for long-tesm. recipiente of AFDC, ex~addicts, and e
- ex-otfendera. Another report preeent: a full beneﬁ.t-r'oet analysis.
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.~ 'rhe primary task of the evaluation component of the Supported -

to interpret properly the findings reported in subsequent chapters

j _4 WOrk demonstrat‘ion is to determine-*whether participation in Suppg.rted

! ¢ J - . . ) o'é

it . In order .,
) ) .- . .. .

i -\u

i

o, of this report, it is importimt to understand the basic features éf
the evaluation desiqn (including the resulting data base and sample »g\]_

e, .

| charactegistics) and to be familiar with characteristics of the par- L

ticular Supported Work programs under study. After addressing these

qM

. : -
Nz N

4

issues, key research hypotheses -are described, the potential impact

% ‘ oi' local-la.bor market conditions on these hypothesized outcomes is -
3 . .- considered, and, finally, the. analytic approaches used ia theiggudy ere‘
" outlined.. R 9....;4/ A . <‘ ot - . . L
i A THE EVALUATION DESIGN. Q'V ' L e . , ,;l_l'
it . 'Det‘e‘“rmining the 1mpact of Supported wOrk involves know:.ng .
t a what the—_behavior. of ,participant.s ,wouldxhave been ‘had they not ,‘parti::i-'
i K !,, pated in Supported Work. In most previous ev.,n.uations of employment and
Sim ‘ trainj.ng prograxns,, this:‘hfahs baen accomplished either by using a comparison | .
i} o "-: group of nonparticipants »who have cheracteristics similar to participants

s T e

or by comparing ttfe behavior of sample members befors and after partici-

pating in the px:ogram. Bot'h mthods ot assessing program impacts have

»

serious shortconings—/ that can be overccne only by using a randomly

.

.

R -/ ror exanple, see Ashenfelter (1976), Goldstein (1974), and
Q- X.erachsky and *Hallar (1977).., . _ o
SERIC - o
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L selec*ed control gropp. hhile not'without.risk'and limitations, an o ) ot

(Y]

O experimental design was adopted £or the national Supported ﬂork - s
- / N [
i demonstration, making it possible tor researcgers to~estimate with

. _, ’

K k‘own degree of statistical confidence the impact of the Supported ' )

- r.r‘-“ . £

'Wbrk prograp. . ¢ S g% N ;- o . .-

¥ . Coe T - . - ’ . i
x ' - o
LN . N . - = N . .
. . iy

_ggple Enrollment and Data Collection " : v _ : i

2; ) Applicants for youth target-group slcts in five of the o IR

demonstration Sltes--Atlanta, Hartford, Jersey city, New York, apd -

, ’Philadelphiar-were randomly assigned-to either’ an experimental cra .- . }€§

kS

cortrol group.-/ Members of the experimental group were offered a .;‘

Tty ey R

Supported Work job for up to 12 or 18 months? depending on the gite;

-members of” the control group were not. The first youth subjected to

. . -

' random asszgnment applied to the Jersey City program in April 1975.

Y S TR

soensi 1w
WX\ s PRIV A RGP R A

'Random assignment then continued through July 1977 by which time '570

l

youth had,been enrolled in the experimental group and 682 assigned to . -
. -
R ' s

‘tHe control group.%/ Table II. l indicates the enrollment in the youth i%

° . . 4

" sample over time in each site. ={ v
[ % . ° . ' B

A
- -~

v

]
-~ ¢ I’ ' ¢ ' j“
. ' . Y 1 In all sites except .Artford, 50 percent of ithe applicants . . 1%
g L. were agsigned to. the experimental group: and 50. percent ! ito the control &
Ft ’ group. In order -to: increase the research sample beyond that which oo
¥ would be generated by 50-50 assignment given funded progran slots,
S -40° percent of the Hart ord applicants were assigned to ;the experi-
mental group and 60 .percent were assigned- to the control group.

" Jackson et al. (1979) describe the random-assignment process in

g 0o, detail. | i . .

i'i . . . Z/ * % -
e : In- general, random assignment resulted iin-a. sample of -
S experimentals and controly with similar characteristic§ (seée Table
TN .~ A.l). , However,, statistically significant differences 4in age and in

: : . criminal.histories were. observed; thus highlighting the importance in

b ~° .the dimpact anaIysis of statistically controlling for such differences.-
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"“xperimentel end control groupsewere

eon,duled to be interviewed by«uetnpmetice Policy Research (MPR) -statf: j

et the time of their application for*Supported Wbrk, to determine\their

denogrephic cherecterietice,itneir‘;nbloyment hietory,swelfare dependence, :

druq use, end crininel jultice experiences. -They were then scheduled

© to- be reinterviewed‘S and' 18 months leter to. collect post-enrollment

RN data on items euch as. employment, welfere dependence, drug-use, and

crininal ectivitiee. Beceuggjnll interviewing vas terminated in March -

N o - N

1979, only 57 percent of the“!emple (those enrolled prior to S0

]
i

. -1977) were schLduled'to-hevinterviewed egain 27 months efter-their

enrollment, and lG-percent (those enrolled prior to April 1976) were;
{

. echeduled to be interviewed both 27 and 36. months efter their enrollment.%(

e 9. .

’ Becnune of the differential length of follow-up among sample ‘

t

- memberl, anelyeis of: impecte for the verious post-program periods

RN * have been based on different suhgroups of enrollees.Z/ analysis of

L

outcomea during the first 18 months following enrollment have been baéed

-

P on those who completed an enrollment, a 9-month and au 18-month interview;g/

.

b . Y MOlt inteérviews were fece-to-face and conducted either in MPR
?j l . site offices (62 percent) or in the field (24 percent). However, a few.
S were condicted in prisons and over the telephone, :in which case questions\
e ‘about: criminal activities end current drug use were not asked. For more
%' deteil on interviewinq proceduree end resulte, see Jeckson et al. (19795.

i r ’ : -/ This samplinq strategy was undertaken to maximize statistical
Lo . poier of the analysis, within a fixed budget (see Ruth et al., 1980, ox!,
o MDRC, 1980, for ?urther discusaion of ‘the sample design).

A - ¥ s&perate-eemples for the l--to 9~ and 10~ to 18~month periode
would have been slightly larger than that used. However, offsetting the,
~dvantages of larger samples were added complications of comparing

results across time Zor somewhnt different eemples and higher computation

L NN

-

. LRI
Prize-eipiituiatuti e LN
“ s ..
-

costs. - . -

rous ratomoh AN b3
PETTIEI)




?‘é %analysis of impects.for=the 195 to 576m6ntm:period is based on data for

those who completed an’enrollment interviéw plus a 27-month lntervmew,

regardless of whether or not they completed the assigned 9- and 18- i s

gonth interviews; and the analysis:9f~28- to 36-month outcomes relies
' omﬂdmt; for those who completed“én‘enrollment and a 36-month interview.l/ .
;l ' While intermiew response rates _were higher than initially anticipated, ‘ _ <
: ~between 20 and 30 percent of those scheduled to receive the various ’
follow-up intervzews falled to complete them, thus resulting in the

‘e

:analyszs sample sizes reported in Table II.2. —/
%11 . pm importgnt implicétion of the sample design is that the ‘ :
»semples for analysis of phrious-pbst-enrollmentaperiods are distinguished '
from one another by the dete an individual enrolled in the program:

N

: only the earliest enxollees received the longer-term frllow-up interviews.

3| ' Thus, -to the extent that the individuals'’ characteristics, -local . B }f
i labor-market conditions, and program characteristics varied across é
: » : 3

‘ these enrollment periods, the estimates of longer-term results based

on these particular subsamples may not be representative of those that ) i

- - N &

v Analysis samples for the 19- to 27- and 28- to 36-month outcome
; measures vexe defined in this manner in order. to maximize the number of
o usable observations,, as sample ‘sizes for the later follow-up periods
. were marginal. Analysis of selécted outcome measures (for example, some e
crime’ recidivism measures) do require that sample members will have . -
completed all scheduled .interviews. Thege deviutions in the sample
definition are noted where they occutr.,

.t

=

. -/ Tahle A.3 presents data on the number ot varioua types of

> Lnterviews that were assigned and completed. Brown (1979)éya conducted E:

- an analysis of the-impact ‘of* interview nonresponse on-the ¥valuation :
rasults presanted in this report, and concludes that the comparisons i

. based on the completed interviaws generally yield unbiased estimates of
the true effects for the full sample of youth enrolled in the research ;
gample (see Appendix B). : ' {
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. Months 28.%.36 ;.
Nﬁiﬁo: Percen a Number Pefﬁé ‘

ISR EESEareeraadiE SR

- Site: ;.' o N L _ Slvm

T—— P = N TLTA D e
- e B B

)

Atlanta: .. 83 9.6 : T 2.9 ., 0 - 0.0
‘Hartford - 384 - 44:6- 232 45.2. * 20 13.1 .
| Jexsey- c:.ty o492 :- 2203 .t 1707 3301 85 .. 55.6
. New<¥ork . - 135 . 1577 18 - -3,5 0 0.0-
z "Philadolphza .61 7.8 - 78 is.2 48 -- 31.4

A 1 - . ce B N
- I.ate,st !'ollow-tg R :' ) - ;o T
Int‘m‘ﬂb/ i f." T * X IS .. "’ .‘ ]

————f‘ ' , oL - . R [}

18 months“, 442- - ".31.2 n.a. . n.a.-  na. n.a. -
: 27 ‘months A _ 298, - 34.6 . 368 ._71.7 n.a. n.a. b
36.months 121 4.1 145 28.3 153 100.0 "

—

NOTE: Actual samplc sizcs vaxiod som.what hy outcome measire (see Appendlx .
'3.2), .but. gene:ally included 90 to" 99 percent of the cases in these
totals. Most Of the evaluation results are Dased on multivariate S
analysis that contzols for prn.nzollmnnt cha:acte:istics of experi- -
mental and control group. embers. Therefore, all analysis samples *
include. only individuals -who- Completed: the enzollmant (baseline)
interview. Analysis cf outconna during tre ‘first 18 months after
enrollment has been bascd énly on: individuals who, in addition to
the cn:cllmnnt intcrvicw, completed both the 9+ and 18-month follow-
up interviews (referred to- ‘hereafter as the 18-month analysis sample). @
Analysis -of outcomns dn:inq months 13<27 and months 2836 are based
on zndividuals who conplcﬁid ch. ‘27~ and ‘36-month interviews,
respcctivaly, :oqazdlcsl*ct what other follow-up interviews they

- complctnd. They are chc:zcd i) hnrcafter as ‘the 27-month analysis
- saaple and the as-uonth analysis samplc. -

<

IS PR
Jek i o1 e VNS SRt e

e oneed N M

v -

2/ These are percentages of the total youth sample‘idhthe apﬁropriate
reference period. .

-/'Thcsc figures refer to the latest completed intcrview. A few,
sample members were ‘scheduled to receive subsequent interviews but ™
failed to-complete them. Alsc, recall that some individuals in the Samples
for analysis of-19- to 27~ and 28~ to 36-month outcomes did not complete
a previously scheéulod follow~-up interview. Thus. row totals vary.

ot
. .

“'n.a. means not applicahiééf- ) : e
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.xact ’l 3 cﬁrred for the full~sample._ Because of this fact, care has °

addition, 57 percent reported having been arrested and 38 percent re- o
ported a conviction. ) ) ) ) i;é
.. These’ youth also exhibited other characteristics which‘identify ., %f

<y
7
1
»

.

et

. 13
-l -.5“4'«_

been taken subsequently to. assess the extent to which the subsamples~ ;

»

followed for varying periods of time differ in either their pre-enrollment

characteristics or in their post-enrollment behaVior. ’

s

Another concern W1th ‘the deanstration data is the quality of
informationxobtained through facevtoéface interViews. As part of the f;}

- +

o

'evalqation‘%ffort, comparisons were made between interview and official

recgrds;data on earning33,we1fare.receipt, and arrests. The general
conclusion from these_comparisons is that the quality of the interview

data is quite'good Specific qualifications of the findings that are

'( L

warranted, based on the results of these validation efforts, are'noted.

-+

and justified in the subsequent chapters. . .

2. characteristics of the Supported Work Youth Smmg__

S

-,

As. seen from the data in Table II 3, the characteristics ‘of the

youth sample are similar to those specifind in the eligibility criteria

I3

ot b

“(see Table I.l in Chapter I). About 60 percent were younger:than 19,

over one~-third had completed_fewer than 10 years of school, over one-

DA R IR P

?
alit

olRnde s

5.

Joxdirn @ wd 4re et o <

fifth had never held a regqular job, and of those who had held such a <

job, they-had not had one for an average of nearly 11 monthsl In

<5uh

Sy

g e L e

L

them as being among those who are particularly likely to have limited

L0
s

N - ,
T .
T R T T P T N\

employment opportunities. Probably the most noteworthy of these pertains .

to race; sover 90 percent of the sample were from minority ethnic groups,

among whom the national unemployment rate‘is abont double the overall.

)
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Years:of: School complated

‘Lags than-9. .
.9 ’
g~i° o
\‘»4
‘11 or more
(average yeers’of
school completed)

b

Yesrs Since Lasta—
!nrbllgd in School
Less than 1
1«2
Horm than 2
Rnson Left. Scbool
Expalied
‘Dropped.out.
" ‘Weft to.jeil or in-
troublc Vith- policc
) w_u_xud, a job
Didn't 1ike school
Othar
Undervent .Job Training
in Past 'inr
4 (A srage- nmbcr of wuks)

.

13.5%
28.2
1.1

31.9:.

13 ‘\
2.9

«

1876
8.9

78.5
18
24.3

. 35.4
25.2
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[ ont 0 :27-Honth- 126+ to 36<Honth.
Yo - N : - . ; ' POSESe Pont-onroumn: Ponc-enﬂollmnt
G . ‘Chancunsuc o !ntonus QL “Pcrioa ariod . Period
, e chths Sinco r.nr. Roqular C v .
%-o-wx—.w ———— B L PP R, e o Fn e et seitnn o o emrene -‘. e J— - S—— -
HiarY Less. i'.ban 3 -20.6 2 24.5 28.8 s
RN N g;.; 12.9 © 10.5 ~13.6
Sl ' 17.9 . V181 ;1811 T 14.8
P F R 72 . 1900 T0.6 w.2l2 T 197 "\
g Horethan 24 T8 5.4 3.3 .0
: : ‘No regular job - 23.4. as - $22.4 20.5 - _
i ’ {Average months. since* . g
:1ast’ roqular\job -for .. . ~ %
e T n:hou vho hid & job)  (10.9) - 410.8) - ‘. (10:2) - (9.3). . L0
? . . v j - > N 3 . ‘yi
W Curronr. Fui].y sr.atus - , .
4o Harried: . 4:0° 3.7, 5.5° 5.9 B
- Living'vith.parents _  64.9 §9.6 . ., 1.8 76.0 g
: 's;ippor‘eiq?,’ dcp.n‘dcnu 10.4% 10.4 8.7 5.8
&+ . Telfars ’sutus During Y
i . Previous Honth ) .
4 .
1o~ Received vélfare ¥ 1na 12.5 11.9 1.3
R Received AFDC 4.5 517 3.2 3.4
B ReceiVed general - -
i assistance 5.3 4.7 5.6 7.5
ﬁ (Avo:aqo $ amdunt o! T . . .
7 d.l.fa.t. ‘teceived) +(20.33) (20.60) ‘(18.82) (16.26)
i -mem e Received-food.Stanps 3.2 7'$ 3 20.4 . 15.9—-
& .. (Average bonus vilue of: ; .
. food stamps received) (18.28) {20.23) (15.41) (8.64)
Lived in public housing 26.1 8.4, 2.5 15.7
Has Medicaid ‘card®/ 14.4 4.2 . 12.0 9.9
;» Housing Status »
Lo, .Renting 75.6 75.0 70.5 §0.9
£ - (Average $ monthly rent) (132.39) (131.81) (131.62) . (125.71)
5 . (Average number of , - ,
rooms per person) {1.3) (1.2) - (1.2) _ (n.a) P
< . . . N
Drug Use and Drug Treatment s L
Z . -Ever- uud mrijuana 60.6 60.2 - ¢6.0 75.9 '
’ 7 (Avonqo number dg/ ' : . ) \ a
: months, if use ) ,,T(_za s) (37.2) (35.1) (32.4) -\ L
o Ever.used any drug - \ <
' other than marijuana 24, 1 22.6 29.6 ~ 4.1 . N
{ Ever used heroin 7.7 7:8 . 12.2 w.' 16,3
: (Average number é} ) . \
_ months, if used®)  (31.0) (30.6) (35.2) (45.1) i
: Used alcohol daily . - 6.0 .5.8 _ 11 8.3 '
Sver been in drug . .
i . treatment N 4.1 3.5. 5.2 10.4 _ !
” ¢ 31 : oA o
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“evereqe for youth. In edditi'on.f twc-thirdl ~'o'£« thee’e young', pe‘op"le :hed

Lo e B - .
"9

;; ‘been out-of . echool £or more~ then e* yeer ‘when: they enrolled in the . ,
"?““" - _fproqrm, end 29 apercent ot then reported hevinq been expelled or having

lett school beceuae ot problene with the pollce. l‘ew of- these youth
KR n gfg 4

were nerried and eupportinq dependentu turthemore’; neerly two-thirds
".' _~ were living with their perents. As ‘noted »previoully, these 'letter
hartctertxttcrmtten—ﬁeo‘fte‘d with reletively low levele of

L e -
.

L _ . ettechnent to ?:he lebor torce““’”"“‘“"M L ¢

ETPaR iy PSRty

- T ‘ ;,' Theu cherecterietice deecribe not only a group ot youth who

L T gy
R ‘o B

AR 2 LT " a3
e S

B
1
i

heve serious lebor-merket dieedventegen in reletionehip tc the generel

e populetio*x of youxy people, but -a1so a more diudventeged group .

then the typical youth enrolled in cr'rA programs,, which are also

[y

targeted primrily at diudventeged groups. For exemple, a much higher

,proportibn of the Supported Work uxnple are members of bleck and other

20 e e
LA -

[ 2

t ;minority sthnic groups (91 verrul 52 percent tor CE‘I‘A); virtuelly none

e

of éhe Supported Work umple as compered with 67 percent of CETA enrollees _

ey

,hed completed high echool; turthern\cre, the Supported Work semple consxsts

cf school dropouts, while a sizable portion of the CETA participe.nts

Sy P n e e e
. -

are. ’till enrolled in school; t:l.nelly, only 2 percent o?"?m 1outh
are reported to have a criminal record as' compared with 57 percent of

e _the Supported Work semple.’l/ The inployment impact ot the reletively

L

in‘ " morc diudvanteged etatue of the Supported Work semple as compered with

1]

3 <,

4

: . ) -/ The CETA dete referenced here are from WESTAT (1979) '

? Tables. 4~4 and 5-2, 7t should be*noted thet increasing emphasis has

recently been pleced on tugetinq CETA funds toward the most severely

disedventeged. As.a. result‘. of thie change in tocur, the charecteristics

. of .CETA. youth may : ‘become- more like the Supported Work, target group in the
. future. (see- U.S. Depertment of uebor, 1979) . ) .
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onployod only 19 percont of tﬁe yur prior to- enrolling in the

[ — e s s st e Mm.,.__...._ o

I ' duonntution, while YEDPA YOuth (whou charactoristics are similar to
an youth CETA . pmicipnntl) weze: employed du:inq 37 percent ot the

e 'weaks that they were not enz5lidd in ichaol (wzs'm:, 1979, .~
PR ¢ - -
L - - . The Supportod Work saple;’ thon, il-c-ztainly——a—qroup ‘of- youth

5‘0

who are not .xp.ctod to. compcto succusf.ully in the regulat labor mrkdt
' S w:l.thom: some spccial usistmco. In the next nction, ‘We ducr% the
P ' natuu ot tho oxpc:ionco and wployunt usistanco providcd to. thou

youth t:;u:ouqh Supportod WOrk -proqrm. : .

" B. THE SUPPORTED WORK PROGRMSy

Snpporud Work i: “defined as a structured, t:msitional employmant

experience duiqnod to help those with well-established cnployment

f ' ) difficulties gain the experience and dzvelop ti\c work habits necessary

for successful pnrt:;éipation in the workforce. The three features of
‘Supported Work which, in combination, distingéish . from other employment -

. o, ¢
4 and training programs are as follows:

e Peer group "support

- @ Graduated stress ' o ’ ‘
- ' {
e Close supervision : .

While tho dimonstratiqn 'planners;and the program operators share the i

bni.g conviction that these elements are critical ‘to the succhu\tul

’

Y For a more detailed description of the ﬁpmned Work programs,
see MDRC (1978) or MDRC (1980). ’

T i“‘“"“"‘“«:__"{':‘;i‘ T hatuen “‘f:‘é;‘.').“‘ ST T T T T e e




ptopa:ation of Suppoxtod ﬂo:k pa:tioipanta for transition into

;fw”} ,..unaubsidizad onploymant, tharo is no conagntus as tt the moat sffective o ",“*_i

. strategy for, thair imlmntation. Partly aa ‘a result of philoaophical ‘ E
. ’diffo:onooa anonq program divooto:s and partly due to local job dovaiop-

7 ment oppo;tnnities.and oonsttainta, there is conaidarablo variation in

B thn.iupiidintatioﬁzot key .programatic compononts. wablg_11.4 summaritoa

ao@n'og'tha key features of tne fiya'Supported Work programs from which

JEESTR——————

e s e i @

the youth sample vas. drayn. - . . " . .
1. Gonazal Characteﬁistira.

» In du;iqnint the nasional Supported Work deéonstrati@n, a number 3
of progran characteristics were standardizéd and the variation in others

-

was,limitad, in gor to agsure the implementation of the Suoported Hork

model. The main sir - xity among the five programs in which the youth
experimental group were ofﬁerad employaent is that they are &1l Qrimarily'
work-experience programs, offering limited-temm emplo;mont at relatively

low wage rates to groups of oiaadvantagad workera,L/« All pragrams . o

implamant the concepts of cloaa supervision. graduated stress, and peer-

group support,‘and none providaa significant amoznts of ancillary services.
. The‘sita of the programs, thc target groupw they sc: ve, their job mix,
and their implamantation of the spocial Supported. work fgatares vary

considerably, however.

Y On average, thosa youth who were employed during the year .
prior to Jtheir enrollment. in Supported Work earned an hourly wage of
$2.68, which is between 0 and 17 percent higher than the starting
program wages. This is consistent with. che demonstzation's-goals
of setting program wages slightly below market opportunity wages for

'targot-qxoup members. o T
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‘prior-euperience training, . K .-
SArget groups served by B . , . ‘. . . I
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Tominatien L ‘

: . ey
Haximm ‘Allovablé. Tine Fry 12"months  .18:-months - ‘12 months 18 months 18 months ) v

-, ‘Supperted Hork : A . L
. nreumo of -4ll terwinees * : . Lid R
placed in wroqru.jobl R 16.3 28.4 28.7 16.2 18.4 . - 0
Plreuwp o€ placesents vith jobs . ) -
developed: by Supported Werk \ 68.7 2.7 ‘ 48.6 9.1 J 2.9 . :
rnwu Nourly Vage tite ) . fo . - g
tatry’level as of January 1977 $2.30 . $2.%0 268 2.8 e , o

. M's poreump of the urk@_ v g7 a. : . - .o
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. uuwtod vhen . about $0 | pezoent of the- ywta included in' the analysis saaple vers vorking at their : - T
< Supported Wirk. jowa’ Poughly 18 percent had completed their participation in Supported. Hork peior <o . o . ;

the - sart ofthis: ceatrast poried,-and :wlm.y 12 percent ;uuctnud in the pregram for seversl mm
uur the. .u of- mu mm.

y u:mtuu vill set .'lnn uul. 166 uam Muutu tor some ptojoec days m unknown, .\mcum- ,'7
refers primarily te: uuleq } SR

o ! -

. Y Thiase data: for m 'tnk are ngqgat’n_i q.&quuém of a}} projece days rather, than just those -
worked by youths - . R - . N

3001 ‘1’ ¥ollistes c: u. mw ducﬂhu the uuuu.oa o! uxku omqu wages for the snwo:ud work
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, Qho Auanu md Philaanlphia progz’m, which. cn:olled ;7 .

’

\ pc:conr. ot tho youc!;/ tuu:ch nnplo, were con idorably ml/o: mdihad

;sub:mtiuly lou oxpmion ot prognn :lot:s du1n1 tho poriod u.ndo:
'st:udy than tho ot:hor thru situ. By Juno 1977, thou tvo pi'oqnu

'_...Js.mww..- -

avqnqod only 90 to 100 tota.l job slou, whi.l.o the other p:oq:an uch \
M . . :{,,N .
had botmn 200 and 300 Qg.ots. .. < y e g:, . e

-

:None. °5 thase ptoqrm u:vod youch oxclus:l.voly. 'rho M:mu S
and Now Yg:k p:oq:m t:l.llod a ujo:ity og their’ job. .10,_. (61 and ' ,
74 -po:c.m:, tupoctivcly) with mc women. Jersey. c:l.ty dovotod 80 ' ’ ,@ SR

pu:cont of iu :lots to. ox-ottgndon,ux-addicts,imd ox-al.ooholicl, . v

” i " .

md Philadclphia ﬁ.npd 89 po:ccnc of it:s jobs qith ox-addicts and A ::

‘ a0
r

cx-otfcndon-. _Only in tho Hartford ptoqr.am were youth tho ptodoninant’

mgot growp during thi: t:imo period (47 percent of the au'tfo:d jobs °

s~

were .held by AFDC wouri” and ox-otfendor:). ‘_' o
’ e

A la:qc shar;_ of the yout;hl' cmploymnt in thou nvo s:l.\:n f'~ a

o~
L

' comp::l.ud jobs in the survicn indust:y-ptiurny xopa:l.: (including ) ? 2

i . et <

. aut:o _repair in M:lanta md Ha:tfo:d) v building mincmmco. and

mi:oollmcous businon urvicu. Such jobs uxe part:l.cularly p-'oﬂaom: RPN

amonq thc M:lanu and uw .Yo:.t px:oqrm, which, umd only amc w_om ‘

/ ,.,\ -Jw..

in addition.co gduthf Both thc J’onoy cj.ty and PhiladolpM} pxoq:m *‘:

O "I" F
employod a considonble pott:l.on of thoir youth in comt;:udtion "Jobs(
such .as paim:inq, buildinq xohcb:l.litat:l.on, and cleaning mu/‘iulinif"‘/

R I R e R L L A
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The manner in. which these five programs have implemented the

P

concepts of peor-group support was much more consistent across sites

(3

than their implementation of graduated stfess and close, supervision. _

Peer-group support is designed to- permit target-group members

' to‘improve'their work habits and skilla in an environment where they

have the support of others who have similar disadvantages and anxietles

‘o~

about their jobs. \This concept has been implemented in all gites through

a commitment to~crew work--groupe-ot Supported Workers (not necessarily

from a single ‘target ‘group) working together. However, tﬁe average

crew size varied from 3.1 in Atlanta (where 13 percent of the workers,
4

mainly'APDc women', were not agsigned to crew work) tq 7.4 in Hartford Co

(whure 22 percent of the crews included more- than 10 persons). Ra
Furthermore, the stability of crews varied among sites, particularly

in'requnse to the' length of work contracts: in sites such as,&hila-

«

-delphia, which tended to rely on‘short-term work contracts, <rews were

N

" frequently dismantled and workers reassigned to other crews.-
The concethpf graduated stress is,predicated on'the belief

that the target~-group members served by Supported Work could not at

the time_of their enrollment meet the performance standards of the
regular labor market; -that tney needed an oppbrtunity to-gradually'

. [ . ’ .. . .
increase their skills and improve their work habits. Thus, an important

goal of the Supported work programs was to develop jobs whereby initial

A
[4

‘s

Yy The consensus among program operators is that the optimal
crew size is between 4 and 7 persone (MDRC, 1978), although evidence
from a statistical process analysis does not, support this belief
{Hollister et Al., 1979).

[
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porforuanca;damnds ‘on-. the individua.l.s were modest, pue whare ‘they

M -

et could ba incraasad gradua].ly ovar tima until thay resembled those the *

(“\ N " ’ .o U
participant could axpoct to faca in nopprogram jobs. . e ST e e

»

r‘ L

\‘ f e . . Ona of ‘Eha main approachas to implementing gradnated strass -. ?‘
) has baan through ordaring the job tasks sequantially--that is‘, by moving . ’?’" : ‘f

workers into suc:.assivaly more damanding work assignments. Another -& : '-j A ”;

Jhas involvod tha dse of’ parformance ratings such .as thoia used‘in o ' S

, pronotion -and bomu-award-decisions 'me Jarsey City program, in ° - ) ‘{: X:.

LT particular, maku uge of tha jo‘b—staging approach; :the Hartford program - . .

- ., blaces 'considarablo omphasis on suparvisor avaluations of a worker” e ’

\: performance in the -determination of pmmotions. ali prograns ﬁave L ' .

used inactivations,\to soma axtant, as a means of permitting participants : ’ j "

to attend to parsonal problams, su.h as those related to haalth, drug = \. ., .

and alcohol abuse, and arrcsts and convictions.y Finally. Both tha N
. K gy
Hartford and Jersey City programs have transition bonus- policias, L

{ ! . <

wherebv individuals who are successful (eit’:he" on their own or with tha

e

program s assistanca) in f.inding a nonprogram job which thay hold tor -l R
a spacii'ied petiod oi' time (30 days in Harttord and 60 days in Jersey

‘city) racaiva a bonus, tho size of which varies with the length of° time/

L

the individual has spant in Supported Work. T / L. . .

. 'rha third fgature of Supported Work is close /uparvision. . *,R;\" ‘
- N \\.‘,\;ﬁ,\.\_\
- ' This supervision is dosignad primarily to transfa/ and davalop technical, -

skills and positive work habits and at /it{ es. 'ro a lessey axtant,

’ .
. +

. -~
3
" . . . -

LY
b4

") vy Programs may, unéar the demonstration's guidelines, permit
5 participants up to three months of inactive time in addition to their
maximum of 12 or 18 monthe of active participation in Supported Work.

- AP
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B

hsupervisors are‘aleo%expected to-provide personal and 3ob counsélling -

'to'participante. In all but Atlanta, most workers are supervised by

Supported Work program staff who have bean hired largely because of their

»*

technical expertzse -and teach;ng Skllls.l/ Among the Atlanta work

v
1
|
3
]

* Ra Ty

projeots,,a high” pe*centage of the participants worked in jobs not under L 'ﬁ

’

rhe d1rect supervision of the Supported Work program and, thus, were

A

supervzsed przmarlly by the host agency, with a Supported Work program

D
supervisor malntalnlng~11alson with the nonprogram supervisor. While

. T
RTINS e
i a0

i_i . more compatible with the job-development outcomes iﬂ‘Atlanta, where many

- - : program jobs were single placements in public egenoies, this method of .
supervision geherally was not expected to be as effective as direct

supervision by the supported Work programs themrelves, except under

by . carefully selected situations. . .

; . .
. ~ T .

C. HYPOTHESES' CONCERNING PROGRAM IMPACTS

N i ’ ‘.

A number of primary hypotheses'concerning participant outcomes

underlkie the basic Supported'Work concept and the chosen target -

‘e populations. In addition, the theoretical and evaluative literature

2 o .

. cited previously suggests other hypotheses that pertain to potential

e program impacts and to differential impacts among subgroups of the

)

youth target population. The primary hypotheses can be stated briefly

as'%ollows:

-

. " e Both during and after participation in Supported
v, Work,y . experimentals ‘will have moze stable empl 1oy~
W /, » ment,/ work more hours, and earn more- than their control-

Ll /’—“’///grdup counterparts. < T : . :
; & ‘23 . - .l

>

L4

- Y Some programs which did not enroll youth sought supervzsors : :

who, in addition to technical expertise, had experience working with the
target-group members they were to supervise (MDRC, 1978).

PR

e
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"o Experimsntals will be less likely than_controls to ]
" receive public-assistance benefits: ‘and, among' those : £
xpe:im.ntlls who. continue. to receive benefits, the -
average. bcncfit level will be less thar they would have o
rccoivod had they not’ participated in Suppozted Work. -

P R AR T

' Expcrimzntals will be less likely than controls to . : ié
use drugs. :

e Experimentals will be less likely than controls to
engage in criminal behavior.

. A !
[N VS ST RR AN

In addition, Supported Work gouid have a numbex J>f othex
important effects, such as influencing participation in -education
‘and training progzams, hoasehold .composition, and healt:h-care utilization. ‘ "3

The rationale for the employment-~related hypotheses has been
discussed previously in the context of the design and goals of the
Supported Work programs. The hypothesized reductions in dgpendence
on public assistance are a corcllary to the employment hypotheses.

' Both‘saciological and economiodéﬁeories of the causes of drug ' ,é
abuse suggest that an employmen£-opportunity suét'as that offered bg
Supported Wb?k may affect the prevalence of drug use. Sociological
theories emphasize the importance of peer-group attitudes toward drug
use versus ot i1er forms of behavior, such as working. Employment in

Supported Work may be expected to alter the peer-group environment in

such a way as to decrease the relative desirability of drug use vis-

k4

a-vis other activities, especially through the intensive and supportive )
;upervision. Economic thearies, in conérast, are concerned with the

costs and desirability sf dxugfuse as_compared with alternative forms

of consumption and uses of time, and the hypotheéized program impacts

based on these theories are ambiguous. On the one hand, the éupported

Wokk program tends to increase the opportunity cost of enéaging in

4

T I P 5.-‘. T T T T T oo 4




;
"timn-intensive-eorivities‘eﬁoh ;s drug use and,:therefore, it would
{ be expected to reduce the prevnlence of use.}/ On the other hand,
totel income is expected to increase among participents in Supported
Work, thereby permittinq increased purchese of druge by those who
derive pleasure from th:h
.The hypothese: suggesting thet'seccessful integratioo of
youth into the labpr £orce might be expected to reduce their likelihood
of perticipeting in criminal activities are also besed on both socio-
loqical and eoonomic:theorie:.-/ Among the sociologigel,theories is ’
.one which'cfgims'thet illegal behavior results from the disparity
' between the goals established and valued by society (primarily material .
or financial) and the neans av;ilable to achieve these goals. éupported

Work may increase the legitimate means £or'achieving,these goals,

thereﬁy reducing delinquency and criminal behavior. A second‘model

combines a lapeiing perspective with self-conceér theories. An irdividual'
‘ may have previously experienced contacts with agents of social control

who have applied to him or her the label of "criminal" or "delinquent,"

with the result that the individual's self-image will align itself to

this oublic image and lead to deviant or criminal behavior. Howevar,

ohce one becomes employed, his or her occupation often takes the role

of "master status*" submerging these other roles. A third perspective

24 Chien et al. (1964) indicate, however, that drug use nay
not be time~intensive in the sense that it reduces productive work
time, except in cases of novice users or extreme addiction.

F

'l See Piliavin and Gartner-(1979) for a more detailed dis-
cussion of these theories of criminal behavior and their relationship -
to smployment. .
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"’.”aw_violations as acceptable behavior. Thus, Supported

by increasing contacts and interactions among others who are not oriented

toward ‘a. delinquent or criminal life-style.

.
-
-~

In contrast to these sociological theories, the economic theories
. . O »

of criminal behavior are based on a rational-choice model of human

e

behavior. According to these theories, participation in iliegal

activities results from the individual&s Subjective evaluation of the ~

w

costs (e g., the probability of arrest, conv1ction, and incarceration) \\Zi{f

*

and the gains (e.g., financial henefits) of crime as compared with the

- costs andirewards of alternative uses of time (e. e r leisure and

£

\
legitimate employment) -/ Improving one's employment opportunities
would tend to reduce the desirability of criminal activity relative

i ) employment by increasing the opportunity costs of engaging in

crime. . t . -

In addition to the primary hypotheses noted'above, Supported

Work may be expected to affect participants in a number of other

- %

important ways. First, it may influence youth's decisions to partici-

-

pate in education and training programs. On the one hand, experimentals,

-,

¢ - - .
as compared with controls, might decdid. to invest more heavily in
eqﬁcation and training, either during’or subsequent to their partici- ' i
pation in Supported Work, to supplement their program work experience.

On the other hand, by increasing employment opportunities for experimentals,

. .

+

st W

P © -

l/ For example, see Ehrlich (1973), sjoquist (1973) , Reynolds ) ':f
(1971), andiDanzinger and Wheeler (1975). ;

o




fSupported Work may lead youths to.obtain lese formal education and -
>

’training than they otherwise wouldhhave. N RS

o Pinally, Supported Wbrk may affect ‘the general quality of life

-
*»

ofzparticipants end former articipants. This could occur either as
a result of increased consumption of medical cere (subsidii\d by employer ﬁ

insurance policiee or not) or asa. direot reeult of the more productive

7

and stable life-styles of these individuals, as "avidenced by changes

in household composition and housing consumption, for example.

-

Any of the .above: program impacts, but particularly the primary-
impacts, ‘may be expected to very with the nature of an. individual s
Supported_Work experience, with changes in local economic and labor-

market conditions, and with the characteristics of’ the individual youth

e g

who participated in the program. Each of the five Supported Work programs -

in this sample may have different impacts on participants as a result )
of variations '‘in the programs' characteristics, the labor market.in
which the programs operated‘ or the oharacteristics of the youth they
served. The analysis estimates the differential _impacts both across
sites and among individuals of different ages, sex, race/ethnicity,
levels of educational attainment, welfare dependence, household com~ o
position and living arrangements, prior. work and job-training experiences,
prior drug-use histories,, and criminal histories. However, .since

most of Lhe variations in local labor markets are across as opposed

to within sites, onlyv;ore casual inferences of the sensitivity of
program impacts to local labor-market conditions can be’supported by

. the data.

‘Results of the impacts of other employment and training programs
[4

for youth provide mixed evidence as to whether the above‘hypothesized




~

effeﬁgs o! Supported’Work ﬂill actually be realrzed These other programs

have hid limited success*in keeping youths in the ‘programg--the _ average

SR

v -

Ienqtn of’stay 1n‘56€h‘csTA programS“anﬂ Job Corps ‘has: averaged about

:ﬂx monthfr

:
'

It. is poslible that Supported work can achleve more favorable results

3 .,

'~ because of its special emphssis on peer-group support, close supervision,

'Aanand graduated strese,»and beqause of lts“targetxng on. those youth,who
N A 4, - . ege g
q ( i .

may hsve the most severe employment problems, However, the lmportance

o£ these lpecial qualities of Supported Work may be partrcularly )

»

' sensitive to the prevailing labor-market condrtronSLVVdurlng perlods

v -

-of relatively high. unemployment rates, the effects -of factors such as

I

employer preferences for adulu worRers and lrmlted job experlence nay

be most severe and, thus, the work experlence and credentrals prov1ded
r n ‘

by Supported Work may be partioularly beneficial. Alternatively, it
'may be that a.much stronger treatment than work experience will be

necessary to substantially affect one's employabilitp,during such times.
Because of our inability to directly estimate the importance of local

labor-market conditions on the program's impacts, we view it as

esséntial to provide the reader with a general description of- the labor-

market cohditions and alternative employment opportunities available

during the period of this study.

R e T

- .
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D. LOCAL LABéR MARKET CONDITIONS A

S B e
RRET

.

Two factors related to the local labor-market conditidns that

K

" i

s

prevailed during the period when individuals participated in Supported

A3

s 4o

N

ot nE e W

Y See MﬁRC (1978) and Mallar =t al. (1979): respectively.
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’wbrk end eubeequently when they were: eeekinq nonproqrem jobe mey be
. expected“to heve intiuehced the effecte o£ Suppo:ted work. The tiret - ,f?tf
_ie thet employment proepecte, in generel, veried f:om eite to eite and ‘ - »;%
:eleo ehowed quite ditferent xites: o£ improvement over time. -(. As. can ;;f
.be seen from tiguxe 11, 1, the.. evereqe unemployment ‘rates durinq the . L
;demonetreticn period were higheet in Jereey city (12 0 perﬁent) and.
New- York (9.3 percent) and. loueet in Atlanta. (58 percent, and Hartford S ?
. (6.8: percent) while thtouqh:ut‘1975 end 1976 end in 1978. the eree - B
'unemployment retee tended to fluctuate with littie in the way of an . . ~¢%
: overell ttend, conditione did improve eubetentially in’all sites during- ‘ o
. the £1rst three queztere of 1977, perticulerly in Hexttogd end Jerley , fli1;3
City, where the ratea ‘fell from about 9 to 5 percent and from about 15 ( =
. to 11 percent, reepectively.z/ : o I

The second factor whiﬂh may 1n£luence Supported wfrk's impect T

. pertains to the existence of alternative programs and servicee. CETA-

5.sponsored progrems have provided “the. majority of the employnea€ oppor— }

-

tunities for those youths upable to find unsubsidized employment. These
. ‘ - 4

0

] .
. ' . L

4 Variation in market wage:rate could also influence the' impect
of Supported Work. However, initial variation in progran wages relative
to area reference weges were not large, nor did they charige ‘much cver
time.’ Contxols' wage. ratés during the first aine mohthe following-
enrollment in the demonstration evereged between 10 (in Philadelphia)
and 35 (in Atlanta and Hertford) percent higher than entry-level program
wage rates; and there is no coneietent pettern in theee relative wage

rates over time. . - - Lk

' Y As can be seen in Eigure I.1,, the youth unemployment rete, .
while substantially higher than the overall rate, tends to exhibit the

same pattern of fluctuations over time. Thue, we expect the inter-site
comperison based on overall rates to be inditativé of the pettern that

one, would obeezve among youth.
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TREND IN AREA -UNEMPLOYMENT RATES DURING THE PERIOD OF THE SUPPORTED WORK DEMONSTRATION ~
’ i ' b Lt P ' " :
y ’ \ -— A - -
> . . N
i ‘Percentage . |
P -Unemployed IR ) : .

Jarsey City '
New York City . -
‘Philadelphia ‘ )
d R Y
\\/ Atlanta . i\\
Hiartford ,
L : .o i
.
A——t—t— -
. 1975 ' 1976 ¢ 1977 . .1978 1279 . »
X ' ) » * tl
& . . Y. & ] ] ;

e ment con, D.

'SOURCE: Various issues of’Employment and Earnings, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor and.

. " NEWS, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor -
. i .
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szoq:m saxved about 1.6 million youth in fiscal year 1975, and by
1978 trhy were serxving 2. 4 million youth per yea~ (no Table I1I. 5).
Most of this increase has :'uultcd from cxpansion of oxicting youth -

p:erm and thn c:ution of: now«onu under tho Youth Bmploymunt X

Dﬁionattation Projects Act (Y!DPA) Howover, these new program jops/

have not been dicttibutod in proportion to eithor tho youth population

. ‘or tho unonployod youth in th. vufiouc sites. As can be seen from Table

11.6, New York and Philud.lphiu huve exporiencod the smallest increaso

( in youth employment opportunitios reiative to their youth population,

i;:_ v and Jergey City has oxporionced tho greateat.—/ The expansions in’

'Atlantu and Hartford are also moderately high, especially in light of

: thcir relatively low unomployment rates. As a consequence of these

R ‘ pgoqrans. which wete.aimed primarily at disadvantaged youth, employment

oppoztunities for the Supported Work tazget population might be expected

% to bo roiltluily‘mo:e favorable in Jersey City, Atlanta, and Hartford

than in the other site&.-/ As previously noted, these differential

opportunities could potentially influence the impact “of Supported Work.
Other programs that have differentially affected Supaorted -

Work participants in the various sites and thus warrant mention are the

iw N
. .

? Y However, the unemployment rate in Jersey City was nearly
twice the national average throughout most of the period under study.

2/ As will be seen in the subsequent chapter, the controls in .
Atlanta and Jersey City did tend to work more than average, particularly
during the later time periods when these CETA~-funded programs would have
been in operation. However, for most of the follow-up period, there is
no clear evidsnce that youths in these sites were especially likely to

he employed in the ‘CETA programs, themselves.

.
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OF PARTICIPANTS IN:CETA

‘ “THAN..22 -

NUMBER OF .
L YOUNGER

o v

.
LT

. (Tholisands)

\

.
e

; Fiscal Year .
“1976. ° 1977.

©

1975

- \%.Tiéle
— :

gIﬁ

Employability Developmentd 695 982

Ir. 56

)

821

A
£ 4.’»;'

PSE-Structurald/
II1. Sumsier Youthd/ 716
vEopal/

/

n.a. n.a.- 377

Iv. . 51 70

Job CorpsS/ 46
\

218~
27

109
n.q.'

VI. PSE-Countetcyclica®/ 34

virz. yaced/ : n.a.

TOTAL %
/

. & sourc

-

1,550 2,014 1,897 2,380

>

[

‘ e is Table F-7 of the Employment and Training Report of
the President; U.S. Departrient of Labor, Washington, D.C., 1976 through 1979.

\ "Q/These data are from
- OAM Transmittal Number-9
April 25, 1979.
YIEPP.

Employment and Training Administration,
=79, 'U.S. Department of Labor, Washingten, D.C.,
Theg~also igclgdg an estimated 30,000 participants in

/

‘ Sltiical’igan 1975 and"1976 estimates are based on data on number
of-Job Corps;.slots and average léngth of stay in Job Corps presented in .
Job Corps in Brief, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C., 1978. That
for 1978-is-based on the facts that there were 35,000 slots in the third
quarter of 1977 (Employment .and:-Training.Report of the President, U.S.
Department of Labor, Washington, -C:; 1979), and that -the.average length

éog;pgrt;g;patiﬁh‘ig;ipqu§=§ix;q§n,75 (Mallar et al., 1979). The figure
for -fiscal-year-1977_is from Chapter 3, Table 5 of ‘the

] io eht and
Training ‘Re ort of the President;—U-S.-Department of Labor; Washington,s
b.C.; 1978, T — T

g(?hesq data are from Employment and Training Administrétion, OBRM.
Transmittal Number 9-79,—U.S. Department ¢f Labor, Washington, D.C.,
April. 25, 1979. . i ’ .

-
- ~

-

-

n.a.= not applicable.
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¥ TABLE 1I:6- ‘
, ! * h - K
= PR it rupa - ’ * i *
ey LN . s * LT .

e _ IMPROVEMENT ‘PROGRAMS (YCCIP) ;o
L rdacal veax 4978). '
T e . Number of:Progiam Slots¥ - Mo iy percentage .

. Tanuary-  Rpril- - July- "7 of"Area Youth,
March- ._June. . _September = Number Populitioﬁh

~v,
° . '

b7 Tatlanta a7 . s19 0 ams 1423 | a2l ’

© 0 pargford T 0 " 420 "393 630 .. . 2.9 ’

'L Jerseycity - 1,224 434 - 89 . 1,857 . 6.2

Newfork = -0 1,848 . . O 1,903 - 0.2

3 7 etana gy
. D i

Philadelphia s43 .’1,103 . 940 2,041 . 100 T .

-

Total U.S: 116,536 172,047 - 93,795 289,211 1.1

€

E SOURCE: -Youth Offiég, RAS OPRS Report 3, Department of Labor, . - )
i - washingtofs, D.C., 1978. : .

NOTE: During Fiscal Year 1978, 93 percent of the enrollees in youth programs
. . were enrolled in the Youth Employment and Training Programs ' (YETP) or
st the Young Adult Conservation and Community Improvement Program Q%cf%r).
. These aré the only programs for which site-specific data were available.

- /

EO . . /
s ? R ) e . . >
D teo- 54 Slots are astimated as participants "on board” at the end of the

Y .
£ . quarte.r . .° . - . . s

IR ' ’ :

£ b/ Youth. population estimates are pased on 1970 Census data for the

g various cities, adjusted to reflect statewide trends in the youth population

g »  between 1970:and 1977. L . oo ' ’
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) lvnemloyunt cdpenntion (uc)- p:oqrm--the Stet:e Unemployment Insurance
S PR LI

lnd Special Unen\ploymem: Assistance (SUA) progxa.ms. Durinq the initial

- deeiqn%of the Suppox‘ted Wox:k demonetx:etion, px:oq:am employmnt was o <

epeoiticeny excluded ‘from unemplcyment compensetion coverege 8Q that " T

s
~em -

i

‘expe:iuntele wom:l not face a st:ong work disincentive as a resnlt
of uc bene!it:e upon teminetion from the prograni. - However, t:wo .avents ".{5

“ s N u.tered thit*initial ‘design. One was the inclueion in the netionel
* \r ) bt

demnetxetion of .the ongoing New, Yox:k Suppox:ted Work px:ogrem, which, “
| ; T

undet ltete lew, pn:t.cipeted in the stete uc* px:ogram. The othex: was_ A
- » ‘{:,'

T eneotn_sent of the SUA proqxéen in 1974 to pzovide unemployment compenlation . e
benefi’ts to individuell who were employed in jobs not covered by the

. state UC program, but who otherwise met t:he state program's eligibility , R

]

cx:,itex:ia. The Supported Work px:ogx:ame varied in their response to
this e\frent. The Hartford and Philadelphia programs actively ettemoted *

“to preverit their former participants from gaining eligibility ‘gtox: SUA

4 *

benefits, while a sizable pe'rcentage of youth'in Jersey City,, ’aqd to —_

, S
a lesser extent in M:lente, dia reoeive benefits upon program -

teminetion.y Because the SUA program was a.empo:arx (a)d claime
were terminated on July 1, 1978)  and because a national Supported (
‘Work program would undo'ubte%ly have ‘a uniform policy vie-a;vio par- ] ) }
ticip'._?tion :I.n state UC programs, the estimated impact_:s of Supported -

. . . . - :
Work based on the current sample are not generalizable to future

L]
[

" exparience. The short-term impacts of the New York, Jersey City, and

-

Atlanta programs are almost certainly underestimates of the effects .

»

. .
' ) . -

Y. Receipt among the youth sample’ was not as prevalent as among

. ’
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. . A
that would have occurred in thevabsence of uc receipt. ,However, tbe n .

- longer-run impacts are 'Yess certainx Un the?one hand, the availability N
- .

! of Rl may promote longer average periodc of job search thet lead to
L;,_ better, higher-paying jobe; on the’ other hand, tﬁe job skills and

v 4

. credentials geined throhgh Supported Work may decay‘auring this extended“

period of job sezxch. ° ." " o_ - o St

‘t
o " Together, the variation across and within sites in unemployment
§: . rates, alternative youth eQ?lement progrems, ‘and UC receipt mey *
; ' ' influence the;egﬁectiveneeg of Supported WOrk. Althoqu no formal

. P .
. PR, . . N .
¥ ’

statistical evaluation of these'potential‘influences is po:piole,

. subseqvent discussions of findings (particularly with respect to site

¢ ' effacts) do consider their relationship to prevailing labor-market
conf;tions.

! . E. ANALYTIC APPROACHY

v

1
3

;- . T)Most of .the formal evaluation of Supported Work impacts on
participants has been conducted using multiple reéression analysis.

-4 Since random assignment to.the experimental -and-control groups was
A - .

2. ) steictly .adhered to,2/ cdmparison of experiifental and control group

’

means Should provide_unoiaeed'estimates“of'progran effects.é/

~ . R 1" <
. .

-
] I S

- - '0 - - 1
& .
Y. Disnussions of the various analytic techniques. and statistical
tests degcribed here can be found in Hanushek and Jackson (1977) and
other econometric text books. - . .

(2

. [ . . . .‘

-

v !
—/ For evidence of the success of the-random aseagnment procedire,
see Jackson et al, (1978).

- . )

3/.By "unbiased” we mean ‘that;, on average, the estimate neither
overstatés no. understates thz true efféct.’ ° ¢ .

- ' - .
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- However, regression analysis has two advantages. First, to the extent ‘
’ ot .. . ST :
,?hg; measurable factors exogenous co the.prdgram treatment itself

B
[N
.

PR

influence the outcome measures, regressxon analysxs permits us tec obtain

-

., - eatimates of program effects that have a hlgher degree cf precision . o

N - |

-

than those obtalned through a, simplé comparxson of mbans approacn.i/ - ’ﬁ

“

uf - .1
- Second, regression analy;xs permits us to investigate easily whether

etz

Y

program c“fects Gar& significantly émong subgroups of the sample or '

£ =

- .-
~g

among’yduth enrolled in different sites. - )

The most.general model’ to estimate overall program effects -

can be depicth as follows:

; , c .
Site - = - .
, Individual Characteristics /Program Outcome Measures . :
. at Enrollment {In-program and Post-prdgram) : :
‘ : demographics - . - employment .. : R
employment history - | a1 education and training ) 1 -
drug-use history o income and ln-klnd assxstance :
criminal history . drug use . H

, : ull criminal activities

. . other .

. *{ Supported Work Status -]_,__ :

: .(experimental or control) N i . L
M * N

»

Formally, ﬁhe\impact of program participation is -estimated through
) P ) .
;. , regression models of the form: ; ’

Y s

.

5 A i
5 . R :

= + + + L, ., 4
Y ao alxl a2X2 + QMXM + bS + u

b

Vrwn

-

where Y is the observed outcome measure; Xm m=1, ..., M isa -

AT N Ty

set’ of variables indicating the Supported Work site and the characteristics

PrLE=vI

L

o~ Y The precision of the estimates is a measure of the llkellhood . f
" that true program effects will not go undetected.

-
. .
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_ Of the individual; § is a binary variable indicating whether the individual

- was qssigneq to the -experimental group; and u is a random error term. The

‘symbol a;.measures the impact of X on Y; and b is a measure f the overall
impect of the program Qhose.statiseicai significance level is\meESured by a
t-test. (Appendix Table A.4a identifies the control varigbles used in the
analysis and.their means ené standafd deviations, and Table A.4b presente
estimated coefficients on these control variables from selected regression
,eqﬁations used in the analysis.)
The.extension of thie.basic model to estimate effects for subgroups
%
of the sample is quiée straightforward. The types of models estimated can

R

be expressed formally as: .

£y

= .« .. + N
? ao + alxl + azx2 + + aMXM bos + blsx1

-

...+ o+
bx§XK u

where xk (k =1; . . ., K) is a subset of Xne In this model, the program
effect for a particular subgroup is measured by a linear combination of
the b's; for example, if X is a set of binery variables to designate- all
but one of tne Supported Work sites, tHen b is the program effect for the
omitted site and b + bk is the program effect at site k. The statistical
significance of the various subgroup effects can be measured by an F-test,
ac can tests of whether program effects vary among the subgroups (i.e.,

b,=b,=...=b =0).

g In subsequent tables, statistical significance of experimental-
control differences bisth for total.samples and for sample subgroups are
denoted by aszerisks. Statistically significant differences in the
magnitude of program impacts among subgroups (that is, whether the hypotheses
that the program impacts are similar for.all subgroups can be rejected)
are denoted by the pound symbol (#).
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We should=pdin§.out thet~thesegsimp1e‘Iinearwrégression models
( . . . . . , ’ ot
N may not yield estimates of program effects-with‘desirable statistical .

5 -properties in cases ‘where the outcome measure is truncated (for example,

houré:worked) or.in cases yhere'it is dichotomous (for example,'empfbyed . a

»

or not).. Maximum likelihood techniques have been developed to account
for these properties ¢f the outcome measures, but are prohib;tlvely ~E§

costly fo" ‘routine use in a project the magnitude of this one. Thus,’

since the standard regression techniques have repeatedly been sﬁown to

yield qulte accurate est;mates in most appllcatlons, we have tended to

STIAYy ¥ Caters vy s aeen

rely on this procedure and to. selectlvely reestimate a number c: the - o -

1
[

results using the maximum likelihood techniques probit “(for dichotomouS. . :
outcomes) and tobit (for bounded outcome measures) to test whether the

tasic conclusions are sensitive to this analytic constraint. It is- ~ - i

N -

" also important to note that the results for some noncentral outcome K

measures are based on simple comparisong of mear- ,. since the cost . . v

of~§enerating these estimates of program impacts is substantially ilower .
. ¢ g
that the cost of regression estimates, yét, because’ of the experimental
~ - .

design, they are still unbiased. We have poted throughout the report - . :

B
‘.I A ' [l
Seosibyim g vays ra e Y

both the results of maximum ;ikelihood‘reestimates of the program .

impacts and those places where simple comparisons of means.have been . y
14 .

L] - ° »

used. - <

Regardless of the analytic technique employed (linear yegression,

.

maximup likelihood, or comparison of means), the discussion-iﬁ sub~

-
o

sequent chapters focuses on experimental/¢ontrol-group differences in

the various outcome measures. Since these differences are based on O
° -

estimates of sample means, which are subject-to sampling varlabmllty,




—»wi'nust consider’the likélihbod.that’the e§timated difference between

. .chance that the true effect is zero.
“wiich we also consider in interpreting the results. The first is the

- means that one must expect the occurrence of occasidnal significant

[T e I TS

experimentaigJ;gd controls is due to a true program effect as opposed

to the random sampling variability:—-The statistical concepts which )
srélate to this like;ihood are the confidence interval around and the
statistical significance of the estimatedAdifferentials.i/ In this
report: we have adopted th: standard proceduree of indicating those ;.
estimated program effects which are Significant at the 5 percent level -
’on a two-tailed test--which means that there is less than a 2.5 percent
chance that there was no program effect given the estimated differential.
We aiso designate estimates of program effects that are‘significant

at the 10 percent level, meaning taat there is less than a 5 percent‘

~ " » While we have‘adopted these standards' for denoting "significant
effects" in thiS'report; there are two counterbalancing considerations

small probability that a difference as large as that which is significant

would have been.observed if.the—txue effect were in fact zero. This

.

.

.
-

-4 The confidence -intervai, which is uniquely defined at
. various levels. (the most common being the 95 percent level), is the
range of valuas which has a 95 percent probability of containing the
true value. That is, if repeated samples were drawn, and estimates
‘and confidence intervals constructed for each, 95 percent of these
intervals would contain the true value of the impact. If both ends
of the confidence interval are greater or less than zero,:an experimental-
control differential is referred to as statistically significant (at °*,
the designated confidence level). For example, if we observe a ] .
differential whose 95 percent confidence interval is between $100 and
$400 per month, there is only a .05 probability that the true differ- . ot
-ential is less tnan $100 ox greater than $400. .

., .o 5
t £
. .
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* the f:j.ndings..y

I

[

.

second'is that failure to observe siqnificant experimental-control

-~

’differences does not necessarily mean they -do not exist.

-

~

R ditferentials, -even in, the: absenceéof zeal p%bgram effects.

&

In light of these considerations, in addition to adopting the standard

‘The

N

It ‘may Simply

mean there is so much sampling variability relative to -the true’effect‘
? . ‘ N .

that we cannot accurately estimate’ the - ize of the true effects.y

criteria for-denoting statistical signrficance, we have exercized

some judgment in deciding which results or patterns of results are

particularly worth noting in the discussion and interpretation of .

v Increasing the sample size, of course, reduces sampling

Y Y2t another consideration in interpreting the results is
that, in som: cages, estimated program effects may meet the criteria
of statistic:l significance but may be so small in magnitude that
they are of llttle policy relevance or, in other cases, r€sults which
do not meet standzrd criteria of statistical significance may be
soﬁlarge that a- policymaker may want to act on the basis of the
£indings.

‘.

~

variability and, consequently, the likelihood that such true effects
will go undetected.: This concept of the likelihood that true effects
will, in fact, be recognized as such in the analysis is commonly
referred to as "statistical power.”
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ik o fe e




related to the

-

of disadvantaged younq ” ;hool dropoute. 'I'he overall conclusion of the -

study ie that Supported Work is not successful in inpmving enployment
«{"‘

prospects among this se%?n
: 1

tfof the youth population. but i" may be one *
o way of reducing youth m%enployment by providing enployment for them in the

sbo& i:un - Thus, the chus of this chapter is not only o pmeent the
evidence on which these conclus:.ons are based, but also\ko provide some :
e"dditiqnal‘ins:.ght into the nature and the causes of and potential tures
‘ for the extraordinerilf high unemplc”yntent rates a"mpng this segment'of the_‘
youth population. _, ) ,:) ] . ‘
We begin by describing, briefly, the employment experiences of

the control group members following their enrollwent in the demonstration,

in order to gain some general sens‘;e as’ to the natyre of the emp...oymnt

AR ,! -,
P IR I reN

problems face;:l by that part of the yout:h population to Whl.ch Supported . .

-

5 G b E L v

" Work is directed. Subsequently, we describe the Supported Work exper:f.-

~

ences of the youth in the experimental group and their assessments‘”‘f T

"
i

R .
R AT R R T N 3

< iwla

these experiences. In’ the sections detailing our results on the effects

PR

s
. e Y

e} Supported Work we discuss tl;xe following: . . .

. - -’
X . .« .z
.

e The short- and long-run impacts of this~program
experience on overall employment rates,\euplcyment
levels, earnings, and wage rates . IS

e The extent to which program impacts vary across
sites or.among different .subgroups of youth

-
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- e The effects of Supported Work on youth's acqu:.sition
. of "formal education and training

“ - i ) .
In the final section, we summarize the findings and preosent some suggestions

\

for fptixre program stratefg"ies’ that might further our knowledge of the

probléms, if not provide -actual solutions.

-

ﬂA.. EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES' OF CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS °

» As noted in Chapter II'- over 20 percent of the Supported Work youth
‘ sample had never Hald a regular job prior to enrolling in the demonstration,
' and only about one-fif’th of them had held a job within the three months

preceding thei.r'enroll;nent. . However, as seen in Figure III.1, both the

i

incidence of employment and the averag_e nuhber of hours worked per month

~

tended to increase steadily throughout the follow-up period.y During the
first three months, 29 percent of the control youth were employed some of
the time. For the total groug__, the average time worked was 31 hours per

month (109 hours; Per month among those who worked). By the start of tixe

[y

third year after enrollment, however, half of the youth cont.ol group ‘were

emplo}}ed. The aver_ag'e time' worked was 70 hours per month (138 hours per

L] -~

e | A

iL-/'I'his upward trend in employment .among the youth sample is far
sharper than that for the other Supported Work target groups., By the end
of the study period, yor “h contirols were working 20 to 40 hours more per
morth than: their countc ts in the other samples.

+
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aonth nqiong those employed) y This upward trend is due to three factors.

One is the natural phenoinenon by which spme of those youth (all of whom

’

were by definition unemployed aé\ the start ‘of the perlod) gained employ-

ment through a process termed “regresaion to the mean.” A second\ factor. -

»

is that these youth were getting older, and youth employment rates

2/

generally rise sharply with age. 'rhe third factor is the general

Co
improvemént in the labor market, particularly during 1977,
Few characteristics distinguish those with more post<enrollment

. » L4 L
employment experience from those with less. ’Dpring ‘the first 18 n:on

aftexr enrollment, controls in Jev'sey City ‘and -Atlanta tended to wo k
s:.gnificantly more than controls in the other sites, perhaps am.a zesult
of the relatively higher ratio of CETA Jobs to the youth populat on in
.those sites.%/ Calendar time also ténded to 'be an important deteyminant .
of controls' employment, with the later enrollees working significantly
more than the earlier ones. In termg of personal cha.racteri%stics, howéver,
only ‘sex ancl prior work expeiriencs see‘n;ed to. be importaht. Males v'vorked

‘ significantly more than females, and employment was positively an:i -~

L

’

,3’.

‘_1;/ Eighty-three percent of-the youth controls held some job during
the post-enrollment period, broken down as follows: 78 percent of those
with 18 months of follow-up data; 83 percent of those with 27 months; and
93'percent of those with 36 months of follow-up data.

_ 3—<For example, in 1978 the national unemployment rate was 19 percent
among 16- and 17-year-olds, 14 percent among 18- and 19-year-olds, and 10
percent among those age 20-24 (Table A-20, The Employment and Training
Report of the President, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C., 1979)

-/Between 7 and 10 percent of the Jersey City controls reported
holding CETA. jobs, and up to 30 percent reported holding public-sector jobs
during each 9-month follow-up pericd. The comparable figures for Atlanta
are lower but still substqntially above the average for the other siter.

62
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' significantly related to prior work experienqe._iv In part, this limited ' »
‘ . 1 ot

aeility to dist_inguis'tr-'among these who are more vérsus less likely to be ' T

-

‘employed is relaged to” the fact that these youth tend 'to wxhibit consider- >“i

able instability in their employment. Those who were employed during the
follow-up period held ‘two jobs, on average, and the average .spell of | i

. employment was just over five months.

B. THE SUPPORTED WORK EXPERIENCE OF EXPERIMENTALS

. . ) s W ) AR
The design of the Supported Work program is predicated on the - . ©o

belief that the principal.factors contributing to the employment problems of

the targat populations are .poor work habits and a lack-of basjc job skills.

On this ass.umption, an opportunity to work in a supportive environment witln

4

gradually :’_._ncreased standards of performance would permit the development

of -good work habits while simultaneously building up basic employment A

cmdéntialé. From the outset it was \recognized that there would b'e
considerable variance in both the time it would take a target-gréup member

to acquire work skills commensurate with general market standards and the

amount of wark experience that employers would view as convincing evidence

5
s baes sarsieres sl ndn o

of jéb readiness. Furthermore, there was a strong cdmumitment tc the
concept that Supported Work is a transitional program.' Thus, in amw
effort to balarnce the objectives of permitting sufficient program experi-

ence to acquire the intended program benefits and of ensuring that the
&

~

programs not take on the character of sheéltered workshops, the maximum

ySurpi:isingly, the estimated increase in employment with-age was
relatively small and not statistically significant. The regression results
from which these conclusions are drawn are presented in Appendix Table A.5,.

(3
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allowable time one could participate in Supported Work was limited to 12

honths)ih.Aflaqpa and Jersey'CiEy and 18 months in Hartford, New York,
l/ . . .o \ )

e *

_and Philadelphia.

- . .

. On average, the youth stayed in Supported Work considerably
1

.

shorter periods of time than allowed under program guidelines. As seen

in Table fII.l, 29 percent of thé youth stayed three months or less,z/

{

. and only 25 percent stayed as long as 12 months. ' The average lengtirof
. e . . .
participation was 6.7 months. However, there was considerable variation
. across sites, with those in Philadelphia staying léss than four months,
&

arid those in Jersey City and New York'staying an average of just o&eq

A

eight months. There was also considerable variation in the length of

N -

stay in the prog.am among the different apalysis samples. Most notably;

’ those earliest gnrollees for whom we have 36 months of follow-up data

(the j36-month sample) stayed nearly gné-month longer than aver’é'lge. This

-~
’

s,

longer adérqg?_sta) is due largely to the fact .that over half of this
sample is from Jersey City, where expeiimenﬁals stayed in the program the
longest} but it is also due, in part, to the more relaxed termination

, , .
policies of prugrams during the early period of their operation when theis

>

job-plactement procedures were still .n the formative stages.

¥
*

4 - .
o

-

b4 ‘ \

E/This program time could be extended over a period of betwesn
15 and 21 calendar montbs, réspectivelyi if individuals had accumulated
inactive time not due to punitive suspension. Furthérmore, all individuals
who enrolled prior’ to.Januvary 1, 1976 were permitted to participate in the
program for up to 15 months, on the belief that programs had not yet
developed strong job—glacement services.

. ,E/Fewer than 3 percent of the experimentals failed ever to appear
for their Supported Work jobs.
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: “TABLE 11,3
R LERGTH GF. PANSTCRPASION IN SUTPONTED vORK,
~ . , . . 5 ‘m‘ m | . |

YoUTN DRI SNOLE:

. .
L padi > D g
- . . - * e "
* . » . . ‘ * >
. . 0 . o .. , . . e “ -

x : oo B, Percentige Distyibution by Site .

R T Lot Joruy New I ¥ § §

s:m Ln Ptoqru at
) ‘gad> of»nonth .

. I X R 8.9 644 o4& 700

s 9.4 asie 624 4930 188 49.4

S SR | X 3.8 .3 36.8 'n.x,‘ 36.1

. ' 12 . - w4 163 362 37.0° 9.4 248
. . .18 ‘ 2.1~ 1.8 11.7. 3.8 9.4 Y0.0

18 0.0 0.0 " 0.07 24.1 8.3 . .4.6

Average Number of
( qge Y,

Nonths in Program)¥  (6.7) (5.9) '(8.2) 48.0)  (3.7)  (6.7)

< B._Percentage Distribution Sy Amount of Follow-Up Data

' .18 Months _ 27 Months _ 36 Months Total Sample
sStill in .troqfu at ’ . !
End of Month |

- T 0. 7.2 c 72.6 1.0

-~ -~

N

46.7 50.4 56.5 49.4 -

9 32.0 39.2 41 5 + 36.1

12 _ 6.7 18.6 3.3 24.8.
- 15 11.4 " 8.0 . 16.1 10.0 -
. . 18 . a1 0.9 1.8 4.6

.

(Average Number of Y

. Months ifi Program) '(6.8) (6.3) - (7.6) (6.7).

. NOTE: Samples are defined as specified in Table II.2, except that the 27-
and 36-month samples must have completad all previously scheduled
i.ntorvicw.

Y The average lcnq:h\ot stay d.i.!tots !mn the month of the first .
Supported Work tsrmination for two reasons: soms individuals do not begin
their Supportad Work job Ln.dhuly upon entolling in the damonsgtration
sample, and some re-enroil after a p.;\iod of inactivation. .

. <
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While the overall average length of stay compares favorably with

N

, - N

é::': - "the average amount of time spent by youth'in eithar Jéb Corps or  CETA
emplo.ymen? _and w'i.th the average length cf_ time "ntrol youth stayed in
. tnei; jobs (5 to 6 months), there is still sem questien.as to why these
’ Aﬁyouth‘- 'st;yeci in the program such a short time in relationship to the '
pmq‘fam's policies of permittin'g i-2 to 18 months of participation.y Had
"these {routh acqui;:ed the job .skills necessary to f.'ind non-program employ-’
ment in a significantly shorter period than anticipatea would be required?

' F
Could they not meet the performance standards imposed even by the Supported

york pmqmm? Or did they sinply not ﬁant to work? As cam bc seen fzom

~

the data in Table IIZ.2, each of these factors robably contributed tb'the

overall result. Eighteen percent of the. youth left prior to exhausting

l their allotted time in order to take another job or to enroll in an

1 3
- sducation or job-training program, 43 perg:ent left- for reasons related to

-

their job pe’rfoz_'mnnce {such as low productivity, failure to show up on

ti,m,"'c‘onfli'cts with the boss or crew), and 31 pe"z:cent reported more neutral.

‘vreasons for havinG left (such as low pay and health, and child-care or

’ ) ) v . ’(f“‘
) ) transportation probleus) .-2-/ Less- than 3 percent of the sample reported

having left the programLBecause they did not want to work.

d .
*

. -/Length of stay "does not vary with the program's policies on
0 maximum allowable time in the program:* among those in sites with a, 9
12-month policy (Atlanta and Jersey City), youth stayed in the pz:ogram an - .
.average of 7.7 months as coupaxed with the :overall average of 6.7 months. .
. 2/ These figures on types of terminatrbns, which were generated ﬁrom
‘ ‘interview data, show a lower percentage oﬁoth positive and negative
terminations- and a higber percentage of neutral teminations than those .
. ' reportéd in the Supported Work demonstration's Management Information System
. {MDRC, 1978 and MDRC, 1250). Explanat.ons ‘for these discrepancies include -
e dfffurences in the time periods and samples covered, as well as unavoidable
differences in the actial. definition of categories. Furthermore, the MIS
‘data are based .upon program opetators' classifications of,reasons as opposed
toithose of, participants, and these two groups may have di'fterent interpreta-
tions of the reasons for a departure. . . .-

« ) . .
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Rnsous FOR mvzm SUPPORTED WORK w L
‘ YOUTH EXPERTMENTAL: SAMPLE S K
N - N ) - l-"
L ' A, ‘Percentage Distribution by Site 'b
J = . - 3 . Jersey New * 'l'ot:al
N T Atlanta Hartford City York Phihdclghia SQh
umk«; Allowable - . - . -
Time in Programd®/ .. 22.9 0.0 25.0 8.9 0.0. 8.5
To 'rake Ancther Job : :
- or Enroll in School . ) . - .
or-Job Training 14.3, - 19.7 . 167 12.5 - 38.5 18.0
Poor--P',i_rformnce.y‘ . 28.6* 45.8.- '31.3 -5..8 53.8 42.9
. ’ . ) .2 ’ 3
other &/ .33 . 3¢.5 271 26.8. 1.7 30.6
— . ' . hd . "o : -

-
-

B. Percentage Distfibutioh by Amount of Follow-Up Data

~

___18 Months 27 Months '36 Months Total Sample

. “ . ;)o
Exhausted Allowable ) C AR
Time in Program 2 . 8.4 5.5 . 27.8 8.5
N - - Vand " .
To Take Another Job . .
or Enroll in.School ) :
of Job Training . 15.7 19.1 33.3 . 18.0
b : .
Poor ?etfomanceJ ‘ 42.3 45.5 27.8 42.9 _
other < 331+ 30.0 1.4 . 30.6 -
NOTE: For definition of sanples,'see Table III.1. . ' ’

-

~

3y This includes individuals not leaving Supported Work to take another °
job, to enroll in school or job training, or because of poor performance, but
who either spent’ the maximum nimber of months in the program or exceeded the
maximum calendar time for participation. . DD

--/ This category includes those terminated because cf conflicts uth
the boss or crew members, use of drugs_or alcchol,- illegal activities or
ipca;rceration, absenteeism’, poor pur_xctua_],xty, or low productivxty

. & This include« reasons suth as low pay and health, .and child-care or
transportation problems. )

-4




Tham e

@< et
%

- New York site and hav:.ng had -limited or no prior work experience ._L/

. ‘ ‘ \
\ 'I‘he llkellhood of &

terminating for positive reasons was sxgnlflcantly

related to having enrolled in the demonstration early, having more than 9 '

.

-

years of education, and not having a criminal history. The only factors

significantly- relatec'x\ to terminating for negative reasons were being in the

¥ <

Participants' assessments of Supported Work indicate that a majority

of ‘them (62 percent) felt that Supported Work, did not prepare them to obtain

& .

a regular job. 2/ ~This sentiment could partially account for the high ra*e
of early terminaflons from the program. However, in general, efforts to

1dent:.fy factors related to length of stay in the program led to the conclu-

, N

sion that those who stayed in Supporte. 1 Work for vary:.ng lengths of time

left for un.te d:.fferenx. reasons.

’

Those who e-nrolled during periods of

relat:.vg:;.y favorable labor-market conditions, and males, tended t» h-ve

: more emp;l.oyme’nt. opportunities and to stay in the program for shorter

periods of time than otherwise similar youth enroliing during periods of

~ -

" worse labor-marker conditicns and than' females, re. pectively. But control-

11ng for other factors, wer also observed that youth with the least educatlon,

job training,and prlor work experience tended to be relatlvely short-term

3
stayers despite their more limited alternat:.ve‘ emplcyment opporturu.‘:xes.—-/

”
+ " - I3 s

+
v

-]*/These findings are baséd on polytomous logit analysis of termin-
ation types (see Appendix Table A.7).

¢
?

E/Three-four'ths of those who did feel? Supported Work helped them
said that it helped them by teaching job skills and trades. More detail
on participants' attitudes toward the program is presented in Appendix
Tables A. 8a and A.8b.

~
~

—/ The regression estimates from which these oonclusxons are drawn
are presented in Appendix Table A.6. N b
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Still another question that arises is whether those 9 percent who

s 4 -

exhausted their maximum allowable time in the program would have benefited
. 5. '
from a slichtly longer per:'bgd of employment in Supported Work. There is

n;a indication that there would be any long-term benefits from lengthéning
~ - . -

s~ et

t;th program elig'ibiﬁ.'ty period. First, we observed no relationship bhetween

the length of time youth stayed in Suppoi‘t&d Work and their sikszequent

9 . .
employment gains.-y Furthermore, the post-program employment experiences

of ‘those who exhausted their allowable time ir the program were more

.

favorable than tilose of youth who left the program for other, "neutral"

reasons and only slightly less favorable than those of individuals termin-

el © 2
ated for positive reasons.—/ ?

) Subsequent sections consider in detail the actual impact of this .

7

Supported Work experience on employment-related outcomes. In the context
of these discussions, other aspects of the Supported Work -experience, such

as job-placement assistancg, are discussed.

2

C. OVERALL EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS )

-

*  Offering youth an opportunity to participate in Supported Work dia

have short-run benefits in terms Jf employment rates, employmeﬂt levels,

.
[

) -
..

1/

whether ¢

o

aAppendix C describes the formal analysis undertaken to ascertain X o
aot program impacts were affected by ,

T length of time an

7

’ K\—\mdl{i dua. stayed 'in Supported Work. . g
¥ : T
. 'g/'For example, 40 percent of those who left Supported Work after

exflaﬁsting their allowable program time found other enployment‘within one .

month, compared with only 25 percent of those who left for other, neutral
reascns. Over the Period of‘observation; 80Q.percent of the "mandavory
terminees,” compared with 190 percent of the 6;”posit'ivr-.' terminees," 'entered
regular employment, although the mandatory terminees spent an ayerage of
two months longer in. job search than did the positive terminees (see

+ .« Appendix Table A..IQ) . e : '
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. ahd earnings. However, the results of thi’s evaluation suggest that those
:f . - ’ , 3 A ’ ‘ - -
*~ . ‘impacts were due entirely to employment in Supported Work.. Upon leaving:
st * ‘their Supported Work jobs, experimental group members were about as equally
'( ) likely as controls, to" find non-program jobs. ' The two groups averaged about

5 . .
N\ e

- . tlie same mnnber of I‘ours of .work per month and earned similar amounts in

N

th'ese_ jobs. - ) ’ .

-

s . jr13e general trend in outcomes can be seen from Fiqum' IIX.2, which

& - . - t

shows /the average hodrs worked per month by experimentals as contra ted

\

with controls. The large employment gains during the first few months

o~ declined' sharply as’ experimentals 1eff: Stzpported Work; and by the start of

the second y€ar, when less than 20 percent of the experimentals were still

in the program, there :gva's essentially no difference in the overall employ-

’

ment ievels of experimentals and controls. . : .

. Th:.s trend is the xesult of changes in both employmnt’ rates and
.hodrs. worked by thOSe who were enployed. As“ seen in Table III.3,- during
the first three months after °nr0111ng in the Supported Work demonstration,

almost all of the expenmental group (97 percent), as conparcd wita only

29 _percent of the’ control group, reporced havmg some employment. Ninei':y—
P
- three percent of the experimental group d Supported Work jobsz-’ and -

b

. Yy Earnings data from Supported Work interviews were compared with
those maintained by the Social Security Administration, primarily ~o assess
the potenti al usefuiness of Social Security data for a long-term follow-up of
“the sample (See Masters, 1979). The results of this compasison show 25 to
45 percent higher earnings reported in intecviews, at least partly ac a
result of some employment not being covered by Social Security. However,
estimates of experimental-cont;rcl di fferences were similar for the two

. data sources. ‘ . N :

i

-

/As already mentioned, leds taan 3 percent failed ever to show up
for. thelr Supported Work job. However, the follow-up interviews did not
. record data on periods. of employment shorter than half a month, which is
what accounts for .the -h:.gher rate of those with no record of a s\pported
Worx job. § . ] -

-~
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¥ NOTES: ., Data nlotted in thi.s ﬁqurn are. npor..ed in 'ra.ble I1I.4. ) -
P . ’ . o
) E*:pcrimental—control diﬂferentz.als are ~sig .ficant only for months 1l-12, - »—
. No expsrimentals should have bee in Suppo~ted Work beyond the - let mo'w_t.. .
That some report Supborted Work hours during months 22-27 may be attributable ' .}
. £o either data errors oOr.to occasional failure on the part of program g
operators to. ferminate individuals P omptly vpon expiration of their
S . elig:.bility pcriod. . ,
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. PERCBN’U\GB EMPLOYED

TABLE III. 3 .

| YoUTH SAVPLE

%
fdson 15

gxé.r;ionzal Contzol

Y

-

. Esparipental- °

NOTE: Except where nr:»f.'.e\d,0 ail data are regression-—adjusted.

ables used in tne regressions are ligted in Appendix Table A.4.
. samples used are deﬁ.ned in 'rable II.Z.

)

vc':ontrol \ra::i-
The

Group .- Gzoup Control Any Supported Only’ Suppo:ted
¥ean Mnn Difﬁerential Worzk Jfob Work Jobs '
S96.5 . - 287 er.am 93.0 a7
8.8 38.9 7 uwl.gkx e1e 61.8
9 .. 68.2 .. 40.8 27.4%% 49.9 4.3
10 -12  54.8 36.0° 18.8%* - 32.3 28.8 °
13 -15  51.0 467 4.3 19.8 15.3
16-18 ° 45.1 47.2 -2.1 - 8.2 5.5
19 - 21  45.3 | 42.4 . 2.8 1.7 1.7
22 -24  47.0 T 49.1 -2.1 1.2 1.2
25°-27 513 51.0 0.3 0.8 - 0.4
28230  SI.0 ‘485 . | 2.5 . .00 0.0
31 -33 595 '54.7 4.8 0.0 " 0.0
34 -3  57.5 4919 . 1.5 0.0 . " 0.0
_L - .

"

/‘rhese data are not regress:mn-ad;usted. ‘No experimentals should have

been 'in Supported Work beyond month 21.

‘T'he" some reported program participation

in 'later months reflects either data errors or failure by program operators to

teminate :Lndividuals on schedule.

*Stat:.s..ically sig:;ificant at. the 10 percent level.
**Stat:.stically s:.gnixicantt at the 5 percent level.
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s e V ‘te'r;ninate ea;ly. During mon*:hs 4 to 6, 82 percent of the: experimentals

*xX

were' ~e§nploy‘e'd~ _ nearl’y a third of them were' no longer participating in

o na “
"

Supported Wérs, but about 40 percent. of these forme.r partic:.pants held

.

non-§ﬁpported Work gobs. During this sam«_e period, the percentage of

controls who had soe. euployment 711creased and the resulting di fferential

\ ia enployment rates betwsen the two groups was 43 percentage \nts.

'l‘his trend of a‘hz.gh rate of. departure from Supported Work con-~

tinued through the next two quarters, w1th’§uc‘oessively lower percentages
of experimentals finding non-program jobs upon leaving Supported Work and

. the percentages of controls who were employed staying r%sonably constant

N
: (36 to 41 percent). Over months 13 to 27, however, overall employment

°©

rates__gere similar between. experimentals and controls, ranging. between 42

¥ Q . e

and 51 percent in the various time periods. ° 'Ifm‘.s similarity in rates is
- / M - -~ -

IR
e U b bt

due, in part, to a rfige in the -control gg:oup;s employment of about 10 '_ . oE
percentage points durirg the, first quarter of this second ygar, but also i
L. t . - . Ve . [y @ . ':".;?¢
to some continued decline in experimentals’ employment through the 21st . ,1
::‘{ . mnth. . . “"‘:":c::
% - * pi :::i
me Virtually all experimentals had left Supported Work by the 22nd ;g
;. . ‘ i -, . f ’ ‘-:Lf%
?_’_‘- ot montl} a'fter enrollment, however, ana there was, thereafter, 2 slight ;
{xpturn in their employmen‘. rate: by the end of the third year after . T
: ' enrollment in the de~ stration, 58 percent of the experimenta],s and " §
- H ‘ ° i ;’,’s’f

50 percent of the controls reported some employment._-y ¢ . oo i

Coa ‘ ,:‘

' -/ It should be Aoted that this 8 percentage—polnt differential is

based on few.'observatinns (353) and is not significantly different from . ) . £z

zero. . ' H

. . n r:i;

~ 7386

Y Y




BRSPS we hava seén from E‘igure III 2, ‘the pattern of results for h
total Hours employed (both SLpported Work and non-Supported Work jobs)
parallels those for auploymant ratas.-/ As 1ndicated by ‘the data in
'l'able III 4, the main source of the decrease in the experimental-control
differential ovar “the yaar following anrollment is the sharp éecline 'in
Supported WOrk eubloyment‘., fmm an avarage of 131 hours per month during

tho_‘ initial qun_.rter o 46vhoura= per month during the fourth quarter.

.‘\
Only about one-fow of this decrease in program hours was offset by the

Al 3

rise ’in e%erimntal\ non-program enployment. -Furthermore, controls

increased thei:; onploymeng by.6 percent over this same penod, from 31 -

3

to 50 hours per ‘month. ’hms, 75 percent of the decline in the axpenmental-

control d:.fferential. in hours worked during tl. 8 first year *s due to-a

' .

‘; reduct:i_.qn. in the employment of experimentals, and the re_marnrng 25 percent

,

" is Attributable to a rise in the employment of controls. ~

-

. . In the 12- to 15-month period after enrollment, nearly 60 percent

.

o_f those who had stayed in the program for as long as 12 months left,

4

- » A . . ¢
largely because they had exhausted their allowable time in Supported Work;

¢

and the iumediate post-program uuployment'e§cperiences of this group tended

to be less favorahlé than the average for controls. b Consequently, the

m;;experimntal-c"oht:ol differential in hours worked.dropped essentially to

zero. It was‘'not until the. 28~ to 3d-mnth period that experimentals’
) 9

5 .
~ ., ‘ . £y

showed any evidence of employment gains relative to’ controls. Even then,

- N ‘. 'y v
. . \
Q v, } 1

o

L] e .
B o & . . ¢, -

T » ) R

Y. ,Appendix Table A.J"'presents a di.stribution of the average number
of hours worked and eamings por month during each 9-month period following
enr‘ollment.
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TABLE: 131.4 .
HOURS WORKED -PER MONTH 4
S k . \ T - Supported Work Hours . ‘;“
. Experimental . Contrel Experimental- As Percentage of D
s _ .Group Group « Control o Total-Hours of
. Months . Mean/”  Mean __Differeatial Number®  Experimentals
1 - 3- i:i33 \ $ 32 ‘1;2‘.14*' 131.1 . 81.5
' 1201+, 43.9. 76, 2% 96.2 80.1 .
‘g7 44.8 . 52.3%% 70.5 72.8 -
"79.4  © .50.2 29.2%% 46.2° 58.2
612 62.2 5.0 21.4 3.9 _
60.4 .63 -0.9 8.8 4.6 .
64.4 -63.6 0.8 2.4 3.8 .
9.6 " 10.0, -0.4 2.0 2.9
Te9.1 i 70.4 -1.3 0.6 0.9 -
87.2 83.0° ¢ 4.2 0.0 0.0 :
31 -33 958 - 82.2 10.6 0.0 0.0 °
" 34-36 833 75.8 7.5 0.0 0.0 " k
f | -
o NOTE: See note to Table III.3. - ;

- 'in later months reflects eithér data erro
* terminate individuals'on schedule.

Overall experimental-control differentials an. conﬁrol;group means may
vary somewhat from the- averages reported in Tables III.6, II1.7, and

I1I.8 Que to slight differences in gamples.

>

Aty R v o\ - -
%/ These data are ndt regression-adjusted. No experimentals should have i
been in Supported Work beyond month. 21. That some reported program participation ~

. , ‘.
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"*St'atisfiq';ally significant at the 10 percent level.

’ -**Stati;tica;iy significant at the 5 percent level.

rs or failure by program operators to

>




R e STEE A MG I S,
A ot S I

St L et D Ayt Kaaon P
L 5 3 . T
L > kY

“ )

>
el .
Zey \ AR i
AT P ROSTR
SN gt i 2 2

LR
.

v

however, the differéntials;observed were neither large nor significantly

-

. . . 1 : .
differeuc from zero.—/ - : >

The results for earnings (gross) are presented in Table III.S. N

- I 4 21

ANE
Y j" [
T e N

Sy Wder 1 e
e

For the first 18 months following enrollment, thesé results parallel those “ -~

for employmenic rates and hours worked;g/ However, over the 19- to 36-nonth

S Sar gt LA AR
«

period, there was a shift in relative wage rates from experimentals earning

sonewhat.more”per hour than controls to their earning substantially less

‘” ($3.93 versus $4.37) in the last quarter of the ~third year.i/ The result

of this shift is that, while point éstimates of hours and employment-ra.e . .
. a . . §' . -
di fferentials are positive (though not significant) in the later -periods,
~ 4 . ) . *
- . . . v-
those for earpings are negative but, again, not significantly'different

-~

from zero.

P
r s

v

5 A

-

- ,\ While the overall results indicate quite clearly that Supported

P Wt
4 ,3; .
Voo 2 v 5w S

.
Ytras g Yoo

Work has not significantly influenced post-program employment of youth,

.

Nt

the pattern of results observed for the different outcome measures does

PR

raise a numkar of questlons. ‘The two main questions are whether the s

b '*J.,

2
g g e Fan i vt e 82

. * PN .
-

0 .
4

—/ Tobit. escimates of experimental-control differentials were quite

s;mllar to those _reported in Table III.4; they imdicate that in each time

period, roughly half of the differential in hours worked is due to differ- b

, s, ences in employment rates and the .other -half to differences, among those :;:

. employed, in hours workel (sze Appendix Table A.1ll). i R

E/If all earnings data.are “inflated cr deflated to equivalent 5

dollars as of the fourth quarter of 1976, experimental-control differences K

are slightiy smaller. On average, the absolute value'of the differential M
will be about 10. percent smaller during  the first nine months, 5 percent

i smaller during the Second, 18.percent smaller during the third, and 11

poov e percent smaller over the fourth Estimates are that 10.to 15 percent c”

gross earpi..gs were paid 1n ‘state and local income taxes and .in Social _

Security taxes. L @ S

~

\
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©
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) ’ -/These wage rates are calculated by d1v1d1ng the average&earnings
per month .(Table III.5) by the_average number‘of hours worked per month
(Table IIX.4). TFdor the reader's convenience, thesé wage~rate calculations
are presented’ih Apperidix Table A.l2. g
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L - _ TABLE III.57 -
i T 7' _ DOLLAR EARNINGS PER MOWTH (GROSS)
'3’:.‘, 2t o : ) .\, X . c
z L YOUTE SAMPLE |
g: ; ) o ’ ) &
L’il‘_’ <. N . . .
N Experimental Control ,Experzmental- " -As Percentageof- " "’
D : L Group ‘Group: ‘Control _/Total iarnings of
i Honthsw/ Heen - ! Hean Differential Dollers Experimentals
RS '389,.52- 100..‘15; . 289 {7 ;3_‘5;.90 90.9
£o. .4 -6 —  340.76 140:51 - 200.25%* 266 .80 ' 78.3 -
: 7.9 284.40 . 13824 . 146.16% 197.20 69:3" )
10 - 12 Y 285.24 . - 163,51 . 9L, T3 134.10° " 52.5
;loe13 - 18 218 R 211, 16 <.t 1.63 63.33 28.9 VY
16 - 1877268178 ik ~213 % a2’ 28.23. 13.5
19 - 2 zgs;zz Y 220.85 25.37 9.33 - 3.8 4
L ?22-24 270.77 256.01 14.76 - 7.75 -2.9 o
¢ 25727 265.98 268.6% . -2.07 . 1.63 0.6 3
28 - 30. 300.95 . 323.53 " -22.58 " 0.00 0.0 ik
31 - 33 323.60 347.73 -24.13. ‘ 0.00 0.0
34 - 36 .-287.13 331.59 -44.46 0.00 % 0.c 3
s « K . . "::;
NOTE': See note to Table III.3. . i

' ~a/

‘e,

in Supported Work beyond menth+#21.

|

a

*Statzsglcally,gzgnxfzcent at the 10 petcent level
**Statistzcally szgnzflcant at the 5 percent level

-’

-~

_Ovérall experzmental-control d;fferentzals and control group means may vary A:,
soméwhat from the averages reported in Table I1I.6 due to slzght differences
in the samples.

These data are not regre551on-adjusted No experzmentals should have been
That some reported-program participation in

later months reflects ezther“data errors or occas;onal feigure by pregram operators
to termznate ihdlvzduals on schedule.
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results estimated for. months 19 to 27 and 28 to 36 are general:.zable to

those that could be expecte\d\*‘ ior#the full sample, and whether tha pr&gram s

- P .

meact was srgnrfrcantly affested by the fact that some experrmentals o‘

recerved unemployment compensation’ upon leavmg Supported Work. We con-

) L)

sider these below, as well as other issues that might explam the pattern

.
5 . .

of results. - ) A ‘

.
.

-

DP TN EEN

. e

1. éeneralizabilitx of Later Périod Results to Full Youth Sample

h 7 ' As can be seen from Figure Irx.3, program -inpacts differ subst‘an-‘

‘ ) t1ally among those groups with var:.ous amounts of follow-up data, L/

~

suggest:.ng that the longer-term results est:.mated from the subsanple vino

,

were assigned axy completed a 36-month J.nterv:Lew may not be general:.zaole

. ~
e to the entire demorigtration youth sample .-?L/ Two factors are particularly

1. . .

b relevant to this conclus:.on. One is the overrepresentat:.on of Jersey

. C:ty in the 36-month sample—/ and the other is the differentlal in employ-

. >

ment patterns among controls’ in ‘the various subgroups. {

¥

P ey R Y g M T

S s

FIN S .
ey .

IS . - 9

X/ For computatronal ease, subgrouﬁs were defined a,ccordlng to the
amount of available data rather ‘than the types of lntervz.ews scheduled to
be completed. The slight differences i sample definitions have been found
not to affect ‘!:he conclusions. <Ast noted in Chapter II, 35 percent of -the
youth sample was followed -for 27 months and 14 percent was/ followed for

.

s — -/‘I‘o ‘ensure’ that changes in results over program time axe due only

6o to changes in experimentals' and controls'-behavior and po\. to changgs in

. . " sample composrt:.on, results plotted in Figure III.3 pertain only to those

i ". individpals for whom contiréuous data throughout the follow-up. period are
available. TN _ 1

= o -/Jersey City eriz‘ollees.constituteaS" percent of the subsample

“a w1th 36‘ months of’ wdata but less thah 20 percert o€ the total youth sample.
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- 36 months. The’ remamder ‘of the sample -completed only an l&-month linterview.
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' GURE III.3 A .
. . ) ' .. 0 .
: TREND IN HOURS WORKED PER MONTH BY’SUBSAMPLES WITH vamti,_'ﬁq' AMOUNTS OF FOLLOW-UP DATA
1

NOTE:

“Pable A.13:

’

’ : _ _ Controls

— . —

94

-4

Experime ntals

.

)

18

e

27

36

These data are not regression-adjusted.

[}

i

i

P R R N ST

Months After Enrollment s /

Figures used_ to plot the graph are presented in Appendix

18 Months of Follow-up Data . . ’
27. .Months<pf Follow-up Data ’ ' T .
36 Months of Folldw-up Data .
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Cver the 10~ to le-mq,p»th period, differentials tended :6 be ‘substan-
tlally larger for those with 36@90nths of gollow-up data than for those

whose la.st J.nter‘hew was 18 or 27 months after enrollment, largely as a -

— ~

. ) resu‘.lt of djfferentials in the en'ployment levels of controls. . However, by'

. v

the 19~ to 27-month per:.od, a more coupllcated pa‘-tern of results emerged
! MY

E‘or example, the positive 16~hour differential obsarved ‘for the. b )

\

36-month' cohort in months 16 to 18 digappearsd as controls (primarily among

ri

s . . the Jersey City sample) increased by 89 pereent their average hours’?f
B
work, while expe‘rimentals increased the_ir employmept at a more modest ‘rate.

-~

“ The sharp upturn in, results between months 25 tb 27 and 28 to 30 for this

- 36-month sample’; is attributable to an extraordiharily large increase in
' experimentals-‘ &tployment relative to ‘cohtrols' (30 versus 4 hours pex
. month) , aga:.n a t-(rend due pr;z.mar:.ly to changes in behav:.or of. the Jersey

; City sample.l/ In contrast, exper:.mental—con‘-rol differentials for the

. subgroup with 27 months of follow-up data became increasingly pdsitive ‘
. X i, Y ’ _
over the 19- to 27-month per,tod, as experimentais’ employment increased
o R § .
faster, than controls and than that of experxmentals in the 36-month sub-

5 (group. The lower employment among controls and n;gher employment among

® .
ex'perlmentals in the 27-month subgrouo relatlve to ‘those in the 36-month

H "o

group J.S due ent:Lrely to a lower representat:.on pf the Jersey City sample
* in theaZI-month Cohort. Abstractz.ng from this conf3unc,1.ng 1.nflL.ence of
. . v = J

the Jersey City sa.mple, the ge-neral pattern, found for other Supgorted '

L]

A
£l *

.
-

—/Controlllvg for. site, controls' employment in_months 1% to 27 .

is lower among the 36-month dohort, and experimiental+control differentials

9 are%arger. The peculz.arlt:.es, of the Jersey City 36-month cubs
1ikely to be due in part to extraordinarily high UC receipt amon experi-
meftals in this group relative to controls ‘and re a‘-::.:'e tgrexper mentals

in the 27-month Xohort (see Figure ILI. 4. ) ‘ j
P q' . ~ 2
. . LN
.. 894 ) N . (( . .
= ‘ L& . ‘ ; i ’ D i - M

’
1
P N ! S : .
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¢ ' those controls with “36 months of follow-up data tended to work and earn

)quk' target éroups, of more favorable experimental-control differentials

bemg observed among those groups where controls work relatively little is.

qbserve'd for the youth sample, as can be seen in Figure III.4.

A more comprehensive view of the nature ax}d extent of subgroup

> . -
differences in outcomes can be seen from Table ITI.6. As noted previously,

hd -

) - . ¢ ,
substantially less during the 10- to 18-month period than did controls

- followed for shorter periods of timé. However, these data indicate that
controls in the 36-month sub‘group worked at Jobs paying higher than average

. hourly wage rates ($3 74 per hour versus $3.42 to $3 56 per hour for “those
with 18 and 27 months of data), while exper.mentals in the 36-month group

) /
_worked at substantially lower wag'e rates than did experimentals with less

<

" follow-upydata. Thus, earnings gains in montiis 10 to 18.are small relative .

4

to the t{ours ains for this.subgroup.

-

Between morths 10 to 18 and 19 to 27, among those for whom data

for both periods dre’ available, the observed sizable increase in the
: . ~\ \

a,\{eraée-employment among control group members (from 51 to 68 hours) and the

small change in ,the average employment among experimentals (from 66 to
. 7 R
68 hours per month)-]:/ was accompanied by a shift in the. types of employment

-

of the two groups of workers over time. Experimental group members tended
to sh:.ft from Supported Work to non-Supported Work JODS, and those in the

36-month sample working~in nonrprogram jobs earne(d substantially higher

average hourly wagé rates in the 19- to 27-month period than did those

-

o,

: y’l‘hese figures are the weighted average of the hours worked by
those in the 27~ and 3€-month subgroups (e.g., .72 times the value for
the 27-month subgroup plus .28 times that for the 36-month group) .

£

.
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TIEND IN HOURS WORKED PER M'JNTH BY SUBSMPLES ﬂI'l‘ll VARYING BK)INTS OF FOLLOH—UP DA’I‘A

"-.
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Months After Enrollment
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These &ata,are not yegression-adjusted.
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. - _ EMPLOYHENT RATES, -HOUSS - mi.orm PER_MONTH, . T
B MINS m m LAND; MY am Lo
. N . . - *LlTSST FOLW'UP DATA ~ /‘ -
. - > . - . . . ;‘ ( - - . -
. . —- -
o M 10 - 18 . .Months 19.~ 27 Honths -28 -- 35‘—m',~ Sad
. . - -Sxperimental- Control . Experimental- 3 Control Experimental- ” Control
_ - . -control - Group, Control -, " Group Control.
; - Differential Mean - Differential. * = Mean Differential
s i?gtcenta_qe 'lg)loyed = ; : - .
. . B , : s,
"y - 18 months of- follov-up (T n 62-8 —a.a n.a n.a n.a. -
y .27 loctbs ‘of ‘follow-up. N 3.7 61.9 -0.8 V., 63.0 n.a n.a. -
{. 36 months of- follw-ug ) - 20.0% 496 3.3 " 56.0 8.1 5.9 .:
verage:Hours ler Moath . T ) . * . . 2 -
R 1 “months Of foll'ov-q:' 8.4 65.6 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. i
" " 27 months ‘of follow-up . 5.0Y 60.8 -0.4 n7 . n.a. na. i
36 -onuw of follow-up 40 7h% 26.5 2.1 59.4 7.2 1.4
zlvenqe Sarnmqs Per Bonth (Dollars) o A . &
*-18.monthis of follow-up > 15.89 224.17 ‘n.a. n.a. n.a. . na
f; 427 months of follow-up 33.99 196.86 19.76 255.29 n.a. na. -l
¢ 36 months of follow-up 97.07%% 9924 . -0.56 231.27° -34.39 . 336.33
; Average Ilourly "Wage- Rate (Dollars)-'-’l . . . . *
18 mgnths of follov-m -0.17 3.42 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
27 months of follow-up 0.27 3.2¢ 0.30 3.5 n.a. na. -°f
36 sonths "of follow-up - ~0.83 3.74 -0.14 3.89 -0.72 - 413 ° -

I11.5.
was not required for ioclus

Among those with data fo

Nawe }6 months: . Among t e with data for months 19-27, 28 pe:cent. also have data for 36 months,

—/ Haqe rates have been co-puted by dxvidinq averaqe -onthly earnings by average monthly hours,
are indicated,

**Statisucally significant ~L the 5 percent. level

See note to Table III.3. Together, fhese saq:les include the same observations used to generate data reported in Tables IIx. 3 u
This total sample has been partitioned accu.ding tn the most recent interview assigned and completed. K
nin a subsaq)le, wiilg this requirement was imposed for the sawples used to plot

months 10-18, 51 percent have 18 nonths of follow-up only, 34 percent have 27 months, and 15 percent

Continuous data
Figure IIX.2. -,

-

Thus, no significance levels
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work:.ng £n non-program gobs dunng the preced:.ng per:.od ($3 83 versus
I'd ~A
$3 ll per hour) , while those thh only 27 months of d;.ta earned roughly

.

the same wage rates dur:.ng both per:.ods {$2.80 vexsus $3 86 per hour).l/

$
Thﬁ\; the decrease in earhings dlfferentlals relat:Lve ‘to hours d:.fferen—‘
{’\" . A L
tials between experimentals and contxols during this period‘was substan-
. ) X

tially larger for thd 36~ than for Ehe &I-xnox"1;:11‘(1):7531111:-]:1.r

§,‘

P

’

pad

. i L
o' ke fad

v . e

X

. 1 ‘as ndted earlier,. among the .36-u;onth sample, the upward trend in
- 1, sﬁ .- "- - 4

employupnt among both exper:unentals anc¢ contyols between the” 19- to 27- and the

. . - > 3
28~ to. 33-month periods was -due largely ‘to the behaw.or of JerseyL[?y sample

7 . o/ .

X, -

mcreased the average number of hours they worked per month from 61\ to

89 between these two per:.ods while: cpntrols J.ncreased their empicyment

— - w o~ \

from 59 to 8l hours per month. However, concurrent with this :.ncrease\

"--
.

in experimentals' employment; their average hourly wage -fell by 34 cents’
- ekl - N
per hour, wh:.le the smaller J,pcrease in employment among controls was \\

accompanied by’ a6 percent :.ncrease in ﬂourly wage rates. ‘The net result
» - . N . WL

of these. shifts is the obsegzved negative earnings differential between

E

e -

expenme.ntals and coi’itrols. o 7 :
S »

‘. +Based on the co r:.sons of the behavior of th:.s sample with that

of\the samples followed for shorter periods, we have little reason to -

o 'expect tha't,'a similar pattern of the employment results would necessarily

- N

. / . % . - .

have been observed for the full sample. 1In fact, it seems- mlikelLthat
the iffverse'relg,\tionshipwbetween-vqeup_loyment..and earnings diffe.rences would
be exhibited by the full sample. - S - .

N4

members a.'}d was stronger among exper:.mentals than among con\‘:rols' experiment_als'

brY
I
R

o35 g g ity Aus TR

—/ These wage rate figures are based on special calculations, and
cannot be computed from data‘presented elsewhere in this report.
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2. ~Thé;IQpactfon Eﬁployhentnoftﬁnemploymént CompehSation

Altho h the initial intention of the Supported Work design was *
”~ "\\’ -
not to hevp individuals‘oeoome eligible ‘for unemployment compensation (UC)

-
-

“on the-basis-of their SﬁpportEd~Work employment, a sizable portion of -

béth;the.gersey City and New York experimentals did receive benefits upon

¢
e

o
B R e W T T CRa

R
s

léa&;né;fhE‘programf%!:"ror—tne—fuii—samplergthenT*there—was—a—ﬁfé—pointﬁ>

'dlfference in the percentage of experimentals and controls who received

LY )

UC during the 10- to l8-month perlod and a 3.5 point dlfference during the
>
2/ <

'19- to 27-month perlod. However, the differentials were partlcularly

'large among tge 36-month sample. - ThlS raises two questlons, one.bein  the

extent to whlch this alternative incoie sdurce reduced immediate post-
T . . v ‘& .

program employment among’experimentals,.and.the_other being whether the

pattern:of emplgyment and earninés di fferences for the samples’ with various.

<

amounts of follow-up data is due, in part, to the dlfferentral 1mpact of UC.

‘Because a relatlvely.Small percentage of the total youth sample )

Treceived ucC benefits, their impact on oVerall program results has been

-~

-'¥

estimated to be negl%gible.é/ Furthermore, even among thcse with 36 months

‘of follow-up data, for whom the experimental-control differential in regeipt

rates was~mucn larger (16 and 13 percentage points in. the-10- to lé; and

* T R . . L i ;

l/a$ prev1ously noted, those :in the Jersey City sdample would have
qualified. under the SUA program, whlle the New York program part1c1pated
ih the state UC program.

14

T/These dlfferentlals are conslderably smaller than those estlmateq
fo"elther the AFDC or ‘the ex-addict samplés, but larger than for the
ex-offender. . , _ . .

- For example, we have estimated’ that in the absence of any UC
program'the total hours differential .during months 10 to 18 and 10 to 27
would: have béen--énly about 1.5 hours greater than -those reported in
Table III 6. ' coL -

. o]
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& 1, . . . . -
. res'qlts J.s relat:.vely small, / and does not change thes general conclusions .

.
r/ .
- i -
.
.
f
L
3
74 it | B s

e

*3

> - . vy -
. - .

19- to 27-::|onth penods, resPect:Lvely) . ,the' estimated ilm.paet on emgloff'ment *

\
regard:.ng the generallzabn.lzty of the 28- to 36-month results 'ro the full ,

. - - ‘ -
v ema% me aeae - - * : :
- RS ’

sample._, N R < T e s - < . - e

<A W 5

AR
RN

'~ . . . . ]
* T < e . . ,

5 e g ke v

WS Ty Qs AR

: 3—The Wﬂé‘éﬁft Eggloyment : j _ ] ,

‘arogtams contributed o che observed employment differenta.als between

) exper:uentals and controls. B . Lot

. &

ex}fé‘fiﬁ"nt“'a’lé‘_ (see "Tabld, III:6)-, -a-differential that is_equal to that in_ _..,..._f

: e . h .

earnings from jobs identified by sample members as being CETA or WiIN jobs.é/

» - . M - - R ) . « . ® . ;
Furthermore, to the extent that youth failed to distinguish between CETA

,-- o : : ’ :. b - I B b

. o, E;» B o o ’(

7 _/ 3

: ) Foxr example, the ‘hours differential during the. 10- to 18-month e w

7 perlod nu.ght be as much as 3 hours larger than estn.mated

'~been funded under CETA .

,.

et
bl onz

RS
b
T
b D W AR K LA S50 o

As J.ndicated in- Chapter II CETA enployment potent: ally could ge . o
one of the main alternat.u)es to Supported Work for th:.s youth grou;:. 'I'hus,

attempts were made to' é.ssess the extent to which the. availab:.l:.ty of such !

Nk

- R v
-

P
" e
B

o
R
o

~ ~
| 4

Owerall, relat:.vely few (between 1 and 8 peroent) in e:.ther the . L

)

experimental or ,control group reported employment in CETA or WIN jobs. - i

R R e IR P

during _any nine-n_x_onth- period, and experimental-control differentials in

the 'prevalence of, such jobs were low (-2 to +2 peroe'ntat\ge points) .g/ _Yet, ' o

e

the differential in earnings from CETA and WIN jobs during the 28~ to 36~

*
. t M

O R

month period is sj.zahle and accounts for the. large negative earnings ‘differ-
. _ ) . .
ential: controls earned an average of 34 dollars per month more than’ did

/ —/See Appenchx Table A 14.

—3/ No atten'qpt was made in the interviews to dJ.st.mguJ.sh between ’ i
CE'I'A and WIN jobs. For the youth sample, however, most jobs will have Py

e do2
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jObS and other government jobs,,the above figures understate fhe importance & co3

¥

of subsidizéd employment, since the differential between experimentals and

- ’

controls earnings from all government jobs, including CETA and WIN, is .

over 80 dollars per month.-/ Lo . - ) .-; E
o Thus, “differential acééss to CETA, WIN, and other government iobs

. [

T

by those experimentals and contxols Wwith 36~months of foIIow-up datﬁ‘ls 3
related to the lack of significant longer-term employment impacts of

Supported Work. However, thls pattern of CETA, WIN, and government employ—

.ment.rs peculiar te this sample subgroup and post—enrollment time periodsd/ l”f

£

. ‘. v 8 N H
. ) . . s . - ) .
f’\ ’ s '

4. Other Potential Explanations for the Observed Pattern of .Redults — «lﬁ-;47

F A SN o

It seems elear that the results es;rZated for months- 28 to 36 on - R

\~

the basis of the 36—month‘sample'are probably not representative of.pragram

e b,

effects one would expect to have observed if the full sample had been e

R NN T e e

followed for that long. Furthermore, the unplanned availability of UC -

.. ~ ! .
. -~ benefits 4o former Supported Work participants has hot significantly

' affected,the program's impacts. While differential access to public .

employment by experimentals and controls is related to the observed pattern )

.

of results, the reason for this relationship is not clear. 1In an effcrt to . 5

- . <

determi e whether “we- could at least drawﬁsomeaconcluSions as to the -

expected shift in the eStimates of long-term impacts if the full sample i
e ) . C ‘ N

had been observed, we considered several other igssues. One-of the more

e
B 3 i =

AR bt wr . e e - . A £

l/See Appendix TabIe a. l4. A; noted later in discussions of site- R

pelelC results, these differentials .in CETA, WIN, and other public-sector -
+ employment between experrmentals and controls are due to relatively high -4
" rates of employment in and~earnings~from~such -employment .among control
group members in Hartford and Jarsey city. As noted in Table II.6, CETA :
.jobs targeted at youth were relatively mbre prevalent in these two sites ’
than they were in other sites. » . .

E/See Appendix Table a.15. ) ’ ) 5
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obv:.ous ones’ was whether the pattem of resu.lts across the different.

o

i ' subsamples reflected the changingnsite composition of the sample (see

S
)

P Table,II 2). However, adjusting for the varying site compositions of .the

-

'samples explained little of these differences. Other possible explana-'.

f* ; tions for whidh we could identify, no empirical Ssupport concern extreme‘

ot g v ot e N — —— Y e ————

P

values of the employment-outcome measures 4nd differential nonresponse to

Bl P

“

. ”
g

A .
N 7 X 1/ =
e > inteﬁbiews'- Another potential sdurce of these differences is an inter-

<

k~f . action becweenuthe sites and local 1abor-market conditions. Howe";,

/
efforts to disentangle the labor-market and site influences have been

plagued by a combination of the small sample sizes and the small variation

Gk em - - P, S

o ! in labor-market conditions across time relative to the variatiqgn agross

e . o 2 ) ‘ .-
: sites.—/

> . )
W *

. .While we cannot fully explain why the ;e subgzoups of the youth
; sample behave differently, it lS apparent that the long-tern:follow-up

résults ziported here may.not be indicative of ‘the overall rasults that

N .

would have been observed for the full sample. Furthermore, because of
the peculiar pattern of outcome measurés across the different analysis

samnles and across different follow-up Periods, it is not even possible

l-/We found no extreme values for either hours or earnings (e.g.s
aarnings in =xcess of $7 per hour ang hours 1n axcess of <70 per week)
- (see Table A. lO) ,

— . -' . Brown- (1979) and Appendix B provide evidence to suggest that

interView nonresponse” “has not resulted in. biased estimates of program
impacts. .

¥ » - e should .remind the reader that the results discussed above
are- regression-adjusted, so differences across analysis samples should

- not@he due to variations in the measured characteristics of the dif“erent
groups. (See Table II.4.) .
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to infer the nature of the expected shift in results that would have

océurred from "months 19 to 27 to months 28 to 36 if all saiple youth

ﬁed been interviewed at these later periods.l/

In drawing policy conclui-

" sions, therefore, little we:.ght should be given to the results for the

-

28~ to 3€“month per:.od. , - ’ ) ,

/ A
R e o e B L. ’

D,.‘

DIFFERENTIAL IMPACTS OH sama_smoﬁes )

The overall sample results. dJ.scussed in the preced:.ng section '

s gmumre k m e e

B
L,

provzde no evidence to suggest that Suggorted Work J.s successful in its

N

goal of J.inprov:.ng ~youth‘s longrtem employment exper:.ences. We may be

e~ - - IR ..l - C e - v ( R
able to gain some insights as to possible xeasons for this by considerirg
the extent to which program impacts vary across sample subgroups EZ

- ’ A

-

. .
Diffexential Impacts Across Sites ‘e _ -
- . N “

Table III.7 presents estimated program idpacts on hours worked

1.

T eo

. . . . ) >
for each of the five Supported Work sites enrolling youth.é"{" Differen-

* t »' *
tials in impacts during the first nine‘ months, when all experimental group

. . 7 .
t ’ . P . - -
v . . .
LY
~ -

-]-"/Gn.ven that exper:.mental-control differentials appear tq be

) strongly related ontrol behavior rather than experimental, an unsub-
stantiated jud g

-.xate and hoursy rentials and more positive earnings differentials than.
those est.unatedt fg”r the’small subsample who completed a 36-montH interview.
(The est:.mated program J.mpacts for other target groups also suggest- that
aSunnorted Work may have sustained impacts only among individuals for whom
.or during pern.ods when alternative employment opportum.tles are extremely
limitsd.). . . )

- -
-

-/Sample sizes for the var:.oug subgroups can be deternuned by
mult:.ply:.ng the proport:.on of ‘the sa;nple in each subgroup by the overalls
sample. size. s 'I‘hese proport:.bns and sample sizeés are presented in Appendix
Table A.4a.
. —3-/SJ.te impacks were also estimated using tobit, with }mlar
results, except that the 28~ to- 36-month differential for the Philadelphia.
lel;,_: significant at the 10 percent lavel (mobiy s‘.::.::ates are !
presented in Appendix Table A.16: ) : ’

.
- s
[ ,“ -

.

.

o 05, .

ig. that the full sample would exhibit smaller employmeht- )

R
. < e

S O

P Ak




‘.

I W . M TARLE ¥11.7 . * ‘ ~, é N
<, S . e 2 . . . NEW
RN . e HOURS WORKED PER MONTH, : L B :
ta . . ” smi - . * 4 . ! :
b 4 . , - 4
» . : o Youn smrui . ) o
& o, ¢ . : * (3
' 3 * * - T ‘“‘»
o PR oo Months'l - 8 " Nonths 16 < i8 Honths 19™="27 ————ponths-26—36 —
. Experisantal- Control l:u'perlunnl- Control Exparimental~ Control: .. Kxperimental- Cotitrol . o
- * . “Control Group . 'Control Group  * ~ ° Comtrol ° Group * “Control. ¢ Growp .
. nlﬁiunthl Meen Difféerential Rean "~ Differential ‘Mean 0ifferential Mean - . v
. < N . e i N B
T ——— llb!outh" i po.r*' N 33.7 10,744 ¢ 58.2 .6 68.2 7.2, o4 ¢
- - . - . ~ . ' « N
s“..- U ' . b/ , TTTUTTT e e e e - -
Atlanta ° 77.14% .1 5.5 9.2 . -lS 5— 127.9 “n. Ay C n. .'bl <. -
—-Marsford, 81284 35.1 - 11.9% 49.7 . 62.5 9.6~ )= g
.leuey cuy 94.644 45.1 s «0.2 73.1, B -ll 2b - a5, ‘b -10.5 103.? e N
Wew York  °© 61.5%*% 39.9 22.5* 61.8 21. & az.e% n.e. .8, ’
Philadelphia 46.9%4 . ‘3094 30.8 14.3 45.3 35.9 44.6
NTEs  See jiote to Table llu )5: Snplu sizes for various subjroups can’ be cucuhg.d by mltlplylng the proportion of the u-pl- in the subgrowp by the ;
. ... total guuplo_ slza. ihese ‘tlg\u'u are puuntad in P.pgondlx Table A.4. . . - .
5 S o . .
-/'meu overall nq»lo rewulty were utluted l:un an eguatior. that did not include variables lntenctlng experimontal status with site. 1Yhus,
’tlne subgmup results may not wéight up to -nctly the overall sample results. . - g
-/'rluoso dau are basud on ga-ple £izes of 20 or less. ) . N ) ;
"Exm:lwuﬁjl-cbntml differentials vary significantly among the sites. (Sectfon 11.E duscribes the test procodure.) ‘ ’ ' 4
N s . rd H
sStatistically sionificant at ghe 10 percent level. o, - 4 , - " * '
ssstatiutically sigiificant at flie” §'percent lcvel. . . . :
n.a. = not applicable . ‘
. . = by - 1
, . S, -,. O ﬁ -
<R . ° - ) ' v ‘
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members ‘were ela.g:.ble to hold program jobs, a re'due» almost ent:".rely to '

z / -

r:.atJ.on in the average 1ength of time experimentals spent in Supported

Work: in Jersey CJ.ty, where the averagevlength of stay was 8 2 months,

exper:.mentals worked 95 hours mbre per month than controls, in Philadelph.La,

~

—Whete experimentals stayed fn""ﬁx‘e‘“p‘"rogf?am onIfT.?WEhS"on' gverag'er el

d .expermentals worked only 47 hours)more per mchth than controls.
o~ In the subsequent time periods, as success of expernp;ental___;m
' ) . AN
. non-progranr ‘jobs became m‘creaslngly more relevant, the pattern of .

e )

‘estimated differentrals across si:tes -looks uite dJ.fferent The point

-~ . -
?

est:l.mates of the experunental-control dJ.fferences are alway's negative

’ .

(thoug'h not s:.aniﬁcantly dJ.fferent from zero) for*the Jersey City sample,
- e » £ v \ . ‘

and they are always poslt*ve for the Hartford, New York, and Philadelphia

« -

samples. However,« only the 12~-,. 23-, and 31~ hodr dJ.fferentials est:.mated

.

for the the Hartford, New York, and Ph:.laoélph:.a sanples, respect;.vely, in

the 10- to 18-month p:.r:.od are stat:.stica'lly s:.gn:.flcant e/ Unlike the V
first 9—month period, the differential impacts .in these later periiods were
'att:ibut-a.h]:e primarily fo the ~high irariance across sites in employment T
,an'png._ controls. For e:xé:ﬁ:ple, in each time period, cc-n_.‘;rols in Jersey City
worked 28 r}::ercen‘f:} mo.re "than the average for all contrﬁ.s, w‘hile those in 4

J

K]

Ph:.ladelpn:.a worked bn}y 53 to 66 percent as many hoﬁrs per month as the

[}

average for all contmﬁs. ’\Experlmentals' hours also tended to be relatz.vely

‘high. in. Jersey City and Atlaata and relatJ.Vely low in the other three sites,

r . . -
. .
. . .
.

.
P

\ Y Furthermore, the average of the exper:.mental-control Adifferential
. for the Hartford, New York, -and Philadélphia“ sites was s:.gnificant only for, .
months _} to 9 and 10 to 18. The estg,mated program effect vas signif:.cantl& .
different between those enrolled in Hartford, New York, and Philadelphia,
"and those enrolled in Jersey City or Atlanta only in months 1l to 9¢ Y.




but the range was cons:.derably smaller ’than observed among the varlous

control groups. . i ‘- ' . -,/ - .

R = v \(. -
Thus, as in the case of the dJ.fferentJ.al J.mpacts among samples

with difs erent amounts of fo& ow=up data, we observe that a. more favorabl'e‘

’
pattern of estimate program"f acts was‘observed among huth who
‘ "otherw:.se had xtremely limited e opportum.tles, as ev:.denced by -
< ‘ _\ (¥4
the controls’ behavior. What is not apparen®™{rom this pattern of results -

- - 1s the cause of the relatlvely low employment among controls n New York

- “ . -
v v .

’ Phl‘ladelphla, and Hartford. en the one ‘hand, *the prev10usly noted trends .

in area unemployment rates (see Flgure Ii. l) are not conslstent with this

pattern of employment among c fitrols in the varlbus sites. The al‘loc_ation

~

L . of CETA employment opportunities for youth (see Table II.6) , on the other

—

’ hand, does_ suggest a relatively lower rate of }aublic-employment opportunities

, . for  control youths in New York and :Philadelphia as compared with those in

+

other sites. WhJ.le ‘the controls' reports of CETA employment‘ 1nd1cate that

~ employment in CETA Jobs per se contributed relatively llttle to the cross-

L3

site variation in their employment, 17 to 3_6 percent of the controls in

Atlanta and Jersey City reported having jobs. in the public sector.i/ Also,

as noted p:r:evtiously, differential access ©o CETA and other public-sector .

_emploYment by experJ:.'mntals and~controls‘who were interviewed 36 months

after enrollment is relate&d to the patterniof results observed for the 28-
'\ to 36-month period, particulariy those results pertaining to earnings.

Other factors that may affect the net impact of Supported Work -in

&

the various sites by influencing employment among experimentals are the

) -l(AppendJ.x Tables ‘A.17 and A' 18 ZJisplay the percentage of experi-
: mentals and controls w:.th CETA or WIN Jobs and the percentage with CETA,
i- ~ - WIN, or other government jobs.




‘ "Supported Work programs themselves and the ,receipt of unemployment compen-
sation. As noted in Chapter II these five Supported Work programs vary ;
poge

o . .
a.long so many d:.mensmns that it was. not posslble tq assess the impact of

~ =1
e vt

varlous program charactenst:.cs on subsequent employment expenences of ¥ ‘

3
-

s ex_perz.mentals or on net program 1mpac_ts .A[ Estimates of the effects\of\‘

unemployment compensat:.on programs suggest that these programs, at mosd.’,\?/
had the effec‘t of result:.ng 1n negative observed differentials between -.‘-*:-’f .
'experimnt‘a.‘;s' and oontrols' hours. when the differential would otherwise
have been e.x:pected to be_zer"o ‘e.g., among the Jersey City . sample), and
. of dampening the posi_tive_-zdifferentials ‘observed for the New York sa.méle .2-/, ) .

-

- 2. Differential Impacts Among Subqroups of the Youth Sample

'i'abie IIX.8 presents estimates of program impacts on hours worked

N 2NN
for various subgroups identified by demographic and background character-

istics, in order to determine whether focusing the program on a somewhat
. 'diffegent groip of youth than that represented by this evaluation sample

. . 3
would be apprapriate. In general, there is no evidence from this subgroup

. v v
. MY

1/

Hollister et al. (1979) summarize the results of an analysis--
based on the 13 Supported Work programs initially included in the national o
demonstration--o{ the effects of program, project, and $ superv1sor character- - td
istics on various outcome measures. They find some evidence -that the type ‘
of work proje« ¢, the type of supervision,:4nd the extent of, Supportive
services are related to program ifpact. However, as ,the authors point out,
these f1nd:1.ngs may subject to sei ion bias.

R N

.
’ -

We considered whether the length of time a site had been operating
affected the program’'s impact, but found no significant relationship. In
addition, we conside’red the possibility that the Manpower Demonstration
Resedrch Corporation (MDRC), which manages the demonstration, could identify
operational strengths in various programs that.correlated with the impacts .
cn-youth, but determined that such strengths-were not evident. - )

g-/Supporting datd are presented in Appendix Table A.19.
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T TABLE il1.8

HOURS WORKED PER HONTI, g
BY DENOGRAPHIC AND BACKGHOUND CIARACTERISTICS

113

" ERIC .

e

0.0 25,044 57.5

- . YOUTH! SANPLE .
~ . . o
L]
: i Mouths 1 - 9 Hoiths 10 - 18 Mouths 19 - 27 Houths 28 - 36 .
2" - N Experinental- Control Experimental- Coantrol Experimentel - Control Experimental- Control |
i Control Group Coitrol Group Coatrol . Group -Control Group
¥ Differential Hean - Diffesentisl Hean Differentisl Hean Differential Hean
- All végul.‘ll . S 80,74 39,7 . 11,344 58.2 0.6 ° 68.2 7.2 81.4"
L F‘/h_—-au’ : ~
Yeats of Age ’ - .
Under 19 82.744 38.4 13,344 57.9 5.5 60.9 11.8 7.0
19 or older 76.924 4.7 8.7 B 58.0 -5.8 78.2 -4.4 95.7
o Sex [ ] <
> . Dlalg 76.744 2.3 12.624 $9.7 1.9 » 72.2 .7 37.4",
f‘,." . fesale : 103.444 24.0 . 4.0 4.9 . -8.2 34.0 s2.0%/ 47.1%
. Race/ttb~icity ') . o o
.- White, mot Hispanic 90244 38.8 54144 S1.5 -32.1 109.5 50.4 87.4
-4 Black, lo}_llllpinlc 80.544 379 8.7 54.9 2.9 61.3 3.5. 00.92/
: Hispamic 75.6%4 49.6 8.9 5.9 10.6 7.4 ~M.6-/ 111.3
: + O Years of Education 8, v o
. - 8 or less 78.74 38.3 6.1 51.4 -18.6 64.8 9. 55.3
. 9 or mc‘ - 80,744 40.0 12.424 59.1 4.7 68.7 -3.9 91..7
0 ) Time Since Last Enrolled in Sdooolel ’
w Less than ome year - 71.704 4.5 20.444 .8 4.2 61.5 -1.5 93.3
b Oue to two years 88.824A 36.0 10.4 ‘ 61.4 -9.1 8.6 52.8* 50.7
- More than two years 85 .24 37.6 2.8 56.3 5.4 65.8 -11.1 8.1
Reascq Left Schoal®’ ) . 8 o o
Expelled 78144 3.5 -1.4 57.9 -16 .9 3.4 -6.6 67.9~
Jsiled or in ¢rotble with police 76.64» N4 9.3 54.5 21.5 42.9 159 93.6
Wantgdd a job - 84144 45.0 18.044 €3.0 15.6 4.7 -8.2 97.2
‘¢ OtMér - B1.944 39.5 11.9 56.3 -13.3 3.0 28.0 59.8
. Lfving Situation at Buellnct-’/ [} . ! [ ]
- With parent(s) 85.744 36.1 11.24 53.2 -8.9 72.4 17.5 70.0
Not with parents ™ 70.944 48.2 11.3 7 -22.3 1.7

o

EA PN

ISR

ey

.
i .
Ml L,

v

W bara it

L.
Vo ly




- - -

!lonthcl’Q

A

Mouths 10 - 18

.

- Hontiis 19 - 27

_Months 28 - 36

Cont rol

u.lhu and Food_Stamp.Rece
mlh erior to lm'ollunp
“Wone- -
s” - .

-:DCPC“I‘I
. Moue
Ouns or mofe .

Kouths in Longest Job
0 e <
| I ¥ 4
More than 12 .

ek e g F

Weeks Worked i& Year
Prior to Enrollment=
o

«

5" .
10,

-

AR e fuende s
N

&

T

. weeks of Job Training in
Year Prior to, Entollment
Less than B
8 or more

Ve

Tt
.

v e
o

vrior Drug Use -

mari juana

-
H

prior Arresuy

ejpt in

Used drugs other than sar) jluuu
‘Did pot use any drug other thun

B ¥ N T 40.8
85.7%% 7.8

Q
82.34+ 13.7
63,644 49.1

b

73.144 38.9
81.94% 40.3
88.344 37.1
8058 36.4
80.4%4 - 38.2
80.4%* 40.0
EX ]
.
| 78.144 39.6
99, )A% 41.0
73,344 9.
~ A}
82,544 3.4
79.04% 42.9
85.08% 38.6
79.25% ° . 389

0.6 56.7
15.7%% $6.7
5.4 72.8
15.84% - 5.5
13,54 ° 54.9
[T L '58.4
~
9.6* 59.1
26.6% 48-4
15.5 47.6
10.24 61.1
» -
17.
8.
3.

. nperheutll- Control Experimental- Control .Kuperimental- Control Diperimental-
' . ‘Controd Group Control m'otp Control, Group .Cofitsol’ ‘
D“(enntul Mean pifferential Hean Diﬂo{:nlhl Hean . Differential
3 B . S25.948 ;_ . 4.2 4.4 64.6 -0.5 66.0° T 8IS
Tvo parentl 8] .34 37.8 22.82 ‘50.5 1.8° 66.6 > 13.6
Otlaer . - 76.94% 43.9 9.7 48.0 2.2 94.0 -26.1
" - ’ . 1 3

- 5.8
-3 Y.

49.3
-13.1
n.aY

138. l-/

39.6,

103.4

55.8¢/

5.0
147.1

84.0

85.8
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- ' N * *
. .
G s
. B ] b - ~ s - :_ :
o ’ ’ .. ) Months') -9~ Houths 10 - 13 *_ Honths 19 - 27 — Months 28 - 36 , ’
W T N . ‘Experimental-  Control Experimental- Control . Experimental-’ Control . Buperimental- ‘Contvol .
- : C Control Group Control +  Growp Control* Gioup -Control - <-Group ; - :
‘Differential . Hean " Differential Hean Differential Hean piffetential Hean ’ v
“a N « - . " . * v . . : N 3
. Honﬂv"since Jucdfceration §- » . - . U T ‘ ‘g
: Never inc.rcented’ W T B4:3MR 4.6~ 13,744 . 60.6 T o124 62.9 157 - . 9.2 L
: T - 12 &r lesi, 62.644 35.4 4.9 .. 4 N 12.2 - ¥ .18.9 439 . N‘;
i, . B llore llu\n 2 c . L. 94,54 32:0- -1.9 62.3. -26.4% . . -88:6 . -20._2,- .. 103:9: SRR e
i‘*’ . ) . . - N . - . Nyt e . “1
s NOTE: ‘See unta to table T1). 3. : i ' R L
I - b ) ) o " - : ’ ) 4 r N = ). ?«
. E"mesa resultdgyers ostimated from an equation that Incloded only the standartl contiol variahles and au experlmental-status varlablo. thus, i
. . R .-
T - tha snilgroup msulta may Mot always welghit up lo those oveuu sasple values, . . . '
T y‘mnse subgroup rusu wers bstimatod in scparate rugresafons which did wot simultanvously control fox potential diffurencos ammg those ullh\,
5 T ToMiEY diaracteristles. - . ' v
. rl - b
S‘/Halfaru inclé#hes AKX, Gencral Assistance, otlwr welfare, and welfare fncomm for which irespopdents could.not ldoutify the source. . . —a:
s P e et . . - N N
~ g J‘ﬂnosa estimatos ol suhqroup effecls and means aré based on a llnecar (ox placeulso linear) spnclﬂcatlon of the sarple characteristic, =
ovaluated at tho .specified pojntss . - . e - e
. > M 2
) g/‘lhese data are basud un sample sizes of 20.0f less. ‘ . . N .
« . . - 'h"
- .Bx;mnmntul-contml di ffurentials vary significantly awong these subgrowps. (Section IT.E describes the test procaduge.)
. [
. - - a A b
*Statistically asignificant at the 10 purcent level. vy
srstatistically significant at the 5 percent luvel. ' N
“« > . ’ ! . \ * :
o ) - . .
- . . .
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'eanal'f(.sis ‘that Supported Work will mitigate the employment problems of any

. subset of the youth population. 'I‘he resuits are no more than suggestive . 2

that a program of thxs type may be more successful if targeted at younger 3

Pty

'M_ wwyouths those ra:.sed J.n J.ntact fanu.l:.es, those who have one or more

$ , dependents to support, those who have little or no rec:nt %ork exper:.ence,

and .those who have used drugs (other than marijuana or al'cohol) . Bach of .

L F

these, .subgroups is characterized’by relatively low employment among control

\

In

group members, as were the sitss where more positive experimental-control | .
d:.fferent:.als were observed The point estimates of experimental-:iontrol C
d:.fferentials for these various subgraups tend Jto be consistently pos:.t:.ve
ard f arger than for the overall sample, but they are J.nfrequently signifi-

ol 1/

cahtly d:.fferent from zero, e:@ept for months 1l to 18.~ Furthermore,

the _v_ariance across subgroups in the point estimates of program impacts .
is sufficiently large .that, gemrell'y, g}é could not conclude that the
"~ ” point estimates are significantly different from each other. . A

. . ‘

~~

- -
..
2 . . A

Sy

"E. RATTERNS OF NON-PROGRAM EMPLOYMENT
It is possible that while not.affecting the moxe obvidus measures -

‘ .

‘of success--employment lrav.tes, hours works 3, and earnings--Supported Work .

nce :the pattern of yoluths' employment or the nature - . 8

might favorably ingf
T

=7 . T of their jobs.

-y e

"r‘th“er’xiiore, an e’xammat:.on—of ~+the non—program employment ) ~__,

. exper:.ences of experimentals and oontrols m.ght shed some light on® the ‘ '

3 >
e * -~ ’ -

; reasons ,why the program .had so lz.‘ttle impact along these main 8imensions. . "
AT . ‘ . . . ' ) o

I

n , -]-'-/ We considcred the possibility that md:.viduals who had more than
e . one of. the characteristics might constitute an appropriate target group for
a Supported Work program. While we found no evidence to suggest that . o
N significant’ program effects would be observed for these subsamples, the ) )
NN ,° ample sizes for this analysis were generally('very ‘small.

- . /

v
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‘Table III.9 presents various..data describing the non-program

-
v

T employment experiences of experimental and control greup members for whom .

) various amounts of follow-up -data are available. In consideﬁ.ing these

data. it is important to mmember that experimental group menmbers spent an

-average of 'six tc seven months in their first spell of Supoorted .ork (l3 K
AR . )

percent returned to the. program one or more times after initial termination).

‘ ‘Therefore, the data compare the employment experiences‘of experimentals and
s N B
controls over different lengths.of time: for those with 18 months of L

%

£ollow-up data, the reference period for experimenta.ls avev-aged only 11 4

: months as ¢compared _ with 18 ‘months for oontrols; similarly, for the 27-month ‘. -

-

" and 35-month follow-up samples, the reference periods for experimentals

averaged 21 and 28 months, respective'ly.' As a .result of these different

reference periods for experimentals and controls, there wzll be a tendency

for experimentals experiences to look slightly less ravorable than ",
! H . :
controls’ part:.cularly among the sample for whom only 18 months of k

. ’

follow-txp data were- available. N .

-

.

Indeed, what we observe is that the non-program employment experi-

RN

: ,ences of the two groups are quite similar. For all three' samples, .

"slightly lower percentage of experimentals than controls had some non-

-program job (mainly reflecting their shorter reference pe'riod)., and

-

experimer"iIs workea‘on‘ly—a'.“slv.’ghtlyfhtgher—percentage of the available

weeks than did controls.l/ . Among both experimentals and cantrols, two-
© thirds to three-quarters“ of the!jobs were in the m.'.*.nv.'lfactu:ci.ngg retail “
. B R . 1"_’_..: . . ) . R . - -

] * . -7

~

Y po For experimentais, their available “weeks are considered to be -
those since their first Supported Work termination, and for oontrols, they o
include the full follow-up period. . . - =

a . e

V Cewesare 4g




e . - - + s, : ) . X . . “ . i ‘
. . e ) ~ . TABLE :11.9 - . ) 23 )
. % . nou-sunomn-woax EMPLOYMENT EXPERTENCE S N
L Z Your SAMPLE ’
. :‘~ R . . : . .
ST T R A :
g @ . Sample with 18 Months of Sample. with 27 uonth: of Suple wit 36..llonths of .
Y S : Foliow-up Data Follow-up Data-:. . . . Folléu-up Data.
. L - . . . Experimentals ‘Controls Erperimentals Controls Rxparimentals’ Control:e‘
;»m.@u_wuouth\ﬁ,rig:;;Supportcd work 'l‘erlination—i-»-«* e - ‘6.4 . M.a. o __;6.;4* e n.a. 7.2 N b
L 'Porcent‘gc ith:-Non-Supported Work. Employment 65.8 78.4 N 4.8 -82.8 ’  90.3 93.2".
t -t of. Those: with uou-Supporud Work hploy-ent, ¥ . ’ . .
S Perccnuqe who- fouad Job. throud\ . . .
5 - supported Work - Y . 153 - n.a. 10.6 ° n.a. 5.4 n.a.
., Eq:loylent Service . 3. 8.3 8.7 - 13.1 7.4 2y.8
H B . .
M Pe,rcenuge with rollover job b/ * 3.8 n.a 2.9, p.a. 1.8 J  n.a.
DT . l:er'eutqqe with CETA or WIN jobs T 9.2 8.8 11.5 1327 16.1 lo.4"
o " Percentage with CETA, WIN, or-government jobs ‘ 23.7 23.2 26.0 29.8 3.9 50.9
: ., Hours worked per veek—/ . " 18.8 15.4 17.4 ;oM - e 1406
; ' Hours worked per veek uhen workéas/ 39.3 38.4 38.8.° . 38.8 35.8 39.3
T8 Wage per hour (dollars) - - 3.44 3.40. .3.76 3.4 3.43 . 359
* ) Length of first continuous spell of employment (wonths) 3.9 5.0 6.0 5.6 - 5.8 - . 4.7
: Percent in their first job at end of follow-up period 32.3 +‘26.5 25.0 ~ 13.8 19.6 .5
3 . Nuaber of spells of employment . 1.4 1.5 19 ¢ 1.9 . 2.2 2.6
S .Percentage of available weeks, employed ' 48.3 38.9 43.9° * 3.8 2.9 ’38.1
g NOTE: These data are not ‘rggression-adjmted. Samples used include only thosa observations for whom continuous data for the’ indicated length of
p ) . ‘r.i-e (18, 27, or ¥ ‘nonths) wayre available. Data pertain to the full period covered' by the intarviev data B
. .
. = a/'i‘hlrteen percent of, the sample left the program more t an once. On average, indivxduals were In Supportcd Work 6.3 months at the time
: of their First termination. The overall average length of stay ¥ g’( months. R .
i bla pnticipant with a rollov:r job is one who hKas the same job as during Supported Work participation, buf vhose vage "is no longer
snb-idized by Supported- Work nor does the Supportad Hork program providu supervision
]
- 7 /I-'or experinenuls. the' average hours worked per week were calculated for the period since leaving Supported Work. They do not
i ‘iiggludc uon-Supported-Hork hours during the pcriod of prograwm participation- . \
¢ . d/'rhese wage rates are calculated as the average, ‘for all individuals who had jobs, of their-.total earnings divided by the mnber
[ . of hours vorked I , Rt . .
é [ . . . * R - ‘
. ’ - - \\r\.‘lp& - ’
: 4 - ' -
1 l J- «* “‘ ,




‘, trade, and ser\r,i:ce industries, and they were mginly in olerical,. service,

a.nd misScellaneous ‘Qccupatiojle .l/ ) - ) .
_-m_t;:i\f-s\urgris:’snglx;'fsm‘l.'l’_fi':e,rcentage‘“(less “th’an’"ZO) of the samplé .
reportedthat tne 'Suégorted_wor;k pr,ogram or the .emﬁpyn\ent se}.'vic;é had

A he’l'ped- thém £ind tﬁeir jobs , and "less th;rx\iper'oent of.the experimenta:ls.;.

non-program jobs were a oont:.nuat:.on of the:,r Supported Work jobs with a
shif%to alternata.ve funding and supervision (i. e., rollover jobs)’ The
‘percentage v.gof expenngenta.l youth who reported that the ,Sugported Work ,progxam.

L] ’ ¢,

had. helped them find a hon-;_?rogran; job increased over time, from 3 percent of

vt those -enrolled in 1975 to 7 percent of those enrolled in 1977. Also, youth -

- N
e+ ' N . - ’ .
¢ . . f . * .

-

in Hartford a.xfd Atlanta*were much more likely to ré—_zporj;‘ program essistgnce
. D o -

.~ . (9 and é-pegcent,_ =respectively) than those in the other sites (less than

- . -

s percent .in Jersey .City and New York and none in Philadelphia).
CE'I‘A jobs were much less prevalent among both groups than we had
. antlcn.pated they might be, and _there was l:.ttle d:.ff‘erence in the preva-
lence of such jObS between expenmentals and cont‘rols who were employed.
Between 9 and 16 peroent of the different subhsamples _reported suc'h jobs.

However; ,two:factors are noteworthﬁ: the first is that the average incomedy

from CETA employment increased over caleandar time ,-2-/ and the second is that

5 CETA engloyﬁént tended to be more- prevalent dmong the Jersey: City controls'~ .
| than among controls in other sites or'qtha‘n among experiinentals in this site.
C * (These facts may partially expl'm':n t;e relat.j.velf -hign employment among

. lconttole in the 28~ to 36-month period, whicn on average is 3 months later

.,
.a‘_

. See Appendix Tables A. 20 and"A.21.

-~

1. > ‘4 1/
) £ Y Fo exanple, for the full sample, CETA earnings during late l97€' ‘

4 and: early 1977 averaged about $5. pex month; during late l977 the average
i was- $lD per month, and during late 1978 :.t was about $17 per month.
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s stayed in other types of jobs (6:7 months, as compared with S to 6 months

L

{ . : . A
R ‘ . hd . - . . Y ‘. -
. ES

-

Z\an the t.alendar* time’ covered by the 19- to 27-month results, and whlch

includ.s a sa.mple of which 56 percent are from.jersey C;,f;y ) N .
- ! - . -3
In terms of other aspects.of the’ fion-program jobs, thete are ne .-

.« - 203 -

£° v
. .

noteworthy d:.fferences. Among thoae who were enployed, the average hours "‘ T

%

'
% 1 <

_worked per . week when enployed was 36 to 39, suggesting that‘ nearly all s ‘
. ‘0 " B

- r

worked at, full-time JObS._ Experuﬁentalg worked slightl y more hours per R
\-\n‘\ s o & ‘

month than c,ontrols, but for the full youth salx e, the average hour& N

Id .
worked rn non-program jobs per "avazlable" month waS: abéut the same for .

‘J.v Y «
L3

bothr gmups (ll to isy. Average hourly wage rates van.ed between experi- .
. e )

mentals and controlo by S to’lo percent in eitier direction. Among the

- l L4

36-month ’sa.mple, experimenti}s exhxblted a tendency toward more stable
employl nt--the average length of the:.r fikst non-prooram job being 6

months, as compared with 5 months for contrsls (not accounting for the fact

that a hz.gher percentage of this gnoup than of controls were’ still in th
s P -1 ¢
f:.rst job at the time of the:.r final J.ntemew--zo versus 6 percent) Y )

.

- ‘ 'weénoted in the discussion of experinentals' Supported Work

”l
expexiences, youth tended Ry stay in Supported Work longer than they . .

N B . .

- R

for non-pmgra'm :jobs)-.—z-/ Yet, neither,for Supported Work jobs nor for T R “.\‘ )

~, - i
C——- i . v . . 4 “ 3
B . . ~4* *
LI ¢ 3% N ’ hetY . ‘ : R
. . .
B N - L
- . o

s —/Of ‘those- youth~who ‘left their non-program jobs, 30 to 40 per- .
cent expressed dissatisfact{on with the. job.> Half of the experimentals e
and 36.percent of the controls ‘reported having lefj: due to lack of work. . '
‘Ten percent of the. e::per.mentals and 6 percent of the controls lef* “or . -
a, better opportum.‘-y (see Appendix Table A.22). ' K

—/wm.le the data int Table III, 9 indicate that an average cpell of

employment among controls lasted .between 4.7 and 5.6 months, recall that - ,
some contm}s were still in their first job at the end of the period - ) .
covered oy the interview data. . . . ’ N
2 A . RN

- . o \\P_\;

- : ’ s,
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non-prograr jobs has longer tenure been found to result in improvements in
. ] «
other dimensions of employment-related outcon\es‘ such as employment rates

"

4
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or levels. : -

> F. 'IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND JOB SEARCH,

<
3
3«
X
7]
[

L%

In addition to directly altering employment opporcum't-x\.%fo

youth, it was expected that Supported Work might Aincrease youths partici- -
pa‘.t:.on in thé labor force and -alter the extent and nature of their job-

& search actiiﬁ.ty-' However, except for the first nine months _following .
L 4 - . <t T - ot -

enroliment, when a Significantly higher pergentage of expefimentals than

" controls were emplpyed in Supported Work and so not actively engaged in

. job search,.there was little difference in either the .labor-'f'orce:status -

or job-search activity of the two groups. After month 9, between half’

f

and three-quarters of these youth were in the labor force during a' given . .
° month, and about half of those in the labor force were employed. Those

« looking for work spent an average of about eight hours per week in search

-~ ~

act1v1t1es, which included an average of five to six oontacts with

. employers .-!'-/

WA g A

Less than half the youth looking for work reported checking
with the state employment service-and only a few (3-to 14 percent) checked
with the CETA office. Most efforts appeared to have involved less formal
search methods such-as contacting friends, looking in ‘the newspaper, and
’. ‘ checking w1th employers. directly.

%e do observe a consjstent pattern of higher reservation wage,

’ratés‘y among experimentals, which are between $5 and $15 per week (4 to

;o —/ The above data refer to “job-search activity during the four .
< weeks preceding .each follow-up interview {see Appendix Table-A.23). .

* -~

. Y The,re,servatior@wage rate is the lowest wage for which the
\?ividual is wi. lling \to work. .- P




Work program itself emphasizes the provision of work experience rather than

) participants .

14 percent) higher than among contzuls. —l-/ It is possible, then, that this

—:r’ae»;

higher reservation wage among experimenta.;s has led to the discouraging

.

‘results with respect to job-search efforts, which resulted in both lower
employment rates a.nd reduced labor-force participation than would other-

expected._nonemr._weihaveinot_tmdertaken a formal- test of

.P 2" 1AV

this notipxi.y
This lack ‘of program impact orl job search suggests that there will
not be employment effects in later time periods than covered by our data’

which are attrif:utable to program=induced ch_anges' 1n job-search activity. .,

~

' G. IMPACTS ON Enucm'zou AND TRAINING

L:united education and formal training are often cited as one of

the main reasons for the employment problems of youth. While the Supported

-

. formal training, there are reagons to expect that it might nonetheless

affect the education and training decisions of participants and former

On the one hand,. Supported Work might increase participation

4 - .

—/ 'I'his pattern of differentials between experimentals’ and ‘controls'
zeserva.tion wage rates does-not appear to be related to differentials-in
unemployment compénsation receipt ‘(see Table IV.la and Appendix Table A.23).

2/ Enployed controls consistently had higher average zeservation
wage rates than experimentals and than the unenployed or nonparticipants
in the labor force. This suggests that more experimentals'probably could
have found work than did so, but at lower wage rates than the average com~- -

- manded by those who Had found employment.

While the differences were not statistically s:.gnificant, a
substantially higher percentage of experimentals than controls reported
that they had not "undertaken any formal job search during the 10- to 18-
month period (14 versus 10 percent) and the 19- to 27-month period (16

versus' 10 percent) becauss they felt that theg would not be able to find .

work.’

-
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in such programs by altering attitudés ‘towards, providing information

a,bSiit, .or providing an income source to support investments in human

IS

capital, Onethe other hand, _the program may tend to limit such invest-

ments oy airec_:_tly'incre,asing employment opportunﬁ:ies, particularly in-

the §hor1_:—run,,_and consequently the oi_:pqrtunity costs of such investments.
M - » . v .

Y

Fsrpas <ha e i

v

!
LS S
2 e

/As can?be ‘seen from Table III.10, Sugported Work ‘tended to reduce -
,sligixfly alternative investments in human capital during the first 18
months following enrollment (particularly while experimental group members

.~ e,

were _par'ticiﬁ:éﬁing in Supported Work), but, not thereafter. However,

education and training by both groups‘was quite limited throughout the

follbw-up period: 6 to ie percent were enrolled in education érograms

4 A

. (mainly high school) during any 9-month period, and less than 10 percent

were in formal Fmining programs (a third 3 less of which were Eponsored

by CETA): ' T

. H. CONCLUSIONS

The weight of the evidence suggests that Supported Work is not an

effective means of tggitiqatiing the employment problems faced by youth.

; - Youth stayed in Supported Work jobs _for cbnsiderab'];y shorter peribés of ’

tl"‘ne than permitted under program reéulations, yet less than 20 percent

. P

. of‘\,them left to take another job. Over 40 percent left, indeed, for

negative reasoris. At some time subsequent to leaving Supported wOrk,'most i
of the ybuth in the experimental group did find non'-progra;p employment: «?

about 30 percent did so within the first month after leaving, and two-thirds

had done so within one year of leaving. However, what we -also observe is

. v
that many of these youth would have been similarly successful in finding

3
H
?a
|
§
'
§
'
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PM!TILIPATION N EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

T -

YOUTH SMIPLE

. Months 1.- 9.

Months 10 - 18

_ _Months 19 - 27

. Expcriunnl- + -Control Experimental-  Control Eﬁperiuntal— ‘Control
. -Control’ Group Control Group _Control Group Control« .
L - - * Dxfferential Mean Differential Heau Differential Mean Diffexennal» s«

lxpe}uental- B

‘Education: PiGgrans-

"ERIC

.

v

Q sswatistically significant at the
| ‘ ’

¢
[ r .
-

i
¢

NPT, - S

5 percont level.

-

C— B

PP

frz.-éehtige:b'ar’ucipaung ~3.5 15.8 0.9 10.1 1.7 9.0. 3.7
B -‘lv..nqe ‘mber-of veeks -1.3%% 2.9 -0.1 1.8 -0.1 1.8 0.8 1.7
or tbose participatinq—" .
1.4 68.9 ~10.8 5.7 10.0 60.0 0.0 ’ 50.0
" Fercentage ‘iis vécational: prugudz/ -4:7" 15.6 8.1 10.8 1.7 13.3 v 0.0 0.0
Percenuqe 4in college. program 1.9 -8.9 -5.4 13.5 -21.7 26.7 16.7 33.3
ic drercennge in other program - 1.5 6.7 - 8.1 0.0 10.0 0.0 -16.7 16.7
HICT Puceu”ge receivinq diploma or . T
P& degrée ~ 0.1 1.2 -0.6 2.0 1.4 0.8 -2.6 2.6
HS q-' . ,
Traisiig Programs R
Pescentage participating -3.7%% 7.2 -4 Q%% 9.6 ~0.2 5.7 + =0.5 4.2
] ) . 4
i Avirage mmber of weeks -0.6%* 1.1 -0.7* 1.6 -0.2 1.3 -0.0 0} 3
, 0t thuse. participating, gyreentage ‘ . E
! . * in progiams.sponsored by~ - - . -é/ o
M .am)ported Work 33.3% 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 . -0.0 n
{ CETA or WIN ~13.3 26.7 2.2 34.1 21,4 - 21.4 -33.3 33.3 ar
i sail or prison -6.7 13,3 -17.7* 26.8 / -14.3 35.7 0.0 33.3
e uther -13.3 60.0 15.5 39.0 -7.1 42.9 33.3 - 33.3 ..- =
L Puccentage receiving cer;iﬁcatci/ «=1.0° 2.5 -4.3%% 5.8 0.7 2.2 -2.6 “2.6 4
’ : . L
; J
* ) NOTL:- See note to Table II1.3. tnless otherwise noted, data pertain to the full sample. - i
¥, . .
Plwse data are not regression-adjusted. “ G
¢ ‘ 3 , *';
b/ ‘iese fiqures may includs those for wocational high school programs. - i i
k K] sScatigtically signiffcant at the 10 percont level. ! *
- t4




enployment had they not perticipeted in Supported Work, as ev:.denced by

the employment retee of the oont:ol group; these rates while ‘much lower

tnpn the everage for - ell youth, e:e higher then for other Supported Work
R .

'tezget“groupe end than were expected for thig subg:oup of youth on whom

] Stpported Work focused. 'rhe analysie of diffea:entia.l impacts aoross sites
: ) A - /
end subgroups of. youtb showl ooneistent (though generally not significant) ,
I -
pette:n ,Of reletively n'ore fevorable“'progrm effects among those youth

= . whoe cont:ol group oounterperts exhibit unmuelly lew levels of employ-

nent~ the eerlieet enrollees in the demonetration; those in New York,

N

Hertford,h end Philedelphie; end thoee who eze younger, have one or moxe

&pendents, were reised by two pe.rents, and heve little or no reoent

} : employment experienoe and some history of. drugs. However, the results '

provide no.. stzong evidence to § suggest thet sinply red:lrect:.ng Supported

W«-c—-——-—. o ek

Werk to focus on this subset ‘of :youth would substantially alter the oonclu-

sions concerning its sucoess in its primery objective of improving youth's

L3

< long-tem employment prospects.

The program clea.rly z[:-, have short-term benefits in terms of

: increasing the employment opportgnitiqu;or this segment of the population,

However, in judging whether these imnediate benefits can just:. fy the

oontinuetion of Supported Work p:ogra.me for youth, one must give careful

\\

7 consideration to its oost-effectiVeneSs in relation tc altemat:.ve : .
S . A .
A Progrm -/ o

, , R . \

e -]-'-/See Kemper, ‘l'homton, and Loiig (1980) for a detailed discussion

of the costs of Supportad: Work, the value of its benefits, and the relation-
; ship between the ooets and’ benefits of Supported Work and those of alterna.t:.ve .

.;uemployment programs ) C o ‘




CHAPTER IV

. - s " " ~
» -

INCOHE, IN-KIND TRANSFERS, AND RELATED ‘OUTCOMES _ - ™=

} N

[ L -
- d >

\“ ¥

One rationale for public expenditures on employment and

.

training programs for youth is that they will increase the economi.c .

. — -

: statui and independence of the participante, both while they are
enrolled in the program and subsequently.~ During the month prior
«to enrollmnnt in Supported\wOrk, the youtheeample exhibited a very
~‘1ow level of income- (about $100), 35 percent of which came from - -
)public assistance. In this chapter, we consider the ehort- -and

) longer-run impacts of Supported Work on the total income received

‘-

: by participants and the: sources -of this income. In addition to

¥ | being concerned with overall economic status, we are interested
in ‘the. extent to which individuals become relatively more dependent

> on earnings and less :so on ‘transfer income and  various .forms' of

- inikind assistance,l/ and the extent to which program-induced changes

fin earnings and other souxces: of incope might lead to significant

changes in other areas, such aa household compoeition, expenditures

At ‘ N J

e ‘ for- housing, and medical—care utilization. . . ~ T e

PR -~
€

ym m——

“«

-r . . - ’ . a
8 - . )

. -/ During each 9-month. period, 3 to 17 percent of the
. experimental and control youth reported receiving. some ‘oney through

illegal activztiee (mainly thett and selling: drugs). . HoweVer, because .
the data are ot questionable accuracy,,because the differentials

4
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[

[P VU

on recei of"lncome from each of five different sources- earnings,
unemployment compensation, welfare, food stamp bonuses, and otherx R
1 < 7
. ;programs or persons.-/ Subsequently, we consider changes in receipt _

‘.- R

' ‘of inrkind benefits. These various sources of income and in-kind . -

~ benefits‘are depicted in Figure Iv.l. The third section discusses ‘o v i§

' results for a variety of outcomes related to economic ‘well-being. -

[ LI

A: ~PROGRAM EFFECTS: ON-.INCOME B

5':“‘ N With the exception of.tne first,nine,months after enrollment,
33,1 c ' | ;hen, as h‘result of their Supported Work jobs, experimentels had
- substsntially‘ﬁigher earnings”tnan°controls, program impacts on

both total income_and its‘sources were modest and generally not

significantly different from zero. As seen‘fromurabie.fv.l, during

} e the first 18 months following enrollment, experimentals &;re more
likely than coitrols to begemployed (mainly'inESupported Work jobs)

and their resulting higher earnings led to significant-reductions

N *

&

*Q

- - -/ Since 65 percent of the. sample youth lived with their

- parents -at-the. time of. enrollment in the demonstration, we might
expect the. youthfs income gains to particularly influence the
.transfer income: received by other: household members. ~The only
evidence wa: haVe of such an- effect, hovever, is a reported six-
poxnt reduction in the percentage of: experimentals, relative to
controls, who reported that -other household members:received any

o .. £orm_of public ‘asgistance during the first 9 ménths following

AT enrollment. This result does not persist into subsequent periods;

Fe ‘ . fufthermore, it may b confounded with trends over time, in the

a ,~ numbers: of youth who -axe- living with. their parents.
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TABLE 1V.1a

L e
PERCENTAGE RECEIVING (YNCOHE_FRON VARTOUS SUURCES - -,

'

[ S )

S S x '+ YOUTH SAMELE
W PR U DL ) . . . - . . .

R e A e e e —— ——— - S - " : Lt
.. P . L b .. e T e . 1 BN
e e e . tionths 1 <. 9 L Months 10 - 18, - Honths 19 - 27 = - . -Mouths-28 - 36 - . 3
LY v -7 T Experimental-  Control “Experimental —Control— -~ Experimental~ —Control — -Experimental-....Control.. .. ... i
Y 7& " Control’ Group. . Cantrol , . Group - Control Group Cantrol' Growp - %
AP . g -Diffeiential ~Mean™ "~ . Differential Mean = —~—Differeatial” . Mean — Diftérential . T~ "WEAR ot
. r . e O ~ ne T Para— P a— ~— O 0 - n Y~ = " Y
gl sl WL i . . . . . 5. S 3
‘Baruings & ) !?1.1,‘ 4564 52.5 . 6.2% @ 62.7 0.0 62.6 ° 8.7 66.2" ! z
S et ’ s, ) . > , RN
“Uac.cned: Tncome . . oy 4l - . : . » » o - E
:wwlgwgng-,‘c@pem\q@n_ -2.0 4.0 6.84% 3.7 3.8% . . 3.8 -5.6 6.8 R
Wolfare? " - WU T -6k 217.0 -3.5 21.4 -1.3 " 20.6 -11.4% 25.0 ¥
Food:Stasps IR A 32.4 -3.7 30.5 -0.6 " 29.0 * 6.6 '30.3 - -

. Other= Y 02,0 6.3 -1.1 5.1 0.4 ° 3.1 0.7 Jd.7 X

N . -t e R AV L 4 N . . .t
o N AN : . . o
‘.‘i (¥4 ) A ; " 2 - 33

™ 4 L,{/( 4 . ) . ““ LN
; . : LN : . TASLE IV.1b ’ ) " -
. e e Lh o * ' . Co
S Lo S e .~ INCOME RECEIVED PER MONTH FHEOH VARIOUS SOURCES ’ . - A

W e . . .

A W Jo . . ‘ . -

N 13 e YOUTH SAMPLE o : ) TE

s g0 - %

oL . “ {dollars) -

T T . . . : Yy ‘

. , - . N
I T\ N - :

Xy ’ . : . . : “y

£ HEntASYY - 9 Months 10 - 18 Honths 19 - 27 Months 28 - 36 o

“.Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- .Control: "

. ~Control '~ v Group Control Group Control Group "~ Cpnt;ol -9 Group e
. Differential Hean differential " _hean Differential Nean Diffetential Hean ot
All Sources > 25.00% 7 176.04 21.95 265.44 26.99 .311.68 5454 408.01 3

" Eavings &/ - Q26.73%% 123.95 30.71 205.25 - 19.30 248,98 -41.53 342.58 ‘
Unearned Income - - o - i
Ug.e-plopent Compensation -2.99, "', « 5.83 11.16%% 4.71 10.14%% ' 5.80 -8.16 10.25 «
Welfare -9.66%4, 22.85 ~12.494% 53.00 -6.20 - 37.30 -15.75 . 36.01 . .
Fuod Stamps 0.88 - 17.52 ~3.63% 15.44 o ~1.42 1 .16.82 * 5.18 18.78 4
OiherS/ 0794 : 5.65 -=3.34 6.81 5.91 2.42 - - 5.33 0.58 Ny

— — - g K i .
NOTE: See nota to Table IIT.3. All data pertain to the ful saaple, not only to recipients. . ‘ L .
yzarntnqs data reported in this chapter vary somsuvhat from those reported in Chapter IIl, beca&r’of a slight difference in the samples used; ' :

onl; iwdividuals sho ‘haw valid data for all incoms souxces listed in this table were inclm:led in the apalysls-ropotted hero. - R

~ !’-/ueifam includes AFDC, GA, SSI, and other welfare income for which respondunts were unable to identify the scurce. . -l
) S/otpor unarned incose includes Sacial Security, Pensions, alimony, child support, and job-tra&ining income. . 3 ‘
: v - . . . ‘ < ' . 0. ‘<l
. FRJIC ssiatistically significant at tho 10-percent level. - - 1 30 IR
. sStatiutically sigaificant-at the $ percent lével. . ‘ Q- . / A
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: ——-in—wultua-benents—' “and food’/tamp*bonuses, averagmg about $12 v . PO
4 . . v , .

gr month.-r/ _Ho ac&onwr— i— .

. . - . 4. < . , _g:““ ) .2

'publ:.c-un stance benefit§ was' largely offset by a s:.gm.f:.cant $11 . e B

. per mor}th increase in unemployment compensat:.on (ucy among exper:.men al'

«.G \
-~

| }
relat:.ve ‘to co rols.-'/ By months 19 to 2 the pnly,significant .M
) ] CE
./ -
) differential ere in the percentages rece‘iving and the average value - ‘ :
) P ‘- ‘ » - . - , .' L3 .. ..r L :_ . );
of uC lgeno’fits. However} these diffeérences are relatively small ‘ Lo

.-

. ' P N ' . ' "

(4. percentage points and $10 per month, respectively) and,.as noté’\\i g . r—

previously, they are concentrated among the Jersey City sample. . }’ IR
‘ B . ~ . -

'Du;:iri’g‘ months 28 to-36, the overall effects indicate z curious ]
. ) N . .

Al

pattern of increased employmént, decreaséd reliance on transfer
!
rograms, and .an overall reduction in total income <(due to lower -

earningsj among experimentals relative to controls. .However, the . © T
T .- ® R ’ '

- only diffgrential that is statistically;ignifiéa,nt. is th& 11 - A

'y - —_—

ﬂ , i x ') ’ -

N . . .
g e - -

- Q
Y For a subset of. the Supported Work AFDC sample, interview o
' data on welfare receipt were compared with welfare agency 'data. It . ;
was found that interview data understated by a small amount actual® Lo .
recoipts and that the degree of nisreportmg was strongly related to . .
changc! in recoz.pt For the AI'DC sample, it was estimated that mis-
reporting . may have led to as much as a 12 pércent’ arror in the
", zesults (Kerachsky ét al., 1979). Howéver, becauseof, youth's lower  * -
K . receipt xate and incidence of changes-in rece:.pt, ghe likely effect s
' of misreporting for them is very small. . : , :, ~ R
A A
: Z on average, females rocoived two to three times as much * . ’
; income- fron welfare and food ‘stamp- bonuses as did males and, consequently, :
' ., program impacts tended to be substantially higher ‘for them since impacts’ -
were st:onqu related to prcem‘ollunt benefit levels. Among a number |,
L of otlier sample- subqroups for whom progra.m impacts were estimatéd, there
L was. no consistent patt:ozn of diffo:ential effects. . *

k

’ L 3

—/ This UC differential occurred mainly among the Jersey City -
sample, in whioh 40 percent of- the oxperimentals versus 8 percent of
the controls. received beneﬁ.ts. .

/ - - )

ot e o i o e e m e e e e




- pg?@t;dge—point re‘d)(ction :m‘ receipt of any w'el-fa':re benefits. .
N .l' Y '4 ) P -'. * ': . - . ‘~ o ¢ . . L
e T T T}xe ‘trends in tb‘te"l income and ‘iricoﬁé scurces of the entire -~

L .

: »nnple are depicted in !-‘igure. IV.Z. Except for the sharp increase’ _ . =3

<

in expefimontals income during their participat:.on in. Supported Work, !

Q

' experimental and control youth experienced roughly similar increases

‘in theix total incomes over time (from about': $120 per month prior to o

entollment to between ssso and. $400° per month during the third year ', <
‘ - .
tollowing their program, enrollment).. This“trend is attributable almst‘ -

" ’ K

. ent:.relv to a general increase in employment and earnings, which in

the long run; does not appear to be significantlygaffected by Supported

Work. 'In nc instance during the post-enrolliment period did welfare
: * .09

. an.d 'food‘ stamp konuses, constitute as much as- 25 ‘percent of total
- 3

o 2' income and, by months 28 to. 36+ only- about 15 percent of all incbme
’ " N ’ 4 .

_was unearned -/ . e . ’ ' " . e .
= » ' . . r

.. . Bs RECEIPT OF .IN-KIND ASSISTANCE Soe

In addition to transfer income, 19 to 21 percent of the sample

youth had Medicaid cards and 25 to 30 percent receiwiéd some form of

N 2 . .
housigg assistance during each of the 9-month follow-up periods.—/ Lo

-

[
»

oL A ol ' . v ' r T
L X/ There was some slight variance'in dependence on transfer o .
"L income across sites. Overall, youth in Mew York were less likely than
. ° average to, receive benefits {and, consequently, program impacts on .
benefits were/ lower), and those in Hartford were slightly more likely .
than averagé to receive benefits (and, consequently, program impacts on
vels were larger than average) . - Perhaps because welfare and-

s constituted such’ a small percentage of total income, we. \

imp ts, tended -to be relatively more favorable. . p

. EN

.

2/ Data 6n in—kind assistance are presénted'in Appendix Table’ A.24. '
H ‘ . . s’ . -
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while program-induced income changes might be expected to alter eligibility -

for both types of benefits, the énly significant ﬁ.ndings with respect to

7 Medicaid benefits were 6- and 9-point reductions in the percentage of >
‘x

* experimentals relative to oontrols who had a Medicaid card during the first,

Arer e Ms N
¢

) and seoond 9-mponth periods after enrollment, respec vely. There is some

e

indication that card holdership remained lcwer amo g experimentals. than

. controls in later periods as well, but ﬂ[lstimated _experimental-contml ’
™ L] -
‘e differentials were hot statistically significant. There is, however, no o

O R e L R TR e
L3 ~ B -
¥

*

z.ndication that this loss in benefits led to any reduction in public ' .
expenditures for subsidized care, as Both experimentals and controls

reported routhy equal numbers of subsidized doctor visite and’ subsidized

“ - days of hospital® care'.-l'/ LT o

o, . «

L3

Throughout the period of obs:er‘va'tion, a smaller percentage of

exper:unentals than controls lived ir. publzec housing, and those experimentals

in public housing tended to pay s],:.ghtLy nigher rents tha.n diad their concrol
. \

. grouwp counterparts. “However, the experimental-control differentials were

generally small (5to 7 percentage points, or $2 to $19)- and statistically .

<

significant only during the first 9-month period‘followi'ng enrollment. |
, C. OTHER RELATED OUTCOME' MEASURES ’
.. k To the extent that Supported Work is successful in its primary &

’ goal'of enabling school drqpouts, many of whom have some reccrd of criminal.

»

activity, to become active members of the workforée and to increase their

economic status, we might also e:tpe,ct to see changes in areas such as

.. .

] - [

% : *
B .

l/}E'v.n:t:hermore, the loss of medical-assistance benefits did not result
ir differential consuption of medical care between experimentals and/controls. .

< . *

. ' . ' ) . 114 13;—1 ’ - . !7
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household 'cowosit'ion, expendi tures for housing, and medical-care utiliza-
: r

tion of participants and. fo‘rur 'pa:ticfpmtf. Other social pmg‘rm, such
as the negative income tax (nﬁ) cxp;riments,and Job Corps, have shown so“xdio
'ovidpnc. gf impacts in these mat.y > )

fiﬂ,‘ rﬁ:poct_tc ho&ing consumption, the one consistent finding is
E}__ut a higher perceritage of experimentals than' controls were renting x;on-
su:lggi_.di;cd uni.ts: {81 V;Uzsus 5S4 to 57 percent). However, these differences
;‘n ;htis;k{ally sigx:i:ﬁcant on1§ for the first 9-month1period. -Experi-
muh.and contyrols living in these nonsd:si_éized dweilings paid similar

rents of about $145 per month. As noted previously, tﬁém was some tendency

for fewsr experimentals than controls to live in public hbusing, but the

" aifferentials were not large (5 to 7 percentdge points) and were statis-

tically sigynificant only during. the first 9 months following cnroliment.
During the 19- to 36-month period, experimentals lived in significantly

larger dwelling units than Qid controls, but the number of -rooms per person

in the household wa?'ﬁ;nilaf for experimentals and controls in all time

N . ( »
pcriods.y Residential mobility, the incidence of home improvements, and

.

crime victimization were similar between experimentals and controls
throughout the period of observation. Similarly, Supported Work does not

-geem to have had much effecﬁ: on the household composition of the youth

.
.
{

. i )
Yxnuasen et al. (1977) and Hznnan (1977) discuss marital-stability -

findings; Wooldridge (1977), Avrin (1278), and Ohls (1979) discuss housing

impacts; and Kerachsky (197'}) digcusses health-care consumption results

from the NiT experiments. Abt Asscciates (1979) discuss the relatad impacts

of the Job Corps program. f . ; :

2/ On average, this sazple lived in dwallings with an average of
1.3 %5 1.5 rooms per person; which is welli above national standards for
-overcrowding (Heilbrun, 1973). ] :

ot




1]

. sa.mpl'e. -Household size ranged from four to five persons ,!'-/ including an

aﬁ‘nra?;e.of only 0.2 to 0.4 dependehts..g/ Between 5 and 9 percent of the

-

s sarple ‘members reported being married in any 9-monrh period, but again

there was no significant differentigl between experimentals and controls.

~

f

Finally, Supported Work had no significant effect on the use of
health care by this sample. The sample averaged roughly one doctor visit

and onc day- in the hospital in each 9-month period Y There seemed to be

*

no rcladohsh:.p between health-care ut:.lzzarion and eligibility for Medi-

:

caid. Among the subsample of workers, both experunentals and controls lost

an average of one day’'s work per month due to i‘llness’:: over entire 36

months.

-

D.” CONCLUSION

13 ¢

A Supported Work program for youth will have short-term benefits

to participants in terms of substantially higher standards of living while

they are in the program. -For example, among. those youth not living with

/During "the last 9-month perxiod (months 28 to 36) the average
experimental household size was five, while the control average was four,
a statistically significant difference. -

[

2 Ovar time, household size tended to dacrease, ,largely as a

result of ycuth moving out of their parents' homes: while about 70 percent
lived with their parents at enrollment, only 56 percent did so t:wo years
latsr.

Y Roughiy ‘30 percent of the sample reported having seen a doctor

and 10 percent reportsd having been hospitalized during each 9~-month
period. . There was very little in the way of consistent experimental-
control patterns in the reasons for seeking health care, except that in
the first 18-month period significantly more experimentals than controls
said.they had visited the doctor as a consequence of job-realated injuries.

N
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gn;gr parents, the percentage with incomes below the poverty level was 3%

points lower among the experimentals than the controls. Such changes'in

.
)

% v e b o e 3 Dl

-

'income‘are‘accoupanied by some small benefits to taxpéyers in the form of Joé

~*

rﬁdﬁéad‘ttgnsfer payments. However, after youth have left Supported Work,

~

the impacts on both personal incomes and public SUbSldleS will be small,

at best. Over.the first two years following enrollment 1n Supported Work,

o PRSI o ok

the net incone gain per partzcxpant was almost °2 300, about $1,900 of
which they receivad during the first 9 months. The net reduction inpublic=__

. ~

assistance benef;ts (welfare and food stamps) totaled less than $300,~ L/ .

. -

while unemployment compensation benefits (mainly from the Special Unemploy -
ment Assistance program)>increased by about, $130. Impacts on other forms

of transfers were similarly small. We are,left.with little reason to

- ’

expect a Suﬁported Viork program for youth to affect substantially either
the overall econcmic welfare of this segment of the population or its

demands on our public-assistance programs. Furthermore, there is little

-

evidence of any significant changes in the various other outcomes considered,
“ %
such as household comgiosition, housxng quality, and medical-care utilization.

{
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-/%hese estimated effects are 4 to 5 pernent smaller if expressed o
in constant third-quarter 1976 dollars. : . -
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IMBACTS "ON ‘DRUG USE-

- e

*****

w

cont:.nued J.nto the mid-lSJOs,_particnlerlx_amnq_msh_(__uPont, 1978) .

«

. It was égjt;@gteq; tha,t, in '1977, 70 §e‘ro’ent**o£"é,ll those age ‘18-25 were

‘ us:.ng alcohol, 30 percent manjuana., and almost 4 peroent drugs such as

R <, - —

heroin, other op:.ates, cocaine, amphetammes, and st:.mula.nts (Abelson et i

€ .,

al._; 1977) E'urther, drug uSe has generally been found to be. m.gner among, v

" —— e———
o et
»

e ,) 8
youth in urban areas, those who are - unemployed and~those who. have lower [ A

; . \

Pt
o pcadedr] o

b
1

L,

levels of éducatz.on (O'Donnell et al., 1976)--character1st1.cs that also

!
!

'd_e,scribe the Supported Work youth sample. The concern over.these rising

v

R B ~
A Leri e ren b v Fan o o e

4

trends stems, in part, from reoognition that drug-use may exacerbate
. - . 4 .

P
e
i

2

R e N T
K 2% ;

youth's employment problems and tbat it may lead to increased participétion . | .

~

3.

in crime (0'Donnell et al., 1976; Trice and Roman, 1972; vVoss, 1976;

,
[

Jessor, 1976) . However‘% there are’ also other causes for this congern, - .

<0y e aerp € v g
.
=
: PSR .
P R R PP N e oty

J.ncludmg the impact of drug use on health status and productlv:.ty, ana

the social costs: mcurred for trsatment and prevent:.on.

E Rt €01 R By Gy e

ot

T, a
2,

1}3 noted in .Chapter II, both gociological and eccnomic theories

'

of the causes of drug abuse .suggest.tha.,t Supported Work ntay affect the

¥ s

.. prevalence of drug use. But th_e direction of the effect is not clear,

-

1
+

LR
M
3o

particularly.in vievi of the fact that, centrary to expecta.tions, the youth*.

‘in the Supported Work sample d.i.\d not have an unusually high prevalance of

drug use prior to their enrollment in Supported Work (see Ta.ble V.1) .~ Y

The one except:.on i's their somewhat higher than average use of heroin.
N - - — ’ « ! . ¢ 6 . 2>
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gl dhe -
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»

' - / All three sets of data on l:.fetime use are based on L..ersonal “-
Q intervxew responses. Thus, there is little reason ‘to expect that there i A
EMCW“ d:.fferential msreport:.ng. ‘
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L
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TABLE V..l )

— J-IFETI}E DRUG USE Ol? YOUTH ENROLLED IN SUPPORTED WORK
LoE . v . VERSUS“NATIONAL SAMPLES

. L et S TR T CRR =N =gt R SN T . = e

S e , 'i’erée'ﬁta"gé 'i'!‘épdrtingﬁver ‘tiavi .ng-.Used .Drug o
e o Supported :Work. "National“Sample of Nat:.onal ‘Sample ofc s
- e .. Sampled/ 20-Year-01ds_./ _18- 0 35-Year-Ol

[ Y N

et REN [
+ et goe i s, S o Sk v

Y v

R

{ - ¢ — .

"J‘ Alcohcl R A .95 . 84

4
By A

Marijuana - " 61 | - 59 ' " 60 T ey

9 m T v -
1‘ » N\ » Lo~

Cocaine .. 14 - 16 ‘ 19

i
\nansd e

F
t
J
I

" -

5 .._.,.....____\_,_
AR e

e -~—--..~Herol___\ 8 ~ 4 . 4 s
Other Op:.ates 2 +J 33 » T 14

PR

?
‘.

R An?h,etamines 7 Lo 26 . 21

. -

T PP At

e Barbiturates |, 8 . 23 _ 18

+

L Psychedelics . 10 . 30 . : 20 .

x A -

. 4'1*. T - > T ”’ . . . .
o —-/These data were obta:.ned from .enrollment interviews .and apply
En- all‘x‘youth in the Supported Work " research sample (Jackson et al.,.

T 1978).

[
Ry L s

P

" ..' ) ~ R »

. '

* »
N . “

o . —/'I‘hese data are based on in-person interviews with a sample of
L 29.0 20—year-olds, condii(:ted in. 1974 and 1975 as part of a study of non-
: medical use of psycheactx.ve drugs by young men in the United States.
b 'rhe overall sanple for ‘the ‘study ‘was a multi-staged stratified random
. sample (see o Donnell et al., 1976) o

/ 'I'hese data are based on interviews with a national sample of
= 1, 500 18- ~to 25-yearwolds, conducted in 1977 as part of™~a nationwide .

survey -of persons,- -age. 12 and older living in households in the contzguous.
Un:.ted States (see Abelsbn et al., “1977) ~ - )
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Below, we -examine the. ev:dence concerning 5upported WOrk's effect ._ ";g

'ron drug use in the youth group. , Since use & alcohol and marijuana is

t o N

,beiticularly prevelenteamong youth in this sample and since heroin and
R . . - . - " ,. -., . ¢ . '5

coéaine use are thought to have serious sooial consequences,l/ these are

*the four’ drugs we have chosen to .focus on.—/ In addition, we have con- . B :
A H] G SN

':sidered‘two summary measures of drug use: a measure of whether the . L

indi‘vid'ual used any drug other than ~tnarijuana or alcchol, and -an index 3

that weights the use of various drugs according to an estimate of the .

7 marginal impact 6f the use Jf each on the number of-arrests one is likely to

incur;é/ In all instances, the outcome measures are based on self-reports
’ . o R
‘of eny use (or daily use) of the drug during the previous nine"monthslgf

S P D Ty M PIPR I ey
< WE e e e TS
. “ R . N [P

. M—-—-—-— VA._,_._,.____ .
; A. OVERALL PROGRAM IMPACTS /«~~— e

As shown by the results presented in Table, V.2, Supported Work

-

has had no overall effect on the prevalence of drug use. . During each

%
¢ ¥

“1 \ R . .
é-/Analyses based on the ex~addict and ex~offender Supported Work , -~ .
samples indicate a strong posrtive correlation between both herdin and
cocdine use and the number of times one is arrested (pickinson, 1980) .
2/14ss than 1 percent of the youth reported having used opiates
other than heroin, or amphetamines, barbiturates, or psychedelics during
" each of- thie 9-month follow-up periods. _ S

é/Dickinson (1980) describes the development of this drug-use .

index.

- /The quality of self-reported data on drug use is, -of course, :
guestionable. While there is evidence that such reports will understate
the: use rates (O'Donnell et al,, 1976), there:is little reason to expect
differential underreporting by experimentals and controls. Equal pro~
portional underreporting by experimentals and controls still poses two
potential analytic problems, however., One' is that the absolute value of
any program effect will be’ biased toward zero, and the other is that
tests of the statistical significance of estimated differentials will

tend to be conservative. . . Ld




TABLE V.2
PERCENTAGE RBPOIi‘l'IHG USE OF bﬂlb‘, BY TYPE OP DRUG

. - , YOUTH SAMPLE

RN VI ]
[

, ~ "y . . \* - ‘\:

lA * . ) , ] ‘ ° - ‘:}

. ., .. Mooths 1 =9 Mouths 10.-.18 Months 19 ---27—. Months-28--~36—— =t

, R : , lupcriuntal- Control * Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control® RN

- o i Control" Group . Control Group Control Group 7 Control. “Group, R

' - _Differential MHéan " Differential Mean Differential Hean Differential ncanp

" T n = - L " - :

Alny Drug (other than T ‘ - A

* -marijusna-of alcohol) -2.9 14.2 - 0.3 10.2 0.4 10.6 5.8 110 "

Méroin . RN

. Apy use 0.4 3.6 . ~0.7 B 2.4 0.6 1.2 . 0.9 1.0 2

Cocaine -

Any ‘use -1.1 8.2 ¢ -1.2 8.2 -1.0 8.4 5.1 9.7 i

mnjumh .
Any use 4.5 52.4 ° 1.6 51.2 0.3 57.6 * 0.1 64.1
~Daily use “n.a n.a. " 0.0 22.4 5.4 21.1 -0.3 29.4

Alcghol 4 :

‘Daily use - 2.6 5.5 1.9 ° 9.3 0.7 9.9 -1.6 8.9 ;

{Indax_ofiDrug Us_of‘/i (-0.5) T48.2) (-1.3) (8.9) (0.9) (6.3) (2.9) (7.1)

- —3 — —

NOTE: Sce note to Table IXI.3. T — 5

Daily use of heroin, cocaine, and any use of other opiates, amphetamines, barbiturates, and psychedelics, vas reported by less than l -

percent of the youth sample and 'so data for these categories are not included in this table. , B

- /'l:his index weights the,use of each drug by its association with airests. Sec‘oickinson;(l%o) for a description of the *

-ethodology used to deVelop the index and for the actual weights used. - . - SR

‘statisucally siqniﬁcant at the 10 percent level. - ,*':f:"

Adstatisticully signit‘icmt at the S percent leVel :

u.a. = not.available , i N '

o — y 145 :

¢ < R :

.




9-ponth follow-up psriod, 10 to 17 percent of the youth \ised some drug
other than ‘marijﬁaqg: 1 to 4 percent u's\ed heroin; 7 to 15 pe?cent used o

cocaine; 51 to 64 percent used urijuani; and 6 to 11 peréen'f used alcohol

. on a daily basis. The only qtatiatiéally significant diffarence in repo‘rted

i*—*me—‘betmn—exporfiuntals_ﬁ'and,:dpm;‘;:gls;_yas estimated for daily alcohol use

" i auring.the first nine munths after enrollment, when 8 percent of the

21
v
-

cécpori;mntgls compared with 6 percant of coné:rols mpori:ed such use .y

' * In.subsequent periods, however, the percentages for the two gro'ups were

T about equal (varying betwemn 7 and 11 percent}. - o : 5
< ’ z . X . . ;
~ ‘ghile littls overall program impact on drug use was observed, it . ‘

r s
- was .possibie t-;hat. Supported Work had altered the realati_onship }.atween dru;g
use and employment. Hovoamerx, as sesh in Table V.3, experimental—contxfol
differ-entials in drug us: #2rerally ware rnot signiflicantly different fkom-
zé:o f'or e:;.ther thoge who were empioyed o'r those who v{ere not e;mployed.g'_-/
A sizable pOftion of experimentals and contrels in both amployment statuses
(7 to 20 percent) reported having u;ed drugs cther than mri'juana ::r \ L s
‘alcohol. ' | '

B. ‘DIFFERB_NTIAL .IMPACTS AMONG SITES AND ACROSS SUBGROUPS OF YOUTH

- Des}ite the lack of overall program,inéacts, it is pos;i,ble that
Supported Work programs at some of the sites éid affect drug use signifi- '
[ <, *

%s thumselves

cantly, either because of the nature of the program experien

s

ywhen‘estimated using probit analysig, this estimated di £ferential,
while about the same magnitude, was not statistically significant, however.

4+

% The one exception is that a significantly lower percentage of . .
experimentals. than controls' who were employed reported using drugs during
months 1 to 9. However, this is related to /very high use rates by employed
controls relative to unemployed controls. Generally similar x .sults to
these for use of any drugs were also observed for alcohol use.

T lde
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: . . TABLE V.3 R > =
oA o o . T
e - R - PERCENTAGE - REPORTING - USE-OF -ANY- DRUG; "GTIHER THAN MARIJUANA OR" ALCONOL, » ~ Vet
. T ‘ ‘; BY CURRENT EMPIOYMENT STATIS . r ;
o . ’ [N . K °
o0 N . d YOUTI! SAMPLE ) L
-~ “ - . >
‘; . - » N .
¢ © - Months 1 - 9 Months 10 - 18 Honths 19 - 27 Months 28 - 36 .
! . : Experimental~ Control Experimental- Control Experimontal- Contypl Experimental-  Control :
! ) Control Group Control Growp Control Group Control Growp ¥
- Esployment Status - Diffarential Mean Differential Mean Differentizl Mean Di fferentizl Mean i
. . . . . ¢ s
{ Hot Employed 2.5 10.1 -2.0 11.3 ~-1.9 8.6 12.0 . 3.0 - }
; Employed ~6.9¢8 18.1 1.3 9.8 1.3 12.4 -3.5 16.0 -
- (Permn,z:.qa zqoloyedi—/ (45.0) 0o (“.53{0) (8.5)¢ "(59.9) (1.0) (60.8) (1.5) (66.2) i
._....,.g, e M — . . \ (
T NOTE: For definilions of the samples used, sec Table I1.2. Thesge data are Rt regression ad;ustcd. * . :
e, _ WY e 5@' )
: ‘#’.,' S s N
3 ‘ . . : ¢
{ y'moso data may diffor somowhat from those reported in Thapter III because of the slight differences in the sapples ugsed and . . i
! because these data are not regression-adjusted. . ’
: ‘Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, 2 . ’ -
e e "Statlsth.ally sigllﬂc&at at ‘the 5 percent level. . * .
; & t" .
; : 1 . -}
e 14, « 148
;o A . ‘ .
’ ) ’ ‘ * 4 ‘
. Ay . - -
3 N .. ) » - )
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7 " or because of the peer-cgroup structures., In particular, a priori one might .

. . .

N -

expect therg to be an increase in dr;lg use among youth in programs where

"» "3 . .. .0

the “peer group includes ex-addicts and ex-offenders and a decrease among

< %

- -
yolith in programs enrolling only AFDC women in \add'xtion to youth. Siti--

» u )
larly, one might expect relatively more £avorab1. impacts among those sites

- -

wit_:h tp. nost suppor;'.ive supezvigors. ’ . : o

- - . - M . . \ 4
Table V.4~presents estimates for each of the five sites of program

o

impacts on the*use of some drug other than marijuana or alcohol, Luse of mari-
7 .

juana, and.daily use of alcoliol, during each of the first three 9-mohth

- periods. —/ 'n'xere are .f.ew significant expcrimental/control-group diffcr-

.

ences. In only one case where there is a s:.gnificant di fference is the .
sign oféthe eati’matc.d impact”consdgtent over',time; among th,e_ Bartforg_
sample,, a higher percentage of expe'rimencals than controls reported using. '
“ aloohol daily, and the 6 percentage-point differ'e:ntial in the first é-mon;f:h

: » period is statistically significant. 1In four other cases.the pattern of
A2 Qo . . . .
’ results acmss time is consistent, although n@ of the point .estimates of

hY

the -J:mpacts is significantly di fferent from_zero. These cases are the

/ , estimated reduction in use of ax'x-:y drugs among the Jersey City experinen'tal:s,

' the redyction in marijuana use among Philadelphia experimentals, and

«the increases in the use of marijuana among experimentals: relative to

cont::ols in the Hartford and Jer}ey City samples. --/ These results are not

?

s g —/Por two reasons; subgroup results were not estimated' for the 28-
to 36-;month period. The first is that the sample size is very small, and
the. second is that the preenrollmem: drig-use experiences of the 36-month *
sanple are not at all representative of the group as a whole, as evidanced s,
by the data in Table II.3. - . . _ ‘.

P
-'/ Any use of d.rpgs is relatively high among Jersey City controls

and use of mijuana is relatively prevalent among Philadelphia controls

. a8 compared with controls in other sites. However, there is no consistent

" pattemn of the control grouf means associated with the higher ratas of
marijuana use among experimentals. L

.V

¢
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AN PkaINTAp! RIPOR‘!'ING USE OF VARIOUS DRUGS
Tow , BY SITT : . )
FRE . ) : YOUTH SANPLE ) ’
= ‘ “*
? ~— - - . .
. . ) ] ‘
‘ N - —
- P - .
: Months 'l <3 - Months 10 = 18 -~ uéhths 19 -'27
Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental Control
. Contrel ~ Group Control Group Control Group *
: Différential HMean ~ Ditf.nntial Mean Differential Mean
o . 1
- A. any brug (othcr than Hari:luam or-alcohol) - o o ;
¥ .
m Yough - . =29 o142 0.3 ~ _ 102 . 0.4 10.6
v ” ” Site. N ‘- 2 A ’ < t * b/ * )
N ‘Auwu ~"7.86 18.0 0.5 . 8.1 1.4= 6.3
. Hartford -0.5 ¢ . 11.7, i.a 7.0 .67 7.5
1 Jersey City - 6.5 17.3° - 2.5 18.7 -'S.Bb, - 1181 -
New Zork 1.4 14.6 - 6.5 15.‘6., . 0.9~ 14.6
. Philadephia <96 ' 13.2 12.9*% - 3.1° 5.9 3.3
(] . . .
« 8. Marijuana . . A
. AlLL Youth 4.5 52.4 1.6 s1.2 0.3 57.6.
M \si't. s . /J) ¢ ) b/
‘ ) Atlanta ’ 11.4 ¢57.3 . 11.9 43.8 -42,9%~ 82.1.
. Har'tford 6 © AS8.1% 1.5 43.6 2.3 « T 353
. Jersey city® 8.2 §3.5 3.2 62.5 2.4, 57.5
" New York ' - 4.1 5¢.9 «© - 4.1 63.9. 24.7- 48.9
, Philadephia -20.7 70.2 - 4.7 * 4.2 - 1.3 61.7
T C. Daily Use of Alcohol . T . ¥
N » N . -
Y All Youth 2.6* 5.5 1.9 9.3 0.7 9.9
co. Site .ot . b/ N
Atlanta -3.3 19.8 * 2.0 7.3 «15.2= 17.4
Hartford 5.1:7 . 8.4 0.5/ 7.6 ' 5.1 4.2
) _ Jersey.city - 3.8~ 0.3 ° . 2.9 15.4 4.6, 13.0
: New York 8.4%%- 3.8 2.4 10.4 . - +16.5~ 21.0
; ?hiladephia . -0.6Y .- 0.5 © 6.3 1.6 -14.3%% 16.2
7 .
ST NOTE: See note to Table IIT.3. . ‘
W Suxal.c -sizes Zor the various sites can be comsputad by, auluplyinq the Proportion of the sample
= in the sits Yy the total sample size. (These uquzu are presented in Appendix Tabla A.4.)
‘ . There were too fev cbservations o permit unniaqful disaggregation of thc 28~ to 36-month
. smh.
¥ -"hqative point estimates. cf experimental or control group means arise because, as di:cussed in
- 7‘9::2‘ 1I, linear regression adalysis rather than probit anslysis wvas used. r"
’ . b’swh size is 20 or less. ‘ ~
- "xpa:ianm-oonczol differentials “Juy significantly among :.‘xo sites. (Secticn II.E describes
: 7 the zest pmccdu:ﬂ used.) .
N 1 .
. *Statistically significant st the 10 pcrdhnt level. ) .
e . **Seatistically significant at the 5 percent hvcl. . .
- Q . ) .y - b . :
. ERIC" ' ' 126 100 )
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. . . . y

consistent with a priori notions of expected site é;fferentidls in prograﬁ

L impacts~-namely, that drug use might increase among experimentals relative

- . -

- to coneiols’in sites enrolling ex-addicts and/or ex—offenders. ‘

N ¢
4

Program impacts on drig use might also be expected to vaxy among

- “~ ..

youth with diffeérent demographic and background characteristics, in which

case knowledge of such impacts could be. useful in deciding on program
. - ..6 » * ¢ ~ .
targeting strategies. Tables V.5, V.6, and V.7 display estimated program
impacts, for a number of different subgroupe of the youth sam_pfe, on Uuse

of any drug, use of marijudnél and daily use of alcohol:

¢ - 3

T Overall, no pattern identifies a particular g?bup,for‘whom Supported

‘Work will reduce the prevalence of drug use. There are few significant
Y . . Y - .
experimental-control differences in use of any drugs oqpcr than marijuana

'or alcohol, and in only .a few cases are the estimated differences for a
subgroup both of consisgéht sign in the three periods and significant in

at least one. In all:three peridods, it is estimated that white experi-
: -

. mentals, those with some brief period of prior work, and those whose best
« « friend does not EEE’é;ugs are less likely than their control group counter-

parts to have used drugs. Hdwever, in most cases, the estimated differen-

[y

tials are extremely small (less than 1 percentage point).

. , For marijuana use’, the estimates:of impacts for -the various sub-
groups tend to be réasonably consistent in sign across time and the

moyastudes of the estimated impacts, furthermore, are often reasonably large.

b a

‘The. patéern of tesults'suggesps that Supported Work mey be more likely

, - ) .
. to lead to increased use of marijuana among those who, as:compared to
s : .

othﬁ; gT%Pps of youth, are Spanish, have fewer tﬁan nine years of education,

are not receiving welfare at enrollment, and live in neighborhcods with

.

-

CERIC 15




. . . . TABIE V.S

. -

- . ¢ .o
T .t - , PERCENTAGE REPORTING USE OF ANY DRUG, = : g
) e . 8Y DEMOGRAPHIC AND BACKGROUNO CUHARACTERISTICS 3
o o YOUTII SAMPLE . ' - %
M - ¢ . . ej
3 . Honths 1 - 9 - _Houths 10 ~ 1§ ¥onths 19 - 27
- - . Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Experimental- Control .
j Control Group Control ., Group Control Group
L _ Differential Hean Differential Hean Differential Mean
;A1 Youth -2.9 14.2 0.3 . 10.2 " 0.4 . 10.6
" . ~ ) - -
i TYears of Age R 13.5, -1.8 11.2 -2.1 13.0
:° Under 19 : 4.5 15.1 3.7 8.7 3.5 7.2
7 19 or older
‘{Sex 8 " ;
o Male . -1.7 13.9 -1.0 1.4 2.8 9.5 v
i+ Female 9.5 15.6 9.7*% 2.8 =21 .4%% 19.4
. Race/Ethnicity . . . LY, .
white, not Hispanic -6.5 19.7 -1.8 15.1 -20.64% ¥/ 21.2 :
8lack, not llispanic -3.4 14.4 07 9.9 0.5 9.4 |
flispanic -0.5 10.7 -2.3 9.8 1.7 6.7 B
Years of Education ) :
i 8or less . 23 9.3 4.8 5.6 0.1 6.9
v 9 or more -2.8 4.9 -0.3 11.0 0.2 11.3
}.‘.Helfnre and Food . ) *
%s;ap Receipt in B
“Month Prior to .
f‘;‘inioll-ent & - B * " .
s Mone X -1.9 ° 15.. - 0.8 10.2 0.9 10.7
é‘ Some . -4.4 12.3 -0.3 ‘ 10.1 2.7 10.5 ;
3 Dependents . . i
I None -3.2 13.9 0.8 10.0 ~0.2 105
. One or more ) N6 T 16.6 -3.0 12.1 4.8 7.8
- Wonths in Longest Job T ) ’ ’
S0 . . 1.8 . 14.6 3.0 7.4 2.2 8.4
: 1.2 * ~5.44% 14.6 -0.4 11.0 -0.5 12.2
! Nore than 12 7.7 9.2 0% d1.5 0.9 3.9
: , ~ -
7 ! : |
: \)‘ . ' :\‘ f‘ ] :
- EMC R ROy Lo
z . - L Y . . . K
e . . . ) -
oot ot s -t N e e . . . , . e




N gt 7 SRR Lt SES g+
- N 3

rable v.5 {wontinued)

T~ ¢ . ’ .,' . i )
( Moaths 1 - 9 : , Honths 10 - 18 Months 19 - 27
- ’ Experimental- ~ Control Experimental- Control Experimental- ©  Control %
. Control Group Control Group Control Group . T
- .- Differential Mean Differential Hean Differential Hean R
& . Weeks Worked In Year : 5 : o
i Piior to Enrollment &/ , i
ry 0 0.3 10.3 -0.3 10.9 -0.8 N 9.9 R
B e 5 . . . -1.3 12.3 0.1 10.5 -0.3 10.5 ; : -k
i 10 . . -2.9 14.3 0.5 - 10.1 0.2 11.0 -3
¥ =
i P1 for: Drug Use ) . i
s . Used drugs: other then : ' . . N
urijuam . -3.1 32.4 -4.9 22.8 -5.4 24.1 v
:, pid not use any drug . . . it
& other than marijuana -2.6 8.7 2.0 6.7 2.6 4.9 N <
Addicts in Meighborhood &/ . T Ty
N Few or none . -0.5 11.6 ~u.8 9.7 0.6 8.2 . =
: Hany . =B.3%% 19.0 1.9 16.7 -0.7 | B 15.7 - N
R gest Friend? - ] - i
T . boes not use druys 1} ' & :
’ and 'is not involved ) - K
~ in crime ~5.6%% 14.1 -1.0 9.0 0.6 10.5 :
* 0 Uses drugs or is in- '
volved in crime 8.5* 13.5 4.7 14.3 3.1 11.1
Fiior ArrestsY ) ' , ;
0 -4.2 14.6 -0.7 10.8 4.2 o/ 8.7 :
. 9 ~1.6 13.7 1.3 9.6 -2.2 12.6 4
9 ~ 1.4 15.7 4.9 11.6 ~-1.4 10.6 ‘
- Hunths Since Incarceration :
Never incarcerated -0.7 11.8 -2.5 9.3 -1.4 11.1 :
12 or less . -4.3 1.7 7.4 13.4 3.0 11.6 .
Hore than 12 -13.4% 17.2 8.6 10.9 2.8 8.2 A ;
[ .
’ wriE: See note to Table v.4. ‘There were too fow observations in the 28- to 36-month sample to permit disaggregation into subgroups. .
4 ;
yucgativu point estimates of experimental or control group weans arisc because, as discussed in Chapter 1I, linear regression analysis 3 )
tather than probit analysis was used. '

l-)/wclfdru includes AFDC, General Assistance, and other welfare or wel fare income for which respondent could not fdecntify the source. ;
E/'nu.su gstiwates of subgroup cffects and means are based on a linear speci ﬂcation of the sample charactc.risth., evaluated at > )
U speci fied points. . y
LV'l‘lu.nsc_ results were obtained fiom a regression that did not include the full set of variables interacting status with background ‘
Lharacteristics. A . :
'Bxperimntul-contml A1 fferentrals vary significantly among the subyroups. (Section II.E doscribes the test procedure used.) ) .
Q sstatistically significant at the 10 percunt level . . . .
EMC saytatistically significant al the 5 percent level. :
A i
, . . 1 O} "
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P ’ , YOUTH SAMPLE ' i T
L . . . . / . ? - - R -
. / , N ot ’ ‘
MHoaths 1 /- 9 Months 10 - 18 llonﬂu 19 - 27
. . Experimental-/~- Control Enxperimental- Control Experimental-, Control
. Control Group Control Group “Control ‘Group: N
. : - Differential Mean Differential Mean . Differential Mean, " .-
AN Youn, T a5 " s2.4 1.6. 812 0.3 57.6 -
! !uu of Age i ' ‘ . “ o ) ‘
{7 TUnder 19 . 6.0 51.8 0.3 53.2 4.8 59.9 .
‘19 or ql(b-r' . 2.9 53.3 4.4 48.2 -6.1 v 54}.4‘
| Sex - . . , R - o . l
T Male . 6.0 52.9 3.6 52.0 3.2 58.4 N
v Female ‘ -2.4 49.7 B 46.3 -24.2% 514
(“Hace/Gthateity ~ ’ s i
O White, not Hispanic -8.8 62.2 -22.3 74.5 ~33.5%% 71.0
;. .-Black, not Hispanic " 2.9 56.4 1.3 52,7 =3.1 61,2
: - lispanic ' 17.4%% 31.3 13.1 37.0 39.0%% 0.3
g.:xéiu of Education : N .
i 8 or less 16.4% 34.3 10.2 38.9 15.4 46.2
L . 9 or more ) 2.8 55.4 0.6 §3.1% -2.7 59.9
»(’ . .
¥ ;Uclfare and Food
- ‘Stamp Receipt in :
. »Month, Prior o . - -
: Enrollment & : ,
‘None R 9.1% 50.4 3.2 52.0 5.2 5§5.3
. - Some . -3.2 56.0 -0.3 49.7 -10.1 62.3
. -Dependents )
i None v 5.8 . 52.1 3.9 50.8 2.0 56.6
i "One or more s -4.4 54.8 -13.6 s4.8 -17.9 68.2
2 )Ionthl in Longest Job
i . -5.9 56.8 -6.1 52.8 7.7 59.1
L l - 12 ; 7.1% 53.0 4.5 52.5 0.2 59.4
More than 12 18.7 30.6 5.9 32.17 29,2 38.1
oL . . @
NN : -
¢ ERIC _ , o o
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<. itabla iVi6 {continued) . § — - . ’ . T ] B L5
7 AR IITIS 22 s L2 vy
fa o » . ) .. N L P - . -e, . . A - > .
B ‘ © . Moiths'l -9~ . +___.Wonths 10 - 18 . __ Nonths 19 - 27 ~
: . “Experimental- ° Control Experimental- - Control Experimental-  .Control . v
.Control T Group .. . Control" . Groip - -Control- Group . ) AN
P Difﬁzrenﬁal‘ _Mean -~ Différential llun L Differential * . Mean - ©ou
. d s S ‘. e
Ueeb Horhd In Year - e . ; . . i ~ a3
lrior to lurolhem./ . : . B L
. . . . ’ e 6.9 52.8° 6.9 48.5 2.4 58.6 T
' 5 . - N “--8.7 56.6 A 4.2 50.0 1.4 58.1 3
- 10 . * . 4.5 : . 52.3 1.4 51.5 N “"0.3 57.6 Ty
t trior Drug Use . ) “ o o . . - . ‘
i Uud’drug- other than . . o e . . <y
marijuana - B 11.5 65.8 ' 2.6 60.4 W . 3.9 + 62.0 . . - %
i Did not-use any drug ’ B ’ - ) - . 3
] . N 4 ¢
i other than marijuana . 3.0 49.0 1.8 48.9 -1.2 55.6 ‘ I e
4 o . R
4 N . . R i
[ addicts in Neighborhood .. . ¢ o .
P » Few or none T . 3.9 52.0 -2.9 4.0 -7.9 59.9 '
i J!l{llly 5.6, 53.3 10.% 45.5 15.5%4 53.5 » i
A i . ’ - . : 3
A u,: rriena? . . ) ) se :
3 . ~ Does not use drugs ) P . ) . : ) : o
¢ and is not involved = : . .
et - in crise 2.1 7 53.0 . 3.3 - 48.1 * 4.9 54.7 . ot
{ « Uses drugs or is in-  ~ X ) "y
¢ . volved in crime . 16.0% T+ 49.8 . -7.4 66.3 -, -13.7 6€ .6 :
3 : b , ¢ -
; Prior lrrests—/ v > ¢
v o ' 5.9 48.5 T 8.4 , 43.5 13.4 56.4 N
: 4 N " 3.9 ~ 59.0 =3.2 58.2 -7.1 58.2
N ’ 9 ' 2 8.0 60.7 1.6 59.7 -8.8 59.9 .
3 = o
3 ‘Months Since Incarceration - . ' y
Never incarcecrated 5.0 -_51.6 ) 4.7 49.5 T -9.4 ., 59.6 ;
: 12 or less . 4.9 51.3 -1.2 59.8 15.7 - 52.0 .
. More than 12 i 2.6 v 60.1 . -3.4 50.7 16.1 56.5 "
. ¢
NOTE: See note to Table V.4. . ‘
, There were too few observations in the 28- to J6-month sample to permit disaggregation into subgroups.
—/Hcltam chludas AFDC, Gaheral Assistance, and other welfare or welfare income for which respondents could not identify the source.
—/'lhasa estimates of subgroup effects and means are based on a linear specification of the sample characteristic, avuluatao‘rat the \
speglified points. . ‘ . ‘
—/'masa results were obtained tmn a regression that did not include the full set of variables intaractlng status with background .
characteristics. | . . :
'Bxparinnutal control differentials vary slqnlﬁcant,ly among the subgroups. (Section II.E dascribes tlie test procedure used.) .
. 4 i
o sStatistically significant at the 16 percent level, :

asgeatistically significant at the 5 percent laével. . :

P
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‘1:3 o - ¢ ) ) - ‘ 3
e T |



N AR S

" 3 . N . 14
) " -)\ A} ~
. ‘ <o e v.7 o .
. -
Pncmm RlPOR‘l'lNG DM!.Y usg OF ALCOIIOL
. BY. DENOGRAPMIC DIO BACKGROIND CHARACTERISTICS
X A R . YOUTH SAMPLE - g ) :
. & . f .
- T ' 4 ) ’ N
L. Mthl 1-9 . *__ Mouths 10 - 18 ‘ Honths 19 - 27 :
) Experimental- Control Ixperimental- Control Experimental- - Control ~ |
Control Group Cuoatrol Group Control . Group :
" Differential Hean Differential Mean - Differential Mean .
A1l Youth 2.6 5.5 1.9 92 . 6. 9.9° -
¢ < . '
‘ani of Age - . . . ¥ ] P
-Under 19 - A ‘ 3.4 5.4 2.7 9.3 -2.9 11.9
" 19 .or older 1.5 5.7 0.4° 9.2 6.3 7.0 v
:;.xe . 3 <
-Hale 2.6 6.3 i.6 - T 8 ¢ 0.3 10.7,
Female 3.7 0.3 2.7 0.0 5.1 2.9
“#ace/Ethnscity : ' e , ' & a
. W:ite, not Hispanic ’ 6.7 1.8 6.5 . 10.0 . .82/ €.7
! BMlack, mot Hispanic 2.9 6.3 279 9.7 0.9 1.6
L Hispanic 0.8 126 -5.4 7.1 5.9 2.8
Years of Educution - - ¥
.. 8or leis 1.6 $.9 11,94 3.4 10.1 3.6
Y 9 br more 3.0% 5.4 - 0.0 ©10.3 -1.0 11.1
"Welfare and Food :
;Stemp Receipt in , .
‘Month Prior to r i’
.Earo}lment _/ ' . . :
' None | . ) 5.0%4 . 4.5 3.5 ..6.8 0.4 8.2
i Some \ -1.4 . 1.3 -1.4 13.7 1.7 13.7 ‘
’bepeudents - . g
! None ' 2.5 5.6 1.7 9.6 1.7 . 9.7
» . One or more 5.1 5.0 2.9 6.4 -7.9 11.9
lilontlls in Longest Job . %
(NOV 3.4 ~ 5.8 3.5 9.0 -4.5 13.8
S V4 - 3.24 4.9 1.5 9.1 3.4 8.5
; More than 12 -2.9 10.0 ~1.0 1.0 ~5.5 10.0
ERIC sy |
I ’ b 1D . ) o f_

e
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ssgtatistically stqnlﬂwut at the 5 percent lewl.

PR EAY .

% » - - 3
\; . ~ . »
S, . oo - .
-~ ) ’7 - ‘ »
. Lo . . ~Months 1 - 9. Months 10-- 18 Months 19 - 27
T o ' Experimental- Control Kxperimental:  Control Experimental-  Control
R ' . ’ Control © Group Control Group ,Control Group
* - - __Differantisl Hean Differantial . Naan Differential + Wean .
weeks Worked In Tsar )
Prior to-Enrollment &/ . y
Ny < v . 4.28 4.6 1.8 10.2 0.1 8.1 'qi
H 3.4 5.0 1.8 9.7 0.4 8.5 .
. 10 - . . ’ 2.7% 4.6 1.8 . 9.2 L o8 8.9
Prior-Drug Use ’ , . .
Used drugs other than .
. irijuana ) 1.2 6.5 . =1.8 16.9 2.8 15.0
' Did wot use any drug '
othnr &hu sarijusna . .2» 5.2 2.9 7.0 0.1 7.1
) Addlcu in Neighborhood -'y
® . Faw or none 2.1 7 5.} 0.8 10.1 -3.6 10.5 ’
Rany 2.1 6.4 4.5 6.8 8.7* 8.7
T mast !rlmd"y .
foes ‘ot use drugs )
and is not involved , .
e in crime 3.4 ‘4.5 2.4 8.6 -0.5 8.7
-9 Uses druge or is in- R .
volved in crime ' -1.0 9.4 0.0 12.3 4.2 13.4
Prior Arrﬂtly '
o 0 ' 1.7 4.7 0.2 9.5 2.9 5.1
4 - 3.6 6.1 3.2 9.1 -1.3 7 11.5
9 5.9 ,6.1 1.2 8.8 8.4% 7.5
Houths Since Incarceration ] o )
Never incarcer ‘ted 2.1 5.8 1.6 8.4 -0.3 9.9
12 or less 9. 844 4.4 6.7 7.5 ~3.0 13.6
Hove than 12 . -3.4 5.7 -4.1 15.3 2.2 , 6.3
NIE:  Sce pole to Table V.4.
t Meére were too few obsarvations in the 28- to 36-month sample to permit disaggregation into subgrowps.
-/Negativa point ostimates of experimuental or control group means arisu because, uas discussed in Chapter 11, linear rugression analysis
rather than probit analysis was used. s .
B/Helflro includes AFDC, General Assistance, and other welfare or welfare incoms for which respondents could not identify the source.
o .
“ stwse estimates of subgroup effects and means are hased on a linear spacification of the sample characteristic, evaluated at the
speci fred points.
g/'mose results were ob+tained from a regression that did not include the full set of variablus intexbctlng status with background
«haracteristics. : .
'i.xpuxi.annl contiol differentials vary stgniﬂwntly awong the subgroups. (Section Ii.E describes the test procedure usued.}
o sstatistically significant at the 10 porcent lewoel. .




_ many addicts. There is also som_a—findic_'a on i:hat femgle and white partici-

.evidence. ‘that overall nuil results may be due to offsetting positive .

cooa WY -
., -.W‘h\ - =n . * .
AN G
N T S
{ v & ¥ i

e
¢

pants may reduce their marijuana use more than their centrol group counteé-
parts. Howevér, as with the results for use of drugs in general, 'the wei{;ht
of the evidence is that there is no significant impact for any subgroup.

The suﬁgfoup regults for daily alcohol use are more mixed tha‘n '
,those/ for ma:rij_uana usé, but the'y also tend to suggest th;t if\‘t'ihe érogm
had any impact it was to increase slightly the prevalence of al.cohol use -
among the groupé with simi-lu'. characteristics as those among whsm marijuana

use increased. . ' L

~

C. CONCLUSIONS

The conclusion one must dxraw from this analysis is that Supporged

.vmrk had no signif ‘ant effect on the drug use of youth' pa_rti;ipants. The
results for some groups and negative impacts for others is weak, at best.
Finally, a comparison of drug. use ,.and alcohol use between experi-
mentals and controls who were -not eﬁployeq anc} bgtween expez:imentals a:;d
controls who were emplo;ed revealed no consistent pattern of differences.
At least among youth similar to t;iose enrolled in Supported ;i:ork, tﬁen,
drug use seems to be independent of employment status, perhaps beciause,
as discussed in Chapter II, the income effect of employment offsets its

. -

sociological effects.

o
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.. - CHAPTER VI .

: IMPACTS ON CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR

“ As noted in Chapter II; both socioloqicil and economic théories. et

o£ c:ininal hohavior suggest that succossful intog:ation of youth into

' th. labor ‘force might be oxpoctod\xeh:oduco their likolihood of partici- v
In

- iTéﬁating;in criminal activities. s chapter, we use a nurber of

A
indicators of criminal behavior to dhvostigate tae extent and natuze of :

'any imgacts of SQppoztod Work on illegal activities of young school R
dropouts, about 40 porcont of whom have previously bcen convicted of a

crimincl otirnso. The vnrious indicators we discuss include self-

-

reported data on arroots, convictiuns, and incarcerations.

’ -
- . . . .

t

_ Self-reports of crime commissions and incomo trom 1114g51 - -
\ ictivitiesjwoie.gollcctndki/ however, they are of quegtionahlo quality.

For this rsason and because some previous validatiop work in conﬁunction o

«F;ith this damonstration and other ctudios has'been undertaken to assess

the quality of solt-reportad arrest data, we have opted ‘to rely on -' ] o

reports of criminal justice experiences.z/ - .

. —/éotwoan 3 and 17 percent of the sample youth reported engaging
in {llegal activities (mainly theft and selling drugs) during each 9-month
period.
glFor example, a comparison cf self-reported arrest data with official -
recoras data for a sample of 774 ex-addicts and ex-offender$ enrolled in the
Supported Work demonstration has shown that individuals reported ornly, 54 ver- *
dent of the arrests they.incurred, but that experiment;l and control group

mnembers underreported by a similar percentage (Schore &t al., 1979). While

thoso results may or may not be generalizable to the youth sample, the general !
implication is that estimates of program-induced changes in-arrests ace

‘expected to be understated and, in the case of bindmial outcome measures, the

test of statistical significance will be conservative.

Diliavin and Gartner (1980) orovﬂde 2 more Adatailad ‘ustification

- woan

tor the outcomo‘moasuxes focu:od on in the Supported Work evaluation studiss. i




In some respects, the best measure of ‘program impacts i's the, ‘

~_'porcentage arrested, as this is a clear indication of program failure,

in that arrests are highly correlated with crime comm;ssxon.l/ ” How=

- ¢ 2

evey, the others can provide useful Lnﬁormat;op as to the seriousqeés '

and consequences of the offenses for bhich individuals were arrested. For T
3
.ex&mplo, we have included data on robbery axrests because of their* hlgh

social costs-/,and because there is reason .to expect Supported Work to :

have its greatest impact on economically motivated crimes such .as robbery. J

L 3

There was also special interest in program effects on drué-re;ated arrestsy, -

because of the hypothesis that Supported Work might reduce drug use and
- : , : . -

because such- arrests are likely to stem from economic transactions. -

. . EGN

Although subject to distortion because of delays in the criminal justice

system's processing of arrests, the convictions and incarceration data

.
.

provide yet other indications of the crimin{l involvement by ekperimental-

P
and control youth.z/ ' ’ . N

"

4

[y

. 1/05 course, arxests do not dndicate guilt, Studies have related
| tne incidence of arrasts cto that of crime commissions, cThus providing a
necessary link for the companion benefit-cost analysis.~' .

[y

% .

.-/See Kemper et al. (1980) for a discussion of the social, participant,
and nonparticipant costs and benefits associated with various types of arrests. |
<{lbernan (1978) discusses the great public concern with robbery. . .

¢
’

3/It ig-alzo possible that the Supported Work grograms may inter- -t
vene in the judicial process and thersby affect the disposxtxon of

‘experimentals' arrest charges. . . ) .

. - 136
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307 b o oo - - . -
A. OVERALL PROGRAM IMPACTS - . s . ?
) . ! - . IS .
‘On average, the Supported Work employment opportunity has n*t/- s
I -
had a signifioanc impact on criminal behavior among sample youth, either

¢

\ during the period when individuals were working in their program jobs

]

L

.
N

s . . o *
L4

" 1. Results During 9-Month Periods Following Enrollment

4

As seen in Table VI 1, during each of the first two 9-month~
periods following enrollment in Supported Work, about. 16 percent

of both the experimentals and controls reported having been arrested and,

was between 1.2 and 1.5. Between 15 and 20 percent of the arrests were

. for robbery, and less than 10 percent were for drug-related offenses. A

*

However, there again is no significant difference between’experimentals

and controls. ;

»

. The results for months 19 to 27 show a somewhat more favorable

A - . . ) - .

pattern, in that a lower percentage of experimentals’ than controls reported
. 7

having been arrested in months 19 to 27 (1l versus 14 percent), a lower

4 . - i s

percerituge wcére convicted (4 versus 7 percent), and the experimentals

-

spent an average of 30 percen’ iess time in Jail than did controls (2.6
versus 3.7 weeks). aHowaver, none of these effects is statistically

) significant ' ‘.
Py ‘ o v kY

While the results still are not statisticaily 5ignificantd the

pattern for months 28 "to 36 is generally not favorable. A higher per-

< ’
-

N centege of experimentals than cortrols were arrested (23 versus 17 percent)

and incarcerated (20 versus 17 percent), while slightly lower percentages

’

[

-
S Ty
L]

.

or subsequently. - ' ’ ( ' ..

among those arrasted, the everage number of errests.per sample.member ¢
. ) . B - L -

- sizable portion of the arrests did lead to conyiction and to incarceration. .

-_;|

no A,
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. - ABLK V1.1
+ ? - . v .
. . ARRBSTS, BY TYPE OF OFPFENSE, CONVICYIONS, AND INCARCERATION . *
. .
R . Y YOUTH SAMPLE
- " b - -
' ? X 7
. . ' Months 1 - 9 Months 10 - 18 - Montas 19 - 27 Months 28 - 36 |
~ Experimental- Control _Experimental- Control Expe: ' sental- = Control Experimental- c&ntrol
e " Control Group . ~ ~Cositrol Group . Control Group Control qunp
. < _Differential " Mean Differential ¢ Mean Differzntial Nean Differential Kean
L ¢ PO . ~
Percentage vith any Arrest 0.3 16.8 1.6 : 15.2 ° -3.2 13.6 .t 6.4 16.7
Nusber of Arrests .0.06° "0.20 .0.03 " 0.8 " -0.05 0.16 . 0.092 0.18
e Percentage with Robbery Arrests¥ -0.3 3.4 0.6 2.6 2~ -1.0 3.1 2.2 . 2.3
i - - .
Mmber of Robbéry Arrests® ~0.00 0.04 0.00 0.03 -0.01 0.04 0.02 To0.02
i Lo b/
v Percentage with Drug-related 1.0 0.9 -0.5 ..2 0.8 0.4 1.6 1.3
. " Arrests -
1, x ! ? L4
: @ . ' ¢ - .
. Percentage Convicted 1.2 9.1 0.0 8.3 -2.3 6.7 -1.8 9.8
? . Pércentage Incarcerated -2.7 11.6 2.0 12.6 3.8 15.5 2’5 17.2
,f-f% Number of Weeks Incarcerated -0.58 162 -0.14- 2.37 -1.06 3.66 -1.12 3.67
ol ‘\; N .

NUOPB: See noté to Table IIXI 3.

to be more serjous than [robbery.

All data pertain to the fuil sample.

b -
-/ Drug-related urreats are defined as those for which narcotics~law violation is the sost serious charge. _

] 38/ Hobbery arresks are defined as those for which robbery was the most seuous charge. Only murder and felonious assault are con?idered

-

More surious charges include

1 3
, murder, fejonious ausaule, robbery, burglary, larceny, sotor-vehicle theft and other ptopczcy crimas, and other crhws against "persons. .
i N )

x sstatistically gigsificant at the 10 percent level. I

X ssStatistically sionificant at the 5 percent lavel. ¢ 1 SRV

: . ¢ [ M N g )

i \)‘ . v '
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. "were convicted (8 wversus.l0 percn;nt-) .y L
Y 4 ~ . h.

. - When we looked at Vexperiment:l‘control differentials separately for

o

those employed and not employed, we observed no consistent pattem of

‘ e'ff.ects'. For exa.x@ile‘, during months' 1 to 9, reductions in the percentage .
a_n*?steé were observed only among those experimentals not ewloyeé. D{;ring

t};e io- to 18-month period; reductions were not observed for exiaerimentgls . |
-in'either subgroup, but in months .19 to 27, significant reductions were’
observed for employed experimentals, .while increases were observed among
vt__‘xose'. experimentals ‘who were not enployad.g/ In particular,‘ the }ack ::f

any relationship l;etween ermployment and arrest rates dv:1ring the first

9 months when ;:@ed;t;antal group me;nbér; participated in Supported Work )
: s.uggests.that; for this sample, the lack of employment opportunities may

not be a principal factor in crim.:i.;ia.l beha\;ior. ‘ .

2. Cumulati\{e }hsults During the 18 and 27 Months Following Em:ollmentg/

Cumulative measures of criminal activities cver the follow-up

<

period provide a slightly different ‘view of program impacts. _In

~ particular, small impacts® during the 9-month intervals might comp'ound

L3

L/ Recall that the sample size. for these later period results
'is sufficiently small that sampling error int{estimates of program effects
t

Lo is-large. For example, the 6 percentage-point difference in-arrest rates
* is due to a difference of only four arrests for the total sample (16
* *  versus 12). N *

2/ See Appendix Table A.25.

-

-3-/ Only 79 persons had continuous-data for the 36 months follbwing
F* enxollment. Thus, results for months.l to 36 were not estimated.
.. * H

l{l e _' ‘ 139 | .
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to result in saniﬁcant long‘-rud effects. A . -, i
5 ® : * h * i L

 Bs seen in Table VI. z, resﬁlts for the first 18 months fou,d&mg "ot

- - - s [

enrollment 1nd:.cate that Supported Work ‘had no»effect on’ cr:.m:l.nal activitieés, o 3

‘which, is oons:.stent with the fmchngs for eaoh of the two S-month periods

{Table VI.l). However, over .the full 27-month per:.od follow:.ng enrollment,
there is evidence of ‘positive program impacts, sugges_.tlng that small if-"' ) v
i < Y ) .

ferences had been accumulatin{; over the-three 9-month ‘periods. During

thlS full period, only 30 percent of the experimentals. as compared w:.th

. -
39, percent of the controls, reported hav:’.ng)oeen arrested s:.nce enroll-
ment '1n the demonstration sample, and a large share of 'this ::ed.ucta.on
(35 percent) is due to a reduction in experxmentale arrests for t,t{bbery.,
mule not a statistically s:.gn:.f:.cant d:.fference, a lower percentage
of experimentals than controls were convicted during this :pe'riod-izo .

versus 24 percent), and a significantly lower percentage of experimentals

. - -

than controls were incarcerated (18 versus 28 percent).

@ = «
.

3. Impacts for Subgroﬁgs with Varying Amounts of Follow-Up Data .
. One of the first questions that arisee when comparing €the results

in Tables VE.l and VI.2 is whether the favorable results for the 1- to 27- . -

month period are due in part to differences in program response among
v

those with varying amounts of follow-up data. In order to address this
'issqe,'resnl‘ts for the probability of an arrest were estimated for sub-" -
groups of the samples defined by the length of the interview follow-up 2 . |

\ .
)

period.

A 163 :
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5 ’ ) a ~  TABLE VI.2

. N . .- =T I . .. _
S ) 2 . ' - CUMULATIVE ARRESTS, CONVICTEONS, AND INCARCERATION

R ) - . . : . 2 .t C §

T e N D . YOUTH SAMPLE .

- . . % =, ) ’ ~

g(, I'd - ’ . X . . ®

W,
L 4

i - ce Months 1. - 18 _ .Months 1 - 208/ . -
e e L N . . . Experimental- Control Experimental-  Coptrol
: _[\° LT e, ) -7 * Contiol - Group Control Group .g
- ~ ‘ - - -Differential Hean Differential ~ ° Mean
- » - ’ ~ ST e - . .
) Percentage with zny Arrsst c -0.3 ) 1.0 ~8.8% . 39.3 - C T o
AN B . . 3
. Number of Arrests - . T .07 0.38 , 0.01 0.62 ' , 3
e . - . y . . . - o )4 ;:
. Percentage with Robbery Arrests - - ,0.4. 6.1 -3.1 13.0 *
. Number of:Robbery Arrests &  0.00 ’ 0.07 -0.03 0.1 *‘
} ‘ - : o d 3
’ - hd hd .\f
Pcrcentage)lith prug-related . K * 1
ArvestsE -0.1 2.1 0.9 4.9 A o
o N ‘ . A
b N - ' . :i
e Perceutage Convicted « 0.5 16:0 -4.0 23.6 .
T N . ;
Percentage lncarcerated -0.6 18.3 -10.244 28.0 . - -3
. y . . -
-~d N %
Number of Weeks Incarcerated -0.7 4.1 -4.8%4 10.2
J NOTE :eSce Hote to . Table IIL1.3. Results for the 1- to Jo-month period are not pruesented because of thu limited sample size (79). -
", 8 the semple for this period includes people who completed bascline, 9-month, 18-month, and 27-month interviews. Therefore, ’ ;
< the experimental and control-group values implied by these data are not cousistent with those reported for the individual 9-month
periods (see Table V1.1). . - - - . - -
- ) ‘ R .. X v . N ’ ’ s
. - ylwhboxy arrests are defined as thoso for which robbery wav Llc most serious chargu. * Only murder and felonious assault are 7 P
considered-to b more surious than robboery. ‘ . T ™ N
. 2 ! b - Feg ;
E/Dtug-rul’:ted arrests are defined as thusu fot which narcotics-law violation is the most gerious cilarge. More surious charyes .
include muréer, felonious assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, wotor-vehigle thefl w.d otlier property cfimes, and sthor crimes against persons. -
’ *Statistically significant at the 10 purcent-levol, <
¢ megeatistheally significant at the § percant level. ’ :
’ " * s - N ¢ -

- W,
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As seen from ;raiale VI.3, among those with only 18 months of follow-up

déta, a higher percentage of experimentals. than controls were arrested in

both 9-month penods, as well as over the full 18-month penod ey However,

in most t:Lme penods, msults for those Wlth 27 oxr 36 months cf follow-up
~
data indicate reducticns in arrest rates among experimentals relative to

controls that qgctmulate.over time to result in differences of 8 to 11
pergentage pointfs over the 1- to 27-month period. Lfack of statistical
significance of these 8 and 11 percentagg-point d:i.fferences°appears to be
?;-,h due to small sample sizes, since the overall estimate of .'th.e program effect

is significant (Table VI.2). Unfortunately, data for the 1- to 36-month

Pt period are available for tooc few sample members (79) to permit calculation
i g e ' ) ’
of reliable estimates of cumclative effects over this period.” But evidence

from' the 28- to 36-month data suggest that the favorable pattern of cumula-

tive results ‘for the 27~ and 36-month subsamples may not persist in later

-
.

time periocis . :
. -~

"~ TDIFFERENTIAL -IMPACTS..ACROSS SITES

N .

Ifipacts might be expected to vary across sites becausecof ai £

ences in criminal histories of sample members, program characteristics, .

or local la.bqr-marke"t ‘conditions, as well as various unmeasured -di £ferences
in characteristics of program enrollees. 'As seen in Table VI.4, experi-’

mental-control differences are consi:stently positive for the New York sample,

) C 2
and most often positive for the Jersey City and Philadelphia samples.—/

+ L 4

. #' ) "~
-]=-/It is unlikely, but possikle, that cumulative results would: differ

.

in sign’ from those for the individual periods. .
'2'/T0blt estimates of the number of arrests incurred during the
various time periods (se< *rvendix Table A.26) yield results that are
. 'similar to.those report: Table VI.4.

.

*

~r
A

o “log .

S O




G P AN S e g

< oA,

ST g e
. N

.
> "~z
RS I L, e e

. 4 , .
2 . . o Crap Ve ' .
F - . . -
oy : } . FRNCENTAGE  AKRESTED UY LATLST FOLLOW-UL INTERVIKW
‘;"« . . . A Nise-outh Puriod Rodults
e o - _ - —- —
T o Bouihe 10 - M4 T VR B L Mouthe 28 s
: ) . s ° Exparisuntal- Contiol Exporisntal- Contrul Bapurimontal- Contyul Kxpas imental- - Contenl-
‘i ’ ° - . Cusstrol ° Groug Contsol Group Contrud Groug . Cnt ol Giuowgs
i 0 Eluruatial Maun Vi tfusential Hoan bitfuruntial Muan Litfurcntinl oJMean
a B -
i 18 sonths of follow-up 3.2 12.4 : 3.0 12.4 "oa. 0oa. Boae w.a,
: 27 months of follow-up -2.9 22.6 4.7 h 16.9 -3.7 16.0 N.a. [
% B . ;
’ 36 woaths of tullow-up -4.1 1).8 =12.0¢ 25.4 . 5.4 1.4 6.4 16.7
3 . . \ ]
i B. Cumulative Kesolis
: . [ . a
PR ) v — —
5. } - . .
PR ¢ - Moaths 1 - A8 Monchs 11 - 27
; o - _ Expurimntal- Countrol Experimantal- Control
o Conteol Group - Contaul Gruwp
‘, v Df ffoguptial Hran . vl tfasantial wian
14 months ot follow-up 3.8 22.2 N.a. n.a.
v 27 maths uf follow-up -1.9 2.4 ~u.} 4).4
: 36 mnthy of fulluw-up -13.4 32.4 -10.9 2.4
e s ’
~ - —— - — e . —————
wnr, Tuguthoy, thetse subdasplag ducludy the seme fndividuals es wote includud In U Seeple usud fo gunuratu the data prasentud fu Tabide VI, I, This tutel
samply has Lo pestdtioned according to tln sost jocunt schuduted fututviuw coupletad. Sanplu musburs usud for Lhe 19- to 2/~ and 28- Lo 3-month
outcomus twud ot haws oo-ulutud all pruvlouuly u.lwdu)od Iutorvicews, while thosu usud to ustimate thu results over the 27-moutn period, uf wourse,
cosmplutud all pmwouﬂly schedul od lutuvima..
[ .
Amuiig Lhotiu with dats for moaths 3 to 18, 3o purcunt wsplutud & 27-south intesviow and 11 puteant cowpletud o XW-month fntaiviuwg asig thoss with
data tur woaths 19 tu 27, 28 parcent complutud @ 36-month latsrviuw; and amoiyg those with data for tie 1~ ta 27-muth pariod, 23 puscent cumplutued
o Jo~month intasviaw.
. sstatistically ulgud fleant st the 10 percent lovel. )
Hed, muans wOt avaeilabla. P B
G
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TABLE VI.4

\' PERCENTAGE ARRESTED, BY SITE
YOUTI! SAMFLE t
Months 10 - 18 Months 1 - 18 ) Mouths 19 - 27 Mouths 1 - 27
' Experimental- Control ‘Experimental- Control Rxperimental- Control Experimental- Control
Control Group Control Group Control Group Control Group
Differential Hean Differential Hean Differential - Mean Differential Hean
All Youth 1.6 15.2 -0.3 270 -3.2 14.0 -8.8% 39.3
Site «
Atlanta ~.4 9.9 0.0 15.0 1.5Y 1.6 26.5Y 3.5
Hartford 1.0 7.0 1.0 21.3 ~6.6 19.0 -6.8 "43.4
Jarssy City 3.2 12.2 -4.6 25.8 -¢.1 12.0 -10.7 35.8
New York 7.3 25.9 3.4 33.0 20.04% -4.3Y 15.9%/ 21.7
fhiladelphia -10.5 21.9 -1.9 1.5 -1.4 12.8 -15.2 42.7.
L4
=
' NUTE:  8Go tote-to-Table 1II,7,. LY
- N ~ )
2/ These data are based on a sample of fewer than 20 persons. - -
Y this negative estimate for the conn"ol-qroup mean arose because linear regression as (pposed ‘o probit analysis was used (sce Chapter/\ll).
) A5tatistically significant at the 10 percent level.
/
Y. =
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Thus, much of the diffeégggia} impact among ‘subgroups with varying amounts

- nf follow-up data is reiated to the site composition of the sample: neariy

;- "half of those with 27 or noée'months of data are from Jekrsey City and
:‘j- Philadéiphia and less ithan 4 percent are from New ‘York, while only 11
percent of those with 18 months of data are from Jersey City and Philadel~

phia, but 27 percent are from New York. Since the pattern of impa=ts on

v

arrests is different from the employment andvtotal-income results (estimates (/"‘ o
oo of program impacts on empléyment and income are positive for Philadelphia

- and‘negative tor Jersey City); it appears that employment and improved

-

Fo. " £

5. ' economié statqs per se were not the mechanisms through which thése.ﬁavorable

-

impacts among selected sites occurred. ’

C. DIFFERENTIAL IMPACTS ACROSS SUBGROUPS OF YOUTH

4

-

¥ 1 There is little evidence to suggest that program impacts on the—

—

.

incidence of criminal activities, as indicated by the percentages arrested

-

in each 9-month follow-up period, vary systematically across subroups

2

of youtﬁ_with various demographic and backgrouhd characteristics (see .

.

» "

Table VI.5). However, the program impacts or the percentages yith any

arrest over longer periods of.time (i.e., rany initiation of or recidivism

to a éelinquent or criminal life-style) ;uggesp that the program is most »
g ' effective in reducing-involvement in crime among those who, in the

absence of some férm of intervention, exhibit a’greatef tendency toward

lsuch behavior: those who are younger, who are m;le, wﬁo have nine o? .
more years of educacion, agd who have previously worked.in some job' but

who have little recent emplovment experien¢é~(sée Table VI.6).E/

l/Subgroup results ‘are not presented for months 28 to 36 and 1 to 36,
since the expected numbe> of persons arrested among those samples is about 25 ..
in each. (There are 146'persons with valid data for the 28- to 36-month :
period and 79 with data for the full 1~ to 36-month-period.)
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r»i/ . . N
,; <. . . TABLE VI.5 < T
::'é . ) . PERCENTAGE WITH M*'AIUCES'A‘, BY DESOGRAPUIC
I . AND BACKGROUND QUARACTIERIGTICS .
" . - ., ! -
e Yout sameLs © | . ‘ . '
<y [} » 1 . . < .
' - -
: - ’ ‘ . N ‘;; \ {
i3 Months 1 - 9 Months 10 - 18 Mounths 19 - 27
i - . Experimental- Control Experimental- Control Kxperinental - Control
i Control Grow: Control Growp - Eontrol Growp
BN . Differential Ne Differential Hesn Lifcerential Hean
W .
411 Youth ) 0.3 16.8 7.6 15.2 5-3.2 “o .
i} Years of Age > . : ) ' 3 X
* Under 19 . . -2.4 19.8 0.6 . .52 © 48 16.8
. 190rolder 4.7 © 2.6 3.7, 15.3 ALk 9.3
5 o ? . -t ;
e . o . P : :
“ Hale . -0.2 18.7 1.6 13.8 * -3.7 15.0 :
| Female 4.7 5.8 3.5{ 23.8 ©o-0.1 2.2
! Wace/Ethnicity . : e . . .
I White, not Hispanic 8.9 7.2 -11.2 21.3 -12.3 23.6
.. Black, not Hispanic -0.7 18.3 2.6 15.4 ‘ -0.4 12.0
f*( fiispanic ¢ 3.2 13.4 ‘3.7 " 12.5 -13.2 15.8
Ef;téuu of Education ‘ : L ] . ~
£ 8 or less 1ns . 9.8 19.35% 6.8 1. < 10.2
2 9 or more L, -1.4 18.0 -1.1 16.7 4.2 18.i
* Welfafe and Food ) ' t .
§ Stemp Receipt in ¢ - N .
{ honth prior to . g
s Enrollsent &/ . ] . ; ]
_None . -2.0 19.7 . N LA 13. . 0.9 12.4
some o~ . 5.7 11.0 . -8.8% 18.9 . : =13.72% 16.7
i ¢ . - . . .
! bepeidgnts . J . * .
t |, None 0.2 16.5 0.9 .‘;‘ 15.7 -4.7 13.8
| One or more ) a0 20.0 ‘9.3 ¢ 11.8 \ ‘1.4 12.1
H b - - t ¢
{Months in Longest Job -
ce B 9.6% 16.1 9.8% 14.5 -1.1 16.7 .
o1 =02 9 ~1.6 17.0 -1.6 16.6 -3.7 . l2.a
More than 12 -9.2 17.7 8.5 5.9 -6.5‘ 11.5
? v - ‘l
. - s




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

!

R P

Moniths ! - 9 Months 10 - 18 o Months 19 - 27 '
° Experimental- . Control Experimental-  Control Experimentai-  Control
Control Group Control Group . <Control Group
Differential ~ Mean Differential Hean Differential Hean
4 . N ’
Weeks Worked:In Yeag H .
Prior to Bnrolhent—/ N 1 ~ .
0 1 . ‘0.8 14.2 ™0 16:5 © <43 15.4
S , . ‘0.6 , 15.7 0.6 ~*15.8 .-3.8 14.6
10 ; 0.5 17.2 2.2 * 15,1 < =-3.3 5.7
N LI ©
Prior Drug Use f .
Used drugs other than ,
marijuana -4.5, 22.2z 4.4 17.4 < -5.5 15.4
Did not use any drug ~
~ other than nqrijuana 1.9 15.4 1.2 1477 -2.4 13.0
Prior R;rests'—’/ .
0 -0.2 A5.1 0.0 13.9 -1.1 11.4
4 1.2 18.5 3.6 16.5 . ~4.1 14.6
9 3.0 22.8 8.1 .o 19.7 7.9 ‘18.7
Honths Siace Incarceration # ] 3 )
Never incarcerated ~4.5 18.1 0.1 13.8 -2.2 13.7
12 or less 121.86 11.8 1.0 21.0 -11.8 20.3
tiore than 12 . 17.1 12.4 23.9 20.6 1.8 5.0
Parcfe or .
Enroliment ' .
Not on pavole or ’ 2.2 14.9 0.5 15.1 -6 4* 15.1
probation
On parole or probation -3.2 22.4 5.8 15.6 > 10.6

NUTE: Sec nate to Table IXI1.7. Results for the 28- to 36-month period are not presented because of the lim' :d sample gize (146) and the small

.

a . )
’/wu_lfm:o includes AFDC, General Assistance, and other welfare or welfare income for which respondents could not identify the source,

b, .
‘""',l'hes: estamates of subgrovp effects and means are based on a

points.

» ¢

Experimental-control differentials within this subgrouping for this time perjod differ signiﬂgantly from one another,

»

procedure is discussed ¥n Section IX.¥,)

*Statistically sigunificant at the 10 pcré'ent level.
tagtatistically significant at the

) A
" ERIC 173

5 percent level'.

-~

< ‘ i
number of sample members arrested during the period (29),

<

ES

.

1nea~ specification of tae sample characteristic, evaluated at the sp:cified

{This test

f

«

,
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. . , . T . R TABLE VI.G W, b
. P B S
4 ) - CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE WITH ANY ARREST,
.. - BY DEHOGRAPHIC AND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
’ ' . . YOUTH SAMPLE .

Months 1 - 18 ’ Honths 1 - 7% < -
Experimental- Control : Experimental- ~ Control
. ) Coitrol Griup Contro} Group.
. - - - = Differential Yean Differential g Hean

Je »
h .

-A!l Yaquth - ¢ . -0.3 27.0 -8.8* 39.31
b, . - .
. Years of S ) v. i . s ] -
. > Under 19 -4.9 30.5 -16.4** 44.4 R
19 or older * 6.9 21.9 2.2 29.6

29.6 -10.5** « 41.43

.  Hale . ) . . -0.2 :

Female . 4.9 11.5 8.2 136
LI, Al Y
Race/Ethnicity . 5 -

. "Vhite, not Hispanic 0.4 7 23.%5 6.8 27.3
Black, not Hispanic . -0.8 28.0 . -9.6 . 39.2
Hispanigc . p 3.4 23.1 . -7.9 . 36.1

) : ) ' "
Years of Education 3 . : L ’ N .

: ' B or less ' 15.2*% : 14.5 20.2 e 20.6

§ 9 or, more -2.6 - 28.8 -13.3%* v 41,0

5 2 -

* .Welfare and Feod Stamp - .

= Receipt in Month Prior ’ e

to Enrbllpentb i

. “None = . 27. ¥ -2.8 ’ 37.8

, Dependents . . o7 - . .
7 None . -0.1 26.8 -7.8 37.6
One or more | ¢ . 0.1 28.8 -11.4 40.5
: Months in Longest Job . ’ * .
(1} . 13.3*% . 231 18.2 30.0
1-12 - -4.1 28.6 -15.7*%% - 40 7

More .than 12 ~4.3 3.7 -21.2 Tl 3.0

, R .
P - , - - . ¢ ~
13 . -

\
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TABLE V1.6 (Continued)

- ) Honths 1 - 18 .. mMomths1-21%° .
* Experimental- Control Experimental- Control
: Control Group Control Group
. pifferential Hean .Differential. Hean .
R .
Weeks Worked in‘Year Fiior to ] <, -~
Enrollment S -
Y . -0.5 25.5 -13.7*% 38.5 .
5 . -072 26.3 -10.8** 38.2
10 °, 0.0 ; 27.1 . -B.Q“ 37.8
Prior DrAuq Use - /
- Used drugs -other than - : - ®
marijuana - 1.7 35.3 ~10.4 . 460
’ pid not use any drug other .
than marijuvana . i 2.0 L 24.6 -7.3 . 34.6 ) .
. P :
Prior ArrestsS/ ‘ . :
0 > -1.8 * 25.6 -13.6** 37.9
4 l.{, 28.3 -4.6 - 37.9 R
9 ] 31.6 6.8 37.8
Months Since Incarceration '
Never Incarcerated , ¢ -3.6 26.3 -9.4 3.4 >
12 or- léss 6.8 30.3 -23.2 58.5
vote than 12 26.4%% 28.5 22.7 " 58.8 .
Parole or Probation at . -
Enrollment ’ . . N
Not on parole or probacion . 0.0 24.1 -8.3 - 33.7
. On parole or probation .3 35.2 . -7.8 48.6 .
- - .

WrL:  See mate to Table I17.3.

a . . .
a/ fheé sample for this period includds people who cowpleted badeline, 9-month, 18-mon
. e .

),

b/

. ~ ‘ol faie .includes AFDC,

+
+

</

specifiod puints,

L}
These estimates of subjrouwp effacts and means

Experimental-control llffc}

Results for the 1- to 36-month reriod are wot presented because of the limited sample size

&

. ¥

Gencral Assistance, and othe: wéffare or welfare “income for which respondents could not identify

. Stati-stically significant at the 10 percent level.

’
AR

81

K
| .

Statistically significant at the S.percent level.

L]
s

- . 4

-

v

th, and 27-month lntorv‘l\ws. -~

rs;}t‘h:t

entlals within this sul‘)qrouping for this time period diffe

-

(79).

are based on a lingar specification of the sample chagct.oristicl evaluatcti at the

-

[ 4 .
Trom one ‘anpther.

.

the source.
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~D. CONCLUSIONS L o ~ : -
‘e .

. There is some evidence that among those individuals who enrolled

A 7 -

ix; the Su;_)portéd Work prpgrams.g;rior t;é 1977 (and so were followed-for

-

e

-at least 27 months Aafter their enrollment), the program did tend to

. o

reduce their likelihood of partiqipating in criminal activities, as
. . [ ~ v Y M .

evidenced Ly the lower .incidence of arrasts among experiméntals relative

L] rd

to controls. The.subgroups of yoth for whom the crime wdsults exhibit
a pati:ern consistznt with that for the employment results are those age

-~
.

o

RN
[

17 or 18 at enrollment and those who ernrolled in ithe DPiggram earlier
(and so were followed for a longer period of time). However, the sites,

M <

where the relatively more favorable employment results were observed ‘

13

are not the same set 3s those where there is some indication that the

programs may have.reduced criminal activities, suggesting that the

Ny Vf rs
machanism throWwyh which crime-related impacts mic_:,rht:r occur may relate,6 °
more to the séciolegical theories than to the economi~ theories discussed

- ] -

in Chapter II: Thus, the lack of dpparent program impacts for the later .
enrollees may be attributable to _Z:hanges in the character of z"Lt:he Supported
Work programs*over ‘time--for exuple, to theiy considerably larger average

.

size. However, as previously noted, this. apparent reduction in program
x :
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< Vo, " CHAPTER VII

Ty ) CONCLUSION ;

M
n

wav .o

0' . . o«
* The goal of Supported Work is to mitigate a number of factors
thouyht to be related to the unusually high unemployment among that

segment of the youth population that was the target of the Supported

-~ Work demonstration--school dropouts with limited or no prior work .

expenence .and often with a hlstory of lx.V)Ivement in"crime. The

»

evxdence from th& Natl.onal gupported Work Demohé..rat:.on suggests that

} * aupported tYork can be expected to havp short-run lnpacts on emplormernt
- : 4
i 2 M A V2

- and,.‘ gonsequently, on dependend*r on public assistance’. However, it does
~ . R . . , . .

" not apprear tJ be successful in its central objectivr of improvir.g ‘e

: T long-term e@lgment prospects, for disadvantaged youth.

A )
Those youth who met “hé Supported Work eligibilj.ty criteria

and applied to the program are among those who characteristically
have the most serious employment problems .l/ About 60 percent of the

sample are younger than 19, over one-third completed fewer than 10

-

yea;;s. of schooling, and over one-fifth have never had a regular job.
P’ .

Jof ‘those who have held a regular job, their most recent job had ended,
_on average, moie than 11 months ago. In addition, 57 percent reported
" having been arrested, and 38 percent reported. having been convicted.

Other characteristics which identif& the youth as being particularly

¢

.
% t . .0
-

l/F‘or examp}.e, see Feldste:.n and Ellwood (1979) for a descrlptldn
of the - employment problems of youth with var:.ous character:,stlcs.
.- < , N e

v

.
-
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S

likely to have limited employment opportunities are that 91 percent are_
from black ‘and other ethnic minority groups (among whom the national
-\{nemplqyme,nt rate is.about double-the overall unemployment rate for

youtﬁ),'and about tonthirds of the group had -been out of school for

more than a yeér when they,enrolled in the program. Thirty peréent‘qf
a : s them repo;ted having been expelled from school or left school because
of problems with the police. Few of these youth weré married and .

supporting dependents, and nearly two-thirds were living Qith their»

parents at the time of-enrollment. N
¢

Based dn the post-enrollment employment experiences of the o
vouth'control group, however, we observed that the employment prospects.

x 1 - ° B )
* for these youEh who applied to and were enrollad in the demonstration

- -

‘were somewhat more favorabig than their background characteristics

.

L would lead one to expect and better than those of the other Supported

3

Work target g.oups (see Figure VII.l). By the start (f the third year

‘after enrollmeht, half of the youth were employed qnd they workgd an

average of J0 hours per month. Eighty-three percent of the controls
reported some employment during the follow-up period of 18 to 36 months.
This general upward trend in employment is attributable to three factors:

a“normal tendency forg,some youth who[ because of program eligibility

requirements, 'were unemployed at enrollment to become empioyed, the

”
. A

aging of these youth and improvements in local employment opportunities,
[ v ' - . \ ¢ o - o
due to both improving local labor-market conditions and an increase in
1 '
CETA appropriations targeted for youth icks.
1} . ) . .

.

q 3 N !
Employment exgeriénces of youth controls were consi§erably

-

more favorable among those enréiled later in calender time, among those

b2




AT e N2,
7 IS

By

.

»
T
i
-
-

Caf Ly

TS A S g

sy ey,

et gy e

e 7
B AR

Hours
per
Month

100

430

60

40

20

g

4

TREND IN HOURS WORKED BY CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS

o
L]
s
4
4
¢

FIGURE VII.1

Youth

Ex-Addiq:s

Ex-Offendaers

- 4 g
t —— —————————————— .
3 < § 12 15 18 21 .24 27 30 33 36y
* Months After Enrollment in Supported Work Sample
3 ' . .
. .
. .
’ )
A - A .
.. W

<

v

e

”

s erma vy *

B

PR .,
A P R e

N R Tl D T S o 24

I



in'Jersey City and Atlanta as compared with those in other sites, among

males as.compared with females, and among those with more as opposed

’ A
to less prior work experience. Other characteristics,.including age,

showed only weak relationships with employment. s
. Y.
- ‘Those youth applicants who werégrandomly assigned to tha

experimental group, and were thus offeréd a Suppoz ced Work job, stayed in
these jobs only €.7 months, on average, ében though under program
guidelines they were.pérmitted to .stay much longer. Only 9 berceﬁt left

after having exhausted the allowab%e:timp‘in the program; yet, only 18

. A :‘:T;f oo ;l:..,:’:-' .“:- s . . . '

percent: left to tgke,anoéﬁer‘job. "
4 . N

-

Ddriné the pqriod when experimentals were employed in Supported

v

Work, their hours of work and earnings, of course, exceeded those of
LY

controls by a significant amount. Consequently, théir dependence on
. ] ’
welfare decreased at the same time that their economic status improved.

¢
-

Although nearly 40 percent of the experimental youth reported

‘l\

that Supported Work had helped prepare.fhem for unsubsidized employment,
. '\‘. . - -

larguly by teaéhing job skills, the’ post-program employment experience of
experimenﬁéls do not reflect guch increases in employment skills: by

rc‘r
x

-the start of the second year:iwhen less than 20 percent of the gkberi-
. / .

-

mentals were still in ﬁhe program, there was'essenqial_y no diffexence

in the overall employment level of the two groups. While differentials

in employment rates did reépggar during the latest follow-up period,

4 . e ° .
. ’

they are neither large nor statistically signifid@ant. Furthermore, the °

v

estimated earnings differential during this same period is necgative, - -
, ; ; A .

L% -
-

implying that employed experimentals earned substantially lower wage
~

- v N

rates than did employed controls.

’ L
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+ -

.Thus, that this group exhibited less employment gain vis-é—bis their

—~— A

!

s

Eérhaps*the most noteworthy factor céncerning these employment’
rgsuits'is that both experimentals,aqg boﬁtrgls exhibited a reasonably
favorable pattern of employment: duriﬁg months 19 to 36, getween 61 and 74
percént of the sample reportéd employment during each 9-month period, " and %

those with some employment worked the equivalent of about tyo-xhirds time

at wage rates averaging between $3.41 and $4.13 per nour. .'i

In cowparisoﬁ with other Supported Work tarxget groups, yvouth
) \

experimentals had employment rates during the 19- t> 36-month period
that averagéd 9 to 25 percent higher and they worked between 12 and 25 . i

percent more houxx (thoﬁgh at suﬁstantially lover avefaqe wage°£ét¢s).' ' _.‘j

control counterparts than other target groups appzars to be due 'to - -

-

their having a less chronic problem at the time of their enrollment,

-

as evidenced by the previously noted more favorable empinyment experiences g

of their control group relative o those of other target groups. This »

conclusion is further :upported by che observation that those youth

-

for whom relz:ively more favorable (though generally hét significant)

LY

patterns of effects were estimated are those whose control group counterparts

‘'had low employment rates and levels--for example, the earliest enrollees

in the demonstration who faced the poorest labor-market condition?} those

“
v

in Ne& York, Hartford, and Philadelphia, and those who were younger
i »

1

the findings of'\this study provide little
\-

evidence that retargeting the progfhm‘on a different sSubset of youth

& L .

would substantially altex the progiam's impacts, .

Q .
than average. However,
2, ’

T, s ' IW .
.Experimental youth gid stay in Suppaqrted wé?k longer than
" ~ . .. . 1 ’ . r- . N N .
controis,over the ssab‘period stayed in nonprogram jobs {6.7 months

[
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. I's
versus 5.6 months for ‘nonprogram jobs). However, longer tenure in

Supported Work jobs has not been found to result in improygﬁents in

*

other dimensions of employment-related outcomes, such as employment Py

_ _rates; employment levels, or wage rates. Similarly, the Supported

hY

Work experience did not lead to substantially‘differeﬁt types of jqbs;;

A among both experimentals and controls, two-thirds to three-quéiters of

their nonprogram jobs were in the manufacturing, retail trade, and ser-

_ vice industries, and they were maigly in clerical, servicé and miscellan-
. . . .

eShs'occupatiOns. - ~ ‘

~

Among the reasons for public concern With the high rates of youth

3

unémploymen; is the be}ief—that unemployment contributes to drug abuse

and criminal behavior among young peéple. Yet, this stuéy provides no
support for such beliefs. Even during the first nine montgﬁ after

‘.

enrolling in the demc.stration when experimentals had béen cffered a
* v ! .

-program-3job,—the extent of drug use and involyement in crime were similar
. . . ©e - T .
between experimentals and coﬁfrols: roughly 13 percent reported using
' — —_—
drugs (other than marijuana or alcohol) and 17 percent were atr&xted.

As a consequence of.}hege limited program i@pagts, tge'estimates
of the net social costs;bf Supported Work for youth are high: cogts are
estimated -to exceed benefits by an average of about §1,465 per pargicibént.
Thus, Q:Fecision’as to whether or not Supported Work has a place among
%ederally sponsorel youth emp%o&ment prograﬁs is a matter qf‘judgmént as

“

to'the'reliabi¥ity of this estimate of the required! net subsidy ‘and the

unm:asured social value of ack.eving relatively modest short-term embloy-°

-~ .

ment and ircome gains. , R et
L ° N . N }
2 N In arriving at such judgments about Supported Work, it'is important’

. v «
~ .
*




. .

| to recognlze the llmltatlons of the demonstratlon s findings. The most

“serious llmltatlon is, of course, the pauc1t§ of observations on which

i to ‘base’ estimates of,long-term 1mpact34 Roweyer, another falllng is
Y ]

’

. - \that the research did nqt explore-fully the "causes" of the program’s

-

.

pparent lack of success in improving longer-term emp*cyﬁeqt prospects

<>

or the target populatlon. WHile the curgent data base would support

:—-‘h’/

__erh=

a,more thorough analysis of the causes offyouth unemployment and'of"‘

) Ségforted Work s llmlted'achlevements, the rellabllity of the estimates

-

of lofiger-term 1mpacts could be -mproved only through further foilow-up

v . < o ) N

of the sample. o ‘,

v o ¢’ . N i N

2
’

/
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g N o CHARACTERISTICS OF SYXPERIMENTAL mp;commr.’ém \EVBESS AT ENROLLGENT ¢+ i
’ * '\ YOUTH SAMPLE . )
: - > . . o
- o . " Experimental-
. ) , Experimental - Control
" Characteristic " __Group Mean Di £farential -
. ¢ Agein ';cm . ’ 18.22 -0.04* ’
a chi:o;ti_on Maie- - . 0:88 . . " 0.01
Proportion Slack . R - 0.03
~ Number of Dependents - 0.18 0.04 '
e'x@g‘:aﬂ.(zi of Formal Education . 9.62 -0.06
S Number of Weeks dorked Last 12 Nonths . 9.45 -0.09 -
_'Minqn-ﬁr,q. ‘tor Those »Ewlox;cd' Last 12 Months 2.63 -;.).17
£ | tnearned Income Last 4 Weeks ] 4 .56.14 -2.43
"~ 2zoportion Aeceiving Wel¥are .- T 0.13 -0:01
: Susber of Arrests . .1.99 ~2.57e
- “Number of-Convictions . 0.52 ] \--'0.23;" ’
propor=idn Ever Used orugs¥ 1 " 0.23 Z0.02
eropc'::tion Zver Used n;:oin 0.0.7 =-0.01 -
-~ &
A <  NOTS: These cata pertain to the total yo son et al. {1378),

~

¢

h

Table 3~3.

a/.

ersi{tnificant at the .05 level on a two-tailed test.

\x:ymh and-are taken from de:

~'This includes only ihdividuals who have used drugs oéhcr than

~
-

mdjk ‘and alcohol.

-

i

s

[T S




- B . @ ) o . (o ‘_ .
- - . s TABLE A:.2
) SAMPLE sizEs FCR ANALYSIS OF VARIOUS OUTCOME MEASURES IN VARIOUS g"riiﬁsgt;grptjé ) - '
- . . - . - " N - -
. ) . . Months /C()v,e'redhﬁy‘_cutcbié_-neésﬁr‘e e
Outcome Measures - _ 1-18 ~ 19-27 . 28-36 - 3-37 - . 136~
" Esployment : > 849 508 1S3 - nzas dias
Income. Sources and Weifare Dependence < 643 460 - 149 n.a..  m.as.. ..
Use of Drugs (other than Marijuana) 852 507 151 a.a. n.al .
Use of Marijuana,.Enroliment in Drug Treatment, : o
Drug Use Among Sample Subgroups ) ) 739 497 - : 151 n.a. n.a.
Daily Use of Marijuana, Index of Drug Use ) 733 488° 143 . n.a. n,a"‘.?
) Indicators of Criminal Aci:ivjties | " 809 507 146 -379 T 79 - 4 ,“
. Total Potential Sanpleé/ 861 513 153 419 .. 121 R
‘ . : 3 rj
2/ this includcs_gl individuals who completed the required interviews: the potential sample L
for -1~ to 18-month outcomks includes all who completed an enxollment, a 9-month, qﬁd_anjﬁ(-'mopth inter- .
view; that for-19- to 27-month outcomes includes all who completed .an enrollment and‘a 27-month inter> ° - . - - E
view; that for months 28 to 36 includes all who completed an enrollment 'and a 36-moiith interview; those ™, N
for months 140 27 and 1 to 36 include all who completed all scheduled interviews up to the 19- to 27- . . f
and the- 28~ to 36-month interview, respectively. . Y.
n.a. means not applicable. . R o
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... - WOMBERS ‘OF mrznvszs gasszemgmn COMPLETED.
.- - <, ) o ‘s::i S L =

i ' ' - ) Nunﬂaer S Nuiiber ' ‘Perceptage . .
P Interview 'rype _ Aseiqned Completed—/ ‘Completed. .-

:' ) Bn:ollment e . 7 1282 12844 . - 99vg

e tes e et e e ot A =

- e ¢ = . e A, -

-

s e
N -

9-mom:h - 1252 . 1001 T . '80.0

la-monthA : ' . 1252 ‘ 924 . . 73,
",_“I" ) ) o . R "y . * - < ’ ' 7 b
P 27-month o ‘ 71913/ . 506 - 70.4.
S<moath . . Cae® T a5 0 L 76.7-

A e T - R o el L
e e - P - - . . o e o - g
= 5 rs P o N

. WOTE: ~ THese data are from Jackson et -al. (1979), Tablés II.1 and
' vI. K.2-VD A4 ' L

. -/ These. figuzes include three persons who conpleted 2 substitute '
«enzollment interview at the. time of a subsequently scheduled follow~up Y
:.nterview. ‘mey do not include individuals who coupleted gubstitute __ \
,follow-up interviews. . P \

. o

- . —/ Only those enrolled pnor to Janua.zy 1977 were asszgned a’
27~month interview.

-/ Only those enrolled prior to April 1976 were ess:.gned.a Yo
36-month interview. .. ' .
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- ‘Sangle . . _

»19-27-Honth 28—36 Honth
Outcomes Outcomes

D i~

- ‘Philadclphfa k .

Expcru 3 tal Group

Anount of Follo\:-up Data—/
Ronths,

rreatmht or= Cruml Jusq?e
Agency “to: Apply<to Proqr

S;te
Atlmu

- Hartford- .
Jerscy, ity
‘New. Zork,

ﬂonths otd’roqru Operation

13-18
> 18-

' -Aren Unenplomei/gite During

Fcllcw-Uo Pério
&

Complies -with Formal Program
‘Eligibitity Criteria ~

8.472

- 0497

8 913p
" {2.281F

< . .
B, Age 19 or older 0.403 0.414 - 0.430 B b
v ‘* Male o o, -7 0.862 0.892 . " 0.0a1 -oon
Race/Sthnicity . . \ - -~ . B
y .“hite, non-Hispanic. 0.060 0:092 0.071 RN
-Hispanic 0.155 0.147 0.121 - “7,;
5 * Hore« than 8 Tears of School ' 0.3¢8 . 0.835 © o 0.817 ... f
— ~ S Time- che Last Enrolled-in-— - - - - 2 3
4 - School=’ . . - - >
. 1 Year 0.367 0.340 0.404 B
e . 1-2 Years : 0.267 0.301 0.244
} ‘Reason Left Schoola/ i ! ‘ .
i Expelled 0.155 0.159 0.111 - £
3 Troublé with Law 0.145 0.177 0.222 s
i . Wanted a Job 0.287 0.288 . -0.353 - e
; Number of ersons in Houséhold 4.923 5.059 e -3.979
: : - 2.363) \2.337) (2.7 #
By
.Any Dependents 0.102 . 0.086 0.053 _ cd
. Raised by-/ . ) g
- One Parent - . . 0.564 0.529 0.444 . -3
Two Parents 0.347 9.400 0.477 5
‘. Currently Living with Parentsd’ 0.701 0.717 , 0.760 - 3
Any qud Stamps or Welfare f
Last ‘onth 0.343 0.304 0.253 »:?
Total tncome Last MonthS 120.15 122.37 127.95 - SR
’ . (132.74) {140.37) (129.13) 3
= Earnings, Last Wonth— ; L s
Any 0:572 ~=07605 "0.638 S
- Amount 67.24 . 74.00, . .87.25 3
, (98:24) (104.04). e {(105.30) . *
~ R . . . L
e




EABLE hidd {CONTENCES)

- . © MEANS. orcom‘o"x."'i?iﬁmhésﬂu‘ssb IN ‘REGRESSIONS - C .

- - " Y

(s:tndard Dwutions of Con:inuous Varubles u-e An’ Puen:ncses) g

LY

" ’ ‘, e th S ..
L - ' © 1-18 Mgath - 19-27" Honth 28-25 Month N
;; R e . - Ou:cous gutcomes o gutcomes :
e - T . 7 , = Vo
Unaploymg; COnpcnsation o : S , - R .
Last Month= v . : ) .- . - . .t
-Any; .028 0.035 .~ 0t "0.034
Amount ) .08 €.37 8.87
S ) (33.60) .(31.20) = (50.22) -
Wclftre last Hon:h-c-/ s : Co
A Any .0.131 ' - 0:122 . 0.114
AN Moun: . 22.30 . 7 19.83 16.48
P - ; (67.34) * - (64.02) (49.63) v
_Food. snmps last Honth-/ , e . T
Any ., 0.252 Y .0.208 0.149
Bonus Value N ~ 20.04 15.46 - 7.81
- N (38.40) (36.15) (18.26)
other Unearned Income List sonthE/ ) . P ) . :
. Cany, L - 0.041 2.048 . 0.065 ‘¢, "
Amount * -7 : . v 5.49 . 6.71 7.54~ -
i S (31.35) - (36.93) (40.13) )
i | eeks Worked in Prior Year . '9.359" 10.172 12:659 .
v. v (11.688) (12.362) (14.013)
3 *" Lerigth- of« Longest Job Ever - Lo ) . o
. 12:months or less | s 0.696 -0.687 o 0.687
i kton than" 12. months - 0.07.5 . 0.076 -~ 0.099
8-or Nore Reeks of Job Training X ' ) ’
; prior Zear® - 0.109 P 0.107 0.139 i
: ‘Used: Any-Drugs (Ot!ur than - . \ .
: : uarijum) . s 9.233 . 0.300 0.411 .
Used' ¢:ocnne—-/ 0.129 . 0.150 0.1877 - -
Used.alcohol Daily/ 0.058 .02 . o.M
£ Bes: Fricnd Does Not Use Drug’ . . , Ta
§ and is No: Tivolved in Crime~ 0.814 . G.753. - 0.715
: Many Addicts~in Neighborhood®/ 0.323 ©o0as2 | " 0.340°
i - . Ever Arrested : 9.542 0.638 ' 0,641
;- . Namber Of Arrests ] 2.250 2.868 3.000
v . . (5.305) (5.024) (5.225)
- > i‘mc since. Incarcerated . . .
i 12, months or less 0:17¢4 . 0.191 0.204
Mére than.-12 months 0.112 . 0.199 0.303
., On: #arole.or Probation® e/ © 0.2 . 0.321 0.316
Kaxiwn Nlmber of Cases.in ’ .. .
i Reqrossions ‘ 861 “513 153 .

Sahers as s

[P A e woer

NOTE: »'Huns o£ these ‘variibles will vnrv slightly from one set of regressions to another ,pccauu
(ofnsliqhtly different. sample: ‘sizes ‘for analyses of various outcome neasures. They may also
vary from those. pusenud id, Table II.3 because the above means were obtained from actuzl
mal,{sis samples as oppased :o pountial samples ‘based on in:erview complerions

/Thcu varisbles were included only in regfessions :o cstim:e subgroup effects for
individuals- with the vtrious a:tribuus. .

b/Arn unouploymr»: rate was ultimuly excluded from reqtessions because of its high
e correlation with the site. vnrilbles. The 1:18 month vaiue pertains to months 10-18. The
value’ £or mon:hs 149 is 8. 62 perccn:.

,I'hcse vtriablu vere inrludcd only in uqressions where the dependcn: variably was the
pos:-enro:.lmen: value of the same. v

= tjhis‘vnr'inblrwgs‘ incluggd‘on‘ly in‘enploimcn:-ulaud :cqussi:dns. ’ !
&this variable vas included ofly in regressions vhere indicators of dryg use and criminal

165

¢’

Q Nti‘ésﬁwu'gﬁntﬁc dépendent variablas. -
KC‘,’ " c. . “.m,,, .,."’A ~
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b e .t . !
“TABLE A db . * .
. o ESTIMATED- com:cmn'rs O comm:. VARIABLES
7. T T uss:n - *SELECTED « axcazss:ou squa’r:bus ) .
: —— - ==
. . L bependcn: Variablaea
. AT ¢ . Rourstmployedr g N il
. v Per Mcath' Y Used Any Drugs b/ Any .Arrest 4/
L . chr.:ol Vuiablc (Months 19780 27) L\(nnt:hs 19 to 27) {Months 19 to 27L
£ . Anoune ot !'ouow-up Data . 2 )
27-donths:" T neas i n.a. . na. "
1. :,_,"\ o '-\bnﬂ‘l’!: —_ . o - - teNed@e -t M ‘Ned, S n.a. .
“Site W ’ ‘ :
i . Atiann 42. u - 20.12 -0.09
v . l-urt‘ord . -23.36 %% . -0.11 9.01
e, J‘zuy ‘Ciey n.a. s ~ n.a. . n.a.
i <, New..York ' . - ~53.07%7 -0.03 o -0.04 -
s ‘PHiladslphia " -40.53 %2 =0.15 } 0.06
Months: of Program Operation .o .
R , - 1318 — _ 7. 1870 o’ o ° Qosos o« - -0.08
> 18 . v et 19,90 - -0,93 T =0.10
.. Conplin with Formal Program N T )
Eligibility Criteria 1.06 0:04 =0.06 .
Age 19 or Older 14.03% T, ‘o.02" -0.07%* .
s Pl . P N o * N * d
it . Yale. . 43.50** ~0.01" 0.13%% o~
' ) Raéd/!eﬁn;ciéy‘ ’ .
. -White,- Non-Hispanic R 33.20%" . 0.09* 0.04 -
« Hispanic - . 17,18 * * < 0.01 0.00 .,
’ . . Y .
A Mote ‘than 3 ‘Years of School ¢ v 15.18* 0.05 .0.05
t; Numbsr-of Plzsons m Houuhold é 0.28 -0.00 «).01 :
- Aay Dapandents -18.52 0.00 0.05
§‘ , _Anyfi'ogd Stamps or 'dc’l'taxo rast ’ - S .
rN Yonth- i i s18.36* 0.02 -0.93 -
N ‘Weeks Worked in 2rior. Year . 0.72%* Y -0.00 -0.00
P Lot . .
P Langth.of Longest Job Ever *
I3 12 Months or Lass -2.42 0.02 . =0.07*
: More Than 12 Months L 9.87 . -0.06 . -0.07
: ' 3'or More Weeks of Job Training . - . .
: Pnat tear ' <0.93 n.a. nod.
- Used Any Dygs (Other Thai Marijuana)  '-4.48 0.1 0.02
v Ever Arrested -15.64* . . 0.03 . ‘ 0.02 '
N . Number of :Arrests =032 - -0.00 0.00
. a . )
2t -Time Since Incarcerated § .
: 12 Months or Less £ ~ed23 Qe e - ~0:02~~~— =091
Sors Than 12 Months 16.42 . -0.0. -0.06 N
On Parole or Probation ) nJa. _ nea.’ 7 "0.00
T Constant 24.26 . -0.02 0.19
. s A T
Number of Cases 508 ° 507 . . 507 s
U _;2 ‘ . 0.14 0.09 - 0.03°
f a/
;

i
Y
&
&
‘-
N
i3
3.
3.
Yo

e o e
"

~,,,
i T

~ Thig 2quacion ilsq ’...:._udod five >inary variabies ~ndicating sxperzizental 3

{i.a,, naeusaaelmu, e e s:a:vu?nxlmlphia).
:eporf;‘d in Table III.7.

satus ad 31(:3

P:oqtm efiects u:imnd from chas oquauon are

* g

YN

y This oquat::.on also included five binary.variables indicating oxpczimoneal s:aeus and site -
P:oqzan effacts estimated from this equation are.

(i.e., statuseatlanta, . . ., sueus-PhihdolphLa)-
raported in Table V. 3.

s

’ 7" .
=4 This oquat:ion included two binary variables indicating experimental status and amount of

follow-up data (i.e., status+27 months and status~36 oonths).

efcation are zepo'ud in Table VI.3.

n.a. means no: appu.cable

1

;

Program effects

-

¢

hi
1
\.‘_ .

* seatistically sicrnifi igant s: the '0 oercen: lavel, “wo-+ailed =ast.

hd suusucm.y siqnj.tican:

at the 5 perceént lavel two tailed test.

estimated from this
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M R . TABLE ;5 ) 4
e e - « ' A ’ -
:, - T - -ESTIHM.'ED REGRESSION COE!‘FICIENTS ON ARIABI.ES . ! )
Yy 8. R L USED.‘[O PR!DIC’I‘ W!!KS“HORKED&BY CONTROLS .o A "
‘7 . DURING ‘THE" FIRST‘IS* HONTHS %FOLLOWING ENROLU‘.‘ENT A . - .
‘, . - (Onu.tted van.ables if narenr.heses) )
;i, . ‘Estimated: e .
ot . Variable PR ,-_Mt:oefficzent«——*-*t-ratm i :i‘gni'ficancc Level (%)
i N ) R : .
§ Atlmta o . ~/ © o eli6 e e . -9.36~ N <12 3
Hertford - oel1312 7 . -3.66 .ow o - .
5, (Jersey city) - T ) B ; - . X
i New:York, - SRR -2145 1 -
: ‘Philidelphia - -12.81 . -3.06 : 0 3
; * . (Enrolled %cfore July 1976) . ) i,
-Enrolléd-July-December 1976 6.20 219 8 3 '
_ _Enrolled 1977 7.82 2.5 . 1L o3
a s (A £ : .. - <. -/
o :Age 1.34 0.48 T 63 - o
s Agel ] - 2.54 081 . - a2 @ . 4/-: :
-0, Age> 20 s <2:45 * Q.69 s 49 . ¢ / ”
C .- Male T 1.4 ‘. 2.8 3 , / ¢
4" (Femile) .. : :
. oo - s %
whife . -1.28 * o+ 20.29 - 78 . o e d
Hispuuc 4.27 . 1.46 . 714 / T
(Black and Other), , ’ ) . ’ T
R
(<10 Years of School) s e b e . T
£ . .10°Zears of School -1.83 . * =0.76 - ‘45 g
7 ey >1o Years ‘of School °2.14 0.77 . 34 »2
\‘;‘:‘ - ¢ %
21 Yeaf Since School 2.93 1.13 W26 -~ ‘ p
B 1-2, Years Since School . 1.39 * 0.52 60
Sy (>2 ’Iears Since School) . . 3
i*’»::.q Expelled From School or Left . b ;
U . ‘Because of Trouble With Law. ~2.11 v -0.94 . 35 ) PR
i (Left' School for Other Reasons) . . ’ T
= Lives-with Parants -3.a -1.38 . 17 : , 3
. (Dods . not Live with Parents) . - * £
. * . é
Raised:by Two Parents - =2.60 -1.21 23 o
(Not raised by Tws Parents) . * )
‘Martied:andfor Has -Dependénts -2.07 . -0.58 57 '0/ 3
(Not ‘Married and No Dopendants) . o
Recaxvinq Welfate ore Seo o . . i
i - food- Stamp~ + -2.73 -1.06 . 29
e {Not- Rccuvingnwelfare) = . ’
(Nc ,Prev:.ous Reqular Job) re . _— ! ' ! ‘\
—Longost xaegular Job Lasted : . , » :
<6 Honths ’ 1.76 ! 0.69 49
Lonqest Reqular Job l’.asted oy . . v
>6 Months. ©5.57 *1.74 8 .
(No Job«'rrain.nq in Past Year) .. . .- ! . -
7 some Job »‘rrnning in Past Year 0.86 -, 0.8 78
. Wevar Uud Anv Druqs ) : .
Uud only mnjuana . -1.56 4 -9.65 52 . .t
used- Druqs*Other than . . ‘ . . :
Harijuana .o , -0.65 - -0.22 . 82
(cher “Arrested) .
. One.or More Arrests . =1.96 -0.78 44" i,
(Not.on-Parole ‘or Probation) ~ . ' :
On hrolo or Probation -0.83 © -+ =0.33 74
Constant o, .20.02 3.52 . 0 e .
Avaraqe ‘!unbcr of Waeks -
WOrked . . 22,16 . .
& e ' - . 0.8 TN
n .Number of Observations 446 P : o
RPCRRL 0 : , ,
e e - : i
S . BN




& n . »
. . C s «TABLE LN - . .
ESTIMATED-REGRESSIO "xcogsgzcxms -ON ]
. ‘V&RIAB..ES nUSEDv‘TO PREDICT»(WEEKS‘
EXPERIHENT&I.S'WORKED IN SUPPOR‘!;ED “WORK JOBS:
o : (Omttedxvan.&bles in oarentheses) ’ )
i — ,astimte.é““’“ ST T
Van.able L Cﬂefficxent t-rat*.o Significance Level (%)
“atlinta .- . i1, -0.53 60
Hartfard, . . .. .=8.50 -2.11 . 1 v
(Jersey C:.ty) S * -
Néw, York. 1.37 0.34 73 )
Phxladelphia -19.82 -4.39 . o -
. "" (Enrolled' Before July 1976) - . . }
- _:Enrolled July-December. 1976 -5713 -=1.77 . 8-
R Enrolled 1977 . -3.48 L7 4 s 9
L]
(Age: < 17)- Y - : . .
'Aqe~18 l.os ‘ -0.75 46
Aqe 19 -0.88 -0.28 b v 78 & )
‘\qe > 20 . =13 t<0.33 0 7% . < -
4 Mala -5.83 -1.71 N 9
a(l-'emale) C *
. . N
White - ,~1.99 -0.43- 67. .
N iHispam.c -2.28 0.73 . 46 .
- ‘(Black -and o:her) - -
-(£.110: Years_of - 'School) v
. 'l0"7edrs Of. School- | 5.9¢ 2.44 2 .
- > 10° Years of School 3.58 1.22 22
; <1 Zear Since School -0.16 -0.06 w95 oo
1-2 Yaabs Since- School 2:13 .78 ' 43
o w» (>2"7ears Since- ~School) (R .
Expelled ‘From School-or ‘Left | ) )
Bagause of Trouble With Law ,  -3.37 =141 16— -
teft School for Other Rnsons) ) N “ .
-
Lives with Parents, T 0.84 0.3% 73
& L(Does not Live with Parents) - v ~so "o
\ Raised by Twq Parents 4.16 ' 1.93 .3 )
. (Not raised by ™o Parents) .
w,_ i Harrx-d and/or Has Dependents -5.50 -1.36 ' 12
(Mot Married and No Dependents') ae : .
~ Recexvmq Welfare or l-"ood . - T
Stamps - 2.70 1.3 30 o
(Not, Rec€iving Welfare) - N - .
- (No, Previous Regular Job) - " . . .
: Lasted
°5.01 ’ 1.95 5
ob’Lasted ’ v
: 4.17 1.33 .18 P
(No Job Train{flg in ‘Past Year) . 4,
_ Some Job Training in Past Year 8.40 2.91 b
{Never. Used. Any..Orugs).. . S .
Used.Only Marijuana 217 v Ll.13% 26 .
Used Drugs Other.than -~ .-~ . »
Hirijuana e 1.53 0.33 60
el - L}
(Never_ Arre;ted) ’ : -
*__One~or More Arrests - -2.46 . ' -0.9 34 .
’_,./ N
(Not’ on Parole or Probation) - , " L
: on. Parole ‘or Probation < 1.10 »39 69 -
Constant 33.12 5,99 * Ky b~
‘7. € ~—
Avefage Number of [Heeks - : Y X
worked 29.31 : _
. T ' T
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. - 3 A : . [
# . 17 . N

P
B N e,

N
P

[

PR

»

o g

Cree

e v T P AN L o




ESTIHATES OF . MARGINAL IMPAC‘!S OF- VARIOtS CHAMCERIS‘I‘IG ou m LIKELIROOD OF .TERMINATING d ;
. FRON SUPPORTED'WORK FOR.DIFFERENTSREASONS . N ’
. 3 “YOUTH. EXPERIMENTAL :SKIPLE - o, o S
et o I a-uon zo:mmnauom- L N
N -t ) ) ) To 'rakcehnoth.: Job = T ; toe G
b - or.'to Enroll‘ ‘in.School ° poor ., -
: “or Job' 'r:aininq .Performance™ ' Other T3
S, S R v ’ = 2 o1
i : Atlanta, i - : 0.03 * 0.04 . 0.07 C
Hartford . 0.04 0.09 -0.13 ot
X (Jexsey Cityl) : o : R
New'York—-., .o e ~0.06 0.20% . "-0.22 <Y
H ‘Philadelphia \ . 0.27 0.23 ° -0.50 .
“(Entolled Before. July 1976) 8 - ] . .ot
Enrolled July-December 1976 & o. =0.28%* -0.06 “0.2¢ . PR
" Enrolled 1977 . ’ i . =0.17% =0.13¢ ° 0.31 ~
1
" (Age £ 17) y . .. . .- . +
Age 18 : -0.01 Y 0.11 -0.10 - - N
‘Age-19- - . -0.00 o 0.13 -0.13 . .
. Age:2 20. . . . -0.15 0.11 £ 0.U5 . , z
+ Male. LT " 0.05. -0.01 - -0.00 % .
* (Female) = ° : oo
White ' N ' 0.0L .. -0.09 S0.01 :
1. . Hispanic . ’ . 0.01 . 0.0 . 0.ds LTt
t: (Buck .and- Ocher) . A . 8 t
(< 10 Years- of. School) P : o ’ =
£ 10 Years of School T 0.4 -0.14 * 9.00 T Y
¢ > 10 ch ot School . 0.10 'v0.04 -0.13 s
1 s < 1 Year:Since School e . 0.04 § -0.11° v =0.07 «
i 1-2 Years Since School v -0.04 ) -0.08 o2 ’ v
Eoe (>"2-Years s:.nce :School) | , -~ < Lk
Expelled’ Imn School or Left Because of . .
} ‘Prouble with Law - _ -0.15%* : 0.16 . -0.01 oo
i (Laft School for Otlier RnuonsL R . . ' , _—_—
i Lives with Parents ~ 0.08 -0.09 $0.02 oo
i (Does Not Live with Parents) ’ . ’ . ;
4 B 7 . H
" * Raised by Two-Parentsy . * 0.01 £0.02 0.02 .
3 (Not-Raised by Two Parents) ) p : , - “ad
Married and/or Has Dependents LR ” ! -0.01 - - =0.01 ’ 0.92 i
N (No: ‘Mazried and, No D-pcndonu)' - - . : : .
v feceiving Welfare or Food Stups . . -0.01 -0.10 0.11 DL
: '(No: Receiving Welfare) , E . N . LT
* © . . (No Previous R-qu.la.r Job) ’ ) ° . R g
.. ‘Longest Requlak-Job Lasted <6 Hontﬁs . 0.05 . -0.04 0.01
v Longest-.Regular Job mud“z 6 Moaths - i . 9.12 =0.24" 0.12 .
. P N S
(No Jok - 'rni.ninq in Past Yuz) . - . .. Ll
Sote Job Training in pue‘vu: - 0.03 v -0.12 010 “ i
E (Never Uud -Any Drugs) . ' - . -
5 Used Only Marijuana . . 0.06 ¥ -0.04 -0.03 :
i Used Drugs-Otfier-than- Harijuana ) -G.02 0.14 =0.12
NP (Never Arrestad) ‘ : . T
<7 ©One.or Moze Arrests - 0.92 o.og_ -3.1l ‘
» " (Not on Parolo or Probation) oo o .
: On ‘Parole or Probation 20.02 -0.01 .. ~0.33
; Constant. T : -0.20 0124 =0.04
ot - - . - . [}
Percentage of‘Su'plo : . . 1917 44.36 26.47
M - . (32 o
NOTE: ’ Samples used are defined in Table III.1. Thess. estimates of marginal impac:s are based on
i - polytomous logit mlysis which predicted Accuut:.ly reagons fo: temuu:ion of, SS po:cen: .
« M of the sanplo. . P2
: § ‘ N 2" . ' ~ ’
~ - a/ This cat:oqory includes ‘those who terminates* because of connic t3 with the boss or craw Jexbers,
L ‘ use oc d:uqs or alcohol, illeqal activitiu or lncu:coution. absentesism. poor ounctuality, or low _
5o - p:ocuc:z.vuj. : .
¢ ) ) " . . :
- . 'Sn:i.stically siqnuiunt lt 60 10 porcon: level.. -
E lC "sucizcicany siqniﬁunc v eho S  percent lovc]‘.. o
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PER@NTA(E OP EXPERIHENTALS REPORTING VAI?IOLS ASSESSMEN?‘.‘S OF SUPPO’R’I‘ED WORK: T ’
YOUTH SAHPLE

Q.

/uonths in Sgpported Work Job

v

v

other things
Nothing

SN How" Program was x
e T T Low pay.t.’/
Other complaintsd/

Less: than 3’
Swported Work Pxepared him/Her tQ Obtain,Regular Job
wloe ~Prepared m/ﬂer by Teaching-—/ -

., dJob skil trade//-,’ " .
{ : Better work habits ‘and. attitu s

-

) 12 -or more ‘lbtal

‘ .

Other
T
D Host JImportant. lbsult fron ‘Working in Supported Work is?
L Learning jobs ski)qls, tra@
SRR R Developing better work: Wabits and attjtudes
Prea T Havirg a steady job and. income

Developing self-oonfidence self-elst:eem

Staying out of trouble and/or off drugs

U'IUIU
NN

<. ° 'There Were Th1ngs He/She Dbid Not Like About‘: Supported Work

w

o8
S

wH.O:bxl
] >
e ONY M

Ul s

o U B
*

NONO

-

“Number in Sample

~

83

/

" a/. -

% b/

Figures include only those who said Supported Work p_repared them to obtain a regula% jok.
Multiple responses were perm:.tted.

~/ Figures include ohly those who said there were things they dia not, like about Supported Work.
Mult:.ple respoges were permitted. .

.A‘/*-




-& ) ~ - « .
;'; o T - M .
g . . . i , - : . Lo
3 - . S
- o
y - - T8
5 + . * . =
b . . .. - TABLE A.8b -;‘*:1
. PERCENTAGE OF E:@xmmwm monnuc VARIOUS REASONS wmY SUPPORTED WORK DIFFCRED FROM OTHER JOBS . 3
. ' . Lo YOUTH SAMPLE
- S ... . Meriths in Supportad Woxk Job
‘ o : 5 Less than 3. " "3 to:12 12 -or more ‘Total
?’ . - \ - * . rl . > . .
‘. Job Skills and- Attitudes X . ) s
{ e, Ialm nlw/skills or trade . . 16.2 25.2 — 18.8 22.¢8
‘Dovnlop bot:tc: work .attitudes . 0.0 * 2.1 0.0 1.3
Duv.lop solt-conf.id.na g 0.0 1.4 0.9 0.3
R - .
. Sore: §njoyable work . 8.1 2.1 4.2 3.5
- Llass:enjdyable work . 0.0 0.7 ~ ‘0.0 0.4
R L irent: kind of work - - : 40.S5 35.0 27.) 4.2
*T L .. Sasier-woEk’ - . ~“S.4 - 4.2 * 10.4 ' S.7
‘!a:dcr work . 8.1 - 2.1 - 4.2 3.5 .
’ ngran/Supcrvisor ] ’ N
, so:. into:uc in individual . N 2.7 0.0 - 0.0 0.4
. ore-swervision 207 6.3 ~ 4.2 5.3
. . lass upo:vuion 2.7 0.0 0.0 -t0.€
g Mote: lcnionc supervision . 0.0 2.8 0.0 1.8 -
z »szqm run poorly R ° 0.8 8.4 4.2 7.9
_ .. __ -Progiam run better . 0.0 1.4 2.1 1.3 - |
e Program: run dittcnntly 0.0 5.6 6.3 4.8
*%. Liked those ruating program - 0.0, 0.7 2.1 0.9
- Did not like. those running program 5.4 r 4.9 L3 4.4
e <Y .
C AL Fellow Workers . .
oo _Likes fallow workers 2.7 0.0 2.1 0.9°
Does not like fellow workers 2.7 2.1 4.2 2.6
Lo mgu ‘and Horking Conditions : _ T ;
: " - - 3igh .wage- ratss by X 0.0 9.0 0.0 ¢ L0.0 . .
I Low Wage rates . Lt ‘2.7 2.8 6.3 R X B I
(s -0 xer benefits : T 0.0 027 2.1 1.3 ¢ < 7
4 . . "Bcctcr'bcncties 5.4 0.7 2.1 « 1.7 .
e 7. Pdorer workiag conditions . 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.9 -
¢ -7y Llonger hours”’ . 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.4
< . . . :;‘ M - hat . - i > o ’
P otwr | o s.4 0’7 ° 2.1 - .22 i i3
" (Supported‘Work Not Oiffgrent) % (40.3) T 26.7) (32.33 ©o(30.5)" =
‘ Number in Sample - - 37 143 - 48 228 .
Lo - - e ' )
- 71 .
f‘ NOTE: Of the exparimentals, 3 percent were no-shows and 6 90tcenc were not in the srogram 30 davs. ° !
{ xulciplc rasponsas wers allowed. Figures include only thoss who said that Suprorted Work :
¢ differed from other jobs.- - “ .
tfl T o . n
P
- e




- PERCEN'I‘AGE WI’I‘li POST-PROGRRM JOB,
BY- REASON FOR LEAVING SUPPOR‘IED HORK AND AMOUNT OF POST-SUPPORTED WORK mm.ow-up DATA

(For Those With Job Avetage Nuuber of Mom.hs to Fn:st .Post-program Job in Parentheses)

- 3 - ¢ .

- -

z

Reason for Leaving

Amount of Post-Suppottéd work Follow-ljp,Da_ta

-13 to 18 months > 18 -months

. Supported Work

Exliausted.Allowable

~

‘€ 6 wmonths

7 to 12 months

100.0

~

liausted. * 55.6 160.0 . 100.0
'L'Ine"in“ngtauu”_"‘"‘“ - (0.6) " ) (0.0) -(4:5) -~ {(7.5)
- . .. - » 36 . ‘
- To Take Another Job 60.0". 100.0 . 91.3. 94.7 20.6 .
- L N 0. ' 0.5 - (3.5 1.6) ~
or Job Training (0.3 (0.2) (0.5) - ~(f3 ) . ( .
Poor pérfomgncey 33.3 75.0 64.7 69.2 .67.5 - :
A (2.0) - (3.4) (5.2) (6.5) (5.4) :
other£/ 86.7 47.1 62.5 - .- 73.3 65.5
(1.1) (2.6) o . (3.9) - (7.5 (3.8} .
S - T
NOTE: The amount of post-Supported WOﬂc follow-up data is the number of months between the time the 3
sample membecr left the Supported Work job and the date of the latest month of continuwous S
follow-up data. . . 3

-E/This includes individuals not leaving Supported Work to take another job, 'to enroll in school
or job training, or because of poor performance, but who either spent the maximum number of manths in -
. the program or excecded the waximum calendar time for participation. ' ’

b/ This category includes those terminated because of conflicts with the boss or crew members, ) i
use of (rugs or.alcohol, illegal activities or incarceration, absenteeism, poor punctuality, or low ;
productivity, ) . ' '

4 This includes reasons such as low pay and health, childcare, or transportation problems.
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Honths 10:%-18" Honchs 19227
ot T Percent. " Percént:

o~ -of . : c- wof

‘Months 28--36.
* ‘*Porcent .

_Value ... r’i:d‘c'a'n Value 'ronr

ss s aoo 0. 12 17 10000 .2:00 100:0:

'\ - P N M . ~\ _‘
vooaLT 4 ‘ 5

" asl s3:65 679 5579 109 5450, .28 4587
46595 5.38 44,21 0:.91. q};;so» 6.23 543

the. overall differenual vas estimted &rom a tobit equation.in which:the
‘k#‘ ; AE(‘I), .can buexpressed as: . N
ST KEBF()+af( 'HS?()-GE() . .

K ) i . R . ":‘L

. PR ES

4 -overail differen

¢ whers: ‘( is ‘vncto- of con::ol variablu, 8. is ‘a vector” ot astimated- coctficu'\ts, ’

- ; cumulat:iw -wml distribut:ion ev:luaud at X ‘( ) donoces the.
pzobabgliev d-nsity ~£unct1.on avaluar.ed at. x ¢ is the standa:d arror-of tho -
oqu:_on, and D2 and -3 dcnoto ome:iun:als and contzols' valun, nspectivnly. '

fho’tw?cbﬁbéhg&xﬁk», reSQécEi‘?éi?, gan be expressed as: : R
N 4' i i‘ R . : ,?‘ 7 . - -‘ . . - ».
P . * . (o - F (- ©
B(T* [F() =7, )] -
~ .t L d - . B .

. - . . - .and - ~ . 3]
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L *pe up: it '
i All Jobs l‘{on-suppg’i'tod Work‘ Jobs
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These wage rates are o_alcula.ted by div:.ding the average monthly
earm.ngs of sample members .(‘I‘able III:5) by their ;average monthly

hoiif:. ('rabley III 4)“‘j ‘Sio" significance ‘tegts were computed.
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L ‘ :ﬂiiilk»‘k:u

- PR . ‘ R
© AVERME: msa O nouus aonnm PER: HONTH . FOR’ SUBSAMPLES ‘WITH. VAKIOUS AMOUNTS OF -POLLOW-1 DATA:

L R . Yourr: shwe L

N - 27 uonths of Data. . . .
uom:.gg T Bwperiuenul- - Experi-enul-
After 1 Con tol - " Control, (:o'ntrol' L
l-:urollwnt. Rxgg_gl_intals (.ontrols Dltfonntial \ Bxpetimntals . Controls .. Diffeunthl 4_3)0:' mntauu., COatmls uiff«mmual
N A — = - — — T
- . / N Yoo v ~: i
,_1,;‘3 1%.45 ' 25.69- ,1‘10.16; 248:13 -32.95/11_5.m "153:4) 39:%. 11365 .
© 4=, 117.% > 45.87". “71.49 9.8 81.84° *125:00 ’45:52 .7
et nw G 4 /12}/7/2/ 8 _ 125:00
2 . 94,0} 51.25. -42:76_v~  101.05 37.07 64-.03 98,00+
ia LA PO T v . R ) . -
- J0=12 81.54 © 60.09— 2145 %  74.06 40.44 33.62 ‘82.66 .
13:15 22.27 66.43. 5.84 * 61,50 63.20. -1.7%" 92,58 - AL .
. -9 \.4 s -/ . i S . - '\1, }
Re ~16'-ui/ 72.80 66.45 6.35 53.66 65.51 -11.85_. ° 52.11 3492 /17,19
/ . N . ) . . o . .-
19-21 n.a. n.a. | n.a. 63.05 63.55 ~0.%0 57.43° 66 .02 <8.59°
- 4 ' ¥ . <
22-24 n.a. ‘“ n.a. ! n.a. 70.24 65.95 4.29 69.68 71.98 <2.10
R » . . ‘ .
§ 25-27 n.a. na. n.a. 72.19 65.75 6.44 66.9 81.96 -15.00
S ‘ s e
.28-30 n.a. n.a. , naa. n.a.” n.a. n.a. "97.40 ~86.05 11.35
. ‘ . ’ b4 -
31-33 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a: 97.63 90.02 7.61
Mu-36 n.a. ) n.a. . n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 89.23 8l.74 7.49
2 Number in* . u >
. 4 . .
. Sauple . 3% / 208 . FIN
N\ “ "d‘ﬂb— I4 | . v .
\‘ ] \ TN 7 - \ S e u
NTE ;. samles ary deﬂned‘b/ the length of post‘-enrouaent period for which contintous data are available. {hese data are not
mgtession-adjnsted Thue, results differ somswhat - from those veported elsewherw in the report. No sxgniﬁcance wsts
3 were’ oo-puted .o . - ,
. ~§ . N \ . ~ . . - -
;a. means not applicabl N ) - ‘ . SORE
a. means not pplicable. o . _ - 2L
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Cl.ﬂ‘l:f “lN, ~)\ND O'IHBR PUBLIC SEC’I()R hMPU)YnBN’l‘

.-

4

VORI SAMLE: |

T

Moiths 1-9:.

-

- Months 10-18-

‘Montha-19-27.

e

N

- Honths 26-36.- o

Expe! riue ntals e

o AT

Cout.ml
Group
. Mean .

Bxp’erinental—
Control ™ °

Diffexential

-Control

Group
Mean

Experinqntal- )

(.ont.rol

Di fferential

Control"
Group
Meam

“Experidental=""

. J’Dl fferential

@qnlj.ggls
‘Controf - roup*

. ‘Group
i ‘l'bi?ﬂ:*

Percentaqe Reporting Any
CE’IA or um Job -
* °
l}verage uom:hly Earnings. tru-
CE:'I‘»or am Job (dollars)

Perazn Lage ksport
Governneut Jobd

pg-Any

Average nonthly tamings o/
from Ail Government Jobs =
(dollars)

Differential
- N []

-2.4 3.7

0.1

3.30

8

.

1.5

™

N

-1.2. 7.9-

<3396 55.70

-11.7 21.1
<

-82.85 . 120,03

L
)

1hese data are nut regression-adjusted.

No tests of statistical s:gniﬂci;nce were computed.

Jobg were categorized acourding to,

sample meubers' rospunses to questions about whether specific jubs werd part of special cuployment prog. 'as tike CETA oc HIN and
whether they were fo. statesor lo?al governments.

o/, o }
These figures include CETA and WIN jobs. - |
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STABLE'A.18. - I
AVERAGR wmr.!'nms«mn. EXCLUDINGCRTA AND WIN: EARKINGS, .-
" AND. EXCLUDING ALL $(BLIC SECTOR'EARNINGS>-BY AMOUNT OF FOLLON<{P OATA : .

. ,.a\.'xoumw:'.' ) -
c . (doum) ‘ .

- " ~ ~ T ey P e - - B . N I PR E—— Dy
" ‘18 onths-of Data. g  forthé of DiGh . 3% Moaths of Bats ..
' T Expsrisental~ " Contyol !mru.uux- -Contrvl tmunnmj ‘Control
sonths. After ~Control & ~ Growp - -Coni¥rol ‘Growp ° . ~Cohitrol » Growp: M
. :nrolh.nt . Dit‘u‘nt._ig mm‘ Diffeential Mean . . ~ Bifferential Wegn - .

~

,“ J-— ) ’ i - ) ' o . . - ..

- . . [N - . ’ '
~ . - N N
° . . . o _

15-13 L © 1324 T 238.34 1n 207,08 - de.7 . 128,16
. . ~ . " .

[ N ,,\ >4 ) L.t d N T - - . N *
'F-27 . . Rde ., RN 22.34 Aar T -2 . 20600
',za-zs ' L omas— nal T "na. - <22.84- 35184
fe , v ' = > . M
[ T LN . " » « * .
v . o

“ « . Eamings Net of CETA and WIN Eamiings; o

16-18 . . 9.04 22439 -7.78 194.52: . 16.79 . 120,16

. . - + .
19-27 ;7 nao. ' na. .+ 18,09 225.61: ., -34.77 . 271198

: A
. N . .- oo
28-36 ' md. * . Nea.  C n.a. - n.a. 15.08 287.52
N . . . . . - 4 B

c. tpminqa'mt of ALl Public Sector Earmings : \ .

16-13 ’ 3.79 194.98. T 8.4 157.83 18.57  ° 99.37°
. .
19-27 n.a. nia. -3.24 204.67 -25.26° 239.82

28-36 n.a. 0 . Rt n.a " n.a, 75.9¢ . 207.87

: - L] 4

4

NOTE: s;,plu are d-!incd by Ionqzh of posc-cnmumc period for which eonunuom d.au are avu.mu

* and the data are Aot’ regression-adjusted. Thus, rwsults differ somswhat,from those npomd
elsevhare in the report? Ses Table A.l¢ for dn!iaiciou of cqloy-ac sectors. . No uqnuimc-
usu Jare computad. . -

. . ) - o
L
. . . . N - ’
n.a. deans not available. . o . * ¢
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\ Moanths 10 - 18

uporiuuul-
‘ : Control -
* .umen"uu

“Experimental- Control
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For sample definitions, see Table II.2. Very few. experimem:ais
received monploymont conpon:ation during ‘the first nine months
aftsr enrolling in the domonst'.ration and' durinq t:ho 28-— to 36-
month period after cnrollm;xt. 'rhorofora, no adjustod figures
are presented for either of: thno timl periods. The estimates
assuming no -UC rocoipt are. based on a comparison of hours worked:
by experimentals who- did"not reo-ivc 'UC and by - controls, since
we found no evidence that thcrd was any signi:icant bchavioral
diffarence between the uc- rccipionts and nonrecipients, based on
either their l1- to 9- or their 28- to 36~mnth enployment.
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che 8upported WOrk proqran is the sinqle'equation multiplegregression

model. In the aimplest case, outcones of intereit (such .as. earnings,

. e, < -

employment, end druq use) are“:eqreise& on personal characteristics and

on ardummy variable-equal to one tor experinencals and zero for controls.
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Alternative specification: include interaction terms between the

\‘_:’ "

experimentel-control duzamy and personal characteristics, in the beliiﬁ
b

thaé the oroaram s impact may. .depend upon the soc.oeconomic characteristics -

?ﬁ, of the participant. Interactions of the exoerimen»al status variables

with location dr length o£ site operation may also be included in the model

1,, - as exglanatory variables. The general reqression model can be written as

T t=xB+e, (1)

where Y is. the. outcome variable, X is .a matrix’ containing demographic ani

socioeconomic characteristics as well as program variables, € is a distur-

.

‘bancs :e:m,,;na B is a vector of unknown parameters to be estimated.

‘ "Esatnac-on of 3 is,nsuallj accomplished by the use of srdinary

) ™,

1Y

H
e
i
z
H

L least squares (OLS) regression methods, where the OLS estimator can be
B - .o £
£ ”fiﬁﬁﬁn“‘f’ Ces e, " '
s 3= (' lx'y., - .- : (2)
A N Cay s .- \. ‘
.Substizucing (1) into (2) we nave . . ‘ .
saa+(xx)1x.-.. o <@,

)

oo a
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« ‘zero, the coefficients will be biased. Thus, attention aust focus on

for a sanplo Af. which no systcnntic cffcct is opcrntinq to limit the

W

s:nplc nvnilablc for, anniysis-thnt is, an, unc?nsorod 5anplc--thc ‘“4E
expected value of thc roqtcssion cocfficicnt is - T Lo
' . ¥ ) N L (S ' ’ L4 : b":g
3 -l g o S
EB|x) =8+ (x'0)"L x £ (g]x). 4). . “
Thus, B.is an unbiasod cotimator of B'it E (e|X) = 05 that is, if the S
conditional mean ot thc distuxbancc torm isnequnl to zero. This éﬁ
. condition is usunlly asaumod to be satisfied for a properly spccifiod N 77<§
© -models - B S : , T
. ‘\ . ) o A - Q‘. 4 ‘! - E
For a censored sample, however, we have.the additional condi- - G
. Y .N‘ ~ . ) P T ‘\§

tioning factor.of ‘the ‘sample selection. rule. Hence, ' BRI v

. X . : «

P S

) ] ' N
E (3|X and selection rule) = 8 + (x'%)~1 X E - (5)

(e]x and: selection rule) - S
¥ : :

If the conditional expectation of the disturbance term_fails to equal

“the relationship between the sample selection rule and the distirbance

term €. : o

The censorinq,pechanism in the case under consideration here i§

failure to obtain a scheduled £o11ow-op interview (for any reason) for ;

an individual. One way to view this mechaniom is to imagine that each

individual has an index og response likelihood, R*. Individuals with ’ ;
values. of R* exceeding zero will be locatable ;nd will be able and will- :
"ing to completa the interview. Those with values of R*'oelo% zero will :
not complete interviews. Furthermore, assume that it is possible to

.

identify some characteristics ‘that affect the likelihood of response,

" - <
S . °

. " : 194
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sudh as whcther thc 1ndividual has mcvdd, whcther he or she is incarcefated,

fqngva vq:;gtg Qﬁ other- persoral traits. This model -can be described as

follows:’ - "
. L)» ‘» - .

R* =26 + 1N, : (6)

[ YR . .
o .

rwhegc z }s‘a vector of personal traits affecting féaponsiveness,l( § is
the édqffibiant vector, and N is a diséurgancé term. Of course, R*

' is not,observed dirccély; we only know whether or not an interv‘ew was |

7 completeds . \;- . - e
' | : (1 go R* > 0, (i.e., N 3 - 26)

o R = ) “ ’ (n -
‘ ] 0 %r R* <0, (i.e., n < - 2§)

. /
- - * \\

where R = 1 for respondents and R = 0 for non-responders:

-~ -

an bé seen that i order to obtain

N,
d @

If € has zexo mean and € and n are ‘mean independent,Z/ this condition
is satisfied (for nonstochastic 2). However, if the probability of

~nopresponse'is affected by Y (and therefore by €), € and n are rot

<

' independent, the expected value in equation (8) is not zero, and the

regression esgimates of the coefficients in equa&ion (1) will be biased.=

A -
-

~

I/Thc .vector 2 may contain many of the same variables as x contains.
. Z/Mean or conditionaly indépendence implzes that E (aln) = E ( ),
‘a somewhat stronger requirement than zero correlation, unless € and n are
assumcd to have a bivariats normai distriBution.

%

- : E/As noted oy Peck- (1973) and others, xZ the nronaoz.x*y ot non-
- 'ssponsc is related only to the ’egressors (X's) or is raridom, no nonresponse

>

[:R\!:Las rcsul ' ' . 195 )

LT From equation (5) it ¢
*  unbiased coefficients we require T : ~ -
— J o
~ E (€]X, n > - 28 = 0. (8) '

e hie
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‘This correlation between € and. n ‘may’ result»in two different

wiys. I! ‘2 contains only nonstochastic variables, and’ thers exists an

' 'unmeasured variable (e.g., motivation or attitude) that af‘ects Both

S

cutcomes "and the probability of response, then and n will be

correlatad. However, correlation of tHe disturbance terms of the

{
estimating equations will result even if the disturbance terms in the

structural ‘équations are independent if current outcomes affest the

< v~

.probability of responding to requests for: interviews. In this case

the structural response model can be written as -

R* = X6, + 2%, +.¥8, + v, - ~(9) - - %

where Z* contains‘exogenous variables not included in X, and n*is a .

(5 l/

?f disturbance texm possibly uncorrelated with €.~ Substituting equation

: (1) in (9) to obtain an equation that can be easily estimated we have, .
. .

R* = xél + 2%, + (XB + €18, + 0 (10)
t‘w ~ - x-(G_,. * 863) * z*éz + (n* + 563) p ‘
’ R* =28 +n, © (11)
where 2 = (X,2*), & -_<<Sl + 863> ,and N = (n* + 533}.
: : %
% h Clearly, the disturbance term in the estimating equation (11}, which
3 hWas “he same form as agquation (5), is corzelatad with ¢, aven if %ha
g )
. - 2/

5 disturbance tarms n* and £ are independent.—

” . <

: E/Some‘of the elements of §, will be zero if t"xer° are variables
‘in X which affect outcomes but not response.

2-/'I.‘h.e only difference between the two tehavioral specifications
: that aZfects estimation of the model of probability of response is thac
= ecuations (9)=(11l) resulc 1in cane rnclusion Oof aii exogencus variapies Iyom
‘ the outcome aquation (1), iacluding ones not considered to ndve direct
o impacz on the likelihood of response. Only variables dirsctly Aaffeccing
resoonse ars included in the vector labeled 2 nnder the first specification,

196
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Pigure B.1 provides an intuitive explanation of the problem.

?or a qiven vector 2, individuals with large negative values of N are

more likely to be nonresponders. If n and e are positively correlated, .

. the nonrespondnrs are more likoly to be those with’ large negative

-

dnviations (€) from the t:ue-reqression line, AB~--that is, those

corrcsponding to thc circled points in the diagram. Performing .

.

roq:qssion analysis on the restricted sample would oroduce afi estimated

~

;as an "omitted variable" problem.

regression line'like»GD. Comparison of-CD with the true rogression

line AB demonstrates the potential for tias in estiﬁhtsﬂ coefficients

-

arising from nonresponse. o . ‘

Regent devalopments in econometric methodology suggest ways ot o

handling thd p:oblem of nonfesponse bias when data on the variables aféecting
)

Heckman (1376) shows that

b

x:ized by limited dependent variables, sample

~ the probability of reuip:nse (2) are cbserved.

statistical models charz.

selaction rules, or truncatioa points have ux common structure, and

ve employ in

.

.suggests & simple method of estimating these models thct
this analysis. _ R )

., Heckman's paper deals with the estimation of models like “hose

specificd in equations (1), (6), and (7). 1In an earxiier paper (Heckman, -

1974), ho showed that maximum likelihood -methods could oe employed to

consistently and efficiently estimate the parameters of tnls model.

However, +he e -

~

A3 B
1ikelihood methed was found %o be zuite axpeansiva.

more -recent paper (Heckman, 1976) shows that .onsistent estimates can
be obtained in.a much less costly manner by treating the problem

Using-our nonresponse model to
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‘ILLUSTRATED EFFECT OF SAMPLE'NONRESPONSE ON ESTIMATES .
C e OF REGRESSION PARAMETERS ) :
S Y | .
T . . ' - True Regression Line A
: S N, B (¥=XB) a
- ‘ . D Regression line . . s
RPN Y ‘estimated using: T
2 ‘ data’on- responders !
: ) only . i
” '
; ; C '
: s
f ‘i\\ ) a :
Lo By :
: A ® . .
. ' 3
:i . \ ‘ x . d
ﬁ Note: Circled observations 'dr;é those omitted from thé evaluation
‘ - sample because of nonresponse. »
b . . . ° i ’
ro . -~ . *
- ’ ‘ R % 242 ) . .
]98,‘ 3 ) Lo 2
S BT s




B DT TR RS .
: demnstrate, this ‘can be seén as follows: -equation. (1) |
t., 7' observation is. .t - . *
i;t;: . N\, ] i N N ] .‘.‘ - E: L . - . ..‘ M
8 ) 'Mkmg oxpcctations qixzen that 'thc smple available is ’im“od Aq/o z
tmu Jho :upond (R* 2 O), g: s ‘ - T S ! 7
7 '.’ R |8 >0y = % 2t E (e IR, >.0 a3 - L
£ e F 1 i T L i . NERPPR ot
;y . L. . \ : . < - T
: I£ wc assumc that ¢ and n, t'.hc disturbancc tera in eguation (6),. %
: & .
e follow a b:.varia.te nomal dist.ibut:ion, .t:hen it can be shov‘ml/ at: ) )
b ;’ » - . . ) X .
H i . 0' ) - ’ + ) e

12 X, (14) D0 .

‘: 4 N : (e IR > 0) . H 1 . N A
| | (22) N e S

i where .o, is the covariance between € and n, J,, is t:'he‘variance of n, and

: ‘ ¢ . . ' A . J .

§ . .® . L3 . R

‘ A f (z 6/022’!) . ) ‘ . - .

= * (15)° YA
ﬁLzzL__ . . ”;‘,,.;

: B N . . - :;:“"J
’ - The dcnominator of A i is t:hlr probab:.lit:y that Ri >0 (i.e., t:he p‘robabz\.\ts.t:y.. .* -
QY S,
Y

" t:hat: the individual "responds -ﬁo t:he mt:crview) ' while the numeratox of A.\', T e '»,'4.5{,
‘ is t:hc standard noml densit:y funct:ion, evaliated. at the point 2 0/0221:
»e

T Substituting cquation (14) Ln equa.t:i.on (13) we have . . 'ﬁ. o,
P : ‘ g o ,

S E (YilR 50) = xis #212 Ao (1g) : .
;. . ', . . (’02 )’ N 1 "o ',n )

3 . . , U -

\..,__.,/ o L

c Sstimation of equation (12) on the sample of resgondents ’g 1143 A

_ -~ not t:akn .into account t:he 4'i.ml term in ma ion (1 c) 'r..us, o:s, " {as ‘ o
k that arises from use of. thi;/"censorcd" sa@\ple axiscs solely 3 R
%o‘ - T - N = ’ : . ./, J .E
. -/Su Johnson and '(ctz (‘972‘}“&99. -1.4-.1,3 C
199 . ;J
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, “the" conditionel mean o! ci,is onitted from tne regression. The bias

that :osulte tron use of respondent-only data may”’ thon be ing?rpreted
-as: arislnq f:oa nornol specificetion error.
suoqests a simple solutionx
'varieble (Ai) ‘and eetinate equetion (16). Heckqan (1976) proposes iust

i‘ this)solution to‘the qeneral problem of selection bias~

S e e

(applied £0. our.nodel) euqqedts ‘that if deta on. the\veriables (2)
determ;ning the likelihood o!‘zecpoase are avai‘sble, ay approximetion

to A can be obteiaed by eetimeting a probit model -of regponse, such
I

This interpretation i

provide an instrument tor the mis:ing .

His apptoech :

[

Y

as that implied by equetions (6) and (7)1 and then using the estimated l
. R T ‘ .

‘coefficients to form i for each cbserVation.

*

be reedily estinated by ctdinary least squares regressiorn.
thefequation still mist be git only on data from respondents, any bias
.—*~that—this—miqht Ampart’ to the‘coeffic1ents, 8, is corrected for by .

o i

~nc1usion of the Ai term,~ /cif the assumptions of- the model hold and

A is roliably estimated.

’-

. For  this study. we are interested only in bias in the coeffjcient

‘measuring exgerlnentel impact.

change our estinate ot Supported Work’s impact only to the- extent1that

A is correlated with status.

.-c 2

with those cases in which experimental status affects tﬁe proﬁability

. of response.

»

[4

1/

, an estimate of A muct be substituted for the(unobserved true value
in the regressioﬁ

Equation (16) §an then

Although

Adding A to the estxmating equation will

Kedce, we shall be particularly concerned

he estiuates of B ere unhiased only,asymptotically, sznce

[ 4d

l\: ~
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-In tho ncxt soction. a model to oxplain retponso tc Supportcd

Wb:k incotviows is dovolopad, and the 'csults £rou this ostimation -are

06 in the final soceion to inplonnnt Hocknnn s apptoach to correct

£or scloction bins. ;' Yo - i . . .
o, - . . ; / h _ PO
R . “ / .

II.'lA Hdb!p OF THE PROBABILITY-CF RESPONSE TO SCHEDULED INTERVIEWS

» »
.

< - .
«™

.
L - -
- e

- ; The probability that an inaividual will res nd-is assumed to

dapcnd upon ‘his- or ho: dcmoqraphic charactorizti + past and prosont

;»_ - bchavior. and cxpor;onct with the on:ollmont in tvidw. ‘While this

includos many of the same vlrinbios tha; are. rtant con;rol variables .

. . in the outcome regressicns, equations (9)-(11 suggust that allwvariablos
- 19

affoctinq outcomcs should be includod in tho response undol. even if they :
 are tolt to have no diroct igpact on response roibonsibilitios. . In
addition, & number o£ va:iablos that are /assumed E? havo no impact on
. outcomes but that are felt to aftoct the probabilit§ of response are’
. '"inoluded in the Bodel. Examples- -of such variables are ' the numbor of &

moves made during the two- yoars priot to enrollment (since those moving -’

s

Py

are qtton the hardest to locate); “some variq?los dcscripinq personal

L3

living a:rapg‘@pngs; expected oitﬁings if employed; whqthor,fhi indivi-,

dual applied to Supported Work because of some agency prassure to find

'a'job: some indicators of the nature of the interviewing process itgelf,
suéhéqs"th; length and location of the baseline interview; and the

. individual's dogr.q.of cooperativeness in completing the enzollnent

-

7interview (as reported by the inélrviowbr). .

> 3

Because the data on thele detorminants of response are collected




.
.

1 . . e N -

from the enrollment incerview, g@o:paraméters of the model of response ' zﬁ

N

L to tha follow-up integviowg can be estimated., From equations (6) and

(1), assuming n has a standard normal diitrihﬁqion, we have ' :%

2 -~
, . . . 4

R O TN
by v

5 L. PR =L =R 20 “

3 T =P (2,8 4n, >0 |
* o =, <26 ' ' -
¥ Al : ’ i i‘- i i ~
; ,r ) s “ 'A * ) . i ." . ‘e
, . . - - Zi‘s ' - B ‘
N e— ( 2, =

: S ©owvaw J o® (N2 ang. .

£y

Forming the likelihood function for.the sample gives

R A N TR -7y, - 11FRy

“
iy ]

Estimates for, g:pigametors of this probit model., §, are thosé”balqes'

T, §hat maximize /L, and are readily obtained from a probit computer program;

Sample|sizes used for-this analysis and for the subsequént ) .-

’ . °

. .~ regressions estimate the impact of nonresponse on the evaluation

¢ zesult Yé shown in Tﬁble B 1 for each time period ¢.nd target group.

<

The number of observations available for the 36~month analysis is quite

-%fj small and therefore may be of limited value, but for other time periods

-

sample sizes are gengrally adegquate.
’ Response equations were ;stimated for each time period. The
 resylts, prasented in Table B.2, show that sex, race, living srrangements,
:*‘ and le;gth of lénaest job were important determinaﬁts of'nonre§ponse for
| é’t@& early interviwws and the 27-month interview. Females (who made up

P 10 to 13 percent of the sample) were more ;ikely ‘thart males to respond.

»

' , 202 24G «
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TABLE B.1 ’

siuﬂ.'z-—szzzs* USED IN ESTIMATING

RBSPONSE MDDEL AND IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS ‘
. -1 ’

- Pl "~ ~ 3
— . A

.- (Rasponse Rates in Parenthasqs)
: . ’ :éontgs ' Mbnéh; Months - Months
. 1-9 10-18 19-27 23“3? ;
‘Nonresponse Model . a/ 1,080 (69) 602 (71) 131 (79)
Respondents C 750 . 430 130
é'{ . Nqﬁreépoﬁdents e, | ‘ 330 172 . 28
% Outcéme,nngressioésél 709 . -~ 687 390 v 90

NOTES: The numbers of respondents differ from the sample sizes used in
: : the regression model because of observations with missing data
N on the specific dependent variablas examined. Although these
: ’ . observations are also lost to analysis and thus could be consi-
- ‘dered nonrespondérs, it i¥ unlikely that the same model applies *
’ to both interview nonresponse and item nonresponse. Because
P migsing data items could result from several causes (including ,
s coding errors) and because the number of respondernts with
ndsslng values for the desired dependent variables is generally
small, ite- honresponse is ignored here,

: Y The response rates presented here differ slightly from those

.given in Table 3 because observitions with missing values

on necessary bageline explanatory variables were excluded
from this analysis.

- S

£ . af

= Individuals were classified as responders in the 1-9-month

: and 10-18-month analyses only if they completed both interviews. Hence,
X the sample sizes givan in the column headed "Months 10-18" apply here
§ -as well.’ .

; » .

i

b/These sample sizes differ from those in the main body of this
. report because observations with missing data on needed baseline vari-
ables were excluded from this analysis, but not fron the main arzalyuis.
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S
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w
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"

THE_THPACT OF PREENROLLIEWT CHARACTERISTICS NNO . -
- ' PROGRAN VAIABLES. ON. THE PAOSABILITY OF RESPONTS .
20" iz FOLLOWSUP- TNTERVIINS

N

|
|

) - G Zollow=Up Interview
Vaxible 9- and l9-Month - 27-Month 36-Month
v 130 - U$ED-{x-0G" - - - . .
Mesber of experimental group ’ 8.130% 3.47. -7.28
stee? <.
Atlgat 1.61 «11.5%9 n.a.
tarttord -4.69 " -11.04 -35.47
Jersey Cicy '
New York . 10.83 «32.51e* n.a.
thiladelphia «2.80 4.36 | -9.34’
. zdu?auog . i
. (Less than 9 years) . .
> 9 years «3.23 2.71 9.84
Mo N -
{Under 19) 2
‘219 .20 ~4.03 15,640 -
ale ’ -3.72¢ " -18.710e 20.91¢
face . : N
(8lack-and other) .
White * «26.42%% «18.03e® «29.32%% S
4Yispanic \ -9.84%" -5.23 . ~15.64*
o Household size ' .32 .87 3.60%*
v
Any welfare prior year 3.39 .53 13.03
Any depandents 6.77 1.10 -31.58*°-
Technically sligible for own target grolp ~3,83 -5.13 -12.91¢ -
tangth of site operation ,}
{Undez 12 months) .
12-18 xonths A.50 ~6.93 n.a.
Over 13 months -1.68 1.89 n.a.
tongest jcb ever
{Nons)
i year or less 6.94* ~8.94° ~-8.62
Over i year 8.10 L H -17.82
o leeks worked last year -.08 .27 -.10
® Area ummplo_ymn: rate 1.77. .21 -4 21
i
7ine since last incarceration.
vilaver Lacarceraced) | | .
12 months 290 or less -4.80 =7.31 1.41
More than.l2 months ago . -4.27 3.97 25.30°*
.
Had any arzest last year : . .43 10.32°¢ -8.36
o Number of arrusts (ever) -.06 .14 ~1.68%* *.
Iver use any drug (except marijuans or alcohol) -2.92 5.96 15.59.
. . Kl ’
VARIABLES WOT USED iN QUTCOME .
ANALYSIS IESAESSIONS .
o ’ .
wenidence !Institation) :
Cwn Home % 27.88*v 27,14+ ~-5.24
Other's home 16.53* 19.27 n.a.
Rent M 14.32° 17.57 ~-.44
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‘TABLE 8.2--(CONT'D) . ...

.

I

- - - - -
NOTES: The effect of a change fn a oqg\einipm variable 21 on the probability of response is 3 *£(268),
whers § is the coefficient on’'Z, ‘in squaticn (11)" (the probit model) and £(25) is the $zandard
normal density function, _ova.lua&.d» at the point 28, This expression algo serves, in ost
cises, as a very good approximacion to the sffect of a change in-a discrete (dummy) variable
on the probability of response. Hence, this is the method used to compute the marginal impacts

variables in 2. All of these.partial impacts are sxpressed in terss of percentage points
(100'512(25)). R ) . ’ .
For continuous variables (those marked with e in the left-hand margin}, a change of one unit

is predicted to lead to a change in the probability of responding squal to the value given,

all other factors being equal. For discrete. variables (those not marked with e), there may

be two or more possible valués. Race, for example,‘has three possible values.(black,

dispanic, or white), while "live with parents” has only two possible valuss (yes.or na). . n
Por variables with only two possible values, the valus given in the table is _the "diZference

in the probability of response for those who do and do not exhibit the given trait. For

variables with three or more outcomes. the value given is the amoudt by which the predicted
probability of rasponse for individuals with the specified characteristics excaeds =he ex-

pected response probability for those with the characteristics given in parentheses.

presented here. The density function £(26) is .v'uuaeoq using the asan values for all the T e

B
. Biil'ol{i.n't"iti:dr‘viq 8 s oftice T T T T ey TR — -
o0 c@k moves in last 2 years. . . o8 T a3 1,36 ¢ '
% Txpacted wage per week ($100) ~ ' .8 50 _-10.11:-- >
‘Pressured to find job l % A ) 2.62 ., =13.44 -
Live: iﬂ'éﬁbué housing ' T 7,180 . 10 © -5.18 . ' 7
Live with parents 4 . ¥ “ 12330 12,4800 JTRY Tl
® Langth of ix;:.:vx« (minutes) .08 - -07 - -.23 s .
3espondent cooperative . ’ 7.91 s.22 -8.70
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¢ indicatas variable iz conpinucus. ALl others, are discrete.

n.4. deans not applicable. * . *
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L4 Jersey City is the oxci,udn& site. . . ¢ ‘

- Y . “z

‘Estimate of coefficient corresponding to this variable is sul:_uticuly significant at the TR

10 percent level (two-tailed test). : L "
*etscinate of coafficient corresponding to this variable is statistically significant at the SN

S percent level (fwo-tailed test)., %
"'r:s:ig;/;c’ of coefficient corzresponding to this variable is statistically significant at the ‘ 3



Among ethnic groups, _there were Subsrantial and significant differences

in the probabilities of response, with whites being the least likely to
'respcud, followed by Hispanics,eqd then\blacks. YOuth_living with tbeir
et ) : , 4 | T
, parents wer‘ also much more likely to respond to the 9-, 18-, and 27-month’

___-intexrviews than those who did not. Also, those living in institutions

ware 1ess likely to,respond than those living elsewhere, - and renters

¢
ey

"
halss & Legd 275

tended to be somewhat less likely to respond than those living in their

R TI
2

Coc e kS

"own homes. ' ‘ . o SR
%?‘ . The'findings for length?of longest job_were perverse. Those who
T had held a job. for up to one year were more likely to respond to the 9~ ‘

and 18-month interviews than those who had never had % job, but, were -

13

significantly less likely than nonwdrkers to respond to the 27-month

K
IS
P4
p
<
A
%
:
o
x
T
~
L %
s
%
%

; " interview. . . i . . P
;\ A few other variables were found to be statistically siggificant
f determinants for either the early or the 27-month interviews--but not K

“

both--including whether lived in public housing, whether arrested, and
experimental status. This latter finding is the most significant for

this analysis. The résults indicate that experimentals were signifi-

cantly (8 percentage pointsg) more iikely to respond to the 9-.aqd 18-
month interviews than controls. This factor suggests that we should

be particularly concerned abdut potential nonresponse bias in results
for the lO--to 1s-month period. . ~ ’ . o é

o e —*—Q——Rssultsvformthe 36-month sample were guite different than for the ‘ﬁ

- . '9-, 18-, and 27-month samples, due primarily to the small sample size ) ;
6N=l3l) The relationship between race and probability of response

found for the earlier interviews was also apparent for the 36-nonth intr"— N

N

Q. views, but thnis was the only common finding.  Several variables had
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‘ "f statistically significant coefficients in the resoonse equetion, but in

) many cases the direction of the estimated relationshio was counterin

:tuitive. Furthermore, a X test of the hypothesis that all the coeffi-

4

‘cients were. equal ‘to zero could not be rejected at the one’percent level
(although this hypothesis was rejected at’ the five percent level) Thus,
the results for the 36-month sample should be viewed with considerable

‘ guggicion. . o w R

III. THE EFFECT,OF NONRESPONSE ON ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS

[
’ v
¢ -

g

With the estimates of the parameters of the nonresponse model,
we can construct the estimete of that part of the disturbance term in
equation (12) that is correlated with the regressors z.

s -

previously, this procedure yields a new variable, A, which can then be

as exolained

included as an additional regressér in the estimation of equation (12).
Under the assumptions of the procedure, this regression produces
asymptotically unbiased estimates of the effect of experimental status

* (and control variables) on the outcome variable (Y) of interest, despite
:tne_fact_that;only;data'on responders 1is used in the regression} N
Comparison: of these results with the:estimates obtained with i excluded

provides' evidence of whether or not analysis of data on resconders

leads to unbiased inferences about the impact of Supported Work.;/

~

l'/zlts pointed out previousiy, the reliability of this evidence

depends upon the validity of the assumptions involved in the model.
Furthermore, although disgrepancies between the alternative estimates
suggest that there is likely to be nonresponse bias, a correspondence
of the two sets of estimates may indicate only that the model of non-
rvegponse is not 7cod enough %o sexmit detaczeiscn of Sias.
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lgi;hpqgn Qnanujted,eatimateequpro@rameefieote‘ar;~pregented in the
main*to&y of this~report, we»repeated the carcﬁlations on the-eample
anaiyzed here in order to ensure that any differences between the
adjuzted and unedjusted estimates of program impact result from the

:“ adjustment alone ather than to differencee in the samplde ,sed.l/

+

Althouqh many different outcome variables are examin 1 in the

finel reports on the effects of Supported Work, only a subeet o£ the

T —

‘more important outcomes has been selected tor examination here._ These

are hours worked, earnings, whether participants were arrested, and

. whether drugs were used for each of the, four nine-month periods,g/q

s

Estimates of the impact of Supported Work on each of these out-

comes, both with‘and without correction for possible nonresponse biae.

w

are contained ih Table B.3. In general, the alternative sets of esti-

nates are very similar. Estimates that were statistically insigrnificant

prior to adjustment for potential bias remained insignificant, while

»
'~

o ¥

e’A'

~

o

. l/The methodology employed treats as nonresponders only those who
did not submit to an interview. However, observations were also made
unavailable for analysis when respondents failed to answer specific key
questions. For a number of reasons, including the fact that only a small
number of observations was involved, we ignored this type of ﬁonresponse.
Also, observations with insufficient data, on personal characteristics were
excluded from the analysis. These were often respondents who had received
early versions of the enroliment interview. ,

L4
/

2'1* should be gointed out that each of these variables is either
a binary variable (such as whether arrested) or a limited dependent vari-
able (hours worked). Hence, ordinary least squares redression is not the
most appropriate method of analysis. However, for cost reasons it is. the
primary methodology used throughout the analysis of the effacts of Supported .
Work. Since the purpose of this Appendix is to determine whether the re-
sults of these analyses suffer from nonresponse bias, we employ the same
estimation techniques. It should also be noted that gomparison of the
least squares results to those obtafned from more appropriate techniques
such as probit and tobit showed very little difference.

-
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: nﬁ“oms!on-mxmm sxmmmaummz. oxrrsm‘mm.s S : -
e I’OR SBI.BC‘I‘BD“’VMIMLPS, . ' ~L. :
- UWUS‘I‘RD ND AN\B‘I‘!D I'OR NWRESPGCSB BIAS .. A7 )
- - e L‘( — e e z ——
'Jdt‘\iiu -9 ' Montlis: 1018 ' - Months 19-27 Honths '28-36..
‘Unadjusted.. ‘Mjusted Unadjusted . ‘Adjueted Unadjusted Adjusted lma;djuu-ted Mjusted
8 nn" 85.36%%¢  13.214%  15.88%%¢ - 6.61 8.71 -18.72 -7.58
21 69“" 226.54}“ ' 28.19 28. Jé‘ 21.94 31.32 =166. Jaee -124.85¢
gmuuy of, arust (xloo) /\ J 24 2.24 .45 - 90 Y psa. -2.82
¥robability of druq use (xlod) . -1.86 -1.45 - -8 .4 " .a8 .82 -4.53 -3.39
&2 ——— e .

:'.;!(i!‘éz 'meae utlutes of program impact differ;somewhat from those contained ln the final reports on ghe evatuation of
'Supported Hork because sample sizes arc smaller here. e sample sizes result frow limiting the nonreiponse analysis |
to those individuals for whom all nocessary pre-enrollment variables. are available.

The stgnlﬂcance lavels indicated for experimantal effects after adjustment for nonresponse may not be strictly accurate
because the estimated standard errors used for these significance tests, obtained from the regresSion program, are biased
if the covarlance o,. defined in equation (14) is not equal to zera. Howaver, In practice, the true tost statistics are
usually very close !o the ones reported by the regression program. flenca, the significance levels givn here are indica~-,
tive of the actual significance levels. .

sstatistically-significant at the 10 percent level (two-taned test). LT . - -
seseatistically significant at the S percent level (two-tailed test). ’ )
seostatistically significant at the 1 percent -level (two-tailed test). . . ;

‘n.a. means not applicable.
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_ a significant ‘ifpact on response rates.l/

»

"
-

'thdse'ﬁhgt,wa:e‘significint éxh;bited almost-no change in Siqgg The two

éxceptions to this wers for hours worked: during the 10- to 18-month and

the: 28~ to 36£monthvpefiodé. Prior to adjustment for bias, the estimated

\éx?érimeﬁt;l effep? for the earlier pqtiqé wa; 13.2 hours per ;onth.
after qdjﬁatmep; for potential bias, this coefficient increased to 15.9, ~
-an ihpféase of ib.be:cent;‘Aibi; finging\is consisfent with the-résulgs
éroh the probit ﬁé&éisiéé Q;nre9p¢nse in which we found that status had .

X

For Fﬁe'28# to 366m6ﬁ€h_period, the adjusted and unadjusted results
differ more widely: the estimate of the earnings iméact decreased by’
34 percent from $167 gg;.monfh to $125 per month. _éecau;g the 28; to 36« .
ménth sample Size is so small (90 observatioﬂ;), this resulf is likely
to be a statistical anomaly npé worthy of much atte;tion. -

In general, statistically significant di fferences did not change
after correcting for nonresponse, nor did the general order of hagnitudes

of estimates of program impacts. Thus, these findings suggest that non-

responsé bias does not seem to be a prevailing problem for the analiysis,

L/An intuiti-re expianation for this finding for youth hours.,
months 10 to 18, is as follows. The regression coefficient on A in the
radjusted” equation for yourh hours was positive and significant. From
equation (16), we seefthat this coefficient is an estimate of 012/(022)1/2.
Hence, the covariance of the disturbance terms in the hours and
response equations is positive. This suggests that those with higher
hours worked are more likely to be responders, other things being equal,
and those working less are likely to be nonresponders. From the non-
response model results, we know that in the youth group, controls were

* gignificantly less likely to respond to the 9- and 18-month interviews

than were experimentals. -Thus, the observations excluded from the analysis
because of nonresponse were more likely to be nonworking controls.
Inclusion of such observations would increase the estimated experimental-~
control difference. This is precisely what the methodology employed does.

.
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atlaast shen the. cifccés of status are modeled in the simple way used
hirc. It is also important to dctarmine, howava » Whether estidates’
of Supportcd WQrk's impact are biaaad ‘when such estimates are allowed g
‘ to va;y with characteristics of the proqram. One finding that occurs

| zcgula:ly is that program : impacts diffar by site. Hence, we also
exlnincd cltimatcs of program impact obtained .from._a model that takas

- -

this into account tor evidence of nopresponse bias.;/
The results contained in Tables B.4 to B 7 show little eviéaﬁce

of substantial nonresponse bias for the 10- to le-month and 19- to 27-month
Deriods, Estimstes of program effact on hours and aarnings for the
various gites change somewhat aftar adjustment. However, most of these
estimates are small’ and statistically insignificant, both before and
after adjustmcnt. Of those that are significant, the largest change
is for Hartford (months-10-18), where tﬁe estimated experimental effect
increases from 14 to 18 hou:c éer monch (an increase of 33 percent).
We f£ind no evidence of bias for che other outcome measures,

however, fcr any.time period. The sampla S3izes for the 28- to 36-month

period are so-sma;l that ﬁeaningful inferences about program impact

for the various sites cannot be drawn. Hence, the issue of bias for

this psriod is moot.

1/

~ Estimates were also obtained for models in which estimates of
program impact were ailowed to vary with the length of site operation.
Since no svidence wus found to suggest that, this proYyram characteristic
had a systematic effect on proqram impact, these results are not
presented here. - s
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s W)URS WORKER PER HONTU,
KEGRESSION: kSTlHATtDJEXPEle“TAL-CON‘I‘ﬂOL DltthRENTlM.b
: UNM)JUSTM) ANDADJUSTED t‘OR NONRESPONSE BIAS

. . N M ] P
v .o . . : ! “YOUTH SAMPIE / L
“ A - o -0 i s . * ! ’ ’ * *
. ~ ‘ 5" . R . ’ o ! . > > b

x4

- . S
v - - : ~ ] N . Py s ] i i . - et N
o A ! Honths 1-9 . Mouths 10-18 * Moaths 19-27 . “Momths 2836 - . ."‘
> ’ _ i . nadjusted: usted ° Unadjusted® Adjusied ' Unadjusted _ -Adjusted lﬁ-l]us!ei RS 'ﬁlii tea
Site - [ s ’ ' . Lo ST :
L Atlanta. | 82.2308e TR LI 10,37 13.18 -45.82 -38.35, . n.a. ' D& . -
Hsrtford ’ ' 't 89,7088e° 93,6348 13,76+ 18,37 | 8.32 . 10.05, ~41',27 ,4.55,. . -
. Jersey City I 97.670e¢ .98,370e . S5.30 5.91 5.06 ° 8,03 ~24,31 -17.66 Lo e o =
* " New York A 62,30000 ¢ 63, 7qeey 22,83 - 24,17 18.14 19,82 <. na. na. &
Philadelplis . 35,08 © - 36,16 13.20 12.69 7.98 8.04 9.12 " 9.74 '
Note: These estimates of program impsct differ somewhst from thuac contained in the final reports on the evsluation of Supported Work
- because sample xices age smaller hiere. The ssmple sizes resull frow limiting the nonresponse snalysis o those individusls for who-
ull necesssiry pre eurollnem. variables sre svailsble - et . . . ._ .
Y The significs = levels indicated for experiunul effecls at‘ter nljuu-ent for monresponse mey not be strictly accurate becsuse tlw
—d estimated sty anl errors used for these sigulﬂcmcc lests, obtained frow the regression program, sre bissed if Lhe covariunce au
N duf!ued in eguation (i-o) is not equsl to zero. ‘However, in ,practice the true test stutistics are ususlly very‘close Lo Lhe ones
repm'ted by ¢he ugrer.;llou program. lleuce the: uignihcmce levels given here sre indicstive of the sctusl ulgniﬂcmce levels.,
*bulisuwlly signiticant at the 10 percent level (two-tailed- Len\ . - . ¢ ;
P *4%tatistically signiticuut st the 5 percent level (two-talled test). B . :
**AStatistically siguiticont at che I percent level (two-tailed test). Ll
’ . n.u. mcans not applicablie. ‘ - iy i
.\ . . . i . \ o . &:3
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) oo  DOLLAR EANNINGS PER WONTH, 7 _ - : '
., . . . , MEGHESSION ESTINATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL DIFFERENTIALS, . °
r . . . UHALJUSTED ARD-ADJUSTED FOR NONRESPONSK BIAS, : . .
L C Y7 yourn samie , ! .
—— oo v h = Es ‘ z T -~ . - - — ———em "
- Honthy l;%l .__.Honthy 10-18° ___Houths '19-27. * Houths 28-3¢
Unudjusted Adjusted ©  Unadjusted . Adjusted . Unad]usted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
L2 . ) LR > L e L
Site : ) ) . .
Atlanta 178.71%%¢ 168.38000 -4.77 -3.78 ~293.75 -236.69 A.a. 0.a.
u.nt’an 2.33.79.‘" 248,4200¢ 39.79 41.41 51.20 58.16 -222.20 «51.59 |
Jursey City ‘251, 56900 254,1700¢ s .59 - 338 -10.37- 1.591 1 ~194.4] -'°168.52“
New- York 19590240 201,2700¢ 59.79 60.26 32.7) 39.47 noa. . w.al
Puisudelphia 75.78 79.79 ~11.50 -11.66 - .28,79 * 29.02 -66.07 ‘. -63.650

!

-~

LY

i\le:  Juese estinates ot program lspact differ

because sample siscs are smaller here.

soecviiat from those contained in the final reports on Uhe cvaluation of Supported Work

The sample sizes result frow limiting.the noaresponse anulysis-to those ‘fudividuals iof whom

#11 accessary pic-earollment variables are available.’

The significauce jevels,

estimated stundscd errors used for these significunce tests, obtajued from the regression progras,
: However, in practice the true test statistics are ususlly very close to the uues,
Heace the significruce levels given here are indicative of the actusl siguificence leVeli.

defiued in equativu (14) is not equal to-zero.
reported by the regreasion program.

%Statistically signifitunt ut the 10 peccent level (two-tuiled tesi).
*=Statistically signifivant at the S percent level (tvo-tailed test).
wwaStatisticully significant at the 1 percent level "(twa-tailed test).

.4, weans not applicsvle. .
. . . , \i\. '\ .
: . 3 ' ’ - s &
- - o 259
258 . , ' '
. ) - ‘ “.
PEN .

indicated for experimental effects after adjustment for nonrcsponse may aot be strictly ucturate bevuuse the
are biased §f the covariunce oy
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’ ) TABLE 6.6 :
. ) PROBABALITY OF BEING ARKESTED (X100), .
- " - -REGRESSION ESTIHATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL DiFCERENTIALS, - - .. ” B
UNADJUSTED 'AND ADJUSTED FOR NONKRESP'CNSE BIAS . \\\\n -

- ° N [ . . .
: ’ o <o YOUTI -SatPLE . . : « -

’ Months 1-9 Houths 10-18 Months 19-27 Houths 28-36
Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted - Adjusted: Unadjusted Adjusted , Unadjusted  -Adjusted
7 £ 3 .

Site - ' ’ . I
Atlanta . . 8.67 7.58 3.06 1.267 5.76 4.05 n.a. n.a.
Hartford 1.66 ° .01 1.95 - .99 -6.36 -6.76 .91 -18.73
Jecsey City -5.88 -6.18" 3.7 1.32 -2.52 -3.21 1.26 -1.72
New York 4.84 4.23 6.18 5.32 26.68 26.29 . n.a. n.a.
Philadelphia 2.16 1.7 -11.86 -11\s3 -2.95 -2.96 2.5% 227 -

- . ‘ )
Nole? These estimates of program impact differ somewhat from those contaised in the final reports oa the evaluation of Supported York
because sample sices are smaller here. The sample sizes result frow limiting the nonresponse sualysis to phose individuals for whom
all necessary pre-enrollment variables ate available. ) .- .
The sigaificance levels indicated for experimental effects after adjustment for aonresponse may not be strictly accurate becsuse the
estiwated standard errors used for these significance tests, obtained from the regression program, are bissced if the covariance 0py
defined in equation (14) is not equal to zero. Mowever, in practice the true test statistics are usually very clase to the oues
reported by the regression program. Hence the significvance levels given here are indicative of the actnal siguificance levels.
“Statistically significant at the 10 gercent level (two-tailed test). g : . .
*3Bratistically significant at the 5 percent level (two-lailed test). L. .. MR
shStutistically signifivant at .the 1 percent level {two-tailed Lest). - s .
- . ’ . i .
B.9. weans not applicabte -
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« TABLE B.7 : e

. ot ' PROBABILITY -OF .USING DRUGS, . . ' . . :
. - KEGRESSION ESTINATED EXPERINENTAL-CONTROL DIFFERENTIALS, - ’ T
UNAINUSTED AND ADJUSTED -FOR NUNRESPONSE BIAS . . . "
: 3 . 1 I3 o
i - . ) YOUTH SAMPLE .i
: . : . *
- y .
¢ - Hoaths 1-9 Monts 10-18 * Hontha 19-2% ' Honths 28-36
4 . . - _ Uaadjusted Adjusted Ugadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted - Adjusted |
Site . ‘ - . . . *
Atlauta . -5.25 -4.78 1.98 1.83 .30 1.00 . n.a.. n.a. .
. Hartford -1.13 - .42, 1.94 1.74 © 2,40 2,56 -24.83 -24.07
dersey City -5.17 .. * -5.05 -8.78 -8.82¢ -6.50 -6.23 - -1.19 -1.07
Hew York 2.93 3.19 -4.49 -4.56 - .28 - .13 n.a. n.a.
Philadelphia -6.27 ° -6.07 20,494+ © 20.5088' *11.39 11.40 3 1.26 1.27

.
. -~
» - -

- £ —

Rote: These estimates of program impact differ somcwhat from those contained in the [inall reports on the evaluation of Supported Work
because sample sizes are smaller here. The sample sizes result fros limit 1g the nonresponse unalysis to those iudividusls for whom
all necessary pre‘encollment variables are available. B -~

. .
»

The significanc: tevels indicated for experimental effects after adjustment for aoncesponse may not be strictly accurate vecuuse the

N estimated standasd errors used for these significance tests, obtained from the regression pregrum, are biased if the covariauce Oy3 -
R - defined in equation (14) is not equal to zero. However, ia practice -the true test statistics ace usually very close to the ones ‘
, reported by the rogression program. leace the significance levels given here are indicative of the actual significance levels.
. '%‘lal'ist'iéaliy signiticant at the )0 perceat level (two-tailed test). ’ P °
. * *i5tatistically siguilicant at the 5 percent level {two-tailed test). .-
v - *AStatistirally signilicant at the 't peccent level (two-tailed test). :
» . ) . - - . s
n.d.  means uot applicable.’ *
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" Work. Using deﬁbgrapﬁié‘qnd,ﬁaékgtound data obtained fromsa baseline

.5\{"2"::‘ . Rt ) - -0 -
.- IV.> CONCLUSION’ :

> [y

- Y- . §. ‘ - - L]
In this Appendix; we have investigated whether nonresponse to
follow-up interviews led to %i@seg estimates of the impact of Supported

interview~administered'to v;rtuallyiéll eldgible applicants to the pro-
gram, we estiﬁaﬁed_a mgéel'to:bfg&ict the probability of response for
¢ . . . - . .

each individual. We thep‘useq the éaiamefers of this model to construct

<

a new variable that, when included in the regression equation of interest,

accounts forgthe fact that data only on the respohders are available for

analysfé. Under reasonable assumptions, estimates of Supported Work's .
’ - .

impact obtained from.the standard regressién model with this additional

variable included will be free (asymptotically) of any nonresponse bias

that may have been present in the-unaltered regfeccion model.

bility of some bias should be acknowledged. 7 ‘ :

To determine Supported Work's impact on a2 select set of outcomes,

-
3

both th:é;tandard regression equation and the augmented equation were °

estimated for each outcome. Comparing the alternative sets of estimates,

wF Pl v e e

- \
we found little evidence of nonrasponse bias. When simple models provid-

RO

ing an overall estimate of Supporégq Work's impact were used, only

N
o

BN LR b Gar b A o 670 a0 33,

estimates for one outcome {hours worked) showed any evidence of bias,
: 0 : v - ‘ g )
apnd this evidence did. not suggest any change in conclusions abcut the

o b > .P’ ’., ‘ * .
éxistence or general magnitude o® program effects. When a more flexible
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model was wied, which allowed estimates of program impact to v%ry by site, - |
. . . ‘ ' a
only little indication of potential bias observed.' Thus, we are led

tasconclude :hat nonresponse bias is not a major problem, but the bossi-
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—‘———ﬂlthough—the-concluslons above are ‘clearly lndlcated from the

o o

results obtalned, they are valld only if the assumptlons on which the

' methodology is based hold. The key assumptions of this methodoldgy,

_developed by Heckman (1976), are: -

e That the- dlsturb"ce terms in the reg:r2ssion and response
equatlons are distributed as bivariate normals-
¢ That a rellable model of the response equation is spec1-' {

fied and estlmated
hhad ti{

e
A

A method for testing the normality assumption-is not readily available,

v °

since estimates of the residuals in the response equation cannot be
b

obtained. However, if we can do a good job of predicting resnponse,

’

then we have more confidence in our conclusions about whether response

bias is a problem.. Clearly, if we add a variable which is just random

noise to the model, we would éxpect little change in the original

coefficients, including the one or:. status.

Another aspect of doing a "good" job of predicting the proba-

bility ot response is to identify and include variables that affect the

response decision but do not affect the outcome of interest. The

presence of such,variables’will lessen the likelihood that multicolli-~
nearity between the constru.ted variable (i) and the standard regressors
(including experimental' status) wild cenfound the results .'

-Judging from x tests for the sets of coefflclents and’ standard

"t tests" for 1nd1v1dual coefflc1ents, we were able to satisfy both of

these criteria. Furthermore, in every case, at least one of the variables

.
‘.

that were included in the response equation but not in the outcome equation

[N

was found to be a statistically significant determinant of response. Thus,
A} \

» A 0 ; 2]?85 . °

\

-

PN
gt il it}
ety

R
b aot

3

»
SVt

&< Y v
Yaarits "elis baopd ey

<5 e Yehasdals 6 heaus

W re . - .
e I LN

A

L dL

2

e Sovals e s

e

ISR

fan b o o

LS
Saa s Bt s

)

Fodne et iy <

H

[TV IOrY ST



¥

£t P An R R,
< N .

P

o Y

==

3

PRGY R

't
:

RY 6 g eew e aes qme g e T NI = . aNFAD g . Ny SR TCITIF I TSPy Sy
~ . N . - e o
YV - hd
L B M
- A . - -
Al -
N
.
) -
R
L '
-—— »
) - e

-

of the probgbility»of response and does not introduce a high degree of fi

collinearity into the regrqésién model. Without actual data for the

missing observations, we cannot be certain of the accuracy of cour claim

that nonresponse bias is minimal. However, our results do not appear to

suffer from problems that we know could lead to erroneous conclusions

about the presence of nonresponse bias. i
’ Al
% .

N\t

we have reason to believe that. the model does yield éggsqgabie predictipnsi
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A key difference among Supported WDrk‘participants that could have

a major iﬁbéot'on the effectiveness of the program is the length of time
spent in Supported Work. Since individ#als who dropped out of Supéorted
Work shortly after entering might not receive the beneficial effects
hypothesized to accrue to participants, analysis ;as undertaken of the.
effect of %engfh of stay (LOS) in Supported Work on eﬁtimates of program
’himpaét. ' .

In order'éo allow the estim§te of.experimenta%_impact to vg?y
with length of time spent in the program, an iatuitive approach would
be t&vregfe;s outcomes Bf interegt, such As, earnings, hours worked, number
qf arrests and drug usage, on demographic characteristics'of sample members
and on L0S. The experimental igpaCt then cculd be measured as &LOS:
where'& is the regression estimate of the coefficient on LOS.

Unfortunately, this.intuitivg approach to the problem may lead
to erroneous conclusions. If individuals leaving the program early also
tend to be the individuals with the poorest.post-pfbgram performance, con-
trolling for measured differences in personal characteristics, then the
estimated coefficient on LOS will pick up not only the effects of Supporteé
Work tenure on post-prograi outcomes, but also the effects of any unmeasured
characteristics which affect both LOS and performance. For eiﬁmple, if
the more motivated individuals tend to stay longer in Supported Work,

!

and if they also tend to have higher post-program earnings, regression

. Y

estimates will indicate a significant, positive impact (az) of LOS on

earnings. This result will occur even if LOS, per se, has no effect

1

whatsoever on post-program outcomes.

Statistically, the problem lies in the fact that LOS represents

263
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pendent variable. In this case, least squares regression produces biased
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a behavioral decision by the participant, much like labor supply,. and

) . o4 L .
as such may be correlated with the regression error ;term, which includes

the effects of all uﬁ@easured variables (such as motivation) on the de-

[

@ '
A

coefficient estimates. This problem is referred to in the econometrics

literature as "s