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Highlfghts and Summary

This Is a report of researcn undertaken to investigute those charcter-
istics of Jegro male high school dropouts that might inhibit their participation
in Federal !Manpower Prcgrams. Stud; groups, each composed of approximately 300
young men born before 1952, and who left school in (966 and 1967 before graduating
from high school, were constituted in daltimore ani St. Louis. Interviews wera
conducted during the summer of 1969, with 58 percent of the sample iaterviewcd.
An additional 25 percent were determined to be in military service, in jail,
deceased, oxr in a hospital and could nof be interviewed. Seveateen percent of
the sample c¢ould not be located.

On the averagz, the subjects were 20.3 years of age at the time of
interview and had completed slishtly less than uine yvears of school, according
to scliool records. About two-thirds of tie subjzets were ceported by interviewers
to have been "friendly, cooperative" during the interview, and one--fourth were
reported o have beer "c-sual, impersonal." "Reluctauce”, "suspicion", "hostility’
or "inditference” was reported for only seven percent of the subjects. The
attitudes of the subjects could, thnrefore, be considered generally conducive to
good interviewing results,

Characteristics of Interviewed Subjects

~-Ninety-one percent of the Baltimore subjects and 84 pcrcent of the
St. Louis subjecta weve living in or close to their birth states at the time
of interview. Almost all of the Baltimore subjects not boran in Maryland or
adjacent states were born in North or South Carolina, while most of the St.

Loul~ subjects, not born in Missouri{ or an adjacent state, were born in Hississippi
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--Study subjects had lived iIn about four different places in the site
city up %o tire time of interview.

~=The median longest distancz traveled from home during the month
before the interview was reported to be 13 miles.

~-Up to the time they left school, 60 percent of the subjects had lived
in two-parent families and 30 percent, in mother-only families.

~-=In 38 percent of the families for which reports were received, the
principal adult had completed eighth grade or less while 25 parcent had cowoleted
high school. No report was given by 20 percent of the subjects.

--In 43 percent of the families, the principal adult was unskilled
or had no occupation.

--Approximately 50 percent of the families had annuel incomes the year
before dropout of $4,000 or less.

--The number of persons in the houschold avevaged 6.0.

--About 20 vercent cof the familics had been on welfare all or most of
the time.

~-0n the average, *he subjects reported completiag 9.5 vears of school
compared to slightly leas than nine years reported by school records.

--St. Louls subjects pave "suspended or expelled' 23 principal reasons
for leaving school, while Baltimore subjects gave ''lost futerzst”.

--llost subjects thought that their reading abilitv was "as gnod as"
or 'better then” that of the average high school graduate. They rated their
math ability somewhat lower.

it
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--About two-thirds of the Baltimore subjects and one-half of the St.
Louis subjects reported that their schooling had been vocationally useless.

--Most of the subjects did not return to school after dropping out,
and, of those who returned, most made little academic progress.

A few, however, (four percernt) returned to school and completed the
twelfth grade and an additional two percent completed the renulrements for a
high school equivalency certificate.

--Only seven percent of all interviewecd subjects reportzd having
enrolled in vocational courses after dronping out of school.

--Approximately 20 percent of the subjects were or had been married
prior to date c¢f iaterview.

--Approximately 30 percent of the subjects renorted that they had
children at the time of interview. FPourteen percent said that their children
were living with them, and 17 percent said they ware nct.

~-Approximately 80 percent of the subjects lived in their parental
unit at the time of Interview.

--Sixty~-three percent of the subjects said that they were supported
by thelr own earnings and ?9 percent, by famlly earnings.

--The most frequently reported method of looking for jobs was to ask
friends nr relatives.

-~Thirty-elght percent of the subjects sald that most of their friends
gradunted fronm high school while 28 percent said that most had dropped out

before finishing the 10th grade.
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~-Approximately half of the subjects gaid that most or all of their frieud
werc employed full-time, while 23 percent sald that only a few or none of their
friends were employed full-time.

--Thirty~-five percent of the subjects said that they were doing a
"little better" or "much better" than their friends, wihile 12 rercent said that
they were not doing “as well".

--~Twenty-one percent said that their families had cxpected "a gpreat
deal” or ''too much" from them, while 19 percent said that their families had
expected “not very much” or "not enough".

-=-3ixty-one percent said their families were usually or always fair,
while 4 percent gaid that their families were usually or always unfair.

--Fifty pcrcent of the subjects said that their fanjlies always or
usually paid attention to what they wanted, while 12 percent gaid they seldom
or never paid attention to what they wanted.

--8ixty-six percent said that their families weve "very interested"
lu thew while 3 percent said that they were 'not interested at all."

~-Thirteen percent 3aid that their fauilies were 'rather easy" or
too easy.'

~--Five percent said their fanilies were in favor of thelr dropping out

of school, while 81 percent said their famllies were opposced.

iv
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Activities After Leaving School

Since this study soupht subjects who had net enrolled in Federal
Manpower Programs, the names of subjects who were eligible for chis study in
terms of sex, race, age, and dropout status were checked against Federal
‘{anpowver Program records In each site, and those with records of enrollment
were deleted from the study groups. Becavse of the incompleteness of the
records, however, the participation of sone subjects was not determined until
time of interview,

--Manpower Program participotlion was determined for 79 subiects
prior to interview and for an additional 59 subjects by means of the interview,
naking a total of 20 percent of the initial sample of 665 subjects. Of these,
11 pecent enrolled in Job Corps; 0 percent, in the Out-of-School NYC program;
2 percent, in 1DTA; and 1 percent, in two or more programs.

-~Current activities were datermined for 445 subjects. Of this groun,
27 vercent were in the military service; 8 oercent, in jail; 3 vercent, in
school or training programs; 38 percent were employed full- oxr part-time: and
17 percent vere uneuployed.

--Among the 309 intervieved subjects, 80 nercent were in the civilian
labor market. Twenty-three perceat of these were unemployed and looking for
WOrk.

-«Interviewed subjects averaged 2,7 jobs since droppiug out of school.

~--The first job after leaving school was tost likely to be in food
preparation or service, cuistodial, or unskilled labor; and the average hourly

pay was $1.84.
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-~The most recent jnb averaged $2.19 ner hour and differed from the
first job in that less subjects were employed in food nreparation and service
and more, in factory work. The current job was also given a higher rating on
a Like-Work scale.

~~Eighty-six percent of the subjects no longer held their first jobs.
Fifty~-four percent szid they left because they "quit", while 17 percent left
because the job ended. Nine percent said that they were firzd. Approximately
the same distribution of reasons was given for leaving the most recent lob.

-~In response to the question, ''What kind of work would you really
like to be doinn ten years from now?", subjects tended to concentrate their
responses in two occunational categories: entrepreneur or professional; and
skilled manual trades and crafts, and techni:ians.

--When occupational goal inforrition was being coded, the coders
reviewed the deccriprions of the subjecta' curreat or most recent jobs and
evaliuated the goal in relation to the jobs they had held. More than three-
fourths of the current jobs were unrelated to rlie subjects’ occupational poals.

--Thirty parcent of the subjects thioushkt thatb thelr chances of achleving
their ten-year occupational goals were "very good” and 27 percent thought that

1

they were "'not so gond” or "unlikely”,
--Fifty-one percent of the subjects said there was nothing holding them
back from achieving their occupational goals, while 38 percent listed lack of

education or training. Only one percent pave discrimination as a deterrent.

8
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- -The avirage lowest acceptable rate of ' iy wi.n theijere looking

for jobs was $2,01 par hour. g

Kncwledge and Attitudes Concerning State Employmen: Service and Federal Manpowex

Programs
--Eighty-seven percant reported that they had heard éf their State
]
Employment Service. Sixty-nine percent knew where tec rogisterj and 38 percent

had actually registered. Of thogse who had registerced, 35 nercént hau lLeen
referred to an employer and had gotten a job. f

--The most frequent positive fmpressions about the ftate Employment
Service were related to referral effectiveness. The nepative impressions

related to slowness of service and the quality of jobs.

--Seventy-six percent of the subjects had heard oE;the Youth

{
QOpportunity Center. Fifty-four percent knew whare to regisﬁzr, and 3% percent

had actually reglstered. Of those who had repgistered, 53 pé;cent had been

refecred to employers and had potten jobs. !

!

-~The mcst frequent pusitive impressions of the Y{uth Opportunity

Center related to referral effectiveness and ycuth specia11ﬁation. The negative
il
impressions related to quality of jobz and the slowmess of tervice.

]
~~-Only 3 percent of the subjects had heard of the‘New Careers proeram,

eand nene had enrolled. {
~-Only about 26 percent of the subjects had heardtof the OQut-of-
School NYC program or MDTA programs, and less than a third %f these knew '"quite
)
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a bit about™ them. Lack of information, thus, was the major barrier to par-
ticipation i{n these programs.

~--The most frequent positive Impressions about the Qut-of-School
NiC program related to career and personal development, and jobs. The negative
izpressions related to pay.

~~The most frequeal positive impressions of MDTA related to vocational
traluings and the negative ifmpressions, to pzy.

Nirety-six percent of the subjects had heard of the Job Corps but only
22 percent had thought about applying.

-=~The most frequent positive ifmpressions of the Job Corps related to
career value snd vocational opportunity. The negacive impressions related to
getting and belng away from home, and the characteristics of the Job Corns
campe.

Variables Associated with Quality of Employment Outconas

On the hasis of their activities gince leaviug school, interviewed
subjects were gsorted into six ranked vatepories of employment adjustment.
socio-economic family cha acteristics did nat cousistently differentiate amons
ranked categories of employment adjustment, The group showing the best employ-
ment adjustment tended to cone from famiiies with higher annual income; on the
other hand, the principal adult vas less likely to be working at time of dropou

Very significantly rwore of the subjects in the “good" categories as compared

10

vifi



with subjacts in the “poor” categories:

-~Completed ten or more school grades.

~~Had more positive attitudes towards school.

~=Were older at time of school dropout.

--Jere more likely to be married and living with their wives.

--Were more likely to say that their families were "usually” or
"always" fair in dealing with them.

~-Ware more likely to say that their fanilies "ususlly” or "always”
paid attention to their wishes in decisions conceining thenm.

~-Disasreed that most work is dull ané Loring.

~~Ware more likely to sav that *heir cliinces of having a happy home
1ife in the future are good.

~--Were more likely to say that so far in their lives they have been
ve'y lucky.

--Were more 1ikel; to say that they had a lot of confidence in them-
uelves.

--Were less likely to say that most of their teschers had it in for
them and 3ave them a hard time.
Conclustoas

1. At the time of interview, approximstely 2% years, on the average,
after stidy subjects had dropped out of school, various indicators showed that
they sti.1 were in need of extensive employabiliiy assistance.

11
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2. A large proportion of the dropout population in the two cities
qualified for Manpower Programs under poverty guidelines., However, subjects
who did not meet the poverty guidelines appeared to have as great a need for
erhanced employability as those who did.

3. Unawareness of the NYC and the MDTA progrars could account for
most of the non-participation in these programs by subjects with salient
employability nceds.

4., The following con:lusicns were reached regarding the nature of
the needs for employability assistance:

¢+ Unemployment did not result primarily from lack ¢f available
jodbs.

b. Job turnover resulted primacily ¢rom a lack of fit between
the subject and the job.

¢. There was a wide discrepancy between the ten-year occupational
goal: and the current jobs held by thu subjects.

d. Employability nezeds did not decrease as age {ncreased among
the age ranges included in this study.

e. Lack of education or training was reported as the piincipal
barrier to occupational goal achievement.

Propram Implications

1. Study results supgest that the employability assistance needed
by ilegro male high school dropouts in center cities in large metropo’itan areas

12
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ire general, continuve past the age of 20, and are not limited to those qualifying
undex poverty guidelines.

2. The apparent success of the widespread use of the media announce-
ments of the Job Corps suzgests that this means of reaching youth in need of
the services of Hanpower T'rogrems might jucrczase the awatreness of other programs,
such as NYC and MDTA programs. Improvemeuc in ceunselinp by schools, State
Employment Serivces, and Youth Opportunity Centers also 1s clearly needed if
this client population i3 to be reached.

3. It was suggested that human performance is a comnlex of three
secuential skills: Adzptive, Functional, and fpecific Content skills,
Adaptive skillls refer to those competencies that enable an iuldividual to
accept and adjust ro the physical, interpersonal, and organizational arranzements
and conditions in which a job exists., Adaptive skills appeared to be a pre-
condition of acquiring Functional skills and Specific Content skills. The
concentcation in classroom or on-the-job training prosgrams has been on Functional
skills or Specific Content skills, ignoring, for the most nart, the Adaptive
skillo., Numerous Government training programs, designed to train the dis~
advantaged, somehcw have not achieved their objective of on-the-job success
for tne trainees although the trainees appeared to acquire Functional skills
dutring this trailning. What zrobably happened wis that they lacked "manapgement
of self" skills which continuously blocked their acquisition of on-the-job
skills that would eneble them to use their functionsl notential to the best

advautage.
13
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4. The development of Adaptive skills of out-of-schor? youth can
probably be achicved better on the job than through a classroom approach,
and it :is likely to he a slew, difficult process in wlich the youth needs to
learn from hi: mistakes and be rewarded for his succeeses. Training and
enployment opportunities need to be kept available, but it ghould be recegnized
thst the youth may not be able to take advantage of these opportunities at any
particular time; he may need to make some mistakes before he is motivated to
apply himself, Feilure in one pProgram should not exclude him from another.
Sariously disadvantaged youth often need a number of chances--if a single
opportunity were enough, most of them could succeed without special assistance.
Manpow:r Programs should help the youth test reality and temporarily terminate
him 1f he fails to meet reasonable performance scandards. Ooportunities should
be kept open to him and he should be made aware of these opportunities and
encouraged to use them.

5., While the development of Adaptive and Functional sVills appears
to be a crucial element in an effective !lanpower Propram, the nature of the
Job opportunity structure cannot be ignored. Efforts should be made to expand
the range of jobs which can be realistically considered by Hegro male school
dropcuts and to eliminate Jdead-end jobs through redesigniny jobs and upgrading

the skills of those already emploved.

14
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Introduction and Rationale

This is a report of research undertakea to Investigate thosa charac-
teristics of liegro male high school dropouts that might inhibit their partici-
pation in Federal Manpower Frograms. This study cdeveloped fron an earlier
study of the Neighborhood Youth Corps--one of thz major proorams designed t-
help such young men ju their adjustments to the world of work. The recults of
the earlier research indicated, in part, that the YC might be failing to reach
"hard ccre' dropout youths.1 The present study generalized the question of the
specific reaci of the .[YC to th: reach of all prugrams especially relevant to
young dropouts. Insteac of focussing on the characteristics of program nar-
ticipants, as in the earlier study, the presant study sought subjects who had
aot enrolled in Faderai ifanpower Progrems.

Scope of Study

Studv pioups composea of approximately 307 younp men, born before
1952 and who left school in 1966~57 before graduating from high school, were
ronstituted in Baltimore and St. Louis. These young men were interviewed in

the summer of 1969.2

lSee, The Social Research Group of The George 'Yashinotor University
(R2sis H. Walther, Principal lnvestigator), ‘A Study of the Effectiveness of
Selected Out-of-School Jeighbortiood Youth Corps Programs--I aplications for
Program Operations and Research" (1969), o. 5.

2See Appendix A for a copy of the interview schedule.
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Interview information was secured for 58 percent of all subjects; and activity at |
the tine of interview was sscertained for an additional 25 percent of all subjects.
In the la“ter category were many young men, currently serving in the Armed Forces,
whose ¢ctivity was reported to interviewers by family or friends.
Study Objectives

The primsry objective of the study was to discover causative factors
in non-narticipation-~the characteristiics of study subjects, including theix
perceptilons of Maupower Programs, that micht inhibit their participation in such
programs:. It vas anticipate! that alternative activities-~for example, civilian
employment or service In the Armed Forces~-would be important factors In non-
participation; and a secondary objective of the study was to gain a better
underst inding of post-dropout activities. Finally, on the basis of study results,
it wes oped that realistic recommendations could be devaloped to the end that
the potential of Federal Maiposer Programs to be of service to YNegic male high
school dropouts could be more fully realized.

Rationinle and Resesarch fuestions

In general, the theoretical approach to the study included the following
2ssunptions: (1) the quality of a young man's adjustment te the world of 'werk
depencs primarily on the adequacy of his preparations for emnloyment; (2) schooling
andfo¢ vocational tralning are the principal preparatory experiences; (3) useful
preparatory experiences are a matter not only of specific academic and/or vocaticnal
skills but also of developed attitudes that will permit productive participation

in tte world of work., The basic research question of the study was the degree
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to which study subjects were aot being reached by Manpower Programs; that is,
judged on the basiy of the quality of employment adjustments of such subjects,
what was the exteat of the need for services that could be supplied by Manpower
Programs? Subsidlary questions included (1) investigation of the role of
attitudinal characteristics, nr: only in adjustments to the world of work but
in nreparations for employment, including participation in Manpowar Programs;
and (2) perceptionrs of self and of Man:ower Programs which are important
determinants of tie reach of auch programs.

Plan of Presentation

The following two chaptexs of this report describe in grcater detail
the study desien znd interviewins cutcoa:s. Chapter IV reports the character-
istics of study siblects with the uxceotinn of employment characteristics, which
are reportel in Chapter ¢, and perceptions of manpower services and programs
which are reportei in Chapter VI  Chanter VII provides an analysis of the
issues~~the needs for services that could be provided by mannower programs and
the characteristics of drorout youth, including their perceptions of the pro-
grams, that migh: interfere with their participation. Recommendations, developed
from the analysis of issues, that might impro.e the reach of the Federil Man-

power Programs conclude .he report.

)
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‘The Study Sites

Selection

Site selection criteria related primarily to the feasibility of
constituting study proups of approximately 300 Negro male high school dromouts
on the basis of public school records. These criteria included such site and
school system characteristics as the proportion of Nagroes in the city's pop-
ulation, the size of public schcol enrollment, the dropout rate, the suitability
of school record systems to sampling procedures, and the willingness of school
officials to provide access to school records. In addition to these technical
criteria, final selection required the approval of the city by the 'lanpower
Adrinistrator as a research site. After considering several other sites,
Baltimore, Maryland, and St. Louis, {issouri, were selected -s study sites and
approved by the Department of Labor.

In 1960, Baltimore was the sixth largest city in the United States and
was 35 percent nonwhite, while St. Louis ranked tenth and was 29 percent non-
wnite. Although the size and social characteristics of 1967 dropout population
in Baltimore and St. Louis were unknown, the capacity of these ti'o sites to

provide adequate samples could be infersed from available information (see

Table 1).
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TABLE 1

SELECTED SCHOOL SYSIEM CHARACIERISTICS, BALTIMORE AND ST, LOUIS

Characteristics Baltimore St. Louis
Public school enrollment, October, 1969° 193,032 113,391
Percent of 10th grade entrants not

graduating (1962) 35.0 24.7
Grade organization 6~3-3 8-4
Compulsory attendance ages 7-16 6-16
Vocational high schoolsb yes no

35 ource of enrollmenr stotistics: Statistical Division of the Natrional
Education Association.

Source of other information: Daniel Schreiber, Holding Pcwer/Large
City School Systems {(Washington, D.C. : National Education Association, Project
on School Drcpouts, 1964} pp. 61, 56, 63, €6, 5%, rasp.

bsmce 1955, St. Louis has had a corbine ¢ :ademic and vocational high
school (0'Fallen), which became a "Co-~Op" vrogram in 1967. This program operated
with !5 of ea~h fay in vocational courses at 0'Fallcn and Y% of each day in academic
courses at ov :r schools. A work-experieace' sciicol was opened in February, 1970.

The public sclwol systems in both sites provided free kindergarten
classes and free textbcoks in both elementary and secondary schools. In other
respects, however, the two systems differed. Baltimore, like most large cities,

used a 6-3-3 syatem (3-year Jjunior and sontor high schools), while $t. Louis
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had 4-year secondary schools. Baltinore's compl sory school attendance age
8pan was one yeav shorter (7-16) than that of St. Louis (6-16), and Baltimore
had vocational high schools.

In Baltimovre, annual 1ists of student eanrollments were centrally
available in an IBM printout that provided the name, address, school and grede,
date of birth, race, and sex of each student enrolled in th: gystem as of October
3lst. Through the comparison of successive annual printouts it was thus possible
to infer whether a student might have dropped out. Actual records of student
withdrawal were maintained in the schools last attended, however, so that both
the central and the individual school records in Baltimore had to be consulted
in order to identify school dropouts.

In St. Louis, weekly withdrawal information was centrally available
but withdrawal reports did not include informatlon concerning the student's
race. In order to identify Jepro dropouts in St. Louis, therefore, it was
recessary to consult records in the school of last attendance.

Work Force Characteristics

Since the early 1830's, when Baltimor: and St. Louis were the terminal
cities of the ifational Road, the two site cities have been trznsportation
centers attracting industry and commerce. Baltimore, lccated o1 the decep-water
Patapsco River estuary of the Chesapeake Bay, is an important seaport, and the
largest gteel plant in the world--Bethlebem Steel's Sparrow Point corplax--is
located in Baltimore County. In addition to shipping and steel, Baltimore's

principal industries fnclude augatr and fued pracrsaing, petroleum, chemicals,
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gypsum products, aircraft and guided missiles. St. Louis, the largest city in
the Mississippi-Missouri Tdiver Valley, is a rail canter second only to Chicaro,
as well as a manufacturing and banking center. It is the only area in the
United States that produces six basic metals--iron, lead, zinc, copper, aluminum,
and magnesium.

In 1960, the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas containing Baltimore
and St. Louis ranked I2th and 9th in size, respectively, in the United States
(sce Table 2}. Compared to their metropolitan area, residents in both cities
were more apt to be ncnwhite, impoverished, less educated, and unempleved. The
descriptions of area work forces which follow, therefore, may tend to optimize

the 2mployment characteristics of the two site cities.

TABLE 2

SELECTED 1960 VARIABLES, STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREA AND CITY, BALTIMORE AND ST. LOUIS

AL Vayd - , Baltimore St. Louis
1360 variables $1SA ~ CITY §SA ~ CITY

U.S. rank 12 6 9 10
Population (thousands) 1,727 939 2,050 750
Annuial fanmily income under $3,000 14.5 18.6 15.1 21.7
(percent)
Median years of school completed 9.6 8.9 9.6 8.8
Percent nonwhite 22,2 35.0 14.5 28.8
Civilian labor force (thousands) 679.5 387.3 793.0 310.9
Tercent unemployed 5.3 6.5 4.4 5.4

Source: U.S, Burezau of the Census. County and City Data Book, 1962

Tatle 3, pp. 432-455 (SHSA) and Table G, pp. 516-535 (clty).
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During the 50's the work forces in both site areas Increased, with
Baltimore growing more than St. Louis (see Table 3). Compared to November, 1965,
November, 1969, uncmployment was down iu Balitimore but slightly un in St. Louis.
In both site areas, the representation of various kinds of jobs in the September,
1969, non-agricultuxal work force was about the same (see Table 4), althoush,
in S5t. Louis, slightly more of the jobs ware in manufacturing and, in Baltimore,
alightly more, wera iun government.1 These area work force statiscics indicated

that cnployment opportunities were approximately the same in the two sites.

TABLE 3

SELECTED WORK FOLCE VARIABLES, BALTIMORE .ND ST. TL.OUIS ARRAS

Variables Baltimore St. Louis
Work Torce, November, 1935 (r.housands)a 779.6 959.7
Percent unemployed, dovember, 1965 3.9 3.2
Work Force, Hovember, 1969 (thousands)b 907.6 1,029.3
Parcent unemployed, November, 1969 2.5 3.5
Average hourly earnings, manufacturing

production employees, September, 1959 $3.40 $3.65

4.8, Depariment of Labor, Area Trends in Ruplovment and Unemnloyment,
Janvary, 1967, p.45.

bU.S. Department of Laoor, Area Trends in Enmployment and Unemployment,
January, 1970, p.20. (November, 1969, figures are preliminary).

u.s, Department of Labor, Imployment and Earninss, decerber, 1969,
p. 120.

1Federa1 enployment in the !laryland sector of the Washington §'{SA, how-
ever, was reported in the District of Columbia S'MSA., Se: U,S. Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Stat:stics, Employmwent and Earnings, Vol. 16, ilo. 6 (Decewber,
1969), Tahle B-7, footnote 4, p.98.
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TABLE 4

NON-AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT IN SIZPTEMBER, 1969, BY CATEGOR ’
IN BALTIMORL AND ST. LOUIS AREAS i

[~ - ——

Employment Categories Numb::1t1m°fe ‘"“Eﬁasii' Louis

(thousands)  Percent (theusands)  Percent

Mining .3 0 E 2.3 0
Contract construction 46.9 6 60,4 S
YManufacturing 209.0 25 91,6 32
Transportation, publlc utilities 57.6 7 £9.2 8
Wholesale and retafl rrade 163. 4 21 185.5 21
Finance, insurance, real egtate 43,4 S 46,7 5
Services 133.1 16 149.4 1
Governmer.t 149.1 12 117.3 13
TOTAL 817.8 100 918.4 100

f

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Lurcau of Labor Statistics,
Employment and Earnings, Vol. 16, No. 6 (Decermber, 1969), Tatle B-7, pp.20-92,

e e

!

Manpowexr Programs ;

In Baltimore a number of Outreach Cen%ers, and in ﬁt. Louis, a number
!
of Neighborhood Action Centers, provided extensive access tc the oublic em-
!
ployment o¢pportunity structure.1 The State Fmnlcyment Servfce and tha Youth

Opportunity Center were staffed in the Baltimore Outreach Cénters, as well as

in several ES offices and one YCC office. 1In St. Louis, ycuths vere referred

lSee Appendix B for a more detailed description of sersices and nrogranmt.
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by the Neighborhood Action Center staffs to several ES offices or to one of two
YOC offices. In both sites, the ES served anyone over the age of 16 who was in
need of work or training, and the YOC specializec in youths in the 16~21 age
bracket. Both services offered job and training program referrals, testing,
and counseling. In Baltimore, ‘he ES used follow-up community workers, and

the YOC held sessions to acquaint young persons with jobs in industry.

Jov Corps
Eligibility requirements for the Job Corps included = . amily
financial status (low income), willingness to lzave homez and 1liv- i

or rural Job Corps Center, and family permission to enroll. 1In 1

Corpsmen could not have 1A draf: stuatus or "too extensive” a ct . g
The Job Corps offered vocational training, basic educrri cial

and attitudinal enrichment. Corpsmen received an allowance of ¢

$50 of which was banked and given to the Corpsman vhen he left

ln zddition, Corpsien sometimes received special allowances inc’ dve

payments that could raise his morthly "expense' money to $5U.

Job Corps Skills Center

In Baltimore, there was, since June, 1968, a Job Cor Loy
that provided training in the culinary arts, manufacturing oxi ond
knowledge of plant operations. Enrollment in the Center tzas o, t.nd
residents, with out-of-city enrollees living at the Center an! o wn-
rollees living at home. Otherwise, elipibility and particioat . LR

were the same as those of the regular Job Corps.
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Manpowver Development Training Programs

The programs offered vocational traiiing and, when needed, basic and
remedial education, to unemployed and under-ewployed persons over the age of
16. The programs provided training allowances.

Neighborhood Youth Corps

The NYC involved iwo programs--In-School, derigned primarily to help
students stay in school, and Qut-of-School, designed primarily to orovide
work training and educational remediation to school dropouts. Both programs
had been in operation in both sites since December, 1964,
In~School NYC

In addition to the remunerated work experience cormonly provided by
In-School WYC programs, Baltimore In-School NYiers received dental and health
care and were involved in a number of experiences designed to enhance their
career potentfals--visits to colleges, places of interest, and places offering
carcer opportunities, secretarial workshops, and job placements for graduates.

In December, 1966, the hourly NYC rate of pay was $1.25 an hour in
both sites. Siuce then, the rate increased iu both sites, rising to $1.40 an
hour by 1969 in Baltimorn, and to $1.60 an hour by 1969 in St. Louis. The
Decerber 1966 In-School enrollment was about the same in both sites (566 in
Baltimore, and 551 in St. Louis): and, in both sitas, imalc enrollces vere
considerably outnumbered by female enrollees (229 to 337 in Baltirore, and 203
to 348, in St. Louis).

The In-Sch.ool NYC program tied in the NYC Summer prorram which provided

rerunerated work experience to students during the summer months.

-
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Qut~-of-Scnool NYC

Eligibility for enrollment in the Out-of-School NYC innluded age
(16~21), financial status (member of a low-income family), and school status
(out of school at least thrce months in the regular school year and not planning
to return to school). In iaddicion, in Baltimore, the enrollee had to be a
resident of the city.

In December, 1966, the Baltimore program was somewhat larger than that
of St. Louis (1,345 and 982, respectively) with females outnumbering wales in
both sites. The June, 1969, enrollments in both sites were considerably smaller
than the 1966 enrollments; and, in both sites, tke provortiion of males had very
markedly decreased. 1In Baltinore, the 1969 errollment was 809 and the pro-
portion of males had decreased from 37 percent to 15 vercent. In St. Louis, the
1969 earollment was 440 and the proportion of males had decreased from 46 percent
to 18 percent.

Naw Careers

New Careers was the most recent addition to the opportunity structure,
dating from August 1957 in St. Louis and from October, 1967, in Baltirore. 1In
both sites, the program was targeted on persons over the age of 22 and In poverty.
In Baltimore, eligibility might include a functional 8th grade level of =ducation;
and, in St. Louis, eligibility included the possession of a high school divnloma
or the potential to acquire one within six months 3fter enrolinent.

Mew Carcers provided work training and educational preparation designed
to qualify trainees for non-professional jobs in health and social service.
Trairecs received training allowances ($1.60 an hour) and weekly travel allowances

wnere varranted.
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Sample Selection and Interviewing

The study population was specified to consist of Negro male dropouts,
born before 1952, who had left urban public schools in a 12-month period in
1966-67, and who had rot subsequently enrolled -~ any Federal Manpower programs.l
Two samples of this population were constituted--one in Baltimore, and one in
St. Louis--and subjects in the samples were interviewed in the summer of 1969.
This chapter describes these two phases of the study.

Sample Selection

The two study samples were selected on the basis of school and man~
power prog am rncords, The different school system records in the two site
cities, ho. —-er, entailed different selection procedures.

¥+ Baltimor2, annual public school enrollments as of October 3lst,
alphav. “nally listing all students in the system, were centrally available in
3,70u0-page 1BM printouts. The late of these printouts defined the 12-month
dropont period in Baltimore-~-November 1, 1966, through October 31, 1967. A pre-
liminary comparison Lf 1966 and 1967 Baltimc.e enrollments indicated that, on
the averege, about one name per 1966 page would be that of a Negro male, born
b:fore 1952, vho dropped out of czhool before October 31, 1967. A table of
rando.. u bers was used to select 947 pages from the 1966 enrollments. Each of
these pines was scanned for legro males, torn befcre 1952, and the names of

stui-n.s ro identified were checked against the 1967 enrollments.

1For the purposes of this study, only the out-of-school pregrams--the
Out-. [-3chcol NYC, the Job Corps, MDTA, and New Careers-~were considered as the
bases of non-eligibility.
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All vho were not enrolled in 1967 were then checked out throigh their local
school records to see whether they qualified for the dropout <tudy.

i Local school records permitted the identification of a number <f in-
eligible subjects-~students who left school because of graduation, transfer,
Institutionalization, or certified inability to nrofit from further schooling,
as well as some students who had not, in facs, dropped out of school. Some 454
students remained eligihle for tha study after local school records had been
exanined; and, for each of these, local records were used co furnish the date of
permanent uithdrawai from school, reason for withdrawal, and tie names and
addresses of parents or guardians. A sample of 370 names was randomly selected
from the eligible sublects. The 154 "exira' names were ordered as randomly
selected to be used as replacements for subjécts that might be deleted because
they had participated in Federal manpnuer progranms.

In St, Louis centrslly-available records of student withdrawals did
not indicate the student’s race and, furthermore, St. Louis records did not
1:flect dropouts priox to 9th gtade.1 All withdrawals during the 12-month
period, October 1, 1966-September 30, 1967, were listed by school; and the lists
were then submitted to the sclhivols involved so that the names of non-Negroes
could he deleted. After non-dronout withdrawals (transfev, institutionalization,

and the like) and ineligible subjeocts (born after 1952, or non-Tearo) had been

lIhe reason glven by school officizls for not reportins dronouts hefore
the Yth grade was that extensive efforts were made to keed student~ in school at
least until they entered the 9th prade. It should be noted that students in St.
Louls stayed until the 8th grade in schools in which one teacher had resuouathiiity
for a class for the entire day, while Baltimore hai the jnnior hich school s/siem
in which the students had a different teacher fur eseh ~laas arartine in the 7th
grade,

Q 38
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deleted, an eligilile population of 1,182 remained. A study samole of 300 names
was drawn from thils population by random methods, and an additional 140 names
were randomly idenfified to serve as replacements for subjects determined to be
ineligible because of participation {n manpower programs. These 447 names

wvere sorted by school of last attendance--cight of St. Leuis's twelve high
sclicols were represented--and the names and addresses of parents or guardians
were secured from the schools.

Participation in Federal Manpower Programs

The names of subjects who were eligible for the study in terms of sex,
race, age, and dronout status were checked against Federal manpover propram
records, and those with records of enrollment were delcted from the atudy grouns,
In Baltimore, approximately 16 percent of the otherwise eligible Aropouts were
disqualified for the study group because of participation, and .Tob Corps
exparience was by far the most freguent exnerience. In St. Louis, the records
of Federal manpuwer prosrams--with the excention of the out-of-school NYG--
wvere very fragmentary. Approximately 10 percent of the otherwise eligible St.
Louis subjects had been f{a the out-of-sclicol NYC and were deleted from the
study; and, in addition, one subiect known to have been in the Job Corps was
deleted. Qualified subjects from the replacement study groups verc then added
to the initial study sroups to achleve samoles of 308 in each site.

At the time uf the Federal manpower projram participation check, it
became evident that, in al) probability, a check of prosram records would not

resuit in the pre-interview ideatification of all subjects with manpcwer program
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experience. Mot only the apparent disorganization of scne of the records but
the sharply discrepant participation results in the two sites indicated that
seme participation might not have been reflected in the record check, It
followed that interviewing might show more participation. The decision was
taken at this time to continue the interview in cuch cases, and to consider

the participant interviews as a source of i{nformation regarding characteristics
assoclated with the reach of manpower programs.

Hailing Address Check

Atter study samples had been corstituted in the two sites, the names
and addresses of study subjects (based .n school records at the time of dropout)
were given to the local post offices with the request that mailing addresses
be corrected. Approximately one-fourth of the subjects in the samples in each
city had last-known addresses that were n0 longer valid and which could not
be corrected through post-office Information.

Interviewing

Field supervisors were designated for eash study site; and, within
guidelines developed by the research staff, they were given full responsibility
for hiring inter/ievers and organizing their work. All of the intervievers
were Negro and male, with the Baltimore staff being larger and the St. Louis
staff being more diversified in terms of occupational background (see Table 5).
Training sessions were conducted at each site, and interviewing got uader way

in July, 1969. Interviewing continued for approximately four months.
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Results

Through inadvertence, nine subjects in St. Louis were not assigned to
interviewers so that the St. Louis sample was reduced %o 291. Every effort was
made to reach all the other subjeccts; and interviews were cempleted for 64 nercent
of the Baltimore subjects and for 52 percent of the St. Louis subjects (see Table
8). Many cf the subjects who could not be reached--subjects in the army or in
jail, for example--were nevertheless reflected in information developed by the
study when the Interviewers were able to find out what the subjects were doing.

In all, activity at the time of interview was developed either by interview of
subjects o1 from other informants for 86 percent of the Baltimore subjects and for
76 percent of the St. Louis subjects. An additional 5 percent of the St. Louis
subjects were found to be ineligible in the course of attempting to locate them
and were not interviewed.

In some cases, interviewing disclosed that school records had not
correctly identified study subjects. 1In most of these cases, the Subject stated
that he had not dropped out of school; and the intarviewer's instructions in
this event were to continue t.2 interview. Such cases were then reviewed by
the field supervisor who decided whetier the subject was, in fact, eligible for

the study.
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TABLE 5

SELECTED INTERVIEWER CHARACTERISTICS

Baltimore St. Louis
Characteristic N=19% N=11
Usual occupation
Teacher $3% 457
Social worker 26 9
Fublic welfare interviewer 11 0
Other-~security guard, police officer,
job placement counselor, factory
supervisor, recreational therapist o] 45
TOTALS 100% 99%
Mean years of age 31 34
Mean years of school 16 16

81n this and in subsequent tables, percentages have been rounded

and consequently do not always sum to 100%,

TABLE 6

INTERVIEWING RESULTS

Raltimore St. Louis Total
Results N 4 N A N Z
Ineligibility determined prior
to interview 0 0% 14 5% 14 27,
Interviewed 191 64 151 52 342 58
Not interviewed but labor force
activity ascertained 65 22 71 24 146 25
Not interviewed and activity
not ascertained 44 15 55 19 99 17
TOTAL INTERVIEWS ATTEMPIED 300  101% 291 100% 501 _102%
Ineligible interviewad
subjects (number) ( 15) ( 18) ( 33)
Usable interviews (nurber) (176) {133 (309)
[
4
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Interviewing Outcomes and Age

1he average age of all study subjects, as of July 1, 1969, was 20
years (see Table 7). In both Baltimore and S§t. Louis, subjects who were not
interviewed but whose activity at the time of attempted interview was as-
certained by the interviewer were severzl ronths older than other subjects.
Aside from this very slgnificantl difference, study subjects were, on the
average, of the same age regardless of site or follow-up results,

Interviewing OQutcomes and Highest School Grade Completed (School Records)

School records indicated that Baltinore subjects averaged fewer
scheol grades completed (8.7) than did St. Louis subjects (9.3 grades). This
marked difference hetveen sites was appareut in all catepories of subjects
with the exception of v  interviewed subjects whose activity was ascertained
(see Table 8). Th. ¢ rrsults indiceted that military service (the principal
ascertained activity of .on-interviewed subjects) tended to remove older and
better-educated dropcuts from the interviewed portion of the study sample.

The generally higher school aschievement of St. Louis <ubjects may have been
largely due to (1) the absence of St. Louis pre-ninth grade withdrawals, and

(2) the Baltimore schooling span (7-1¢, as compared with the St. Louis 6-16).

lIn this repnrt, "signiffcant" is reserved for descriptions of statis-
tical significance. '"Very signiffcant” connotes differenc-s that could be ex-
pected to occur by chance 1 time (or less) {n 100, while "-.gnifficant" connotes
differcnces that could be expected to occur more often, but no more freguently
than 5 times in 100.

Standar« statistical procedures have becn used to determine confidence
levels. The significance of differences between means has been evaluated through
the t-tast formula, -n! the significance of differences betwcen percentages has
tcen evaluated throuzh an adaptation of the t-test forrmla, This cHiantation is
described in the monopraph:

Vernon Davies, Ranid Method for Determining Sienificance of Difference
Betwern Two Percentages. Institute of Agricultural Science, Washington State
University Stations Circulavr 151 (revised July, 1962).

23
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TABLE 7

INTERVIEWING OUTCOMES AND AVERAGE AGE
AS OF JiLY 1, 1969

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Murber “ean Numb2y Mean Number Mean
Qutcomes Age Age Age
(years) (years) (years)
Intervieved 176 20.9 133 19.9 300 19.9
Not Interviewed
Activity ascertained 65 20.3 71 20.3 156 20.3
Activity not ascertained 44 19.¢ & 20.0 a8 19.9
Subtotal, not o
interviered 109 20,1 125 20.1 234 20.1
TOTAL 285 20.0 253 20.90 543 20,0
TABLE 8
INTERVIEWING ONTCOMES AND HIGHFST SCHOOL rRADE COMPLETED,
SCHOOL RECORDS
Baltimore = __ St. Louis Total
Number  Mean Number  }Mean Number Mean
Dutcomes Grade Grade Grade
Interviewed 176 8.5 133 9.2 309 .8
Not Intervieved P
Activity ascertained 65 9.3 71 9.5 136 9.4
Activity not ascertafned 44 8.4 54 9.5 S8 8.9
Subtotal, not B 4
intervieved 109 8.9 125 9.5 234 9.2
TOTAL 285 8.7 258 2.3 543 9.0
%4
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Enrollment in Manpower Programs

Fifty interviewed subjects--31 in Baltimore ap§ 19 in St. Louis-~
reported that they had at some time enrolled in one or }:re of the out-of-
school Federal Manpower Programs. In mary cases, the cubject remembered little
about when or how long he had been enrolled, or reported limited experience with
the programs.1 Perhaps because thelr experience was often minimal, the
characteristics of subjwcts vho had ever enrolled in Manmpowver Programs were
generally similar to those of dropouts who had never enrolled. Subjects who
had ever enrolled, accordingly, have been consfdered with other subjects, with
significant difterences between enrollees and neon-cnrollees being reported as

warranted by the data.

Intervievers’ Impressions

Most subjects (68 percent) were reoorted by their interviewer to have
been " friendly, ccoperative” during the iInterview, and one-fourth were reported
to have been ‘casual, impersonal." Reluctance, suspicion, hostility, or in-
difference were reported for only 7 percent of the subjects. The attitudes
of study subjects toward the interview were substantially the same in both
sites and were generally conducive to pood intervieving results (see Table 9).

After the interview was completed, the interviewer recorded his
impressions of defects apparent in the course of the interview that might
impair the subject's ability to work. Most subiects (96 percent) had no

apparent disabilities. Defects reported--speech problems, partial blindness,

15ee Chapt-r "I for a report of experience with Manpower Programs.
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physical impairment and chronic disease--could limit the subject's productive

participation in the world of work te a greater or lesser extent; but, in

general, such defects were of very minor importance in the study samples.

TABLE 9

INTERVIEWER'S REPORT OF RESPONDENT'S ATTITUDE TOWARD INTERVIEW

Baltimore St. Louis Total
attitude N=176 N=133 N=309
percent percent percent

Friendly, cooperative 65% 73% 68%
Casual, impersonal 27 21 25
Suspicious, reluctant 5 5 5
Hlostile 1 1 1
Totally detached 2 0 1

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%
Unknowa {number) (2) (5) (7)
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Characteristics of Interviewed Subjects

The personal and family characteristics of study subjects, discussed
in this chapter, were reported to interviewers in the summer znd fall of 1969,
In some instances--for example, vears in the city--the information covered the
life-span of the dropout up to the time of interview; whiie, in other instances--
for example, sources of support--the information was current as of the date of
intervicw. ‘The variables involved have been treated in the apnroximate order
of their earliest reach, with the information reaching to the subject's earliest
years being discussed first.
Mobility

Most of the study subjccts were born in the site States--84 percent
of the Baltimore subjects were born in llaryland, and 74 percent of the St. Louls
subjects, in iissouri (see Table 10). Considering also adjacent States--oftern
clcser to the site cities than outlying=ortions of the site States--91 percent
of the Baltimore subjects, and 84 percent of the St. Louis subjects were living
in or close to their birth States at the time of interview. Extensive inter-
state nigration, so far as movement from birth State was concerned, thus
characterized relatively few subjects. It is of intevest, however, that almost
all of the Baltinore subjects not born in Maryland or adjacent States vere born
in ‘jorth or South Carolina; and, among comparsble St. Louis sabjiects, none was
born in the Carolinas and most were born in Mississippi.

Most of thie subjects in both states had lived in their resnective

47
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’
site cities 16, or more, years (s2e Table 11). Very sipgnificantly more St. Louis

subjects, hcwaver, migrated to the city in their childhcod--23 percent of the

St. Louis subjects, as ccupaved with 11 percent of the Baltimore subjects, had

lived in their respective cities less than 16 years.

TABLE 10
STATE OF BIRTH

Baltimore St. Louis Total
State of Birth N=176 N=133 N=3092
Percent Percent Percent

Site state . 34% 74% 7%
Adjacent states 7 10 8
Yorth and South Carolina 9 Y 3
iississippi 0 11 5
Other states L 5 3

TOTAL 101% 1007 1017

TABLE 11
YEARS IN TUE CITY AT TIME OF INTERVIEW
Baltimore St., Louls Total
Years N=176 N=133 =309
Percent Percent Percent

5, or less 2% 2% 2%
6-~10 4 10 6
11-15 5 11 7
16, or more 99 78 8

TOTAL 1017% 1017 1007
Mean Years in the City 18,1 17.2 17.7

Q 48
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Although most of the subjects had spent most of their lives in their respective
site cities, very few of them had uot moved within the city (see Table 12). On
the average, study subjects had lived in about four di-ierent places in the
city up through the time of intervie:.

In response to the quescion, "How do you usually get around the city?"
most subjects said that they either walked or used public transportation (see
Table 13). Very significantly more Baltimore subjects than St. Louis subjects
used public transportarion; and very significantly more St. Louis subjects than
Baltimore subjects used their own means of transportation. These site differences
suggested that the city locations usually traveled to by subjects were more
accessible by public transportation in Biltimore than they were in St. Louis.
Alternatively, these results suggested that St. Louls subjects tere more often
able to afford tlieir own means of transportation and preferred them to public
cransportation.

Subjects were also asked, "Last morth, what wras the lonzeat dtscatice
(one-uay) that you traveled from home?' and “About how often do you travel this
far from home?" Ifost of the subjects reported travels that ware avidently not
cornected with routine mobility but were weekly, monthly, or annual trips.

The percentiages of subjects reporting annual or semi-annual ti“ns that ozeurred
in the montih preceding interview was considerably higher than those that would
have been expected by chance. These results sugpested that the subjects often

had a desir: to report their most extens{ve travels (sce Table 14).
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TABLE 12

JUNRER OF RESIDENCES IN SITE CITY

Baltimore St. Louis Total

tumber of Residences J=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
One 3% 5% 7%
2-5 73 79 76
6-10 18 13 17
11, or nore 2 _ 1 1
TOTAL 101% 1007 1012
Hean number of residences 3.9 3.8 3.9
Unknown (number) {0) {2) (2)
TABLE 13
USUAL MEANS OF MOBILITY WITHIN THE CITY

B3ltimore St. Louis Total
Heans N=126 =133 W=309

Percent Percent Percent
Walk 247, 15% 20%
Public transportation 61 46 54
0w conveyance 2 28 17
Other private conveyances 6 12 2

TOTAL 100% 101% 1002

Untrnown {number) (13) (6) (19)

s
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TABLE 14

FREQUEHCY OF LONSEST DISTAMNCE TRAVEL

Baltimore St, Louis Total
Frequency N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent

Daily 28% 33% 30%
Weekly 11 21 15
Once or twice a month 14 14 14
Honthly 16 9 13
Once or twice a year 30 24 28
TOTAL T Tesk 1017 100%
Unknown (number) (18) (8) (26)

Fven though many subjects reported extensive travel in the month
pr-veding intervicw (veteran: were the most traveled), the median miles
trevcled--18 in Baltimore and 10 in St., Louis--indicated that routine, daily
travel was probably somevhat more far-ranging in Baltimove (see Table 15).
Study results thus suggested :hat getting to places might be more of a limiting
factor in St. Louis in that, corpared to Baltinore. private transportatfon was
nore often involved and in that the routine radius of mobility was somawhat

less,
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TABLE 15

LONGEST DISTANCE (ONE-WAY) IRAVELED FROY HOME MOMTH, BEFORE INTERVIEW

Baltimore St. Louis Total

pistance N=176 N=133 N=30¢
Per:cent Percent Percent
5 miles or less 217% 39% 29%
6-10 miles 21 13 18
11-25 miles 12 19 15
26-50 miles 18 5 12
51-100 miles 8 4 6
Hore than 100 miles 20 2 20
TOTAL _ 109% 100% 1007 _

Unknewn (number) (16) » (23
Median miles traveled (18) (1n) (13)

Family Backgrcinds

Up to the time they left school, most of the study subjects had lived
in two-parent families (see Table 16). Approximately uvne-third of the subjects
in each site, however, nad grown up in fatherless families.

In Baltimore, 42 percent of the principal adults in the subjects’
families--their fathers, in the case of two-parent families, or their mothers
in the case of mother-onl' {amilieg--had -not pone beyond efghth grade (see Table

17). 1In St. Louis, the educational achfevement of principal adults tended to

- ERIC
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be higher with only one~third completing 8 grades or less and one-third com-
pleting high school or more. Information concerning the education of princinal
adults tended to be incomplete in that about one-fifth of the subjects did not

report theisy fathers' (or their mothers') educational attainment,

TABLE 16

FAMILY UNXIT TO TIME OF DROPOUT

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Subject lived with N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Both parents 61% 58% 697
Mother only 31 29 K]
Father only 2 3 2
Jther relatives 5 8 5
Toster home 2 1 1
Other 0 1 0
TOTAL - 101% 100% 997%
Unknowa (number) 1 3 (4)
[ 4
od
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TABLE 17

KHIGHEST SCHOOL GRADE COMPLETED BY PRINCIPAL ADULT

Baltimore St. Louis 101)
dighest Grade N=176 N=133 N=509
Percent Percent Percent
7, or less 317 197 267
3 11 14 12
g 13 5 9
10 18 10 15
11 8 19 12
12 15 22 18
Schooling additional to high
school 4 11 3
TOTAL 100% 1007% 957
Unknown (number) (33) (27) (60)

As would be expected in view of their education, relatively few of
the principal adults in the study were high on the occupational ladder (see
Table 18). Approximately one-fourth of the principal adults were reported

by their sons to have had occupations at the skilled manual level or above,1

1Occupations were tabulated in accordance with the ranked categories
proposed by Hollingshead. Sea:

Aupust B, Hollinpshead, Two-Factor Index of Social Position, 19045
Yale Station, New Haven, Conn. (1957).
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and approximately two-fifths were reported to be either unskilled workers or to

have had no occupation at all. Compared to Baltimore, very significantly more

subjects in St. Louis reported more higher-level (skilled manual and above)

principal adult occupations--a circumstance consistent with the higher educaticnal

levels reported for these principal adults.

In the year before dropout, approximately half of the subjects in

each study grouping estimated the annual incomes of their families to have

been about $4,000, or less (sze Table 19)., The number of persons dependent

on these family incomes averaged 6.8 in Baltimore and 6.4 in St. Louls (see

Table 20). At the time of dropout, most of the subjects rerorted that two or

more family members were working and contributing to the family income (see
Table 21). Eight percent of the subjects reported that no one in his family

was earning at the time of dropout; and only one earner was reported by about

30 percent of the subjects.

g
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TABLE 18

OCCUPATION OF PRINCIPAL ADULT

Baltimore St. Louls Total
Occupation N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Professional, administrative 27 67 37
Clerical and sales 4 8 5
Technician, small self-employed 5 2 4
Skilled manual 9 17 13
‘lachine operators, operatives 25 23 24
Semi-skilled 8 6 7
Ungkilled 32 25 29
done (housewife, rellef) 14 13 14
TOTAL __ 99% 1007 997
Unknown (number) ) (6) (13)
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TABLE 12

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME IN THE YEAR BEFORE DROPOUT

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Income =176 =133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Less than $1,200 2% 3% 3%
$1,000 - $1,999 7 7 7
$2,000 - $2,999 19 13 16
$3,000 -~ $3,999 20 26 23
$4,000 ~ $4,999 _ 20 13 17
$5,000 - $5,999 12 17 14
$6,000 -~ $6,999 6 7 6
$7,000 - $7,99% 6 4 5
$8,000 or more 7 11 S
TOTAL 99% 101% 1007
Median $4,079 $4,129 $4,000
Unknown (number) (5) (13) (18)
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TABLE 20

NUMBER OF PZRSONS IN HOUSEHOLD AT TIME OF DROPOUT

Baltimore St. Louis Total
dumber =176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
One to five 437 474 447
Six to ten 47 50 48.
Eleven to fifteen 10 4 7
TOTAL _ 100% 101% 99%
Unknown (number) ¢} ) (3)
Median 6.8 6.4 6.6
TABLE 21

UUMBER OF PERSONS E'YPLOYED AND CONTFRIBUTING
TO FAMILY INCOIE, TIME OF DROPOUT

Baltinore St. Louis Total
Jumber contributing N=176 N=133 N=309

Percent Percent Percent
ilone 7% 8% 8%
One 30 31 0
Two, or more 63 62 61

TOTAL B 100% 1N1% 9%%
Unknown (runber) (1) (2) (3)
FRIC 58
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About one-fifth of the subjects reported that, up to the time they
teft school, their families had received welfare assistance "all" or "most"
of the time (see Table 22), 1Indicators of economic status-~the incidence of
mothar-only families, the education and occuvoation of princival adults, estimatcd
aanual income, number of contributors to family income, and the eitent of
welfare assistance--showed many similarities between the two study sites (see
Table 23). Although the information supplied by subjects vas incomplete con-
cerning the educational level of their breadwinning parent, and although the
subjects' competence to report family income might be questioned, the various
indicators of cconomic status provided comparable information that added up
family backgrounds characterized by poverty or near-poverty and by poor-paying
jobs. Substantial proportions of subjects had backgrounds of even less effective
employment, ccming from mother-only families on relief; and some subjecis—-

particularly in St. Louis--had backgrounds of relatively successful occupational

activity.
TABLE 22
WELFARE RECEIPT PRIOR TO DRIPOUT

Baltimore St. lLouis Total
Welfare received N=176 N=133 N=309

Percent Parcent Percent
All of the time in° 15% 13%
Most of the time 11 2 7
Some of the time 8 9 8
O.uce or twice 2 0 1
Neone of the time 68 14 71

TOTAL 99% 1017 1007,

Unknown (nurmber) (2) 4) (6)
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TABLE 23

SELECTED VARIABLES, PRE-DROPOUT PERIOD

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Variables N=175 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Family unit prior to dropout
Mother~only family Nz 29% 30%
Education ojﬁgrincipal adult
Comnleted 8th grade, or less 42 33 38
Occupation of principal adult
Unskilled or none 46 28 43

Annual incvome, year before dropout
Less than $4,000 48 49 49

Contributors to family income
Two or more 63 62 61

Welfare receipt prior to dropout
All or most of the time 2} 18 20

Financial Eligibility

Poverty guidelines restrict enrollment in the Out-of-School Neighborhood
Youth Corps and in the Job Corps. Study results indicated, however, tnat financial
ineligibility was--at most--a minor factor in non-participation. On the average,

subjects who had never enrolled in Manpower orograns were as qualified1 as

1NYC Program Standard No. 1-65 (March 29, 1966), for example, set the
eligibility standard for non-farm family of 6 at $4,135.

ERIC GO
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enrollee subjects In terms of average family income and number of dependents
(see Table 23). Relatively more of the subjects who had never enrolled (35
percent as compared with 26 percent) reported annual family incomes of $5,00C
or more, however, and the average number of dependents on family income was
somewhat less among non-enrollees.
TABLE 23
ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME IN TIIE YEAR BEFGRE DROPOUL,

NUMBER OF PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLD,
AlD ENROLLMENT IN FEDERAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Hever enrolled Ever enrolled

Reporting Perscns  Reporting Persons
Family Income Humber Percent Mean Number Percent Mean
below $1,000 7 3% 6.4 1 27 4.0
$1,000 - 1,999 16 7 5.3 4 8 6.5
$2,000 - 2,999 35 15 5.5 11 23 6.8
$3,000 - 3,999 57 23 6.3 9 19 6.4
$4,000 - 4,999 40 16 5.5 10 21 6.5
$5,000 - 5,999 36 15 6.4 5 10 6.0
$6,000 - 6,999 16 6 b.1 2 4 8.0
$7,000 ~ 7,999 13 5 7.9 3 6 6.3
$8,000 or more 22 9 6.8 3 6 7.4
TOTAL 243 997 6.1 48 99% 6.6

Yedian income $4,125 $3,889

€1
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Compared to all subjects who had enrolled in Out-of-School Nanpowe:
Progranms, significantly fewer (12 percent as compared with 23 percent) subjects
who had never enrolled reported no occupation for the principal adults Ia
their families {see Table 24). Approximately the same percentages of subjects
in the two groupings reported principal adult occupaticns in the unskilled an
semi-skilled levels (31 percent among non-enrollees and 33 percent among en-
rollees), and the frequencies of occupations at higher levels were substantially
the same.

Compared to subjects who had never enrolled, more enrollee subjects
(26 percent ac compared with 18 percent) reported that their families had

received welfare assistance "all' or "most' of the time. In Baltimore the
difference between enrollee and non~-enrollee subjects was slight (23 percent
and 21 percent, respectively); but, ian St. Louis, enrollee subjects were far
more apt to report this degree of welfare assistauce (32 parcent as comnared
with 15 percent). These results indicated that being in a ''welfare' family
might be a factor in enrollment. On the whole, however, the various indicators
of fanily financial status at the time of dropout suggest that relatively few

of the study subjects were not firancially qualified to participate in Federal

‘fanpower Programs.

62
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TABLE 24

OCCUPATION OF PRINCIPAL ADULT BY SUBJECTS' ENROLLMENT IN
QUT~OF-SCHOOL MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Never Enrolled Enrolled

Occupations N=259 N=50
Professional, administrative 4% 0%
Clerical and sales 5 6
Technicians, gmall self-employed 4 4
Skilled manual 13 13
Machine operators, operatives 25 18
Semi-skilled 6 15
Uaskilled 31 21
None (houscvife, relief) 12 23

TOTAL 100% 1003%
Unknown (number) (11) (2)

Dropout

Study subjects were asked, "After September, 1966, did you ever quit
school before graduating from high school?" They were then asked when they
had left school, and the last grade that they had completed in school.

Compared to the dropout dates derived from school records, Baltimore
subjects tended to report earlier dropouts (see Table 25). Thirty-four perceat
of the Balti{more subjects, for example, reported dropping out in the last

quarter of 1966, while school records showed only 17 percent of the drovoucs

ERIC
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in this period. On the other hand, only 13 percent of the Baltimore subjects
reported dropping out in September-October, 1967, when school records showed
that 39 percent of the dropouts occurred.

The tendency of subjects to give earlier dropout dates might be cx~
plained by the facts that (1) student-initiated dropouts would be known to the
student before they were known to the school, and (2) lags inherent in record-
keeping would tend to post-date dronouts, The concentration of school-recorded
Baltimore dropouts in Sentembér-OCtober, for example, stronply suppested an
accumulation of dropouts that wers recorded in connection with the annual school
attendance listings rather than mass exits in these two months. It thus seems
likely that, in Baltimore, some absent students were carried as actively en-
rolled even though the students considered themselves tn have dropned out.

A somewhat different situation obtained in St. Louis where 19 per-
cent of the subjects dated their withdrawal from school later than October,
1967. Here, again, school records micht have been zrcifacts to some extent.
Records in St. Louis involved weekly withdrawal reports, and some of these

withdrawals might not have been considered permanent dropouts by the ~tudents.

34
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TABLE 25

SUBJECT AND SCHOOL REPORTS OF DROPOUT MONTH

Baltimore St. Louis
-S—L_xi;ject School ﬁojecE School
Dropout Month N=176 N=176 N=133 N=133
Percent Percent
Tarlier than October, 1966 12% 0% 8% 0%
1966
October 7 0 4 16
November 16 9 4 11
December 10 8 3 9
1967
January 7 10 10 5
February & 8 9 15
March 3 6 3 6
April 7 12 4 4
May 5 4 9 6
June 11 s 9 6
July-August 1 0 1 0
September 5 14 8 7
October 8 25 8 16
Later than October, 1967 2 0 19 0
TOTAL 100% 101% 99% 101%
Unspecified (number) ¢)) (15) 9 ()
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Interview data indicated that, on the average, Baltimore subjects had
dropped out of school 28,8 months before .July 1, 1969, while St. Louils subjects
had dropped out of school 25 months before (see Table 26), Compared to school
record data, subjects' reports averaged about three months more months out of
school in Baltimore aad about three months less out of school in St. Louis.
These results supgest that dropping out of school is an enisode that is fre-
quently not objectively identifiable at the tine of its occurrence. Although
the dates supplied by the study subjects were morec apt to be affected dy in-
accuracies of recall, the apparant tendency of Baltimore records to post-date
dropout--and of St. Louis records to anticipate dropout~-sugpest that school
records reflect characteristics of record-keeping systems as well as student
attendance. The "true" dronout dates thus probably covered a somewhat greater
span than that demarcated by srhool record dates of dropout.

TABLE 26

MEAN MONTHS S1INGE DROPOUT (AS OF JULY 1, 1959)
AND YMECAN BIGHEST SCHOOL GRADE OF INTERVIEWED SUBJECTS

. Raltimore St. Louis Total
Number Yumber Humber
Reporting '{fean Reporting !fean Renorting Mean

Months since dropout 169 28.3 124 25.0 293 27.2

Highest school graded
completed 173 2.3 132 9.8 305 9.5

C6
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1

Cn the average, interviewed subjects reported that theﬁ had completed
9.5 school grades, while school records showed an average comple%ion of 8.8

grades (see Table 28). Subjects in bo*h sites thus reported higﬂer average

\

pgrade completion than that indicated by respective school record%. This

discrepancy suggests a tendency to report highest grade level (tliat is, dropout
grade) rather than the hipghest completed grade. The tendency to hang on to

the highest level of school experience probably affects to some Gxtent the
]
3

responses to many 1nqu1ries1 phrased in terms of highest complet(d grade.

|

TABLE 28 {

HIGHEST SCHOOL GRADE COMPLETED, INTERVIEWED SUBJECTS
COMPARISONS OF SUBJECT AND SCHOOI INFORMATION, BY SITE

Baltimore St. Louis "Total

Highest School Grade Subject School Subject Scheol §;?ject School
N=176 N=133 T N=309
Percent Percent ‘Percent

7, or less 10% 29% 2% 0% 6 18%
8 15 15 8 26 113 20

9 ‘ 26 26 24 35 25 27
10 29 18 40 26 i34 22
11 20 13 25 13 21 12
12 0 0 2 0 Tl 0

TOTAL 1602 101z 101% 1002 100% 997 _

Mean grades completed 9.3 3.5 9.8 9.2 9.5 8.8

Unknown (number) (3) (3) () (0) (%) (3)

Some 1inquiries, particularly those of a practicat rature from oeers,
may produce reverse distortion. See, for example,

L'lliot Liebow, Tally's Corner (Boston: Little, Broﬂn, and Commany},
1967, pp. 54-55:

I graduated from high school but I didn't know anytlinv. I'n dumb. Moat
of the time I don't even say I graduated, 'cause then somebody asks me a question
and I can't answer it, and they think I was lying ahout gradua:inc . . . They
graduated me but I didn't know anything, I had lousy grades bt 1 ruess they

lnwnted to get rid of me. (Richard, a Baltimore high school av,duste, is bheing

Emcnoted) 07

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



44

Reasons for Leaving School

The subject's ressons for leaving school were ascertained by handing
him a card listing 14 reasons and asking him to Iindicate which, if any, were
his reasons for leaving school. Additional responses ware provided for in an
‘Other” category, and interviewvers were instructed to probe in order to find
cut as much as possible about the subject's reasone. After cetting all reasons,
the subject was asked to indicate his main reason for leaving school.

Responses were tabulated in two broad categories: reasons that re-
lated primarily to the school environmant; and reasong that emphasized outside
circumstances. The division could not, of course, be rigidly recognized:® be-
cause outside alternutives were often Implied in reasons that emphasizcd school
or schooling, (or vice versa), and several reasons might acrually bte invoived.

Three out of five subjects in both sites lefl school malnly because
of their school experlence (see Teble 29). Very sirnificantly more St. Louis
subjects (37 percent, as compared with Baltimore's 2 percent} reported that
tt.ey left because they had been suspended or expelled. Baltirore subjects, on
the other hLand, were significalitly riore apt to report problems with school work
("'some subjects too difficult" or "not learning anything") and that they left
pbecauge they "lost interest' in school. The main reasons for leaving school
thus tended to emphasize the subject's rejection of school in Baltimore and
to esphasize the school'’s rejection of the subject in St. Louis. %With the
exception of %he St. Louis subjects who reported suspension or expulsion,
most of the main reasons for leavine s¢hiool irplied choice rather then com-

pulsion.
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TABLE 29

MATN REASON FOR LEAVING SCHOOL

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Main reason N=176 N=133 H=309
Percent Percent Percent
Ihe Schcol Euvironment
Academic:

Problems with school work 5% 2% 4%

Not learning anything 10 n 6

Interp2rsonal:

Problems with teachers, students 9 5 7

Suspended or expelled 9 37 21

Generz 1l:

Lost interest 21 19 26
Subtotitl, school 64% 53% T 64%
Qutsid: Interest or Pressure:

Employment:

Got narried, wife to support 3% 47 47

Had to lhielp family 3 4 6

Needed money for expences 11 144] 11

Would rather work 6 12 9

Other outside:

Wanted to enlist 3 3 3

Jatiled 3 2 2

Personal, family problems 1 0 1

fllness 1 2 1

Movc d 1 2 1
Subtotal, outside 374 39% 38%

TOTAL 101% 1027% 102%
Unknovm (number) (4) (5) €9)
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In the first part of their responses, when all reasons for leaving
school were sought, (see Table 30), Baltimore subjects averagzd markedly more
responses (2.1) than St. Louis subjects (l.4). Compared to theilr main reasons
for leavinz school, the total rationale of Baltimore subjects gave added welsht
to two school-related recasons (''some subjects too difficult™ and "problems with
teachers and/or students”) and to two preferred alternative activities ("'needed
money for expenses” and '‘wouvld rather work"). Among St. louls subiects,
comparisons of all recasons with main reasons showed that school problems
("some subjects too difflcult”, "not learning anything" and "preblems with
teachers and/or students") were the most important contributory causes of
leaving school. As with the main reasons for leaving school, ahout three-
fifths of all reasons were school-oriented. The additional rvspcnses im this
range of reasons brought out more difficulties with the school environment
than were apparent in the subjects' reports of main reasons. The additional
responses falling outside the school-oriented reasons emphasized the attraction

of working and ezrning spending money.
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TABLE 30

ALL REASONS FOR LEAVING SCHOOL

Baltimore St. Louis Tetal
All Reasons N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
The School Environment
Academic:
Problems with school work 177% 5% 123
Not learning anything 23 3 15
Interpersonzl:
Probl:ms with teachers, students 26 12 20
Suspended or expelleu 13 41 25
General:

Lost interast 52 26 41
Subtotal, school 131% — 87% 1135
Outside Interest or Pregsure

Employment:

Got marricd, wife to support 5% 4% 4%

Had to help family 10 6 8

Needed money for expenses 30 16 24

Would rather work 23 16 20

Other outs:de:

Wanted to enlist 8 5 7

Jailed 3 2 2

rersonal, family probleas 2 5 3

Illness 1 0 0

Moved 0 1 0
Subtotal, outside 827% _352_~" __k 66

T0TAL® 21%% 1427 181%
Unknown (nuzber) (4) (5) (9

®More than one response possible, so totals can be more than 100%.

Q 71
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Iaformation conceming reasons for leaving school was also secured
from school records, but the results did not throw much additional light on
why students dropped out. In Baltimore, school records showed that 76 percent
of the study subjects dropped out becauce they were "overage"” while no reasons
were recorded for 18 percent of the subjects (see Table 31). School records
in St. Louis involved more categories, but also contzined a large number of
"no reports" (24 percent). Of the 22 Baltimore sudbjects who reported that
they had left :hool because they were "suspended or expelled”, only one,
according to school records, was expelled and the rest were either "overage"
or ‘'no report.” Of the 52 St. Louis subjects who reported suspension or ex—
pulsion, 50 percent, according to school records, were involved in disciplinary
or academic suspension and reasons were not reported for 20 percent. These
results indicated that school recorde may considerably underestimate the extent
of rejaction by schools that is experienced by dropouts.

TABLE 31

REASONS FOR LEAVING SCHOOL, SCHOOL RECORDS

Baltimore St. Louis

Reasors N=176 N=133
Percent

Expelled, Disciplinary suspension 1% 26%
Overage 76
Faile¢ to graduate 2
Aradenic suspension 6
Nonattendance 21
No intevest 12
Erployment 1 6
Armed forces 1 1
Harriage 2
Nezied at home 2
Hoved 1 2
Jaiied 1
do report 18 24
O foraL 101% 102%
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Liking for School

Following the questions concerning leaving school, study subjects
were asiied to rate their liking for school on a five-point scale ranging from
“1" (hated it) to "5" (liked it very much), and to tell in their ownm words
why they had rated school as they did.

On the average, study subjects rated their liking for school above
the midpoint of the scale (see Table 32), and St. Louis subjects averaged
higher ratings (3.6) than Baltimore subjects {3.3). The open-end responzes
given as reasons for the like-school ratings were broadiy characterized according
to the negative or positive tone of the response (see Table 33). In many
instances, these responges indicated that the subject's current views concerning
the value of education, as well as his remembered like (or dislike) for school
as such, were reflected in the ratings. This comprehznsive "reasoning’ was
especially evident in responses that coantained reflections «n dropping out,
such as "wish I'd stayed in" and often implied attitudes that might not have
been present at the time of dropout. In all, 30 parcent of the subjects
expressed negative attitudes, 10 percent of the subjects expressed neutrality
("neither liked it nor hated it") and the rest of the subjects expressed
positive attitudes ranging from remecmbered pood times to general endorsements
of schooling and educatfon.

Four categories of negative attitude were tabulated: criticisms of

school (for example, "most teachers didn't care," "lessons too hard," and
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"teachers were biased''); personal or social (for example, "didn't like sitting
up in classes,” "it was dull,” and "everybody was dropping out®); qualified
(for example, "didn't like it much but know it was a good thing,” "wanted to
stay but got put out,"” and '"mever really had a chance to learn, but like it");
and simple statements of dislike ('didn’t like school"). Very significantly
more Baltimore than St. Louis subjects expressed criticisms of the school
and stated dislike of school.

TABLE 32

LIKE-SCHOOL RATING

Baltimore St. Louis Total

Rating N=176 N=133 =309
Percent Percent Percent

1 - flated it 6% 4% 5%

2 16 10 14

3 40 39 39

4 20 22 21

5 = Liked it very much 18 26 21

TOTAL . 100% _ 1317 100%

Mean rating 3.3 3.6 3.4

Unknown (number) (0) ¢)) (1
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TABLE 33

REASONS FOR LIKE-SCHOOL RATINGS

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Reasons N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent

Expressions of nepative attitude
Criticisms of school 6% 4% 5%
Personal or social 8 5 6
Qualified 15 4 10
Simple statements of dislike 10 8 9
Subtotal, nepative 392 217% 30%
Neutral 10% 10% 10%

Expressions of positive attitude
Appreciations of school 20% 32% 257%
Personal or social 9 i3 11
Simple statement of liking 14 16 15
Dropout explanations 8 9 9
Subtotal, poslitive 51% 70% 69,
TOTAL 100% 101% 1602%
Unknown (number) (3) (2) (5)
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Expressions of positive attitudes toward school and schooling were
tabulated in similar categories, Significantly more St. Louis than Baltimore
subjects expressed appreciations of school (for example, "liked because of
what I could learn," "would like to have graduated," and "like the teachers'').
Personal or social reasons for liking school (for example "liked bec.1se of the
crowd that was going," "had a mellow time," and “got to meet new pzople),
simple statements of liking (for example, “nothing wrong with school" or
"better than working'), and responses that alluded to dropping out (for ex-
ample, "quit school to get a job with the aim of going back," '"wanted money
in my pocket and schocl didn't put it there,"” and "alright, I wish I had
stayed 1in") occurred with about the same frequency in each site. These
"dropout explanations' clearly continued the train of thecught started with
tie questions concerning dr<pping out. They were considered as positive "reasons"
becar:: "toy were evidently premised on en acceptance of school, or, at any
vate, taey implied that dislike for school, as such, was not a factor in the
dropout situation.

The criticisms of school cxpressed by two-fifths of the Baltimore,
and by one-fifth of the St. Louis subjects, indicated that anti-school
attitudes might be a persistent barrier to the participation vf dropouts in
training programs perceived tv involve school-like experiences. On the other
hand, some of the study subjects had come to value schooling since dropping ocut
and might, therefore, appreciate opportunities to repair their academic de-

ficiencies.
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Ability in Reading and Math

1"

Most study subjects felt that their reading and math ability was 'as
good as,' or "better than,” that of the average high school. graduate {see Table
34); but the majority proportions of math ability were significantly smaller than
those of reading ability (64 percent as compared with 84 percent in Baltimore
and 75 percent as compared with 86 percent in St. Louis). Baltimore subjects’
comparatively poor opinion of their math ability was most marked--compared te¢
reports of reading ability, very significantly more Baltimore subjects rated
their math ability "worse' than that of high school graduates (36 percent as
compared with 16 percent); and, also, coupared to St. Louis rernrts of math
ability, significantly more Baltimore subjects reported '"worse' (36 percent as
compared with 24 percent),

It is possible that the definite perception of math deficiency would
inhibit subjects from involving themselves in situaticns that might include
mith demands (for example, application procedures for employment or training
programs that might include arithmetic tests). On the other hand, training
opportunities that offered a chince to improve math ability might be perceived
as particularly relevant by those (31 percent of all subjects) who rated their
math ability as "worse” thau that of the average high school graduate. Similarly,
those who felt their reading ability was "worse” (15 percent of all subjects)
might avoid reading situations and might be particularly interested in 1mproving
their reading ability.

Compared to subjects who had never enrolled in Manpower Programs,

77

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



54

significantly more enrollee subjects reported extremes of reading and math
ability (sce Table 35). The terdency of enrollee subjects to rate themselves
as “better" or “werse', rather than 'the same”, may have been, to Son€ extent,
an effect of progrem participation. Although these results are difficult to
interpret, they are not inconsistent with thie view that manpower programs can
appeal to dropouts who perceive deficiencies in their academic skills.

TABLE 34
SUBJECT'S PLRCEPTION OF READING AND MATH ABILLTY

Coupared to average high Baltimore St. Louis Total
school graduate d=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent

Reading ability

Retter than average 12% 17% 14%

Worsme than avecrage 16 14 15

About the same 72 59 71
TOTAL 100% 1009 100%

Math ability

Bet:er than average 9% 11% 10%

Worse than average 35 24 31

About the same 55 64 59
TOTAL 100% 992 100%
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TABLE 35

!

READING AND MATH ABILITY COMPARISONS, ENROLLEES AND NON~INR( LLEES

Compared to average Reading _ __ Math

high school graduate, Enrollee HKNon-Enrollee Enrollee Non-Enrollee

ability was N=50 N=259 N=50 N=259

Percent Percent Percent Percent

better than average 227 127 187 ? 9%

Worse than average 22 14 38 30

The same as average 56 74 44 62
TOTAL, _ 1007 1007, 1667 101z

Vocational Usefulness of Schooling

i

In Baltimcre, two~thirds of the study subjects reporﬁed that their
schooling had been without value as vocaticnal preparation (se? Table 38).

Only hal€ (very significantly fewer) S$t. Louis subjects, on th} other hand,

]
reported that their schooling had been vocationslly useless., !

i
Subjects who thought that their education had been ¢f value ag vo-

catfonal preparatlon placed about equal emphasis on academic 'nd vocational

1

course work. Approximately 10 percent of the subjects noted yreparatlonal
values in learned vocational hehaviors (how to get and hold afjob, for example)

and social skills (how to get aloug with people, for example)} or in combina-

tions of course work and behaviorel skills,
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These results supggested that, if a young man felt the need for
vocational preparation, the perception that schooling had been useleas in this
respect might fmply (1) receptivity towards training programs perceived to be
vocationally useful and (2) disinterest in schocl-like training programs.

TABLE 36

USEFULNESS OF SCHOOLING AS VOCATIONAL PREPARATION

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Usefulness N=176 N=133 H=309
Percent Percent Percent
Useful
Academic course work only 13% 197 15%
Vocational course work only 13 17 14
Vocational behaviors only 7 4 6
Social skills only 0 2 1
Combinations of above 2 6 3
Unknown 0 2 1
Subtotal, useful 352 50% 407,
Not useful 65% 0% 607
TOTAL | 1007, 1002 100%
Unknown (number) (2) (6) (8)
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Schooling After Dropout

Moét of the study subjects did not return to school after dropping
out in 1966-67, and most of thos2 who returned mide little academic progress.

In Baltimore, 87 percent of thz subjects did not return to full-
time school after dropping out {see Table 37), and half of those who returned
atayed in school less than one year. Twc percent of all Baltimore subjects,
however, not only returned to school but completed 12th grade. Comparatively
more St. Louis subjects returned to school (20 gercent as compared with 13
percent), and 7 percent of all St. Louis subjects not only returned to school
but completed 12th grade.

Approximately one-fifth of the Baltimcre subjects tried to continue

their ecucation in specfal classes outside of fill-time school, and one-twentieth

of the Faltimore subjects completed one or more prades in this way (see Tabie
38), Although comparatively more St. Louis sub’ects enrolled in special
classes. the percentage of subjects who passed the GED was the same in both

sites~--. percent.

81



TABLE 37

RETURN TO FULL-TIME SCHOOL AFTER DROPOUT

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Return N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Returned, in school
Less than oae yeav 6% 8% 7%
One year 3 5 4
More than one year 1 5 2
Unknowm 3 2 3
Subtotal, returned 137 20% 16%
DPid not return to school 87% 80% 84%
TOTAL —_ _loox 100% 1907
Unknown (number) (1) (8) (8)
Completed 1Zth grade 2% 7% 47
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TABLE 38
ENROLIMENT IN SPECIAL CLASSES AFILR DROPOUT

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Enrollment N=176 N=133 N=319
Percent Percent Percent
Ferulled, prades completed
None 17% 30% 227
One 3 2 3
Two 1 0 0
Unknown 1 0 1
Subtotal, enrolled 22% 322 267
Did not enroll 78% 68% 4%
TOTAL 100% 1002 100%
Unknown (number) (4) (8) (11)
Passed GED 2% 27 2%

All told, 6 percent of the young men who dropped out of school in
1966-67 and were interviewed subjects in this study haed managed to complete
high school at the time of interview--4 perceat by returning to full-time
school, and 2 percent by passing the GED. Although St. Louis dropouts were
somewhat: more apt to centinue tgeir schooliag, the great majority of subiects
in both sites had not noticeably added to their educational achievement after

leaving school.
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Vocational Courses After Leaving School

Only 7 percent of all interviewed subjects reported having enrolled
in vocaticnal courses, other than those provided by Manpower Training Programs,1
after dropping out of school (see Table 39). *ost of the subjects who re-
ported ecnrollment in such courses stayed in the courses 6 months or less, and
less than half completed their courses. These results indicated that commuunity
resourc2s outgside of the school system and other than those provided through
Manpower Training Programs were a negligible factor in the preparations of
dropout youths for the world of work.

TABLE 39
VOCATIONAL COURSES AFTER LEAVING SCHOOL

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Vocatiotal Courses N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent;
Enrolled in vocertional course
or courses % 6% 7%
In course 6 months or less 6 4 5
Completed course 3 2 2

lThe experiences of subjects with Federal Manpower Programs is revorted
in Chapter VI.
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Military Service

Approximately three-fourths of all study subjects known to have
experience in the Armed Fcrces were in active service and not interviewed (see
Table 40). Interviewed subjects thus provided a fragmentary source of information
concerning the effects of military service on émployment and preparations for
ine world of work.

Ten percent of the interviewed subjects were, or had been, In the
Armed Forces at the time of interview (see Table 41), and about one-third of
these reported training for civilian occupations while in military service.
While military service mnight be an important source of vocational training,1
so far as interviewed subjects were concerned, study results showed very slieht
effects in this respect.

Host interviewed study subjects (61 percent) either reported no
draft classification or reported 1A or 1-S, or 2-S, These subjects faced the
prospect of possible military service. There was 1little explicit reference,
however, to the effect of possible periods of military service on employment
activities. One subject, not working at the time »f interview, said that he
was waiting to be called into military service, and several subjects mentioned
that military service might {nterfere with the achievement of their occupational

goals.

llt could be speculated that interviewed subjects with, and non-inter~
viewed subjects repcrted to have had, experience in the Armed Forces, togethar
with interviewed subjects practically exempted (2A, 3A, 4F and 1Y) constituted
a universe of youth experience and eligibility vis-a-~vis the draft. If so,
practical exemption would be in the neighborhood of 39 percent, and three-fifths
of dropout youths would experience military service. If one-third of these
received training for civilian occupations while {u the Armed Forces, military
service might be estimated to provide vocational training for approximately one-

O ffth of dropout youths.
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Twenty-eight percent of the interviewed subjects had draft c¢lass-
ifications (24, 3A, 4F, and 1Y) that, for all practical purposes, cxempted
them from military service. The draft outcomes (about two-fifths of the known
induction examination outcomes) suggested that a number of subjects who were
1A or without Selective Service classification at the time of interview would
also be practically uninvolved with military service aad its potentlals both
to interfere with and ultimatley to enhance preparations for, or the achievement

of, civilian employment.1

TABLE 40

INTERVIEW STATUS AND MILITARY SERVICE

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Status_and Service N % N % N z
Interviewed

Completed military service 8 12% 8 122 16 12%

In military service S 12 6 9 14 10
Not _interviewed

In military service 51 76% 54 797 105 78%

TOTAL 67 1007 68 1002 135 _100%

1'Ihe reader will recognize that these rzsvlits were fragmentary
arcl did not provide bases for definite conslusions. ‘they have been reported
in order to make available all study results that might shed some lignt on
the experience of dropout youth as well az on the problems of reseaivching
thiat experience.
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TABLE 41

MILITARY SERVICE AND SELECTIVE SERVICE CLASSIFICATION

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Service or Classification N=176 N=133 N=309%
Percent Percent Percent
Hilitary servicea
1 year or less 27 47 37
13-24 months 5 5 5
25-36 months 2 2 2
Subtotal, military 9% 11% 10%
Selective service c¢lassification
1-A 392 35% 37%
In reserve component (1-D) 2 0 1
Qualified in erergency (1-Y) 12 22 16
Overage liability 0 1 0
Deferred:
Occupational deferment (2-A) 1 0 1
Dependency deferment (3-A) 5 4 4
Student deferment (1-S, 2-§) 1 10 5
Hot qualified (4-F) 11 2 7
Subtotal, selective service 17 742 1z
No service or classificationb 21% 172 197
TOTAL - 101% 102% 100%
Vocalional training in military .
service 3z 3% 3%

%ncludes 8 subjects in active military service.

bIncludea 2 percent 'no report' in Selective Service classification.
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Family Circumstances at Time of Interview

Most of the study subjects vere single men when they were interviewed
in the summer of 1969 (see Tzhle 42)., Fifteen percent of the Baltimore subjects,
and 23 percant of the St. Louls subjects, were or had been married, and most
of the marriages had occurred in 1968 or 1969. About one-€fifth of the marriages
contracted by St. Louis subjects, had eventuated in separation at the time of
interview.

In both sites more subjects were fathers than were husbands (see
Table 43), This difference was very significant in Baltimore where about one-
third of all subjects were fathers but only 14 percent were, or had been,
married., Although also observable in St, Louis, this difference was not
significant in the midwest gite.

TABLE 42

MARITAL STATUS, AND WHEN MARRIED (MONTIS BEFORE JULY 1, 1969)

Marital Status and Baltimore St. Louis Total
Wh2n Married Hal76 H=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent

Ever ilarried

Married up to 6 months before 3z 8% 5%

Married 7~-13 nonths before 5 8 6

Yarried more than 19 months before 6 5 6
__Married, when unknown 1 2 2
Subtotal, married 15% 23% 1972
Never Married 852 772 812

T0T 100% 1002 1007

Separated kY4 6% 4%
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TABLE 43

CHILDREN AND NUMBER LIVING WITH SUBJECT AT TIME OF INTERVIEW

Children and Numbter Baltimore St. Louis Total
Living with Subject N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Children
None living with subject 18% 17% 17%
tne living with subject 9 9 9
Two living with subject 3 2 )
Three living with subject p2 0 1
Four living with subject 1 0 1
Subtotal. children 33 287 3%
No children 667 1% 697
TOTAL 997 99% 1007

Four out of five study subjects were still living in parental family
units at the time of interview (cee Table 44). Approximately one in ten had
married and become the head of his own household. Tie remaining subjects (8
rercent) were living by themselves or with friends, or in jail.

Even thoush 80 petrcenc of the subjects were still living at home, only
29 percent reported_thst their parental families were their major source of

support (see Table 45). sSignificantly more St. Louis subjects reported that
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their families were their major source of support. Most of the subjects, how-
ever, 67 percent in Baltimore and 57 percent in St. Louis, reported themselves
to be primarily supported by their own earnings. In addition a few subjects
hiad achieved financial independence from their families through undesirable
circumstances. These subjects were elther dependent on welfare or their wive's
earnings, or were supported by their own hustling or by jail maintenance.

Additional sources of supnport were reported by 16 percent of the
subjects (see Table 46), Comparisons of all reported gsources of support with
major sources of support indicated that multiple sources of support were most
apt to involve parental support and the subjects’ earnings; that is, major
parental support was augmented by earnings or vice versa. In Baltimore, also,
"other” sources of support were important sources of additional income.

With respect to family circumstance variables, discussed above, there
were few significant differences between study sites and composite results thus
provided a fair reflection of all study subjects. These young men were, in
the gummer of 1969, in varying phases of development toward social adulthood
(see Tablie 47), '%st were not yet full-fledged adults in that they were still

living at home, and 29 percent were still primarily dependent on their parents,

g0
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TABLE 44

AMILY WIT AT TIME OF INTERVIEW

e e e e mm s T S e —

baltimore St. louis Total

Subject was living N=176 N=11:r3 =309
Percent Tersent Percent

With wife, no other adults 7% 1% 9%

With wife and adult relatives 5 2 3

Alone or with friends 3 > 4

In parental unit® 79 €1 80

In jail or workhouse 6 !1 4
TOTAL ___ 100% Y 100%

Unknown (number) (¢)) () {3)

87ncludes one- and two-parent families and in loco nareatis units
(adult relatives, foster homes) .
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TABLE 45
MAJOR SOURCE OF SUFPORT AT TIMY OF INTERVIEW

Baltimorc St. Louis Total
Hajor Support N=176 Nal33 N=309
Percent Fercent Percent
Subject's family 23% 367 29%
Subject's earnings 67 57 63
Cther
Wife's earnings 1 2 1
Welfare 1 2 1
Hustling ! 2 1
Jail maintenance 7 1 5
Subtotal, other 10% % 8u__
TOTAL 100% 100% 1007
Unknown (number) 1(0)] (3) (3)
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TABLE 46
ALL SOURCES OF SUPPORT AT TIME OF INTERVIEW

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Sour:es of Support N=176 N=133 =309
Percent Percent Percent
Subjrct's family 273 457, 35%
Subj:ct’s earnings® 70 62 66
Other
Wife's earnings 3 3 3
Welfare 1 2 2
Uremployment, disability comp. 3 1 2
Hustling 2 1 2
Jauil 7 1 6
Sub.otal, other 167 8% L 15%
TOTALD 1137 1153 116%
Unknown {(number) (0) 3) (3)

®Includes training allo7ance in one instance. Training allovance wan
no: principal source of suvpport.

Yfore than one response possible, so total percentage more than 100.
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TABLE 47

SELECTED VARIABLES, ALL SUBJECTS AT TIME OF INTERVIEYW

All interviewed

Variables subjects
N=309
Average age (7/1/69) 20 years
Married, head of own household 14%
Children, at home or clscwhere 317%
Primarily supported by own earnings 63%
Living in parental family unit 79%
Primarily supported by parental family 29%
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Family circumstances migit influince particination in manpcwer train-
ing programs in secrveral ways. Tle assumption of family responsibilities, for
example, might not only increase the particinatiorn of young men in the civilian
ork force,1 but mipht also reinforce their motivation to enhance their voca-
tional prospects through training. At the sam2 time, the force of family cir-
cumstances night bar sach young men from considerine proerams whose allowances
were less than earnings 1a avallshle, albeit occupationally undesirable, jobs,
On the other hand, young men without family resvuonsibilities micht lack the
mctivation to sacrifice time to learning when their firancial needs for
“spending money' could be met through combinations of family support and
casual jobs.2

ays of Lookine for Jobs

Following a number of questions concerning specific employment ex-
periences, subjects were asked how they usually lookad for jobs.3 Ansvers
to this question were structured through a response card that sugpestecd nine

job-hunting activities and also nrovided for "other' resvonses (see Table 48),

1O'Boyle has noted: ‘“"The strikingly lower rates 1;? w.raployment /
for married men suggest that fanily formation alters a young man's attitude
toward work, naking him more willing than the unmarried man to accept and
hold a given ioh." (Edward J. 9'Bovle, ''From Classroom to Workshop: A

Hezardous Journey,” Mouthly Labor Review, Vol. 91, Ko. 12, n. 11)

Zharvood has concluded: "Many /ghetto/ boys are underemployed and
subemployed because they value leisure as much as woney which leads them to
seek only as much work - - is needed to get by with enough of each." (Edwin
Harwood, ''Youth unenployment~-A tsle of two shettos," The Public Interest,
No. 17, pp. 78-85).

3Enoloynent experiences are reoortcd in Chaoter V,

&2
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Baltimore subjects reported more job-hunting activities1 than St.
Louis subjects; and, compared to St. Louis subjecta, Baltimore subjects em-
phasized asking friends and family connections. §t. Louis subjects, on the
cther hand, placed moce reliance on the Employment Service and on direct
personil inquiry at ccmpany hiring locat.ions.
TABLE 48

WAYS OF LOOXING FOR A JOB

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Waye N=176 N=133 N=3929
Percent Percent Percent
Asked friends 61% 297 47%
Asked family, relatives,
family friends 43 9 28
Checkad local newspaper ads 53 38 47
Checkad out-of-town newspaper ads 3 2 3
Priva:e employment agencies 15 3 19
State Employment Service, YOC 39 36 33
Applied directly on news of
possible jodb 30 20 26
Inquired directly for possible jodb 30 37 33
Applied to companies outside the
city 3 2 3
Other 2 2 2
TOTAL” — 279% 178% 237%

%fore than oae way could be reported

1The fact that Baltimore subjects used wore options in their resnonses
gave the impression that they may have been more energetic fn their job hunting.
T3 ~teral, hovever, Baltimore subjects tended tn give more casvers wien optioas
[E l(:‘jrovided, and this impression might thus Le nisleadine,

o
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Attitudes Toward Self, Work, and Life

A numter of interview questions asked the subject to rate himself or
his experiences in var’ous contexts. Responses to these questions, reported
below, indicated attitudes that might condition effective participation in
manpower programs.

Comparisons with Friends

Several questious asked the subject to compare himself with "most of
the youig men wh> are your friends." In general, responses to these questicus
indicated that most study subjects did not consider themselves to be in a
dropout-disadvantaged world. According to study subjects, most of their
friends either had not dropped out of school or had completed at least 10th
grade (see Table 43). Three-fourths of the study subjects, on the other hand,
had left school before completing 10th grade, and it can be concluded that
level of schooling did not restrict the social circles of study subjects.

About half of the study subjects reported that most or all of their
friends had full-time jobs (see Ta.le 50)--roughly the same percentase as
thoce reporting full-time emplovment it the time of interview. At the same
time, a little more than one-fifth of the subjects reported that "only a taw"
or ‘none' of their friends had full-time jobs. In view of the importance of
friends as information sources, subjects in social circles where unemployment
was rife were it a disadvantage. If. for example, they heard abouvt a nossible
job from their unemployed friends, they risht have to compete turith thcsc same

friends for th2 job. Subjects wviose friends were, for the most vnart, employed,
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however, might reasonably count their circle of fciends as a resource in
maintaining their own employment.

Jine out of ten study subjects considercd themselves to be as well
off, or better off, than most of their friends (sce Table 51). Relative dis-
advantage, with its implications for, on the one band, poor self-concept, or,
on the other hand, stimulation toward greater efforts to succeed, was thus a
conparatively minor circumstance.

Pecer groups can powerfully influence the activities of their membcrs.
Since these influences operate to achieve identification with and conformity
to the group, the results just reported indicate that peer groups might not
be a factor in Stimulating dropouts to utilize maapower programs. Although
study subjects had considerably less schooling than cheir friends, most of
them felt as well off as their friends. Among those dropouts whose friends,
like themselves, had failed to achieve satisfactory adjustments to the world
cf work, the peer group might have served to reinforce poor employrent adjust-
wents, and to impede activities directed toward vocational improvement such

as enrollment in manpower prograns.
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TABLL 49

SCHOOLIAG OF MOST OF SUBJECT'S FRIENDS

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Schooling 1=176 N=133 N=309%
Tsrcent Fercent Parcent
Graduated from high school 36% 42% 387
Dropped cut after l0th grade 38 29 34
Drovped out before finishing
10th grade 26 29 28
TOTAL T 1007 100% 100%
Unknown (number) ¢)) 1)) (5)
TABLE 59
EXTENT OF FULL-TIE EMPLOYMENT AMONG SUBJECT'S FRIEND3
How many friends have Baltimore St. Louis Total
full-time jobs? N=176 N=133 N=30%
Percent Percent Percent
All 12% 9% 11%
lost 42 34 39
Some 27 29 28
Only a few 19 20 12
None 1 ] 4
TOTAL R 1027 1912
Unknown {number) (3) (4) (7
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TABLE 51

SUBJECT'S PERCEPTION OF HIS SUCCESS COMPARED TO FRIENDS

Compared to most of your friends DBaltimore St. Louis Total
you are now getting along N=176 N=133 =309
Percent Percent Percent
Much better than they 14% 18% 15%
A little better than they 21 19 20
About the same 51 55 53
Not as well as they 10 4 7
HMuch worse than they 5 4 5
TOTaL 101% 1N0% 1097%
Uaknown (number) (0) (3) (»

Family Attitudes

About three out of five subjects reported that what their families
had expected of them while they were growing up had been "just about right."
(see Table 52), While this response did not indicate much about the character
of expectations, it did indicate harmony between subjects and their families
with respect to the subjects' activities. Two extreme responses (families
expected "tco much' or '"not enough"), on the other hand, were reported by 15
percent of the subjects and indicated critical attitudes toward families.

Finally, two responses (''too much' and "a great deal") indicated a high
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expectation, while two other responses (''not very much” and "not enough’} in-
dicated low expectations. Very significantly more St. Louis than Baltimore
subjects (29 percent, as compared with 16 percent) reported high family
expectations while a reverse pattern was found with respect to low expectations
(13 percent as compared with 23 percent).

The influence of "significant others'--parents, teachers, and friends--
has often been advanced as an important variable in educational and occupational
attainmem:.l Some reflection rf this varisble was apparent in reports of
fanily expectations, and it was notewosrthy that (1) the weight of family
expectations was greater in St. Louis, and (2) family expectations could be

"too nuch."

In such cases, family pressures had not only failed co keep the
subject in school but had possibly become a factor in family discord.

Ahout three out of five subtjects reported that their families hod
"usually" or "always" been fair with them (see Table 53}, and about half of
the subjects reported that their wishes were ''usually” or "always” considered
in family decisions affacting tiem (see Table 54). TIxtreme nepative responses

("usually" or "always" unfair, "seldom” or 'never” involved in decisions

affecting him) were infrequent.

1See, for example,

Peter M. Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan, The American Occupational
Structure (lew York: Wiley, 1967), p. 165’ and

William H. Sewell, Archibald O. Haller and Alejandro Portes, ''The
Cducational and Early Occupational Attainment Process,' American Sociolopicul
Review, Vol. 34, No. 1 (February, 1969), np.82-92.
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Two-thirds of all subjects reported that their familles had been
"very interested" in the subject's activities (see Table 55). Very sign.lZ:ily
more St. Louis {75 percent) than Baltimore (90 :ercent) subjects, however,
reported tiais degree of famlly interest.

About three out of five subjects rcported that, so far as strictness
was concerned, their families had been "just about right’ (see Table 56}.
Noticeably more Baltimore (3! percent) than St. Louis (22 pevcoent) subjects,
however, reported that their families had been "rather easy" or '"too easy"
with them.

Considered together, reports of family attitudes suggested that the
femilies of Baltimere dropouts were more frequently seen as having low ex-
poctations, and less interested in their children's welfare. This impression
was consistent wich the subjects' reports of thelr families' attitudes toward
leaviag school (sec Table 57). Compared to Baltimnre, more St. Louls subjects
reported that their families had been opposz2d to their dropout, and fever
St. Louis subjects remorted that their families "didn't care." The exteﬁt of
the differences between the two sites, however, were not statistically sig-
nificant in this respect. 1In both asites the weight of family influence was
against dropping out of school, and in both sites famlly wishes and expectations
had been disappointed by the subjects' dropout. Xt can thus be concluded that

fanily influence was generally ineffective in keeping study subjects in school.
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St. Louis subjects were significantly less apt tﬁ express maladjustment
to schooling by agreeing with the statement, "lost of yuur;teachers had it in
for you and gave you a hard time " (see Table 58). Althodgh mean differences
betwecn the two sites with respect to most attitudinal resﬂonses were not
statistically significant, it was of interest that St. Lou:'s subjects consistently
expressed a most industrious attitude, disagreeing more wi{h "It 45 better to
live for today . . ." and "Most work is dull . . .", and a;reeing more with

"If you try hard ecough . . . Subjects in bhoth sites avﬂraged the same

degree of agreement with the statement "You feel . . . &s capable and smart
as other people,"”

TABLE 52 b
SUBJECT'S PERCEPTION OF FAMILY FXPECTATIONS OF H;M
1

5
—

Baltimore St. Lchis Total
What family expected was N=176 N=13% N=309

Percent lf_l__l'_gj_t Percent

]
Too much 7% 11% 9%
A great deal 9 18 13
Just about right 61 58 59
Not%. vary much 17 & 13
Not enough 6 i 6
TOTAL 100% 0% 1007

103

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



80

TABLE 53

SUBJECT'S PERCEPTION OF FAMILY FAIRNESS TO HIM

In dealing with subject, Baltimore St, Louir Total
family was N=176 N=133 N=319
Percent Percent Percent

Alwvays fair 23% 30% 26%
Usually fair 33 32 35
Sometimes fair, sometimes unfair 35 35 35
Usually uafair 3 3 3
Alvays unfair 2 1 1

TOTAL 1017 . 101% 1007

TABLE 54

SUBJECT'S PERCEPTION OF INVOLVEHENT IN FAMILY DECLSIONS CONCERNING HIM

How often did family pay Baltimore St. Louis Total
attention to what you wanteJ? N=176 N=133 =329
Percent Percent Percent
Always 224 187 207
Usually 24 ‘ 38 30
Sometimes 42 32 38
Seldom 9 10 g
wever 3 2 3
TOTAL T 101% 100% —100%
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TABLE 55

SUBJECT'S PERCEPTION OF FAMILY INTEREST IN HIM

Hoir interested was your family Baltimore St. Louis Total
in what you were doing? N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Very interested 607 75% 667
curmevhat interested 38 22 31
Not at all interested 3 2 3
TOTAL T - 1014 99% 100%
TABLE 56

SUBJECT'S PZRCEPTION OF FAMILY STRYCTNESS WITH HIM

Baltimore St. Louis Total

How strict was your family =176 N=133 1=309
Percent Percent Perceat

Too strict 5% 533 5%

Quite strict 6 10 8

Just about right 58 63 60

Rather easy 22 17 20

Too easy 9 5 7
TOTAL 100% _ 100% ] 1007
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TABLE 57

SUBJECT'S PERCEPTION OF FAMILY ATTITUDE TO HIS DROPOUT

When you dropped out of school, Baltimore St. Louis Total
what was your family's attitude? N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Pexcent

Were ia favor 4% 67 5%
Were opposed 78 85 81
Didn't care 12 6 9
Divided opinion 6 A 5

TOTAL i 190% 101% 100%
Unkncwn (number) (5 (7 (12)
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TABLE 353

ATTITUDES TOWARD SELF, WORK, AID LIFE, MEAN RATTHGS?

Mean Degree of Agreement

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Attitudes N=176 q=133 N=209
It is better to live for today,
and let tomorrow take care of
its. 1f 2.3 2.5 2.4
Most work is dull and boring 2.5 2.7 2.6
You feel that your chances of
having a happy home life in the
future are good 1.8 1.7 1.7
You feel that so far in your
life you have been very lucky 2.1 1.9 2.0

When people 'bug' you, they should
be told off even if it means getting

into trouble 2.6 2.7 2.7
You would say that you have a lot

of ccnfidence in yourself 1.5 1.3 1.4
Most of your teachters had it in

for you and gave you a hard tine 2.9 3.2 3.0
Most people cannot be trusted 2.3 2.4 2.3

If you try hard encugn, you have
a chanc? of succeeding in what-
ever you want to do 1.4 1.2 1.3

You feel that you are as capadble
and as smart as most otler people 1.7 1.7 1.7

achree of anreement expressed on a five-point scale running from
"1" (strongly apree) to 5" (stronaly disapree).
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Surmary
The characteristics of study subjects indicated that a number of

.
circumstances and attitudes wight play a part in the participation of drovpouts
in Federal Manpower Programs. The differences between sites and, occasionally,
the difference between subjects who had never enrolled in Yanpower Programs
and those who had indicated that differentirl strategies would be required to
overcome their impeding effects on participation in Manpower Programs. In
addition to the characteristics reported in this chapter, the subjects' em-
ployrent experiences constituted important variables conditioning the reach

of Manpower Proprams. The ewpleyment experiences of study subjects are re-

ported in the next chapter.
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Activitics Afte. Leaving Scheool

This chzpter reports the activities of study subjects since dropping
out of school--their activities at the time of interview and in an 18-month
period running froa January, 1968, through June, 1969, their earliest and most
recent jobs, and their cccupational goals. Except for activities at the time
of interview, which reflected both interviewed subjects and subjects for whom
the interviewer was able to ascertain activity from other informants, all of
the information in this chapter was derived from intervieus.

Activities at the Time of Interview

Approximately eight out of ten interviewed subjzcts in both sites
were in the civilian labor force at the time of interview, and significantly
more of these subjects in St. Louis (29 percent, as compared with 19 percent
in Baltinmore) were unemployed and looking for work (see Table 59). Most of
the uninterviewed suvbjects whose current activities could be detcrmined were
in the Armed Forces--88 percent in Baltimore, and 76 percent in St. Louis.
Compared to Baltimore, very significantly more of the St. Louis unintervieved
subjects were reported to be in jail (18 percent, as compared with three per-
cent in Baltimore), In Baltimore, on the other hand, comparatively more irter-
viewed subjects were in jail, so that the portion of subjects in jail at the
time of interview or attempted interview was the same in both sites (eight

percent).
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TABLE 59

ACTIVITY AT TIME OF INTERVIEW,
INTERVIEWED (I}, AND UNINTERVIEWED (U), SUBJECTS

Baltimore St. Louls Total
I U All I U All I U All
N=176 N=65 N=241 N=133 N=71 N=204 N=309 N=135 N=445

Fercent Percent Percent

In Civilian Lator Force

Employed:
Full-time? 55% 0% 40% 46% 0% 30% 51% 0% 35%
Part-time 5 0 3 5 0 K] 5 0 3
Not Employed:
Laid off 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
Looking for
work 19 0 14 29 0 19 23 0 16

Subtotal, civilian 81% 0% 58% 81% 0% 521 807 0 557%

Not in Civilian Labor Force
In nilitary

service 1% 88% 24% 5% 76% 29% 3% 82% 27%
In school,
training 2 2 2 6 3 5 4 1 3

Yot vorking,
not iooking

for work 5 0 3 5 0 K] 5 0 3
In jail 10 3 8 2 18 8 7 11 8
Other, incld.
gsick 3 0 2 3 0 2 2 0 2
Deceased 0 8 2 0 3 1 0 S 2
Subtotal, not )
in civilien 211 101z 41% 21%  100% 48%  21% 997 45%
TOTAL 102% 101% 997z 102X 100% 997% 1017 99% 1002

8gmployed 35 hours, or more, a week.

110




KY]

Baltimore's rate of indexed crime was about one and one-half times
that of St. Louis in 1968 (see Table 60), with violent crimes bteing even more
prevalent. It might, therefore, be épeculated that tho Baltimore environment
was more conducive to criminal activities, and the nced for alternate, socially
productive activities correspondingly greater. Rates of crime reflect the inci-
dence of crime, rather than criminals, however, and study results indicated
that the latter were equally prevalent among dropouts in both sites and implied
equal urgency in the need for activities related to productive employment.

TABLE 60

INDEX OF CRIME, 1963, IN BALTIVORE AND S£T. LOVIS
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS®

Baltimore St. Louis

Population (thousands) 2,021.0 2,395.0

Total crime index (rate per 100,000) %,449.2 2,899.¢

Violent crime (rate per 100,000) 1,012.1 £35.9
Property crime (rate per

100,000) 3,437.1 2,463.7

3source: tniform Crime Reports, 19GR, Table 5, n. 77 (Baltimore)
and p. 87 (St. Louis).
Tndexed crimes included murder and non-neglisent manslaughter,
foreible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, turglary, larceny
$50 and over, and auto theft. The latter three kinds of crire
are considered proverty crimes.

At the time of interview, the activities of subjects who had never

enrolled in out~of-school Fedecral Manpocwer nproerams were not substantially
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different from those of enrollees (see Table 61).1 Twenty-four percent of the

Baltimore interviewed subjects who had never enrrolled in Manpower Programs and

33 percent of the comparable St. Louis subjects were in the civilian labor

force but either employed only part-time or not working at the time of inter-

view.
TABLE 61
ACTIVITY AT TIME OF INTERVIEU, SUBJECTS WHO HAD NEVER AND
SURJECTS WHO HAD EVER ENROLLED IN
OUT-0F-SCHOOL FEDERAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS
Baltimore St. Louis __ _Total
Never Ever Mever Ever Never Ever
Activity N=145 N=31 N=114 N=19 N=259 N=50
Percent Percent Percent
In Civilian Labor Force
Employed full-time 56% 48% 47% 37% 52% 447
Employed part-time 4 6 5 0 5 4
Not employed 20 29 28 31 24 3C
Subtotal, civilian 807 837% 807 69% 317 78%
Not in Civilian Labor Force
In military service 17 0% 47 5% 3% 2%
In school or training program 1 6 5 11 3 8
In jail 10 10 2 5 7 8
Not working, not looking
for work 6 0 4 11 5 4
Other, including sick 1 0 4 0 2 0
Subtotal, not civilian 197 16% 19% 327 207 227
TOTAL 939% 99% 99%  100% 101% 100%
1

It should be borne in mind that study samples were not constituted

to reflect the experience of enrollees and that inferences conceruing the co-
ployment effectiveness of prograr enrollment cannot be drasm from these results.
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Comparisons of civilian labor force status {seec Table 62) in January,
1958, January, 1969, aﬁd at the time of interview (between July and November,
1969) showed that significantly mora of the St. Louis subjects were outside
the civilian labor market in Januvary, 1968 (47 percent compared with 29 per-
cent in Baltimoraz). The most important reason for this difference was the
greater percentage of St. Louis subjects returning to full-time school (21

p:rcent compared with four percent in Baltimore).

TABLE 62

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE STATUS, TIME OF INTERVIEW,
JANUARY 1, 1968, AND JANUARY 1, 1969

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Time and Status N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
At time of interview
Employed 60% 51% $67%
Not employed 22 29 25
Not in civilian labor force 19 21 21
January 1, 1969
Employed 56% 45% 51%
Not employed 15 17 16
Not in civilian labor force 29 38 32
January 1, 1¢68
Enployed 58% 39% 50%
Not emplo red 12 14 13
Not in civilian labor force 29 47 37

The proportion of 3t. Louis subjects not in the civilian labor force drew even
with the comparable proportion among Baltimore subjects by the time of inter-

view when approximately the same proportions of subjects in the two sites were
in the civiliin labor force and approximately the same proportions of subjccts

were unemplo d (22 percent in Baltinore aad 29 percent in St, Louis).
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Activities in the 18-Month Period, January, 1968 through Jupe, 1969

In the 13 months just preceding the beginning of the interviewing
period, Baltimore subjects averaped a little more than 10 months in employ~
ment, a little less than three months in unemployment, and nearly six
months in activities outside of the civilian labor force (see Teble 63).
among these latter activities, nmilitary service and being in Jail took up the
most time. Compared to Baltimore subjects, St. Louis subjects averaged some-
what less time in employment and somewhat more time outside the civilian labor
force, with schoeoling takine up the most time.

In Baltirore, 74 percent of all subjects who had not participated in
Federal .fanpower Programs were continuously in the civilian labor force in the
18-month period; that 1s, they had spent no time in activities that might ex-
clude employment {see Table 64), Somevhat fewer St. Louis non-enrollee sub-
jects (67 percent) were continuously in the civilian labor force in the neriod.
The amount of full-time employment reported by these subjects eave another
indication of the comparatively better employment picture in Baltimore. Even
in the relatively better employment environrent of Baltimore, however, 33 per-
cent of the subjects had been emplcyed full-time no more than 9 months: and
in St. Louls, full-time employment amounting to half, or less, of the 1° months

vvas reported by 43 percent of the subjects.
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TABLE

63

MEAN MONTHS IN ALL ACTIVITIES, 18-MONTH PE?IOD

(JAUARY, 1968-JUNE, 1969)

¢
%

i

Activities

Baltimore

N=176

St. Louis
N=133

Total
N=309

In Civilian Labor Force

Mean llonths

Mean Honths

Mean Months

Employed:

Employed full-time 9.6 7.5 8.7

Enployed part-time .6 .8 7
Not employed:

Laid off .1 6.0 .1

Looking for work 2.5 3.1 2.6
Subtotal, civilian labnr force 12.8 11,4 12.1
Wot in Civilian Labor Force
In military service 1.2 1.1 1.1
School or Training:

tn school full-time .6 2.5 1.4

In school part-time .2 .4 .3

In vocational traininga .9 .6 .8
Not looking for work 1.0 1.3 1.1
In jail 1.7 .7 1.3
Sick .2 1 .1
Other 0.0 1 .1
Subtotal, not in civilian labor force 5.8 67?{ 4;__ A—_“ingf

T0TALP 18.6 18. 3 18.3

Byocational training included participation in ci:y programs as
well as in Federal Manpower programs (MDTA, Job C¢ ps, NYC, New

Careers).

b .
Months total more than 18 because some subjects invulved in two

or more activities simultancously.
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FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT, 18-MONTl PERIOD, INTERVIEWED SUBJECTS CONTINUOUSLY IN
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND NEVER ENROLLED IN ANY OUT-OF-SCHOOL MANPOWER PROGRAM®

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Full-time Employment N=107 N=76 N=183
Percent Percent Pzrcent
None T4 127 97
1 through 3 months 6 12 8
4 throuzh 6 months 7 8 7
7 through 9 nonths 13 11 12
10 through 12 months 1¢ 9 10
13 through 15 months 5 11 7
16 thyroush 18 months 52 38 46
TOTAL . 100% 1017 957

agybjects who had ever enrolled in any prcgram, ov who had
spent any time in activities outside the civilian laber
force {school, training, military, or jail) were excluded.

1
Study results indicated, as many other studies have indicated , that
suployment protlems were extensive and persistent among urban malz dropouts.

Civilian labor force status at geyeral noints in time, as well us the weight

1See, for exampnle,

Vera C. Perrella, "Employment of high schonl araduates and dropouts,'
Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 92, No. 6 (June, 196%) pp. 36-43. Ferrella raported
that 32.2 percent of 1968 male dropouts vere unemployed (14.8 perceat) or not
in the labor force or in school (17.4 percent) in Octobter, 1968, ller per-
centapes were based on a ssmple reoresentineg the civilien non-institucionsl
nopulation, excluding persons in school, of 16-24 year olds. In the present
study, a comparable percentace base would be 268, and 36 percent of these sub~
jects were not working or rot in the labor force or in school at the time o
interview. Perrella's study included vhite and Nemro males 2nd descrived
their status approximately 6 months to a year after dropout; whereas, in the
nresent study, the status of llegro male drooouts only was reflected.

1
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of various activities in the year and a half following the dropout year,
indicated that neither the passage of time nor the non-labor force activities
(including preparational activities for employment) materially improved the
incidence of employment among study subjects. Other aspects of employment are
investigated in the next several sections of this report.

Employment After Dropout

Very significantly fewer Baltimore subjects (8 perccnt) than St.
Louis subjects (22 percent) reported no jobs since leaving school (see Table £5),

and Baltimore subjects reported 2.9 jobs while St. Louis subjects reported

2.4 jobs.
TABLE £5
NUMBER CF JOBS SINCE LEAVING SCIOOL

Baltirore St. Lout: Total
Nunber of Jobs N=176 N=133 N=309

Percent Percent Percent
None 8% 22% 147
1-5 79 69 75
6-10 12 8 11
11-15 1 1 1

TOTAL 1012 106y 1017

I'can number of jobs 2.9 2.4 2.7
Unknotn (number) (3 (3) (6)
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Subjects ware asked to give detalled informatlon concerning their
first jobs, and also--1f they were no longer werking in their first jobs--de-
tailed information coacerning their most recent jobs. Reports of when their
first jobs 6egan indicated that three-fourths of the Baltimore subjects and
38 percent of the St. Louis subjects, had first jobs in the dropout year, or
beforel. The interval between dropping out of school and beginning work was
considerable in some cases, however, and 1l percent of the subjects reported
no jobs at all between leaving school and the time of interview (see Table 66).

Most of these subjects had not been in the labor market during this period.

TABLE 66

PREDOMINANT ACTIVITIES OF SUBJECTS REPORTING YO JOBS
BETWEEN DATE OF DROPOUT AND DATE OF INTERVIEW

Baltimore and St. Louis

Activities N=32
Percent
In Jail 25%
Returned to school 22
In military service 13
In training program 13
Not working, not iooking for work 13
Not working, looking for work 13

TOTAL 99%

1some subjects were already working at the time of dropout.
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These results indicated that, although many subjects did rot go
directly into the labor force; once b2gun, job hunting met with a measure of
success. With respect to the subjects who had had no jobs since leaving school,
it was of interest that interviewers noted in the Interviewer's Impressions
section of the interview schedule that each of these subjects appeared to be
mentally retarded.

The first jobs reported by Baltimore subjects were similar to those
reported by St. Louis subjects in several respects: about half were in un-
skilled labor or food preparation or service; about nine out of ten were full-
time; they were liked to the same degree (an average rating of 3.2 on a scale
of five), and nearly nine out of ten were no longer held at the time of inter-
view (see Table 67). Compared to St, Louis first jobs, Baltimore first jobs
paid considerably less well on the average ($1.72 per hour as compared with
$2.04 per hour in St. Louis)., These hourly rates were the highest earned on
the job ant thus might reflect rates of pay above entry-level. Baltimore suv-
jects averaged about a month longer in their first jobs, however, so it is
probable that the difference in rates of pay reflects generally hisher rates

of pay in St. L0uis.1

lThis interpretation is consistent with the higher hourly rates
of pay reported for manufacturing production employees in St. Louis in
1969 (see Table 3).
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TABL™ 67

THE FIRST J9B, SELECT.D CHARACTERLSTICS?

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Characteristics N=176 =133 N=309
Percent Percent Percaut
Kind of York
Clerical, data processing 127% &z 10%
Sales 1 2 2
Subprofessional, aide, t:chnician 5 1 4
Crafts or trades 5 11 7
Hachine operator 6 13 9
Factory work 10 6 9
Food preparation or service 19 23 20
Yiscellaneous and unskilled 42 37 40
TOTAL_ ___ . 1007 ~io1y 1017
Yo job since leaving school (nunher) (13) (28) (41)
Full-time employment (percent) 947 88% 927,
Mean highest hourly earnings (a-ount) $1.72 $2.04 $1.84
Mcan months in job 8.2 6.9 7.7
Like-work rating (mean)® 3.2 3.2 3.2
No longer have job (percent) 867 R47 67

®Means and percentases based on nurber renortings.
b1ncludes apprentice jobs.
®Based on a five-point scale running from "hated 1it" (1) to
"1iked {t very ruch” (5).
Subjects werc asked to rate their liking for the job on a five-point
scale running from "hated it (1) to “liked it very nmuch" (5), and to tell why

they had rated the job as they did. Although, on the average, suvbjects rated
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their liking for their first jobs above the midpoint of the scale, their

“reasons' gave slightly more weight to negative than to positive aspects of

the experience {see Table 08). bout two-fifthg of the subjects specified

only negative aspects of the job, and nearly one-fifth gave "pro and con"

responses (for example: 'Work was hard but I needed the money,” 'Had its

good and bad points,'" and '"Diln't like it-~didn't hate it"). The rationales
TABLE 68

REASONS FOR LIKE~-WOVK RATING, FIRST JOR

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Reasons N=176 N=133 =309
Percent Percent Percent
Nepative cxnressions
Working cenditions 16% 57 11%
Character of work 21 21 21
Lack of future 1 6 3
Other (including reiterated
dislike) 3 5 4
Pro_and Con 12 22 16
Positive expressions
Workine conditions 12 8 11
Chararter of work 29 29 29
Carecer potential 3 1 2
Othar (including reitereted
Iiking) 3 3 3
TOTAL 1097, 100% 1007
Not reporting {nurber)? (22) (33) (55)

2Includes "Not Applicable% (no first job), 41 subjects and
Yo Report' (missing observations), 14 subjects.
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for like-work ratings enphasized specific aspects of work experience, and the
career potential of the first jobs was given as the basis for very few ratings.

Three-fifths of the subjects reported that they had heard about their
first jobs after leaving school through "friends'" or "family" (see Table 69).
The latter classification included adult relatives or friends of the family
including such adult "social" contacts as parish priests and precinct workers.
The most frequently reported other single category was "own efforts'-- a
category that might have actually reflected other informational channels (such
as friends or advertisements) but vhich did not specify them. Institutional
sources of information (school, neighborhood centers, training programs, or
the Employment Service) were infrequently reported as categories; but, to-
gether, they were reported by 18 percent of the subjects.

Most frequently, study subjects had quit their first jobs {(see Table
70). 1In tabulating quitting reasons, an effort was made to distinguish betwzen
'"Job" reasons (for example, 'dissatisfied with pay") and '"personal" reasons
(for example, "didn't get along with the supervisor'). Most of the job quits
were agssoclated with job reasons, and the two kinds of "quits" accounted for
more than half of the job departures. Of next importance was "job ended,"
which accounted for 17 percent of the departures, and about 10 percent of the

subjects reported that they had been fired,
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TABLE 69

HOW SUBJECTS HEAPD ABOUT FIRST JOB

Baltimcre St. Louis Total
How Heard N=176 N=133 N=309

Percent Percent Percent
Friends 42% 28% 37%
Fanily, family frilends 18 27 22
Schaol 1 4 2
Nejighborhood Center 4 7 5
Training program (NYC, OIC, atc.) 5 6 5
Employment Service 3 11 6
Private employment apency 1 0 1
Previous employer V] 2 1
Ads or announcements 8 4 6
Oun efforts 13 10 15

TOTAL _ 1007 99% 1007

Not reporting (number)?@ (21) (34) (55)

2Included "Not Applicable” (no first job), 44 subjects, and "Neo
Renort = (missing observations), 1l subjects.
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TABLE 70

MAIN REASON NO LONGER HAVE FIRST JOB

Baltimore St. Louls Total
Reason N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
The job ended 177 167 177
Ulas fired 10 8 9
Quit, dissatisfied with the job 39 33 36
Quit, personal reasons 17 20 18
Entered military service 3 4 3
School or training 7 8 7
as jailed 4 8 5
Moved 1 0 0
Health 2 5 3
TOTAL 1007, 1027, 987
Not reporting (number)? (44) (53) on

8Includes "Not Applicable” (no first job, .still have first job),
83 subjects, and "Wo Report” (missing oblservations), 14 subjects.
Compared to the first jobs, the current or most recent jobs of sub-
jects at the time of interview indicated occupational mobility from poorer to
better jobs (see Table 71). Food preparation and service jobs--20 percent
of the first jobs--accounted for only 9 percent of the current or most recent
jobs, and the frequency of factory jobs nearly doubled--from 9 percent to
17 percent. The average hourly rate of pay was up more than 30 cents, with

St. Louis continuing to show higher rates of pay, and the average liking for
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the job increased to 3.7. As in their first jobs, Baltimore subjects averaped
more months in the job, although the composite total average was about the
same for both the first job (7.7 months) and the current or most recent job

(7.6 months).
TABLE 71

CURRENT OR MOST RECENT JOB, SELECTED CHAPACTERISTICS®

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Characteristics N=134 N=99 N=253
Percent Percent Percent
Kind of work
Clerical, data processing 9% 77 8%
Saley 2 2 2
Sub-professional, aide, technician A 1 4
Crafts, trades® B 17 12
Machine operator o 12 10
Factory work 15 19 17
Food preparation and service 8 11 9
Miscellaneous and unskilled 45 30 39
TOTAL . - 101% 99%, 101%
No job since leaving school (number) (13) (28) (41)
Unknown (number) (9 ( 6) (15)
Full-time empnloyment (percent) 96% 96% 967,
Mean highest hourly earnings (amount) $2.09 $2.33 $2.19
Mean months in job 2.0 5.6 7.6
Mean like-work rating® 3.8 3.6 3.7
No longer have job (percent) 36% 443 39%

8leans and percentapes based .on number reporting.
bIncludes apprentice jobs

CBased on a five-point scale running from "hated it" (1) to
"1iked 1t very much” (5).
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Reasons for like-work ratings echoed the increased liking for work,

with 65 percent of all subjects expressing positive, and geaerally specific,

liking for their most recent jobs (see Table 72}.

As with the rationales for

their earlier like-work ratings, subjects largely ignored the career aspects

of their jobs in describing vhy they liked, or didn't like, their work.

TABLE 72

REASONS FOa LTIE-UORK RATING,

CURRENT OR M0OST RECENT JOB

Baltinmore St. Louis Total
Reasons N=154 N=99% N=253
Percent Percent Percent
Negative expressions
Working conditions 11% 2% 7%
Character of wvork 11 15 13
Lack of future 1 3 2
Other {including reiterated
dislike) 2 1 2
Pro and Con 9 17 12
Positive expresgions
Workina conditions 26 14 22
Character of vorl: 35 39 36
Career potential 5 & 5
. Other (includineg reiterated
liking) 0 4 2
TOTAL 100% 997 1017
Unknown (number) (2) (1) (&))
126
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Social contacts continued to be the major source of information, 33
percent of all subjects reporting that they had heard about thelyr most recent
jobs through friends or family (see Table 73). Reasons for leaving rost recent
jobs, also, were similar to those piven in connectior vith first job departures
(sce Table 74). The most frequently reported reasens vere quit''--53 percent
because of dissatisfacticns with the job, and 18 nercent for personal reasons--
and “job ended” (15 nercent).

TAELE 73

HOW SUBJECTS I'EARD AROUT CURRENT OF MOST RECENT JOB

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Heard about through N=154 N=99 N=253
Perceut Percent Percent
Friends 347 327 33%
Family, family friends 20 20 20
Training Program (NYC, NIC, etc.) 5 6 5
Emplovment Servic? 7 10 8
Private euployment agency 3 0 ?
Qcheol 1 4 2
NYelghborhood Center 5 9 6
Previous employer 0 3 1
Ads or announcements 12 2 8
Ovm efforts 14 13 14
TOTAL 1017 997 997,

127

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



104

TABLE 74

MAIN RFASON NO LONGER HAVE MOST RECENT JOB

—— —

Baltinore St. Louis Total
Main Reason N=154 N=99 N=253
Percent Pexcent Percent
The job ended 18% 197 187
Was fired 15 12 13
Quit, dissatisfied with job 33 3 33
Quit, parsonal reasons 15 23 18
Entered military service 5 2 4
School or training 4 5 4
Was jailed 9 2 6
Tealth 2 5 3
TOTAL T 101% 10172 __ 99%
Not reporting (number)? (99) (56) (155)

ncludes "Not Applicable” (no most recent job other than first,
still have most recent job, no jod), 147 subjects, and '"No Re-
port” (missing observations), 8 subjects.

Maladjustment to the job, from the employer's point of view, was

also reborted by 13 percent of the suhjects who were fired from their most

recent jobs,
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Qecupational Coals

In answer to the quesiion, “What kind of work wculd you really like
to be doing ten years from now?' subjects tended to concentrate their responses
in two occupational categories: entresreneur or professional, and skilled
nanual crafts, trades, or techniclans {(see Table 75). 1In view of the back-
grounds and experience of the subjects, it seems likely that an element of
fantasy may have beea involved in eoals of being self-emploved or a member of
a nrofessional, or semi-professional, group. To the extent that fantasy was
involved, these high occupational goals could be expectesd {o reflect discon-
tent witl: biuve-collar work rather than realistic aspirations that night moti-
vote a youth to improve his occupatioanal qualifications,

TARLE 75

WHAT KIND OF WORK TIOULD YOU RFALLY LIKE I0 BE DOING 10 YEARS FROM NOW?

Raltimore St. Louis Total
Kiad of Work N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Entrepreneut, Professional, and
Semi~Protessicnal 31, 35% 33%
Exacutives, Managers, and
Supervisor 6 6 6
Dffice clerical and Data
processing 9 19
Other clerical and sales 2 [ 3
fealth, welfare, socfal servica,
and technicians 1 2 2
Crafts, trades, other techniclans 32 27 kl}
Machine operator 7 2 5
Factory work and seni--skille? 3 2 3
Other and unskilied 3 f 3
Unsnecific ¢ 6 6
TOTAL - 1007 — 98% 100%,
Uutnowm {nunber) (16) (&3] (21)
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When occrpational poal information was being coded, coders reviewed
the descriptions of the subject's current or most recent job and evaluated the
goal in terms 1{f its possible relation to occupation experience (see Table 7%).
More than three~fourths of the subjects' oceupational goals vere apparently
unrelzted to work experience. About one-fourth of the subjecis, on the other
hand, seemed to have found their occupational roles: 15 percent luocked for-
vard to the same kind of employment, and 8 vercent looked forward to advancing
¢c hicher career levels in work that they had experiencad.

TABLE 76

CODRR'S COMPARISOU OF OCCUPATIONAL GOAL WITH 11OST RECENT JOB

Baltimore St. Louiéﬁ Total.

Comparison N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percert

The same ("abcut what I'm doing ncw') 177 12% 157

Advance ("a supervisor in the store

I work in now™) 10 5 3

Different 74 82 77
TOTAL - 101% 997, 1007,

Unknown (description of goal and/or

most recent job missing) (number) (73) (6n) (133)

-— e -—
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Thirty per:zeiit of the subjects thought that their chances of achieving
their ten-year occupational goals were 'very good" (see Table 77), and 43 per-
cent thought their chaices were "fairly good.” A little more then half of the
subjects backed up an cptimistic estimate of goal achievement by reporting
that they saw 'nothing" that would hold them back (gee Table 78). Lack of
education or training was identifled as the principal possible impediment to
goal achievement--38 percent of the subjects reporting this, as compared to
10 percent for all other impedimencts (discrimination, health, police or employ-
ment record, etc.). Theue data, together with the data describing occupa-
tional goals, indicated that many of the subjects needed and could profit
frem programs that upgraded their vocational skills, Many other subjects, on
the other hand, ptobably nzeded to f£ix on realigtic occupational goals before
such training could be optimally effective.

TABLE 77

SUBJECTS' ESTIMATE OF CHANCES OF GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

Chances of Achieving Baltimore St. Louis Total
Occupational Goal N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percert
Very good 332 262, 30%
Fairly good 33 55 43
Not so good 19 8 14
Unlikely 15 11 13
TOTAL 100% 100% 100%
Urknown (number) (26) (14) (40)
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TABLE 78

1S THERE ANYTUING THAT MIGHT HOLD YOU BACK FROM ACHIEVING OCCUPATIONAL GOAL?

Baltlore St. Louis Total
Impediments N=176 N=133 N=309

Percent Percent Percent
“"Nothing holding me back" 427 63% 517
Lack nf educaticn wr traf=lay 42 33 38
Discrintnation 2 1 1
Health 2 0 1
Police record 6 2 4
Frployment record 1 0 0
‘Myself’ 1 1 1
Entrance tests 1 0 0
*iscellaneous (military service,
hate to get up in the morning) 3 2 3

TOTAL ] 1907 1027 997,

Unknovn (number) @n (23) . (40)

N

Compared to subjects vho had never enrolled in Federal out-of-school
Marpower Programs, enrcllee subjects vere slightly more apt to wepert ten-year
vccupational goals at the skilled manual level or above (see Tadle 7%). En-
rollee subjects were significantly lezss apt to report poals unrelated to their
most recent work experience, were significantly more pessimistic about their
crhances of goal achievement, and were sienificantly more apt to report that
lack of educatinn or training mipht hold them back. Trese results are not
inconsistent with the view that occupatfonal aspiration and realization of
nreparational deficiency are hoth ' cerequisite to participation in trairing

programs,
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TABLE 79

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS,2 OCCUPATIONAL GOALS
BY ENROLLMENT IN FEDERAL OUT-OF~SCHOOL MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Never Enrolled Ever Enrolled Total
Characteristics N=259 N=50 N=309%
Goals in skilled manual
work, or above (percent) 81% 89% 33%
Occupational goal unrelated
to vork experience (percent) 937 747 17%

Chance of achieving occupational
goal (mean) 2.0 2.4 2.1

Lack of education ot training
might hold back {(percent) 35% 51% 38%

2Means and percentages based on number reporting.

Ypaged on a four-point scale running from 'very good" (1)
to "urlikely” (4).

Lowest Acceptable Salary

Subjects were asked whether, when they were looking for a job, they
tad a minimun acceptable rate of pay. In Baltimore, sutjects reported an
average minimum of $1.92 per hour and in St. Louls, $2.13 an hour. The dis-

tribution of the responses from these two sites is reported in Table 80,
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TABLE 80

LOWEST ACCEPTABLE SALARY

Baltimore St. Lecuis Total
Category N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Less than $1.39 5% 2% 4%
$1.40-81.74 29 23 26
$1.75-%1.99 20 12 16
$2.00-52.49 30 33 31
$2.50~%2.39 11 19 15
$3.00-83.49 4 10 7
Over $3.50 1 2 1
TOTAL 1007, 1217 190%
Unknowvm (number) (2) () 2
Lowest acceptable salary (mean) $1.92 52.14 $2.01

It {s noteworthy that in both citiles virtually all of the subjects
wanted more than $1.4C per hour, the rate paid by the Baltimore NYC program.
It seems apparent ihat for most of these youth, manpower programs cannot use
financial incentives for participation without raising the rate to $2.00 or
more. This suggests that the r.ajoc inducenment offered by these programs must
be vocational opportunities and training rather than money alone. Since the
interviewing was conducted a little over two years, on the averape, after
the subjects dropped our of schcol, it {8 probable that a lower rate night

have appeared attractive shortly after leaving school.
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Summary

vhile most of the interviewad subjects were in the labor force, a
high proportion were either unemployed or working only part-time, thus indi-
cating a widespread need for manpower programs. Further evidence of this
need is provided by: the small proportion of their time srent in school
training programs; the large number who left jobs because of dissatisfaction,
personal reasons or being fired. and the wide discrepancv between the respon-
dents' occupational goals and their current jobs. In the next chapter, barriers
to participaticn in Federal Manpower Programs will be explored by examining
the quality of information about these programs, the respondents' impressions

of them and the degree to which they use them.
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VI
Knowledae and Attitudes Concerning
State Employment Service and Federal Manpower Progprams

Dropouts' perceptions of the manpower services were exnlored through
s number of questions concerning, in turn, the State Employment Service, Youth
Opportunity Centers, the In-School “eighborhood Youth Corps, the Qut-of-School
Neighborhood Youth Corns, the Job Corps, 'DTA training programs, and New Careerc.
Each section of this part of the interview began with the question, 'llave you
ever heard of . . .?", ard subsequent questions concerning the subjects' experi-
ences with and views of the nroqram in question were directed only to those
subjects who said that they had heard of the program.

Suhjects who had heard of a propram were next asked whether, if they
wanted to use the propram, thev would know where to go: and then the interviewer
asked the subject to 'tell me a little ahout what Zt (the program) does and
vho it's for.” Responses to this query were the bases for interviewers' ratings
of level of information: "knows quite a bit about it" (high); "knows only &
little bit about it' (slight); or ‘'confused, unclear, or no knowlelge."
Questions were then directed toward the subjects' experience with and impressiors
of the various programs.

Two onen-cnded questions--'Yhat is there about it (the service or
nrosram) that might make a person want to use it?" and "Uhat is there about it
that might make a person not want to use it?” nroduced impressioas of the
various services and programs. Responses to these questions were tabulate”
to reflec’. as closelv as possible the subjects' 1dcas, and tsbulation cate-
gorles have been d:scribed with illustrative guotations from subjects' re-

sponses.,
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State Euployment Service

HYost of the interviewed subjects in both sites (86 r}rcent in Balti-
mnore and 88 percent in 5t. Louis) reported that they had hearc¢ of thelr State
Epployment Service (see Table 81).1 Compared to Baltimore, v{ry significantly
more of the St. Louis subjects (77 percent, as compared vith 12 parcent) knew
where to register with the 5CS, and very significantly more (47 percent, as

compared with 32 percent) had actually registered with the Frplcyment Service.

In both sites, very significantly more subjects knew where t{ register than
actually had registered with the SES. The inhibiting factor. in SES utiliza-

tion for these subjerts was probably a function of the subjgcts' perceptions

of the relevauce of the SES to their emniovment needs. It vas of interest

that interviewers considered only about one-fourth of the s'ibjects in both

sites to know “'quite a bit'" about the NES--a nroportion considerahly smaller

than the proportion of SES registrants (about one-third in;haltimore, and

abont one~half in St. Louis).

}
i
v

llt should be kept in mind that subjects vhose mirticivation in
Federal Manpower nrograms could be confirmed were elilninatcd prior to inter-
vieving. The information level of such subjects with respe:t to the State
Employment Service, Youth Opportunity Centers, and Federal ‘‘anpower programs
can be e«pected to be higher than for non-participants. h
|

y

137 i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

O

1.4

TABLE 1

SELECTED VAKIABLES, STATE EMMFLOYMENT SERVICE

Baltimore St. Louis Tatal
Variables N=176 N=133 =309
Percent Fercent Pescent
Had heard of SES 667 88% 874
If wanted to repister, would
know where 62 77 62
Had registered at SES 3z 47 Kb
High information level con-
cerming SES 24 26 o
Had never heard of SES 14 12 13

Anong subjects who had rzgistered with the SES (see Table 82),
approximately the same perceutages of subjects in both sites reporied havirg
gotten a job through the SES (35 percent), having been referred tc a Man-
power Program {10 percent), having been tested ov counzeled (26 percent), and
"nothing happenad" (27 percent), Approximetely hlf of the rugistrant subjects
in both sites reported effective job referrals »» veferrals to organizations
serving ycouth (trefning proprams or, in "-ltinore, .he Youtk Oppoi urity Cen-

ter).
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TABLE £2

STATE EMPLOTMENT SERVICF ACTIONS,
ALL SUBJECTS REGISTERED IM SCS

Baltimore St. Louis Total

SE3 Actlons Na55 N=62 N=117
Percent Percent Percent
Referrals
To employers:
Got job 33% 377 35%
Did not cet job 9 24 17
To Federal Manpower Programs:
NYC 0 3 2
Job Corps 2 2 2
MUTA 5 6 6
To YOC 11 0 5
Subtotal, referrals 60 727, S
Othex
Tested 137 15% 147,
Counseled 15 10 12
Hlelped prepare for job intervieu 11 2 6
Unemployment compensation 2 0 1
Subtotal, other ___ _ay 277 T n
Nothirg happened 297 27% 277
10TAL? 1307 126 127%

—— —— — —_— c——— -

8More thar one action could be reported.

Two cuestions elicited imnrussions concerning tue SES: ‘Whal is there
about {t that might make a person want to use it?" and 'that 1ic thevre about it
that night make a person not want to use 1t?" Positive impressions concerning
the program generally were produ.ed by the fii1st question, except that some

~ubjects reportad that there was "no reason' vhy a person might want to use
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the program (thus responding negatively to the first question); and some sub-
jects reported that there vas “no reason’ why a person might not want to use
the program (thus responding positively to the second question).

More than half of the subjects who had heard of the SE£$ {52 norcent
in Baltimore and 71 percent in St, Louis) renorted that a peraon might want to
use the service as an effectiva way of petting a job (see Tabie 83); and an
additional 10 percent of the subjecte on the average, reporced that the staff
quality of the SES was a nlus factor. All told, 63 percent of the Baltimore
subjects, and 76 percent of the St. Louis subjects, thus endorsed the effec-
tiveness and quality of SES activities. On the other hand, about one-fifth
of the subjects in both sites either expressed reservations, criticism, or
failed to report any reasou why a person ndght wvant to use the SES.

Reports of sources of information nrobably represented the subjects'
ideas of valid and probable sources of information to sone extent~-that is,

a subject's veport thet he had heard about the SES from friends did not ex-
clude knowing about the SES from other sources such as public anncuncements.
Multiple sources of information were rarely reported, however, so that the
Jdropout’s marked tendency to report his own soclal networks as information
sources connoted exclusion of institutional sources of information either
absolutely (actually never heard of SFS excopt throuch friends) or qualita-

tively (placed credence primarily in what was heerd of SES through friends).
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TABLE 83

IMPRESSTON3 OF THE EMPLOYMEMT SERVICE, PART 1
ALY, SUBJECTS WHO HAD HEARD OF TUE SiS

— L J————

What is there abeut SES that micht Baltimore St. Touls Total

make a persua want to uge 1t? q=151 N=117 Ne2C2
Parcent Percent Percent

Convenience, locatinn 1z 1% 1%

Peferral effectiveness
"Quickness of finding you a job,”
"1f vou really want a job, they
can give vou one 52 71 60

SES servize
"No charge for finding you a
hustle, 'fair in dealings,"
“Feels as though they really

want you to have a job" 16 s 11
Quality of jobs
"They give you gcod jobs,”
"4obs you have sor? interest
in" 9 2 6
Peservatjons
“You suppose be able to get a job
gquick,” "they have good jobs for
some feople,’ "if you quelify,
tney might help you" 2 3 2
"No_reagcn" (critical of SES) 2 5 3
Nune of ebove
‘Get working permit, uncmployrent
compensation: 'helps dropouts,"”
“a place for white peopie and
not the Nepro,'" "job trainine" 5 3 £
No response 14 10 12
TOTAL 1017 1062 99%
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Private sources of information--the subjects' friends, families, or
family friends--were most often reported in arswer to the question, "How did
you hear about the State Employment Service?' (see Table 84, Significantly
more S$t. Louis (15 percent) than Baltimcre subjects (5 percent) reported hav-
ing heard through tteir schools or neighborhood centers. Institutional person-
nel {nforming Subjects of the SES plaved a minor role in both sites, now-
ever, end the major pudblic source of information concerniny the SES was im-
personal genersl announcepent. Subjects often reported public announcement
together with other sources of information and, in such cases, the other
sources of information were tapulated. The frequencies for public announce-
ment thus reflected reports of such armouncements as the sole source of in-
formation.

TABLE 84

SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT SES, ALL SUBJECTS WHO RAD HEARD OF SFS

== = [y —— == —

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Scurces of Infevmation Nel151 N=117 N=268
Percent Percent Percent
Piivare
Friends 397 437 41%
Family, family friends 35 25 31
Prbiic
YoC 2 0 1
School 2 8 5
Neighborhcod Center 3 7 5
Ads & annouvncements 15 16 15
Other public, including
public and private 4 1 2
TOTAL o 190% . 100% 1007
Unknown (number) (3) 2 (5)

— - e — e & ———
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Turning to considerations that might make a person not want to use
the SES (see Table 85), approximately half of the subjects either stated that
there wis "no reason” or failed to giv2 any reason thst night inhibit the use
of the SES. In addition, about 10 percent of the subjects reported that "the
person himgelf ' might be a reason for not using the SES because he might not
want to work, or might not reed to use the SES. App:ioximately one-third of
the subjects reported specific defecrs in the JES that might make a person
not want to use it--slowness, undesirability of jobs, and the quality of SES
personnel,

Hard~and-fast conclusions cannot easily be drawn froa the unstruc-
tured responses to these questions* but, considered torether. subjects' responses
on plus and minus factors in the SES provide some indication of the image of
tae SES that might--in view of the fact that most users hear of the SES through
friends-~influence the use of the SES. Puttiny together the two sides of SES
impressions, it can be concluded _hat reports of the SES would include specific
mentions of good features in about two-thirds of the cases and specific men-~
tions of bad features in 2bout onz-third of the csas~3. The pood reports might
be premised on the #deca that the inquirer r2ally wanted a job and was, perhaps,
more interested in employment, as such, than in a specific kind of work. The

bad reports might “turn off' would-be users of the seivice.
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TABLE &5

IMPRESSIONS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE, PART ?

ALL SUBJECTS WHO HAD HEARD OF SES

What is there about the SES that
might make a person not want to

use it? Baltimore

N=151

St. Louis
N=117

Totel
N=26°2

Percent

Location, lack ¢f information 5%

The person himself
"If they don't want & “ob,"
“Just plain lazy,”" ‘''lack
of education’ 12

SES Service--sluwness
"Too damn slow,” 'wou have to
keep going back," ‘they keep
you waiting all day,” '"nothing,
unless they don't like sitting

and standing around all day" 13

SES Service--Other
“Seems }ike they is trying to find
out what you can't do} 'too many
phoney people,' 'refer young
people to other agencies," 'white

personnel are prejudiced’ 3

Quality of jobs
"Try to put you on a job you don't
want or has low pay,”" 'never of-
fers anything important," "it's
better to go out an look for a
job on your owm" i3

""No reason' (supportive of SES) 11

None of above
"They take money out of your pay-
clieck,” “they might make vou pgo
to work,” "everything'" 5

No respoase 36

Percent

1%

17

35

Percent

3%

10

15

13

36

TOTAL, — 1607,

1002
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Youth Cpporturity Center

Subjects in both sites renorted about the same knowledge and utiliza-
tion of YOC: About three-fourths had heard of the service, a little more than
half knaw its location, and about 2 out of 5 had registered with the YCC (see
Table 8C). As with iaformation concerning the SES, the proportion of subjects
vho impressed theilr interviewers as knowing "quite a bit" about the cervice
was substantially smaller than tha nrorortion who reported registration.

TABLE 86

SFLECTED VARIABLES, YOUTH OPPORTUNITY CENIER

——— e e —— = —n —

Baltimore St. Louls Total
Variables N=176 N=133 N=309
Percent Percent Percent
Had heard of YOC 747 177 76%
I1f wanted to register, would
know where 56 53 54
Had registered, YOC 40 38 30
H gh informatlon level con-
cerning YOC 29 1 20
Had never heard of YOC 26 23 24

Although about t..» same percentages of subjects in both sites re-
ported YOC repistration (56 percent in Baltimore, and 53 percent in St. Louis),
the proportion of YOC registrants who rep rted getting a job through YOC, or
being referred to a training nrogram through YOC, was significantly higher in
Baltimore than in St. Louls (see Table 87). Compared to SES repistrants in
Baltimore, also, very significantly more Baltimore YOC repistrants (70 percent)
than Baltimore SES registrants (40 percent) reported getting a job ur beinp

referred to a training program.
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T.BLL 87

YOC ACTIONS, ALL SUBJECTS REGISTERED IN YOC

Baltimore 5t. Touis Total

Actions N=70 N=51 H=121
Percont Peracnt Percent
Referrals
To employers:
Got a job 5¢% 45% 53%
Did not get a job ¢ 16 11
To trafuivz programs:
NYC 3 0 2
Job Corps 0 4 2
0JT 1 0 1
HOTA 7 0 4
Subtotal, referrals. 7E7 65% 72%
Nther
Tested 174 4% 124
Counseled 26 16 21
Helped prepare for job interview 14 12 13
Subtotal, other O 57% 32% 467
Nothing happened 13% 25% 18%
ToTAL® 146% 1227 1377

8ilore than one actfon could be reported.

Most of the sublects in both sites (63 percent in Baltimore, and 68
percent in St. Louis) reported having heard about the YOC through their own

friends or through their family and femily friends (see Table 38).
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TADLE 88

SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT YOC, ALL SUBJECTS WHO HAD HEARD OF YOC

Baltimore St., Louls Total
Sources N=131 N=102 N=234
Percent Persent Percent
Private
Friends 447 607 51%
Faniily, family friends 19 8 15
Public
School 6 10 2
Neighborhood Center 2 ? 4
Ads, announcement only n 10 16
Public and private 8 5 7
TOTAL 997, 1007, 101%
Unkrowa (number) (2) (3 (5)

Host of the subjects who had heard of YOC found something socd to say about
it in response to the question, '"What misht make a person want to use it?"
(se> Table 89). YOC functioas--youth specialization and referrals to jobs
or training--came through clearly in most of the responses to this question.
At the same time, a few subjects supeested he''e that a person might not want
to uee YOC, expressing reservations about the seryice or saying that there
was ''no reason" a person would want to use it (4 npercent of all subjects),
and 15 percent of the subjects found nothing to say. Some subjects, also
(10 percent of all subjects who had heard of YOC), indicated that they had

confused the YOC with a work training program.
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TABLE 8¢

IMPRESSIONS OF YOC, PART 1, ALL SUBJECTS WHO HAD HEARD OF YOQ

Vhat is there about the YOC that Baltimore St. Louis Total
night nake a person want to use it? N=131 N=103 N=234
Percent Percer® Percent

Referrzl effectivenass
"It helps people 3et jobs,” "to
get into training prosrams,™
"friends hal gotten job at YOC" 24% 549, 38%

Youth specialization
"Help young teenzgers who are
out of school tv find employ-
ment,  "helps find summer em-
ployment,"” "'thcv have a lot of
sugpgestions about training, jobs,
and going back to scheol™ 21 11 16

YOC service
"They can pet you a jcb 1if the
ES can't," "they really try
their best to help pecple

and give them good jobs" 16 7 12
uality of jobs

'They get you a good job 7 1 4
Reservations

"They reallv help a person find

work but the jobs aren't that

gond,” "they do find jobs if

you are patient,” "they gpet you

pretty nice fjohs sometimes" 5 2 3

None of the above
"Helps tr-in you to do some kind
of work, " "start you off at a
reasonable salary for 4 days'
work,'" "gets jobs for students
who have families who can't
afford to send their kids to

school’ 14 5 10
'No reason’’ 1 2 1
No report 13 13 15

TOTAL 101% . 100% 937

O
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The generally good impres-ion of YOC on study subjeﬁts was also

indicated by responses to the question, What might mske & pericn notwant to use
1

¥NC?" {see Table 90). Two-thirds of all subjects vho had heerd about YOC

:

gave no indication that they thought there was znything abouf YOC that would
prevent its use: &5 vercent gave no respanse, 2 percent safd there was ''no
reason" not to want to use it, and 9 percent indicated that !'the person him-

self” (rather than YOC) might be a disyualifying factor. The most frequently
;

reported inhibiting aspect of YOC was tha kind of jcbs a pefson might get

through the service, f
|
Considering the responses to both questions, the:impression nade by

¢0C in St. Louis was better in several respects than that in Baltimor:. Al-

though about the same proportions of subjects remarked on;YOC's service in
referring youths to jobs or training (73 percent in St. Liuis, and 6% perceat
in Baltimore), comparatively more Baltimore subjects specified defects in

YOC service (3% percent, as compared with 28 percent), aid comparatively more

¢

Baltimore subjects' responses connoted some misconceptio of YOC functions

(16 percent, as compared with 6 percent).
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TABL

IMPRESSIONS OF YOC, PART 2, ALL SUBJECTS WHO HAD HEARD OF YOC

26

E 90

What is there about YO that might

Baltimore St. Louls Total
make a person not war“ to use {t? N=131 N=103 N=234
Percent Percert Percent
Location, lack of information 1% 07 cx
The person himself
An older person would not want
to use it because of the salary,"
"{f a verson didn't like sugges-
tions about training, jobs, and
golng back to school,” "{f you
don't want the Job Corps,” "if
he wantg to be a thuy and hang
in the streets" 8 10 9
YOC service-~slowness
“Have to keep coming Lack,”
“a lot of kids don't have the
time" 7 11 9
YOC service--other
"The way they treat people,’ ''they
don't be doing nothing for you,"
“don't show enough concern," "ask
tco meny questions" 4 4 &4
Quality of jobs
YA person maybz can find =2 better
job by going to the coupany and
in less time,” "send yon bevond the
city limits when there are Jobs
in the city! "might not be the
job you want” 27 13 21
None: of above
"Cnly for students,” "if he
dnesn't want training," 'they
don't get summer jobs" 2 1 1
"No reason’ 14 0 12
Ylo_report 38 53 45
TOTAL 1017 1017, 1017
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Summary, SES and YOC

In all, 17 percent of the study subjects reported ever having gotten
a job or been referred to a training program through the SES, and 26 percent
reported ever having gotten a Jcb or been referied to a training program throush
YOC. Barriers to the utilization of these servi.ces iiicluded lack of informa-
tion and impressions of the services that might be expected to "'turn off" would-
be ugers. Since 'friends" were a very important source of information, the
fact that about 50 percent of all study subjects expressed reservations, mis-
conceplsms, or specific criticisms of the SES and the YOC eould be expected
to restrict the reach of these services. Good reports of the SES and the YOC,
it 13 true, outnumbered bad reports and were urdoubtedly instrumental in getting
some subjects to the fES and the YOC.

Federal }llanpovier Programs

Although this study was focused on young men who had not enrolled
in out--of-school Federal Manpower Programs (th: Out-of-~School NYC, the Job
Corps, MDTA programs, or New Careers), it prov:d unfeasible to eliminate all
such youths prior to interview. Some youths wa2re excluded at the outset be-
cause of their known participation in these programs, however, with the result
that tie subjects described in this section ceanot be considered as "samplas’
of program populations. It is possible, furthermore, that the partial ex-
clusion of parcicipants in llanpower Programs rninimized the reflection of
dropovts with In-School NYC experience in the results. Although such subjacts

were rot intentionally excluded, there were scme indications that Tn-School

O
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NYCers were more apt to enroll in Qut~of~School Manpower Programs and thus
were more apt to be excluded from the study. 1In all, 12 subjects reported
In-School NYC enrollment, and 6 of these also reported enrollment in the Out-
of--School Manpower Programs--a significantly higher percentage than that of
subjects who had not enrolled in the In-School NYC.

In the original sample, 76 subjects were found, prior to interviewing,
tv have participated in manpower programs (47 in Baltimore and 2% in St. Louis).
Manpower program participation for 50 additional subjects was determined through
interviewing. 1In total, 19 percent of the original sauple plus replacements
participated in Federal Manpower Programs. A greater percentage of Baltimore
subjects participated in the Job Corps (16 percent, as compared to 5 percent
in St. Louis), and more St. Louis subjects participated in the NYC (9 percent,

as compared to 4 percent in Baltimore). (See Table 91)
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TABLE 91

PARTICIPATION OF TOTAL SAMPLE 1IN
FEDERAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS BY SITE

Program Participation Baltimore St. Louis Total
Determined N 7 N 4 N =
Job Coxps
Prior to interview 42 127 3 L4 45 7%
lhrough interview 15 b 12 L 2 A
Total 57 167, 15 5% 77 117

Out-of-School IYC

Prior to interview ¢ 2% 28 9% 34 5%
Throuzh interviet 1 L2 2 1 S 1
Total 13 4% 39 10 43 6%
MDTA
Prior to interview 0 07 0 0% 0 07
Through intervicw 1 2 3 1 1n 2
Total 7 27 17 10 27,
Iwo or more programs 2 1% 2 17 4 1%
Sub-total, Manpower Proprans 79 237 50 177 129 20%
Non-Participants 145 627 114 367 259 397
Military, not intervlewed 57 16 54 17 111 17
Other, not determined 66 19 100 31 166 25
TOTAL_SUBJECTS 347 100% 318~ 101% 665 1017

Informaticn was systematically secured concernine five Federal Yan-
power programs: the In-School teichberliood Youth Corps, the Out-of-School
Neighborhood Youta Corps, the Job Corns, ¥DTA training nrograms, and MNew
Careers. Only nire subjects--. in Baltimore and 4 in St. Louis--reported hav-
ing heard of New Caceers. None of these subjects had enrolled in New Careers,

and 7 of the 9 had not thought of applying. The role of MNew Careers in the
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activities of study subjects was thus negligible.

In both sites, by far the iost widely known program was tue Job
Corps (see Table 92). Almost every =tuly subject had heard of the Job Corps,
and 9 percent of them had actuall; enrolled in the Zropram. In Baltimore,
approximately the same percentages o: subjects reportid having heard of the
NYC and the MDTA (about 27 percent), and the same percentages of subjects re-
ported enrcllment in these proarams (5 percent). 1In St. Louis, nrellminary
work in setting up the study had reroved most Qut-of-School NYC enrollees frecm
the study group and only 2 percent of the St. Louis study subjects had any
experience with the Out-of-Schuol NYC. Twenty-eight percent of the St. Louis
sutjects hac heard of the Out-of-School NYC, however:-considerably fewer than
had heard of the In-School NYC (45 percent) or tlie MDTA (43 percent).

Most of the subjects who had heard of the varinus programs h:sd no:
considered applyins to them. Lack of interest in the propram thus constitutced
a second barrier to participation. In the widely-known Job Corps, 1aclk of
interest apparently cancelled much of the potential advantape of widespread
recognition--even thouph, for example, three times as rany subjects hai heard
about the Job Corps as the OQut-of-School NYC, three times as many subjects ver:
nct personally interested in the Job Corps as were not personally interested #n
tte Cut-of-School HYC. The t=alatively smaller amount of real interest in the
Job Corps was also evidenced by «nrollmeats consideraed as a portion of all
who thought of applyine. About half of the subjects who reported considerine
the Jut-of-School NYC and MDTA programs-~-those who thought about applyine,
t'rose who apnlied and those who actually mrolled--actually enrolled in these
prograns, while only about one-third of the subjects vho considered the Job

Corps ac.ually enrolled.

ok
*1
YOS

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



131

TABLE 92

SUBJECTS' RECOGNITION OF AND INTEREST IN FEDERAL MANPOWER PPOGRAMS
BY SITF AND PPOGRAM

1/8 ~/s Job
Recognition and Interest NYC NYC Corps MDTA

Percent Percent Percent Percent

Baltimore (N=176)

Heard of program

Enrolled 6% 5% 9% 5%
Applied, but did not enroll 2 2 5 2
Thought about applyins 2 2 22 3
Did not consider applying 20 17 61 17
Subtotal, heard of program 364 267 97% 277
Never heard of progran 0% 74% 3% 73%
TOTAL 1007, 1007, 100% 1007
St. Louis (N=133)
HYeard of program
Enrolled 8% 2% 10% 47
Applied, but did not enroll 2 3 6 2
Thought abou: applying 2 2 o 6
Did not consider applyine 31 20 71 29
Subtotai, heard of niopram 437 277 067 417,
Never heard of program 572 73% 4% 59%
TOTAL 100% 1007% 100, 1C0%
Total (N=30%)
Heard of program
Enrolled ¥4 37 9% 47
Applied, but did not enroll 2 2 5 2
Thought anbout applying 2 2 17 5
Did not consider applying 25 20 65 22
Subtotal, heard of program 3573 272 967 33%
Never heard of program 657% 73% YA 677
TOTAL 1007, __1o007 100% 002
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Between half and two-thirds of the subjects who had heard of the
programs-~depending on the program and the site--reported that they knew the
program's lccation (see Table 93). 1In general, St. Louis subjects were more
apt to know locations, with at least three-fifths of the subjects who had heard
of each program knowing vhere it vas and, in the case of OQut-of--School NYC,
four-fifths. The whereabouts of MDTA was most apt to be known in Raltimore
(65%), and the locations of other prvarams were only slichtly less apt to be
kaown.

TABLE 93

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS, EXPERIENCE IN AND KNOWLEDGE OF “ANPOWER PROGRAMS
BY SITE AND PROGPAM~-ALL SUBJECTS WHO HAD HEARD OF PRORRAMS

1/s o/s Jeb
Charecteristics HYC NYC Corps MDTA
Baltimore
Had heard of program (numbe.) (52) (46) (170} (48)
If wanted to epply, would Ynow
where 56% 543 57% 657
Information level rated 'high" 33% 287 36% 21%
Enrolled in program 192 20% 9% 177
St. Louis
Had heard of progran (number) ¢3)) (36) (128) (55)
If wanted to apply, would know
where 637 837% 637, 60%
Information level rated "high" 19% 192 35% 5%
Enrolled in prozram 187 87 107 9%
Total
Had heard of program (numberx) (109) (82) (298) (103)
If wanted to apply, would know
wilere 60% 67% 697 62%
Information level rated “high" 267 247, 347 237
Enrolled in propram 18% 157% 102 137
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The proportior cf study subjects who had ever envolled in Feleral
Manpower progrimg was very small (see Table 94} and earollments rarely lasted
for more than six months. Even through program experience was thus generally
limited, 1t woes of interest that most of the enrollees in the NYC and MDTA
programs reported that their program experlences had helped them to get jobs,
wvhile the percentage of Job Corpsmen who reported that their experience had

helped them to get jobs was lower.

TABLE 94

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS, PROGRAM EXPERIENCE

I/s 0/s Job
Characteristics NYC NYC Corps MDTA

Percent Percent Percent Percent

Baltimore (N=176)

Ever enrolled in progran 6% 5% 9% 5%

St. Louis (N=133)

Ever enrolled in program 8% 2% 10% 4%

Total (N=309%)

Ever enrolled in program 6% 4% 9% 4%
I1 program 6 months or less 5 )| 7 4
Program helped subject get a job 5 3 4 3
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Scurces of Information Concerning Federal Manpower Proarams

The three moat frequently mentioned sources of information concerning
manpower programs were friends, school, and public announcements (see Table 95).
Friends were most frequently mentioned inboth sites for each program with the
exception of the St. Louwis In-School NYC. 1In this instance, friends were re-
ported as the information source by 41 percent of the subjects who had heard
of the program, anc¢ school, by 43 percent. In St. Louls, school was alsc an
important information source for the Qut-of-Schcol NYC, beins reported by 19
percent of the subjects who had heard of the Gut-of-Schcol NYC. 1In Baltiuvora,
school wes an inportant information source for the In-School NYC (22 percent),
but was reported as a source by 7 perceut, or less, of the subjects in con-
nection with other programs.

Public announcements were fairly important scurces of information i
connection with all Baltimore programs, bein; reported as thz sole snusce by
from 13 percent to 27 percent of the subjects who had heard of the variouns pro~
grams. 1In St, Louis, public announcements were important information sourcss
only for the Job Corps (30 percent) and the MoTA (17 pavcent).

In view of the relatively slight aciual experience with Federal "lan-
power Programs reflected In the studv, most of the impressions that subjects
had of these programs verc derived from the hearsey of their friends and from
public announcemente. Word-of-mouth infornation from itnformed personnel was
a relavively ninor information source with the exception of schocl sources in

connection with thie In-Schocl NYC.
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TABLE 95 159

HOW .SUBJECTS HEARD ABOUY FEDZRAL MANPOWECR PRIGRAIMS
BY SITE AND PROGRAM

I/s o/s Job
Site & Source of Information NYC NYC Corps MDTA
Baltimoxe
Nunber who had heard of program 52 46 169 47
Porcent
Heard about program through:
Private sources
Friends 397 52% 417 437
Family, relatives, family friends 4 9 12 12
Public sources
Employment Service, YOC % 4 6 6
Scheol 22 7 2 2
Neighborhood Center 6 9 4 &
Ads and announcements only 14 13 27 26
Public and private sources 12 4 8 4
TOTAL _o1% 28% 100% EERA
St. Louis
Number who had heard of progranm 56 36 128 54
Percent
Heard about program through:
Private sources
Friends 41% 44% 45% 467
Family, relatives, family friends 4 3 7 9
Public seources
Employment Service, YOC 0 11 9 9
School 43 19 2 7
Neighborhoud Center 4 11 6 6
Ads, announcements only 4 8 30 17
Public and orivate sources 3 3 1 6
TOTAL 101% 99% 100% _ 1007
Total
Nvmber who had heard of progran 107 82 297 101
Percent
Heard about program through:
Private_sources
Friends 40% 407 43% 457
Family, relatives, family friends % 6 10 11
Public sources
Enployment Service, YOO 2 9 7 8
School 33 12 2 5
Neighborhood Center 5 10 5 6
Ads, aunouncements only R 11 28 21
Public gnd privats sourcss 3 3 4 5

i

TOTAL 100% ____ 100% 997 10]
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Impressions of the In-School NYC

Less than one-tenth of the study subfects in both sites had ever been
enrolled in the In-School NYC, but 30 percent of the Baltimore subjecis and 43
percent of the St. Louis subjects reported that they hac heard of the prcgram.
A little more than two-thirds of the subjects vho had heard ¢f the In-School
NYC specified reasons why a person micht want to enroll in the In-Schrol NYC
(see Table 96). The work itself-~the pay, what enrollees did--was mentioned
favorably in about half of the responses, vhile general career or educational
opportunity was nentioned in the remainder of the reasons.

Turning to reports of what might make a person not want to enroll,
nearly half of the subjects who had heard of the In-School NYC did not report
any reason, another one-fifth specifically stated that there was ''mo reason',
and 5 percent reported in this connection that something about the person--
rather than the vrogram--might produce this situvation. All told, about threc-
fourths of the subjects passed un the opportunity to criticize the progrem
provided by this part of the interview. Aspects of the precgram that might
inhibit enrollment included poor pay, slow pay, part-time work, restriction to

juniors and senfors (in St. Louis), interference with study, and lack of real

sy Tt
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TABLE 96

IMPRESSIONS OF THE IN-SCHOOL NYC, SUBJECTS WHD KNEW OF PROGRAM, BY SITE

Earn lunch money, carfare, extra money
Work and working conditions :
Jobs not hard, good iobs, only !
work 4 days and get pald for :

Baltimore St. louis Total
Impressions N=52 N=37 N=109
Pexcent Rggfent Percent
What might make a person want to enroll?
Pay 5
17% 19% 18%

whole week 10 07 8
Educational opportunity '

Worl and stay in school 19 19 19
Employment or career opportunity :

Helps you get other jobs, helps i

train for different jobs 23 19 21
Other g

Something to do, keen out of i

trouble 4 12 3
No reason (critical of NYC) 0 ] 1
Not reporting 27 ‘32 29

TOTAL, Want to_enroll 100% ___.00% 297

Uhat might make a person not want to enroli?

The person himself ‘
Not interested in self-betterment 8% i 2% Y4
Pay y »
They only pay $1.40 an hour, :
17 7 13

slow about paying
Wotrk and working conditions |
Only allowed to work 26 hours a ;

week, for junlors and seniors
only, temporary work 0 7 4
Other

T TVWorks too slow to get psople right
kind of job, takes too much 1ime

fron study, might not pet a job 8 {12 10
No reason (endorsement of NYC) 23 | 19 21
Not reporting 44 . 51 48
d
TOTAL, Not want to enroil _ 1008 | 98X 1017
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Inpressions of the Out-of-§chool NYC

Compared to the In~School NYC, even fewer study sublects had ever
been enrolled in the Out-of-School MYE (5 percent in Baltimore and 2 percent
in St. Louis}, and only 27 percent of the study cubjects reported that they
had ever heard of the program. About two-thirds of the subjects who had heard
of the program reported reasons why a porson might want to enroll in {it, with
the work itsélf and the opportunity that it represented recsiving about equal
mention (see Table 97). Some subjects (one-tentl of all subjects reporting)
criticized the program at this noint, saying sarcastically that a person night
want to enroll "if you like low wa-es,” or stating that there waz 'no reasca"
why a neison would want to enroll. A few subjects, also (4 percent of all re-
porting) had evidently confused the proaram with the Jot Corps in that they
referred to "getting away from hom2 as a program feature.

ltegative impressions of the progran were reported by 38 percent of
the Baltimore subjects and by 18 percent of the St. Louls subjects. All of
these negative impressions implied consideration of the WYC as a fob and
enphacized the pay, work, worling conditions, and proaram staff. lany gub-
Jects used this nart of the interview to endorse the program or, at least, not
knock it: 12 nerceut stating that thore was '"no reason' why a person might
not want to enroll, and 10 percent rotiig that nersonal reaceons extraneous
to the proeran night be a factor. 1In addition,'as with the In--School NYC,

about half of the subjects did not say aaything at this point.
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TARLE 97

ILPRESSIONS OF THE OUT--OF~-SCHOOL KYC, SUBJECTS HHO KNLW OF PROGRAM, BY SITE

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Inpressions U=46 V=36 N=82
Percent Percent Percent.
What might make a person want to enroll?
Pay
An easy way to male a buck 27 87 5%
Work
Jols for people who can't find work,
cniance to wror’: around younrg children 24 25 24

Carenr, personal development

Conld help you get started. training

fo.r a better job, place for youna

pesple who have dropped out of

schiool to get help 33 25 29
NYC »:nvironmerit

Th: people are nice and they cet you

pratty good jobs 4 6 5
Criticism of program

No reason to enroll, if you can't

get any thing better, if you like

lcw wages 11 6 9
"o Peason" 3 0 1
Confusion

T:avel and get away from home G 3 4
Not reporting 20 28 23

Total, vant to enroll 1017 101% 100%
tthat might make a person not want to enroll?
The_person himself

They don't want to work, thay don't

need it 1% 147 10%
Pay

tularies too low, they pay only every

other weel 29 8 15
Yok

‘The kind of work they send you to 7 0 4

NY . environnent and conditions

Personnel is not too cool, would

rather work full-tine, vou have to

walt too long 9 é 7
Career, personal development

Only temporary jobs, not for future 2 3 2
!No _Reagon' (endorsement of NYC) 9 17 $?
Cenfusion

Travel and pet avay from home 2 3 2
Nct reporting 46 50 48

TOTAL, Not want to enroll 1027 _1017, 1007
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Impressions of the Job Corps

O

Althoupi. only 9 percent of the study subjects had ever enrollad in
the Job Corps, almost everyone had heard of this program. The program feature
of getting away from home was important to subjects' impressions--16 percent
of the subjects who had heard of thz proaeram :l.iaking that this might be a
reason to enroll, and 30 percent, thinking that this might be a reason not to
enroll (see Table 90).

Approximately four-fifths of the subjects vho had heard of the Job
Corps thought that a person might want to euroll in this program because cof
the vocational opportunitv that it renresented or because the Job Corps exneri-
ence in itself vas a good thing--the nay, the quality of thz exnerience. One-
fifth of the subjects, hcwever, did not reucrt any reason for joi~ing the Job
Corps or explicitly statcd that there was 'no reason” why a nerson mipght want
to join.

The fact that the Job Corps was ''for' disadvantased youths vas noted
as a possible 1eason for not wanting to enroll in it. This aspect of the Job
Corps, togetlier with negeative impressions of the Job Corps experience, accounted
for all of the spocified negative imnressions other than those associated with
iraving home., All told, 56 nercent of all subjects who had h2ard of the Job
Corps reported specific reasons why 2 person might not want to enroll {n it.
This was a much higher percentage than comparable percentages in the In-School

NYC (32 percent) or the Out-of-School KYC (38 nercent).
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TABLE 98

IMPRESSIONS OF THZ JOB CORPS, SUSJECTS WHO KNE' OF THE PROGRAIN, BY SITE

Baltimore St. Louis Total
Impressions =169 N=128 N=297
Peccent Percent Percent

What might make a person want to enroll)?

Getting and being away from home

Some people like to Lravel, helps you

get away from your friends and learn

better, if you can't find anything

else in the street and wiit to work 19% 135 167
Job Corip3 experience

It's a pretty regular cutfit, lot of

fun, meet new people, clean place to

sleep and vork, can teach You thines

that school sometimes can't, pives

you a new start 5 4 5
Career value, vocational opprrtunity

They train you for a job to make some

long bread. $50 a mc-ith and learn »

trade, School droprits can get a bettc.

job and training 59 57 58
other
Keep from beins drafted 1 2 1
"No Reason' {critical of Job Corps) 0 6 3
Not reportine 16 18 17
TOTAL, ment to enrol: _ 1007 1007 ___ 1007

What night rake & pers-n 1ot want to 2nroll?

The person nimself
Pride--being enmburassed, don't need it,

don't like meeting new neople 117 A 7%
CGetting ard being eway {ron hore
Too far from home, might pget humesick 29 3 20

Job Corps Experience
Too much ilz: sciool, have to wear JC
clothes, no pgirls, fines, racial troubles,
unqualified instructors, low pay, long
hours, waiting perfiod, just gives a
nipger something to do, for people vho

can't pet a job otherwige 19 20 19
"No Reason’ (endarsement c¢f Job Carps) 7 5 6
Yot reporting 34 41 37

TOTAL, not want to enroll _100% 997 99%
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Impressions of the MDTA

Four percent of all study subjects had ever enrolled in an MDTA train-
ing prcgram, and one-f"ird of all subjects had ever heard of this program. In
specifying why a povson night want to get into an MDTA course, 53 perceni of
those who had heard of the program mentioned vocational opportunity, inciuding
the narn and learn features of MDTA (see Table 99). Slightly more than one-
third of those who had heard of the MNDTA did not pive any reason why a person
night: want to join, cnd the rest gave ‘reasons' that susgested misconceptions
of tte program--for example, that it was "for" alcoholics, dropouts, or people
who (c¢uld get no cther job, or that it vas a substitute for regular schoocl.
One rercent of the subjects said there was 'no rveacen” why a person would want
to vue the MNTA.

As for reasons why a person nicht not want to use the DTA, 56 per-
cent of all subjects who had heard of the program ¢id not respond, 13 percent
said that there was "no reason' why a perscn wouldn't want to use the DA,
and 8 percent noted that i person might not want it because he didn't need it
or vas ignorant of 3+, Spacified drawbacks to the program were reportecd by
23 percent of the suLojects who had heard of the program and who noted that,
as a job, MDTA paid poorly; as vocational preparation, MDTA did not lead to

gocd jobs: and, as an experience, 'DTA involved classes and supervision.
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TABLE 99

IMPRESSIONS OF THE }MTA, SUBJE(TS WHN KNE! OF THL PROCRAM, DY SITE

Impressions

The petrson biimself

Earn, earn ani learn

a trade

me how
MDTA experience

school
"No Reason' (eritical o) propraw=)

Not reportinp

The person himsels

about it
Pay. condit‘ons

MDTA expericuce

the equiprient
"No Reason” (endorsement of MDTA)

Not_reporting

Baltimore St. Louis Total
N=47 N=54 N=101
Percent Percent Percent
What might make a person want to enroll?
People who are alcoholies, who
can't get ocher jobs, dropouts 2% 4% 6%
Need a3 job, paid wiile learning
15 11 13
General opporiunity, vocational training
Helps you advance; career handed
down to you; if I didn't knov how
to do nothfing, they would show
31 47 40
You only wo:k a week >r zo, learn
wvhat you woild have i regular
6 2 4
0 2 1
L0 34 37
TOTAL, went to enroll 1007 1007 101%
Uhat might mike a persen not wzit te .urol:?
Don't necn it, rint 1%, or krow
97 7% €7
Not a steady jo. . low pay, fines 17 13 1.
Classes vcu have to go to, surer~
vision, cin't g.t the jobs you're
skilled fur, thev don't have all
13 5 9
6 18 13
56 58 56
TOTAL, not want to earoll _ 101% _ 997 100%

167

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



[E

O

144

Summar

The extent and character of information concerning manpower services
and program3 obviously influences the utilization of these agencies. The Fm-
ployment Service, the Youth Opportunity Centers, and the Job (orps were widely-
known in the sense that most subjects had heard of these agencies. Knowiag an
agency by name, however, was considerably more prevalent chan having a nracti-
cal knowledge of it--knowing where to go if one -vanted to repister, and know-
ing what {t did. Finally, even though rmost of the subjects had never enrolied
in any of the out-of-school Federal Manpower Prozrams, negative im,ressions
had been formed that might prevent the subject from trying to utilize these
programs.

Although 96 percent of the subjents who had anever enrolled in any
Federal !Manpower progrem had heard of the Job Cc¢ -py, only 31 parcent knew vhere
to go in order to applv, and only 27 perce it imoressed their intervievers as
knowing “quite a bit" zhout the Corps (sez Table 100). Forty-five nercent of
these subjects, n. erth:less, cxp.es<ed spacific criti.isms of this rrogram,

With re-:ect to the Out-of-School NY(C and th-: !MDTA, lack of informa-
tion rather than *l'e presence of nepative fmpressions, anpeared to be the majer

informational bar.:iers to participation.
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TABLE 100

INTORMATION RELATING TO OUT~OF-SCHOOL NYC, JOB CORPS, AND MDTA,
SELECTED CHAKACTERIZTICS?
BY ENROLLMENT IN FEDERAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Jut-uf-School Job
JYC Ccornps MNTA
Characteristics Never Ever Never Ever Never Ever
Percent Percent Percent

Had heard of program 24% 40% 6% 100% 317 4837
Had heard of prorram and:

Knew location 15 3 51 93 17 38
" Knew "quite a bit" ahout it 4 20 27 76 4 26

Specified negative

impressions 5 1»° 45 62 7 15

3percentages sased on Leve: Enrciied %-259, .ad Ever Inrolled
N-50.

bSpecific cr?:icisms of sesvice ' v program expressed in rasponse
to 'What {5 ~here about (°t) tnt might mal:: a vevson no. want
to use +t?”
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Varlables Associated with Quality of Employment Outcomes

The relationship of many variables--inadequate education, lack of skill
and work experience, unawareness of avalilable training and job opportunities,
and discrimination--to the labor market difficulties of Negro male school dropouts
are well understood. Less is known, however, about the interaction among economic,
sociological, and psychological characterist:ics that permit some individuals to
make a satisfactory adjustment to the "world of work" while others do not. An
understanding of the factors that influence work adjustment and the interactions
anong them should be ugeful.in the development of policy measures designed to
improve tha -work adjustment of legro male youths. This chapter explores some of

those ra2latlonships by reporting the results of analyses based-or the quality of

-employment adjustments.

Categories of Employment Adjustment

For the purposes of analysis, subjects were categorized in six ranked
kinds cf adjustments to the world. of work, and to society. as follows:

l. Good adjustments to tha world of work. This category included subjec’
vho were employed full-time when interviewed, and who had been employed full-time
at least 17 of the 18 months In the period January 1, 1968, through June 39, 1966.

2. Probable good adjustment to the world of work. This category’ includ¢
subjects who were emnloyed full-time at the time of interview and 1-ho had spent
at least 15 of the 13 months in activities that were consistent with maintaining

exployment (employment, military service, school, or training).
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3. Possible good adjustments to the world of work. 1In this category,
the evidence was more tentative than in category 2. Subjects who were in military
service, school, or training programs at the time of interview, or who had spent
at least 15 months in these activities or employment in the 18-month period,
qualified for the third category.

4. TFair to poor employment adjustments. This category was the residual
remaining after the good adjuvstments (categories 1, 2, and 3) and the poor adjust-
ments (categories 5 and 6) had be:n allocated.

5. Poor adjustments to society. This catewory included subjects vho
were 1n jail at the time of interview, or in jail during the 18-month period,
except those whose emplovucnt records qualified them for categories 1, 2, or 3.

6. Poor adjustment3 to the world of work. This category included
subjects who were unemployed at the tiame of interview, or who had been employed
one month or less in their current jobs if employed when interviewed, and who
had been unemployed nine months or more in the 18-month pericd.

About half of the interviewed subjects had achieved "good™ adjustments
to the world of work (see Table 10l1). As would be exnected, comparatively more
subjects who had ever enrclled in Federal Manpovrer Frograms were in adjustment
categories '2" and "'3", their participation in such programs tending to reduce
thelr time in the civilian labor force and their potential to achieve full
employment required by catepgory "I, Catesory "1" adjustments in this anelysis

did not foreclose subjects from consideration as possible clients for Federal
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Atout half of the study subjects were in categories of ''good" ad-
justment to the world of work, and about half were in categories of "poor"
adjustment (see Table 101). Neither enrollment experience nor site (see Table
102) was asgociated with adjustment category. These results indicated that,
more than two years after leaving school, about half of the study subjects
were not making it in the world of work and were urgently in need of enhanced
employabiliiy. Even though the study was not designed ko evaluate the effec-
tiveness of Federal Manpower programs, it was of interest that the very limited
reflection of such program experience in the study pointed to the importance
of achieving effective program participation as much as the need for earoll-

ment in employability-enhancing programs.
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TABLE 101

EPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENTS BY SITE AND ENPALLYINT IN
OUT-0F-SCHONI, FEDERAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Baltimore St. Louis _ Total Grand
a Never LEver MNever Ever <Never Ever Total
Adjustments N=145 N=31 IN=114 N=19 N=259 N=50 N=309
Percent Percent . Percent Percent
Good
1 Good 30% 1%% 19% 5h . 25% 14% 23%
2 Possibly Gcod-Employed 12 23 12 11 12 . 18 13
3 Possibly Gcod-Not in !
Civilian L:bor Force 11 13 18 21, 14 16 15
Subtatal, Good 537 55% 49X 375 51%  48% 51%
Poor
4 Fair to poor 17% 194 207 2% ! 19z 242 19%
5 Foor-~Jail 16 19 11 11 - 14 16 14
6 Poor~Unemployed 14 6 18 21 | 16 12 16
Subtotal, Poor 477 44% 497 G4X 497 52k AW9%
f
TOTAL 100% 99% 98% 101% - 100% 100%  100%

85ce po. 146-147 for detailed description of adjustment categories.
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TABLE 102

CATEGORIES OF EMI'LOYMENT ADJUSTMENT, IINROLLMENT
IN MANTOWER PROGRAMS, AND SITE

Earollment a Site a
, Total Total
Categories (Number) Never LCver Baltimore St. Louis
Good
1 ( 72) 90% 10% 100% 63% 32% 100%
2 ¢ 4" 78 22 100 60 40 100
3 ( 45) 92 18 190 44 55 a9
Subtotal, Good (157) 857 15% __100% _59% 41% 1007
Poor
4 ()] 80%  20% 100% 52 482 109%
5 ( 44) 82 18 170 56 34 o)
6 ( 48) 83 13 101 48 52 )
Subtotal, Poor  (152) _ __ 83% 174 __ 100% 557 45% )
TOTAL (309) 847, 16% 100% 57% 43% ¥

aRov Totals.
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Family Backgrounds and Employment Adjustment

Socio-economic characteristics i1 the family backgrounds of subjects
in the various employment adjustment categories indicated that these variables
were not consistently related to the quality of adjustmerts to the world of
work (see Table 103). There was, for example, little difference between the
highest and lowest categories in the percentage of subjects whose familiecs re-
ceived welfare assistance "all" or "most of the time" (20 percent and 23 per-
cent, respectively); the percentage of subjects who grew up in "mother-oaly"
families (28 percent and 23 percent, respectively); or the percentage of sub-
Jects with families in which the principal adult had completed nine schcol
grades or lecs (50 percent and 47 percent, respectively). Similarly, hi-lo
comparisons of percentzges of subjects with families in which the principal
adult’'s occupation was at or above the skilled manual level (22 percent and
27 percent, respectively) and of the percentages of subjects with families in
which the principal adult was not working at the time of dropout (27 percent
and 15 percent, respectively) indicated no assocciation Letween these variables

and the employment adjustments of study subjec:s.
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TABLE 103

SELECTED SOCIO-ECO.ONIC FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS
AND CATEGORIES OF EMPLOYIENT ADJUSTMENT

Categories of Employment Adjustment

Characteristics 1 2 3 4 5 A
N=72 N=40 =45 N=60 N=44 N=48

fthile growing up:

Hother-only family 28% 23% 347 33% 36% 23%
Welfare assistance all or

most of time 20 13 26 22 16 23
Principal adult?
Completed 9tli grade or less 50 48 35 54 49 47
Skilled manual laborer, or above 22 27 25 28 21 29
o occupationc 17 o 21 16 7 9
Yot working at time of dropout 27 15 33 24 14 15

!lrdian family income, year before
dropout (dollars) 4615 - 4643 3909 3923 3108 4038

Median size of houseiiold at time
of dropout (nunber of perscns) 6.3 6.1 6.4 6.7 5.9 6.9

aPrincipal adult was male head of househnld except in families that
lacked male heads--principally "motaer-only' families. In such cases, the mother
was the principal adult.

bIncluded skil'ed manual labor, Technicians and Seli-Emnloyed, Clerical
and Sales, Professionals, Semi-Professionals, and fxecutives.

“Instead of occupational description, subject reported that Princioal
Adult was "retired", “on relief', or "none'.
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School Experience and Employment adjustments

Compared to sub’ects who had made “"soor" adjustments to the world of
work, subjects vho had made "good" adjustments were very much more apt to have
completed more than 9th grade (see Table 104). Very significantly more of the
subjects in the ''good" categories--"1", "2", and "3''--had completed 10 or more
grades than had subjects in the 'poor" categories. As might have been expected,
the subjects makiug the poorest adjustment to socletvy (catesory "5") said that
they liked school the least.

Three reasons for leaving school were associated vith categories of
employment adjustment: (1) verv significantly more subjects in rategory "3" then

Hlll

ir category raported that they had heen ''suspended or expelled'; (2) very

significantly more subjects in cetegory "¢’ than in category 1" reported that
they left because they wculd "ratner work than study™; and (3) very siqgnificantly
more subjects in categery 1" than in catepory "6'' repcrted that they left school

because they 'got married and had to support my wife.' Noticeablyl more subjects
in category "6" than ia category 1", also, reported that they had left scheol
because they "reeded money for expenses."

1

Very significantly more subjects in cavegory 6" than in catepory 'l

felt that thelr reading ability was "worse"

tnan that of the average hich schcol
graduate, and noticeably more of the subjects in catepory 4" than in catecory
"1" reperted that their math ability wes '"worse” than that of tne average “inh

schoonl graduate,

1& difference is reported as noticeable vhen if appears to be ‘nterest’ns
and falls between a confidence level of .05 ard .6,
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These resuvlts indicated that dropouts in need of employalbility help
tended to have greater educational problems, compounded of lowe= school achieve-
ment and more negative attitudes towards schocl. Serviceable motivaticns for
productive participation in Manpower Programs for these young men might be
achieved through experiences directly related to their preference for work over

study and to their desire for money of their wwm.
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TABLE 104

SELECTLu SCHOOL EXPERIENCE CHARACIERISTICS
AND CATEGORIES OF EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT

1 2 3 4 5 6

Characteristics N=72 N=40 =45 N=50 N=44 q=42
Completed 9th grade or less? 42% 32% 18% 53% 52% 53
Like-school rating (mean)® 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.2 3.0 3,5
Main reasons for leaving school:
Suspended or expelled 11% 18% 5% 20% 34% 21
Would rather work than study 1% 10% 10% 12% 7% 15
Needed money for expenses 10% 5% 10% 14% 2% 2:
Got married a2nd had to support wife 13% 07 27 2% 4 O
Compared to average high school
graduate, ability "worse” in:
Reading 87 15% 7% 17% 14% 31
Hath 267, 25% 20% 417 36% 3!
School helped prepare for job 427, SL7 377 437 277 33

aSubjects' reports of gchool grade completed.

bﬂean of rating on five-point scale running from "hated it" (1) to

“liked it very much' (5).
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Characteristics at Time of Intetrview

Subjects vith "cood" employment adjustments were older, on the average,
than subjects with "poor" adjustments (see Table 105). 4his characteristic was
particularly marked among sthjects in adjustment categories "2 and "3".

Conpared to subjects who had made "pood™ adjustment (''1"), subjects who
had made 'poor” adjustments ("6') were veiry significantly less apt to be married
and living with theixr wives, were very significantly more apt still to be living
in their parertal houscholds and to report their narental families as their principal

"

source of support. It was of interest that '‘good" adjustment tras also associated
with children when they were living with the subject, while childven not living
with the sudject were about equally as apt to he veported bv subjects in all
categories of employment adjustment.

Compared to subjects in the highest category ("1"'), verv sirnificantly
more Subjects in the lowest category (''6") reported an exclusive dependence on
walking as their usual means of getting around the city, and significantly more
of the subjects in the lowest catepory had travelled, at rost, 5 miles or less in
the month preceding iatervieu.

Subjects in the lowest category of employment adjustment ("6') were
noticeably less apt to report that, in considering employment, they had a minimun
rate of $2 an hour, or more. It was of interest that this apparently realistic

"asking price' was not characteristic of cubjects !n catecory ''5', three-fifths

of whon put their ninimunm at $2 an hour, or mere.
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TABLE 105

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS AT TIME OF INTERVIEY
AND CATEGORIES OF E:PLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT

1 2 3 4 5 6

Characteristics N=72 W=40 N=45 =60 N=44 N=48
tean age, 7/1/69 (years) 19,2 2n.5 20,3 18.8 19.9 18.9
More than 20 years old 25% 28% 20% 12% 7% 67
Harried, living with wife 28% 20% 167 10X n% 2%
Living in parental household 57% 75% 67% 84% 50% 817%
Children:

Living in subjeci’'s houschold 317 P4 11% 127 2% 10%

Living elsewhere 18% 18% 11% 15% 14% 197,
Parental family principal support 3% 133 41% 457, 25% 527
Usually walks in getting around 6% 2% 20% 127 317 25%
Traveled 5 miles or less last month 23% 257 33% 267 337 407
Lovest acceptable hourly rate of
pay, $2 or morz 557 55% 597 53% 617 38%
10-year occupational goal in shkilled
manual work, or above 79% 827, 887 847 837 82%
Occupaticnal goal relatad to work in
most recent job 29% 36% 29% 16% 16% 11%
Chances of achieving goail rated as
"not so good" or "uniikely" 13% 37 15% 103 26% 14%
“fothing holding me back" 637, 54% 617 417 38% h57.

¥5ee Table 25 for description of occupational catepories.
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Although approximately the same proportions of subjects in each em~
ployment adjustment category had 10-year occupational goals in skilled manual
labnr or sbove, noticeably more subjects in the highest catesory (''l") remorted
that 'notaing (was) holding me back” from the probablz achievement of occupatioral
goals. Subjects in category 5" were least likely to give this confident assessment
of their prospects, and were most likely to rate their chances of goal achievement
as "not so good' or “unlikely.' Comparcd to subjects in the hlghest category (1"},
noticeably more subjects in the lowest category ("6') had 10-year occupational
goals that were unrelated to the kind of work they did In their current or most
recent job.

These results indicated that the dronouts nmost in need of employability heln
had some latitude in achieving satisfactory adjustments to the world of work in
that most were young, unattached, and at least partially supported by their parental
families. On the other hand, they tended tc be restricted to their home localities
and to have had 1little employment experience that was relevant to their occupational
gnals,

Manpower Progran Information and Ernlcyment Adjustment

Almost every subject had heard of the Job Corps, but other Federal
Hanpower Programs were unknown to 3 majority of the subjects. Even subjects who
"had heard' of the various programs, furthermore, oftan knew little about the
pragrams, so that the range of information varisbles was quite limited.

Subjects in the highest catepory of employment adjustment ("1") wer.

often most similar to subjects in the lowest catesory of employment adjustment ("6™')
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with respect to informaticn concerning Manpower Programs (see Tuble 106). With
respect to the In-School NYC, for example, about one-fifth of the subjects in
these two categories had heard of the program, six percent in beth categeries
knew where to go if they wanted to apply, and eight percent expressed reasons
why a person might not want to use the prozram.

From one-fourtn to one-third of the subjects in the tiiree lowest
categories of employment adjustment ('4", "5", and "6'") had heard of the Qut-~
of-School WYC--a program that possessed the potential to enhan:z their employ-~
ability. One in twenty, or few.r, of these subjects, however, impressed their
interviewers as knowing "quite a bit" about the program; and one in 20, or less,
knew where to go if they wanted to apply for enrollment in the piugram. Even
though information levels were very low, 1l percent of the subjects in cate-
gory 4" and 14 percent of the subjects In category "5'" gave reasons why a
ferson might not want to use the propram.

As noted above, levels of information were highest in connection with
tuwe. 'L € ips: Lut, at the sam: time, the proportior. »f subjects giving rea-
sons for not wanting to be in the Job Corps were higher than comparable per--
centages for any other program.

Information concerning MDTA programs among subjects in categories
"4, "5", and "6 .as similar in exteut and character to information concerning

the Out-of-School NYC. 1In the poorest adjiuctment catepory ("6") three-fourths
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of tiie subjects had never heard of the Out-of-Schocl NYC, and threc-fourths had
never heard of MDIA. lNone of the subjects in this category knew where to go if
they wanted to apply for either of these programs. Since locating information
could easily bhe developed, the striking absence of locatfon knowledge probably
reflected lack of interest in the programs compounded partly of the subjects'
perceptions of what they wanted, on the one hand, and what the programs had to
offar on the other. Although the perceatages invelved were very small, respenses
indicated that adaquate knowledge of tle projrams was generally equalled or
exceeded by perceptions of program operations that might make a person not want

to use the programn.
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TABLE 106

FEDERAL MANPOWER PROGRAM IﬂFORMATI%N
AND CATEGORIES OF EMPLOYENT AD.JUSIuNT

— i ——— e Sttt e . et

1 2 3 4 5 6
Information =72  N=40 N=45 =60 W=44 N=48
In-School NYC
Had heard of program 22% 177, 18% 217 13% 18%
Knew where to apply 67 5% 97 7% 1% 6%
Knew “quite a bit" about it a 10% 13% 16% 9% 5% 4%
Gave reasons for not using it 8% 19% 7% 7% 18% 8%
Out-of-School YL
Had heard of program 21% 327 227, 33% 30% 25%
Knew where to apply 47 5% 73 5% 27 0%
Knew "quite a bit" about it a 67 137 137 5% 27% 2%
Gave reasons for not using it 77 134 47 11% 14% 2%
Job Corps
Had heard of proaram 997 95% 937 1007 1709 a57%
Knew where to apply 7% 13% 27 12% 11% 13%
new "quite a bit" about it ) 25% 40% 36 35% 437 27%
Gave reasons for not using it’ 497 407 447 477 457, 407
Had heard of program 21% 537 443 357% 347, 25%
Knew where to apply nz 3 9% 4% 9% 7,
new ''quite a bit" about it 37, 187 13% 4% 5% 1n%
Gave reasons for aot using it 4% 18% 11% 5% 9% I
Reasons specifying drawbacks in program {personnel and operations)
only.
-1 [
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Public Employirent Agencies and Employment Adjustment

Subjects in the highest catepory of employment adjustment ("1") revorted
less ES registration than subjects im any other catagory except '5" (see Table 107).
Subjects in the highest category also raported YOC registration less frequently
than subjects in any other category. Although subjects with the best employment
adjustments wito had registered with the ES or the YOC reported havine secured a
job through these services about as often as compa+ able subjects in other categories
of adjustnent, low registration rates vesult d in elatively low placement percentag
Only 10 percent of the subjects in the higlhest cat.:gory of employrent adjustment had
ever gotten a job through the Employment $ervice, aad only 13 percent, through the
YoC.

Compared to subjects in the highes: category, subjects in the next two
hizhest categories (2" and '3") reported si.nificantly rore repistraticn with
public employment agencics, 55 percent of the subjects in "2” having reqistered
with the ES, and 53 percent of tiiz subjects in "3" havinr registered with the YOC.
The propoition of registrants who reperted ever having potten a icb thrcueh these
services also tended to be higher in categories 2" and "3"--pacticularly the
proportions reporting placements through YOC. Categories ''2" and "3" thus tended
to show more utilization of the ES and the YOC ti:an did category "'l1".

Subjects in catepories of poor adjustment (4", "5", znd "6") exhibited
varying utilization of the ES and YOC. With respect to the %S, subjects in 4"

and "6" were closest to subjects in the ‘'goed” category "2". Subjects in the
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"poor" category 5", however, reported the least utilization of the ES~-only 23
percent had ever registered with the %S, and caly 2 percent had ever gotten a jcb
through the ES. With respect to tihe YOC, though, subjects in category ''5" were
about as apt to have registered as subjects in all cother categories excent "'3'";
and subjects in "5" and "6" were less apt to ever have gotten a job through YAC
than subjects in cacegories "2, 3", or "4".

Very few subjects repor.ed E3 or YOC emdloyment services other than job
referval, and the ircidence of reports of suc™ services (referrals teo “raining
progrems, and counsel) tended to be confined .o subjects in the higher categories
of employment adjustmant. MHone of the subjects in category "5", for example,
reperted such services from either the ES or the YCZ; and only 2 nerceat of the
subjects in categories "4' and 6" reported c.ch services from the ES, while none

reported such services from the YOC.
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TABLE 1347

UTILIZATION OF EMPLOYMENT SERVICE AND YOUTH OPPORTUNITY CENTER,

AND CATEGORIES OF EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT

1 2 3 4 5 6
Utilization N=72 N=40 N=45 N=60 N=44 N=48
Employment Service .
lieard of ES 86% 937% 9l 887% 82% 35%
Registerad with ES 27 55 33 47 25 46
Job through ES 10 20 9 25 2 13
Referrals to trainng
programs, counsel 4% 10% 2 2% 0% 2z
Youth Opvportunity Ce-.ter
Heard of YOC 767 80% 907, 807% 707 637,
Registered with YOC 30 40 53 45 36 35
Job through YOC 13 30 2 27 14 19
Referrals to training
programs, counsel 6% 0% 47 0% N7 0%

Subjects in category ''5"' reported, on

the average, 2.7 vays in which

they usually looked for jobs--considerzbly more than the average in other categeries

of employment adjustment (see Table 108).

Taking into consideration the total

number of rasponses in the various adjustment categories, the princinal differences

between subjects iIn these groups iavolved the weight given to twe ways of looking

for jobs: asking friends, and using the Employment Service.

Compared to subjects in category "1,

subjects in categories "3" and "4

vere significantly less apt to report that they usually zssked their friends when
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they were job-hunting. Subjects in category "l", on the other hand, less frequently
reported the Employment Service then did subjects in other categories. The
differences in this respect were large enough to be significant {n comparisons

with categories "2", '3, and "4".

Study results indicated no consistent relationship between the utilization
of public employment services and :mployment adjustment. Although subjects in
adjustment categories 2" and "3' veported co:.ilder:vle utilization of these
services, so, also, <id svbjects with pcorer caploy:»nt adjustments: and subjects
with the best employnent a'justments ('1") reported comparatively less utilization
of public employment cervices., These results suggest that subjects with noor
adjustments to the world of work are, perhaps, more Ln need of employability
enhancement than plac:ment assistance; and the: the latter +ill continue to be
ineffective until the subject has become quali®ied to hold jJobs that arec satis-
factory to him. Tf so, the very s. ight extent of rcierrals to training programs
rcported by subjects in categories "&", 5", and "6' indicated a zerious malfunctior
in the employment opportunity syst2m. At the sanme :ime, the fact that zbout tvo-
fifths of the subjects in categories ''4" and 6" mentioned the Erpicyment Servica
as a job-fiuding resource indlcated that these subjects might bes reached through

thie Service.
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TABLE 108

USUAL WAYS OF LOOKING FOR JOBS
AND CATEGORIES OF EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT

1 2 3 4 5 6

Ways of Looking N=72 N=40 N=45 N=60 N=44 N=48
Asked friends 5€% 45% 29% 40% 61% 50%
Asked family, relatives,
fanily friends 25 18 22 27 40 38
Checked local newsjaper ads 49 50 47 52 45 38
Private employment agencies i5 5 2 8 14 10
Public Coployment Services 24 53 40 43 23 49
Applied in person wiere firms
said to be hiring 28 %3 27 27 29 19
Applied in person t» firms to
find out whether bhiring 36 28 29 30 40 33
Applied to companies outside
of city 3 0 2 3 3 2

TOTAL? 235%  220% 1987  230%  21)%  230%

More than one way could be reported.

130
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Attitudes and Employment Adjustment

Compared to "most youvag men who are your friends", 18 percent of the
subjects in category "4" and 31 percent of the subjects in category "5'" felt that
they were getting along "not so ~ell" or "much woxse' (see Table 109}. Only §
percent of the subjects in the lowest employment adjustment category ('6"), hovever,
responded in this way--results t.at suggested that most of their friends may have
been in the same brat. Two indicators of the characteristics of peer groups--
extent of full-time employient. und dropout zrade level--ghowed no significant
differences between adjustucnt groupf~gs with the exception of the e:tent of full-
time vmployment of friends reported by subjects in category ''1"'. 1ifore than three-
fifths of the subjects in catepory "1” reported that 'all” or "most" or their
friends had full-tia.e employment--more than :2mparable prooortions in any other
adjustment category, and significantly mnre ."an in categories "37, "5', and "6".
in general, then, compzred to su~jects in carvegory "1, "friends" cou”d be expected
to he a less-valuable jot ~huntin: resource for subjects in the other tdjustment
categories. It was of irterest <hat subjects In category "3" mcy hava recogaizad
this by placing relatively less <reight on this source of job intormation.

The extent of poor nccr-self assessments In catepory '5" was probably
largely due to jsiling--the pri~cipal characterictic of this category. The extent
of poor assessments in category 4 cannot readily be interpret-d. It was of
interest, however, that relatively more nf the peers of this category had full-tima
employment and had gone beyond 10tk grade tvhan was the case ian the other poor

adjustment catenories.
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TABLE 109

SUBJECTS' COMPARISO:IS OF SELF WITH REPORTS
OF '"™MJST YOUNG MEN WHO ARE YOUR FRIENDS"
AND CATEGORIES OF EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT

1 2 3 4 5 6

Comaprisons and Reports N=?2 N=40 =45 N=60 N=44 =48
Subject is getting along '"not ¢

well” or "much worse" thzn fric uds 3% 27 8% 13% 31% 6%
"A11" or "most" of friend: have

full-time jobs 637 50% 417 467 38% 39%
"™Most" friends dropped out of

school before comrleting 10th

grade 25% 307 243 21% 34% 31%

Subjects in th> varic s categories of employment adjustmon: differed
considerably in their reports o- family attitudes and practice; {seec Tabl- 110),
with the extremes of hi--lo cc: »irisons usually associated with qood-roor adjust-
rents. Very significently mor. of the subjects {20 perceat) in category "6'"
than in category ''1" (5 percent) reported that their families had expected 'too
much' of them; and very sigrnif’ antly more of the subjects (21 nercent) in categery
Y5 than in category "1' (5 pe.:ent) reported that their famili:s had ''seldom”
or ‘nevar" paid attention to their wishes in family decisions that concerned

them. Significfnkly rore of tie subjects (80 percent) In cate~ory "3" than in ;
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category "6' (60 percent) reported that their families had been 'very interested”
in theilr activities; and very significantly more of the subjects in category “'3"
(77 percaent) than in category "4 (42 percent) reported that their families had
been 'always ' or "usually" fair with them. One hi-lo difference occurred between
the two lowest categorics: 15 percent of the subjects in category '"5", and none of
the subjects in catcaory '6" reported that their families had been 'too easy’ with
them. One other diffcrence, notrceable at the .10 level of confidence, has been
reported in Table 1'0--13 vercen: of the sublects ‘n categories "4'" and "5', as
compared with only 2 perce.t of the subjects in category "3", reported that their
families ''didn't cave” whan they dropped out of sciool.

TABLE 110

SUBJECTS' REPORTS OF FAMILY ATTUTUDE3 AND . RACTILES UP T% TIE OF DROPCUT,
‘ND CATESORIES OF EMPLOYi: NT AL JUSTMERNT

1 2 3 & 5 5
Attitudes and Practices N=72 N=4" N=45 N-EO N=44 B=4t
Family expected '"too much' 5% 7% 47 5% 117 207
Fanily "usually" or "always"
fair In dealings with subiect 665 65% 7% 427 527 587
Family was "too easy' with subj. + 5% 5% o 1% 15% A
Family was “'very interested” ir
subject's activities 627 62% 80% u6% 63% 60%
Fanily "seldom" or 'never’” paid
~ttention to subject's wishes in
de isions concerning hin 5% 147 8% 8% 21% 157
Family "didn't care" whether subject
dropped out of school 6% 7% 27 137 13% H
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Mean degrees of agreement with various statements of attitude, like the
qualitative distributiczs of attitudes reported in Table 110, often showed a
general consistency with good-poor adjustments to the world of work. Comparisons
based on combinea extreme categories (1" and 2" compared with 5" and "6")
indicated significant attitudinal differences associated with adjustments to the
world of work (see Tcble 111), C:mpared to subjects vho had made good adjustments,
subjects who had mad:: poor adjust: :nts agreed more, on the averasge, with the
statements that ‘fost work is du.. and borine" and Your teachers had it in for

i

vou and gave you a havrd tima, Subiects with poor . ijustments agreed less, on

the average, with tho statcients "Your chance. of living a haopy liome life are

" and "You

good,"” "So far in your life you feel that you nhave been very lucky,
have a lot of confid ace in yourself."

Ten attitude questions were include. in the interview schedule, and irn
each case the subject maki-.3 a be :er adjustment to work gave, on the «verage,
a nore ""sociolized” raspor.:e than !id the poorly adiusted proup., Tor iive of tha
ten questions the diffzrer:2s we - significant at the ,05 level ¢ ! con®idence or
greater., For two other questic ., thie confidence level was betwecn .95 and

~10. These findings suppo.® pruv'ous research that Optirmisn, Self Confidence,

and Unscciolozed Attitudas are = ated to work adjustment.l

1See The Social Research Croup of The George Washingtc -~ University
(Regis H, Walther, Principal Investipator) "A Study of the Effectiveness of
Selected Out-of-8chool lleighborhood Youth Corps Proorams--The Heasurement of
Work-Relevaznt Attitudes” {(1969}).

Q 194

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



17

TABLE 111

SIGNIFICANT ATTITUDINAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
COMBINED CATEGORIES? OF EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT

b __Ad{ustment  CONFIDENCES
Attitude Statement Good Poor LEVEL
Nall2 N=ao2

It is better to live for today and let
tomorrow take care of itself 2.47 2.24 us

MNost work is dull ard boring 2.71 2.39 .05

You feel that your chances of having
a happy home life in the future are

good 1.58 1.95 .01
You feel that so far in your life you

have been very lucky 1.85 2.24 .01
When people ''bug” you, they should be

told off even if it means trouble 2.70 2.50 NS
You would say that you have a lot of

confidence in yourself 1.2% 1.50 .05
Most of your teachkers had it in for

you and gave you a hard tine 3.12 2.82 .05
Ylost people cannot be trusted 2.3% 2.17 NS

If you try hard enouch, you have a
chance of succzeding in whatever you
vant to dn 177 1.62 )

You feel that you are as capable and
as smart as most other people 1.61 1.80 .10

35Gc0d” 1s made up of enployment adjustment categories 1" and "2",

and 'Poor" {s made up of categoriis "5" aad “3",

b”ean degree of agreement based on 3 five-point s ale runnine frea
‘strongly agree" (1) to "strongly disagree" (5).

“Iwo-tatled tosts of significance. 'N3' Indicates that, in the
1udgment of the author, differences are "not significant"” and should be

]E T(:ttributed to chance.
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Summary

Cn the basis of their activities since leaving school, interviewed
subjects were sorted into six ranked categeries of employment adjustment. About
half %ad achieved 'sood' adjustnents, and about half, 'poor.”  Subjects
with "good" adjustmenis might, nevertheless, benefit from employability help;
but their needs for such help were far less urgent than those of subjects with
"poor" adjustments who, more than two years after leaving school, were still not
making it in the world of work.

"poor" adjustment categories

The characteristics of subjects in the
indicated that their employability needs were not only more but different.
Subjects in the two poorest adjustment categories, for example, differed significantly
in their optimism, self-ccnfidence, perception of preparational deficiencies, and
attitudes towards schooling. The productive participation of Such subjects in
Manpower Programs thus implied a need for differential strategies of involvement.

This and other issues will be discussed in the next chapter on Improving the

Reach of the Manpower Programs.
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Improving the Reach of TFederal Manpower Programs

The foregoinp chapters have reported study results describing the
characterictics of Negro male dropoute in Baltimore and 3t. Louis, including
those characteristics that indicated needs for employability help and those
characteristics that indicated barriers to participation in Federal Manpower
Programs that might vprovide such help. This chapter revieuvs these results in
the light of their implications for possible improvements in program operations.
Extent of Need

Various irdicators of emnluvability nreds showed cxtensive need for
employability assistance two and ope-half years on the average after study sub-
jects had dropped out of school. At the time of interview, vhen the average
age was 20.3 years, 27 percert of the subjects in the civilian labor force were
unemwployed and looking for work., This statistic, hovever, doas not reflect che
full extent of the need since a large proportiorn of the subjects were outside
the labor market. Considering only interviewed subiects and eliminating sub-
jects who were in school, trainine programs, cr military service, we found that
45 percent reported current activities that f-dicated adjustment prodlems (em-
ployed part-time, unenployed and eitlier ceekine or uot seeking work, iailed),
while 55 percent reported fuli-tirme emplovment. Even the schjects reporting
full-time employment could not b2z considered fully acjvsted to the world of
work. About 12 percent of these subjects vere earnine $§1.60 per hour or less;
27 pmercent had been In their current jobs 10 weeks or less: and 71 oercent had
occupational poals unrelated to their current jobs. About one-fourth of these
subjects rated their chances of achievine their cccunational roal; as not so
no0d" or "ualikely," vhile only abou® one-third thouaht that they had a "very
pood” chance of acl.ievine thcir goals.
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In summary, at an average ape of a little more than 20 years, a large
proportion of the sample of Nearo male school dropouts was having difffculry
adjusting to the worid of work. Depending upon the adjustment criterion used,
the extent of occupaticnal maladjustment ranped from 29 to 84 percent (see
Tavie 112). Tue unemployed subjects were in the most urgent need of employ-~
ability help. At the sime time, many of the subjects with full-time enmployment
might profit from opportunities to upprade vocational skills, includirg ths
behavioral skills involved in finding and keepins jobs since only 29 perecent
of them were in jobs related to their 10-vear occupatiunal goals.

TABLE 112

PROPORTION OF INTLRVIEWED SAMPLFE “ANING A POOR OCCUPATIONAL ADJUSTMENT
USING VARIOUS ADJUSTMENT CRITERIA

Category Baltimore and St. Louis
Percent

Unemployed labor force participan’s 292

Mot employed full-time? 47

Not cumployed full-time or not in a
job relevant to id-yesr poald 84

8Subjects in school. training, or military service
rrere excluded.

Elintbility for Federal lannover Programs

Hanpower programs, such as the Jou Corps and the MNefpghhorhood Youth

Corps, require that the participants qualify under poverty guidelires. The
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evidence from this research indicates that a larse proportion of Negro male
school dropouts in St. Louis and Baltimore quaiified under these crit.ria.
Family background data showed that 7y percent of the principal adults in the
families of study subjects had not completed high school; tnat 28 percent were
either blue collar wworkers or without occupational status; and that the median
family income in the year preccding drovout was $4,0%9, with an averace family
size of 6.0 pargsons. One-fifth of the study subjects were from families that
had received welfare assistance "all” or "most’ of the time while they were
growing up; and 30 percent vere in ''mother only" families at the time of dropout.
Cempared to the familly backgrounds of Out-of=-School NYC enrollees.l these data
indicated that poverty vas almost as srevalent arony the Negro male droncut
subjects as it was among young people wito Mad gualified 7ev YC enrollmert.
Comparison of subjects in the present study vho had never enrolled in Manpower
Progcans with subjects who had ever earovlled also indicated little difference

i:. this respect.z

lSee Social Zesearch Group of The Ceorge Washingten Universitv (Regis
H. Walther, Priucipal Investigator), "A Retrospective Study of the Effectiveacss
of Four Urbsn Qut-of-School MYC Programs, Phase II." In 2 composite study groun
of 383 enrollees in Cincinnati, Durligm, TCast St. Loutis, aand St. Loutls, 24 percent
1cported welfare assistance "all' or "most" of the time, 29 nercent yere in
"rother only’ families, and 95 percent were in fanfilies with blue collar bread-
vinners or in fanilles in which the orincipal adult had no occunational status
(pp. 10, 12, and 21, respectively).

2See above study, p. 37. Tuenty perient of those who have never enrcll:n
and 16 percent of those who have ever anrolled, reported annual family incomes
in the year before dcopout of $5,000 or mere.

O
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As barriers to participaticn in MMannower Proprams, poverty enrollment
criteria would thus appear to exclude only a small proportion of the sample.
“hile most study subjects were poor enough to have qualified for enrcllment in
programs with poverty selection criteria, it should be noted that employability
ueads did not seem to be closely related to econcmic status. Thus, subjects vwho
did not meet the poverty standards appcared to have as jreat a need for enhanced
employability as these who did.

Reach of Manpower irograms

Unavwareness of the WYC and of YDTA trainine programs could sufficiently
account for the lion's share of nonparticipation in these prozranms by subjects
with sallent employability nceds., Thrce-7ourths of the sabjects in the pocrest
adjustment category and two-thirds of the sul jects in the next two voorest
catepories, had never heard of tiese !lanpower I'tograms. Less than “re in twerty
of the subjects n these '"poor' adjus*meat categories impressed thelr interviswers
as knowing "quite a bit" about the iYC, and less than one in ten, as knowiny
"quite 1 bit" about MDTA. At least 90 percent of these subjects thus lacked
the information that might enable thea to participate in these programs.

The Job Coras was much better known thzn elther tue (IYC ar *MTA proprai.s--—
alncst every subjoct had heard of it, and about one-third ¢f them knew “'quite a
bit" about the prosram. ilore than two-fifths cf the subjects, hovever; srecified
pcogram drawbacks in the reasons they pave why a person might net want to be in
the Job Corps. <With the Job Corpz, therefore, the character of information and--
to tte extent that this nformation was accur.te, the character of the program--

seemtd to be barr{ers tc participatisn,
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Being away from home was given as a reason for not wanting to be in the
Job Corps almost twice as often as it was glven as a reason for wanting to be in
ti.e Corps. The net efiect of this program feature thus may have been a restric~
tionvf the program's reach. The major implications for program operations of
such offset impressicns of program features, however, would seem to involve the
recognition not only of differential employability nceds but also of diffcrential
characteristics that importantly medify reacticns to the program.

While the impressions of the various nrograms indicated that some
misinformation was present, the idea of these programs as training ooportunities
came through quitc vlearly in the positive impressions. In the nepgative impressions,
on the other hand, the vocational experiences of these training programs often
seemed to have been considered as a job. These results could be interoreted as
implying a need to fortify the training images of programs or as ilmplying a
need to assozlate the programs more closely with desirable jobs.

The extensive employability needs, summarized in au earlier section,
reflacted for the most part the adjustments of dropout youths who had never en-
rolled in the out-of-school fanpower Programs. The criginal design of the study
called for the exclusion of youths with Manpower Program exparience, but nractical
difficulties resulted in the inclusion of some young men who had entolled in
these programs. The cmployability needs of these young men--gbout 16 percent
of all interviewed subjects--were substantiaily similar to those of subjects who
had never enrovlled in anpower Programs. Although these results should not be

considered as indications of the effectivenessg of these programs, they were of
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interest as indications that enrollment is only the bepinning of effective
reach,

In addition to tie finding that about the same nroportions of "ever
enrolled”’ and '"mever enrolled” subjects were in poor adjustment <ategories, it
was of interest that 62 psrcent of the subjects who had cver enrolled in the
Job Corps reported that the training and expzrience they got “hroush the Job
Corps had not helped them get a job. The slight reflections o’ Manpower Prorram
experjence in the study showed short and single enrollments. <‘hese results,
together with study results indicating the extent of need, tenl to support
findings from earlier rescarch that effective employabili*y help may require
nultiple enrollments.1 The characteristics of persons with employability needs,
discussed in the next section, should be taken into account not only in the
determination of employability objectives tut in the design of program strateples
te achieve these objectives.

The Nature of Heed

Tiie extent of need for employability assistance has bLeen wecll docurentad
in a previous section. The nature of this need will nos be explored through a

ceries of propositions.

lSee, for exanple, Social Research Group of The feorge Vashington
Univers{ity (Repis H. Welther, Principal Invest!zator), ''a Study of the Effecc~
tiveness of Selec:ed Out~of-School Neishborhood Youth Corns Proprams: Implications
for Program Operations and Research,” (1969), pp.32-34.
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‘Tha Nead for Employability Assistance is not Restricted to Unemployed Youths

lLooking for Work.

thile, for some purposes, it is desirable to restrict the idea of
unemployment to those persons who are not working but looking for work, for
other purposes it is useful to consider a wider range of uiemployed activities.
The employability needs of dropout youths, for example, are cnly partially
reflected in the activitias that conventionally comprise the labor force. Youths
who are outside the civilian lahor force-~youths not working nor looking for work,
in 411, 1in schools cr training programs, oc in military service--have more or
less urgent enmployzbility needs that may bring them within the purview of Manpower
programs. In particular, youths wlio are not doinn anything--not working, not
Lyoking for work, not in schocl or training, and not in service--would secm to be
in need of help tnat would get them into tiie mainstream of productive activity.
A1 early studyl of the amploymerit of high school graduates and dropouts drew
atieation to the fairly large percentage of youths~-particularly dropout youths--
W10 were not working and not looking for wevk., In the present study, five vercent
of the interviewed subjects were in this activity catepory. Thesc subjects have
heen considered ~o have employability needs as urgent--though rot necessarily of

the same Lind--as subjects tho were unemployed and looking for work.

1Jacob Schiffman, "Employment of lllsh School Graduates and Dropouts in
i961," Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 85, ilo. 5 (“ay, 1962), »ny. 502-502. Sch.ffman
found that 8.8 percent of the 1959 dropouts were not in the labor force or in school
in Octobez, 1961, and somewhat higher percentages of '60 and 'Gl dropouts were in
this classificatiom.
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Unemployment did not Result Primarily from Jack of Job Opportunities.

Unemployment, a nrimary indicator of neerd for enhanced employahitity,
wvas apparently the result of poor emoloyment adjustments rather than of the
lac: of job opportunities. Subjects {in the study on the averape had held
almcst three jobs since dropping out of school, and tweive percent of the sublects
hed held six jobs or more. Llack of jobs, therefore, did not seem to be a major
problem for these young men. While 11 nercent of the subjects reported no jobs
since dropping out, their non-employment was associated primarily with activities
outside the civilian labor force. Only four subjects had been unsuccessfully leookiue
for work throughout the period, and ali of these imnressed their interviewers
as being mentally retarced. In view of the circumstances associated with job-
lessness, 4s well as the number of jobs reported, it thus can be ccncluded that
in Baltimore and St. Louls during the period covered by the study, the subjects
in the stuc'y were able *o find jobs.

Un the average, it was estimated that subjects were unemployed and
lookirg for work abtout 1.6 montks per job. This estimate was based on the
estimated time in this activity between dropout and the date o¢ interview, and
the averaje number of jobs reported for this period.

2ob Turnover Resulced Primarily from .on-Tconomic Cauges.

Two primary ecovomic causes of job turnover are unacceptably low
wages and elimination of jobs by the employer for cconomic reasons. Neither of
these factors appeared to he an important cause of job turnovsr in the oresent

study.
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Cormparisons of highest hourly rates of pay in the current or most
recent job and minimum acceptable hourly rates of nay indicated that subjects were
able to find jobs that wet their standards of pay (see Table 113). In each
adjustment category, the averafe hourly rate of pay actually earned by the subjeccs
exceeded tite average nminimum acceptable hourly rate, 1t thus can be concluded
that the employment problems of study subjects were not reflect{ve primarily of
job scarcity or of what available jobs paid.

TABLE 113

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE PAY Ol "10ST RECENT JOB UTITH
AVERAGE LCUESY .CCEPTABLE PAY BY RANKED ADJUSTMENT CATEGORTES

Pay Most Recant Job Leweat Acceptable Pay
Panked Categories N=247 N=302
Category 12 §2.34 $2. 10
2 $§2.32 $2.14
3 $2.1¢ $2.07
4 52,15 $2,00
5 §2.13 $2.05
6 $2.0% $1.37
Total Group $2.19 $2.04
%see rp. 165-147 for definitions of catcgorizs.
4 {"
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About half of the study subjects who no lenger had their most recent
job reported that they had quit because of dissatisfaction with the job or for
personal recasons, and 13 percent reported that they had been fired. While 18
percent of these subjects reported that the job rial ended, most of the job
losses reflected maladjustments to the job rather than imnermanent employnent
as such. The major caus? of job turnover thus seemed to lie in lack of fit--
either the subjest did not fit the job, or vice vecsa.

There was a Wide Discrepancy Between Occupational Guals and Current Job.

Another aspect of occupational maladjustnent was sugzested by dis-
crepancies between subjects' occupational experience and goals (gzee Table 114).
Almost 40 percent of the subjeckts wanted to be in high-level jods--in executive
or managerial positions, {n business for theuselves, or in professional work~-
in 10 ycars; but none of them reported any expericuce in these fields and most
wvere far down the occupational iadder from these goals. Part of the apparent
discrepancy hetween goals and experience minht reflect the Immaturity and in-
experience of many of tha subjects and this might have been recognized by tha

27 percent who reported that their chances ¢f achievement were '.:ot s0 sood” or

"unlikely. ' Uhlle these data are not inconsistent with motivations to achieve
occupational improvement, thay also cuggest a large amount of frustration with

nccupational cxperience.
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TABLE 114

COMPARISOd OF 10-YEAR OCCUPATIONAL GOAL WITH MOST RECENT JOB ;
i

Occunational Category Mosr Recent Job 10-Year Gial

|
Fercent Pcorcent

Entreprencur, Professional,

and Semi~Professional .- 332
Executive, Managers and

Supervisors - 6
Clerical and Sales 10 12
Sub-Professional and

Technicians 4 2
Crafts, Trades 12 30
Machine Operators 10 5
Factory Work and Semi- ‘
Skilled 17 3
Food Preparation and

Service 9 | G
Othier and Unskilled 39 2 .
Unspecified -~ 6 |
Total 101% 100%

Need did not De:rease with Age in the JAne Raunses Included in this S udy.

It is generally accepted that the incidence of unemploymeﬂt. and the
correspording employability needs for vocational skills snd placeme it help, tend
to decrease with age. One recent study has suggester that the age Ff 20 may be

cricical, with hisk youth unemploy..nt rates occurring in the teena'e years and
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unemployment approaching national averages after the agz of 20.l While the
present study was not designed to * .,estigate unemployment trends related to
age, ctudy results chrow some light on this subject.

The activities of interviewed subjects at three points in time--
approxivately 12 months, 24 months, and 33 months after leaving school--shared
no decrease in the proportions of unemnployment. At the final peint in time, the
time of interview, subjects averaged slightly more than 10 years of age. T'.c.e
resuits, therefore, did not indicate reductions in unemployment assoc - ith
age through an average age of 20,

Comparisons between subjects born in 1948 or before (and therefore at
least 20.5 years oid at time of interview) and younger subjects, showed that
tiie older subjects reported significaitly nore full~time employmen: as of 1/1/68,
as well as sipnificantly more employment as of the date of interview (see Table
115). While the over-20 subjects thus were more likely than the und2x-20 to be
employed at the time of interview, the older subjects were also more likely to
have been cunloyed shortly after having left school when they were 18 years old,
or younger. The batter cmployuent adjustments of the older subjects thus would
be more ajequately explained by the assumptfon that €actors influencinn age of

sciiool dropout also influences cmplovability.

lSee_ ‘lanpower Adminfstrotion of the U.S. Denartmant of Labar, Carear
Thyesholds, Vol. 1, (Manpower Rese:vch fonogrash No. 16), o. 74.
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The study results reviewed sbove did not provide adequate tests of
the idea that the incidence of unemwployment is shargly reduced after th: ape
of 20. At the same tilme, they did not sunport expectationt based on this idea.
On the contrary, study results indicated that employabilit, needs were versistent
and were not markedly reduced by the passage of time reflected in the study. 1In
a previous study, sone reduction in unemployment rate was found betweern the ages
of 21 and 22.5, but the rate at age 22.5 for school dropoits meeting poverty
gulde lines was even higher than what has bLeen reported 1ia this studv.l
TABLE 115
COMPARISON OF I'ULL--TIME EMPLOYMENT AS OF 1/1/68 A'ID DATE OF DINTERVILY

BY PATE OF BIRTH, ALL L{TERVIEUED SUBJECTS NOT ILi{ SCHOOL,
TRAINING PROGRA'(S, OR MILITARY SERVICE

As of 1/1/68 As of date of Interview

Year of Birth ___Yrar cf 31 o
1948 or 1949 ov 19438 or %9 ¢
earlier later earlier later
Full-time Employment W=37 1i=205 N=47 N=242
Employed €ull-time 73% 54% §81% 437%
Not employed full-time 27% 467 164 51%
Total 1007 1737 1007 1007,

lSee Social Research Group of The George ashington University (Regis
II. Walther, Principal Investigator), "A netrospective Study ot the Effcctiveness
of Four Urban Out-of-School Programs Phase II (1969), p. 37,
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Lack of Education or Training Reported us Principal Barrier to QOccuvational

Goal Achievement.

When asked, '"What mipht hold you back from achieving your accunational
goal?" approximately one-half of the subjscts said that rothing was holding
tnem back. This response might indicate either low occunational poals, the
absence of career planning, or an unwillingness to discuss the queetion candidly
with the interviewver. Among those who did report a deterrent however, about
76 percent said that lack of education or training was holding them back and
only two percent reported that discrimination was a factor. 1he sianificance
of these results was difficult to interprer. The unrillinencss of the respondents
to assign to socliety the responsibility for their lirited occupational prospects
is contrary to what 18 gennrally expected. It would be interesting to explore
this issue further to determine whether this was a true reflection of their

feelings or whether it was a '

‘socially approved" response given to the inter-
viewerc.

Program Implicztions

Study reaults sugpested that the employability assistaice needed by
Negro nale school dropouts in the center cities of large metrorolitan areas
were general, not limited to those qualifying under the vovarty guide lines,
and continued vast the age of 20.

The first priority of Manpower Proprams, to make the target populaticns
aware of what i3 available war met by the Jub Corps but not by the Jut~of-School

NYC or lDTA prosrams. The apparent success of the widesoread use of media
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announcenents by the Job Corps suggests that this means of reaching youth in
need cf the services of Manpower Programs might increise the awareness of other
programs. Improvement in counseling by schools, State Employment Services, and
Youth Opportunity Centere also is needed if this client population is to be
reaclhied. The usual channels of information--friends and family--clearly cannot
be relied on to produce awareness of Manpower Programs.

Advertiserients and other means of disseminating information concerning
‘fanpower Programs, however, are only the first steps in achieving effective
employability assistance. The services provided by the programs must be relevant
to the needs of these youth. Such needs are varied, hard to identify, and hard
to meet, but they nust be recognized if program operations ave to be effective.

Employablility help involves, on the one hand, considaration of the
perceptions of youths with employability nroblems; and, on the other hand, the
effective remediation of erployability handicaps, The fact that woat of the
data produced by this study involve! the percaptions of dropout youths uust be
taken into account. but proprams must dsliver in texns of basic emrJovability
enhancement. The motivation for {nstant employadflity must, somehow, be stretched
and buttressed to nowzr the acquisition of skills essential to produ-tive par-
ticipation in the world of work. Expansio~ of b opportunities or the developaent
of gspecific job skills do not appear to be encugh. The job should anpear to the
youth to offer a carezr opportuiity and at the seme time thz youth must develon

skills directly focussed cn job objectives as well as other skills such es
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managem:nt of self that make it possible for an Individual to function effectively
in his job.l

Fine has suggested that human performance is a complex of three
sequential skills* Adantahility, Functinnal, and Specific Content skills.
Adaptability skills appear to be a precondition of acquirine Functional skills
and both Adaptability and Functicnal gkills appear to be a precondition for
acquizing Specific Content skills., These skills are defined as follows:

Adaptive skills refer to those ccmpetencies that enahle an individual
to accept and adjust to the physical, interpersonal, and organizational arrangements
and conditions in which a job exists. Included are purctuality, pgrooming,
acceptance of supervision, care of property, getting aleng with others, and
impulse control. These skills are normally acquired {n the early developmental
years, primarily in the family situation and amonz one'a peers, and reinforced
in the grchool situation.

Functional skills refer to those competencies that enable individuals
to relste to Things, Da%a, and People in some combination according to their
personal preferences and to sone degree of complexity dopropriate to their
abilities. They include skills }ike tending or operaiinp machines; comparing,

corpiling, ox analyzinp data; and exchanging information, consulting and supervising

1The di{scussion here borrows very heavily on Sidney A. Fine, ".lature of
Skill: 1Implications for Educa:ion and Training." Proceedings, 75th Annual
Convention, American Psycnologi~al Association, 1967,
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pecple. These skills are nor..ally acquired in educational, training, and avo-
cational pursuits and reinforced in specific job situations.

Specific Content skills reier to those compe:encies that enable an
individual to perform a specific jJob according to the specifications of aa
employer and according to the standards required to satisfy the market. These
skills arc no mally acquired either in an advanced technical trainiryg school or
institute, extensive on~the-job exnerience, or on a specific Job. They are as
numerous as spacific nroducts, services, and emolovers who establish the standards
and conditions under which those products and servicesa are produced.

The concentration in classroom training programs has been on Fincticn=zl
skills: and in on-the-job training programs, on S»acific Content gkills, ienoring
for the most part Ardantive slills. Numerous goverament training nrograms
designed to train the disadvantaged somehow have not achieved their objectives
of on-the-job Bucress for the trainees, although the trairnees appeared tn acquire
Tunctional skills during their training, What probably happenad yas that they
lacked "management of self” skill', which continuously blocked their acquisition
of oun-the~job skills that would enable them to use their functionai potential
to the best advantage. The pcoblems that have developed have to do with the
worker's punctuality, regularity of attendance, dealing with authority, and
interpersonal situatinns, even when the traineas were able to perform the tasks

under the relatively idealized clrcumstances of the training situation.
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Perhaps the primary problem ia training the cisadvantaged youth
effectively is teaching them Adaptive gkills appropriate to productive work
in our economy after they have reached the age of 15 or more. A particularly
difficult aspect of this problem is that people who have grown up iu dis-
advantaged, racist, or ghetto environments have frequently develoned Adaptive
skills which may be suitable ia the ghetto enviroament (for example, keeping
continually on the move), but which are essentially nonadaptive in normal work
situations. Th2se are hard tu change because they become embedded in the life
style of the individual.

The development cf idaptive skills in out-of-school youth can probably
be achieved better on the job than through a classroom approach and it is likely
to be a slow, difficul® process in which the youth needs to learn from his
mistakes and to be rewarded for his successes. Training and enployment
opportunities need to bhe kept available, but it ghould be recognized that the
youth may not be able to take advan*=ge of these opportunities at any pvartfcular
time, but may need to make some mistakes befecre he 1s motivated to zpply himself.
Training opportunities of the type proviied by 'MDTA programs are useful, but can,
by themselves, solve the problems of only a small nroportion of the youth. Pro-
asrams like JOBS snd PSC which follow the nolicy of "hire firat, train later' can
be useful strategies for yoath with Adaptive skills above some minimal level, but
cannot be exvwected to meet the needs of youth with Adaptive skills falling below

that level. Tha Job Cotps 2an be expected to helo certauin types of the youth
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outside the community and the WYC can help other cypes of youth inside the
community to improve their Adan:cive skills, hut then further assistance at
the Functional skill levels cau perkaps be provided by MDTA, JOBS, and PSC
prograns.

The importaat point is that the process of enhaucing the empléyability
of these youth can be expectad to be slow and complex. Coatact i¢h such a
youth gshould be estahtlished at the time he d-ops out of school, or, if possible,
at an earliec time when it becomes clear that he 13 a potentiai Grovout. The
training and employment opportunities available shculd be made known to him at
that time and he should be counseled in-the develosmert of career plans. Then
contact should be maintained with him until he achieves satisfactory employment.
Failure in one program should not exclude him from another. Opportunities should
be kept open to him, lie should be made aware of thnse opoortunities and encouraged
te use them.

Seriously disadvantaged youth often ueed a number of chances--if a
single opportunity weve enough, most of them could succeed without special
assistance. Our earlier studies also have suggested that the best resulte are
achieved whea reasonable standards are maintained and that excess.ve lenfency
or extassive strictness tends to reduce the value of training or work experience.
Hanpower Programs should hielp the youth test reality and temporarily terminate
hits when he fails to mee! reasonable performance standards. He should, however,
be encouraged to return when he makes a decision to meet the standards of the

pragram. Such an approach over a period of time can help him develop his Adaptive
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skills,

While the development of Adaptive and Functional skills anpears to be
a crucial element in an effective manpower program, the nature of tie job oppor-
tunity structure cannot be ignored. It is clear from our study that there is
widespread dissatisfaction with the quality of available jobs. Efforts to expand
the range of jobs, wirich can be realistically considered hy HNegro male school
dropouts, can he expected to pay blg dividends, zs can programs for upgradiuﬁ the
skills of the already employed and the elimination of dead-end jobs throucgh

redesigning of jobs.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

A STUDY OF PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL WORK-TRAINING PROGRAMS

Social Research Group
The Georgc Washington University SRG/40

I.D. #4_ 0

I'm an interviewer for The George Washington University in
Washington, D.C. We are doing a study in several cities of young men
and their emplovment problems. For this study, we have been interview-
ing many men with a lot of ¢ifferent kindz of experience. We hope you

will help us by telling us what you think. OQur conversation will be

xept confidential, of course.

(TIMF, INTERVIEW BEGAN ! a.m.

P __p.m)
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Before we pegin, would you tell me . . .

wWhere were you born?

SRG/40

page 1

(city)

When were you born? ___ / / /

mo da yr

How many years have you lived in this city?

(IF LESS THAN ONE YEAR) Yow many months?

(state)

In how many different housts, apartments ov rooming houses in this city

have you lived?
“(number)

Now let's talk a little about your school experience.

Thinking back

to September, 1966 . . . After September, 1566, did you ever guit school
before graduating from high school? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes

2 No
What date did you leave school? / /

mo  yr

What was the last grade you had completed when you left school?
(grade)
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SRG/40 page 2

(HAND CARD 1) ‘
People have different reasons for leaving school. Please look at this
list and tell me if any oI these were your reasons for leuving school.
(READ CONTENTS OF CARD ALOUD. CIRCLE ALL T'AT AFPLY. PR)IBE FUR ALL

REASONS.)
A. Some subjects were too difficult
B. Wasn't learning anything in schcol
C. Didn't get along well with teacher: i
D. Didn't get along well with other students |

E. Was suspenided or expelled

F. Parents wanted me to leave; had tu help out myffamily

G. Would rathar work than study ;

H. Loit interest in school ;

I. Gr.duated

J. Wanted te enlist in the wilitary service 5

K. Got mscried and had to support nmy wife

L. Didn't have enough money for clothes and other expenses

'

M. “ _.her reasons (WIAT?)

What was the main reason, of all those you have mentA:ned why you
left schocl? ~(UNDERLIHE ONE MAIN REASO“) !
i
{RETRIEVE CARD 1} :
t
If you were asked to rate how much you liked school, ﬁsing the aumbers
1 to 5, ard choosing 5 meant you liked {t very much aid choosing 1
meant you hated fit, which number from 1 to 5 would yos choose to ‘show

how you felt about school in general? (CIRCLE) f

Liked 1t |

Hated it very wuck
1 2 3 4 5

|
f

Why do you say that? (PROBE: Auything else?)

i
!

]
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When you left school, dii you feel that what you ieamned there had
helped prepare you for a job? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "No," SKIP TO QUESTION 15)

What, specificslly, did you laarn that helped prepare you for a job?

Would you say that you can read better, worse, or about the same as the
average high school graduate? (CIRCLE)

1 Better than averagc
2 Worse than average
3 The same as average

Would you say that you can do math better, worse, or about the same as
the average high school graduate? (CIRCLE)

1 Better than average
2 Worse vhan average
3 The sawe as average

Did y~u return to regular full-time school after the time you left
school? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUSTION 21)

What was the tco%al number of hours of class time? (PROBE FOR EXACT
INTORMATION BASED ON NUMBER OF HOURS PEK DAY, NUMBER OF DAYS PER WEEK,
AND NUMBER OF WEEKS.)

X X =
(Days per week) (No. of weeks)

/ ;

moe V&

‘(8rs. per day) (Total Hours)

What wer: the dates? /l__ /] To
mo yr

What was the highest grade you completcd afier returning?

Did you ever try to finish school in special classes or schools, like
adult education or night school?

1 Yes

2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 23)
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SRG/40 page 4

22, Mow far did you get? Did you earn any spacific credits, finish any
grades “r pass the General Educational Development (GED) test?
(CTRCLE LETTER/S)

A, Credits earned
(nunber)

B. Additional grades finished _ _
(grades)

C. lassed the GED test

D. Any other progess (SPECIFY)

E. No progress

23. While you werr: not attending school full-time, did you take any voca-
tional or training courses like welding or machine shop, or did you
go to business or trade school? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 29)
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What vocational or training courses have yuu had?

SRG/40

page 5

(LIST)

(FOR EACH ONE OF TOTAL NUMBER OF COURSES, FILL IN THE INFORMATION FOR

THE FOUR QUESTIONS BELOW.
TBE BOTTOM OF THE PAGE.)

What kind of work were
you being trained for?

Where did you go for
the training?

What were the dates?

Did you complete the
training? (CIRCLE)

Did you get any kind of
rextificate or license to
shew that you are qualified
to do that kind of work?
(CIRCLE

IF MORE THAN FOUR COURSES WERE TAKEN, USE

Course A Course B Course C Course D
/I _ / / / / /
mo yr mo yr mo  yr mo  yr
TO TO T0 TO
/ / l_ 71 / / /
mo  yr mo  yr me  yr mo  yr
1 Yes 1 Yes 1l Yes 1l Yes
2 Neo 2 No 2 No 2 No
1 Yes 1 Yes 1l Yes 1 Yes
2 No 2 Neo 2 No 2 No
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30.
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SRG/40 page 6

Now let's go back =0 the time when you were growing up . . . During
most of the time before you left school, did you live with both your
fat*er and mother? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO") Please teli me with whom you did live

What kind of work was (FATHER OR PERSON NAMED) doing mzst of that time?

(DESCRIBE)

was (FalTW . .> PERSON NAMED) working at the time you left school. {(CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No

what was the highest grade of schooling that (FATHER OR PERSON NAMED)
completed?

(grade)

(HAND CARD 2} Now we would like to know about your family's income for
the last year before you left school. Would you please look at this
card and tell me which number comes closest to describing the total
family income at that time? (CIRCIE)

Below $1000

From $1000 to $2000
From $2000 to $3000
frem $3000 to $4000
Fror $4000 to $5000
From $5000 to $6000
From $6C00 to $7000
Frowe $7C00 to $80U00
Above $8000

OO~V DN -

{RETR1EVE CARD 2)

At the time before you left school, how many people, counting both
children and adults, were living in your househcld?

(number)

How many of these were working and helping out with family expenses?

(number)

223



For Office SRG/40 page 7
Use Only
DECK 2
14~ 36. Up to the time you left schoocl, did your family ever receive welfare
payments, wnot counting Social Security or unemployment or strike
benefits? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
5 Mo (IF "NG," SKIP TO QUESTION 38)
15-- 37. About how much of the time did they receive welfare--all of the time,
most of the time, some of the time, or only once or twice? (CIRCLE)
1 All of the time
2 Most of the time
3 Sore of the time
4 Culy once or twice
16- 38. Are you wmarried now or were you ever married? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP 10 QUESTION 4&41)
39, Are you living with your wife now or are you separated, divorced or
widowed? (CIRCLE RESPCNSE)
1 Married, living with wife
¢ Separated
3 Divorced
4 Widowed
17,18~ 40.  Or what date were you married? A
mo yr
41, T2 you have any children? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 Nc¢ {IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 43)
19- 42. How many of them are living with you? ____ .
(number)
20- 43, With vhon do you 1!ve now, that is, who are tre adults in your household?
Give me their r2lationship to ;ou, not their names. (CIRCLE)
1 Both parents
2 Father only
3 Hother only
21- 4 Wife only
S Live alone
6 Other (DESCRIBE)
N
224
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47,

48.

49,

50.

READ CATEGORIES ALOUD.
SOURCES OF INCOME.)

Where does the money that you live on now come from?
food, living place, clothes and other expenses come from .
CIRCLE LETTERS OF AL'. THAT APPLY.

A, Earnings of father and/or mother

page 8

B. Welfare pavrents to father and/cr mother

C. Othar income of father and/or mother (DESCRIBE)

L. Earnings of wife

E. Welfare payments ta vourself or wife

F. Other income of wife (DESCRIBE)

G. Your own earnings

Does money for your

. . (HAND CARD 3.

PROBE FOR ALL

d. Your own other income (DESCRIBE}

I. Other (DESCRIBE) _

(RETRIEVE CARD 3)

1 Yes
2 No

1 Enlisted

2 Drafted

1 Yes
2 Yo

When were you in the service? ___

mo

What is your major source of support?

(UNDERLINE ONE CATEGORY ABOVE)

(IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 50)

_

/ To

Have you ever been in any branch of the military service?

Did you enlist or were you drafted:

yr

(IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 51}

What kind of work were you trained to do?

mo  yr

Did you have any vocaticnal tiaining vhile you were in the service?

(DESCRIBE)

(CIRCLE)

22

0

What 1is your draft classification now? __

(CIRCLE)
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51. since leaving school, have you had any part-time or full-time johs? (CIRCLF)
I Yes
2 No (it "NO," SKIF TO QUESTION 74)
39,40- 52. How many jobs have you had?
(number)
41- 53. Would you give us some information abcut the first job you had? what
kind of work did you do? (DESCRIBE)
42— 54, How many hours a week did you work?
OR
(How many hours per day and how many days per week ?)
43,44,
45- 55, What was your hiphest rate of pay? § per hour, or § per weak.
46,47~ 56. What date did you begin that job? / /
mo yr
57. Are you still employed there?
1 Yes (IF "YES,'" SKIP TO QUESTION 60)
2 ho
48,49~ 58, What was the date the job ended? [/
mo yr
50- 53.  (HAND CARD 4) Which of these was the main reason why you left that job?
(READ CATEGORIES ALOUD. CIRCLE ONLY ONE REASON)
1 The job ended
2 Was fired
3 Returned to school or entered a training progrum
4 Entered military service
5 Moved
6 Was jalled
7 Was sick or in the hospital
8 Left for other reasons (WHY?)
(RETRIEVE CARD 4)
226
Q
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65.

66.

67.

68-

SRG/40 page 10

How did you hear zhout this job? (CIRCLE RESPONSE NUMBER)

1 Public Employment Service

2 Private employment agency

3 Friends

4 TFamily and other relatives, family friends

5 School

6 Previous employer

7 Neighborhood Center or Opportunity Center

8 Ads or announcements--newspaper, radio, TV, bus

9 Went to place of employment and asked about a job
10 NYC, MDTA, OIC, Job Corps or some other training program
11 Other (DESCRIBE)

If you were asked to rate how much you liked that job, using the numbers
1 to 5, and choosing 5 meant you liked it very much and choosing 1 meant
you hated it, which number from 1 to 5 would you choose to show how you
feel about that job? (CIRCLE NUMBER)

Liked it
Hated it very much
1 2 3 4 5

Why do you say that?

Did you say you were still working at that same first job? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes (IF "YES,'" SK1P TQ QUESTIOR 74)
2 No

llow would you tell us about the job you have now or the last job you
had? What kind of work did you de? (DESCRIBr)

How many hours a waek did you work?

OR
(How wany hours per day __ and how many days per week k)
What was your highnst rate of pay? §_ per houxr, or $___ per week.
Wiat date did you begin that job? / /

mo  yr
Are you still emploved there?
1 Yes (IF "YES," SKIP TO QUESTION 71)

¢ No

27



For Office

Use Only

62~

63~

64~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

69.

70.

71.

72,

73,
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What was the date your job endcd? / /
mo yr

If you no longer have this job, which of these was the main reason why
you left it? (HAND CARD 4. READ CATEGORIES ALOUD. CIRCLE ONLY ONE
REASON)

The job ended

Was fired

Returned to school or entered a training program
Entered military service

Moved

Was jailed

Was sick or in the hospital

Left for other reasons (WHY?)

O~ W -

(RETRIEVE CARD 4)

How did you hear about this job? (CIRCLE NUMBER)

1 Public Employment Service

2 Private employment agency

3 Friends

4 Family and other relatives, family friends

5 School

6 Previous employer

7 Neighborhood Center or Opportunity Center

8 Ads or announcements--newspaper, radio, TV, bus

9 Went to place of employment and asked about a job
10 NYC, MDTA, OIC, Job Corps or s~me other training program
11 Other {DESCRIBE)

1f you were asked t» rate how much you like that job, using the numbers
1 to 5, and chcosing 5 meant you liked it very much and choosing 1 meant
you hated {t, which number from 1 to 5 would you choose to show how you
feel about the job? (CIRCLE NUMBER)

Liked {t
Hated {t very much
1 2 3 4 5

Why do you say that?
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74, (RAND CARD 5 People have many different ways of looking for jobs. When
you are looking for a job, which of the ways on that list have you used?
Have you: (READ CATEGURIES ALOUD. PROBE FOR ALL METHODS. CIRCLE LETTERS
OF ALL THOSE MENTIONED.)
65A- A. Asked your friends about jobs they might know about.
66B- B. Asked your family, other relatives or family friends abouf
jobs they mighit know about.
67C~- C. Checked local newspaper ads.
68D~ D. Checked out-of-town newspapzr ads.
69E~ E. Private employment agencies
70F-~ F. Checked at State Empluyment Service or Youth Opportunity Center.
71G- G. Applied directly at local compuny hiring gate or personnel office
where you heard they were hiring.
12H- H. Went to local hiring gate or personnel office of companies to sae
if they were hiring.
731~ I. Applied at companies cntside the city.
743~ J. Other ways of looking for jobs (DESCRIBE)
(RETRIEVE CARD 5)
75,76,
17~ 75. When you're looking for a new job, do you have some hourly wage or
weekly salary that you won't go below--that is, what is the lowest
wage per hour that ycu would accept? § per hour.
DECK 3
1-6-
229
Q
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SRG/40 _page 13

76. (HAND CARD &) Now, I'd like to know about your activities, that is,
work, school, €¢.c. since a year ago January. Please use the list on
this card and tel) me what you were doing the first and second halves
of each month, Let's start with January, 19u8--what were you doing
then? (READ THE CATEGORIES ALOUD. PROBE TO DETERMINE FOR EACH HALF-
MONTH PERIOD EXACILY WHAT RESPONDENT'S STATUS WAS. WRITE NUMBER OF
ACTIVITY LISTED BELCW IN APPROPRIATE HALF-MONTH SPACE. THE MAIN
ACTIVITY FOR EACH HALF-MONTH SHOULD BE USED. IF TWO ACIIVITIES TOOK
EQUAL TIME, WRITE IN BOTH NUMBERS.) EXAMPLE:

1 11 2/8 | 2/8

1 Enployed full-time

2 Enployed part-time

3 Had job but not working due to illness, slack time, strike, etc.
4 Notemployed, but looking for work

5 Not empleyed, but not looking for work

6 In the military service full-time

7 1In jail

8 1In school part-time

9 1In school full-time
10 Sick or disabled

11 In a menpower training program: On-the-Job training, NYC,

(EP, New Careers, MDTA, OIC, or sny other

12 Gther (DESCRIBE)

1968: -

Jan Febh Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept
1969:
Oct Nov dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June
' ] |
ILIE i T
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77.  And right now, you are doing what? (CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY)
374~ A. Employed full-time 0
388~ B. Employed part-time
1
39¢C- C. Have job but not working due to illness, :lack time, strike, etc.
40D- D. Not enmployed, but locking for work
41E- E. Not employed, but not looking for work !
42F- F. In the nilitary service fuli-time !
i
43G- G. In jail :
4
441~ H. 1In school part-time ;
+
451~ 1. In school full-time .
j
46J- J. Sick or disabled ]
A
|
47K~ k. In a manpower training program: On-thefJob training, NYC,
CEP, New Careers, MOTA, OIi, or any othqr
48L~ L. Other (DESCRIBE) ‘!_
49- (RETRIEVE CARD 6) !
1
50- 78. How av you usually gel around the city, that Ls, do you welk, drive,
take the bus or what? (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ONLY)
1 walk g
2 Public transportaticn (bus, cab, subway, streetcar, trolley, etc.)
3 Own transportation {own car, scooter, mo:orcycle, etc.)
4 Other private trznsportation {friend's car, motorcycle, etc.)
51,52
53,54~ 79, Last month, what was the longest distance in mi]=s {one-way) that
you traveled from honme?. i
(miles) )
55- 80. About how often do you travel this far from home? {CIRCLE)
1 Every day
2 About once a week ;
3 A couple cf times a month i
4 About once a month ;
5 Several times a year, or less g
!
n
ERIC <31
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SRG/40 "~ page 15

We are interested in finding out how many people have ever heard of
some of the programs that the government has s2t up to help people.
(HAND CARD 7) Mere is a list of some of those prograns and I'd like
you to tell me which ones you have heerd of.

Have you ever heard of the State Employmenc Service? (CiRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "“NO," SKIF TO QUESTION 92)

If you wanted to register there, would you kncw where to go? {CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 Ro

Csn you tell me a little about what it does and who it's for?

X ok k k k k k k k Kk k kK kF k k k A k x k ok k Xk k Xk kX k x kA k k Kk k &
(ON BASIS OF RESPONDZNT'S REPLY, FORM JUDGMENT OF WHETHER HE UNDER-
STANDS WHICH AGENCY IS IN QUESTION. INIERVIEWER'S IMPRESSION OF
RESPONMENT 'S UNDERSTANDING OF AGENCY. CIRCLE)

Knows quite a bit alout it

1
2 Knows only a little about it

3 Confused, unclear or no knowledge
X k k k kK ok k k k ko k kK k kK k k Ak kA% k& kK k kk kK k k k F ok k k %

Have you ever registered at the State Emplo nent Service? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTIOK 89)

(HAND CARD 8) After you registered, did the Employment Service: (KEAD
ALL CATEGORIES ALCUD SLOWLY. CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

A. . :fer you to an employer foi1 a job
B. Give you any kind of test

C. CGive you any kind of counseling

D. Help prepare you fir a job interview

E. Refer you to any traininz program (DESCRIBE) __

F. Otter (DES(RIBE)

C. Nothing happened

(RETRIEVE UCARD 8)

o
(o)
Do
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93.

SRG/40 ~page 16

Did you ever get a job through the State Employment Service? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No

Did you get help in ony otiher way from the State Employnent Service?

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 89)

What kind of help? (DESCRIBE)

How did you hear about the State Emjilcyment Service? (CIRCLE)
1 Friends
2 Family, other relatives or ‘amily friends
3 School
4 Neighborhood Center
5 Ads or announcements--newsp:pers, radio, TV, bus
6 Other (DESCRIBE)
What is it ahout the State Employment Service that might make a person

want to use it? (DESCRIBE)

What is it about the State Employment Service that might make a person
not want to use it? (DESCRTBE)

Have you ever heard of the Youth Oppoertunity Center, the YOC? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 103)

If you wanted to register there, vould you know where to go? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No
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16— 94. Can you tell me a little about what it does and who it's for?
X k k k k kK k k k k k & K % %X x X k & k k k& k A kK & k kK k X n k k k k x %x *k
(ON BASIS OF RESPONDENT's REPLY, FORM JUDGMENT OF WHETHER HE UNDER-
STANDS WHICH AGENCY IS IN QUESTION. INTERVIEWER'S IMPRESSION OF
RESPONDENT'S UNDERSTANDING OF AGENCY. CIRCLE.)
7= 1 Knows quite a bit about it
2 Knows only a little about it
3 Confused, unclear or no knowledge
x kK k k x k % ok R k &k k k k k k k k k k k % k &k k k & kK k k k k k x k k * k %
DECK 4
1-6-
7~ 95. Have you ever registered at the Youth Opportunity Center? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "KO," SKIP TO QUESTION 100}
96, (HAND CARD 8) After you registered, did the Youtb Opportunity Center:
(READ ALL CATEGORIES ALOUD' SLOWLY. CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.)
8A- A. Refer you to an ¢mployer for a job
9B~ B. Give you any kind of test
1.0C- €. Give you any kind of counseling
11D~ D. Help prepare you for a job interview
12E- E. Refer ycu to any training program (DESCRIBE)
13F- F. Other (DESCRIBE)
14G- G. Nuthing happened
15- (RETRIEVE CARD 8)
16- 97. Did you ever g:t a job ‘hrough the Youth Opportunity Center? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
Z No
98. Did you get help in any other way from the Youth Opportunity Center? (CIRCLF)
1 Yes
2 Yo (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 100)
Q
B (]
ERIC 234
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SRG/40 page 18

What kind of help? (DESCRIBE)

How did you hear about the Youth Opportunity Center? (CIRCLE)

Friends

Family, other relatives or family friends

School

Neighburhcod Center

Ads or anncuncerents--newsp&pers, radio, TV, bus
Other (DESCRIBE)

O W IS L N e

What is it about the Youth Opportunity Center that might make a person
want to use it? (DESCRIBE)

What 1s it about the Youth Opportunity Center that might make a person
not want to usc it? (DESCRIBE)

Have jou ever heard of the In-Schcol Nedighborhood Youth Corps, the NYC?
(CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUEST ON 114)

If you wanted to apply for the In-School NYC, would you know where to
go? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No

Can you tell me a little about what it does and who it's for?

A A A A R & Xk A &k kA A &k k kA A K Ak & Kk K Xk K A Kk AR AKX R A A A KA K R A &
(ON BASIS OF RESPONDENT'S REPLY, FORM JUDGMENT OF WHETHER HE UNDER-
STANDS WHICH AGENCY IS IN QUESTION. INTERVIEWER'S IMPRESSIONS OF
RESPONDENT'S UNDERSTANDNG OF AGENCY. CIRCLE.)

1 Knows quite a bit about {t
2 Knows o>nly a little about it
3 Contused, uiclear or no knowledge

ARk A A A A R Ak KA K AR KR KR A KA AKX AR R KRR KKK KKK K R KX X A K

]
c.a
i



For Office

Use Only

—_—

D.CK &

25~

26,27~

28-

239-

3C-

31-

32~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

SRG/40 page 19

Did you ever think about applying for the In-School NYC? (C1RCLE}

1 Yes

2 No (IF '"NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 111)

Did yon ever actually apply for the In-School NYC?

1 Yes

2 No (Ir "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 111)

Have you ever been enrolled in the In-School NYC¢

1 Yes

2 No (IF "NO,' SKIP TO QUESTION 111}

What were the dates that you were enrolled in 1%?

(CIRCLE)

(CIRCLE)

/

/ To /

mo

yr mo  yr

Do you feel that the training snd exserience you got through NYC
helped you to get a job? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 Ho

How did you hear about the In-School NYC?

Friends

School
Neighborhood Center

-~ OLIwW N

Other (DESCRIBE)

(CIRCLE)

Family, other relatives or family f:iends

Ads or announceuents--newspaper, radio, TV, bus

Public Employment Service or Youth Opportunity Center

What {s it about the In-School NYC that might make a person want to get

into {t?

What 1g {t about the In-Schcol NYC that might make a percon net want

to get into it?

Have you ever heard of the Out-of-Sthool Neighborhood Youth Corps,

the NYC? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes

2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTICN 125)

236
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33~ 115. If you wanted to apply for the Qut-of-School NYC, veuld you know
where: to go? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No
34— 116. Can 3jou tell me a little about what it does and who it's for?
Rk k k k >k k k k ok k k kK kA A k & X k k k& k Xk Ak k k kx k k k k » k x k %
{ON EASIS OF RESPONDENI'S REPLY, FORM JUDGMENT OF WHETHER HE UNDER-
STAND'S WHICH AGENCY IS IN QUESTION, INTERVIEWER'S IMPRESSION OF
RESP{NDENT 'S UNDERSTANDING OF AGENCY. CIRCLE)
35~ 1 Knows quite a bit about it
2 Knows only a little about it
3 Confused, unclesr or no knowledge
k k k k ok k kK k k k Kk k k Kk k ku k k kktk Kk k k Xk k kk kk k kX x k %
117. Have you ever thought about applying for the QOut-of-School NYC? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," S IP TO QIUESTION 122)
118. Have you ever actually applied for the Qut-of~School NYC? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 122)
3F~ 119. Have you ever been enrolled in the Qut-of-School NYC? (CIRCLE)}
1 Yes
2 No (IF "No," SKIP TO QUESTION 122)
37,138~ 120. Wha: were the dates that you were enrclled in it? / / To ___/ /
mo  yr mo  yr
39- 121. Do you feel that the training and experience you got through the Out-
of-School NYC helped you to get a job? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No
40- 122. Howr did you hear about the Qut-of-Schcol NYC? (CIRCLE)
1 Public Employzent Service or Youth Opportunity Center
2 Friends
3 Family, other relatives or family friends
4 $£chool
5 Nelghborhood Center
6 Ads or announ:ements--newspapers, radio, TV, bus
7 Other (DESCRIZE)
ERIC £37
o e
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41- 123. what is it about the Out-of-School NYC that might make a person want
to get into it? (DESCRIBE)
42- 124. What is it about the Out-of-School NYC that mnight make a person not
want to get into it? (DESMRIBE)
43- 125. lave you ever heard of the Job Corps? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 128)
44 - 126. If you wanted to apply for the Job Corps wou'.d you know where to go
or what to do? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No
45- 127. Can you tell me a little about what the Job Corps does and who it's for?
X ok k k k k k k k k kK k k k k k k k k k k k k kK k X k k k1 kK k k kK k k k * %
(ON BASIS OF RESPONDENT'S REPLY, FORM JUDGMINT OF WH:ITHER HE UNDER-
STANDS WHICH AGANCY IS IN QUESTION. INTERViEWER'S IMPRESSION OF
RESPONDENT'S UNDERSTANDING OF AGLNCY. ~IRCLE.)
46- 1 Knows quite a bit zbout it
2 Knows only a little about it
3 Confused, unclear or no knowledge
Ak k Kk k% k k k k kK k k k k k k k k kK kK k k k kA x k k kK kK *x K kK k kK k X k %
128. Have you ever thought about applying for the Job Corps? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF “NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 133)
129, Have you ever actually applied for the Job Corps? (CIRCLE}
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 133)
47- 130. Have you ever been en.viled in the Job Corps? {CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "No,” SKIP TO QUESTION 131)
ic 238
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48,49- 131. What were the dates that you vere envolled in it? _ / [ Tc /
mo  yr me  yr
5)- 132. Do you feel that the training and experience you got through the Job
Corps helped you to get a job? (CIRCLE)
1l Yes
2 No
51- 133. How did you hear about the Job Corps? (CIRCLE)
1 Public Employment Service or Youth Opportunity Center
2 Friends
3 Fanily, other relatives or family friends
4 School
5 Neighborhood Center
6 Ads or announcements--newspaper, radio, TV, bus
7 nther (DESCRIBE)
5¢- 134, What is [t about the Job Corps that might make a person want to get
into 1t? (DESCRIBE}
53~ 135. What is it about the Job Corps that might make a person not want to
get intc 1t? (DESCRIBE)
54~ 136. Have you ever heard of the Manpower levelopment and tralning Program,
the MDIA? (CIRCLE)
1l Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 147)
55~ 137. If you wanted to apply for the MDTA, would you kncw where to go?
(CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No
~nr
(XY }
Q
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138.

* &k X

139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

144,

SRG/40 page 23

Can you tell me something about what it does and who it's for?

X % k k k kK k k k k k k k &k k k k kK k k &k k X k k kx k k k k kX kX *x * k %
(ON BASIS OF RESPONDENT'S REPLY, FORM JUDGMENT OF WHETHER HE UNDER-
STANDS WHICH AGENCY 1S IN QUESTION. INTERVIEWER'S IMPRESSION OF
RESPONDENT'S UNDERSTANDING OF AGENCY. CIRCLE.)

1 Knows quite a bit about it
2 Knows only a little about it

3 Confused, unclear or no knowledge
X k % k k k k k kK k k k k kK kK k k k kK kK kK kK k k k kK kK kK k k k k k k k %

Have you ever thought about applying for the MDTA? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 14&44)

Have you ever .ctually applied fcr the MDTA? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF “NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 144)

Have you ever been enrolled in the ::DTA? (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESIION 144)

What were the dates that you were enrclled in the MUTA? / / To

mo  yr mo

Do you feel that the training and experience you got helped you to
get a job?  (CIRCLE)

1 Yes
2 No

How did you hear about the MDTA? (CIRCLE)

State Employment Service or Youth Opportunity Center
Friends

Family, other relatives or family friends

School

Neighborhood Center
Ads or announceme¢ s--newspaper, rauiv, 1V, bus
Other (DESCRIBE)

NN W N~
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63- 145. What is it about the MDTA that might make a person want to get
into it? (DESCRIBE)
64— 146. ‘What is it about the MDTA that might make a person not want to
get into 1t? (DESCRIRE)
65- 147. Have you ever heard of the New Careers Program? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 158)
66- 148. 1If vou wanted to apply for the New Carcers Program, would you know
where to go? {(CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No
67- 149. Can you tell me a little about what the New Careers Program does
and who it's for?
Aok ok Ak kA R Kk ok ok kR KA A KKK AAK KKK AKKKX KX FAKKkKRKRXK K K
(ON BASIS LF RESPONDENT'S REPLY, FOxM JUDGMENT OF WHETHER KL UNDER-
STANDS WHICH AUENCY IS IN QUESTiON. INTERVI WER'S IMPRESSICN OF
RESPONDENI'S UNDERSTANDING OF AGENCY.  CIRCLE.)
1 Knows quite a bit about {t
2 Knows only » little about it
3 Confused, unclear or no knowledge
A%k kA kK Kk A Ak Kk kP Ak KR KK AKX AK KA KK AR AR AKX KRAKXRRK R
150. Have you ever thougit about applying for the New Careers Program? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 Ro (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 155)
151. ‘Have you ever actually applicd for the New Careers Program? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESTION 155)
69~ 152. Have you ever been earolled in New Careers? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 No (IF "NO," SKIP TO QUESiION 155)
ERIC =
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70,71~ 153, What were the dates that you were enrcolled in it? / / To /
0 yr mo
72~ 154. Do you feel tuat the traiuning and experience you got in New Careers
helped you to get a job? (CIRCLE)
1 Yes
2 Yo
13- 155, How did you hear about New Careers? (CIRCLE)
1 Public Employment Service or Youth Opportunity Center
2 Friends
3 Family, other relatives or family friends
4 School
5 Neightorhood Center
6 Ads or announcements--newspapers, radio, TV, bus
7 DOther (DESCRIBE)
74~ 156. Wwhat 1is it abcut the New Careers Program that might nake a person
want to get into it? (DESCRIBE)
75~ 157, What is {t abcut the New Careers Program that might make a person not
want to get 11. o 1t? (DESCRI3E)
(RETRIEZVE CARD 7)
()
242
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15%.

1€0.

i61.

152,

163,

|
|
|
\
|

SRG/ 40

page EE

(HAND CARD 9) Yow 1'd like to get your reactious to some things that
people have different opinions on. I1'll read a statement and I'd like
you to tell me whether you strongly agree, agree somewhat, disagree
somewhat, or strongly disagree with it. (READ EACH STATEMENT. CIRCLE

NUMBER.)

It is better to live for tocay and let tomorrow zake care of itself,

Strongly agree
Agree somewhat
Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagree

PSR

-

Most vork 1s dull and boring.

L Strongly agree
2 Agree somewhat
) Disagree somewhat
¢4 Strongly disagree

'

'y
|
You fcel that vour chances of having a happy h.ome

future are good. !

1 Strongly agree
2 Agree somewhat
4 Disagree somewhat
¢ Strongly disagree i

iife 1in the

You fcel that so far inycur life you have been v;ry lucky.

Strongly agree ;
Agree sonmewhat
Disagree somewhat A
Strongly disagree '

e

When people "bug' you, they should be told off (ven if it means

getting into trcuble, i

Strongly wgree
Agree somewhat
Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

P I

i
‘
)
|
|

You would say that you have a lot of contldence in yourself.

Strongly agree
Agtee somewhat
Dicagree somewhat
Strongly disagree

ool S

=43



For Office

Use Only
DECK 5

13-

14-

15-

16-

17-

18-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

164,

165.

166.

167.

169,

SRG/40 __ page 27

Host of your teachers had it in for vou and gave you a hard time.

&N

Host people cannot be trusted.

£ B

Strongly agree
Agree somewhat
Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagree

Strongly agree
Agree somewhat
Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagree

1f you try hard enough, you hzve a good chance of succeeding in
whatever you weat to do.

P WO SR ]

You feel you are

L 1o =

Strongly agtee
Asree somewhat
Disagree somewhat
Stringly disagree

Strongly agree
Agree sonewhat
Disagree sorewhat
Strongly disagree

(RETRLEVE <ARD 9)

as capable and as smart as most other people.

Now, let's go back to talking a little more acout your famil.,

would you say that what your fami!l.
greving up was:

1
2
3

i~

wn

[oo much
A great deal

Just about the right amount

Net very much
Not enough

expected of you while v
(READ ALTERNATIVES ALOUD .)..D CIRCLE ONE NU.it

wWould you say that in dealing with you, your fawily was: (ri:
NMATIVES ALOUD AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER.)

L R

Alvays fair
Usually fair

Sormetires fair and scmetines unfair

Usually unfair
Alwavs unfair

244
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171,

172.

173.

174.

175.

SRG/40 page 28

On the whole, how strict was ycur family with you? (READ ALTERNATIVES
ALOUD AND CIKCLE ONE NUMEER)

Tco strict

Quite strict
Just about right
Rather easy

Too easy

[V O

Would you say that your (PARENTS Ok OTHER) were very interasted, some~
what interested, or not at all interested in what you were doing while
you were growing up? (CIRCLE)

1 Very interested
2 Somewhat interested
3 Not at all interested

Vhile you were growing up, when family decisions were made that con-
cerned you, how often did they pay atteantion to what you wanted?
(READ ALTERNATIVES AND CIRCLE ONE NUMBER.)

Always
Usually
Sometimes
Seldcm
Never

VDS W N

When you drepped cut of school, would you say that your (PARENTS OR
OTHER) were in favor, were opposed, or dida't carec one way or the
other? (CIRCLE)

Were in favor
Were opposed

Didn't care
Divided opinion (VOLUNTEERED BY RESPONDENT)

DN~

Compared to most of the young men who are your friends, do you feel
that you are getting along now: (READ ALTERNATIVES AND CIRCLE ONE
NUMBER.)

Much better than they are

A little better than they are
About the same

Nc¢ . as well ag they are

Much worse than they are

LS Vo L

Would you say that most of these friends: (KEAD ALTERNATIVES AND
CIRCLE ONE NUMBER.)

1 Graduated frem high school

2 Dropped out after 10th grad:
3 Dropped out before finishing 10th grade

245
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176.

177.

178.

179,

180.

181.

182,

SRG/T0_ page 29

How many of these friends would you say have full-time jobs: All of
them, most of them, some of them, only a few, or none of them? (CIRCLE
ONE NUMBER.)

All of them
Most of them
Some of them
Only a few
None of them

WV~

What kind of work would you really like to be doing ten years from now?

Do you think your chances of getting that kind nf work are: Very good,
fairly good, not so good, or unlikely? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

Very good
Fairly good
Not so good
Unlikely

2w N

Is there anything that might hold you back from getting that kirnd of
work? (CIRCLE LETIER)

A. Yes (IF "YES," DESCRIE:.)

B. No

Now we might want to get in touch with you again. Would you give wre
your telephone number, please?

The telephone is listed under whos2 name?

Whet is your Social Security murber [ A |
Now, let me just check back chrough this to be sure I didn't niss
anything . . . (CHECK PAGE LY PAGE TO MAKE SURE ALL QUESTIONS WERE
COVERED.)

32

Your participaticvn in our survey is appreciated very much and we thank
you for your time and help

(TIME INTERVIEW ENDED ¢ a.m.
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183.

184.

185.

187.

SRG/40 page 30

INTERVIEWER'S IMPRESSIONS

Sex of respondent: (CIRCLE) 1 Male
2 Female
Ethnic origin: (CIRCLE) Negro
Ceucasisn

Mex!can-American
Puerto Rican
Other (SPECIFY)

oDy N

Does respondent have any obvious physical defects which might impair
his ahility to work? {CIRCLE)

1 Yes (IF "YES," DESCRIBE)
2 Nc

Rating of respondent's attitude toward interview: (CIRCLE)

Friendly, cooperative

Casual, impersonal
Suspicious, reluctant

Hosvile

Totally detached, noninvolved

W N

ADDITICNAL COMMENTS ANL EXPLANATIONS: Describe anything that occurred
during the interview (iiterruptions, etc.) which you think may have in-
fluenced the accuracy oi completeness with which tte respondent answered
the questions.

(interviewer)

(date)

THIS UNFUORMATION IS BEING GBPAINED AS PAPT OF A RESEARCH STUDY MNDLCTED BY
ThF CFORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, AYD THE 1lFORMATION WILL BE KEPT OCONFIDENTIAL.

24/
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APPENDIX B

MAVPOWER SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

tBaltimore, tlaryland

i,

Maryland State Employment Service (1/SES, ES)

dffice Locations: 1107 N. Eutaw
Cherry Hill Nffice--2700 Spelmza Rd.
2434 Greenmount Avenue

Jutreach Centers

Eligibility Requixrements: In vend of vock nr trainine, over
age Itt. Veterans ¢re ;iven preference

Services Providel: Coua: :ling. job r~ferral, referral
to trsining prozrius, fcllow-uyo
services by a comrunity worker.

Information absot the precarar is disseminated thiough the ross media,
contact with agencies; outrcach workers talk to neconle in tiheir neigh~
borhoods.

Youth Opportunity Center (YOC)

Office Location: 1727 V. Charles Street
All outreach centers

Clicibility Requirements: In need of work or training, age
16 to 21, Any young veteran.

Services Provided: Applicants are repistered, tested,
counseled, referred, and followed-un.
Sessions four young neonle to learn
about jobs in industry. Enroll youth
for vork~training courses. Uses neig!
borhood workers and helns them into
colle 2-study programs.

Information about the program is disseminated through the school, the usc
of TV and radio spots, newspaper ads, hand bills, and through personal
contacts in the nelghborhoods by outreach workers.

Job Corps (JC)

Fnrollnment Location: cucrently--licalth and "'elfare Council
1310 . Calvert St.
1966--Citv Hall

227
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Job Corps (cont.)

4,

Eligibility Requirements:

Humber of Job Corps recruits from
Baltimore as of June 30, 1269:

Services Provided:

bge 16-22; of low income family and/or

on welfare; usually less than a high
school education; without too extensive
criminzl record (non-remetitive); U.S.
citizen; can't have 1A draft status;

must have parental consent; must be
willing to leave home to live in rural or
urban residential center elsewhere.

3,500 males

Vocational trainine, basic education,
social and attitudinal enrichment in
urban and conservation centers. Re-
muneration is usually $92.19 per mo.;
$50,00 is banked and paid to Corpsmen
upon completion of traininp and an
additional $30.00 is paid monthly for
personal expenses. Personal achieve-
ment may result in increase from $37.00
to a maxinum of $50.00 per month., Corrs-
men also receive room and board and cloth-
inn allowance.

Informaticn about the Job Corps is disseminated through mass media, con-
tact with other agencies, and positive recruitment di~ectly in the neigh-

borhood.

Job Corps Skills Center

Location:

Elizibility Requirements:

Number enrolled, June 39, 1969:

Services Provided:

Mt. Royal Avenue and Calvert Street
pened June, 1968

Resident of Yaryland. Baltimore resi-
dents live at home; Daltimore non-rcsi-
dents are housed. Other requirements

are the same for the regular Job Corps.

270

Trair inpg in culinarcy arts, manufacturing
orientation, knowledze of nlant operation.
Hours are $:37 a.m. to 5:00 o.m. Stipend
i3y the same a3 the regulavr Job Coros.
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5. lanpower Developmeat Trainina Prosram (MDTA)

Lnrollrent lLocations: Haryland State Imployment Service
110C N. Eutaw

Youth Opportunity Center
1727 N. Charles

Concentrated Employment Program (CRP)
Calvert and North Avenue

Greenmount Avenue Office
2434 Greonmount Avenue

Cherry Hill Office
2700 Spclman Road

All OQutreach Offices

Eligibility Requirements: Unemployed or under-employed and over
age 16,
Services Provided: Vocational training, basic and reredial

education for those who need it., Re-
munetration--training allowance.

Information about MDTA {s disseminated through newspaner puhlicity and
flyer distributions to all socfal agencies.

230
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(ADDITIONAL INFORMATION) aryland State Zmployment Service (MSES, ES)

Current Office Locations: HMayor's Station, City Hall
Room 123
190 Holiday Street

Mayor's One-Stop Station
2133 'l. Pratt Street

“Mayor Govans' Station
5227 York Road

Maycor's Station--Coldspring
3006 W. Coldspring Lane

Fcho House
1705 1. Payette Street

Southwest Christian Parrish
410 S. '‘onroe Street

Lafayette Square Community Ceater
1002 W, Lanvale Street

Washington Blvd.
788 Washington Blvd.

Esgex-~t{iddle River
1515 Havtin Blvd,

Dunbar Ceater
Caroline & McElderry Streets

Hilton Center
125 Hilton Street

Terison
311 E. Pennsylvania Ave.

Hew Careers

Office Location: Concentrated EmPloyment Prcgram
Calvert & North Avenue
(Other components of the Concentrated
Znployment Program are NYC, OIC,
ciiild Care Centex, and Special Impact.
Vlew Careers is alloved to take 107

youths over 18 into the training proprerm).

ERIC 251
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———— i m—

Eligibility Requirements:

Number Currently Enrolled:

Services Provided:

Over age 22, resident of a target
area with income on tlie poverty
level, 8th grade functional level
(optional).

24 males, 70 females

Prograx began in October, 1967.

Services include on-~the-job training,
educational prenaration (in a collene)
for high schonol equivalency dinloma

(can receive trro years of college
credits besides orn-the-job training

if they have hipgh school digloma). HNew
Careers contract with user agencies
(hospitals, non-profit. and governmental
agencles) assures a job plus a career
ladder will be availaYle to those en-
rollees who finish the program.

In training, enrollees receive $1.69
per hour, $3.00 per week for trans-
nortation costs, plus friange benefits.
They work an 8 hour day. “hen training
is comnleted, they become regular enployee-
of the user apency and nay i3 increasec,

Means of disseninating information about MNew Careers iz through the mass
redia and public speaking engagements.

(ADDITIONAL INFORMATION) Out-of-School Nefghborhood Youth Corps (NYC-0S)

Current Enrolluent Sites:

Eligibility Requirements:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2510 3t, Paul Street

Apnlication for NYC can be processud

at the Denartment of Fuonloyment Security,
but then are referred to 2510 St. Paul St.

1266 Enrollment site:
202 Gillfard Avenue

Hember of low-income family; age 16-21;
out of school for at least 3 months of
the regular schocl year; city resadent.
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OQut-of-School YC (cont.)

Enrollment., December, 1966:
Enroliment, June, 1969:

Services Provided:

Hours worked per week:

flourly wage:

496 males, 849 faswmales
127 males, 732 females

Work training and experience at

the job sites; counseling services;
remedial education program, cultural,
recreational and educational eurici-
ment Jroeram; job development and
nlacement; medical service, family
planning services; other services

4s individual problems and needs
identified. Services in each field
have expanded since 1966,

Anprox’mately 25-32

1966 $1.25
Currently: $1.40

Information about the program is disseminated thirough radio, TV, bus posters,

flyers, newspapers, word of mouth.

In-School Neighborhood Youth Corps (1YC)

Eligibility Requirements:

Services Provided:

g
O
o

O
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Between ages 16 and 21, currently
enrolled in school, and from a low
income family as indicated by rederal
government guidelines.

In the summer program, because of more
requests from male enrollees than there
ave apnlicants, the age requirement for
males 1is 14 to 21.

Dental and health care and treatment;
Secretarial workshops; job nlacerment

for graduates; enrichnent prosrams,
including trips in and out of state,
visits to colleges, places of interest,
and nlaces offering career onnortunitles.
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In-School NYC (cont.)

Hours Worked: ‘ For the summeér program, the hours
worked previously were 32 ner week;
currently, 28 hours ver week.

llourly Wage: Initially nas $1.25; increased to
$1.30; and currently, $1.4).

Information about the JYC is disseminated by sending staff members to the

public schools, CAA Centers, neighborhood zgencies, aad non-profit organizstioas.
Also through local news media. Recruitment is by direct contact throurh

mail, phone, or visits.

o
(i
Yoy

O
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]
B. St. Louls, Missouri g

1. idssouri State Employrent Service (4SES, MS Employme.: Offica)

Office Locationa: Missouri State - 505 Washington
Kinloch Office - 5737 Carson Road
Work Incentive Program - 71} Fuclid

Eligibility Requirement: In need of work or training, over age
16

Services Provided: Job placement, testing, counseling,
referrals to the various trainine
programns

2. Youth Opportunity Center (YOC)

Office Locations: 505 Yashington
3217 0live
Eligibility Requirements: Under age 21, unenmnloved ar.d in need

of work or training

Scrvices Provided: Job referrals for youth uader 21.
Referrals to training propgrans.
Tecting, counseling and job placement.

— ——— e o e et

vrograms in fall of 1966 no longer operating:
MeKinley High, 2156 Russell
0'Falloa Technical iiga, 5101 Northrop

Programs Curreatly Operating: Deaumoat f 1 - 3836 Natural Bridge
Central High - 3616 N. Garrison
Kinloch High - 5929 u{tt
Kirkwond (" 7) - 871 Essix
Lincoln Oppo:tunity School - 5717 'lashinaten
“fercy 1ol - 1079 Penasylvania
Solden High - 913 Union
Surner llie ~ 4228 11, Cottace
Vashen ilieh = 2405 Bell

Cligibility Requirements: A rember of low-incore family, attending
schonl, not i'ss than 14 vears of age,
and in n2ed of peid work egocricnce in
arder te certinne in school.
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In=School NYC (cont.)

Information about the program is disseminated by: advertising through
school media, public media, u~e of records of the school counselor and
schiool social worker.

Nunber i{n program, December, 1966 : 203 rales, 348 females
Number currently in summer program : estimated 3,000

Services provaded: Paid work experience in non-nrofit or
Federal agencies; counseling, educational.
vocational, cultural and enrichment
programs.

itours worked per week: 1966 -~ 12 hours per wesk $1.10 per hour
1969 - 10 hours per week $1.25 ver hour

Out-of-School leighborhood Yout®) Corns (MNYC, the Youth Corps, Out-of-School

Program)

Enrollment sites: At any of the NWeienborhood Action Centers
located throughout St. Louis;
‘[issouri State Employment Service --
575 Washington Avenue;
At any worksite where an NYC Counselor
has an office;
In Octoher, 1966, the Youth Noportunity
Office was the major referral zgency for
enrclleas. A small amount of enrollment
was done directly by the NYC staff,

Eligibility Requirecmente: Age 16 through 21; unemployed; out of
school for at least three months of a
normal school ycar and not planning to
retum to school; in nced of useful vorh:
experience; and a member of a family with
{ncone beloy the noverty lecvel.

Enrollment in December, 1966 : 456 males, 526 ferales
Enrollment in June, 1369: 80 males, 369 females

Information about the program s disserdnated tiirouch mass media.

Scrvices Provided: Paid work experience, basic and remedial
education, counseling and putdance, job
placement, follow-up and supportive
services in the form of development of
occupation«l competence, dcaling uwith
personal, family and social problems.
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New Caraers

Office Locations: St. Louis Comnunity Center (Yalem)
724 ¥, Union Boulevard

The program began in August, 1967, and recrnitment is done by the ‘fissouri
State Employment Service.

Lligibility Requirements: 22 years of age or older; unzmployed;
and an annual family income below the
poverty level.

(two more recent requirements): Possession of a hieh school dirloma or
the potential for acquirine one within
six months after entering the liew Careccs
program; No serious involvement with
drugs or alcohol.

Current enrollment: 23 males, 5% femules

Information about tie program is disseminated by the ‘leighborhood Centers
within the MNeighboriood Action Programs.

Ser *{ces Provided: Enrollees are placed in non-profassionat
jobs which five werk oxiperierce and an
aoportunity to further their educatien
and move into a professional nosition.
The position wust he designed to imnrove
the health, education, welfare, neigh-
Yorhood redevelonment, and public safety.
‘fost are in the areas of Fducation A'dzs,
licalth Aides, and Casework Aides. Tne
propram is octually a joh creation effort
with major emohasis on access to nerr
carcers,
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APPENDIX €

MARGINALS

Baltimore St. Louis Total Tten iurber and Code

1. Uhere were you barn?

0 1 H Alabama
0 / 12 12 Arkansas
0 1 1 Florila
(] 1 1 Illinois
0 1 1 Indiana
148 0 148 Maryland
0 1 1 Michiqan
0 14 14 Mississinpi
0 99 99 Missouri
2 0 2 New Jersey
1 0 New York
6 0 6 Noreh Carolina
0 1 1 Ohio
0 1 1 Oklalioma
1 0 1 Pennsvlvania
9 0 9 South Carolina
0 1 1 Tennesgee
9 9 9 Virginia
2. then were you born?
49,5 . 49,6 49.6 ‘fean
1,30 1.15 1.24 Standard Deviation
176 133 309 n
14 (A 20 1947, or before
16 15 31 1948
47 29 76 1949
53 . 53 156 1950
46 30 76 1351
3. Hos many years have you lived in
this city?
18.1 17.2 17.7 ifean
3.32 4.21 3.66 Scandard Deviation
176 133 309 N
3 2 5 2-5 years
7 13 2) 6-10 years
8 14 22 11-15 years
138 91 229 15-20 years
20 13 33 21~25 years

233
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Balti-ore St. Louis Total Iten Humber and Code

5. In how many diffecyeat honzes in this
city have you lived?

3.9 3.8 3.9 Hean
2.36 2.17 2.27 Standard Deviation
176 131 397 N
14 ¢ 20 One
128 104 232 2-5 houses
32 29 52 6-19 houses
1 1 2 11~15 houses
) 0 1 16-23 houses
0 2 2 Unknown

7. Honth: out of school as of 7/1/69.

ey

28.8 25.0 27.2 Mean
5.08 7.46 6.46 Standard Deviation
169 124 293 N
0 5 5 0-6 months
2 4 6 7-12 nonths
0 8 3 13~18 nonths
25 39 55 19-24 months
65 53 118 25-20 months
63 18 86 3({-36 months
9 ) 15 37-42 months
7 q 16 Unknown
8. dighest school prade completed (firs
dconout?,
9.3 2.3 9.5 ‘ean
1.28 1.00 1.20 Standard Deviation
173 132 395 q
17 2 19 1-7 prades
29 11 40 8th grada
45 31 75 9th grade
51 53 104 10*h crade
3l 33 G4 lith gprace
0 2 2 12tk orade
3 1 4 Vaknom
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St. Louls

Total Item lusher and Codle
2. DReasons _for leaving school:
31 Some subjects too 1ifficult
44 Wasn't learring anything in school
47 Didn't get alona well with teachers
9 Didn't get along well with other studencs
74 Was suspended or expelled
25 Parerts wonted me to leave, had to
helo out family
61 Jouid rather work than study
122 Lost interest in school
20 Wanted t~ enlist in the military service
13 Cc*t marri~d and had to susport my w.fe
71 Dica't h.ve enough money for clothing
aad othc» expenses
ather reisons for leaving school
4 Other scrolwork reasons
3 Otlier sct.col personnel reasons
9 Jther veyconal und social reasons
1 Hexlth
7 Jatled
1 Moved
6 Irielevant and unclear
278 No other reasons
10. H-in re:ison for leaving school.
7 Some subjects too difficult
17 Wasn't learning anything in school
16 Didn't get along well with teachers
2 Didn't get along well with other students
62 Was suspended or expelled
9 Parests wanted me to leave, had to
help out fauily
26 Weuld rather work than study
77 Lost interest in schuwol
9 Wanted to enlist in the military servica
11 Got married and had to suowort my *:rife
32 Didn't have enough money for clothes
and other cxpenses
4 Other sthoolwork reasons
3 Otkur school personnel reasons
4 Other personal and social reasons
1 Health
7 Jailed
3 Hovad
8 Unknown
24D
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St. Louis

31
29
34

10
13

42
17

21

24
27

i)

15
121

64
66

16

19
24

31

77
32
46

122
179

46
15
58

187

Itsm Number and Code

11.

12,

13.

14,

<61

241

Rating of liking for school.

- ilated it

0 B e

5 = Liked it very much
Ulctoun

Reasons for like-school rating.
Necative

Criidicien of crhool value, school
srl jects, scheal personnel
Pcrzonal, soc:ial

Gzlifies

Reiteracion

In-Between

Pesitive

Velue of school, school subjects,
school parsonnel

Pcrsonal, social

Qualifiod

Peiteratiou

Uninewn

D3d whor you learn  im school helo
prapare vou for a jonh?

Yes
Yo
Unknovn

What specifically helred vou prepar»?
\cademlc,/\ocational help in prenariap

foxr 2 Jeb.

Acadenmic only

Academic and Vocatlonal

Vocational only

Unkuown (no informaticn)

‘lot applicable (school did not helo
prepare for a job)
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22
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138

21
23
127
0

16

97

21
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T4

18
21

15
32
84

25
101

Total Iten Munter and Code
14. Yocatirnal haln in preparing for ob.
43 Vocational course work only
13 Vocaticnal behaviors, how to get and
keep a job
3 Social skills; personal development
3 vocati- +al ccurses and vocational
tehavi.:rs
5 Vocaticnal courses and social skills
2 Vocaticaal brhaviors and sccial skills
235 Unknown and not applicable
15. Readinp abil’ty ccnnared to averape
hinh school - raduain.
43 g:tter than average
46 Worse than average
218 Same as average
2 Unknown
16. ’‘eth abilitvy comnared to average hi-:
sgchool praduote.
31 Larter than average
25 Worse than cuerage
181 Same as average
2 Unknown
17. Ever return to full-time sclioal after
droport?
46 Yes
255 No
8 Unknom
18, 19. Months in full~-time school cn
return.
20 0 - 6 months
11 7 = 12 months
3 13 - 18 months
3 19 -~ 24 nonths
L 25 or nore mor.ths
8 JUnknown
263 Lot applicable (o or unknown in 17)

262
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Baltimowe St. Louis Total Item Mumber and Code

20- {lighest prade completed on return,

12 6 13 10th gr:ode or less
2 9 11 Lith pr e
4 9 13 12th g1 :7e
3 1 4 Unknowt
155 i08 263 ilot apnplicable (no or unknown in 17)
21, Frer %y to finish srhool in snecial
classes:
38 41 79 Yes
135 84 219 No
3 3 11 Unknown
22. Crnlits _earne’ in stocial courses.
34 33 67 Jo credits esrned
1 6 7 1 -5 credirts
1 1 2 6 - 17 creadits
0 1 ! 11 or more credits
2 0 2 Urinown
22, Additicnal gendes finished,
29 38 67 No.e
6 3 9 One
1 0 1 Two
2 0 2 aknown
22, Passed CZID test?
4 3 7 Yes
32 33 m Yo
2 0 2 Unknowi
22, Any other propress in srecial cources?
35 40 75 No
1 1 2 Yes
2 0 2 Unknotm
22, No progress.
24 27 51 No propress
13 14 27 Soze nrogress
i 9 H Unknovwmn
243
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Baltimore St. Louis Totsl Ltem Nurber and Code

23. Any vocatioral cours2s outside of
full-ti.o seheol?

12 8 20 Yes
161 120 281 No
3 5 8 Unknown

24, Number of voe~:ivaal courses.

10 7 17 One
1 1 2 Two
1 0 1 Three
25. Kind of work, earlicst vocational course.
2 1 3 Semi~profess :aal ov technician
3 0 3 Building and :onstruction trades
1 5 6 ‘letal-workin -+ and machine trades
1 1 2 Factory and warehouse work
4 1 5 Service trades
1 0 1 Pre~occupational training

25. Kind of vork, 2nd earliest course.

[
—

‘tachine trad:s
0 1 | Food prenaraiion

25. Kind of vork, 3rd earliest course.

1 0 1 Machine trades

26, ‘lonths in earliest vocational ccurse.

10 5 15 ' - 6 months
1 2 3 7 - 12 ronths
1 1 2 Unknown
26, onths in 2nd earliest vocational
course.
1 0 1 One
0 1 1 37 nonths
26. lMonths in 3rd earliest vocatienal
coutse,
1 2 1 Cne
o 244
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Baltinore St. Louis Total
3 1 4
2 1 3
6 6 12
1 0 i
1 0 1
0 1 1.
1 0 1
0 1 1
105 75 180
2 1 3
3 4 7
54 33 92
5 3 8
3 7 10
3 1 4
1 3 4
0 1 1
2 2 4
i 4 5
6 10 i6
9 2 11
16 22 38
43 22 72
it 3 22
54 33 87
24 16 40
7 6 13
Q
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Jtem Nuvber and Code

27, 23. Copplete trainins? Earliest
vocetional course.

Completed training, got certificate
Comnlated training, no certificate
Did not complete training

Unknovm

27, 28. Complete t1ininr? Second earliest

vocetional cou: se.

Did not complete training
Unknowu

27, 28. Complete t:.ainin;? Third earliest
vocational couv: 32,

Did not complete training

29, Family unit prior to dronout.

Lived alorne

Lived with botn father and motter
Father and stepmother, mother and step-
father

Father only

Yfother only

Related couples (e.g., grandparents,
aunt and uncle)

Female reclatives only (e.g., prand-
mother, aunt)

Yoster home

Un%nown

30. INind of work, principal adult.

“tajor professional
Lesser profassional
Seni-professional
Clerical, Sales
Technicians
Skilled manual
Machine operatora
Semi-skilled
Unski{lled

None

Unknom



Baltimore

136

44
15

1

1

”
9

33

12
32
35
34
21
15
11

6‘2

2.84

175
75
83
17

St. Louis Total
101 237
27 66
5 6
29 64
15 31
5 23
11 37
20 31
23 45
7 11
5 7
27 60
4 8
8 20
15 47
31 66
1o 59
20 41
8 18
5 16
13 25
13 18
6.1 5.2
Ry 2.67
131 306
51 136
65 148
5 22
2 3
266
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Item Number and Code

31.

32,

33.

34.

Was principal adult working at time
of dropout?

Yes
No
Unknown

Highest school grade completed by
principal adu’t,

12

digh school and additional schooling
College

Unknown

»

Zelow 51,000

From $1,000 to $2,000
From $2,007 to $3,000
From $3,000 to $4,000
From $4,N700 to $5,00%
From $5,000 to $6,700
From $6,007 to $7,000
From $7,700 to $8,700
Above $8,000

Unknown

Number of persens_in household at_ time

of drowout.

Mean

Standard Deviation
a
1-5

6 - 10
11 - 15
Unknown



Raltimore St. Louis Total item Humber and Code

35. Mumber of versons_znployed and con-
tri‘)utinp to income ac time e of ¢ dro\ out,

1.9 1.8 1.9 Jean
1.15 1.05 1.11 Standard Deviation
175 13 306 N
13 10 23 None
53 40 23 One
75 55 130 Two
17 14 31 1hree
14 i1 25 Four
3 1 4 Five
1 2 3 Unknown

35. Up to the time vou it school, did
your family ever reccivz welfare naymente’

55 34 83 Yes
119 a5 214 o
2 4 6 Unknowm

37. About how much of tha time did they
Yocelve welfare?

18 20 18 All of the time
19 3 22 Most of the tire
1 i 25 Sorme of the tire
4 0 4 Oaly once or tuice
119 95 214 31d not receive welfare
2 4 6 Unknowvn
38, 39, arital status_at time of interviz:.
22 20 42 Yarrfed, livinz with vife
5 3 12 Sevarcted
149 103 252 Single, never married
0 2 2 Unkrcn
40. Mortiis_married a3 of 2/1/69.
5 10 15 0 - 6 months
3 1 4 Unknovm
149 105 254 flaver married, or rarital status unknown
267
247
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Total Item Number and Coda
41, 42, MNumber nf childron znd
Jiving with subject.
212 0 ch’ldren
49 Children, none living with
subject
23 1 child, living with subject
9 2 children
4 3 children
2 4 children
5 Unknoun
43. _Fanily unit at time of Interview.
103 Both parents
3 Father ony
107 Mother only
28 Wife onlvy
8 Live alone
10 Lives with wife and other adults
26 Lives with relativas other than
parents or wife
3 Lives in {iustitution, foster homz
4 Lives with unrelated others
12 Other, Jail
3 Unknown
44, Sources of support 2t time of
interviny,
81 Farnings of father and/or mother
(or principal adult)
19 WVelfare payments to father and/ov
mother
4 Other income of Ffather and/or
mother
10 Wife's earniugs
5 Own or wife's welfare payments
202 Own earniugs
7 Hustling
1 Training allowance
4 Unemployment compansation
1 Disability payments
2 Help from relatives
14 Jail maintenance
248




Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Numbev aud Code

45, Major source of support 2t time of

intexview.
40 47 87 Parental family
1 3 4 Wife
1 3 4 Welfare
118 74 192 Own earnings
1 2 3 Hustling
13 1 14 Jail
2 0 2 Other
0 3 3 Unknown
46. Lver been in military service?
16 14 30 Yes
160 116 276 Mo
0 3 3 Unknown
47. llonths in military service.
17.7 Hean
9.09 Standard Deviction
4 3 7 9-6
0 2 2 7-12
0 1 1 13- 18
8 6 14 19 - 2%
& 2 6 25 -~ 30
47. Enlist or drafted?
9 '3 22 Enlisted
7 1 8 Drafted
43. Any vocational training while in
the _service?
6 5 11 Yes
10 9 19 No
49. Xind of work beina traincd for.
3 1 4 Clerical
0 1 1 Data processing
0 1 1 Machinist
2 0 2 Technicion (dental, X-ray assistapi’
1 1 ? Cook
] 1 1 'iilitery police work
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Baltimore

2'9
2.11
173
13
136
23
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St,_Louis Total Item Number and Code

50. VYhat is your draft status row?

i8 51 None
46 115 1A

29 50 1y

3 22 4F

0 2 2A

13 14 18, 2S5, 1sH

0 3 1D

5 13 3A

2 2 5A (evror in code drscrintion)
14 29 In military service
3 3 Unl:inown

51, 52. Jobs since leaving school.

2.4 2.5 fean
2.43 2.26 Standard Deviation
130 303 K

23 41 None

91 2217 1 -5

10 33 6 ~ 10

1 2 11 - 15

3 5 Unknos:a

53. Kind of work, first job_after drovour.

8 26 Clerical and Data prccessing
2 4 Sales

1 9 Sub~-professional

11 13 Crafts and Trades

13 22 Machine operato:

6 22 Factory opevative
23 52 Food precaration and Service
2 8 lidsc. skilled and semi-skilled
35 90 Miscellaneous and Ungkilled
0 4 Unclear or unspecific

4 13 Unknown
28 41 Nov applicable

54. Hours per week, fivst job.

11 20 Part-time (less than 35 hours a weel)
84 229 Full-time (35 hours, or more, a week)
10 19 Unknown
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

55. HHighest hourly rate of pay, first
job after dropout.

1.72 2.04 1.84 Hean
.61 .23 T2 Standard Deviation
154 98 252 K
42 10 52 $1.39 or less
49 32 81 $1.40 - §1.74
26 15 41 $1.75 - $1.99
18 22 49 $2.00 ~ S2.49
12 6 18 $2.50 - $2.99
5 6 11 $3.00 - $3.49
1 5 6 $3.50 -- §3.99
0 1 1 $4,00 - $4.49
1 ] 2 $4.50 and o zr
9 7 i6 Unknown
56. When first job begsan, months before
7/1/69.
7 13 20 0 - 6 (included jobs begirning after
7/1/6%)
11 14 25 7-12
12 18 30 13 - 18
27 17 44 i9 - 24
55 15 70 25 - 30
29 8 37 31 - 36
8 2 10 37 - 42
4 3 7 43 or more
1C 15 25 Unknown
57, 58. Months in first job to date of
interview.
8.2 6.9 7.7 Mean
8.58 7.81 8.52 Standard Deviation
151 88 239 N
6 1 7 Less than 2 weeka
83 58 146 1~6
22 18 40 7-12
13 4 17 13 - 18
11 2 13 19 - 24
5 2 7 25 - 30
5 2 7 3l - 36
1 1 2 37 - 48
12 17 29 Unknown
(
251
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_Bultimm:e St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

59. Main reason left first job.

23 13 36 The job ended

13 6 19 Was fired

9 6 15 Returned to school or entered trainiog
program

4 3 7 Intered military sexrvice

1 g 1 Moved

5 6 11 {Jas jailed

3 4 7 Was sick or in the kaspital

51 26 77 Quitc job, pay, conditions, personnel

23 16 29 Quit job, other reasons

9 5 14 Unkno.m

60, How did you hear abeuot first job?

5 11 16 Public Employment Scrvice

2 0 2 Private employment agency

65 23 93 Friends

28 27 55 Family and other relatives, family frien:

2 4 6 School

0 2 2 Previous emvployer

6 7 13 ireighborhood Center or Opportunity
Center

12 4 16 Ads or announcements

28 10 38 Went to place of employment and asked
about job

7 6 13 NYC, 1DTA, 0IC, Job Corns or some other
training program

8 6 14 Unknown

51, Like-work rating, first job.

33 17 50 1 - ilated it

23 15 38 2

28 28 56 3

20 16 36 4

50 24 74 5 = Liked 1t very much

9 5 14 Unknown

272
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item HJumber and Code

62. Reasons fcr like-work rating.

Negative
4 5 9 Unclear, rcpetitive
24 5 29 Conditions, pay, personnel
33 21 54 Kind of work
2 6 3 Lack of notential for career
18 22 4n Qualified
Positive
3 8 Unclear, repetitive
19 8 27 Conditions, pay, versonnel
45 29 74 Kind of work
1 5 Career potcotial
9 5 14 Unknown
64. Kind of work, most recent joh (in-
cluding first job).
13 7 20 Clerical and data processing
3 2 5 Sales
3 1 10 Sub-professional
12 17 29 Crafts and Trades
12 12 24 *fachine oparator
22 19 41 Factory and foundry work
12 11 23 %ood preparation and service
7 3 10 Misc. skilled and semi-skilled
59 27 86 Miscellaneous and Unskilled
13 28 41 Yot apnlicable (no job)
14 6 20 Unknown
65. tours per week, most recent jcb.
6 4 10 Part-time
146 09 235 Full-tire
2 6 8 Unknowmn
65. Highest heurly rate of pay, most
recent job_(other than first).
2,12 2,42 2,23 Mean
597 719 667 Standard Deviation
117 76 133 K]

™o
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Baltinoie St. Louis Total Ltcn Nurter and Code

69. Months in most recer: jubi as of date
of: intervicw.

3.9 5.6 7.5 ‘fean . .
9,33 6.31 8.44 Standard Deviation
153 97 250 N

7 5 12 Less than 2 weeks
84 61 145 1 - 6 months

17 20 37 7 - 12 months

18 7 25 13 - 18 months

13 2 15 19 - 24 nonths

14 b4 16 25 or more months

1 2 3 Unknown

70. Reason no longer hav~ most recent job.

10 8 18 The job ended

8 5 13 Was fired

2 2 4 Returned to school or entered training

program

3 1 4 Entered military service

5 1 6 Jas jailed

1 2 3 Yas siclk or in the hospital

18 14 32 Quit job, pay, conditions, personnel
8 10 18 Quit job, other reasons
22 34 56 Unknown

77 22 39 Not anplicable

71. How hear about most recent 3ob.

11 10 21 Public Employment Service

4 0 4 Private employment agency

52 31 83 ¥riends

31 20 51 Fanily , other relatives, family friends
2 4 6 Schaol

0 3 3 Previous employer

7 9 16 Heipghborhoed Center or Opportunity Center
19 2 21 Ads or anunouncements

21 13 34 tent o0 nlace of employment and asked

about a i»n
7 6 13 HYG, MDTA, OIC, Job Corns, other progmr:ns
0 1 1 Unknowmn
72, Like-work ratiag, nost recent jch.

18 11 29 1 - Hated 1t

14 8 22 2

25 24 49 3
25 25 50 4

71 31 102 5 - Liked it ver: much

1 ] 1 Unknoun

O 254
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Nuxber and Code

73. Reasoas for like-work rating.

Regative
3 1 4 Repetitive and unclear
16 2 18 Conditicns, pay, personnel
17 15 32 The work itself
2 3 5 Lack of cavcer potential
13 17 30 Qualified and pro/con
Positiva
0 4 4 Repetitive and unclear
40 14 54 Cenditions, pay, pcvsonnel
53 38 91 The work itself
8 4 12 Career potential
2 1 3 tnknown

74, Uays of looking for a job.

108 38 L46 Asked friends
75 12 87 Asked family, other relatives, familv
friends
94 51 145 Check:d local newspaper ads
6 2 8 Checked out-of-towa newspaper ads
26 14 30 Private employment agencies
63 43 116 State Employrent Service, Youth
Opportunity Center
52 27 79 Appli:d directly . . . where heard
they wvere hiring
53 49 192 Yent to compiny to see 1f they were
hiring
5 3 3 Applied to companies outside of city
3 2 5 Other, jail helped to locate job

75. Lowest acceptable hourly rate of nay.

1.92 2.14 2.01 lean
Y .56 .51 Standard Deviation
174 128 302 N
9 3 12 $1.39 or less
51 29 80 $1.40 - $1.74
33 15 43 $1.75 ~ $1.99
53 42 95 $2.00 - $2.49
20 24 44 $2.50 -~ $2.99
7 13 20 $3.70 -~ $3,49
1 1 2 $3.50 -~ $3.,99
0 1 1 $4.59 or more
2 5 7 Unknown
275




Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Mumber and Code

76. Half-monthg in various activities,
18-month pericd*

Employed full-time.

19,2 15.0 17.4 Mean
14,24 13.83 14,20 Standard Deviation
176 130 306 N

30 33 63 None

7 6 13 1 -2
11 16 27 3-6
23 11 34 7-12
17 16 3 13~ 153
18 9 27 19 - 24

5 9 14 25 - 37
14 10 24 31 - 35
51 20 71 36

0 3 3 Unknown

Employcd Part-tine.

1.2 1.6 1.4 HMean
4,38 5.06 4,568 Standard Neviation
156 133 259 None

2 7 o 1 -2

8 13 21 3-6

4 3 7 7 - 12

2 1 3 13 - 18

2 1 3 19 - 24

2 0 2 25 - 39

0 2 2 31 - 33

0 3 3 Unknnawn

Mot working, had job but laid off, otc.

0.2 0.0 0.1 t{ean
1.46 0.26 1.12 Standard Deviation
169 12¢ 293 None

2 0 2 1 -2

3 1 4 3-0

1 0 1 7-12

1 0 1 13 - 18

0 3 3 Unknown

1N's throughout Item 76 are the same and are reported only in
"Employed full-time,"

256
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Yumber and Code

76, lNot employed, looking fcr work,

4.5 6.1 5.2 Maan
8,538 9.53 9,02 Standard Devlation
119 64 174 lone
14 15 29 1 -2
12 14 26 3~-6
17 9 26 7 - 12
g 11 19 13 - 18
6 6 12 19 - 24
3 7 10 25 - 30
1 2 3 31 - 35
5 2 7 36 |
0 3 3 Unkncwn :

Not cmployed, not lockirg for work.

2.0 2.6 2.2 Yean
5.31 7.15 6.15 Standaxd Deviation
138 162 238 None
10 8 13 1 -2
9 8 17 3-~-0n
9 5 i4 7 - 12
5 1 6 13 - 18
3 2 5 19 - 24
1 3 4 25 - 1)
0 2 2 31 - 35
1 1 2 36
0 3 3 Unknown
In military service full-tine,
2.3 2.3 2.3 Mean :
8.23 8.07 3.15 Standard Deviation
161 119 2890 YNone
2 1 3 3-6
i 1 2 7-12
1 3 4 19 - 24
2 1 3 25 - 30
6 0 6 31 -~ 35
3 5 8 35 ;
0 3 3 Unknovm !
N
J
!
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Balti.ore St. Louis Total Ttem Number and Cude

76, In {eil.

Mean
Standard Deviation
None

1 -2
3~-6

7 - 12
13 - 18
19 - 24
25 - 30
31 - 35
36
Unknown

N
— N e
fen)

WO WwOrwNWVWLLWL
LYo
t3 - N

O NN SN DO OO e I
WNWSNNDINVNWE -~

In sclhicol, part-tiune.

1.6 Hean
Standard Deviation
291 None
2 I -2
3 - ¢€
7~ 12
13 - 18
12 <« 24
31 - 35
Unkitotm

v
- O
s3]
w
2D
[

O = O et N = O
WONOW IO

O s B e O L

In school,full-time.

5.0
12.69
98

ean
Standard Deviation
None

1 -2
3-6

7 - 12
13 - 18
19 -~ 24
25 - 30
3! - 35
36

[l

o
w
P

QO Q) e L et B pe e DO P~ D W
NSO N

WMo NWN NN WO

NP = 0

w
w

Unknown
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Itcm Nwupber and Code

76. Sick or disabled.

rlean
8 Standard Deviation

None

1 -2

3-6

7 - 12

13 - 18

Unknotm

— N O

O O e OV
(A}
N O

[
_—0 O
W SN N e W

to e .

GO et e L AND P

In manpcwer training orogeams.

—

Hean
Standard Deviation
Hone

1 -2
3-9%

7 -12
13 - 18
19 - 24
25 - 3¢
3) - 3
Unknowr.

-
BN I~
P R

t— fs
UHNWOM@NM%O\

-
e

[
[l SN )

-

WO NN UVENS DW

'

Other .activities.

Hean

Standard Deviatinon
None

1 -2

7~ 12

13 - 18

19 - 24

Unknown

-0
v .
w

QOO O U~y e
[++]
(P ]

(9}
N O
WO bt Pt s e N N

N

WO e e O =g e

Descr:ption of cther activities.

0 1 Expec:ing to enter training progrem
1 2 3 On va:ation, visiting
4 4 Unknon
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

77. And ripght now, you are doing what?

96 61 157 Employed full-time
8 6 14 Employed narc-time
8 1 9 Had jod, laid off
30 37 67 Unemployed, looking for work
8 6 4 Unemployed, not lockine for werk
2 6 3 In mtlitary service, full-time
(interviewed subjccts)
57 54 il in military se-vice, Eull-tinme
(uninterviewed suhjects)
13 3 21 In jail (interview=d subjects)
2 13 15 In jail (uninterviewed subjects)
1 2 3 In school, part-time
1 6 v In school, full-time
4 1 5 Sick or disablad
2z 2 4 In manpower prograns (interviewed
subjects)
1 2 3 In manpover programs (uninterviewved
subjects)
5 2 7 Subject deceasswd
0 1 1 Subjert expecting teo enter military
service
78. How do you usually get around?
39 19 58 Walk conly
99 58 157 Public tramsporcation, and walk
15 35 50 Jwn transportation, and walk
10 15 25 Other private transportaticn, and walk
i3 6 1¢ Unknown
73. Last month, what was the longes:
distance traveled?
85.7 96.0 20.3 Mean
163.27 2G9.22 184.6% Standard Deviation
160 126 286 N
33 49 32 5 miles or less
34 | ¥ 51 6 - i
8 14 22 11 - 15
11 10 21 16 - 2%
29 6 35 26 - 50
13 5 18 51 - 100
12 6 18 101 - 260
8 8 16 201 - 379
12 i1 23 3C0 or more
16 7 23 Unknown

80
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Baltiore

c
o

17
22
26
48
18

155
25

2

>

109
42

25

43

22

0~ L

St. Louis

41
26
17
11
32

117
12

103

16

34
69
14

62
55

—CY O

-

Total Item Number and Code
80. About how cften do you travel this
far from home?
86 Every day
43 About once a weck
39 A ccunle times a month
37 About one time a month
79 Several times a year, or less
26 Urikknoun
31. Have you ever heard of the State
Emnloymeut Service?
268 Yes
37 No
4 Unkrown
82. If you wantnd to repister, would wecu
knoy vhere?
212 Yes
56 No
41 Not applicable (never heard of Sur),
and unknown
83. Inforratlon level, SES.
77 Knows quite a bit about it
155 Knows only a little about it
36 ~onfused, unclear, or no knowledge
84, Ever registered, SFS
117 Yas
131 S0
85. ES actions (registered sublects)
61 Refer to an employer for a jcb
16 Give you any kind of test
14 Give you any klnd of counseling
7 HRelp prepare you for a job intervicw
Fefer you to any training proprmn?
2 NYC
2 Jol, Corxps
7 MOTA and other vocational training
prozrams
261
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{ Raltimore St. Louis Total 1tem Number and Code

Other E3 activities.

6 0 6 Peferred to YOC
1 0 ] Umemploynient compensatinn chock
1 0 1 Told me to come back

85. 1S activity summory

16 16 a2 Yothing hzppened
29 35 64 One ES activiiy reported
7 8 15 Two
1 3 4 Three
2 0 2 Four
36. Ever yet a job throuph £5?
18 23 41 Yes
37 39 76 No
37, 88. [Lver any other kind c¢f help from E3?
1 0 1 Yo referral
1 3 4 Training referral
1 0 1 YOC referral
3 2 5 Unemployment compensation
3 0 3 Advice and couasel
46 57 103 lone
88, Wow . . . hear about SES?
58 50 178 Friends
48 20 77 Family, other relatives or family
friends
3 2 12 School.
4 8 12 Neighborhood Center
22 18 t Ads or announcenits
3 0 Yoc
Combinations
5 0 Conbination of friends and fanily
1 4] 1 Combination of school and Neighbrriiced
Conter
4 1 S Private and public
3 2 5 Unknown

262
ERIC 282
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Baltimore St. louis Total Item Nupber and Code

90. WYhat is there about the SES that
might make a person want to use it?

3 6 9 No reason
2 1 3 Convenient location
10 2 2 Free service
78 83 161 Referral effectiveness
14 4 1g Service and experience
13 2 15 Quality of jobs
3 3 6 Reservations
7 4 11 Other
21 12 33 No response
91. Uhat is there about the SHS that
mipht make a nersen not want to use it?
16 18 34 No reason
18 9 27 Person himself
8 1 9 Location, lack of infcrmation
2 0 2 Cost
20 20 40 Time and delay
5 10 15 SES experienrce
22 14 36 Undesirable or ineffective recfevrzl
5 4 9 Other
55 41 26 o response
92. Have you ever 4weard of the YOC?
121 103 168 Yes
45 30 75 No
3. If you wanted to roaister would vou
know whexe to ¢o?
S3 70 168 Yes
33 33 66 No
94. Information level, YOC.
36 2° 61 Knows quite a bit about it
72 54 126 Xnows only a little about it
23 24 47 Confused, uncienr, or no knowledpe
95. LEver replster at Y'C!
70 51 121 Yes
61 52 113 No

263
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

96, Y0OC actions (registered suhjects)

45 31 76 Refer you to an emplover for a -job
2 2 14 fidve you any kind of test
18 8 26 Glve you any kind of counceling
10 6 16 Help prepare you for a job interview
2 9] 2 Refer you to any training propram
2 0 2 NYC
0 2 2 Job Corps
5 2 7 MDTA and other vocational trainiye
programs
96. Suvmmary of YOC actions.
9 13 22 Nothing happened
40 30 70 One action ra2ported
14 3 17 Two
5 4 9 Three
1 ) 2 Four
1 0 1 Five
97. FEvevr gnt a {ob through YNC?
41 23 64 Yes
29 28 57 No
93. ILver any other kind of heip {rom ¥2C?
2 0 2 Job referral
1 0 1 Training program referrals
2 ] 2 Material help
5 2 7 Counsel
0 2 2 Social Securilty card
60 47 10/ No other help reported
100, How hear about YOC?
57 60 117 Friends
22 7 29 Family, other velatives, family frieuds
8 10 18 S.locd
3 7 n JeiphbLerhood Center
26 i0 36 Ads or anpouncements
Combinations
3 1 4 Private (friends and family)
10 5 15 Private and public
2 3 5 Unknotm

264
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Ttem Number and Code

101, X¥hat is there about the YOC that might
make a person want ¢o use it?

i 2 3 No reasons
3 0 3 Free service
32 56 28 Jobs, referral effectiveness
i3 7 25 YOC service and experience
9 1 10 Quality of jobs
27 11 38 Youth specialization
) 2 8 Reservations
18 4 22 Confusions
' 0 1 Other
16 29 3 Nn response
102.  that is there about the YOC that ricat
mmake a nerson not want to use it?
18 9 27 o reason
10 10 20 The person himself
1 0 1 Location, lack of information
9 11 29 Time and delay
5 4 9 YOC evperience
36 13 49 Undesirable or ineffective job referral
1 1 2 Other
1 0 1 Confusion
50 55 105 No response
193, Ever heard of tie In-School NYS?
52 57 109 Yes
124 72 196 No
0 4 ] Unknotm
104, If you wanted to epply, would you
know where to go?
29 36 G5 Yes
23 21 44 o
105, Information level, Tu-School NYC.
17 11 28 Knows quite a bit about it
is 25 40 Knous only a little about it
20 21 41 Confused, uiclear, or no knowledge

265
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1A

Paltimore St.
10 19
4 3
4 2
34 42
6 8
1 1
2 0
1 1
6 9
4 1
2 r
20 23
2 2
13 24
3 2
7 2
6 3
1 1
¢ :
9 11
5 4
10 11
12 11
2 1
14 13
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Total

N
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21
23

32

Item Number and Code

106,

109,

110.

111.

112.

266

286

107, 108. Did you ever thipk about
applying? Ever actually avply? Tvery
been enrolled?

Enrolled

Appliad, but did not enroll

Thought about it, but did not apply
Never thought ahout anolying

Morths in In-5chool WY\ (corollea

subjects)

0 - 6 months

7 - 12 montus
19 - 24 months
Uaknown

Did Jn-School NYC heln you set a job?

Yes
do

How did vou h2ar about the In-Schnol
Syee

Public Emplovment Service or Youth
Oppottunity Center

Friends

Family, other relatives, fanily {rieads
School

Neighborhood Center

Ads or announcements

Private and public

Unkncwn

Khat is there sbout the In-School 175
that might make a pe-son want to gfet
into {t?

No reason

Pay

NYC wor¥. and working conditions
Educational osportunity
Emnploymant and career onportunity
Other

No response



Baltimore St. Louis
12 11
% 1
3 5
0 4
4 7
23 29
46 36
130 94
0 3
25 30
21 6
13 7
: 18
16 11
9 3
3 4
3 2
31 25
9 2
2 2
5 1
1 0
1 )
6 3
3 0

Total

29

27

—— ON P

w O

Item Number and Coile

113,

114.

115,

116.

117,

122,

121.

287

What is there sbout the In-3chool
NYC that might make a person not
want to pet into it?

o reason

The person himself

The pay

Work and working conditions
Other drawbacks to in~scheool NIYC
lo resnonse

Ever heard of the Qut-of-School N¥C?

Yes
No
Unknown

If you wanted to apply, would you
know where to po?

Yes
Ne

Information level, Out-of-School WYG,

Knows quite a bit about it
lnows only a little about it
Confused, unclear, or no knowledge

118, 119. Did you ever thiok about
applying? Hver sctually apply? Fver
been enrolled?

Enrolled

Applied but did not enroll

Thought about it, bu: ¢id not apply
Never thought about aoplying
Unknovm

Months 1a Qut-o0f-School NYC (envollen
subJects). -
0 - 6 moaths

7 - 12 months
13 - 18 months
Unknown

——— . e e i . e et . e — et L



Baltinmore St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

122, How did you hear about QOut-of-
School NIC?

(¥
o)
~J

Public Employment Service, or Youth
Opportunity Center

24 16 40 Fr’ends
4 1 5 Family, other relatives, family fricads
3 7 10 School
4 4 8 ileighborhood Center
6 3 9 Ads or announcements
0 1 1 Public Cumployment Service, School,
anc Neighborhood Center
2 0 2 Public and private
123. What is there about the Qut-of-3chosl
NYC that mipht wake a person want to
set into 1t?
1 0 1 Yothing
1 3 4 Pay only
11 9 20 The work
15 9 24 Career, perconal devclooment
2 2 4 NYC environment
5 2 7 Nepative or conditional
2 1 3 Confusion
b 10 19 No response
124. vhat is there about the Dut-of-Schcol
MYC that might make a person nct wanc
to pet into it?
4 6 10 o reason
3 5 8 The person hiuself
9 K] 12 Pay only
3 ) 3 ‘IYC work, emnloyment
4 2 6 NYC environment and conditions
1 1 2 Carcer, personzl developnent
1 1 2 Confusicn
21 13 39 No resnonse
125. Ever “icard of the Job Corps?
170 128 298 Yes
6 2 8 o
0 3 3 Unknown
268

El{lC 288

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Baltimure St.
97 20
3 48
57 45
73 53
34 24
1 1
i6 '3
8 8
39 12
105 94
2 1
13 9
2 1
L 2
0 1
3 8
13 5
10 12
70 58
17 7
4 2
7 8
45 33
3 2
1 0
12 1
1 0
Q
WJ:EEE

177
121

102
136

=W wnN

11
18

22

128

269

289

ITtem umber and Code

128,

131,

132.

133.

If you wanLed to aopl\, would you knniw
where to po?

i
|

Yes !

No
I
Information 1evell~go* Corns.

Knows quite a bit dbONt it

Knows only a little ahout it
Confused, unclear, or no knouwledga
Unknown :

129, 130. Ever think }bout applving?

Ever actually apply" “Evar been
enrollec?

Enrolied

Applied, but did nnt enroll

Thought about it, bu: did not apply
Neve~r thoupht about.auolyxng
Unknown

Months in the Jcb € rus

e Jeb C enrollee
subiects)

0 - 6 nonths

7 - 12 months
13 - 13 montns
Unknown

Did Jo» Corns helué{gingg_;_rﬂlz

‘es
No :

How did vou hear_atout Job Corns?

|

Fublic Employment {ervice, Youth
Opportunity Center.

Friends 1

Family, other rela Aves, fanily friends
School

NeighYorhood Ceut;r

Ads or anncuncenents

Friends and family

Public Employment Serwvice, School,
and Neighborhood fenter

Privete and Pub1ic

Unkncem
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31
17
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St., Louis
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52

55
75

Total

49
125

15
29

QW =N

(%)

i9
22
89
23
22

119

103
203

64
39

270

290

Item Nurber and Code

135,

136.

137.

What is there about the Joh Corns
that might make a person want to sict
iatc 1¢?

No reason

Cetting and being away from hone
Fay, earn and learn
Vocational training, general
"opportunity"

Job Corps experience

Carecer value of training
Oropout specialization
Placzment only

Vocaticnal counseling

Other

No response

Whet is there about the Job Ceips
that might make a person not want
to set into it?

No reason

the person himself

Getting and being away from homez
Pay, hours, delay

Job Corps experience

Value of training

Other

No response

Ever heard of the M7A?

Yes
No
Unknown

1f you wanted to apply, would you ki
where to po?

Yes

10



Baltimor.

St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

10
23

NO DM

[
w

r—
- N W WO

138. Information level, MDTA.

14 24 Knews quite a bit about 1t

20 35 Knews only a little about it

20 43 Confused, unclear, or no knowledse
1 1 Unlrnown

137, 140, 141. Ever thought ehout apclvinn?
Ever actually applied? Ever been

enrolled?
5 13 Errolled
2 5 Arplied, but did not enroll
8 14 Th.ought about it but did not apnly
40 69 Nevar thought about apolying
0 2 Unknown
142. Months i MDT4, enrollee subjects.
5 12 0 - 6 nonths
4] 1 7 - 12 months
143, Did HDTA help you get a job?
3 9 Yas
1 3 N>
1 1 U1known
144. How did you hear about 'MTA?
5 8 State Emplovment Service or Youth
Cpportunity Center
25 45 Friends
4 7 Family, other relatives, family frienc
4 5 Schoci
3 6 Yeighborhood Center
9 21 {ds or announcements
1 . T'tiends, and family
3 5 V'rivate ~nd puhlic
1 2 Inxnown

271
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Baltimore St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

145. What is there about the MDTA that

might meke 8 person want to get into

it?
0 1 4 Yo reason
7 6 13 Pay, earn and learn
11 19 30 Vocational trainins, ceneral onportunity
3 1 4 MDTA experience
4 7 11 Carcer value of tralaing, nlacereat
] 2 6 Specislized clientele
19 19 38 No response
145, What is there about the MOTA that mignt
make a pergson not want to get into
it?
3 10 13 No reason
3 4 7 The person himself
1 0 1 Lack of information, poor information
8 7 15 Pay, conditions
6 3 9 MDTA exnerlance
27 3l 58 No resnonse
147. Ever heev of New Careers?
5 4 9 Yes
171 129 00 No
148. 1If you wanted to apply, weuld you
know wheve to go?
3 2 5 Yes
2 2 4 No
155. How did you hear ¢bout Hew Caveers?
2 0 2 Frienus
2 1 3 Family
1 c 1 School
0 z 2 Neighborhood “enter
0 1 1 Ads
156. VWhat is there sbhout the New Carecrs
that might make a person vant to oot
into it?
2 2 4 "Thevy heip you find a aocod job," “it
finds you a job making good money,"
"a lot of morey to be made," “securftv
in the future"
3 2 5 Wo resvonse
O

ERIC 272
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Wha+_is there about New Careers that _

mighc make a person not want to get

“the person himself,™ "they don't
pay you anything while they train

It is better to live for today end

let tomorrow take care of itself.

Most w2k is dull and borine.

o

You feel that your chances of havin

a haopy home life in the future arc_

You_feul that so far in your life
you_have heen vecry lucly,

When people "bug! you, they should be

told off even 1f it maang eatlting

Balt{imore St. Louis Total Ttem Number and Code
157.
into _1t?
1 2 3
you," ‘'no reason"
4 2 é Ho response
158.
62 44 106 Stronzly agree
41 17 58 Agree somewhat
27 22 49 NDisagree ccmewhat
46 46 92 Strongly disaprce
0 4 4 Unknown
i59.
36 21 57 Strongly agree
43 32 75 Apree armewhat
64 40 104 Disagrec somewhat
33 36 69 Stroaxly disagree
0 4 4 Unknoun
160.
food.
79 71 150 Strongly agree
63 &0 log Agree somewhat
13 10 29 Disagree sorewhat
9 3 18 Strongly disagzee
1 3 4 Unknown
151,
61 64 125 Strongly apree
64 33 97 Agree somewhat
26 18 44 Disagrece screwhat
25 15 40 Stronzly lisagree
0 3 3 Unknown
162,
into trouble.
41 25 67 Strongly agree
20 23 58 Agree somcwhay
57 37 94 Lisagree somzwhat
47 39 ) Streagly cusagrae
. 1 3 4 Urlkitesra
Y 273
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Laltimore St. Louis Total Item Number and Code

rt——n S e

i63, You would say that you have 2 lor of
confider.ce in yourself,

109 102 211 Strongly aprees

53 24 77 Agree somewhat
7 2 9 Disagree somewhat
7 2 9 Strongly disagree
0 3 3 Unknown

164. Most of your teachers had it in for
you and gave you a hard time.

21 13 34 Strongly agree

32 18 50 Agree somewhat

62 31 93 Disagree somewhat
61 68 129 Strongly disagree
0 3 3 Unknown

165. fost pcople cannot be trusted.

47 36 33 Strongly agree

53 36 89 Agree somewhat

50 31 81 Diragree somewhat
24 27 ¢l Strongly disagree
2 3 5 Unknawm

166. 1f you try hard encugh, vou hsve a
chazece of succeeding in whatever you
want_to do.

125 136 231 Scrongly agree

41 19 60 Agree gomevhat
7 3 10 Disagrie somewhat
3 1 4 Strongly disagree
0 4 4 Unknown

167. iou feel that you are as ce-sble and

e e T e e i

a3 smart as mosi other neople.

82 62 144 Strongiy agcee
69 4y 118 Agree somewhat
18 16 34 Disagree scnewhat
7 3 10 Strongly disagree
¢ 3 3 Unknovn
274
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t Baltimcre St. Louis Total Item Number and Code
168, What your family expected of you whils
you were frowing up was:
13 14 27 Too wmuch
16 24 40 A great deal
106 75 181 Just about the right amount
30 10 40 Not very much
i1 7 18 Not enough
0 3 3 Unknown
169, In dealing with you, your family was:
40 39 79 Always fair
€6 41 107 Usually fair
61 45 106 Sometimes fair, sometimes wmfair
6 4 10 Usaually unfair
3 1 4 Always unfair
0 3 3 Unknown
170. On the whole, how strict was your
family with you?
9 6 15 Too strict
10 13 23 Quite strict
102 32 184 Just about right
39 23 62 Rathar easy
16 6 22 Too easy
0 3 3 Unknown
171, How interestcd were vour parents (or
other family adults) in what yor were
doing while you were growing un?
105 a3 273 Very interested
66 29 95 Somewhat interested
3 3 8 Not at all intecested
0 3 3 Ur.known
172, ¥hile you were growing up, wuen family
dzciasions were nade that concermed you.
how often did they pay atteation to
vhat you vantaed?
38 24 62 Always
43 (8 21 Usually
74 42 116 Somiatimes
15 .3 28 Seldom
6 3 9 dever
( 0 3 3 Unknown

215
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Whea you drooped out of school, your
parents_(or other family adults):

Divided opinion (volunteered by responden

Compared to most of the young men who
are your friends, you feel that you

Yuch better than they are
A Iittle better than they are

*fuch worse than they are

Graduated from high school

Dreoped out after 10th grade
Dropped out before finishing 10th grade

ilow many of these friends have full-time

Balt{more St. Louis Total Item Number and Code
173.
7 7 14 Were in favor
133 107 240 {lere opposed
20 7 27 Didn't care
11 5 16
5 7 12 Unknowrn
174,
are petting along now:
24 23 47
37 25 62
89 72 161 Abgut the same
17 5 22 Not as well as they are
9 5 14
0 3 3 Unkr.own
175. Most of these friends:
63 $4 117
66 37 103
46 38 84
1 4 b] Unknown.
176.
jobs?
20 12 32 All of them
73 44 117 Most of them
47 37 84 Some of them
32 26 58 Cnly a few of then
1 10 11 Nouce of tlem
3 4 7 taknown
276
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What kind of work would you rzally 1ike

to be doing 10 vears from now?

Entrepreneur, Professional, Semi~
Evecutives, ‘lanagers, Supervisors
Office clerical and Data Processing
Other clerical and Sales

liealth, Welfare, Social Service and
Crafts, Trades, other Technicians

Factory work and semi-gkilled

Do _you think your chances of pattiug

Unknowr: and no cccupational goal

Is theve anything that might hold vonr

back from gotting that kind of work?

Iradequate education or training
Lack of job opnoczturitics
Health, blind, weight, multiple
sclercsis, speech defects

Inability to pass entrance tests

Ealtimore St. Total Item Number and Code
177.
10 8 18 Ungspecified
49 A5 a4
Professional
9 8 17
15 13 28
3 5 8
2 3 5
Technicians
51 35 e
11 3 14 “fachine onerato:
5 3 8
5 5 10 Other and unskilled
16 5 21 Unknown
178.
that kind of work ave:
49 31 80 Very good
50 65 115 Fairly good
28 b 38 Vot so gocd
3 13 36 Unlikely
26 14 49
179.
62 75 137 Hdothing holding me back
62 39 191
3 1 4
3 0 3
9 2 11 Police record
1 0 1 Past enployment record
2 1 3 "Myself"
1 0 1
5 2 7 Other
28 3 41 Unknown
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

St. Louis Total
123 2
2 4
1 2
0 1
0 3
1 3
5 5
93 206
27 74
7 16
1 2
0 4
5 7
118 266
6 11
9 32

278

Item Number and Code

185,

186.

187.

Does respondent have any obvious
physical defects which might impair
his ability to work?

Yo

Yes, amputated limd or member.

Yos, speech defect

Yes, wears glasses, blind in onz eye
Yes, other physical problems

Yes, mental retardation

Unknovmn

Interviewer's ratinu of resnondent's
attitude toward intervicw.

Triendly, coorerative

Casual, impersonal

Suspicious, reluctant

Hostile

Totally detached, non-involved
Unknown

ervieverg' comments ccncerning

No comments, or comments Indicating
that interview went well--'{nterview
went wvery smoothly"”

Accuracy may have been affected by
respondent's attitude--"trying to give
'right' answers,” 'didn’t care how he
answcred what you asked him"
Interviewing problems--"interrusticns,
"srandmother,” "intoxicatad,” "child
cryinz," "T.V.," "retarded,”" "dova,"
"hurrled, "
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