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DEVELOPMENT OF GUIDANCE MEASURES FOR YOUTH-
WORK TRAINING PROGRAM ENROLLEES
PHASE I: MEASUREMENT OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA
Norman E. Freebherg
and
Richard K. Reilly
Educational Testing Service

Princeton, N. J.
Abstract

This study deals with methodological issues in the development of
measured objectives for a youth-work training program, along with analyses
that serve to illustrate how empirical data can be used to supplement

rational choices of program outcomes. Correlational analyses of outcome

measures werz used to define the "structure" underlying a system of criteria

from which the best sets of coherent scales, or composite measures, might

be derived.

For end-of-training program (short—term) objectives, the dominant
dimension found was defined as " Training Program Adjustment" consisting of
ratings of enrollee performance in the program, combined with measures of

social adjustment. Other distinct groupings of variables were definable

" 1

as "Job Aspirations," "Social Adjustment," "Personsl Image'" and "Planning
Competency."
Longer term (intermediate) objectives applicable to enrollee post-

program performance—--for those who had held full-time employment--produced

O
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reletively clear patterns of job-oriented capabilities. Among these, a
"General Job Success and Adjustment" pattern was dominant, with others
definable as "Job Stability-Mobility," "Striving for Vocational Success"

and "Blue Collar Job Success."

Two personal adjustment dimensions
accompanying those were designated as '"Community and Family Adjustment”
and "Vocational Adjustment-Dissatisfaction."”

A set of four dimensions, obtained from the criterion wvariables
applicable to a subgroup of former enrollees who had never held full-time
employment, was found to be relatively utclear and difficult to define.
The research implications and problems posed by attempts to measure degrees
of "success" for such a subgroup are considered.

Some descriptive highlights concerning vocational behaviors of forﬁer

enrollees are presented and future research needs, essential to a more

complete understanding of program objectives, are discussed.



IT.

ITIT.

Iv.

Table of Contents

Introduction

A. Purpose

B. Background

C. Concepts of Criterion Development
Method

A. Selection of Criterion Variables

B. Questionnaire Design and Administration

C. Sample and Data Collection

D. Data Analyses

Results and Discussion

A.
B.

C.

D.
B.

Program Completion Criteria

Post-Program Criteria (Enrollees with Full-Time
Employment Experience)

Post-Program Criteria (Enrollees with No Full-Time
Employment Experience)

"The" Employment Criterion

Some Descriptive Highlights of the Post-Frogram Samples

Conclusions and Recommendations



DEVELOPMENT OF GUIDANCE MEASURES FCR YOUTH-
WORK TRAINING PROGRAM ENROLLEES
PHASE I: MEASUREMEFNT OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

AND THE DEVELCPMENT OF CRITERIA
I. TJTuivroduction

A. Puxpose

The ability to demonstrate the effectiveness of any social program

is almost completely a funcition of the ability to measure intended goals,

or objectives, with reasonable accuracy. It is the measurement "quality" !
of the variables chosen to define performance standards that ultimately 1
makes it possible to: (a) specify the degree of program success, (b)

feed back information for modifying and improving program components and ;

(e) carry out meaningful research leading to increased understanding of
the population served. Where the effort is made to identify and measur=z,

properly, an array of agreed-upon outcome variables there are corre-

AT ik ki

sponding administrative advantages likely to accrue in +the form of better
control of program processes, the design of more effective programs and
the establishing of accountabiliﬁy for those programs that have been

undertaken.

For many goveranmentally-funded manpower training programs, aimed at

v e bt bt A

effecting broad social change, statements of program intent have often
been highly zeneral and too rarely translated into applicable behavioral 4

objectives--both long and short term--with defined measurement reguirements. 1

Even less attention has been paid to the availability and sultability of
outcome varigbles that would be needed to measure intended goals with

reasonable continuity from study-to-study, or program to program. Early
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efforts to demonstrate training outcomes were primarily anecdotal (u.s.
Senate, 1963) and heavily dependent on testimonials that can hardly serve

as strong supporting evidence for clear specifications of goals. Relatively
recent studies, conducted in the latter half of the 1960's, have tended

to mowe toward more precisely defined outcomes (Levitan & Mangum, 1969).
Unfortunately, they have neglected to provide a broad overview of possible
measures for satisfying a variety of criterion needs or a stated rationale--—
logical or empirical--to Jjustify the choice of specific variables. In
addition, the studies have generally not gone beyond descriptive surveys

of demographic data (e.g., numbers working or looking for work by age,

sex, educational level, etc.) with simple4tabulations of frequencies, or
-proportions, for the criterion variables chosen, so that rather weak
evidence is avallable for selecting one.particular set of outcome vari-
ables as more appropria£e than others. Borus and Tash (1970) in their dis-
cussion of impact measurement for manpower training programs have leveled
similar criticism at these study designs and the virtually exclusive use of
univariate methods. Fortunately, there are more fruitful analytical approaches
available in behavioral science that would seem to be essential if the hope
is to construct a defensible system of measurable program ijectives, able
to encompass the complex performance variables that characterize the manpower
training enterprise.

The present study represents an initial step in demonstrating how certain
of those teéhniques might be applied to a systematic, comprehensive exam-
ination of a number of criterion measures for that class of manpower train-
ing programs that have come to be designated as "youth work training programs"
(Herman & Sadofsky, 1966). The majority of such programs, which have been

Q

ERIC



-3=

under federal sponsorship, araz intended to serve young adults from poverty-
level backgrounds who are considered socially and culturally disadvantaged.
Although at least one large-scale program has had as its primary short-term
objective that of preventing'youngsters from dropping out of school (i.e.,
the Neighborhood Youth Corps, In School Program), most of the programs

are concerned with enhancing the "employability" of those who have left

the formal academic setting.*

Thfough an analysis of various specific outcomes~--based on data
obtained from one youth-work training program considered reasonably repre-~
sentative'in its design and enrollee population (i.e., Weighborhood Youth
Corpé, Out of School Program)--it is expected that a set of guidelines
for choosing the mest useful measures of program "syccess" can be formulated
and. applied: (a) in evaluating ﬁhe effectiveness of this, or similar,
youth-work training programs, (b) in the validation of tests or other
predictive devices for selection, guidance, or placement (e.g., paper and
pencil tests; ratings, work samples, etc.) and (c) when relevant perforﬁance
measures (i.e., dependent variables) are to be selected in the planning
and conduct. of research programs.

Within the primary study purpose, it should be clear that it i1s impracti-
cal for any single criterion study to pin down all outcome variables perti-
nent to virtually all youth training programs {present or prospective).

Such programs not only possess a number of variations in their short-term
intentions and training methods, but are modified freguently enough, in

N

!

For descriptions.of the various youth-work tralning programs and their
stated, or implied, goals see Mangum (1969) and Levitan and Mangum (1969).

Eggg;‘ : i ﬂl]t i
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those respects, to warrant a degree of continual updating for their
systems of outcome measures. What does exist, however, is the opportunity
to demonstrate one model for programmatic criterion resea?ch, based .on
variables with the broadest applicability across programs (i.e., "core"
criteria) and to help clarify crucial issues in setting standards that
must concern any youth-work training program forced to deal with ¢ mplex,

behaviorally-based, ~"i. .ives.

B. Backgeround

The necessity for w.lertaking the developnent of suitable criterion
measures for youth-work training programs arose from the more immeciate
requirement to validate a battery of measures intended for use as guidance
and counseling tools. The instruments that comprise the battery deal with
various attitudinal, vocational and reasoning skills, and>were designed
explicitly for use with disadvantaged adolescents of relatively low verbal
skill levels enrolled in the Neighborhood Youth Cofps program (Freeberg,
1968; Freeberg, 1970). In a preliminary development phasé, various test
characteristics were examined with external'validity assessed solely on
the basis of available, concurrent criteria in the form df.counselor aﬁd
work supervisor ratings.

Validation using one type of short-term criterion is inherently limiting.
It is far more desirable in any test development effort for the value of the
appraisal tools to rest on a variety of as long range and relevant measures
of program outcomes as possible. For example, the choice of couﬁselor
and work supervisor ratings should bepredicated on their demonstrated value

as outcome measures which should, in turn., be determined by their relation

ERIC
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(or relevance) to other longer-term outcome measures that may consist

<

of a variety of vocational and social adjustment variables.

Whnen fac 4 with the task of choosing criteria for a youth-work training

program, however, it became apparc ‘at there was little coherent research
material available to provide suffi “s=nt nowl :dge of the "erit=rion

domain" from winich one could select "~ =izrsibl: variables of known m=asure-—
ment characteristics and accessibilix s, Jithc % suitable informaticn to
define the value of specific criterion - asure , research or evaluation
studies involving work-training progzam roliz=zs have been forced to depend
almost entirely on rational bases (us: __y nc~ made expliecit by the

investigator) for the choice of what can Lbe coasidered untested dependent
variables. Thus, in some studies, scaled values of '"self-esteem", "work
motivation" or "social adjustment' have Deen embodied in one, or a few,
gquestionnaire items. In others, more formally developed scales may be

applied or the investigator may choose to infer the same constructs exclu-
sively on the basis of observation by others (e.g., employers, family

members, peers),from records of police contacts, number and types of Jobs

held, etc. Any, or all, such variables may be of value. The point is that

there has been no systematic, empirical test of that value,in terms of
measurement properties and relationships between criterion variables,

essential for determining the dimensions being tapped by any set of outcome
measures. It 1s this lack of available evidence to support the investi-
gator's choice of particular criteria, from the pool of potentially usable
outcome variaﬁles, that can often lead toc ambiguous measurement with consequent
weakening of cémparability, or contir-%ty, in the criteria chosen z2nd in

the conclusions reached by different s-udie=.

ERIC
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The effect is perhaps more acutely felt in attempts to construct and
validate predictive appraisal devices or tesﬁs, because the suitability
of the criterion measures (i.e., their availability, - <liability, relevance,
bias, factor composition) can be reflected directly : d immediately in
the choice of test content and the levels of validity chievable (Thorndike,
1949).

Since any youth-work training program must depend on behavioral assess-—
ment (i.e., tests and measures ) for conducting iis guidance and research.
or for evaluating its impact, the conclusion is inescapable that any
measures used for such a program ''can be no better than the criteria which
define it" (Krug, 1961). This central role for criteria in the development
and applicuation of any measurement system has been stressed repeatedly 1in
the psychometric literature, although often slighted in practice to the
detriment of various social and educational programs. It is understandabliy
difficult and costly to accept Guilford's (1954) recommendstion that "as
much time be spent on developing criteria to validate tests as on the tests
themselves" since, as he admits, this means 'doing the hard things first"
(Guilford, 1954, Ch. ;h). Nevertheless, repeated failure to deal explicitly
with criterion problems has left major efforts in behavioralvappraisal
and evaluation with a legacy of unrealized improvements in validity:
-improvements that are becoming more necessary to achieve if widely used
appraisal tools are ever to meet long standing vocational needs and if the
legal reguirements for demonstrated validity of tests are to be fulfilled

(Polermo, 1969).

.ELJ'
o}



-~T-

By attending to criterion variables at this stage in the development
of guidance and counseling tools,it is hcped that, in addition to demon-
strating the advantages of proper choice and meésurement of program goals.
costly criterion inadequacies which might subsequently affect large-

scale test vezlidation efforts can be minimized.

C. Concepts of Criterion Development

In order to provide appropriate perspeﬁtive for the purposes and
techniques of the present study, it is of value to review customary
approaches to criterion development along with some of the complex issues
that can arise when these are applied to .the definition and measurement
of work-training prdgram goals. Although considered separately below,
these issues and concepts are highly interrelated and should be viewed
as different faéets of an overall process of criterion determination.

1. Single vs. Multiple Criteria: The search for a single criterion

' for any educational or social program,

as the standard of "success,'
appears deceptively appealing, but can prove difficult tovjustify in its
application. Typically, for youth-work training programs, the single
outcome .of choice used to represent an "employability'" obJjective has been

a frequency count of the numbér of enrollees who obtain employment over
some defined period following program completion. Such a measure has
rational Jjustification and certainly represents one of the more important
program outcomes. But, whether that or any other single criterion variable
can serve as an ultimate étandard, optimally informative of program

accomplishment, is questionable for several reasons. First, it is

'.generally untrue that a single measure such as a job-count index, by itself,

ERIC
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possesses the all-encompassing criterion value assumed. If. or exazple,
most ex-enrollees of fouthnwork training programs had ottair-: emplcyment
at such jobs as laborers or dishwashers, a simple employment sunt alone
would be considered by most observers to represent an incomp. =se, if not
misleading, standard of program accomplishment. Additioral c.:come 1lata
that are job-related would obviously be called for in the fora of tae
"quality" of the jobs obtained, and based perhaps on jot level , salary,
advancement possibilities, length of employment, =tc. In pra-tice, there-
fore, even those who deal with, or espouse, a single goal for = work-—
training program often intend to consider at least sever-1l specific
variables that constitute a broader employment dimension.

A second reason why it is questioﬁable to choose a single prograii goal
is that it is self-defeating to>put all of the "criterion eggs" in one
basket, especially when that single objective involves a vocational measure.
Types of jobs and their availability can vary regionally, seasonally, on
the basis of changing local or national economie conditions and in the
patterns of minority-groupr discrimination imposed. A training program th=t
had properly inculcated in its enrollees the means and the desire to obtain
and hola a job might, therefore, be Judged unfairly where that Jjudgment
hinged on one specific criterion measure (or class of criteria) affected
by a number of conditions beyond the control of the program under evaiua-
tion. In order to overcome such bilasing effects, it seems logical to
consider additioﬁal important objectives, other than those that deal with
purely vocational, "job-getting" outcomes. This can only be done by

demonstrating changes in the characteristics of the individual enrollee
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(e.g., in hius work motivation, vocational planning abiliity, personal
adjustment, acauisition of intellectual or technical skills, ete.),
all of which might have been favorably influenced by the program—-and
highly related to later success in obtaining jobs—-but not verifiable
where theré is total dependence on a single job-count index at some
aarrowly defined point (or period) in time.

A third shortcoming .in being dependent primarily on a single criterion,
is that the one form of measured outcome becomes the basis for the prcgram's

existence——i.e., the criterion defines the program. Thus, whatever its

title might imply., a training prégram that seeks to measure as its sole
outcome scores on reading achievement level or, perhaps, the number of
enrollees who remain in school can, by aefinition, be considered only
a "remediél reading" program or a "school-retention'" program--nothing more!
Assumptions about other outcomes that might enter into, or be associaied
with, the single criterion chosen are purely gratuitous if they are unmea-
sured and undemonstrated. In this context, it should be apparent that a
relatively simple, unitary criterion is alsc unrealistic. Pecople who design
a youth work training program and those responsible for its conduct (e.g.,
counselors and work supervisors) do not behave, in practice, as if thére
is one single overriding outcome to be achieved. They seek instead to
effect many different enrollee behavioral changes of wvaried, often undeter-
mined, value.

A fourth, and probably a major drawback in resortiang to a single
criterion, stems from the restrictions imposed in understanding how a
training program is functioning or succeeding. That is, it limits avail-

able knowledgé regarding which particular program components might be

O
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differentially affecting which aspects of the criterion. Dunnette (1963)
emphasizes essentially the same point in discussing the design and appli-
cation of measures for predicting job success, when he argues that only

by the use of complex, multiple criteria can one "learn more abcut the total
constructs" that are (or should be) measured hy tests. It seems equally
likely that the functional complexities of a youth-work training program
would best lend themselves to appraisal by more than a relatively simple,
single criterion score.

5. Criterion Measures over Time (Proximal, Distal and Ultimate Goals:

The choice of any goals and their measurement can only have meaning
along a time continuum. Certain goal formulations imply a relatively
immediate capability to measure the outcomes specified; others imply
relatively lengthy time periods before information bearing on the outcomes
can be made available. Major issues of criterion definition, cost, accessi-
bility and demonstrated value are influenced by the time constraints imposed
and are conventionally considered under temporal designations of the criteria
as "proximal", "distal" or "ultimate' measures.
a. Proximal or short-term criteria are those considered most

immediately available and usually the most accessible or

easily obtained. In a youth—work traiﬁing program, such

as Neighborhood Youth Corps, theée might be available at

*
the time the enrollee is "completing' the program and

*Program "completion" is a relatively arbitrary term since the enrollees
can, and do, leave the program as they choose. The nominal enrollment
period designated for the Neighborhood Youth Corps out-of-school program,
however, is one of six months. '
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consist of aguantitative
personnel (e.g-, counselors and work supervisors), peers (e.g.,
rellow enrollees), self-evaluations (e.g., attitudinal
measures) or forms of administrative information re-
corded by the project (e.g., work site absences , number
of work site assignments);

b. The distal or intermediate term criteria would be those
measures available within some reasonable period after
the enrollee has left the program and might include
various aspects of employment, vocational, social and
family adjustment, motivation or attitudes and infor-—
mation on specific post—pfogram experiences such as

contacts with legal authorities; use of USTES, etc.

lp]

. It is, certainly ,the vltimate or long-term criteria

that represent the most desirable ones conceptually but
the most difficult about which to obtaln information
(often beyond the bounds ofpractical.capability). These
+tend to be the criteria for which the broad dimensions
can oftén be égreed upon——e.g.,‘"vocational success' or
soclal "adjustmént"--but the most difficult to define
explicitly.- Just what constitutes vocational success
over many years or a working lifetime is not an easy
task to determine. Collection of such ultimate forms of
criterion information mnay require essentially prohibitive

expenditures of effort and money bey 14 what is considered

O
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justifiable for program purposes. Or, similarly, it
- may be gonsidered too ambitious, if not logically

inappropriate, to assume that the effects of any youth

work training program could be expected to extend beyond

a period of several months, or a few years, at most.

In that case, goal statements should be translated into

measures that are "less ultimate" and set within a more

appropriate, arbitrarily agreed-upon time span. The

shorter that time span the more obtainable some forms

of long range criteria are likely to be.
By dealing with criteria in this temporal framework, there are improved
possibilities for understanding the meaéures chosen through recognition of
their overlap and their interrelationships. In addition, it becomes clearer
in formulating and applying criteria--especially the immediate and inter-—
mediate ones——what assumptions are being made, rationally and empirically,
regarding the "respresentativeness' of each criterion measure for some form
of longer range goal intention. The practical advantage gained is expressed
most clearly in the'statement that: "As one moves from the ultimate towards
more and more immediate criteria, there will be more and more room for
statistical considerations to supplement the rational in evaluation of the
proposed criterion measures" (Thorndike, i9ka, p. 123). It is only through
such statistical considerations that criterion representativeness and value

can eventually be determined.
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3. Measurement Concepts: For criteria, as for any test instruments,

the basis for selecting the most functiomal varidbles should stem from
knowledge of their measurement characteristics. They should, in other
words, be reliable or reproducable, relevant to éther criteria (i.e.,
"valid" in the conventional sense) and as objective, or bias-fres, as
possible.

a. Relevance or equivalence: Given any defined outcome

measures at any proximal point in time there remains an
obligation to demonstrate the relevance of those measures
to longer-range criteria. Practical needs to substitute
the more quickly and cheaply obtainable criteria for the
costlier, longer—-term, varieties can only be met by
reasonable evidence té support those choices intelligently.
This, in effect, constiﬁutes what Wherry (1957) has stressed
as a need for "intelligent substitution" of the more obtain-
able (short-term) criteria for the more distal ones. In
fhe caée of youth-work training program, various short-
term criteria derived from ratings by others, enrollee

‘ self: appraisals and attitudinal scales, measures of various
skills acquired, etc., may be decided upon as relatively
easy to cbtain and reasonably justifiable st the time the
enrollee has completed, or is leaving, the program.

However, the most important problem remaining to be solved
would be one of specifying the extent to which each

criterion measure at program completion is equivalent
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(relevant) to outcomes deemed more important at later
points in time (i.es., longer-term patterns of vocational
success and social adjustment). In order to accomplish
this, it is possible to compare underlying dimensions
for the same or similar criteria obtained, at different
points in time, for different individuals in a cross-
sectional comparison. Far more definitive and useful
(although costly) would be use of a follow-ups
longitudinal sample that allowed for direct correlations
between earlier and later scores on criterion measures
obtalned for the same individuals. When immediate criteria
are found virtually unrelated to longer-term measures

is very difficult to Justify their use on any basis,
however easily obtainable they may be and whatever the
rationale for their choice or the degree of objectivity
they may be shown to possess.

Reliability: Although not as critical to criterion determina-

tion as relevance, the reliability of any criterion measure
serves as a limiting value which can attenuate its relationship
to other, more relisble, criteria (Thorndike, 1949, Ch. 5).
Some moderate level of consistency should be demonstrated

if the measure is to have any wvalue in support of some

broader criterion construct. The ability to demonstrate
performance consistency by measuring and remeasuring the

same behaviors cover a short time period (i.e., analogous to

test-retest reliability) represents a luxury that is usually

22
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impractical to attain for many of the criteria that

would be applicable to a youth work training program
(e.g., length of stay on first job). More often,
reliability of the criterion measure can only be
demonstrated by showing the internal consistency of a
multi-item scale and by the relationships between wvarious
criteria, grouped either on an a priori logical basis (e.g.,
"motivation" as reflected in number of jobs the individual
tried for, visits made to employment agencies, responses
to appropriate questionnaire items),or from factors on
vwhich similar criterion measures are shown to cluster.
Therefore, the wider the variety of desirable long—range
criteria that can be applied, the greater the opportunity
to increase reliability of a given criterion construct by
increasing the range of behaviors sampled.

c. Bias: Adverse effects on both the relevance and reliability
of a criterion can stem from systematic biases that
differentially influence scores obtained from various sub-—
groups of the population being considered. For criterion
data obtained on the performance of present or former youth-
work training prograﬂlenrolleeé, subgroup biases may be
introduced in various measures of vocational success because
of different employment opportunities in wvarious geographic
areas, differences in professional capability in rater
leniency, or in training opportunities from project to project.

Many significant biases can be difficult to identify, requiring

O
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extensive research efforts to do so, while others

may be difficult to correct or impractical to eliminate
even when identified. Where a particular form of
identified bias cannot be eliminated, its effects can

be minimized by randomizing its occurrence  through

all subgroups to as great an extent as possible, or

by removing its effects statistically. A range of
possible biaéing effects to be aware of in the develop-
ment of criteria have been outlined and discussed by
Brogden and Taylor (1950), under categories of "deficiencies"
in choosing pertinent criterion elements, "contamination"
by the introduction of extraneous elements, "inequality"
of scale units and "distortion" resulting from improper

weighting of criterion elements.

4, Criterion Availability and Practical Constraints: Despite an

awareness of

proper approaches to definition and measurement of criteria,

there are additional issues that can impose overriding, practicsl limita—

tions on the

most carefully designed attempts to develop or apply those

measures. Among these are:

Qe
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The accessibility of certain forms of desirable cri-

terion data and associated costs required to obtain the
information may be prohibitive enough to make use of the
measures impractical and require the search for sub-
stitute measures. Longer-term criteria for a youth-
work training pfogram are the ones that can require

particular time and effort in their collection, since the

24
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individuals about whom post—-program performance data

are to be collected must be located (often at very high
cost) and, once located, be willing to provide the
regquired information. Where it is impractical to obtain
information directly from an enrollee or ex—enrollee, and
where corroborative information is sought, it may be

necessary to utilize information from public sources

(e.g., law enforcement agenc =, local state and fed-
eral agencies, credit agencizz or from employers and
other obser—rers (e.g., frie: family m==bers). Even

for those "externzl" sources, .L.cwever, szcessibility

can remain a problem in term »f cost, accuracy and,
equally importunt, in terms o =thical considerations.
There may, for example, be some reluctance on the part

of an interviewer (as well as other persons,and agencies)
to violate the individual's right to privacy by
providing information with, or without, his knowledge--—
and. rightly so. The ramifications of tuese points, which
are only mentioned iﬁ passing here, are critical to all
aspgcts of research and evaluation with youth-wcrk
training programs and will be considered in detail in
Section ITI of this paper.

The objectivity or subjectivity of criterion measures are

a function of the nature of the program and the degree of
information accessibility. Ideally. the more objectively

verifiable the outcome measures chosen +the more accurate



~18-

they are assumed to be, while the greater the human
intervention involved the greater the subjectivity

and the greater the assumed chances for inaccuracies.
Those criteria highest on objectivity would be the ones
based on routinely and easily recorded performarce
indices {e.g., @bsences, units of production output on
a job). Further away from highest level of objectivity
can be found the systematically derived observational
data dealing with reasonably observeble aspects of per-
formance (e.g., routine supervisor ratings of Jjob
competence). ©Still less objectivity may be assigned to
factual statements, by the individual, about himself---

but potentially capable of being checked for accuracy

(e.g., police contacts, salary); with the more subjective
portionof the continuum reserved for self-evaluation in

the form of attitudinal measures (e.g., vocational plans,
motivation, family adjustment, job satisfaction, etc.).*

The more subjective the criterion sources the greater

the care necessary tb guard against measurement inaccuracies

and to demoastrate their relevance to (i.e., correlations

with) the more objective outcomes.

*Purely anecdotal, unstructuvred, response information (whether observations
or self-evaluative) would represent the extreme subjective end of an objective-
subjective continuum, but is nov considered pertinent to the concepts of cri-
terion development presented here as long as the information remains nonsysteme
in its collection and unquantified in its application.
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The generalizability oif any criteria constitutes an

important comstraint in their applicability to a

broad class of programs or evaluative needs. Where
broad goals cutting across similar programs can be
wgreed upon and the sazsples involved remain reason-—
<bly comparable, some Form of "evaluative continuity"”
in the use of generalizable outcomss can be an
wchievement of obvious importance. Part of any
criterion package sh:-1d certainly include a variety

of specific criteria where.they are logical for diffsr-—
ential program intentions. That is, some measure(s)

of wverbal skill should be apﬁlied where remedial treZn-
ing constitutes a program component; or, for measuring
specific areas of technical skill where those are being
taught. But, the primary risk in too great dependence
on criteria that are highly program-specific: for a
conceptually similar grdup of programs (e.g., manpower
training) is that where program components are contin-
wally changing, through practical necessity or other
extérnal demands (e.g., job markets demanding entirely
new technicai skills), the evaluation system assumes
the costly risk of continually "chasing" those changing
program goals.

Despite the practical desirability of using widely

applicable criteria, the extent to which +that intention
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can be accomplished is often further limited by what
.

nas been termed the dymamic guality of measured czt-

comes (Bass, 1962; Ghiselli, 1960,. This goes beyc. 1
intentional changes in program desig: and associate.
criteria dictated by feedback of resilts. The conc -~
has been used to refer to changes ovzr time in

the measuremént characteristics of the same, or simlar,
criteria. For example, a battery of guidance tests =y
be reasonably predictive of work supervisors' ratiizs

at the completion of the training program, dfop to

much lower level of validity for on-the-job performance
ratings six months after the enroilee leaves the program
and tﬁen show a return to the initially higher levels
perhaps a year and a half 1éter (using essentially the
same rating ariterion). Thus, in choosing outcome
measﬁres there may be a bullt-in constraint to narrow
those choices to criteria that are most stable in terms
‘of predictability and relevance at different points over
time?—or at least to know which criteria are subject to
such dynamic change and what the criterion "mix" should

be at each segment in time.

e. ExistingAprogram.deﬁands constitute the last of the constraints
considered here and can be viewed as primary and pervasive
in the choice of criteria for study. The constraint stems

from the necessary, logical, connection between objectives,

O
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program content and@bperation. Although it has been
pointed out that the ériteria chosen can be said "to

define the program," it is equally true that, once a
-routh-work training program is operational, criterion

choice is limited for practical purposes by the nature
and.conduct of that program. The criterion measures

must, under such a circumstance;be selected with the
Intention of reflécting_program components to a reason-
able extent, since there is little logic in measuring
outcomes not likely to be (nor claimed to be) affected

as a result of participation in the program. As a somewhatg
extfeme example, one might obtain evidence to show improve-

ments in dental hygiene resulting from enrollment in a

non residential,youth-work training program by measuring

explicit variables reflecting the enrollee's dentgl status.

Although a desirable outcome, its logical choice as a

criterion of priority could be challenged if there is no
information'concerning dental habits provided as a program component ;
nor any attempt made to provide dental care directly.

Ail of the above concepts in criterion development should eventually
enter into the design of a total and flexible system of outcome measures.
Where the data of the present study are svailable to do so, these concepts
will be applied in guiding this initial overview of criteria for ugé with

a youth-work training program.
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II. Method

L. “zlection of Criterion Variables

= order to measure objectives for a youth-work training program

=~ . mecessary to design an initial set of potentially useful criterion

T -les, from which the best ones can be pruned as a result of empirical
g ...7m2s8. The intent 1is to c@ver.an adeguate range of variables

t.. _ on a suitable rationale: a step that has been stressed

=1 ieial, if misleading criterion dimensions are to be avoided (Nagle,

1¢-3). The process is best initiated by a broad (but brief) description
of the major features of a yoﬁth work training program, highlighting its
imp_-=d and explicit goals followed by a logical "translation" of those
goals into more specific criterion categories within which variables ana
scales can be defined. The measures desired should be as objectively
spec:fiable as possible and should also draw upon experience'frOm previous
rese=rch in which similar criterion constructs have been applied.

1. Characteristics of a Youth~Work Training Program

Ma jor feétures of a youth-work training program from which categories

of zbjectives can be defined for the analytical purposes of this study are
to be based on a brief description of the Neighborhood Y6uth Corps, Out-of-
School Program (Federal Register, 19595. This full-time, nonresidential
program may be considered sufficiently representative, in buth the enrollee
population served and in its broad functions, to meet present study needs.

.z for any youth-work training program, (and as previously indicated)
the : erall goal that provides the basis for program design is the enhancement
of enrollee employability. To accomplish this intent of improving the

Zoit-,_12al’'s capability to obtalin and h2ld a job, the local sponsor of a

%fzgr\
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Neighborhood Youth Corps Project (NYC) must provide a setting in which
séhool dropouts receive gulidance agd counseling services and an opportunity
to work, for at least a minimum wage, on some form of "suitable" job.

A work superwvisor who 1s an employee of the organization in which the
enrollee receives his work—traininé (often a governmental agency) maintains
an informal relationship with the NYC project through a project guidance
counselor who is professionally responsible for the progress of the enrollee.
Other than the requirement for vocational guldance counseling and supervised
work experlence, there have been no rigidly defined program components,
curriculum materials or specific technical skills to be acquired.*

Although there is no formal program termination point (i.e., 'graduation"
or "completion"), the nominally prescribed period of enrollment is con-
sidered to be oné of six months. An enrollee may of course leave the program any
time he chooses. The enrollee population served is, by definition, from a
poverty-level background (based on family income) and composed of school
dropouts wino have‘generally been unable to obtain either suitable or regular
.employment én their éwn. Age ranges have varied since the inception of the
program but have remaihed roughly within the adolescent age levels of 14
to 17 yeais.

The structural aspects and functional requirements of the program lead

to reasonably explicit and identifiable sets of assumptions, or intentions,

*®
Fecrmal requirements for remedial training in verbal and arithmetic

skills were first instituted in the summer of 1970 for all NYC projects under
the NYC II Program. Although many projects had undertaken such skill
training on their own prior to that time, it was purely voluntary (often
under speciallv funded studies) and often temporary in its availability

to the enroclliees. :
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concerning specific objectives that are held by program administrators and
professionals. For example, it is generally assumed that the guidance and
counseling services provided are instructional with regard to vocational
possibilities, training requirements, the value of improving academic
standing (e.g., return to school or formal education), job seeking skills,
(e.g., how and where to look for jobs; appropriate interview behaviors)

and proper on-the-job behaviors, (e.g., acceptance of supervision, getting
along with co-workers, coming to work on time). In addition, the guidance
may extend to personal problem areas and overall social adjustment outside
of the work setting (e.g., family problems, legal difficulties, and handling
of finances). All of these are closely complemented by paid, on.the job,
experience intended to enhance enrollee work-related adjustment, familiarity
with job requirements, organizational expéctations and in some cases
(depending upon the type of work experience) development of specific tech-
nical skills.

The combination of counseling and work experience are viewed, in turn,
as the means for instilling personal confidence in the enrollee regarding
his ability to function in a work setting and in his desire to achieve
vocationally——~the effects of which would, hopefully, ramify to all areas
of social and vocational adjuétment.

Prom such a broad consteilation of program characteristics and assumptions

it is possible to postulate sets, or '"categories,"

of general outcomes along
with specific variables and scales that might define those categories.

2. Description of Criterion Categories and Measures

It should be evident from previous discussion that for an initial

examination of youth-work training program criteria it is desirable to specify

32
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sets_of criterion categories along with a fairly wide range of associated
outcome variables, that are both logically justifiable and reasonably
practical to obtéin. Such variables can be considered under two major
headings based on their applicagbility at different points in time. One set
deals with outcomes that define how well the enrollee fared at, or near,
the "completion" of his participation in the program, while the other
criteria are applicable, largely, to post-program periods during which
longer—term effects on enrollee performance could be expected to occur.
There is a degree of appropriate overlap in a number of the criterion
catégories and variables at these two time periods ({e.g., those dealing
with personal;sociél adjustment areas). Other categories are of necessity
unique (e.g., all aspects of post-program full-time job experience since
they can only apply to enrollees who have left the program). The specific
variables and scales applied to each category are referred to under "data
éources" vsing their numbered designations in the appropriate criterion
guestionnaire,¥*

Program Completion Criteria: representing short-term outcomes consist of

the following categories and assoclated variables used in their measurement:

a. ‘Vocational planning ability: can be considered intrinsic

1o the counseling and guidance component of a youth-work
training program, particularly that aspect of guidance

which provides information concerning available occupations

*The‘Enrollee Program Completion Quastionnaire is shown in Appendix B
and the Post-Program Qu#stionnaire in Appendix C. Evaluations by counselors
and work supervisors are presented in Appendix D and an Employer Evaluation
Scale in Appendix F.
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and the steps necessary to achieve realistic
vocational goals. This category of enrollee per-
formance capability deals with vocational plans
formulated at the time the enrollee is "completing”
NYC and the ways in which he expects to implement
those plans. Williingness to plan, the ex£ent of
planning and the degree of reality are basic
‘theoretical concerns in vocational guidance and

have been considered in the research literature as
important to all vocationally-oriented behaviors, as
well as to the eventusl degree of job success achieved
{Stephenson, 19553 Super, i957). Variables in this
categ$ry are intended to reflect vocational planning
intentions of the enrollee, his overall concern for
various job characteristies in formulating those plans,
and the "gquality™ of his planning. In line witﬁ the
desirability of-criterion variables being as objective
as possible, the enrollee's planning intentions require

responses that are as behaviorally oriented as possible.

Data sources-—consist of Post=Program Questionnaire items

17, 19, and 20 to 26; each scored as ssparate variables.
Ttem weights for 18(a) through 18(g) are summed to provide
a single "Awareness of Job Characteristics" scale score.

b. Feelings of vocational adequacy: is a category intended

to deal mainly with the enrollee's explicit perceptions

of his chances for success as a potential employee. This

34
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attitudinal construct can be considered as a

reflection of the degree to which the enrollee

feels he can "make it" in a work setting after

he leaves the training program (i.e., vocational

self- confidence or readiness). Rational bases for

the choice of the construct stem from specific
intentions by counselors and work supervisors to in-
still feelings of vocational adequacy in the enrollee,
through gulidance that apprises him of his skills and
capabilities and through work experieﬁce that offers.
familiarity with a Jjob setting as we&ll as the chance

to develop proper work habits and skills. The concept
is probably related to the more widely used "self
esteem," or self-concept dimensions (Wylie, 1961) that
have also appeared as scales in various studies of
vocational development among disadvantaged adolescents
(Freeberg, 1970; Hunt & Hardt, 1966; wélther & Magnusson,
1967); in theoretical formulations of career choice (Super,
1957) oand in studies of adolescent vocational adjust-
ment (Holland, 196L). However, the scaleé a1d items
chosen here, are intended to be a more direct and
"objective"” reflection cf intended behaviors for youth
work-training program outcomes than the often vaguely
defined and. diffuse self-concept measures customarily

applied as predictors.

30
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Data sources—-—consist of the items of a'Vocational Adeguacy"

'scale with item weights summed to provide a single scale.

The scale is made up of program completion guestionnaire
items 10 to 16 with items 20 and 20(a) also representing
aspects of the same construct.

Personal-social adjustment: represents a criterion category

with high "face validity" or logical relevance. It is
considered particularly desirable per se, by program
professionals, to assist the enrollee in achieviug a

level of social adjustment and personal satisfaction that
allows him to function adequately in a job, avoid legal
difficulties and achieve some degree of personal satisfaction
in his family life. In defining information needs for
wiK—-training programs, two primary areas of personal-social-
adjustment have generally been considered_of importance.

One has been designated as "community adjustment" (U.S.

Dept. of Labor, 1969) and is considered to be reflected

in delinguent behavior as measured by involvement with the
police. Logically, however, this concept can be extended
further and touch upon personal-community adjustment
variables that concern involvement with other members of

the community, as well as the individual's health status

and financial planning or.monetary responsibility. A

second major adjustment area for consideration deals with
the enrollee's relationships with his family, particularly

+the extent to which they are a supportive rather than an

36



—29-

obstructive influence on his efforts to improve. It

has been suggested that patterns of family responsibility,
demands and encouragemer influence critical aspects of
vocational, academic and socilal performance among dis-
advantaged ycungsters (Gordon, 1965).

Data sources--include questionnaire items 32 to 34 as the

variables representing family adjustment and 35 to U4l as
the community adjustment variables. In addition, data on
police contacts were obtalined, when avallable, from local
law enforcement agencies as an external check on the
enrollee-provided information.

d. Work-training program adjustment and capability: is

intended to represent a category of external criterion
judgments (as opposed to enrollee self-evaluation) -~ adicative
of the degree of overall adjustment and success achieved
as a result of participation in the youth-work training
program. The customary criterion measures used for this
purpose consist of formal ratings by those who are in a
position to make appropriate observations of enrollee
performance. Several such evaluative sources are readily
available from a youth work-training program. One is from
program professionals (usually guidance counselors) and
the other is from those responsible for the training and
supervision of the enrollee in the work setting (i.e.,

a work supervisor). A third potentially useful source

is peer ratings, for which no systematic research

to 37
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applications are known with youth-work training program
populations. This type of criterion measure has been
shown to be of value for a variety of training programs
(Wherry & Fryer,'l§h9) and appears worth examining in this
situation. There might, however, appear to be greater
difficulties than usual in obtaining peer ratings from
disadvantaged adolescent groups. Among those are an
unusual degree of reluctance to make specific evaluative
Judegments about fellow enrollees and difficulties in
obtaining a sufficient sample of enrollees, well enough
acquainted with one another in the work training setting,
to provide meaningful ratings.

Data-sources—-are based on three rating scales: (a)

An eleven (11) item counseior rating scale used for both
male and female enrollees, (b) Two, ten-item Work-
Supervisor scales-—-one for male enrollees and one for
females—-with several items differing on each of those

two scales (Appendix E). The Counselor and Work Supervisor
scale items were derived from scales used in a previous
study of NYC enrollees (Freeberg, 1968 ) and (c) Two types
of Peer Rating scales (Appendix B ) that were necessitated by
variations in the nature of rater-ratee acquaintance. Ons
set of these items could only be utilized for those peers
whose acquaintance with the ratee had been in the NYC
project and/or on a social basis,while the other set is

applicable to those whose acquaintahce is only social (i.e.,
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outside of NYC exclusively). Since it was not practical
to obtain criterion data for all enrollees at any given
project, those who did appear in the sample were asked
to choose two felloﬁ enrollees %to be rated. This was
seen as a means of increasing the odds for dbtéining at
least one réting on as many enrollee respondents in the
sample as possible.

Work motivation: could probably be considered one of the

more widely agreed—upon standards of enrollee behavior,
applicable to any broad definition of ''success" at program
completion. The counseling and work experience components

of the program clearly emphasize this motivational outcome.

Enrollee expressions of a desire to succeed vocaticnally--—

as indicated by willingness to take specific actions (e.g.,

joﬁ tra;ning, searching for employment)——constituté one of

the means possible for measuring such a criterion category

at program completion. Scores.obtaihed from scaled items

that dealt with general feelings @bout the importance of
obtaining and holding a Jjob have shéwn modest correlations with
coﬁnsélor and work supervisor criterion ratings for NYC enrollees
(Freéberg, 1968). However, in order to test a more objectively
definable index of ﬁotivation, the measure to be utilized

here as a criterion 1g intended to go beyond generalized
attifudes about employment and deal With.specific, although
hypothetical,opportunities to make vocationally- and

sducationally-related decisions, in a "simulated" choice

39
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situation, where a particular job being sought has a

high degree of desirability for the enrollee.

In addition, although there are few if any objective
behavioral measures at program completion that reflect
performance motivation directly, two pieces of admin-
istrative information were considered to be of

value for examination as motivational outcomes. These

are absences from job site(s) and the number of job site
changes made by the enrollee during his enrollment in NYC.

Data sources——are the job lists on page 10 of the questionnaire,

scored in terms of total number of jobs selected. Items ub
and 45 were scored as separate varisbles and items 46(a)
through 46(g) utilized summed item weights to obtain a single
"Work Motivation Scale" scorel |

Enrollee absences from the work éite(s) and the number of
work site assiénments were obtained from the NYC project
recdrds,withbvalues adjusted for length of program énroll—
ment in the scoring of these variables.

Post-Program Criteria: represent the longer-range outcomes

'

that might logically be affected by participation in the youth-work
training program. (As ﬁill be apparent in the descriptions below, certain

of the criterion categories and their associated variables can,ofinecessity,
apply only ﬁo former enrollees with employment experience; othersare eqﬁaliy
applicable to thoée with employment experiénce and those who never held a

job after leavihg the training program.)
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a. Bxtent or level of employment: is the category that

encompasses informetion undoubtedly considered of
primary importancg in determining the degree of success
for a youth-work training program, over any post-program
period. Measures that define the extent to which the
enrollee eventually achieves productive, remunerative
employment Would'possess a high degree of rational
validity if their value were to be based on the
professional Jjudgment of work-tralining program experts.
In addition, the relevance of these criteria to longer-
term vocational achievement might be expected to prove
significant, since early job performance tends to be

one of the better predictors of future job success.
Generally, criteria dealing with the nature and extent

of employment have been a cornerstone for a number of
Vvocational development theories that depend for their
verificstion on measures dealing with occupational
choices, job advancement, sequence of jobs held,

durar ..a of stay, etec., (Borow, 1964). Similar vocational
performance variables that are considered applicable (and
available) as youth-work training criteria would include:
the exteﬁt of employment since leaving NYC (i.e., whether
enrollee held, or now holds, a full-time job); length of
stay on job(s); hours worked per week and an index of the

"quality" of the jobs held based on a combined rating of skill,

o
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status level, and advancement possibilities. In the pres-

ent study, derivation of a composite "Job Quality" score

for the most recent or presently held job was based largely

on informatior from the National Opinion Research Center job
status scales (Duncan, Hatt, & North, 1961), the Dictionary of
Occupational Titles (U.S. Enployment Service, 1965), and the
Occupational Outlook Handbook (U.S. Dept. of Labor, 1969).

Data sources—--consist of responses to the Post-Program

Questionnaire for items 11 through 16 and item 23! each
scored as separate variables. Job guality was assigned
an appropriate weight of "1," "2.," or "3" based onthe
guidelines for this categorization shown in Appendix D.
It was also intended that the information be verified-—-
(where practical or available)-—from USTES and/or social
security records.

. Work stability and work performance: cover what should

be logically related categories involving the capability
to retain a job over some period of time (stability) and
to perform successfully in a work setting. Assessment
'of on-the-job performance has long constituted a major
category of outcomes in industrial training research
(Burtt, 1942; Ghiselli & Brown, 1955; Tiffin & McCormick,
1958) with the number of different indices, customarily
utilized to specify this construct, ranging from unit

wvork-output measures and '"creative'" achievements, to
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proficiency ratings by others (e.g., supervisors).

Those first two forms of criterion data are relatively
impractical to obtain for the enrollee population of
interest in this study so that ratings become the

primary source of outcome information concerned with

job proficiency. The job proficiency score can be

obtained from ratings made by a present (or former)

employer and would of course represent a variable

with a high degree of logical relevance as a youth-

work training outcome.

Job stability as a measure has also been considered
relevant for a number of occupational research programs
(Holland, 196k; Parnes, Miljus, & Spitz, 1969; Super,

1957), but its role among criteria for youth-work training
program is relatively unknown. Specific variables that most
conveniently define the measure are the number of Jjobs

held during a glven post-program period, the length of
“time employed on each job and the reasons for job termination.

Data Sources—-—for these categories consist of questionnaire

items 16, 17, 1T7a, 23, 2, 25 and 58, each scored as
separate variables. A four-item Employer Rating Scale is
presented in Appendix ¥ and yields a single score consist-
ing of the sum of the four weighted items. The brief

scale contains several item types that have generally proven

effective in employer assessments (Owens & Jewell, 1969).
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c. Vocational adjustment: should serve as an important

adjunct to the high priority job performance outcomes,

An increasing amount of vocational guidance research

has come to focus on the personal adjustment caﬁegory“

by dealing with measures of the individual's perceptions

of his work environment and the ways in which the work set-
ting interacts with his values and needs (Dunnette, Campbell,
& Hakel, 1967; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959). Some
empirical basis for the potential relevance of variables in this
category existg since measures of job satisfaction appear
to have moderate effects on worker productivity and job
stability (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Vroom, 1964).
Although often difficult to specify as a measure because

of its mulitifactor composition, determination of worker
satisfaction has nevertheless obtained strong support over
the years as a useful form of outcome measure (Dunnette,
Campbell & Hakel, 1967; Heron, 1954; Hoppock, 1935; Wherry,
1958). Problems in measurement, stemming from a need for
more precise definition of the characteristics of job sat-
isfaction have stimulated a number of attempts to identify
the factors that comprise the construct (Kendall, Smith,
Hulin & Locke ,‘ 1963; Sedlacek, 1966; Wherry, 1958). How-
ever, uncritical and direct application of items from many
of those factored scales to disadvantaged adolescents may
be questionable since, in most instances, they are based on

samples of white-collar professionals, semi-professionals
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and clerical workers. Fortunately, Hinrichs (1968) has
recently derived a set of job satisfaction factors for a
wide range of industrial personnel with differential

factor patterns reported for different employee levels.
That information allows for the selection of scale items
somewhat more appropriate to the Jjobs that former NYC
enrollees would be likely to enter. With some changes

in item wording, nine items for a Job Adjustment scale
were derived from the factors presented in Hinrichs' study.

Data source-—is the nine item Job Adjustment' Scale utilizing

items 26 through 34 of the Post-Program Questionnaire which
yvields a single s core based on the sum of the item weights.
Ttem 22 is considered somewhat similar to job satisfaction,
but is stated in terms of the extent to which vocational
experiences in general have met the enrollees expectations
and is treated as a separate criterion variable.

d. Personal-social adjustment: is a category for which variables

were selected on the basis of essentially the same rationale

as presented for the Program Completion Questionnaire. How-
ever, some additional personal adjustment variables can be
considered as more logical, and/or_available, after the enrollee
has left the program. One is the variable of number of visits
to a physician, which has had widespread conventional use

as a criterion measure indicative of personal adjustment,

family mobility (i.e., number of residences since leaving

O
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the work-training program) and use of financial

credit for making purchases.

Data sources-——~for those enrollees who hold, or have
held, full-time employment (Post-Program Questicnnaire:
Section I) consist of items 8, 10 and 43 through 55
which are all treated as separate variables .

For those enrollees who have never been employed full-
time, the adjustment variables (in addition to items 8
and 10) are to be found in items 28 through 38 of Section
IT; with all items treated as separate v=ariables.
Number of police contacts were obtained from local law
enforcement agencies as representative of community
adjustment.

e. Work-ceeking motivation and planning: are based on a

rationale similar to that provided for the Program Com-—
pletion Questionnaire. However, in the selection of
specific variables to define these categories, a number
of additionel experiences during the post-program period
(i.e., work experiences) can be used as more "objective"
measures of the enrollee's'Willingness to seek employment,
the degree to which he perceives work as a worthwhile pur-
suit and his ability to plan for his vocational future-

As will be evident from tlhie specific variables chosen,

the motivational and planning categories are assumed to
overlap considerably since much activity that involves

vocational planuing also implies a strong motivational

component.
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Motivational outcomes are to be reflected in such

measurable activities as: whether or not the enrollee

is currently working fuvll time or has held a full-time

job, the amount of additionsl training or formal

sch;oling he has obtained, the length of time after

leaving NYC before he found the first job; the number

of sources utilized in finding the first job and the

reasons for leaving jobs. For those former enrollees Who were
not previously employed, ther= are potentially useful
motivational variables dealing with attempts at further
schooling, stated intentionsrto seek employment and the
degree of concern with various charécteristics of jobs.

This  tter form of measure is presented as a "Concern

for Job Characteristics" scale that iﬁcorporates content
customarily used in construction of job-satisfaction
scales.

Criterion variables dealing more specifically with
vocational planning skills are derived from enrollee
estimates of how high in status and salary he expects

to go in the present job, what pians he has for the
relatively near futuce—-—-including his longer range occupa-—
tional goals-—-how he plans to achieve the intended goais
(scaled in terms of planning "appropriateness' and "quality'")
and the extent to which he has saved money since leaving NYC.
Data scurces—— for motivational variables in Section I of

¢

the Post-Program Questibnnaire are derived from items 11,
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15, 17(d) and 18 through 21; each scored as separate
variables. The closely related planning skills variables
are obtained from items 35 through 42, each of which are
scored separately.

For those enrollees who have never been employed (Section
IT of the Questionnaire), the applicable variables for
motivation and planning consist of items 11 through 27
scored separately and the sum of item weights for items
25(a) to 25(g) to form a single scale score (i.e., a

"O¢ .2ern for Job Characteristics'" scale).

B. Questionnaire Design and Administration

The purposes of the study and the use of disadvantaged adolescent
school dropouts «: relatively low verbal skill levels as the respondent
groups dictate the need for special attention to criterion questionnaire
format, content, wording and method of presentation.

The two separate guestionnaires shown in Appendiceé B angd C
were designed to deal with the two major types of outcomes under
study—--i.e., the more immediéte, or proximal criterion variables relevant
at the point of program comﬁletion and those that might serve as longer-
term, or intermediate, objectives following program completion. Use of two
relatively distinct sections of the Post-~Program Questionnaire, however,
stems from the need to obtain information about former enrollees who have
never held employment and cannot, of course, be queried regarding important
criterion measures that deal with Jjob-related experiences. Indeed, for

eriterion development purposes--especially in devising criterion measures—-
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the former enrollee group that has never worked since leaving the
training program is, in many ways,more like thosé completing “+he program
than those who have had full-time employment experience.

Format and Content: A basic ground rule in the design of the

questionnaire was that the content and format for items defining a similar
eriterion category would, where logical and practical, be as similar as
possible. (This improvzs the possibilities of gross comparison between
variables and criterion dimensions). Such an intention :. . Tor practical
purposes, highly limited when comparing program completion and post-program
samples but is possible to a greater extent for the two subgroups of former
enrollees. Even there, however, such comparisons are almost entirely
limited to the categories of personal-social-family adjustment and those of
vocational planning-motivation.

The first seven demographic items of each questionnaire are intended
not only for identification purposes but to serve as a potential check
on the interviewer's veracity in obtaining data from the respondent (i.e.,
the demographic information of the questionnaire should match information
on an enrollee personal data form to which the interviewer would normally
not have iccess). Questionnaire verbal levsl is intended to be appropriate
for adolescents with relatively low verbal skills and couched in a style that
allows for continuity in interviever presentation with a "natural flow'" from
item o item. Thus, complete sentences are utilized throughout and the total
questionnaire is designed to serve as an orally presentable "seript". In
line with this intent, items that cover similar subject matter and items
of all coherent scales {(e.g., the Vocational Adequacy S - . ' are presented

‘n segw. ..-e.
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Administration: Ttem presentation is intended to be oral with

the interviewer reading all item material to the enrollee. Marking of
respor.ses was to be done by the interviewer, preferably, but could have
been'carried out by the enrollee if the interviewer considered it desirable,
or the enrollee requested that he be permitted to do so.. Response prompting
was allowéd 6nly where indicated on the questionnaire. The interviewer was
to read the intrpductory remarks accompanying the questionnaire and obtain
all‘df the inforﬁation at a single session extending over'approximately 30
to 40 minutes. As'indicated in the introductory remarks;'éii respondents

were paid for their participation.

C. Sample and Data Collection

Questionnaires.were administered to a total of 379‘male and female
respondénts. Of these, 137T,who were enrolled in the NYC Oﬁt—of—School
Program for at least several months, constituted a "Program Completion"
critericn sample. The remaining 242 were former NYC enrollees who had been
out of the program for a period of 4 months to approximaﬁely 1 1/2 years.

One hundred and fifty-four of these former enrollees had'full—time'employment
experience (Post-Program:Employment Experiénce Sample) and 88 had never worked
full time since leaving NYC (Post-~Program:No Employment Experience Sample) .
Full-time employment experience was defined, éibitrarily, on the basis of the
ex—enrollee's having worked more than 20 hours pe;‘ week for at least one

week. Thece three subsamples wre treated separately, for the most part,

*
throughout the subsequent analyses.

——

®
Tormer enrollees who had entered the military were excluded from the

study sample, since it was felt that the social adjustment and job~related outcome
measures of the questionnaire were not entirely applicable to military
personnel.
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The 379 respondents of this cross-sectional sample were enrolled, or
formerly enrolled, in Neighborhood Youth Corps projects in six (6) cities
with metropolitan-area populations in excess of one-quarter million,*

Three of these urbén areas are in the nortﬁeastern U.8., one in the

southeast, one in the mid-west and one on the west coast. These cities
are indicated by letter codes and geographic locations in Table I, along
with the distribution of the enrollee sample by sex and criterion group.

Six trained interviewers, who were residents of the urban area in which
they conducted the interviews, were reéponsible for obtaining question-
naire aata. A11 six were professionals or semi-professionals with experience
in educational and training settings and noné were employed by a Neighborhood
Youth Corps project at the time of data collection. The NYC projects
agreeing to participate, served as the basic information source for identifying
present and former enrollees, their last known addresses and/or phone numbers
and also provided counselor &nd work supervisor ratings.

The information obtained from, or about, these.respopdents was gathered

largely during the summer of 1970, from approximately June through early

October.

Special Problems

Tt is a truism that information availability is a primary determiner
of evaluation and research capability. In that regard, certain character-

istics of a youth-work training program and of the poverty-level population

*
By agreement with various NYC regional administrative personnel and

project directors, neicher the s pecific cities nor the projects are
identified.
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served, can generate critical problems in obtaining desired criterion

information and in the utility of the information obtained.

(1) Data gathering - constitutes one of the major areas of concern,

since there are serious limitations in the quality of
information obtainable from poverty-level, largely minority-
group, adolescents who live in urban ghetto areas. Follow-
up of former youth-work training rrogram enrollees over any
extended post-program period can prove particularly difficult
and costly. There are usually no formal, or jinformal, links
routinely established betweer. the program and the enrollee
once he leaves and, certainly, there is no compulsion for
him to participate in data gathering efforts. Distrust and‘
avoidance of "estéblishment" agencies on the part of minority
group members often adds additional difficulties to problems
of locating former enrollees énd enlisting their cooperation.
An appreciation of many of the problems and some of the

techniques for data gathering from "hard-to-locate,"

poverty-

level, urban groups can be gléaned from a collection of papers
Aealing with that topic (U.S. Dept. of Labor, 1969). The

overall impression from those pépers,and the investigators' experi-
ences in the present study, is that one can locate a large proportion
,f individuals in almost any minority group or poverty-level
population if there is a willingness to pay what amounts to

"private detective fees."‘ Unforsunately, sucﬁ a requirement

would not be likely to prove feasible for extensive and

Acontinuing research and development efforts, so that it is

¢t 53



L6

often necessary to settle for less than the specified
sample and a reduction in the scope of information obtainable.
Some mitigation of the problem is usually sought in greater
dependence on data that do not reguire the enrollee's or ex-
enrollee's participation (i.e., "external" sources). Both
intuitively and on the basis of a need for measurement
accuracy, it appears more desirable to obtain such "objective"
ox external,outcome information,since it can serve as criterion
data in its own right as well as a check on the more "sub-
jective" (self-report) forms of information provided by a
respondent. Customary sources of external data include
employment records from state agencies, job performance
data, credit agency files, recoxrds of local law enforce-
ment and welfare agencies, schools, etc; as wéil e=s eva.i.uations,
or other information from family and friendé. But, this does
not necessarily provide a wholly-satisfactory solution since
a number of the previously mentioned data gather: »roblems
remain and new ones arise. Thus, there is not only consideraile
effort required.to'obtain information, from, say, police and
w-1lfare agency records, bub theldata are often of imperfect-
quality (U.S. Dept. of Labor, 1969)--especially in terms of
completeness and comparability between urban areas. In
addition, ratings by employers, friends, or family can be
aé difficult to obtain as informaticn directly from the former

enrollee and subject to as many biases.
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More serious problems are introduced, towever, in terms
of ethical implications and tue possibility of detrimental
effects resulting from the collection of data about an
ex-enrollee without his knowledge and consent. The fact
that some forms of desired information may be in the public
domain does not entirely negate the ccncerns. TFor example,
one of the most desirable forms of criterion information
regarding a former enrollee is probehly his record of on-
the-job performance, which is only obtainable by contacting
present or previous employers. Attempts to do this can
arouse reasonable apprehension on the part of meny respondents
that any seemingly official, or quasi-official, inquiries
may jeopardize their status with their employer.

There is no question being raised here regarding the value,
for study purposes, of sources of criterion information
external to the respondent's self-report. The present study
has attempted to incorporate such forms of information
where feasible within the time limitations, finencial
cénstraints and estimated accessibility, or adequacy, of the
data available from various extefnal sources. rather, the
intention is to amplify the point that the "righﬁ to privacy"
is a legitimate contemporary social concern. A number of
issues stemming from that concern remain to be dealt with as
part of the broader s;ectrum of problems serving to impose
serious limitations on the development and application of
objectives essential to proper research and evaluation of youth-

work training programs.

Q0
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(2) Sampling biases —with relatively unknown effects on sample

composition and findings can be imposed by both the data
gathering difficulties described above and various aspects

of NYC prograr. operation. As would be the case for any post-
training program follow-up study, there is the perennial
difficulty of estimating whether the individuals who voluntarily
participate are significantly different—--in "meaningful"
traits-—from those who cannot be located, or choose not to
serve as respondents. Demonstration of the similarity of the
located, volunteer respondents to a more complete sample

on the basis of available ex-post facto variables (age, sex,
education, length of stay in program, etc.) does not neces-
sarily demonstrate that selection biases failed to affect the
scores on a number of post-program, dependent (criterion),
variables. Selection biaces of nvmerous sorts are still likely
to produce serious undermatching, or lack of representativeness,
in such attempts (Greenwood, 194.).

Since there are.no reasonably complete samples availiable of
former youth-work training enrollees measured on a sufficient
number of pertineﬁt outcomes, it-remains difficult to estimate
the extent of the biasges introduced with any given enrollee or
ex-enrollee sample obtained. The samples utilized in the
pre ytbudy do not, by any means, qualify as "reasonably
complete." Jonsiderably less than full participation was
achle =d for the respondent groups sought. For example, among

th se presently enrolled, the percentage of "successes"
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reported by the interviewers (i.e., respondents participating
based on Aumber of attempted contacts) was about 60% to

85% depending on the urban locale and, perhaps, equally on
interviewer capability and the degree of cooperation by a
given NYC project staff.

Among former enrollees, who had been out of the prograum
for several months and more, the drop-off in those percentages
is consideratle since the interviewer is faced with
the major problem of first locating the former‘enrollee.

Here, the overall success rate reported was as low as 30%

to 35%, although in two urban areas this was repcrted as
somewhat better than 50%. As might have been anticipated,

the interviewers reported more problems in locating those
ex—enrollees who Lad been out of the NYC program for longer
periods—-particularly those who had been out for more than

one year. Clearly, the greater the data gathering limitations
the greater the sample biases likely to have been imposed.

One further problem in sample bias,introauced as a result of
the composition of the NYC enrollee pepulation in urban areas,
is the relativély small proportion of males who either enter
the ;§0gram or remain.enrolled for periods of several months or
more. This enrollment imbalance has been characteristic of
many types of youth-work training programs during the past
several years and is furtler compounded as a biaging effect by
greater difficulties--which interviewers uniformly reported--

in finding male ex-enrollees and obtaining questionnaire data
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- from them. The female former enrollees were simply easier to
locate and more willing to cooperate as respondents. Sample
composition by sex is shown in Teble I, where the problem of
obtaining male samples of sufficient size can be ssen to
result, even though there were specific efforts by the inter=
viewers to obtain a larger number of male respondents.
Despite the sampling difficulties outlined above, it is
felt that the present sample can be considered suitable
in terms of size, geographic distribution, and other enrollee
characteristics, for purposes of this initital study

aimed at identifying potential criterion variables.

D. Data Analyses

Tn order to examine the walue of a variety of critericon measures, in
the broad context required here, correlationsl analyses would appear to
By determining the

provide the maximum amount of coherent information.

patterns of relationships among the varisbles and their underlying factors

potential for structuring given categories of outcones.

Initially, identification of the dominent dimensions can be used (a)
as a check ngthe extent to which the logical, a priori, criterion categories
(previously sﬁecified) are empirically supportable and (b) whether other
categories, not previously hypothesized, appear to be worth stréngthening.
A second step in utilizing the analyses would be to specify the most useful
The ground rules for

dimensions and variables for future application.

accomplishing this are not only based on the strength of a given variable

.. .58
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(i.e., its loading on a dimension) but also on "rational priorities"
assignable to objectives of a youth-work training program. For example,
those work-related variables that are considered of especially high pri-
ority (e.g., job quality, salary, length of employment, employer rating,
etc.) --whers they show strong clusters--would constitute the dimensions
!
of primary interest. Attitudinal typeé of wvarilables (salaryAexpectatiéns,
Jjob satisfaction, etc.),that are also present on those same dimensions, in
turn become stronger candidates for continued use in a criterion system.
It also follows that lower priority variables, which make up relatively
small isolated dimensions, are those likely to be considered as having
lesser value for future use. )
The basic analyses to be performed cansist-cf computing the inter-

correlation matrices for (=) 32 criterion variables ch@sen'fcr use with
the NYC Program Completion Sample of 137 enrocllees, (b) 36 variables
applisd to the sample of 154 former enrollees who had full-time employment
experience {(Post-Program:Employment Experience Sample) .and- (c) a third
matrix with 27 variables applicable to the sample of 88 enrcllees who
had never been employed full time (PostaProgrém:No Employment Experience
Sample). Euch of the 3 matrices were factor analyzed using a principal
components solution (1.00's in the diagena;é) with varimax rotation to
orthogoﬁality of the factors extracted (Kaiser, 1957). Missing data analyses
were used throughout in computing the correlations for the matrices.

Az part of the necessary examination of frequency distributions, for
determining which outcome varisbles were suitable enough to retain in the
analyses, it was also possible to maks general judgments about potential

sample biases for male and female subsamples and, at the same time,to

ERIC
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present certain descriptive findings gbout former enrollees that were

considered worth highlighting for their programmatic implications.
ITI. Resnlts and Discussion

The intercorrelations of the criterion variables and their resulting
dimensions are best considered under the classifications of short-term
(proximal) criteria applicable at program completion and longer term
(intermediate) criteria for post—program use, Separate analyses are
reguired in the latter group for those ex-enrcllees who have had full-time
employment experience and those who had never been employed full time,

Missing dats oceurred throughout the sample for most varliables, because
of one or az combination of several reasons. Firét, the information about
the enrcllee may not have been readily availasble. Tor example, smployer
ratings were obtainable for only 37 former enrollees in the semple of 15h4
since present or former employers could not be contactedi they refused
to provide a rating, or the enrollee did not grant permission to contact
the employer (as occurred for approximately 50% of the sample). Second,
respondents may have chosei. not to provide the information requested by
the interviewer (e.g., an outright refusal to do so, or the belief that
they did not know the answer with sufficient accurscy). TFor still other

variables, missing data are unavoidable since the response is contingent

(e.g., "Reason for leaving last job" can only include a subsample of the
Post-Program Employment Experience group who had held more than one job).
Not all eriterion variables that appeared in ths questionnaire were

found suitable for analyses. A relatively small proportion of them were
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dropped because of extremely poor distribution characteristics, totally
inadequate sample size, or excessive numbers of response inconsistencies

that resulted from misinterpretation.

A. Program Completion Criteria

Table IT presents the 32 x 32 intercorrelation matrix obtained from
the NYC Program Completion gr@up.* Significant cerrelaticné, indicated in
the table by asterisks, are found to be uniformly low to moderate in size
with approximately 13% of those significant correlations reaching the
.05 confidence level, or better.

Certain of the individual correlations stand out as reference points
worth noting as indicative of overall response éonsisteney (reliability)
within the guestionnaire. The most striking of these relationships is the
r of .79 between the enrollee's guestionnaire response to the amount of
trouble experienced with the police and the actual occurrence of police
contacts (Variables #20 and #28). At that level of relationship the
enrollee's self-report of trouble with the police might, in essence, serve
as a reasonable substitute for the actual occurrence of police contacts
especially where the latter is too difficult or costly to obtain. On the

basis of this correlation itlcould also be assumed that the enrollee's

*In order to assist the reader in associating the variables analyzed
in the matrices with the questionnaire items from which they were obtained,
the numbered variables for each of the three respondent groups are listed
in Appendix A with the associated questionnaire item number.
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willingness to provide an =zccurate response, for such a supposedly "sensitive"

form of information, would spread to overall response accursacy for other
questionnaire iﬁéms.*

Anocther correlation that reflects a degrese of guesticnraire internal
consistency is the substantial r of .64 between the "starting salary"
expected on the first job and the "highest salary' that the enrollee expects
to achieve on that same Jjob (Variables #7 and #8). High correlations between
variables that should logically be related (e.g., different questions about
salary expectations) help to confirm response consistency. Similarly, it
can b2 noted that no clear instances occur among the significant correlations
in the matrix that would constitute illogical relat® onships or lead to
suspicions of response inconsistency.

An asdditional relationship of note is found vetween Counselor Ratings
and Work Supervisor Ratings {Variables #26 and #27). The correlation of
.40 obtained here is very similar to one of .36 previously obtained for
such raters evaluating NYC enrollees some two years prior to collection
of the present data (Freebérg, 1970). Thus, a degree of confidence can
be placed in the stability of thosez two important external criterion measures.
It is, however, the pattern of relationships and the criterion clusters, or
dimensions, formed that best summarize {the information of ianterest in the
matrix and provide some basis for choosing the most usable outcome measures.

Criterion dimensions. 8Seven factors, accounting for 47% of thie total

variance, were extracted from the 32 x 32 matrix of Program Completion

Interviewers were not to ask permission to check police racords nor to
inform the eunrollee that they intended to do so.

i,
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criterion measures. The choice of seven factors for rotation was based on

a decision to deal with one more than the approximate number of criterion
categories hypothesized (i.e., those six having been: Vocational Planning,
Feelings of Vocational Adequacy, Family-Personal Adjustment, Community Adjust-
ment. Training Program Performance and Work Motivation). TFive of the seven
factors were found to be sufficiently interpretable and to have value as
broad outcome dimensions. Loadings, on the five rotated factors interpreted,
are presented in Appendix G. These five factors are discussed below along
with a listing of the variables that possessed loadings of adequate size to
enter into the factor interpretation (loadings of .30 or higher).

Tws of these Tactors that are félative;y dominant, baseld on accountable

variance, deal with somewhat distinct forms of adjustment that are designated

as Training Program Adjustment (Factor I) and Sacial=Cqmmﬁnity,Ajjustment

(Pacter II).

Factor I

Training Program Adjustment

Veriable Loading

20 Amount of Trouble with Police .66

27 Work Supervisor Ratings : -. 64

30 Number of Work Site Absences .61

26 Counselor Rating - -.57

- 28 *  Actual Police Contacts .54
22 Number of Jobs Chosen for Training ~.hg

17 Save Money -,31

9 Ways to Look for First Job -.30

~ B&
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Factor I1

Social Adjustment

Variable Loading
18 Number of Pecple Giving Enrollee Hard Time LTl
1k Get Along with Family -.66
28 Actual Police Contacts .56
13 Ability to Accomplish Plans =.h7
20 Amount of Trouble with Police et

-4l

31 Peer Rating Score

The first factor defines a relatively broad aspect of adjustment, after
some period of NYC enrollment, that is concerned largely with performance
in the program but also possesses a major component of outside adjustment in
the form of problems with police. Thus, the primary loadings of this bipolar
dimension present a pattern of lower work supervisor and counselor ratings

accompanied by more work-site abesences and more trouble with the police

(admitted by the enrollee and actual). It slso incorporates tendencies by

of choices are presented, a lesser likelihood that he saves money from his
NYC pay and poorer knowledge of relevant ways to search for a job that he

would desire.

Factor II is more clearly one cof Social-Community Adjustment, primarily

outside of the work-training program, with the enrollee perceiving more
people in the coammunity as giving him a "hard time," having more wrcuble
with his family, as well as with the police, and alsc being rated lower in
overall adjustment by his fellow enrollees. As in the previous factor,
there is a tendency for the maladjusted enrollee to show up as poorer on
some aspect of vocational planning. In thié case he tends to indicate fewer

relevant ways for accomplishing his stated vocational plans.

B
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A third relatively clear =nd dominant dimensicn that emerges is

definable as Job Aspiration Level (Factor III) and is based almost entirely

on the enrollee's vocational expectations and assessment of his capabilities.

Factor III

Job Aspiration Level

Variable Loading
8 Highest Sslary Expected .73
T Starting Salary Expected .69
2 Quality of Job Deszired .58
12 Long Range Job Plans .56
13  Ability to Accomplish Plans A7
1 Vocational Adequacy Scale .36
25 Job Motivation Scale .30

The higher expectations of this enrollee cut uniformly acrossg salary
expectations, the quality of the job he desires when he leaves NYC, the level
of job he plans to obtain over the 1@;5 run and the relevance of his =tated
plans for achieving his goals. As is logical, the factor also incorporates
stronger feelings of wvocutional adeguacy and a higher &eg?ee of job motivation
in the face of cbstacles.

Scﬁewﬁat close to this third factor conceptually, but empirically

distinct, is the rather minor factor designated as Planning Comp=tency

(Factor V). This fairly clear dimension is indicative of the individual
who would choose a Job for which he feels he has adequate knowledgr and ability,

and who demonstrates competence in knowing how to look for the job he wants.
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Factor V

Planning Competency

Yariable Loading
6 Ability to Do Job Sought T2
5 Knowledge of Job Ssught .72
9 Ways to Look for First Job 4L
11 Job Search Plans (Suitability) .35

The coherence of the factor, despite its relative specificitys makes it
appear worth expanding for future criterion development efforts by use of
additional similar items and scales that demonstrate specific vocational
planning skills.

The final interpretable fa;ﬁgr (1v), although not as readily designated
as the others, seams to identify the enrollee who possesses (and projects)

a Self-Confident Image.

Factor IV

Self-Confident Image

Variable Loading

32 Number of Times Chosen for Rating .60
31 Peer Rasting Score .49

4 Awareness of Job Characteristics iy g
26  Counselcr Rating L1

1 Vocational Adequacy Lo
19 Health Problems -.38
11 Job Search Plans ~.32

He is better known by his peers {(i.e., selected more frequently for
rating) &nd rated higher by them, as well as by the guidance counselor. In
addition, he tends to show more interest in the characteristics of any Jjob
he would seek; to be confident of his vocational adequacy (ability to

Q
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obtain and hold a job) when he leaves NYC and to see himself as being in
good health. Interestingly., however, he tends to show poorer planning skill
if he should be Taced with loss of the first job after NYC. For this reason
and the fact that the work supervisor is the only rater ﬁét influenced by
him in a positive way (i.e., no interpretable positive loading for on-the-
job proficiency ratings), there is some suspicion that the concept of "image"
appropriately enters into the designation of the factor.

It should be evident that effective potential criteria for defining
enr@llee-"%uccegs,“ after a pericd of program participation, could be derived
from a number of these different dimensions--several of which bear a degree
of similarity to hypothesized categories of outcome (e.g., Training Program
Adjustment , Social Developmeﬁt). Such empirigai;y defined dimensions
should also be stable enough to lend themselves to the formulation of new
eriterion veriables that can be used tc broaden thelr applicability. On the
basis of the present evidence, where variables are needed for particular,
immediate uses (e.gz., test validation or construction of the mozt effective
scales or composite criteria), the end-of-program objectives of the sort

likely to be most effective can be defined as:

1. Objective-External Data {sources other than enrollee self-report)
. Work supervisor and guidance counselor evaluations
. Trainee sgbsences during enrollment in the program
. Difficulties experienced with law enforcement agencies

. Evaluations by peers

' 68
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2. Enrollee Provided Data (objectively verifiable)

Assessment of problems with law enforcement agencies
. Monetary planning (e.g., savings)

Appropriateness of job decisions and job choices (i.e.,
planning) for the immediate and longer term

3. Forollee Provided Data (attitudinal; not objectively verifiable)

- Feelings about family (acceptance; cooperativeness)

- Perceived problems with members of the community

. Feelings of adequacy or "readinesé" for employment

. Assessment of personal capabilities with regard to future

job performance

B. Post—P;ggggm,Critgrigﬁ(Enrollees with full-time employment experience)

Thirty-six (36) variables, covering outcome measures for the group of
former enrollees who have held full-time employment , were intercorrelated
and are presented in the matrix shown in Table III. These longer-term
(intermediate) criteria that incorporate a number of the important work-re-
lated performance outcomes result in & matrix that yields the largest pro-
portion of significant correlations (approximately 22% of the 630 r's)
and a more clearly definable set of factors than\the other two criterion
groups under study. |

Evidence for overall internal consisteney in enrollee response to
questionnaire items is demonstrated again, as for the Program Completion
data, in the high correlation of .83 between "amount of trouble with the
police" reported by the enrollee (Variable #30) and "actual police contacts™
(Veriable #36). In addition, high levels of correlation that are logically
expected and indicative of response congistency are seen in the substantial
r of .7l between the "number of job applications filed" (Variable #13) and

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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"number of places interviewed" (Variable #13) and in the r of .50 between
the "JQE Qatisfaction" score (Variasble #19) and the enrollee's assessment
of the extent to which he has "met job expectations" since leaving NYC
(Variable #14).

Again, for this matrix as, for the previous one, there are no signifi-
cant correlations that are illogical in their interprgﬁaticn and no reason
to suspect general response inconsistency for the guestionnaire.

Criterion dimensions. Seven factors aceounting for 50% of the variance

in the 36 x 36 matrix were extracted and rotated to orthogonality by the
methods already indicaﬁei. These were found to represent, adequately, the
dominant dimensions of the matrix with ¢ix of the seven factors considered
sufficiently interpretsble to be utilized for defining criterion constructs
(Appendix G). Those six possess an overall, a;théugh limited, correspondence
between their designations and the logically derived post-program eriterion
categories hypothesized previously in Bection II. Thus, Factor I, General

Job Success and Adjustment, appearing as the dominant factor--with the largest

variance accounted for and the greatest number of factor loadings at levels of
.30 or greater—-is concerned with overall adjustment that has a distinetly

vocational focus.

ERIC
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Variable

3
2k
35
29

T
1k

36

~6h -

Factor I

General Job Success and Adjustment

Employed Now (No/Yes)

Pamily Feelings about Enrollee
Employer Rating

Save Money

Length of Stay on Job

Met Job Expectations 7
Police Contacts (Actual)

Loading

.80
.68
.59
57
.52
L8
-.b5

Industry Category (White/Blue Collar) -.36

Number of Visits to 3ES

Amount of Trouble with Police
Permission for Employer Rating
Job Promotion (No/Yes)

Job Satisfaction

-.35
-.32
.30
.30
.30

The factor can be seen to characterize the enrollee with full-time

employment experience who is also currently employed at the time of the

interview. He receives a distinctly higher employer rating, has stayed

on his job longer, has
be more satisfied with

to meeting his job expectations.

been more likely to get promoted on that Jjob,
it and, in addition, feel that he has come closer

He is also more likely to be employed

in a white-collar industrial setting and to give permission to obtain an

evaluation from his employer.

In addition to those aspects of vocational

success, these performance outcomes define an individual who sees his family's

opinion of himself as a favorable one, saves money regularly, has less trouble

with the police and is less likely to utilize the State Employment Service

(undoubtedly because he is less likely to need its services). In essence,

then, a major dimension useful for defining post-program success should be

conceived of as more than one dealing with Job performasnce alone, important

ERIC
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as that remains, but as one that incorpeorates cther community and
personal adjustment behaviors as well.
Where a more narrowly defined job performance scale is desired, the

variables of Factor II, Striving for Vocational Success, form a dimension

that should be considered.

Factor II

Striving for Vocational Success

Variable Toading

18 Job Promotion (No/Yes) .61
26  Number of People Giving Enrollee Hard Time .58
17 Amount of First Raise .55

1 Number of Interviewer Contacts -.52
21 Job Quality Sought 6
34  Permission for Employer Rating .ko

5 Job Quality .38
35 Employer Rating .34

The positive enrollee attributes for this dimension are defined on
the basis of more job promotions and salary raises, a higher quality of
employment obtained and a higher employer rating of job proficiency. But
there are variables external tothe job per se, that also add to a description
of the former enrcllee who is striving for job success. Thus, he was found
to be more difficult to contact for an interview and he also saw more
people as "giving him a hard time" at work and in the community. (Perhaps,
nat_an unexpecfed perception for a poverty level individual who is trying
to get ahead, vocationally, and having some success in accomplishing that
goal.)

Similarly job-specific in its pattern of loadings is Factor III, Jdob

Stability-Mobility, which defines a pattern of enrollee job behaviors that

&3
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entail the filing of more application: before obtaining the first post-
program job and, correspondingly, having had more Jjob interviews. In
addition, there have been more visits to USTES~--probably resulting from a
greater need for its services—--along with greaster mobility wvocationally
("more jobs held since leaving NYC") and geographically (iived in more places).
This general mobility and "job hopping" can be seen to carry a negative
connotation for a sample of disadvantaéed yvoung adults, since the ernrollee

also tends to be rated lower in job proficiency by his employer.

Factor TII

Job Stability-Mobility

Yariable Loading
13 Number of Applicstions Filed .82
12 Number of Plac=s Interviewed .80
8 Number of Jobs Held Since NYC 5T
33 Kumber of Visits to USES Lho
2 Number of Places Lived 46
35 Employex Reting -.ho

If Factor I could be viewed as defining overall job success and adjust-
ment for those whose present employment tends to be in white-collar work
settings, then Factor IV can best be interpreted as one of general vocational
edjustment for those former enrollees whose employment experience has been

primarily in blue-=collar industry.
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Factor IV

Blue-Collar Job Success

Variable Loading
10 Time to Find First Job -.56
6 Hours Worked Per Week .54
15 Starting Salary AT
22 Level of Long-Term Plans -.h2
L Industry Category (White/Blue Collar) Ay
16 Number of Salary Raises ' L1
5 Job Quality 40
19 Job Satisfaction .38
23 Get Along with Family .35
T Length of 8tay on Job . .35

The pattern of loadings for this factor of Blu=-Collar Job Success

depicts the former enrollee who found his first job after NYC more quickly,
worked more heours per week, received a higher starting salary and more raises,
in a better quality job at which he tended to remain employed longer and
with which he expreéséd greater job satisfaction. However, this successful
job performance pattern is also marked by pnorer long—term job planning.*
The only social adjustment variable loading on the factor is at a modest
level (.35), indicating that positive feelings about getting along with the
family play a role in defining success for a blue-collar worker.

Within the realm of persénal social adjustment, there are two dimensions
that define relatively independent areas of outcomes. One is limited almost

exclusively to a Community-Family Adjustment pattern (Factor V) and the other

*The result may be largely artifactual since the future plans of the
successful blue-collar employee might lead him to continue doing what he

has been doing successfully. 8Such a response on the questionnaire was

scored towerd the lower end of a four point scale. Higher scores were

assigned to responses that involve locking for a higher level job or going

to school, which responses are probably more typical of white-collar employees.
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depicts a form of adjustment that is essentislly vocational--i.e.,

Vocational Adjustment and Satisfaction (Factor VI),.

a— - —

Factor V

Community and Family Adjustment

Variable Loading
25 Financial Assistance to Family .61
30 Amount of Trouble with Police -.60
36 Actusl Police Contacts -.59
32 Base of Obtaining Credit L8
28 Number of Times Visited Loctor .45
26 No. of People Giving Enrollee Hard Time ~-.3k
11 Number of Sources Used for First Job =.3b4
23 Getting Along with Family .32
21 Job Quality gought (Long Term) .32

Factor VI

Vocational AdJustment~ Dissatisfactien

Variable ' Loading

9 Reason Left Job (Poor/Good) .68
20 Level of Short-Term Plans -
21 Quality of Job Sought Lz
23 Get Along with Family -39
35 Emplcyer Rating <37
28 Number of Times Visited Doctor -.36
1L Met Job Expectations =.35
29 Save Money .33
16 Number of Raizes .32
19 Job Satisfaction =.30

Factor V can be seen to load positively on family items that deal with
providing financial assistance and getting along with the family in general.

As part of this pattern, there is better community adjustment in the form of




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-69-.

less trouble with the police, being able to obtain ecredit more easily

and feelings of fewer people giving him a hard time in the community or

at work. This same ex-enrollee alsc tends to have seen a physirian more
frequently since leaving the NYC program, a practice which, among poverty
level groups, eappears to be associated with positive attitudes and social
adjustment. (This represents a reversal of the role of this criterion
variable usually found for middle-class and military populations.) Further-
more, in obtaining the first Jjob the adjusted enrollee requires the assistance
of fewer institutionsl or community sources and tends to choose a job of
higher quality that he would seek over the longer term.

Although the positive pattern of loadings on Factor VI (Vocational

AdjustméﬁtéDissatisfaéﬁigg) are indicative of a form of job success, the

nterpretation of its accompanying negative loadings contein an element of

[

obvious job dissatisfaction. Thus, the factor defines an ex=enroliee who
presents good reasons for having left any job, and of having been an employee
who obtained more raises and was also rated higher in proficiency by his
employer. His short-term planning skills are superior as are his desires for
a higher quality Jjob for the future. Some non-vocational forms of adjustment
are seen in his claim of getting along with his family and of saving regularly.
However, as part of the pattern, this former enrollee does not feel that he

has met the Jjob expectations thaet he had when he left the NYC program and he

~also tends to be more dissatisfied with his job. Interestingly, in light of

its loading on the previous factor, the measure "frequency of physician visits"

loads negatively here (i.e., less likelihood of visiting a physician) and may
be seen as consistent with the dissatisfaction or maladjustment aspect of this

dimension,

7
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On the basis of the above analysis, optimum variables for potential
use in constructing a set of post-program cbjectives shcould ve drawn from:

1. Objective-Ixternal Data (sources other than enrollee self-report)

- Rating of proficiency by present or former employers
. Difficulties experienced with law enforcement agencies
. Ease with which contacted for an interview

2. Enrollee Provided Data (objectively verifiable)

. Geographic mobility
. Utilization of USTES
. Current employment status and type of job

. Ease of obtaining employment (time to obtain employment;
number of asttempts required)

. Assessment of problems with law enforcement agencies
. Salary level (present and past jobs)

. Job performance (promoticns and raises)

. Job stability (number of jobs and length of job stay)
. Monetary behavior (savings and use of credit)

3. Enrollee Provided Data (attitudinal: not objectively verifiable)

. Job related feelings of personal satisfaction
. Perceptions of family rcle
. Perceived problems in community snd st work

. Level of job plans and expectations

As a tentative look at possible esguivalence between criterion dimensions
for the short-term program completion outcomes and those of the longer-term
post-program period, it is possible to compare the twc sets of factors by

gross v° al inspection. Granted the caution that the two matrices have

ERIC
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only =& minor portion of their varigbles in common and utilize different

by

members for these cross~sectionally ocobtained samples, it s of interest to
note a degree of similarity in the dominant "success" factors found for the
two samples. Each success factor was héavily loaded on similar job performance
variables (e.g., ratings by work supervisors for one group and by employers
for the other), accompanied by similar:adjustment variables (=.g., police
contacts, saving of money). In addition broad similarity could be inferred
from the major "adjustment" factor of each sample with regard to loadings
on variables of police contacts, difficulties with people in the community
and the extent to which the enrollees were getting along with their family.
Further, but somewhat more speculatively, a form of dimensional equivalence
might be assumed for the "aspirational" grouping found with presently enrolled
trainees, and the "striving for voecational success" behavior pattern that
marks those who have left the program and achieved a measure of Job succsass.
In any event, such contrasts must remaln pure conjecture until thsy can
be confirmed by direct measurement of criterion eguivalence over time,

feasible only with a longitudinal study sample.

C. Post—Program Criteria (Enrollees with no full-time employment experience)

Results achieved by the analysis of outcome variables for a post—-program
enrollee group, that had not. worked full time since leaving the training
program, should be viewed as fairly limited in their applicability. Not only
is the available samg;é size relatively small (N = 88),but it is a sample
composed primarily of female former enrollees. Males who had remalned
unemployed for months or years after leaving NYC were exceptionslly
difficult to loeate and interview. In addition, the nature of the ocutcome

variables potentially applicable to such a group are narrow in their scope

ERIC -
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and degree of objectivity. On a purely rational basis, it is difficult

to define specific outecomes for a group that has never held full-time jobs.

As indicated previously, criteria for such a sample bear a greater resemblance
to outcome measures applicéble to a currently enrolled (progr&m completion)
group than to a post-program group with employment experience. In

additien they lack even the external eva;uative possibilities offered by
counselor, +“ork supervisor and peer ratings reasonably obtainable for a
currently enrolled group.

One alternative iz to eliminate this post-program group as inappropriate
for outcome measurement once they are identified as not having had any post-
program employment experience (i.e., that they have simply ''failed" to
achieve measurable benefit from the program). Such an alternative has, in
effect, been rejected for this study on the basis of arguments zgsinst use
of a single outcome varisble as the sole evaluative standard. It also seems
somewhat impractical to assume, without further evidence, that no beneficial
effects of program participaticﬁ acerued to such a large proportion of a
former enrollee populaticn or that any possible benefits derived are not worth
the measurement attempts. Thus, at this stage of the eriterion development
process, it is seen as valuable to consider the 27 potential outcome variables

The 27 x 27 intércorrelation matrix of Table IV contains a number of
sigﬁificént correlations that can be pointed to as reflecting a degree of
internal consistency for the questionnaire responses. For example, the corre-
lation of similar magnitude (r = .79) is, again, found between the enrollee
report of amount of trouble with the police (Variaﬁle #23) and interviewer

data on actual police contacts (Variable #27). Logleal, internal consistency
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can be inferred from what should be,and i1s, a high é@ffélﬂti@é.(r = .79)
between the relevance of reasons given for picking a job that is sought
(Variable #7) and the relevance of reasons given for having the ability to
perform that job (Variable #10). Similarly, there is a degree of consistency
shown by the r of .65 between the level of long range work plans (Variable
#16) and the level of response appropriateness regarding the means to achieve
those p_.ns (Variable #17). The one inconsistency found among the significant
correlations is the r of -.23 between 'mumber of places lived" (Varisble #2)
and "mumber of interviewer contacts required" (Variable #1). Its contribution
to the factor patterns will be seen below to offer little clarification for
the unusual result.

Criterion dimensions. Seven factors were extracted from the intercor-

relation matrix, as in the two previcus analyses, and rotated by the same
procedure. 1The seven factors accounted for 50% of the total variance with
only four of these considered interpretable and possessing loadings of suffi-
cient number and megnitude to warrant discussion of their potential value
(see Appendix G). As might have been anticipated for this sample, with rela-

tively few criterion categories that can be hypothesized (i.e., primarily

few usable factors and even those were found to be relatively weak and diffi-
cult to interpret.

Two of the dimensions deal with forms of adjustmeni,cne being concerned
primarily with adjustment in the community and the other taking the form of

a desire for personal improvement.
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Factor T

Community Adjustment

Variable Loading
27 Actual Police Contacts -.85
23  Amount of Trouble with Police : ~.8h4
25 Ease of Obtaining Credit .52
19 Future Financiazal Contributien te Family L6
12 Highest Salary BExpected -.36
22 Number of Times Visited a Doctor .35

Factor IX

Striving for Personal Improvement

Variable Loading
5 Part-Time Work Experience (No/Yes) .81
11 Starting Salary Expected : .59
1 Number of Interviewer Contacts Required .39
3 Level of Current Activity .31
18 Get Along with Family .30
20 Number of People Giving Enrollee Hard Time ~.30

Factor I, Community Adjustment, describes a pattern of outcomes for

an enrollee who has fewer problems with the police, claims more ready access
to credit, a willingness to make a greater financial contribution to family
income (if he should be employed in the future), an expectation of a lesser
starting salary and a tendency to visit a doctor more frequently since
leaving the ?régram (the latter result being consonant with the previous

finding that the varisble loads positively on an adjustment dimension.)

Factor II, Striving for Personal Improvement, has a factor pattern
more iniicative of personal adjustment that describes the enrollee who has
held part-time employment and, prcbably as a result, expecté a higher starting
éalary on ‘the first full—time job. He also tends to be engaééd in a form of
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higher level activity at the time of the interview (i.e., "in school"

or "in another work training program' as opposed to "still job hunting”

or "not working; not looking'"), to be getting along better with his family
Factor III can be interpreted, tentatively, as an aspiration or con-

fidence dimension, with aspirations tempered by 'reality" of expectation.

Factor IIT

Realistic Aspirations

Variable Loading
9  Ability to Do Job Sought LT7
. Number of Places Lived .66
8  Knowledge of Job Sought .6k
1z Highest Salary Expected =.59
19 Future Financiil Contacts to Family .55
18 Get Along with Family .h3
25 Ease of Obtaining Credit Lh1
11 Starting Salary Expected -.32
1 Number of Interviewer Contacts Rejuir-d -.32

This factor of Realistic Aspirations is defined by the high positive

loadings on feelings of ability to do a job sought and the possession of
knowledge of what it takes to accomplish that job. The "reality" of the
aspirations, for a group that has never held emplcyments is inferred from
the accompanying lower expectations for starting salary on a first job and
for highest salary likely to be achieved. BSome aspects of adjustment are
also preszent in the form of willingness to contribute to family income,
getting along with the family and the ability to obtain credit. Present

in the pattern is an indication that the enrollee has been more nobile since
leaving NYC (lived in more places) but, somewhat unexplainably, tended to

be contacted more readily for the interview.
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The last factor, Job Motivatlon and Elgnping,(Factér IV), is the least

dominant but most readily interpretable of the four, with positive losdings
on concern for job characteristics, the level of short term vocational plans,
the level of the enrollee's current activity and the guality level of the
job that he seeks. The cocherence of this factor, despite the relatively
few varisbles that enter into its definition, mark it as a candidate for

further expansion, by attempts to find other positively assocliated variables

of similar content.

Faector IV

Job Motivation and Flanning

Variable Loading
15 Concern for Job Characteristics .76
L Level of Short-Term Plans BT
3 Level of Current Activity .65
6 Job Quality Level Sought .53
10 Reason for Ability (Irrelevent/Relevant) L8
18 Get Along with Family , .31

Recommended outcome varisbles for use with this sample, which are fairly
self evident from the factors described, would consist of:

1. Objective-External Data (source other than enrollee self-report)

. Difficulties experienced with law enforcement agencies

2. Enrollee Provided Data (objectively verifiable)

. Assessment of problems with law enforcement agencies
. Part-time work experience
. Current activities (training and job hunting)

. Ability to obtain credit

4R ;85
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3. BEnrollee Provided Data (Attitudinal: not cbjectively verifiable)

. Level of job and salary expectations
. Perceptions of jcb performance capabilities

. Family adjustment

In general, the factors dsseribed for this group are sufficiently weak
and unclear to leave open the question of whether there is an adequate range
of variables that can serve as acceptable outcome measures for those who had
participated in a yéuth work training program but were subsequently unable
to obtain employment. Some extension of the factors and the variables
identified above may improve the precision of the measures and the coherence
of the dimensions (e.g., use of more extensive scales and of other external
evaluations such as ratings by peers or family). Nevertheless, on the basis
of the present evidence, existing criteria would have to be shown to possess
reasonable equi-ralence over time (léngitudinally), with a larger sample than
was utilized here, before it can be concluded that there are multiple criteria
justifiably applicable to this particular subgroup of former enrcllees.

of necessity,igll of the recommended sets of outcome variables presented
above, for the three enrollee and former enrollee subéruups, are limited by
the range of variables that-éntereﬂ into the analyses. Other specific forms
of outcome measures, if dbtainablg and incorporated, might have resulted in
modifications to the dimensions identified—ithough hopefully leaving much of
their basic meaning snd interpretation intact. (New dimensions would, of
course, be expected to emerge had specifﬁc intellectual or remedial skills
measures been considered appropriate or practi;al for inclusion as criteria

at this stage of development.) However, given the relatively wide range of
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behavioral outcomes utilized, the factors should be seen as no more than
coherent groupings of broad object ..s, within which certain classes of

variables can be specified for youth=work training program evaluative needs.

D. "The'" Employment Criterion. Because of having dealt with the two former

enrollee groups separately in the above analysis, there has not been an
opportunity to consider Employment Status per se (i.e., No Employment
Experience vs. Employment Experience) as a separate variable, in terms of
its relation to @ther.outcome measures. Although not basic to the criterion
development purposes of the present s udy, it is of value to ask what

relationships this "highest priority" variable might have with those con-

*
group and a non-work experlience group.

Fourteen such comparable variables are available from the post-program
questionnaire items used in the present study and are, of ccourse, limited
to variables derived from adjustment and motivation-planning categories.
The partial correlations between Employment Status and the scores on each

" partialled out (i.e.,

of the 1bh variasbles, with "Length of Time Out of NYC.
held constant, statistically), are shown in Table V.
The only significant correlations with Empléyment Status occur for

"Quality oi Job Sought" (r = .40), indicating that those with employment

experience tend to seek a higher level job than those who have never been

*This should be seen as differing in intent from the more conventional
regsearch use of the employment status wvariable, which is to accept it,
rationally, as the "best" outcome and then to search for enrollee personal
background characteristics or training program characteristics that dlfferentlate
significantly between groups who have and have not held employment (i.e., the
variables most predictive of the employment outcome).

ERIC -
Pz | iﬁi% 8377



Partial Correlationsl of Post-—Program Employment Experiences (No/Yes)
with 14 Criterion Varisbles for Post-Program
Employment Experience Group

(Former Enrollee Sample; N = 242)

Cyeiterion Variable ’ Partial r
1 Number of Interviewer Contacts Regquired -.01
2 Humber of Places Lived Since NYC -.06,,
3 Quality of Job Sought ho
4 Long Range Plans .0bL
5 Getting Along with Family =07,
6 Amount of Financial Help to Family .15
7 Number of People Giving You a Hard Time Nollt
8 Health Status .03
9 Number of Times Seen Physician L0L
10 Trouble with Police : -.06
11 Use of Credit .04
12 Trouble Obtaining Credit -.10
13 Visits to State Employment - -.06

1k Police Contacts .05

i“Length of time out of NYC program" held constant (i.e., partialled out)
«x¥ significant at .05 confidence level
r significant at .0l confidence level
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employed full time and "Amount of Financial Assistance to Family" (r = .15)

which constitutes
be willing to contribute more money for family use “han those who have never
worked would be willing to contribute (if they were to cbtain employment).
Based on the relatively limited number and scope of ocutcome variables
analyzed here (that are common to former enrol.ces with and without employ-
ment experience), there is no strong evidence of s meaningful pattern of
concurrent relevance for the Employment Status criterion measure. It should

be clear that a considerable loss of information would be incurred regarding

what: has happened to former enrollees and, mors important, how and why it may
nave happened if there were total dependence on this relatively limited,

dichotomous, criterion in attempting to understand performance outcomes.

E. Some Descriptive Highlights of the Post-Program Samples

Although the main concern of this study is one of defining important
criterion dimensions that stem from relationships between cutcome varisbles,
examination of the distributions for these variables leads to a number of "survey,"
or descriptive, results that seem worth highlighting. These descriptions
are summarized very briefly and only as suggestive of research hypotheses,
or further study needs, regarding post-program enrocllee behaviors that might
have been influenced by program operations.
(1) o©f the sample of 2L2 former NYC enrollees (selected only on the
basis of whether they were out of the program for approximately 6 to 18
months), 88 enrollees or 36% were found never to have held full-time employ—
ment. Add to this the finding that, of the 154 who held full-time employment

in at least one job, U5% were unemploved on the day of the interview and it
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becomes apparent that these school dropouts did not fare particularly
well in achieving steady employment during mid-1970.

(2) Of the 154 enrollees who eventually found full-time employment
3T% reported doing so within 30 days after leaving NYC.

(3) NYC served as the primary source through which these 154 obtained
their first full-time job (27%), with "friends" reported as the next most
freguent socurce (16%).

(L) Between the time they left NYC and the time of the guestionnaire
interview, two-thirds of the sample of 154 with full—-time employment experi-

ence had held only one job,with a2 mean time on the job of approximately

5 months. 1In effect, they could not as =a group be classified as "job hoppers'-
although it is egually likely that they have lesser opportunity than other
workers to move from job te Jjob.

(5) For the 154 enrollees with full—time employment experience, 50%
claimed never to have utilized the State Employment Service; whereas, among
the 88 without full-time employment experience, 61% indicate never having
vigsited SES. The State Employment Service appears to be avoided as a resource
by a majority of former enrollees. Along with this, it should be noted that
only 11% of the sample attributed the obtaining of their Tirst job to the
efforts of SES.

(6} Over half of the sample of 88 enrcllees, who had no post-program

employment experience, still evidenced some vocational "motivation" either

%

Unemployment levels reported for the black teenage population, at
about that same time, ranged as high as 34% (Manpower and Vocational
FEducation Weekly, 1970).
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in the form of active job seeking (37%), or by enrollment in ancthér youth-
working training program or in a school (23%). There were, however, 25% of
the sample (22 enrcllees) found to be "not working--not loocking," with

10 of those 22 classified as "housewives.'

In conjunction with the above descriptive characteristics for single
eriterion variables, it is appropriate to point out, briefly, the possible
biases that may have operated for several of the criterion measures with
regard to sex. These samples, if divided by sex, were far too inadequate
in size to allow separate correlational and factoriasl analyses. However,
‘sample sizes in two of the three samples (Program Completion and Post-Program:
Employment Experience Groups) were adequate enough to permit gross comparisons
of the distributions of scores For males and females on most variables.

With only a few exceptions, the male and female subgroups wers found
sufficiently comparable on the distributions of scores selected for analyses
to warrant their combined use. Those criteria retained foruse because of their
high level of jiogical priority as cuﬁcomes, but for which biasing effects for
sex caen be suspected, were: (1) The variables of "police contacts" and
"trcocuble with police" (i.e., claimed and actual) in all three samples--with
females having significantly -fewer police contacts, by far, than males and
consequently a much more highly skewed distribution. The extreme skewness found
led to dichotomization of the variablé'for analytical purposes (i.e., No Police
Contacts vs. Police Contacts); (2) "Starting Salary'" for first job obtained
(Post—Program:Employment Experience Sample) showed a significantly higher mean
for males with greater positive skewness of tha distribution for females;

(3) Salary expectation scores ("Starting Salary" and "Highest Salary Expected')

in the PrcgramaCompleﬁion Sample also resulted in the female sample having

O
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distributions of greater positive skewness and significantly lower mean
values; (L) "Number of Jobs Chosen for Training," in the Program Completion
group showed a more negatively skewed distribution and higher mean value
for the female sample.

A lock at any additional suspected bilasing sources, expressed as subgroup
difference in distributions or other characteristies of the variables (e.g.,
regression slopes),and the detailed analyses reqguired to confirm those
biases, would require more extensive research effort than was practical

within the scope, intent and available data of the present study.

IV. Coneclusions and Recommendations

This cpiterion study phase has represented an initial attempt to provide
information that would aid in the selection of objectives potentially spplicable
to a youth-work training program. At the same time, it was intended that the
study illustrate an analytical approach to eriterion development based on the
use of multiple criterion measures, By utilizing samples of adolescent school
dropouts, some of whom were enrolled in a youth-work training program and
others who were former enrollees, it has been possible to identify an assort-
ment of empirically defensible and coherent factors, or categories of

objectives, from which measures best applicable for research and evaluastion

purposes can be identified. In essence, the factors have provided an overview

% . s
Determination of bias or "unfairness" for any behavioral measures has

taken on much more complex meaning than implied here (Cleary, 1968; Rock,
1970). BSuch efforts entail detailed regression analyses in a predictive
framework to demonstrate more specific operation of subgroup criterion biases.

O

=L .92



-85~

of structural features for a broadly-based set of "core' criterion measures.
They therefore serve as a framework for assessing the value of the particular
measures applied, as well as being suggestive of scales into which new criteria

can be incorporated. At the same time, the factor designations and inter-

ioral outcomes that characterize what has, in fact, happened to samples of
enrollees who are (or were) enrolled in the Neighborhood Youth Corps work-—
training program.

Certain assumptions, which were advarced for undertaking the development
of program criteria,have been viewed as integrel to the design and methed
of the study and “o the utility of the results. These can be summarized as:

(1) The inherent advantages of empirical evidence to identify and

justify program objectives as opposed to primary dependence on rationally,
or logically, derived lists of goal statements. The latter can represent

no more than a Tfirst step in identifying a domain of possible outcome vari-
ables to be assessed quantitatively and not the end-product (i.e., perennial
conelusions of investigatory efforts citing "the pressing need for clear
definition of objectives" represent no more than "motherhood' statements
where they lack understanding of, and reference to, measurement processes
required to construct a viable system of gcals).

(2) The need for reascnable uniformity of measured objectives as

ezsential to the interpretation and understanding of research and evaluative
conclusions. Selection of objectives or dependent study wvariables predomin-
antly onan "ad 1ib" basis, following from an investigator's hunches, or
the ready availability of information, can only obscure comparability of
findings between studies and between similar youth-work training programs.

Q
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Even where practical demsnds force limitations in the choice of measured
objectives, or new measures are szsought, better estimates can be made of
the value of sny variables chosen if these stem from some knowledge of the
goal dimensions inteo which ocutcome wvariables are expected to fit.

(3) The advantage of continuity in monitoring program objectives and
Teeding back informaticon. Standards sre not immutable! Measured objec-
tives are known to possess dynamic qualities which result in differences
in thelr applicability, or meaning, at different points in time (i.e.,
as immediate, intermediate and long-term objectives) and as a result of
modifications iIn program goals that follow from the feedback of evaluative
results.

(4) The advantages of using multiple varisbles to encompass goal

dimensions that define complex behavioral ocutcomez. Patterns of inter-—
relationships among criterion wvariszbles can be used to define a common
core of meaningful groupings from which composite criteria can be constructed
for objectifying a variety of desired goal statements.

The findings of the present study, based on eross-sectionally obtained
data, have indicated that goal dimensions differ in ﬁheif coherence and
valve as a function ¢ ¢ the type of criterion group under study and the vari-
ables applicable to that group. Thus, a sample of former youth-work training
program enrollees, who have had employment experience,yield the most readily
interpretable clusters of ocutcome variables. The distal or intermediate
criteria cobtainable from such a group clustered on six rather clearly identi-
fiable, factors. Dominant among these--and potentially the best composite

criterion scale--was s "Job Success and Adjustment"” factor. This was defined

RIC ..
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several adjustment measures; all of which characterized the enrcllee who

was more likely té enter a white-collar organization after leaving the
training program. A more specific criterion factor was found to describé

a "Job Stability-Mobility" cluster, with the interpretation |
indicating that the more mobile in jobs and residence, the less job-
proficient the former enrollee tended to be. "Striving for Vocational
Success" is another job-oriented dimension for which the variables describe
performance outcomes for an ex~enrollee employed in a better quality job,
who has performed well and desires to be upwardly mobile:; with the last

of these relatively independent - scational-performance clusters found

to define degree of Jjob success for the former enrollee who tended to

be employed in a blue-collar industrial setting and who had a higher quality
job as well as having obtained more raises. More distinctly adjustment-
oriented factors were alsoc uncovered. One dealt with aspects of "Community-
FPamily Adjustment"” and was descriptive of an ex-enrollee who has fewer
problems with police, family and other community members. The other was
defirable as a "Vocational Adjustment'" pattern for enrollees who had

changed jobs. The factor coupled job proficiency and job capability

with feelings of wvocational dissatisfaction.

In contrast to the factors found for the former enrollee group, with
full-time Jjob experience, the least interpretable and weakest set of usable
goal dimensions were found for those enrcllees who were never employed full
time after leaving the training program. The four dimensions identified
as potentially applicable were "Community Adjustment,' "Realistic Aspiration
(Confidence)," "Striving for Personal Improvement' and "Job Motivation-

Planning." It was pointed out that criteria usable for evaluating success
: 2 P
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in this group would,logically, be more limited in scope, since a group
that has never been employed i1s not rsadily measureable on as broad s
range of performance criteria as those who have held employment, nor on
measures that are as "objective' and verifiable. Without development
of a wider assortment of outcome measures (e.g., svaluations by family,
peers, or other community members),doubts have been raised about the
applicability of meaningful standards of "success" for a group that has
the youth-work training program.

The shorter-term or immediate outcome measures available after the
enrollee has been in +the program for some months (i.e., "completed" the
program) , were found to be adequate for further developmental applicatien
under five reasonably coherent dimensions. These were defined as "Trainir 3
Program Adjustment" (representing the dominant one, and best potential
composite scale), "Social Adjustment," "Job Aspiration Level," "Planning
Competency" and "Personal Image.'" Here again, however,there are logical
constraints found in the range of variables applicable to a definition of
enrclleg “success" at the completion of a youth-work training.Program, The
majority of the outcome wvariables were confined to subjectivé, attitudinal
measures dependent upon responses provided by the enrollee. Nevertheless,
some reasonable set of "externally" derived outcomes were also shown to
be of value, in the form of evaluations by program professicnals (ccunselors),

work supervisory personnel and peers (fellow enrollees): in =zddition to

information from program administratiwve records (work site absences) and

law enforcement agencies (police contacts). (Certainly, where a given program
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includes specific skill components, dealing with remedial skills for
example, it is assumed that available, formal, verbal and arithmetic tests
would be incorporated in any mix of short—term criteria.)

Recommendations for future research efforts are concerned with three
forms of additional analysis considered essential to more complete devel-
opment and understanding of the criteria identified. These are:

(a) Explicit determination of the egquivalence of the shorter—-term

criteria, on the basis of their correlations with the longer-term outecome
measures. This important form of analysis requires the more time consuming
longitudinal study desigﬁ, with follow—-up of the same enrollees over some
acceptable time period beyond program "completion." The step is critical,

since the extent to which the more quickly end readily obtainable end-of-
program cfiteria are of value, in an evaluative system, is wholly a function

of their relationship to longer-term (higher priority) objectives.

(v) Evaluation of the role of the ériterion measures {(or their dimensions)

in a predictor-eriterion system as a means of enhancing th: understanding

of critcrion value and meaning. It is currently expected shat this would

bte accomplished by utilizing a battery of guidance tests under development
for disadvantaged adolescents (Freeberg, 1970) which, élong with other
measuies, would constitute the predictgrs:far such a system. In effect

this not'only Provides an opprortunity to validate the measures of a newly
developed test battery but at the same time aids in clearer definition of
the most effective (i.e., predictable) program outcomes.

(e) A continuing search for criterion biases, as & consequence of sub-

group differences, that might affect the "true'" criterion scores achieved.

Aﬂaiyses to determine various forms of "psychometric bias" (Rock, 1970)

O
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would requilre adequate sample szé in order to demonstrate the possible
systematic biasing of score disfributi@ns,OVér a variety of subgroups of
in the present study.

On the basis of expariegcésin data collection for the present study.,
an additional class of recommendations, bearing on administrative concerns
seem pETtiﬁent. These touch on one of the most crucial problem areas
in the application of objectives for youth-work training program research
and evaluation--i.e., the availability of outcome information. As indicated
previously in this pépér, data gathering problems can be unusually difficult
to overcome when the samples are composed of poverty-level adolescents,
many of whom are likely to be minority group members living in urban ghetto
areas. There are also ethical counsiderations that have been discussed which
can further limit data availability and add to sample biases, or nonrepresent-
ativeness.

It is worth stressing again that no research or evaluation effort can

be any better than the gquality of the criterion data available-- and further-

more that the gquality of those data can be compromised seriously when there
are severe limitations in the a2bility to obtain,neededAfollov—up information.
Data availability for former enrollee populations of youth-work training
programs 1s seen as a problem tobe ameliorated largely by administrative-
prggrsimatic means, rather than passively accepted, or compensated for,

solely by research design and statistical method. In this regard, the fo;lcw—
ing general suggestions are made in order to enhance data gathering for a

system of outcome measures. (Where feasible, there may be an opportunity to

. I8
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implement seversal of thesc recommendations in a presently anticipated
longitudinal, follow-up study effort dealing with test validation and

further criterion development.)

The major need is for the establishment ofa national staff of

professionally trained interviewers (i.e., data gathering "specialists"),
located in the specifie geographic areas where dats pertinent to youth-
work training programs are most likely to be collected. These individuals
should be responsible for ongoing, periodiec data gathering from present

and former training progrem enroliees. The nature of the data reguired

for a criterion system, the sampling procedures and the points in time when
the data are Lo be obtained shoulid be specified with reasonable uniformity.

A second suggested requirement, essential to the implementation of

the first, is dependent upon the ability of data gathering personnel to

maintainrperiodiq contact with former enroliees. Attempts to maintain

contaet, although difficult to implement and not a complete solution to
sampling problems can, in the long run, be far less costly and more beneficial
t5 pProgram needs than the c@nVéntionai {uiten nonsystematic) mean= required
to locate samples of former enrollees fér each new research a&nd evaiuation
purpose. Among the recommeaded techniques that might be attempted are:
First, an explicit expression of intent, communicated to each enrollee by

work training program personnel, that efforts will be made to maintain contact
with him in order to find out how he is "getting along" vocationally and to
solicit his opinions about the value of the program. He could, for example,
be apprised of the possibility of his being contacted (e.g., six months or
one year) after he leaves the program in order to obtain such informeation

and for which he would be paid if he chose to participate. Second, and in close

O
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conjunction with this intent would be the ngggﬁsitz‘to of fer a reason

for maintaining such contact; with some defined "pay off" for the enrollee,
other than financial payments alone. Possible ways of acccmplishing this
might be by-providiﬂg forms of desirable post-program services. These
could, for example, range from a brief newsletter (containing voeationally
useful information and accompanied by a return postcard on which categories
of other desired information can be checked), to notification of in-person
vocational guidance or job placement services that are readily availlable
to the Tormer enrollee through the youth-work training program or the State
Employment Service. The success of any such attempts to maintain contact
over some reasonable post-program period i- contingent largely on the
regularity and gquality of the services that can be instituted.

Ultimately, the ability to select objectives, tailor them to changing
program goals and apply them meaningfully for evaluative purposes, must
arise from reasonable access to forms of information essential to the
measurement of those objectives. Planned data collection procedures, that
provide continuity in the flow of quantitative information, serve as the
cornerstone for establishing and conducting defensible youth-work training

programs .
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QD 0o - A

26.
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32.

Criterion Variables

(Program Completion)
Variable

Vocational Adequacy: Total Scale.

Quality of First Job Desired . . . .
Reason for Selecting Job (lrrelevant/Pelevant) .
Awareness of Job Characteristics Secale . . . . . .
{Total Score)

Knowledge of Job Selected. . . « ¢« « « o« & o « o« .
Ability to Do Job. . . e i s s e e e e e e e e
Starting Salary Expected S
Highest Salary Expected . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ways to Look for. Job (No. of Relevant Responses)
Important Things to Ask Job Interviewer. .
(Response Adequacy)

Job Search Plans (Suitability) . . « . - . . .
Long Range Plans (Job Quality) . . ..

Ability to Accomplish Plans (Relevance of Respcnse)
Get Along with Family. . . . e e e e e e e
Family Feelings about Enrollee e e e e e e e s
Financial Assistance to Family . . . . .

Save Money . . . . . s e s e s e s e s
Number of People C;v1rs Enr@llee a Hard Time
Health Prcblems (NQ/XES) . . . e e e e e e
Amount of Trouble with the Pclice. e s e e a s
Importance of Keeping Out of Trcﬂble e s e e
Number o&f Jobs Chosen for Tralning e s e e e
Willingness to Take Training Full Time . . . .
Willingness to Train Part Time . . . . . . .

Job Motivation Scale (Total Score) . . . . .

External Information

Counselor Rating SBcale:. « + + + + ¢ & & & o &
Work Bupervisor Scale . o + ¢ & « + 2 2 2 s+ = 2
Actual Police Contacts. . . . . + & & ¢ ¢« « & & =
Number Work SBite Assignments. . . . . . . . .
Number Work Site Absences . . . . . . . . . .
Peer Rating Score . . . . . . . . . s e s e w e
Numbzr of Times Chosen for Peer Ratlng

m
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Questionnaire Ttem No.

. 10 through 16
e N
B I
18(a) through 18(g)

.« . . 19
. . 20
..o21
. 21(a)
. .. 22
. .. 23
. o.o.o2h
. 25
26
... 32
<« s« s s« 33
. . v . . 3h
.+« . 35

.. 36
L3y

. . . 38

.. hl
. . Job Lists (Page 10)

.« . . bk

N

46(a) through 46(g)

Data Source

11 item scale:Appendix E
10 item scale:Appendix §
Local agency

NYC Project

NYC Project

Peer Rating SBeales:Appendix I



Criterion Variables

(Post-Program: No Employment Experience)

Variable Questionnaire ltem No.
1. Number of Interviewer Contacts Required No Item #:Upper right
on guest. cover page
2. Number of Places Lived Sinece Left NYC . . . . . . -+ « « « & 10
3. TLevel of Current Activit¥. . « « « « v « + + « + o » o » 11 (Page 2
4. Level of Short-Term PlanmS. .« « » = « « « o = & & « = o « « o 13
5. Part Time Work (No/Yes). « + « « o o o « o = & s s s s = o = 16
6. Job Quality Level Sought . . . . . . . J R A
7. Reasomn Picked Job Sought (Irrelevant/Relévant) .
8. Knowledge of Job Sought. « « « & « « « « o o ¢ o« o« o + o o & 19
9. Ability to Reform Job Sought . . . . . e e e e e e e .. 20
10, Reason for Ability (Irrelevant/Relevant) e e e e e e e .. 20(2)

11. Starting Salary Expected . . . . . . + &+ + + & & o o & o o 21
12. Highest Salary Expected, . . . . . e e e e e e e e . 22
13, Ways to Look for Job (Degree of Relavance) e e e e s e s s 23
14, Things to Ask About Job, . . . . e e e e e e e e e e .. 24
15. Concern for Job Characteristics (Tctal Scale Score) 25(a) through Z5(?)
16. Long Range Work Plans (Quality). . . . .« . « « « « « « = = = 26
17. Means to Achieve Plans . . . .+ + « « o o« o = o s s « s = s = 27
18. Get Along with Family . . . . & « & + o o o o o« = & o« « &+ = 28
19. Future Financial Contribution to Family . . . . . . « « .« & 29
20. HNumber of People Giving Hard Time. . . « . « « & « » « o . . 30
21. Health Problems (No/YeS8) « .+ « « ¢ & o o o = o =+ s s s = &« 31
22. Number of Times Visited a DOCEOT + = « + s & + o & & o o + o 32
23, Amount of Trouble with Police . -« « « « - & « & « o o o + o 33
24, Credit Buying (No/Yes) « + « « + « = & & ¢« & o o o s & s« s 37
25. Fase of Obtaining Credit « « « « = « = & o & ¢« + o o o & o« 38
26, Visits to State Emplovment Service . - . « = = = « o « + . - 39

External Information Datangﬁ:cg

27. Actual Police Contacts « « « ¢ = = ¢ s & « = & = s+ =+ = = Local agency
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C:iﬁgriQHVVariables

(Post-Program: Employment Euperience)

Variable Questionnaire Ttem Ho.
1. MNumber of Interviewer Contacts Required No Item #:Upper right
on guest. cover mpage

2. Number of Places Lived Since Left NYC . . . . . . . . -« « » « 10
3, Employed Now (No/Yes) . R §
4. Industrial Category (Whlte Ccllar/Blue Ccllar) o . .. . .o.o1B
5. Job Quality (Present or Last Job) . . . . . « « « & « ¢ = o o - 14
6. Hours Worked/Week . . . O
7. Length on Present (Qr laé}t) Job e e e e e e e e e e 16
8. Number of Jobs Held Since NYC . . « . « « « « o « o & o+ & & 17(a)
9. Reason Left Job (Poor/Good) . « + « « « « & « o o & s & o s 17(d)
10. Time to Find First Job . . . « - P .|
11. Number of Sources Used for First Job O
12. Number of Places Interviewed . . -« « « « o « + &« . . . . . 20

13, Nurber of Applicationms Filed . . .« o « « « « « + & & & o o 0 - 21
14. Met Job Expectations. . « « = + « o o o o & o 0+ s s a s o 22
15. Starting Salasy « : + « & + « o+ 4 e . e s s x e s a0 e e s 23
16. Number of Salary Raises « . + « + ¢ « = ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o o 0 0 24
17. Amount of First Raise « + « = + o =« = + = o = =« o o 0 e e e 24
18. Promotion (No/Yes)e « « « o = o o =+ & & 0 e e a0 e e s = e 25
19. Job Satisfaction Scale (Total SCOTE). + 4 4 ok e e s e s . 26 through 34
20. Level of Short Term P1ans . . . o« « & o« « « o = o« « = & = .36 [36(a)]
21. Job Level Sought (Short Term) . . « + « & o« o« « « « « .o = 37 [37(a)]
29. Level of Long-Term Plams = « + + + « « = « = « « « = « & « & = 41
23, Getting Along with Family « =+ « « = « ¢« « = o o 0 0 00 v o0 43
24. TFamily Feelings about Enrollee . . .« « . « & « & o = = o o v 44
55. TFinancial Assistance to Family . « « . « « « o ¢« o o 0 0o e 45
26. Number of People Giving Hard Time . . . . « « « « =« « o o « = = 46
27. THealth Problems (No/YeS)e « o « o« o+ « + o o o o+ o o o o = = 47
78. Number Times Visited Doctor . « « « « « ¢ = = =« 20 e xw e 48
29, Save MOHEY e L T R D S R A L 49

0. Amount of Trouble with Police : « » = = = =+ = = = = = = = = ° 50
31. Credit Buying (No/Yes) «+ ¢ « = « « = = ¢« = o = v r 000 n 54
32. Ease of Obtaining Credite - .« « = = ¢ ¢ o v v v v e . . - . . 55
33, Number of Visits to USES « + « + & « ¢ ¢ o o v s v 0 o v e = 56
34. Permission for Employer Rating (No/Yes) . . « + « « « & = o « - 58

External Information Data Source

35, Emplover Rating . . . . . . « « « = « « o o « = + = = Employer (present or
last job) -

6. Police Contacts (No/Yes). . « « « « + + ¢ « o o = = = Local agency
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YC Enrollee Questionnaire
Program Completion Group)

N
(

Educational Testing Service
Princeton, N. J.

Instructions

I'm helping the Educational Testing Service of Princeton, New Jerssy do a
survey of Neighborhood Youth Ccrpsﬁ We would like to find out how people who have
been in NYC for a while have been getting by since they came into the program. Like--
how things have been working out for you in general; what you think you've gotten out
of being in NYC; how you feel about jobs; and what kind of things you would like to
do from now on. We plan to use what we find out to make training programs like NYC
better for enrollses.

The answers you give to any questions are all confidential and secret and we

would never give out any information about anyone's answers. So there is no way
it would be used to affect you personally. Anything we find out from these inter-
views would only be reported for a whole group of people at a time (like a few
huncred) and we would never use anybody's name.

This should take only a little over a half hour and I'll pay you $3.00 for

your time.
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NIG ENROLLER QUESTIONNATIRE
(Program Completion Group)

Educational Testing Service
Princeton, N. J.

(1) Name __ _ o [Jw [ ]rF

“(Tast) - (First) (Middle) |
(2) NYC project - 77 w D Sp.
(3) How long have you been in NYC ___ (months) ;

(4) Date of birth -

(5) Place of birth

LD O56 Os

(City) (State)

(6) Highest school grade completed (when entered NYC) ___

(7) Marital status [] single ] Married
D Diverced or separated EI Widow~d

(8) Living with: /single response or appropriate combination

(] Mother [7] wife or Husband ] stepmother
] Father EI Brother(s) or Sister(s) ]:_—_l Stepfa:her
[ Guardian [7] Relatives and/or Friends

[} children [] zive alone

(9) Address /uhere presently living/

&Q Street City State |

T would like to know how you feel about being able to make it-—as far as
C‘O jobs go--after you leave NYC. Like--

CD -—do you think

Q(l@) You're going to be able to get the kind of job you want when you leave NYC

For sure. D Might have some |;[ Not much chance
Nc problem chance

1712




-=do you think
(11) If you get a decent job you'll be able to do the work well enough to satisfy

any boss
- r—t i
Ej Not much chance {_{ Maybe on most i:j Yes! On any good
on most jobs jobs Jjobyou get

--do you think

(12) You'll be able to get by on a job without a lot of help from the bos: .
or the people you work with

Ej Sure to get by Ej You may need a EJ You're going to
on your own little help need a lot of help
without help sometimes from other people

-—do you think

(13) If you get a Job where you have t0 learn something new, you could learn
enough to do the job right

; = .
E] Anytime; for [:1 Maybe: could [:]'Icu would have a
any job learn for some tough time if you
jobs have to learn

something new

~~do you think

(14) Once you get a job, you've got what it takes to get promoted and move i
to better jobs

':[ Would be rough D Maybe on some m You could get pro-
- for you to get Jjobs moted for sure on
any Jjob

promotions
—-do you think
(15) You know enough about how to look for jobs to be able to get one aiter NYC

[j No problem. You I;j You know something tj'Nat too much. You
know all the im- about looking but need to know a lot
would need some more about how to

portant ways to
ook for a job help look for a job

~--do you think

(16) Being in NYC has made you feel more like you're going to be able to make it
in a job later on

D It was no help D It was some help l:l Yes. It’'s helped
at all a lot

b : <3
L zlglsf
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B

(17) After you leave NYC what's your first move as far as a job goes--What kind
of job would you_look for /If going into military--'"What possible job
after military??/

{7 pon't know o
~ /Obtain job choice, if possible/

important reason that you pickesd that job

(18) Whatis the most

"~ /Reason/
As far as any job goes how about things like:
{18a) You get a chance to do interesting work
l:[ That's real E May be important: ZI Don t really :are
important not too sure about that
(18b) You can get paid what you're worth on that kind of job
'j Don't really care D May be important: !j That ‘s real
about that not too sure important
(18c) You wouldn't have to worry about being fired
E] Don't really care lj May be important: [j That*s real
about that not too sure important
(18d) You feel like you're doing work that's worth doing
D That 'z real }j May be dimportant: D Don't really 7zre
important not too sure about that
(18e) You can get raises and make more money fast in that job
':j That's real D May be important: S Don't really care
important - not too sure gbout that
(18f) You have a chance for steady work in that kind of job
Don‘t really care E] May be important: ' El That's real
about that not too sure important
(18g) You have the feeling that you're not pushed for mors work than you can do
| That's real ‘ E] May be important: D Don‘t veally care

important ‘ not too sure gbout that
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(19) How much do you know about what it takes to do the job of a

/as given in item #17/

[ ] Know a lot about Ej Know a few things Ej Don't really know
that kind »f job about what the “much about it
Jjob takes

(20) Do you think you would be able to do that work right now

D Tes I;‘ Not sure Ej No

(20a) Why do you think you could do that (What reasons?)
5i£ist TeaSGn§7

(21) What salary do you think you would make when you start the job
of a

/as given in item #17

o B ] ] ,é’hr‘t

(21a) How high do you think you could go in pay on that job L /hr.

(22) What are the ways you would look for that job (What would you check =ut?)
/List as many items as given/

(23) When you go to apply for the job of . ____ what would

/as given in item #17/ _ _
be the most important, thing you would ask the interviewer about the jok /No prompts/

] pon't know

“Most important

Next most important

|
bk
¢




(24) If the first job you get doesn't work out and you decide to drop it what
would you do

ZTTV for at least one PEQPOUSEJ
E] Just don't know

,éff "look for another job,” or 'go for schooling’ of any sor§7

(24a) What job (what course in school) 7 I

(25) What kind of work do you plan to be doing over a longer time--say 5 to 1O
years from now

[ Tpon‘t know -- (don‘t plan that far ahead)

/Try for choice of work/

(26) How will you get to do that /No prompts: List responses as give;7

Ej Der 't know . e . . - N

&
Take a look at this list of other guys (girls) enrolied here in NYC with vou.
Which one of them do you know best (even if don't know any too well).
(Wame of Enrollee) i
I want to as you some questions about him (her). Please remember any
answers you give are strictly private. Nobody in NYC wculd ever see these
answers .
(27} How well do you know him (her)
e —
Ej Real well E:IPretty good l:} Not too well
(28) How long do you know him (her) o
{(weeks or months)
(29) In what way are you friendly with him (her)
D On the job at [] Outside of the EI Both on the job
NYC only NYC jo only and outside of NYC

/If known "outside of NYC Job Only,” go to item #(31a)/




From what you know of this guy (girl) would you say he (she)

(30a) Can get a job done when the supervisor gives him (her) something to do.

1 That s just the [ ] Sometimes like {1 That's not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) i:=

(30b) Gets along with other people on the Jjob

] That s just the [1 Sometimes like [] That's v the
way he (she) is that way he (chel is

(30c) Looke for ways to get out of doing work

[] That's just the Lg Sometimes like [j That's not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) is

(30d) Stays cut of trouble on the job

[ That's just the [[] Sometimes like [] That = not the
way he (she) is that : way he (she) is

(30e) Gets along with the work supervisor

[j That e just the Ej Sometimes like Ej That's not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) ies

(30f) The kind of guy (girl) who could make good on almost any sort of job

Ej Yes, for sure [3 Maybe [:]Probablg 1ot
/Know "outside of NYC job only!/ g
(31a) Gets along with people pretty well j
{] That's just the [] Sometimes like I That s not the
way he (she) is that _ way he (che) is 1
(31b) Wants to get somewhere and make good
i:j That 's just the Ej Sometimes like I:] That ‘s not the
way he (she) is that way he {(she) is
(31c) Keeps out of trouble
[] That's just the [] Sometimes 1ike 1] That ‘s not the
way he (she) is . that way he (she) is
(31d) Should make out pretty well on his (her) own after leaving NYC
&) E:lYes, for sure [ [j'Maybe ljj Probably not
E MC oI SSIIToCSIoIISISoSIISSSISSISoSSSIIToSITESCSITSTICTIoIToISTSSICoiTooooDooIsosoIsmIooooY
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Now look at this list of NYC enrcllees again and pick out the person
you know NEXT BEST.

" (Name of Enrollee)

I want to ask you some questions about him (her) Please remember any
answers you give are strictly private. Nobody in NYC would ever see thecse
answers .

(27a) How well do you know him (her)

E:IReal well Eq Pretty good Ej Not too well

(28a) How long do you know him (her)__

(weeks or mos )
(292} In what way are you friendly with him (her)

[3 On the ij at E[ Outside of the B Both on the JQb
NYC only NYC job only and outside of NYC

From what you kiow of this guy (girl) would you say he (she)

(30g) Can get a job done when the supervisor gives him (her) something to do

[J That 's just the E] Sometimes like Ei]That’s not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) is

(30h) Gets along with other people on the job

Ej That's just the Ej Sometimss like Ej]That‘s not the
way he (she) is that " way he (she) is

(301) Ilooks for ways to get out of doing work

EI That's just the Lj Sometimes like Ej That's not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) is

(303} Stays out of trouble on the job

[T That's just the ] sometimes like [ That's not the
" way he (she) is that, way he (she) is

(30x) Gets along with the work supervisor

EJ:That's Just the [:]ngetimes_like EI That's not the
way he (she) is that , way he (sne) is

418
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(301) The kind of guy (girl) who could make good on almost any sort of job

Ej Yes, for sure ':] Maybe | Ej Probably not

/Know toutside of NYC job only"/
(31e) Gets along with people pretty well

[T That s just the I7] sometimes 1ike ] that s now che
way he (she) is that way he (she) is

(31f) Wants to get somewhere and make good

Ej That's Jjust the E:lSometimes like Ej That's not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) is

(31lg) Keeps out of trouble

| "] That's just the [[] sometimes like ] That's not the
way he (she) is that way he (she) is

(31h) Should make .ut pretty well on his (her) own after leaving NYC

E;JSYSS; for sure [:j'Maybé l:] Probably not

e S e T e i o e = e o e e o o e e e e ettt fufam et fasefes el metusfios ot ffiniedies

(32) How have you been getting along with your family since being in NYC
(parents, guardian(s), spouse)

[l vo Family  /Go to item #35/

Bad-just don't get Itj Fair- you get [j Get along great with
along with your by with them your family - no pro-
family at all blems

(33) How does your family feel about what you're doing now (in NYC)

EI They think you're L:" They think you re D They don-t think
doing great getting by okay you're doing any-
thing worth much

(34) About how much of what you make at NYC do you give to your family __ /K.

(35) Do you save any money from your NYC pay

IZJ Ail the time [;]A little—-off and [:] Don't =ave any
(out of just on Cof it
about every
week's pay)

SO § T



(36) On this list that I show you let me know which of these people or places have
been giving vou a hard time lately

_____ Supervisor at work Lawyers
... People you work with _____ Credit collection outfits
Social worker (Welfare) ______ Storekeepers

State employment Sembody in your family
NYC councelor A hospital, or people that work
in a hospital clinic (like the

The police or the doctors; the clerks)

courts
Neighbors, people you Lrny others?
know on your block

(37) Do you have any ills or problems with your health that bother you

]:I No Yes

(38) Have you gotten in any trouble with the police:since you've been in NYC
(arrested and charged, or booked)

|| No EJ Just once £3 A couple of times [:]Morg than & couple
/[Go to Ttem #41/ of times

(39) An convictions

Lj None Ej One conviction Ej A couple of [leOfe iher a
convictions couple

(40) Have you been put on probation since you enrolled in NYC

D No lj Yes

(41) How important is it to you to keep out of trouble with the cops and the law

[jlﬁeal important: E:]Zou usually try E] Not too important:
you go out of your to steer clear if you get in

way to avoid trouble unless you're trouble you dor +
pushed real hard care too much




[
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Here = a list of names of a lot of different jobs people might want to Lry for
after they leave NYC. It also tells a Llittle about what you do 7n theese Jjobs. Tell
me which ones are the kinde of jobs you'd be willing to lake training in when you leave
NYC. Let me go lhrough the list with you. (Read through sob list with respondent. Mark
all items chosen )
Job List

MALES

1. Heavy Appliance Repaiyman - Fixes ____ 9. Auto Mechanic - Checks out car

things like washing machines, troubles and fixes them.

~efrigerators air conditioners. i .

refrigerators and air condt Loners 10. Constiruction Steel Worker - works
____ 2. Lathe Operator - Runs a machine that on steel frames of new cuildings.

kes metal parte. . - _
makes metal par ) __1l. Watch Repalrman - L1Xes watches
3. Store Salesman - Sells things to or clocks.
-ustomers and makes out sales T rds . : . .
customers and mekes out sales records. ___12. Draftgmar - Makes drawings used
L. Printer - Runs a printing press to as blueprints for buildings.

turg out books and pamphlete. l?n Tractor Trailer Driver - drives
5. Construction Carpenter - Builds house trucks over long distances.

frames and pute together otl.er wooden _ 14 . Plumber - Installs pipes and

parts of buildings. faucete in buildings and fixes

, - : : them,
. Arc Welder - Welds m 1 parts to- O . .

e Nectric welding torch 15 Blestromic Techuician - Helps

gett ) e Hing s check out and put together parts

7. Perzcmnel Interviewer - Asks ques- of electrical equipment.

tions and takes down information
from penple applying for jobs.

8. Bookkeeper - Keeps records of money
an? finances for a business.

FEMALES

1. Bank Clerk - Handles money that 8, Bookkeeper - Keeps records of
pecple put in and take out of money and tinances for a busi-
the bank. ness.

2, Laboratory Technician - Takes care 9, Teacher's Aid - elps teacher
of lavoratory egquipment and does teach children in a classrocm.
tests on chemical samples. ___ 10, Practical Nurse - Takes care

3, Clothing Store Saleswoman - Sells of sick people in thelr homes.
zLizgeieggfggstamers and mekes oub 11, Dentist's Agsistant - Helps
ales e . dentist take care of patients.
-sretary Typist - o5 ] r . . .
e B §§;r8t3§§éc ‘y?ési ,Eygié,;Etﬁirs,rlw 12, Travel Agent - Helps people make
in an office and keeps Things propes=y plans for taking vacabion trips.

filed,
e Clawle - L e af
5, Hair Stylist - Cuts and sets women's = A3, 3t°Q§ C“erk, ”K?EPS,recardswqi
hair in @ beauty parlor. stock and supplies for a company.

. 6. Window Dresser - Sets up merchandise Lhs $el§phoneiQperstcrr- Help people
— ! 2588 , make telephone calls.

in store windows to attract customers.

, R ; . 15, Computer Keypunch Operator -
7, Personnel Interviewer ~ Asks questions 5. ! - L I*TE=“Y?T’ B . -
p— E— == = . e Operate machine to put informa-
and takee down information from people A o e
T e e ; tion on computer :zards.
applying for jobs. :

b
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(42) Which one of those that you marked would you like best _
(name)

(43) Which one on the list wouldn't you like at all e
(name)

(44) How mueh would you have to be paid to take training full-time for that job
you liked best?

[j You wouldn’t take training full-time for any pay

Lj Take about the same as NYC pay ce....... /NYC pay __ /hr. /

D You would want more than NYC pay.....,,.. Howmuch ____ /hr.

(45) Suppose while you were here at NYC you had a chance to take special training
as a ___ _ .+ VWhat would you want to take some
(Given in item #42)
training for a couple of hours a night--in your spare time.

E You would do it for no extra pay
D You wouldn't bother
D You would want the same pay per hour as NYC

ij You would want morethan your NYC pay per hour. How much ___ ________ _/hr.

(46) If you could zet this jo. you want as e

when you leave NYC, what‘s the least pay you would take. —_/nr,

(46a) How much would you want if you had to move out of the city to get that job
(away from your family and friends)

E! Wouldn't matter; you would still take ‘the same pay

Eﬂ You wouldn't take that job for any money if that is the way it was

[} Take it for more pay: How much more pay _________ /hr.

(46b) How much would you want if the guy you wouid work for in that job was going
to be on_your back a lot

Ij Wouldn't matter; you would still take the same pay

g':j You wouldn't take that job for any monsy if that's the way it was

[__] Take it for more pay. How much more pay ) - o /hr.

ERIC 122
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How much would you want if you had to do some extra work that was dirty

(46c) ,
as part of that job
[] Wouldn't matter; you would still take the same pay
EiIWCuLdn't take that job for any money if that's the way it was
| ] Take it for more pay. How much more pay ______ __/hr.
(46d) How much would you want if you had to.go to schuol at night om your own time

for special training in that job
[:j Wouldn't matter; you would still take the same pay

Ej You wouldn't take it for any money if that's the way it was
77/hrg

[:j‘fake it for more pay. How much more pay
(L6e) How much would you want if you didn't like the people you had to work with

on that job

Lj Wouldn't matter; you would still take the same pay

Ej You wouldn't take it for any money if that's the way it was
/hr.

[;1 Take it for more pay. How much more pay
If you would get a fair raise each year but no chance to get promotec for

(46f)
a long time (like 3 years or more)

[} Wouldn't matter; you would still take the same pay

[] You wouldn't take it for any money if that's the way it was
/hr.

Ej Take it for more pay. How much more pzy

(46g) 1If there was always pressure on the job to get a lot of work done
EZIWbuldn't matter; you would still take the same pay

[] You wouldn't take it for any money if that's the way it was
/hr.

Ej Take it for more pay. How much more pay

Additional comments
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Appendix C

Post-Program Questionnaire
Section I: TFormer Enrollees with
Employment Experience
Section II: Former Enrollees with No
Employment Experience

1o




Former NYC Enrollee Questionnairec
(Post-NYC Groups)

Educational Testing Service
FPrinceton, N. J.

Instructions

I'm helping the Educational Testing Service of Princeton, New Jersey do a
survey of how people who were in Neighborhood Youth Corps have made out gince they
left the program. Like =- how things have worked out for you in general; h:wv much
work you've been able to get; how you feel about job and what kinds of things you
would like to do from now on. We plan to use what we find out to make training
programs like NYC better for the people who have besn in them.

The answers you give to any questions are all confidential and secret and we

would never give out any information about anyone's answers. So there is no way
it would be used to affect you personaliy. Anything we find out from these inter-
views would only be reported for a whole group of people at a time (like a few
hundred) and we would never use anybody's name.

This should take only a little over a half hour and I'll pay you $5.00 for

your time.
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< \j Fhone calls B .

X Former NYC Enrollee Questionnaire e Numbe:

\ (Post-NYC Groups Home visits

Y Number

Q} Educational Testing Service Other contacts
Princeton, N. J. attempted

Q Number

Cw [
Tast) ' (First) (Middle) [’_'l W E:I Sp.

(2) NYC Project

(1) Name

(3) Time since left NYC , B _ {mos.y

(4) Date of birth _ ——

{5) Place of birth

(Cit ) — (State)

(6) Highest school grade completed (when entered NYC)

(7)  Marital status lj Single D Married
]:l Divorced or separated Ij Widowed

(8) living with. /single response or appropriate ,c,ompipatiap—/

[ Mother (] wife or Husband I7] Stepmother
ﬁ Father | [:[ Brother(s) or Sister(s) [ ] steprather
] Guardian [] Belatives and/or Friends

D Children E[ Iive alone

- (9) Address /where presently living/

] (Street) — (city) — (State)

How many other places have you lived since \ycu left NYC

" (number)

(a) How many of these moves within this city ____

e (b) How many moves outside -~ to other cities _____




(17)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)
(16)

(17)

How have you made out since you left NYC

[ ] Are you working now /20 hrs. a week or more/

]:! Not work

Aing
s

more, for at least one week/

i

Where do (did) you work

What kind of business is that

What kind of work de (did) you do

How many hours a week do (did) you work.

How

long on that job

now, but have hegld job since you left NYC [EC hrs. a week or

|} Not working; have not held job /Go to sectior II, Page 9 /

Lﬁbmgahy name and address--present or most recent jag7

Title /description where needed/

[Weeks or months/

Was this the first job sinece you got out of NYC {:]Yeé
/If not first job/
(17a) How many jobs held since leaving NYC _
(17b) How long were you on each job 1lst 2nd ___ 3rd _____
(17¢) Job titles for each
Ist __ - 2nd 3rd __ _
(17d) Why left each job
st _ 2nd 3rd - N
you got the first job ___ o

(18) How long were you out of NYC before

407

Zans or week§7
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(19) Which of these did you try to get help from--to get your first Jjob

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

Ej NYC project personnel

Ej Tolc. =bout by friends or
people in the neighborhood

Ej Saw it in newspaper
(Want ad)

D Employment agency where
you pay

Ej Just wert, to companies and
asked about jobs

E] State employment (YOC)

[[] To1d about by family

[3 Saw sign in window

Ej Church and community leaders
{Like store owners, school
teachers or ministers)

[l other _

(19a) Which one of those was the way you actually got the first job

How many places did you actually get to see somecne to ask about a job

before you got the first job

In how many places did you actually get to fill out an application before

you got the first job

How close have you come to doing what you thought you would when you Jeft

NYC--gs far as your job goes

Ej Much better than you thought you would do

[JAAbDut what you expected you would do

EI Worse than you expected to do

About how much do (did) you make on your job per hour when you started
/[for present job or last job held

[] $1.25 to $1.50/nr.

[] $1.50 to $1.75/hr.

[ $2.00 to $2.50/nr. [ ] More than $2.50/hr.
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(24) Did you get a raise in pay on your present (or last) job

!;[ No [j YTes Number of raises __
Amount - 1st raise

2nd raise

(25) Did you get a promotion on that iob Ej No Ej Yes

(26) What are your feelings about the kind of work you do (did)

| It's great: [j It's okay Ij Don't like the work
like it a lot at all

(27) How's your pay for the kind of work you do (did)

D Good pay for the I:] Just about what it ';l A lot less than
kind of job you " should be for the "~ the job is (was)
have (had) job worth

(28) If you have your way would you want to work for this place five years
from now
D Definitely no I:’ Not sure: depends | L__J Yes you would

on how things go

(29) Do (did) you feel like you're really part of the company (like you really

belong)
[] That's just the [[] Maybe sometimes you | ] No--just another
way you feel ' feel (felt) that job
(felt) way

(30) How close does (did) your work come to the way you think a job should be

l:, Nowhere near what :i Sometimes close [ 1tts just the way
you think a job to what a job you think working 3
should be should be on a job should be

(31) How good is (was) your pay if you compare it with what you could get at
other companies for the same kind of work

[(] Better pay than [] About the same pay Less than other
other companies as other companies places pay for
for the kind of that kind of work
work
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(32) when you took a job in the company--if you knew then whal vou know now
about it--would you have gone to work there
[j No--not if you E:INDL too sure [eres, yoeu would take
knew about the ' a job there again
place what you
know now
(33) Based on your age, your ability and your experience, how do {did) you feel
about. your pay
Ej More pay than a [:]About where you f:j Meking less than a
guy (girl) like should be in salary guy (girl) with your
you would expect experience should
to make expect bo make
(34) When you finish a day's work, do (did) you feel like you did something

worthwhile
Almost never feel [:]Ssmgtimes true
(felt) that way '

 Jj Almost always feel
(felt) that way

o saET NTwE RS S e SRS S S eSS T

S S S T SR ETEmEST... T EoEmETs =F =2 =

[For those presently employed/

/hr,

~ Amount,

[Presently_
employed_/
What plans do you have for
apout the next six months or so
/anyone or combination

(36)

iilKeép working on my job
(No particular plans)

[l 100k for a better job

Ej Try to get some extra
training (on the job or
part-time school)

[ Go to school full time
What kind of job would you
look for if you have to leave
this one

(37)

Ej Donit know
/Try for job choice/

430

(Type of job)

(35) How high do you think you'll be able to go in pay on the job you have now

/Presently _
unemployed/

(36a) What plans do you have for

about the next six months
or so

EiINo particular plans

Ej Try to find another job
full-time

Ej Go to school full-time

[:jFﬁﬂd a job and go to school

(37a) What kind of job are you look-

ing for, mainly /or what would

you look for when you do look/|.

[ ] bon't ¥now
[Try for job choice/

~ (Type of job)
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(38)

(39)

(40)

(42)

(43)

&

fthat's the most important reason that you picked that job

/Single response/

How much do you know about what it takes to do that job  /As given in 37 or 37(a)/

[J A lot abcut that D Know a few things l:[ Don't really
kind of work - about what that job ~ know much about
takes it

What would you do to get that next job /Prompt only by asking "Anything else!'?
list as many items as given_,

What kind of work do you plan to be doing over a longer time ssl_ke five
to ten years from now

Don't know (don't D Same kind of work D Choice of occupa-
" plan that far you're doing now (or tion
ahead) did in previocus job)

(Single choice)

/If choics given/

(41la) How will you get to do that Lﬁa prompts: List responses as giveﬁ

[ pon't know o e

Are you going to school now
[ wo [ Fuli-time (20 nrs. [] Part~time (less than
' or more a week) 20 hrs. a week)
/If in school/
(42a) What kind of course are you taking R e ]
(Name of course or type of training
program)
How have you been getting aleng with ycu: family since leaving NYC. (Parents, ;
guardian(s), spouse.) i
]j No family, ... [Eo to item #45;7
I:] Bad-~~just don't get D Fair. You get by L:l Get along great A

along with your . with them with your family--

no problems

family at alil A 3 3 f
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(44) How does your family feel about how you're doing

] They think you're [] They think you're [} They don't think
doing great getting by okay you're doing any-
thing worth much

(45) About how much of every ten dellars you make do you put toward the family income
/or how much when you did work

“(Amount)

(L6) On this list that I show you let me know which of these people or places
L:ave been giving you a hard time lately.

Supervisor at work __ Lawyers
. People you work with _ Credit collection outfits
Social worker (Welfare) Storekeepers

- State employment Somebody in your family

__ School (like teachers A hospital, or people that work
or other people that in a hospital clinic (like the
run the school) doctors; the clerks)
_ ___ The police or the _______ Neighbors or other people you
courts know in your neighborhood
Any others - .
(47) Do you have any ills or problems with your health that bother you
lj No El Yes
(48) About how many times did you go to see a doctor--because jf@u were sick—-
since you've been out of NYG
Namer

(L9) Have you saved any money since you left NIYC

1 A11 the ©time [[] some~—off and on [[] gust about nothing
(out of just gbout - saved
every paycheck)

(50) Have you gotten in any trouble with the police since leaving NYC

No E Just once ]:l A couple of times [:I More than a couple
— A - of times
/Go to item #53/
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(51) Any convictions since you left NYC

D None D One conviction ﬂ:[ A couple of D More than a
convictions couple

(52) Have you been on prebation since leaving NYC

D No E] Yes

(53) How important is it to you to keep out of trouble with the cops and the

law
[__:_l Real important: [:I You usually try D Not too important.
you go out of your to steer clear If you get in
way ©o avoid trouble unless you're trouble with the
pushed hard cops, it dossn't

matter much

(54) Do you buy things on credit

D No. Don't use it D Some things. Iike El Most everything ,
expensive ones. -

(55) Any trouble getting credit for buying what you want

] can get it almost [} You can get credit [j You have a tough
anytime for any- - for a few things if time getting credit
thing you need it for slmost anything s

(56) Did you visit the State Employment Service since you got out of NYC?

DNO EIYes...;_,,a

(Number of visits)

(57) Did you receive any unemployment payments during the year? ~

DNO Elies

(58) Can we send these questions to the place where you work to ask how you're
doing there? /Show Employer Rating Scale: STRESS CONFIDENTIALITY

D No GIE;S

[If yes/  Supervisor's Name ____ —

(Number of weeks)
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égect-ign I;—/—
/Mot Working; Have Not Held Job/

Are You:
]:l Mostly in school /20 hrs. a week or more/

I:I In anothksr work-training program (like MDTA, Job Corps,
JOBS)

Lj S5till job hunting _ﬁ‘!

v ../Go to Ttem 15(a)/

D Not working--~not looking
l: Housewife
[[] Going into military

[] other

12) What schiocl (or work-training program) are you in

(Name or type of school or of
work-training program)

(13) How long after NYC did you get into that

(Time after NYC in Wesks)

(14) What major course are you taking? (What job in work-training program)
= — — V - T T 3

(15) Wnat short—term plans do you have--like for the next six months or a year
from now

:

D Stay in school (or training program)
[[] Look for a job

[: Not.w sure

(15a) What short-term plans do you have--like for the next six months or a
year from now?

PR QRS i i e it

l:i Go to school full time [J Look (or start looking) for a job

o [;l Go to school part time L:' Not sure (no special plans)

A




o}

=i

(16) Have you done any part-time work (off and on) since you left NYC ENG Ej Yes

/If Yes/

(16a) What kind of part-time work

(Describe type of Job)

(16b) How much do (did) you get an hour for that __ __ /hr,

(17) When you look for your first full-time job what kind of job would you look for
Wi J J J
(Even if remaining in school or if going into military)
[:| Don't know

@b‘tain some choice, if po%%iblg _ _ - .
(Type of iob)

(18) What's the most impl;\l"t:al:lt reason that you pick that

(Reason)

(19) How much do you know about what it takes to do the job of a _

(As given in #17)

D Know a lot about D Know a few things ]:I Don't really know
~ that kind of work " about what jaob much about it
takes

(20) Do you think you would be able to do that work right now

:] Tes El Not sure | E No
/It Yes/

(20a) Why do you think you are able to do that jeb  (What reasons)

(21) What salary do you think you would make when you start the job as a

(As given in #17)
/hr.

(22) How high do you think you could go in that job in pay? __ _ . /hr.

(23) What are the ways you would look for that job? /Tist/

lj Don't know




(24)

~__ wWhat would be the

When you go to apply for the job of _

(hs given in #17)
most important thing you would ask the interviewer abcut it

]j Don't know

— /Most Important/

(25)

How important to you are these other things to ask about when you go for a job
interview
(25a) The pay when you start
- .
Ej Not that important. E[ Yocu might ask in Ij You would always
You wouldn't neces- some places ask
sarily bother asking

(25b) How high you could go if you stay in that job (possibilities for being

promoted)
E:] Not that important. lj You might ask in ij Tou would always
You wouldni't neces- some places ask

sarily bother askirgz

(25¢) How people get along with each other at that company

E:l Not that important. You might ask in Er‘}fou would always
You: wouldn't neces- some places ask

sarily bother asking

(25d) If the job is steady

Not that important. l;[ You might ask in EI You would always
You wouldn't neces- some places ask

sarily bother asking
(25e) How much overtime you have to work
[ Not that important.  |_] You might ask in [ You would always
You wouldn't neces- some places ask
sarily bother asking

(25f) Whether you get time off to go to school

E Not that important. D You might ask in L_J You would always
You wouldn't neces- some places ask

sarily bother asking
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(25g) How much vacation and other benefits the company gives--like life
insurance and hospital! zation insurance

You wouldn't neces- some places ~ ask ;
sarily bother asking

| ] Not that important. [T} Tou might ack in [ 1 You would always

(26) What kind of work do you plan to be doing over a longer time--like 5 to 10
years from now

D Don't know L?ry for choice of occupatio;gf
(don't plan that
far ahead) B

(Choice of occupation)

(27) How will you get to do that /No prompts: List reponses as given/

[]Don't know e N - ?:_‘
(28) How have you been getting along with your family since leaving NYC (that
is, either parents, gusrdian(s), spouse)

lj No family--on my owh-c.e .:LEQ to item BQ7

D Bad--just don't get Ij Fair--I get by I:] Get along great
along with my family witk them with my family--
at all no problems

(29) When you get a job, about how much out of ; J2llars you make would you

be willing to put toward the family income

(30) On this list that I show you let me know whizh of these people or places
have been giving you a hard time lately

_ Supervisor at work Lawyers

People you work with , Credit collection outfits
_____ Social worker (Welfare) ______ Storekeepers
__ 3tate employment Somebody in your family

_ School (like Lesachers A hospital, or people that work
or people that run the i a hospital clinic (like the
sczhool) doctors, the clerks)
The police or the courts __ Neighbors or other people you

know in your neighborhood

tj— 1 :3 .? Any others



(31) Do you have any ills or problems with your health that bother you

D No D Yes

(32) About how many times did you go to see a doctor-because you were sick-
since you‘ve been out of NIC o

(Number) )

(33) Have you gotten in any trouble with the police since leaving NYC
(arrested and charged or booked)

E[More than a couple

tl A couple of times
of times

| No D Just once
/Go to item '#36/

(34) Any convictions

D None

(35) Have you been placed on probation since leaving NYC

El Yes D No

(36) How important is it to you to keep out of trouble w.th the cops and the law

[_} More than a

EI One conviection D A couple of
couple

convictions

Not too important.

" If you get in trouble
with the cops, it
doesn't matter much

D Usually try *o
steer clear unless
you're pushed hard

|j Real important:
you go out of jour
way to avoid trouble

(37) Do you buy things on credit

E[ No. Don't use it. I:J Some things-like D Most everything
expensive ones

(38) Any trouble getting credit for buying what you want

Have a tough time
getting credit for
almost anything

D Can get credit
for a few things
if you need it

l:[ Can get it almost
' anytime for anything

(39) Did you visit the State Employment Service since you got out of NYC

:NO DYes,—,””..

" (Number of visits)

, Additional comments by former enrollee

ERIC | -
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Guidelines Used for Ratings
of Job Quality

The Job Quality scale is intended to define job choices on the basis of
a combination of job status, skill levels and potential for advancement.
The jobs categorized below are examples of occupations that ropresent
each of the three skill levels at which the given job is to be rated.

Level "1" = Unskilled Jobs: Generally dead end and/or low-level
employment, requiring little skill; generally low paid.

Dishwasher

Porter

Nurse's Aide

Hospital Attendant
Laborer

Car Washer

Baggage Handler

Service Station Attendant

Level "2"  Semigkilled: Requiring some degree of verbal or other

%eﬁhnicalfgkilis; moderate pay (or moderate status if
low skill).

White Collar Clerical

Tyruck Driver

Computer Keypunclh

Sales Person - (store sales, door-to-door)
Inmberjack

Shipping Clerk

Typist

Waiter )

Practical Murse (LPN)

Level '"3"  Skilled Trades; Semiprofessional, Professional

Secretary-Stenographer

; Nurse (RN)

: Baker, Carpenter, Mason

{ Plumber, Electrician

: Auto Mechanic, Machinist

i High-ILevel Sales (e.g., insurance, scientific, or medical equipment)

Computer Operator or Programmer
Lab and Medical Technicilan

- SR 1)
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Counselor's and Work Supervisor's
Rating Scales
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NYC Project _

COUNSELCR'S RATING .SCAIE

Neighborhnod Youth Corps

o . ) Name of Enrollee
5 =y - | . =
Counselor's Name _ R . o Being Rated

How many months do you
know this enrcllee ' o

LD OS¢ oo

On this sheet are 11 statements about enrollee behavior that counselors concider impor-
tant in deternining how well an enrollee is coming along. We would appreciate ycur
eveluation of how these apply to this enrollee.

Please read each statement carefully. Then circle one of the numbers 1 to 5 that best
indicates how the stztement applies to the enrollee.

1 2 3 L 5
This describes This is Sometimes This is The enrollee
the enrollaee true mest this is not is not 1like
perfectly of the true of the usually this at all
: time enrcllee true
~ T T T T 'Afrw Circle ggg" )

1. Pays attention to good grooming and dresses appropriately. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Is not very open sbout discussing personal and job

I~
s

problems. : 1 2z 3
Shows a lot of resentment and hostility. l1 2 3 4 5
Is cooperative and willing to listen to advice. 1 2 3 L 5
Makes realistic plans about future jobs. 1 2 3 4 5
Shows little poise or self-assuranca. 1 2 3 4 5
Is coherent in expressing himself (herself). 1 2 3 4 5
Is motivated to want to work and expend effort. 1 2 3 4 5
Does not show good day-to-day planning so that he (she)

can handle the job (let's home life interfere, for

example) . 1L 2 3 4 3
Indicates a willingness to enroll in school or some sort

of training on a part-time basis. l 2 3 L 5 :

Generally shaws unhappiness with the work site assignment
and wants to change. 1 2 3 4 5

142




WORK SUPERVISOR'S RATING SCALE
Neighborhood Youth Corps
(Male Enrollee Form)

NYC Project

Work Supervisor's Name ___ _ . ) _ Name of Enrollee
You Are Rating _

How many monthzs has the
enrollee worked for you __ _

ED 056 ¢7)

Below are 10 statemenis atout things that work supervisors consider important when it
comess to how the enrollee is doing. We would appreciate your telling us how each one
applies to this enrollee. The information is strictly private and will not have any
effect on the enrollee in any way.

Please read each statement carefully. Then put a check in one o1 the five boxes o
show how that statement fits the enrollee that you're rating.

1. KNOWS HOW TO FOLIOW INSTRUCTIONS PROTFERLY.

This describes This is true Sometimes this This 1s not The enrollese
just how the most »f the is true of the uzually so is not l1ike
enrcllee is time enrollee this at all

N H L L] L

2. RESENTS TAKING ORDERS FROM THOSE WHO SUPERVISE HIM.
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not
Jjust how the most of the is true of the usually s=o
enrollee is time enrollee

- do vy

] ] ] ] i

3. KNOWS HOW TO DRESS RIGHT FOR THE JOB.

- This describes This is true Scmetimes this This is not The enrcl =&
Jjust how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all

1 L] [ [] [

TAKES SOME PRIDE IN THE WORK AND DOESN'T JUST RUSH THROUGH TC GET IT FINISHED ;
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
just how the most of the is true of ths usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all

TS

[ ] [ L] ]
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5. HAS TU BE TOLD WHAT TO DO EVERY MINUTE OR HE CAN'T KEEP BUSY.

This descripes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrolilee
just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all

Ll i | [ L

6. GETS ALONG WITH OTHERS ON THE JOB.

This desecribes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time anrollee this at all

u N [ ] ]

7. CAN'T GET TO WORK ON TIME.

This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
Just how the most of the is trre of thea usvally so is not like
enrollee is time enrclies this at all

L] C ] O ]

8. SHOWS SOME INITIATIVE IN TAKING ON A PIECE OF WORK.

This desecribes This is true Sometimes this This is rot The enrollee
Just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at =211

r O =} O =

9. DOESN'T MAKE TROUBLE ON THE JOB.

This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
Just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at a1l

] 0 ] o 3

1C. ASKS QUESTIONS IF PROBLEMS COME UP--DUESN'T JUST GO AHEAD AND DO THE JOB WRONG.

This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
Just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at zl1l

[ Ol ] O .
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' t? Work Supervisor's Name .

Q

WORK SUFERVISOR'S RATING SCALE
Neighborhood Youth Corps
(Female Enrollee Form)

NYC Project

Name of Enrollee
You Are Rating

How many months has the
enrollee worked for you

S

Below are 10 statements about things that work supervisors consider important when it

comes to how the enrcllee is doing. We would
applies to this enrollee.

effect on the enrollee in any way.

Please read each statement carefully.

show how that statement fi%s the enroliee that you're rating.

appreciate your telling us how each one
The informatior is strictly private and will not have any

Then put a check in ons of the five boxes to

SHOWS SOME INITIATIVE IN TAKING ON A PIECE OF WORK.

This describes
Just how the
enrollee is

O

This is not
usually so

Sometimes this
is true of the
enrollsee

[ O N

This is true
most of the
time

The enr-ollee
is rnot like
this at all

L]

RESENTS TAKING ORDERS FROM THOSE WHO SUFERVISE HER.

This describes
just how the
enrollee is

N

This is rot
usually so

Sometimes this
is true of the
enrolles=

O L] |

This is true
most of the
time

The enrollee
is not like
this at all

-

SHOWS INTEREST IN

This describes
Just how the
enrollee is

]

LEARNING MORE ABOUT THE JOB.

Sometimes this
is true of the
enrollee

Ll - L O

This is not
usually seo

This is true
most of the
time

The enrolles
ig nect like
this at ail

il

1.
2.
S s
I
cO
-
<y
<::> 4,
=

 ERIC.

CAN'T GET TC WORK

This describes
Just how the
enrcllee is

|n

ON TIME.

This is true Sometimes this This is not
most of the is true of the ususlly so
time enrollee

0 345 O o

The enrollee
is not like
this st all

[




H
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i
i
L
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i

o

i O

[

]

I

5. HAS TO BE TOLD WHAT TO DO EVERY MINUTE COR SHE CAN'T KEEP BUSY.
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all
6. ASKS QUESTIONS IF PROBLEMS COME UP--DOESNT JUST GO AHEAD AND DO THE JOB WRONG.
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
Just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not 1ike
enrollee is time enrollee this at all
[ ] ] ] O
7. IS OFTEN ABSENT FROM WORK.
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
Just how the most of the is true of the usually so 1s not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all
O d [] [ 1
8. BSHOWS SOME PRIDE IN THE WORK AND DOESN'T JUST RUSH THROUGH TO GET IT FINISHED
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollee
Jjust how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee 1is time enrollee this at ail
9. WASTES TIME ON THE JOB.
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrolles
Jjust how the most of the is true of the usually so is not 1like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all
10. CAN BE IEFT ON HER OWN WITHOUT CLOSE SUFPERVISION.
This describes This is true Sometimes this This is not The enrollea
just how the most of the is true of the usually so is not like
enrollee is time enrollee this at all

s
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Appendix F
)

Employer's Rating Scale

Educational Testing Service of Princeton, New Jersey is doing a study of young
adulte formerly enrolled in a government sponsored wérkﬂtraining program. We would
appreciate your giving a brief evaluation of one of your employees (or former

employvees) who was enrolled in one such program.

The individual we are interested in is _

CD O5¢ 073

We have his (her) permission to ask you for this information. Your responses are

compietely confidentisl and will never be identified with you or your organization;

nor will they be used to affect this employee in any way.

(1) Do you feel that this employee puts in a decent day's work

E:]YSE; definitely E:lGEﬁ%Tally; not Ej Definitely not
' always

(2) Doues this employee get along with the other workers on the job

E;lYEE, definitely Ej Generally; not EJ!Definitely not
always '

(3) Would you promote this employee

[] Yes, definitely [ Maybe; not [] Definitely not
certain '

(4) Would you hire this employee again

I[1 ves, definitely [ JMaybe; with a few [] Definitely not
. reservations

E—"[ \le | h - 148
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Rotated Factor Loadings (Varimax)
Program Completion and Pest-Program Criteria
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