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SUMMARY

This study has two purposes. First, the study evaluates the Occupa-

tional Upgrading Project (OUP) and the Model Neighborhood High School

Equivalency (HSE) Project's first year of operation. Second and more

important, the study creates baseline data from which future and more

conclusive evaluation can be undertaken.

No manpower program can be completely evaluated in its 10 months of

operation. However, with good baseline data most manpower programs can

be periodically evaluated in order to both improve the programs and to

more conclusively establish their full impact.

The technique involved was to conduct open ended interviews with

the administrators of the projects in which OUP clients were placed.

Also, interviews were conducted with some 422 persons grouped as parti-

cipants (study groups) and various groups for contrasts (control groups).

Following are the major findings from this survey data:

J1) Out of the applicants Who came to OUP for placement more young

adults, more females, and more people with high school or some college

got placement and/or training. When we compare the MNR's who received

Model City jobs without OUP services to the OUP participants, the OUP

participants have more high school and some college (but less non-high

school graduates and less college graduates). The OUP participants are

also predominately heads of houSehold and have dependents. However, so

are the othef groups. Thus it would seem that OUP services lid not result

in placing proportionately more persons of head of household status as

We would have expected from their priority for service. OUP had more



females and more young adultS, but so did th Model City jobs as a whole

and applicants. OUP had almost no non-high cbool completions among its

clientele.

(2) It seems that occupational upgrading took place in all of the

,groups we surveyed. However, the tentative evidence is that the OUP

participants enjoyed some more upgrading (especially in enjoyment of

job and perhaps opportunity to advance). Some of this OUP upgrading was

.due to the Model City jobs alone.

(3) The question of occupational upgrading cannot be answered at

this time for HSE. The small numbers who have completed-the ESE program

preclude significant findings.

(4) The OUP and non-OUP groups seem to haVe the same increase in

job quality (When-quality is measured by job requirements). Also-their

training patterns were similar for their present job.

(5) There are no significant differences when we compare the HSE

groups as to changes in job requirements and sources of-job skills.

(6) The participants' evaluation of OUP is favorable, but a number

of participants (particularly placements-only) answered that they did

not use the services of OUP. The OUP participants were optimistic about

the future, but so was every other group we interviewed.

(7) The HSE participants were also optimistic_ about the future.

(8) The OUP program increased the employment status of its-parti-

cipants (by decreasing unemployment and not-in-the labor force status).

However, at least sale of this was due to the opportunity of Model City

jobs alone.-
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(9) HSE completions did not significantly increase their employment

status, but the movement that did occur was in the direction of more

employment.

(10) The OUP program increased the job satisfaction score of its

participants, but at least some of this was due to the opportunity of

Model City jobs alone. All persons with Model City jobs indicated enjoy-

ment of their job.

(11) Both the OUP and HSE projectshad no significant short-ruu effect

upon the sociological factors of community participation, powerlessness,

and role in making ,household decisions.

(12) The tentative evidence is that OUP raised the earnings of its

participants (especially amid who were trained and placed).( This is

additional to the increase due to the opportunity of jobs.

(13) The evidence is that HSE had-a positive impact on earningS;

however, the size of the program makes this finding very tentative.

(14) The social economic benefit/cost ratio is very favorable for

OUP (a ratio of 2.9 to 1.0). Moreover, the government is estimated to

recover about 75 per cent of its economic outlay for OUP.

The overall assessment of OUP is favorable but qualified. Firm

indications exist of a favorable movement in job earnings and job rewards.

However, the existence of the confounding effect of the upgrading program

and the employment and training'services to Model City funded agencies

precludes makink an unqualified statement.

These results at this stage of operation are not unexpected and per-

formance in subsequent years could be quite good, or quite disappointing.
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Amalysis of OUP's impact in subsequent years will provide the answer as

to whether OUP gathers strength with age and experience, or merely grows

fat, flabby and indolent. There are many reasons to expect strong per-

formance in the future.



-5-

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROGRAM YEAR II - OUP

These recommendations reflect a basically positive assessment of

OUP's accomplishments and emphasize trends that probably r. "4

naturally in the operations of OUP.

Recommendations for the Occupational Upgrading Project:

(1) The similarity of job rewards patterns and other evidences of

upgrading among the various groups as-well as the similarity of clientele

characteristics, suggests the specialized services of OUP in a centralized

referral capacity are not required to obtain substantially improved posi-

tions for the residents in jobs where employment objectives can be mandated

directly to the employer. However, OUP must be supported as a focal point

in the upgrading employment market and also receive support in placement

and upgrading from the various agencies. To get the upgrading market OUP

will have to have broader services available and serve some placement-only

clients.

We recommend that:

(a) All Model City jobs be listed through OUP but the major

consideration be the employment of Model City residents in Model Cities

jobs from whatever source;

(b) That OUP be in contact with the various agencies and their

employees to assist in joint planning and financing of upgrading;

and (c) That OUP's staff and overhead for the non-upgrading place-

ment services be kept to a minimum.

(2) The importance of obtaining wider job opportunities for Model

City residents suggests the major effort by OUP should be to obtain
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upgrading job oprtunities from employers not presently hiring in the

Model Neighborlitcu 'r nor hiring MNR's for upgraded positions. It is

doubtful that OUP's program costs can be justified if jobs presently being

filled from MNR sources are merely rechanneled through OUP.

We recommend:

(10 The primary emphasis be on new opportunities in the wider

Des Moines economy, and not that of easing and smoothing out existing

job search and placement processes.

(b) Clients being served should be identified as 1) minimum-

service'"placement-only", or 2) a specific identification of "underemployed,"

or 3) not "underemployed" but served as training support of some Model City

funded project.

The identification of these three populations is vital to any further

evaluation effort of the OUP program. Service to the first population is

not in our opinion a justifiable basis by itself forOUP's continuation;

the second is the population whereby Model Cities seeks to demonstrate new

services to a new clientele; and the third is a support role to Model Cities

and is not of a demonstration nature.

(3) Upgrading apparently can take place with or without associated

institutional training and educational services. The major sources of job

skills appear to be on-the-job training and those skills learned by "train-

ing yourself". It is possible for clients to have upgrading programs without

institutional training components.

(4) There does appear a demand for educational services on the part

of substantial numbers of residents. Since financial problems were listed

as a major cause of failure to achieve greater educational development,



-7-

we therefore recommend:

(a) That OUP continue financing residents in higher educational

opportunities;

(b) That OUP make the first year of these services available

to persons designated "underemployed" or those served as part of training

for a Model City project;

(c) That for subsequent years joint planning and financing of

educational costs be utilized with the employer, employee and OUP included;

and (d) That upgrading resources be directed to heads of households

on a priority basis.

Further, for substantial OUP financial involvement the employment

objectives must bd' well specified (written out) and clearly related to

the educational objectives. These objectives should form the basis for

an agreement between OUP, the client and the employer (if the upgrading

planned is internal) and include the responsibilities -of each party. Costs

for supportive program services (testing, counseling etc.) should be kept

to an absolute minimum for students after the first year and be basically

fOr purchase of educational services.

(5) The educational and vocational assessment, 'counseling activities

and follow-up need to be more closely coordinated. The sequence of inter-

views may be unnecessarily repetitive and lead to fragmentation and dupli-

cation of service. Career development planning, counseling, follow-up,

etc., all require joint action and this is limited by the physical separation.

We recommend that:

(a) These functions be physically located together;

and (b) The organizational structure be modified so there is clear
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responsibility for the unit that develops and coordinates career planning

and training activities.

(6) OUP should examine if the folloWing represent efficient use of

resources:

(a) Are eight to five, Monday through Friday office hours well-

designed to serve an- employed Clientele?

(b) Is the present staffing-balance between interviewing, follow -

up and job develop:lent realistic in view of the importance to obtain new

Job-opportunities?
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Recommendationt for High School Equivalency Project

There is limited evidence of HSE achieving occupational upgrading.

Before recommendations based on upgrading impact can be made HSE must

demonstrate its ability to reach a larger group of clients.

This program should be reconsidered with special emphasis on its

linkages to other manpower efforts. Possibly reasons other than the im-

pact on labor force status and job rewards justify its continuation. We

would expect that the High School Equivalency project would have a bene-

ficial impact on employment status but this cannot be shown at this time.

We do question the 70:30 predominance of females and would recommend

an effort to serve more males.
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INTRODUCTION

Origins of Program

Underemployment in the Des Moines Model Cities Neighborhood has been

identified as a major problem. A 1968 survey of the Model Neighborhood

showed that the census classes of service workers, private household work-

ers, laborers and operatives and kindred workers included 59.4 per cent of

the Model Neighborhood labor force as opposed to only 30.5 per cent for

the nine counties in the Des Moines area. Within the MOdel Cities Neigh-

borhood, black-males in the 22 to 45_year old age brackets had their em-

ployment status concentrated in lower level occupations (122 per cent

according to the Warner scale rating system) when compared to the white

males. Similarly, females ware -disportionately-distriouted in the lower

-occupational-claiteee (124-percent) when compared to Model-Neighborhood

males

The result of these observations led to a major program emphasis on

occupational upgrading. Three major program efforts were planned:

(1) Occupational Upgrading Project; (2) High School Equivalency and

Adult Basic Education (hereafter HSE); and (3) economic development through

a Community'Development Corporation. The first two of these-were imple-

mented in the first program year and are the subject of this analysis.

Description of 'Occupational Upgrading Project

The goal of the Occupational Upgrading Project was to identify

Approximately 80 underemployed Model Neighborhood residents as clients

1 "Report of the Des MoineeModel_City P/annine-Project Part =1 Problem

IHILLYHi8jGgialLAHLREQURELARRziaches Atzlitegg.,-City of Des Moines,
Iowa, p. Em-2.



_with priority to go to those 26 years and older and household heads.

Counseling and placement services were to be provided from a staff while

appropriate educational or training services could be purchased. The

program was expected to utilize existing services and resources to the

extent clients were qualified, rather than to replace or duplicate exist-

ing services. As an individualized approach was anticipated, the project

would require flexibility and subtle judgments-to design the upgrading

services appropriate for each individual's situation. Consequently,

highly structured procedures were not specified in advance of considera-

tion of each situation, but rather an advisory committee would review

policies and recommendations for expenditures on behalf of individual

clients.

The Occupational Upgrading Project was intended to operate on both

the supply and demand side of occupational upgrading. The Project would

approach employers and obtain their cooperation in hiring Model Neighbor-

hood residents for positions that previously had been filled by persons

of different socio-economic, racial, sex, or educational characteristics.

To support this, Occupational Upgrading would identify persons with the

potential to be successful at the upgraded position and would enable

their development by financial assistance for education and training

that would: (1) demonstrate their capability to function at the higher

position and/or (2) give them the required skills for being successful

in the new career. The training was to follow after obtaining the job

or job guarantee. Some $300,000 was requested for this effort.

As the entire Des Moines Model City plan was assembled, it was

apparent that considerable employment opportunities would result from
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implementation. An estimated 120 paraprofessional, service and clerical

jobs and some 60 administrative and professional positions would be funded.

These employment opportunities Were to go to Model Neighborhood residents

wherever possible and to accomplish this, it was decided that a program

effort would be funded to enable residents to obtain-information and

referral to the various- projects through a central referral facility.

As it did not appear feasible to utilize existing programs fc;r this re-

ferral effort, and as it was anticipated there would be an intensive but

concentrated placement effokt, the decision was to utilize the Occupational

Upgrading Program in this initial referral capacity with their subsequent-

emphadis on the upgrading effort. However, some of the 80 upgrading place-

mehts would be in the 120 -200 Model City jobi7 $93,000 was requested to

accomplish this referral activity, necessary staff training -and supportive

services.

Implementation of the Occupational Upgrading Project was modified by

several decisions:

(1) The upgrading priorities for underemployed, 25 years old plus

and head of household status was extended to all the referrals of OUP.

(2) A Model City committee advertised the total range of anticipated

job openings considerably in advance of implementation or hiring. Hence

large numbers of applications were received before the referral mechanism

was available and resident expectations of-immediate referral and employ-

ment could not be fulfilled.

(3) Some projects were funded and hiring completed before the

Occupational Upgrading Project was operational.



(4) The implementation of other projects was phased over the first

program year so the referral activity was not concentrated in a short

period with the full emphasis then shifted to upgrading. As a result,

program objectives were somewhat obscured.

(5) The Occupational Upgrading funding-was reduced.

Other factors-also complicated implementation. The national and

16031 level of economic growth sloWed just as large numbers of college'

graduates entered the labor market. Competition fen better positions

became significantly sharper as demand decteaSed just when supply increased.

Summer and fall 1970 private placements by OUP were obviously in a different

market situation than when OUP was planned in winter and spring 1969. Con-

sequently the decision to serve underemployed, 25 year old plus, heads of

household was not fully adhered to as the national unemployment picture

changed.

Description of the High. School- Equivalency-Project

The High School Equivalency Project was intended to support occupa-

tional upgrading by enabling Model Neighborhood residents to upgrade

academic skills through high school level and/or receive the High School

Equivalency Certificate. The General Educational Development (GED)

assessment is utilized to grant a certificate that educational development

is equivalent to high, school graduates. This equivalency certificate

enables a person to better compete in the labor market for jobs with high

school completion requirements but without having to complete the regular

time-consuming schedule of studies for a diploma.

Project services would include: recruitment, instruction, materials

and the testing required to upgrade academic skills (Mathematics, English,
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Social Studies, Science, Literature) and /or to obtain the equivalency

certificate based on educational development. Both professional and pare-
_

professional staff would be utilized.

It was anticipated that benefits other than improvement of employ-

ability were associated with educational development and the services

were not restricted" o those persons, ctiVe in or entering the labor force:

In implementation, the High School_EquiValdhcy Project was modified-

to have a special neighborhood facility devoted excluiively to educational

activity. The entire Prevocational services of the Des Moines Area Community

College was extended to-residents and these services Were available without

charge on both day and evening Schedules. The High School Equivalency

services were usually individualized and volunteer tutors were utilized

for persons-Who needed tutoring. The educational counselor position was

not staffed during the first year and the instructors and administrators

were relied on for counseling.
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PART I OF THE EVALUATION

Operating Agencies Interviews

As part of our overall evaluation of the Occupational Upgrading

Project (hereafter OUP) interviewewere held with seventeen Model City

funded componentsli which had utilized the services of OUP. They were

asked about OUP's outreach, counseling, testing, referral, training and

education, adjustment to work, provider of technical assistance activities,

and orientation. The interviews were conducted by Iowa State University

staff members and utilized an open-ended response format. These responses

are summarized in the following seven statements.

(1) Outreach and recruitment activities by OUP were found to be

of value by nine of the 17 interviewees. Two agencies-expressed criticism

of OUP's outreach and two indicated OUP had tried to help but couldn't

find applicants. Three used other manpower agencies that subsidize wages.

Most of the agencies see a need for a centralized outreach and recuitment,

Although several indicated they could recuit applicants from the neighborhood.

(2) There were several criticisms of OUP's counseling and testing

involving the frequency of testing after employment. A large number of

the agencies didn't know much about these activities. These services

were typically viewed as possibly helpful to the applicant and OUP in

making referrals but not to the agencies directly. Where the agencies

11HomeHome Care Homemaker Service; Coordinator of Model City School Projects;
Oakridge Tiny Tot Child Care; Addlt Dental Care; Legal Aid Society of
Polk County; Consumer Education and Protection Organization; Continuous
Development Program; Iowa Children and Family Services; Police Cadet
Project; Community Corrections Center; Model City Housing Project #1;
Health Education; Home Ofters and Renters Counseling Service; Compre-
hensive Child Care; Expanded Use of School Facilities; High School
Equivalency; and New Horizons Expansion.
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were familiar with these services,. they expressed a positive view and

expressed a need for continued counseling and testing services to be

available for applicants.

(3) Most of the agencies found the referral process adequate.

Where problems resulted, they included failure to get the applications

. to the agency prior to the interview, and alack of agreement between

OUP and the agency as to the level or type of abilities the applicant

should haVe. One agency had experienced inaccurate information on the

application.

(4) The training and education activities of OUP received favorable

Comments from nine of the agencies. Three expressed only critical comments.

Some of those-with basically favorable views criticized parts of the

service, Most agencies desired to have coursework related to work and

felt their involvement in planning would help each type of experience

support the other. Only one agency saw no role for OUP in training and

educational matters.

(5) There was considerable criticism of OUP's involvement (six

agencies) in the "adjustment to work" process. Most agencies feel this

is the heart of the employer-employee relationship and for an outside

party to attempt to "manage" the adjustment situation is very detrimental._

Four agencies did find OUP useful. Most agencies felt a role of listen-

ing and communications would be valid, with OUP then helping management

plan a response to solve the problems. Several agencies interpreted

OUP's activities as wanting responsibility for basic employee supervision,

evaluation and discipline.
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(6) Most agencies found 011P"s services as a provider of technical

assistance of limited value. or, had not received- services of this nature'.

only three agencies responded that OUP--was of service 1Valuable) as a

resource. However, in the discussion of career development a need was,

expressed by most ageneits to have the- assistance of an- outside agency

to act as a resource to- the operating agency. A-- number of Agendie'6 that

had received limited services Of this type- saW a need fer a stronger role

by OUP if staff were experienced and trained in- personnel

(7) The7t OAS no dingle view Of ,OUP!s _approadk or .Style as- being

employer or employedi7oriented or neutral. The most coition-view as to

OUP's future role would be that of a third-party. They felt OUP should

be available to both the employer and employee without being the advocate

of either unless there _was a failure of performance by either party.

The recoMmendations drac4n from:theSe interviews were transmitted to

the Model Cities Agency and OUP udder a separate cover.
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PART II OF EVALUATION

Participant Interviews (Methodology)

The major evaluation of OUP and HSE comes from-a lengthy question-

naire administered to participants in these two programs and to appro-

priate groups (the controls) Who did net participate in the programt.

The questionnaire first determined the basic characteristics of the

people. These characteristics included age, race, sex, education, house-

hold composition, labor fordestatUs, etc.-

The questionnaire also dealt with various subjects where it was

expected OUP and/or HSE might have an impact. These included changes in

occupational level as measured by: job rewards, job requirements, labor

force status, and job satisfaction. Also the impact on community parti-

cipation, powerlessness, and role in household decision-making was

measured.

In addition to analyzing the above data, we have also completed an

economic benefit-cost analysis and an estimate of the recovery of program

costs from tax revenues. At this point we'must emphasize that this

evaluation is of a short run nature since we are evaluating OUP and HSE

participants ten months after program start-up. Thus conclusions about

benefits must be considered tentative until the programs have operated

for another year or two.

To evaluate OUP and HSE we used more than one control group. For

the OUP program we have four comparisons available. The first comparison

is OUP participants versus OUP applicants 22 years of age and older (the

traditional study vs. control). Younger applicants would confound up-

grading with normal work establishment. Our second comparison attempts
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to look at the OUP effect of training, placement services and opportunity

compared to the effect of job opportunity alone which Model City provided

with or without OUP's services. A group of persons who got Model City

jobs without OUP's services is utilized. Our third comparison is a

further.refinement of the second comparison using only Model Neighborhood

. persons who were placed without OUP. Our fourth comparison attempts to

look at the two different OUP services (placement alone versus placement

and training).

For the HSE program we have two comparisons. We examine those who

started HSE but did not complete.it-yet, to those who have almost completed

or have completed HSE. We also look at all the HSE participants versus

those in our survey population who have less than 12 years of education

but are not in HSE. The first comparison is a type of study versus con-

trol (HSE completed versus HSE not completed), and our second comparison

allows us to compare HSE participants with an inner city population who

have not entered HSE.

Because. this study was to measure the impact on occupational upgrad-

ing, those persons under 20 years of age were arbitrarily deleted from

the HSE study population. This was felt justified in that persons less

than 20 are usually not established yet in the labor force and the natural

process of initial work establishment of the 16-19 year old age group

would confound the study.



-20-

OUP Participant Characteristics

We observed that the OUP participants were:

- 44 per cent 24 years of age or younger

- 59 per cent female

- 85 per cent black

- 79 per cent with high school or some college

- 59 per cent in a household with children

- 61 per cent heads of households

- 60 per cent Des Moines residents since before 1965

- 71 per cent had lived at their current address since
before 1970

- 46 per cent not working prior to application with OUP
(29 per cent unemployed and 17 per cent out-of-the
labor force)

However, these are also the group characteristics of the OUP applicant-

only individuals.

A look .at the comparisons of the OUP participants versus OUP

applicant-only group, (using the Chi Square test for statistically

significant differences) ") indicated the OUP participants are:

- younger**

- a higher percentage female**

- a higher percentage as high school graduates and with
college and fewer non-high school graduates or college
graduates**

- tended to live at their current address longer*

1/
. We define "significance" as at the 95 pc.r cent probability level or
higher and they are marked with a **. If there is statistical significance
at the 90 per cent level, it is worded as "tending toward significance",
and marked with IC*. If the statistical significance is less than 90 per
cent, there is no "statistical significance". To be significant at the
95 per cent level means that if a difference was observed, at least 19
out of 20 times it was because there actually was a difference.
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There is no statistical difference between the groups as to race, household

composition, head of household status, length of time in Des Moines, and

labor force status before applying to OUP. (See Tables 1 through,9,

columns 1 versus 2 for the frequency distributions.)

Comparing the OUP partitipants to those who got jobs in the Model

City program (both MNR's and non- MNR's) without .OUP, indicates the OUP

participant group:

- tends to be younger*

- tends to be a higher percentage female*

- has more black persons**

- has a higher percentage as high school graduates and
with some college, and fewer each of non-high school
graduates and college graduates**

There is no statistical difference between the groups as to household

composition, head of household status, length of time in Des Moines,

length of time at current address, and labor force status before applica-

tion. (See Tables 1-9 columns 1 versus 3 for the frequency distributions.)

When we compare the OUP participants to the MNR's who have Model City

funded jobs but did not use'OUP's services, we find that the OUP partici-

pant group has:

- a higher percentage of high school graduates, persons
with some college but fewer non-high school graduates**

- tends to have a higher percentage of females*

There is no statistical diffe:.;nce between the groups as to age, race,

household composition, head of household status, length of time in Des

Moines, length of time at current address, and labor force status before

application to the program. (See Tables 1-9 columns 1 versus 4).
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Within the OUP program, certain persons participated in training,

and others just received placement services. There did not appear to

be substantial differences in these groups. Those receiving training

tended to be concentrated in the 25 to 44 year old group* as the only

observed difference. (See Tables 1-9 columns 5 versus 6.)

To summarize the differences of OUP participants from appropriate

groups for comparison, OUP did have:

- a higher percentage of fedales

- more younger persons, especially those under 25 years

of age

- more with high school completion or some college and

fewer without their high school diploma

However, the OUP participant group is quite similar to the *Ws

who got Model City funded jobs without OUP services. The only clear

difference was that the OUP group had a higher percentage of high school

graduates and a lower percentage of college graduates.
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HSE :articinant Characteristics

We observed that the HSE participants were:

- 65 per cent 25 to 44 years of age

- 71 per cent female

- 66 per cent black

- 62 per cent in a household with children

- 66 per cent heads of households

- 60 per cent Des Moines residents since before 1965

- 69 per cent had lived at their current address since

before 1970

- 64 per cent not working prior to application with HSE
(21 per cent unemployed and 43 pet cent out-of-the

labor force)

Using the Chi Square statistical technique to compare everyone in

HSE to everyone in our survey (see data appendix) who had less than 12

years of education but was not in HSE, we find that the HSE participant

group is:

- more concentrated in the 25-44 years old range**

- has more white persons**

- tends to have more children in the household*

- tends to include more females*

There is no statistical difference between the groups as to head of house-

hold status, length of time in Des Moines, and labor force status before

program. (See Tables 1-9 columns 7 versus 8.)

When we compare those in ESE who haw- ;.ompleted four or more parts

with those in HSE who have only started (completed less than four parts)

we find that those who have finished (or just about finished) HSE tend
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to include more black personS*. There are no statistical differences

between these two groups as to any other variables. (See Tables 1-9

columns 9 versus 10.)
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OUP and Change in Occupational Level

For our evaluation of the change in occupational level we have

measured occupational level in terms of job rewards (income, opportunity

to advance, horizontal mobility or to get a similar job with a different

employer, do they enjoy the job, job security, prestige, and ability to

qualify for job). Everyone who worked in the last six months in our

survey was asked to rate their current 4. most recent job, compared to

past jobs as to each of these rewards. In addition, we combined the

response for each reward into a composite job reward score.

When we compare the OUP participants to some of the other groups

in our survey we find a great degree of similarity. There are no statis-

tically significant differences between the OUP participants and the OUP

applicants except that the OUP participants repo :ed that they enjoy their

current job compared to past jobs to a significant extent more than the

OUP applicants**. Also, there is a tendency for the OUP participants to

have a higher overall job reward score*. (See Tables 10-17 columns 1

versus 2.)

When we compare the OUP participants to the MNR's and non-MNR's

who received Model City jobs without OUP we find no significant difference

in the composite job reward score. However, the OUP participants had a

significantly higher change in opportunity to advance** and there was a

tendency for the OUP participants to report a higher increase in job

security*. Refining this comparison by looking at the OUP participants

versus the MNR's with Model City jobs without OUP, we find that the OUP

participants report a higher increase in opportunity to advance**. (See

Tables 10-17 columns 1 versus 3 and 1 versus 4.)
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There are no significant differences between the OUP placements

only and the OUP placements and training as to any of the job rewards.

(See Tables 10-17 columns 5 versus 6.)

Reviewing the da'a in Tables 10 through 17 we see that the OUP

participants have been upgraded when measured in terms of job rewards.

However, the other groups have also experienced upgrading in terms of

job rewards. The differences that do exist are in favor of OUP. To

summarize the change in the Job rewards measure of occupational upgrading

we have constructed Table 18. The percentages of persons reporting "more"

and "considerably more" responses in each group are added for each job

reward and for the overall job reward score. Examination of this table

reveals that the OUP participant group usually has more positive responses

than the non-OUP groups. The jot rewards rankings in Table 18 is the

. order that resulted from asking everyone in our survey to rank the job

rewards as to their importance.

An overall summary of the job rewards analysis indicates that some,

but not a statistically significant amount of upgrading has taken place

in the OUP program (and some of this may be due to the opportunity pre-

sented by the Model City jobs themselves). However, Table 18 indicates

that as time goes by, the OUP participants may experience considerable

more upgrading (as measured by job rewards), since the OUP participants

have consistently higher responses after ten months of the program.
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HSE and Chan &e in Occupational Level

Comparing HSE completions to ME non-completions we can find no

significant differences as to their job rewards. A similar statement

Can be made for the HSE participants versus the less-than-12 years

education but non-HSE respondents in our survey. This latter comparison

reveals a significant difference in the distribution only for the job

security** reward. However this difference is not very meaningful since

the HSE participants have a larger "more" response but they also have a

larger "less" response. (See Tables 10-17 columns 7 versus 8 and 9

versus 10.)

We also included two HSE groups in Table 18. With the small numbers

in the HSE program that had a job at the time of our survey, the dif-

ferences that were reported are not very meaningful. The question of the

occupational upgrading impact is largely unanswered for the HSE program.

These results might only be apparent over a longer period of time.
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OUP and Job Requirements

Survey respondents were asked to compare present and past jobs as

to job requirements. When we compare the OUP participants to the OUP

applicants we find no significant differences as to the change in required

"job skills", "acting on one's initiative", "supervisory responsibilities",

"working with people", "general education", or "natural ability" on their

present job. In every case most respondents of both groups said their

current job required the same or more of each of the above.items. (See

Tables 19-25 columns 1 versus 2.)

Comparing the OUP participants to the non-OUP, MNR's and non-MNR's

who have Model City jobs we find no statistically significant differences.

The non-OUP group tended to have a larger increase in acting on their

own initiative*, but the OUP participants tended to have a higher composite

score for the change in job requirements *.. (See Tables 19-25 columns 1

versus 3.) There are no significant differences when we compare the OUP

participants to the MNR's who received Model City jobs without OUP as to

changes in job requirements. (See Tables 19-25 columns 1 versus 4.)

Switching our comparison to the OUP placements only and the OUP

placements and training, we again find no significant differences as to

changes in the job requirements. However, there is a tendency for the

OUP placements and training to have a larger change in "job skills"

required than the OUP Placements Only group*. (See Tables 19-25 columns

5 versus 6.)

The foregoing would indicate a very strong similarity between all

groups interviewed as to the changes in job requirements. Also, all the

groups reported a positive change in each of the job requirements'
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comparisons. Thus, it would seem that the OUP jobs were of the same

increase in quality (when quality is measured by job requirements) as the

jobs in the other groups.

We also asked our respondents if they learned any of the job skills

that are needed on their present job through on-the-job training, "training

yourself", or skill training classes. Again we find few significant dif-

ferences. A majority of the OUP participants and the OUP applicants both

said "yes" to on-the-job training and "training yourself", but "no" to

having skill training classes. (See Tables 26-28 columns 1 versus 2.)

When the OUP participants are compared to the MNR's and non-MNR's who

received Model City jobs without OUP, the only significant difference is

that the OUP participants gave a much higher "yes" answer to on-Ole-job

training.** (See tables 26-28 columns 1 versus 3.) This same difference

occurs with respect to on-the-job training** when OUP is compared to only

the MNR's with-Model City jobs but no OUP services. (s :a Tables 26-28

columns 1 versus 4.) There are no significant differences when we compare

the OUP placements only and the OUP placements and training. (See Tables

26-28 columns 5 versus 6.)

Thus, it would again seem that the OUP and non-OUP jobs were of the

same quality aid training patterns were similar except that the OUP jobs

relied morc heavily upon "on-the-job training".
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HSE and Job Requirements

There are no significant differences when we compare our various HSE

groups as to changes in job requirements and sources of job skills. In

each case (HSE total, HSE not completed, HSE completed, and less-than-high-

school-but-no-HSE) the respondents said they had a positive change in job

requirements, and that on-the-job training and training yourself was uti-

lized, but not skill training classes. (See Tables 19-28 columns 7 versus

8 and 9 versus 10.)
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Participant Evaluation of OUP

We asked each OUP participant to tell us how valuable the services

of OUP were in helping them (1) get a job, (2) keep the job, and (3) improve

their education. Their responses are summarized in Tables 29-31.

In general, we can see that the two most frequent responses were either

valuable or very valuable. Some, but not many of the OUP participants

thought the OUP services were "not valuable" or only "somewhat valuable"

if the services were used. However, a substantial percentage of the parti-

cipants indicated that the OUP services were "not used". Some of this may

be caused by recognition problems since OUP involved Model Cities, CEP,

and Drake identities. Also, OUP did not provide a standard routine of

training and placement service to everyone. Thus, we expect a high per-

centage of the OUP Placements Only to say that OUP was not used to improve

their education; and we expect some of the OUP Training and Placements to

say they did not use OUP to get a job (since some of them may have stayed

with their previous employer when they entered OUP). But these types of

reasons do not explain all the responses of OUP "Not Used". That 40 per

cent of these OUP identified as "Placements Only" said that OUP was not

used to get a job; and 33.3 per cent of the OUP identified "training Only"

said OUP was not used to improve their education suggest only minimum formal

contact was established with a number of those OUP identified as participants.

Thus, while the participant evaluation of OUP is fairly good, there

is a high percentage of OUP "Not Used" responses which is somewhat puzzling.

We suspect that at least some of the OUP participants identify the program

under some other name, and/or at least some of the people identified as OUP

perhaps were not really OUP participants in the activity the records indicate.
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In addition to the above, we had everyone in our survey respond to

two questions about the future. The first question asked if the respondent

would be able to get the job or job situation in the future that was right

for him (or her). The second question asked would they be able to get a

better job in the future because of their present job.

Everyone gave fairly optimistic answers to both questions; however,

the OUP participants were significantly more optimistic than the group 4

(MNR's with MC jobs and no OUP services) in responding to the first question.

In other respects there was almost no difference in the responses from the

various OUP study and control groups regarding the future. (See Tables 32-33

columns 1 versus 2, 1 versus 3, 1 versus 4, and 5 versus 6.)



rt
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HSE and Participant Evaluation

Although we did not have the HSE participants comment about HSE, we

did ask the:. the two questions about future jobs. There were no significant

differences between the HSE completed and the HSE not completed groups.

Both were fairly optimistic, about the future. (See Tables 32-33 columns

9 versus 10.)
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OUP's Labor Force Status Impact

When comparing the various OUP and non-OUP groups; we find one sig-

nificant difference in the labor force status (employment versus unemployment

versus out of the labor force) after the program. The OUP participants

have a higher level of employment than the OUP applicants.** (See Table 34

columns 1 versus 2.) Other comparisons reveal no significant differences.

(See Table 34 columns 1 versus 3, 1 versus 4, and 5 versus 6.)

These other comparisons suggest that some of this increase in employment

status was due to the opportunity of MC jobs alone. In summary, the OUP

program combined with the opportunity of MC jobs caused its participants to

have more employment and consequently less unemployment, and less out-of-the

labor force status.
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HSE's Labor Force Status Impact

We found no significant difference between the HSE completed and the

HSE not completed as to labor force status after the program. We did find

that the HSE participants had a significantly higher level of unemployment

and non-labor force membership** than the non-HSE and less-than-12-years-

of-education group. (See Table 34 columns 7 versus 8 and 9 versus 10.)

HSE completions did not significantly improve their employment status,

but the movement that did occur was in the direction of more employment.

Given the small numbers who completed HSE and that the employment impact

of HSE might take longer than ten months to become effective, it is not

surprising that significant differences were not observed.
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OUP and Job Satisfaction

The respondents in the OUP study and control groups were asked

questions which indicate their satisfaction with their present job. The

OUP participants had a significantly higher level of job satisfaction than

the OUP applicants.** (See Table 35 columns 1 versus 2.) However when

we compare OUP to the other groups, we find no difference in Job satis-

faction score. This would suggest the job satisfaction score goes with

the job and that specialized placement services did not result in higher

job satisfaction scores. (See Table 35 columns 1 versus 3, 1 versus 4,

and 5 versus 6.)
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OUP's Impact on Sociological Variables

The respondents in the OUP study and control groups were asked a

series of questions designed to determine their level of community parti-

cipation, their feelings of powerlessness (absence of power over their

lives), and their role in making various household decisions. There were

no significant differences between the groups as to any of these measures.

(See Tables 36-38 columns 1 through 6.) As the various groups had similar

occupational upgrading experience and were similar in other characteristics,

this result would be expected. Follow-up analysis on these variables and

analysis in subsequent years would be necessary to determine if those who

have been upgraded have a greater change in these indicators than those

whose career development did not proceed.
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HSE's Impact on Sociological Variables

HSE also seems to have had no significant impact upon the three

sociological variables in Tables 36-38. There are no significant dif-

ferences between the HSE not completed and the HSE completed groups. The

only significant difference reveals that the HSE participants had a lower

level of community.participation** than the less- than - high - school- non -HSE

group. (See Tables 36-38 columns 7 versus 8 and 9 versus 10.)
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OUP's Impact on Earnings

Although the prOject has operated less than one year some income

differences seem to be emerging. Looking at Table 39 we can see that

the OUP participants have experienced a fairly large increase in earnings.

In fact the increase in earnings is larger for three of the four possible

OUP groups than for any other group. The OUP Training and Placement Group

experienced a $1,073 increase in earnings, while the OUP Placements Only

report a $549 increase in earnings and the OUP Training Only report a $44

decrease in earnings. The change in earnings reported for the OUP Appli-

cants was $199 and the change is $119 for the MNR's who received MC jobs

without OUP.

These earnings changes for OUP participants are large enough in our

opinion to suggest that economic upgrading due to OUP has occurred although

some of the observed upgrading is probably due to the opportunity of MC

jobs alone.
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HSE's Impact on Earnings

Table 40 lists the reported before and after HSE earnings for the

HSE Not Completed and the HSE Completed groups. Again the earnings

figures are close, but the evidence of change is in the direction of

economic upgrading due to HSE. The change in earnings for the HSE Not

Completed group is a $337 decrease, but the change for the HSE Completed

group is a $103 increase. In a period of growing unemployment, it is

possible that the earnings of the two groups varied as shovn but the

small numbers preclude any firm conclusions.



Economic Benefit/Cost Estimates

In order to estimate an economic benefit/cost ratio for OUP we have

taken the earnings figures reported in Table 39 as the most probable and

most conservative estimate of income for the OUP and non-OUP groups.

Looking at the economic benefits of the OUP project from society's

point of view, there are four components of benefits. First is the

increase in earnings of employed persons who came to OUP to get better

paying jobs. Second is the increase in earnings of unemployed persons

who get jobs. Third is the increase in earnings of not-in-the labor

force persons who get jobs. And fourth is the "vacuum effect." The

vacuum effect results when a manpower program places a person on an

otherwise unfilled job, and then another person is hired to replace the

upgraded person. Although the manpower program only directly benefits

one person, society can receive the econo404glaits on the two job

moves.

We asked everyone who came to OUP and got a new job if they were

replaced at their old job by a new worker. About 34 per cent of the

responding OUP participants employed befnre they took their OUP job said

they were replaced at their old job. Taking this estimate with the earn-

ings figures in Table 39 and the labor force status figures in Tables 9

and 34 we can estimate the economic benefits that the OUP participants

received over and above the OUP applicants. The vacuum effect benefit

is about $987 per OUP participant; the employed person benefit is about

$319 per OUP participant; the unemployed person benefit is about $314 per

OUP participant; and the not-in-LAbor force person benefit is about $394

per OUP participant. This sums to a total increase in earnings as a social
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economic benefit of $2,014 per OUP participant per year.

In order to compare the economic benefits to the economic costs we

must discount the future benefits to the present.

In Table 41 we have discounted the economic benefits under the assump-

tion of a ten year time horizon, alternative discount rates of five per

cent and ten per cent, and an alternative erosion factor of zero and 17

per cent. The 17 per cent erosion factor comes from the fact that 17 per

cent of the OUP participants were not working when our survey was taken.

The most conservative social economic figure is $7,012 per OUP participant.

As of the time of our survey the economic cost of OUP was $1,285 per OUP

participant.

Thus, we see that the social benefit/cost ratio is $7,012/$1,285 or

5.5 to 1.0. However, this ratio attributes all the economic benefits to

OUP, and our data reveal that at least some of the economic benefits that

the OUP project generated was due to the opportunity of Model City jobs.

Using the labor force status and earnings data for the MNR's who received

Model City jobs without OUP we can estimate that approximately 47 per cent

of the above economic benefits were due to Model City jobs alone, and the

remainder to OUP. This reduces our OUP benefit figure from $7,012 to $3,709.

The cost figure remains the same, and so the social benefit/cost ratio of

OUP becomes $3,709/$1,285 or 2.9 to 1.0. Society still receives more

economic benefits than it pays in economic costs.

In addition to a social benefit/cost ratio we can compute an estimate

of the government tax recovery ratio. We know that the federal government

(and the State of Iowa) will tax the increased earnings of the OUP parti-

cipants, and these additional tax revenues will reduce the true economic
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costs of the OUP project. Moreover any savings or reduced government

expenditures for welfare and unemployment compensation will also lower

the true economic costs of OUP. If we take the current federal income

tax and social sezurity tax, and the Iowa income and sales taxes for a

two-person family earning $6,120 a year, we get a 24 per cent tax rate.

Taking 24 per cent of the ten year economic benefits due to OUP ($3,709)

we get government recovery of $890 per OUP participant. The welfare and

unemployment compensation data we received in our survey indicates a $71

per OUP participant savings due to the reductions in welfare and unemploy-

ment compensation over the same time period.

The government's economic benefits due to OUP is $961 per OUP parti-

cipant, and its recovery ratio is $961/$1,285 or 74.7 per cent Thus based

on operation during the first year, we estimate that the government will

recover almost 75 per cent of its economic outlay for the OUP project.

Similar estimates could be computed for HSE; however, only 16 people

answered our earnings questions for HSE and this is too small a sample upon

which to reliably base benefit/cost ratios.
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DATA APPENDIX I

Description of Sample Populations

Occupational Upgrading Participants

.
The entire clientele of OUP was included in this survey with the

exception of temporary placements. Temporary employees were largely

placed as interviewers or coders on the surveys, hence would be handling

their own data. Additionally, the part-time temporary nature of this

work was not of primary upgrading intent.

One hundred.forty-seven OUP clients were identified as being served

prior to January, 1971--135 (91.8 per cent) of these completed instruments.

Throughout the survey refusals were about two per cent and the remainder

could not be located, were out of the community, and one in jail.
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Occupational Upgrading Applicants Only

Of those persons not counted as clients of OUP but who had applied

for positions, a sample was drawn with those over 65 and under 22 being

eliminated from the sample. As OUP was directed to serve those 25 years

of age with potential for upgrading, these age restrictions were justified

to obtain a better control group. Of the 159 remaining, a 40 per cent

random sample or 63 names were drawn. No attempt was made to exclude

discontinued applications or non-Model Neighborhood residents (as these

persons could receive referral to Model City jobs although not with the

priority to residents).

Applicants who had received Model City jobs but not through OUP

were excluded if they appeared in one of the other control groups (three

persons). These applicants (one full-time and two part-time employed

-after and one full-time, one part-time and one unemployed before) could

have been included in either of the control groups and were included in

the smaller unit. Fifty-eight (92.1 ter cent) of the 63 sampled completed

questionnaires.
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High School Equivalency

The participants in HSE included 90 MNR's but 17 were eliminated

because they were too young (under 21). Young persons would confound

initial work establishment with upgrading, hence their exclusion. Inter-

views were attempted with 100 per cent of those remaining and were com-

peted with 90.4 per cent.

The groups were divided on the number of parts completed. Because

of the small numbers completing, the separation was made at 4/5 completion.

This is a serious limitation, but the alternative was to have no statistical

analysis.

It should be noted that other persons are served in College Adaptor,

tutoring for those with high school diplomas but in need of development

in specific areas, and Prevocational courses (skill training). This

diverse group of services was not evaluated is valuable to meet individual

needs.
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Persons Employed Through the Model City Projects

All persons receiving permanent employment through the Model City

program were included in a population of which an 80 per cent sample was

drawn. Ninety-five per cent of the non-MNR's responded and 79.1 per cent

of the MNR's responded.


