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in Minnesota and Iowa.

. ' ’ © ABSTRACT A
A model program for rural youth in the North Central states, which

was the result of previous research in the North Central region, was S ] . TTER
evaluated after one year of operation. The purpose of the evaluation was -
to test the effectlveness of the program in attaining its goals of better
occupational and social adjustment of participating rural youth, "The program
was tested at three différent sites -- in northern Minnesota, southern Iowa
and central Nebraska. The results of the evaluation showed no statistically
significant differepce bétween youth from the experimental sample who

participated in the program's first year and youth from the control sample’

who did not participate. N

The program's first year was not a full-year program and, in Iowa,:was
not carried out according to the guidelines established for it. For tﬁese .
reasons the first year was not an adequate test of the Rural Youth Program
L) i

as it was designed to be operated. " The Program was continued for a second year

) The staffs of the Iowa and Minnesota model progects sought to bolster -
the vocatlonal counsellng,end educatlunal program avallable to hlgh school
youths 1nlthe1r senior/year. They found that only a small number of youths
who were entering the senior year of high school were sufficiently interested

(;hazsﬁﬁﬁer program activities'to partiicipate. However, a
of youths participated inrone or more séhool-year Activity.

Nevertheless, the results of the follow-up study suggest that either *these

in the benefits.

services are not likely to have a s1gn1f1cant impact on the ;bst—hlgh school .
behavior of these youths, or the 1mpact is not sufficiently great to be

measured in quant1f1able terms.

With a few exceptions there was no statistically significant

difference between the post-high school behavior of experimental and control

youths,
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SUMMARY
§/\Qa N~
v In 1968 North Star Research Institute began a research study for

-+

the Manpower Administration aiméd at developing a model NYC program to
meet the needs of rf¢al youth in the North CentralJStates (see Map A on
page 13).~ The first phaSe of the study was designed to identify the fac-¢ '
tors that influenced the future well-being of young people who grow up in
the rural\ parts of the North Central States (see Figures 1-3 for rese;rch
design on pages 14, 16, 21). ' _ ‘ ) .
"‘{/” The results of Phase 1 indicated a definite need for a concentrated--
1f somewhat mOdlflEdﬂ-NYC program in the rural setting. In order to meet
the needs of rural youth in the North Central States a model program was

developed.

The rural areas in the North Central States do not provide a
homogeneous economic climate within which to test a new social program
(see Map B on page 19). The evaluation design of Phase 2, therefore,
p;ovided that three separate experimental projecfs——one in Northern Min-
nesota (the Northern Forest Region), one in Southern Iowa (the Corn Belt),

and one in Central Nebraska (the Central Plains)--would be implemented.

~

\
I

An effort was.made to select two areas in each state that were
socloeconomically comparable. Youths from the ekperimental area who partic-

ipated in the model program were individually matched with youghs in the control

area for sex, race, and intelligence (see Map C on page 22).

x
<

The program guidelines that were developed from the research findings
differed so markedly in the basic NYC concepts that the model progrgm has
. # v
been named "Rural Youth, Program' rather than "Raral NYC", ,
The program has both .in-school and out-of-school enrollees. It has
a summer program that emphasizes urban living experience and, selected skill

trdining; it has a school-year program which provide$ the enrollees with

speécified services, experiences and training that the community is unable




to provide, Within the limits of a prescribed set of program gomponents,

the program is individualized to fit the reeds of each enrollee.

The eligibility requirements are }iberal; poverty, geograppical and

/ ‘social isolation. and inadeqnacy of the existing educational system are .

reasons for eligibility. Work eiperience is a component, but is utilized

as a counseling tool, not as an end in itself.

The results of the original research also indicated that,rnral‘bo%munities
vary widely in what they can offer their youths; the model program was there-
' fore desiéneq to be fle;ible enough that each project director could fit the |
1\ B program confent to the'needs of the yourhs that the pr%gram was planning to- .

serve.

[ . .
¥ ¢
+

The model:implemented by the\Iowa sponsor was desighed to. serve

agricultural areas Jlocated in the Corn Belt Region. The program was run

-

by the MATURA Community Action Agency; the main project office was.in Creéton,

Iowa (see Map D on page 29) ' The location of the schoolsrserved by this

prOJect made it possible for all staff members to work out of the central’

-

administrative office "in Creston, Iowa. On odcasion school staff bersons )

a551sned préJect counselors by recrhltlng participants, planning prOJect “

-

act1v1t1es, or accompanylng enrollees on a field trip. The Corn. Belt model

prOJect included in-school and out ~of- school enrollees who part1c1pated\1n

a summer and/or school- -year program ; " o

V. Y S < -
.

-« . . [ & ¥ ¢

. . .

-

Iy . . . Lo
. A

<
. e
- ) N D

] 'The model implemented by the Winnesota sponsor was, de31gned to serve

the Northern Fofest‘Reglon, a nonagrlcultural rural area where the population

. 1s distributed 1n‘"pockets" rathe than being, scattered, .as in a typical farm- ﬁ
based rural area. The program wag run by the Rural Winnesota Concentrated

4 3 Employment Progrdm; the maln prOject office was in Detrolt Lakes (see Map E
on page 33). The large geographlcal area covered by this project made 1t

’ impossible.for all staff members to use a single central office as their &’ ;
base oonperagion. For this reason, regional offices were established in
Crosby, Bemidji and Mahnomen. 1In addition to the full-time project staff,

part-time staff persons were hired to assist the vocational counselors.

- »

. .
1 - ’ - ~ . § N »
B

' : B . |
L S ‘ 11 . B h ,n . i
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ment into a job; (2) placement into a higher education experience or an additional. .

Q/ : . 'W- .

fhe support ;Eaff'were égouped into two general categories, gurriculum ' ¢i
instructors and school repreéentatives or qoordinakors. At‘ieast'one

person in each of the participaiing schools was hired to act as the

school represéntative/coordinétor. Theiﬁorthern Forest Model Project o L
included in-schosl ‘and out-of-school enrollees who pdrticipated in, a <
summer and{ornsqhoel—yéar program. o i ’ . -

The modél implemented by the Nebraska sponsor wds designed .to serYé
ural areag i the Central Plains Region, a sparsely sqttqu'région, whre
the populatién is scattered. Few community service; a}e available to youné
people aﬁd outmigration'is heavy. The proggam was run by the grand Island

Diocesan Department of Education; the main project office was in Grand Island,

.Nebraska (see Map F on page 38). The location of the schools served by this

. project made it impossible for all staff members to work out the central

b

administrative office in Grand Island. For this reason,‘regionél offices ¢ )

were establishéd in Broken Bow and North Platte. In aadition to ‘the full-

_time project staff, part-time staff persons were hired to assist the voca-

tional counselors. At least one person in each of the participating schoo}s
] . . b =

was hired to act as the school represenpative/ébordingtor. The Central

Plains model ‘project included only in-school enrollee§ who participated in

a summer and/or school-year program. | -

L4 0
.

The first goal of the model program was ''the placement of an enrollee

into a job, a higher education experience, or an additional training

. *
-~

opportunity that would not otherwise be available to him". ' A second goal
was to aid r&}al youth in making'a transition from rural:fo\urban living, if

that was their choice. The evaluation of the degree to which the ‘pfograwm was

.

training opportunity; (3) preparation for the tranéition'gp urban living.
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The authors do not consider the evaluation that was conducted during
the projects' firgt year (1972-1973) to be an adequate test of the effective-

ness of the model program as it was designed to be operated,

Two sets of factors combined to prevent any meaningful evaluation of
the overall model program during the first year. First, fuhding was not
completed, until May 1972, Also, the way in whigh the project was administered
gave the evaluators no control over the manner in which the program was .arried
out. Ordinarily this restriction would be desirabie. In this case, however,
the flexiblllty of action afforded tO\Ehe three project sponsors led to a
situation in,whﬁfh the intent of the progr3m guidelines was not reflected in

the projects, especially in the Iowa project,

These problems were recognized early in 1973; a decision was made
’
by the Department of Labor to fund the Iowa and Minnesota projects for an

additional year (1973-1974) under administrative procedures that would ensure—

project compliance with the intent of the guidelines.

We did not recommend! that the ebraskabproject be continued; however,
there was'sufﬁicient local intered¥ a:>'support of the program for the "

« Departmént of Labor Regional Office in Kansas City to recommend that it also
be extended for a year. Because it was thought that sufficient information =¥
, about the Nebraska model had been obtained during the 1972-1973 program, no o
' evaluation is being made og‘the 1973-1974 program in Nebraska.

.

’
- v

R \ Sl The evaluation of the-1973-1974 programs in Iowa and Minnesota
v - presented in this report must be viewed as the first meaningful‘evaluation of
~- the model program in the Corn Belt. and Northern Forest Regions. The evaluation

of the model program in the Central Plains is based on the 1972-1973 program

in Nebraska. ’ >

«
* ’
.

In addition to base line school, community, and program data,

L occupatrbnal, educational and social data were obtained from both groups of

.
o '




<
youths (experimental and COHtrOl);l/ The data on return of the evaluagiéh
questionnaire agreed with findings reported in the literature that the likeli-
hood of regbonse to a mailed questionnaire increases with gducationﬂand IQ.g/
To the slight extent that such a tendency exists, there ié a bias introduced
in the data by the failure of loyer IQ youths to respond to the questionnaire.
The pattern of response by IQ is the same for both control and experimental

groups. Thus for analytical comparisons of these groups the differential

response of different IQ groups to the questionnaire introduces no bias.

The scope of the evaluation is limited by several factors that could
not be controlled. For example, because of the short period of time between
completion of high school and the completion of the questionnaire the amount
of occupational data is limited. Also, at this time it is impossible to
estimate how many will complete their educational or tra1n1ng programs or

what the occupational outcome of that education or tralning w111 be.

N
When the Iowa and Minnesota youths entergd the labor market in May

1974, the country was experiencing a major r699381on and jobs were scarce.
Although a majority of the youth who responded ta the questionnaire had
obtained a job or were }n school by the Spring of 1975, the jobs were
generally low-paying ones and not related td their career goals. In an
adverse labor market youpg people have less control over their occupational
plans and decisions than they do during more normal conditions. Thus, many
youths -- experimental and control -- had to take whatever job was available
or go on to further education or’training.

e

\

The distribution of the Indian population in Minnesota made it dif-
ficult to locate a suitable control group. A majority of the American In-

dian youihs who qualified for the experimental and contrbl populatidhs attended

l/In Minnesota and lowa a questionnaire was sent to the youths in March and

April 1975; im Nebraska a questionnaire was sent to youths in November and
December 1973.

2/Macek Albert J., and Miles, Guy H., "IQ Score and Mailed Questionnaire

Response", Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(2): pp. 258-259 (1975).
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high school in areas served by the experimental program. Because of the
small number of Indéaﬁg'f; the other rural high schools, we were not able to
provide'an adequate control group for the Indian program participant. '

Al

The NYC youths in Minnesota and Iowa wergfmafched with

economically disadvantaged youths wbo participated/én the experimental.
summer, program. In order to participate in NYC, youths must be economically
. disadvantaged. The NYC programs in Iowa and Minnesota control-counties
are primarily summer programs. The gmall number of respondents yho ,
participated in summer programs in Iowa does not warrant .statistical
analysis. With respect to the criterion measures used in this eualuatiotyg} -
the experimental and control subgroups'of NYC enrollees and summer experi-
mental program respondents in Minnesota do not differ at a statistically \ l

significant level.

) v N ,

\
Finally, the small number of out-of-school respondents does not

warrant statistical analysis. ' )

The evaluation section of this report presents significant data
on each of the three msagl projects. First, the participation of the
youth in the activities implemented by the experimental pyogram sponsors
is analyzed. Then, the experimental and control groups a;e'compared

a

for each criterion measure.

The Corn Belt project. included in-school and out-of-school
(1)

\
enrollees Thirty-five of the 280 eligible enrollees participated i;fji

! the summer program. It emphasized selected skills training, field trips

. and work experience,

' ASASAN \ \ L N - . .
The school-year program emphasize& vocational counseling, education

and training, field trips, special pregram curriculum, and work experience.’

year program. Because the program was individualized to meet the needs, '
interests, and availability o; each enrollee, not all enrollees were exposed
to all the components that were offéred However 97 percent of those

enrolled in the program received vocational counseling.

(l)An out-of-school enrollee is a youth who has dropped out of school. . .

- - ’

|
|
|
i
|
|
J
|
|
Two hundred seventy-nine of 280 eligible enrollees participated in the school~
N \ N |
|
|
|
|
|
|




In spite of intensdve recruiting by project staff memﬂ%rs, they

were able to enroll bnly 14 out-of-school youths.
2 4

The two g;oupé of Iowa research subjects were well matched for
all matching variables except "intelligence. A significantly higher
proportion of male youths in the experimental group had IQ écores greater
than 109 (xz =5,63, df = 1; p = <.Qg): Therefore, statistically .
significant differences between the occupational and/or social adjustmént
of the two groups cannot be attributed to the experimental program alone.
The high proportion of experimental males with IQ scores ater than 109
may be one explanation for the-difference in the proportion of experimental
and control males who enfollea in a post-high school inétitution
(Xz = 6.26, df = 1; p = <.02): Among those who did nat enroll in a
post-high school education or trainihg institution, there\was no statistically

significant difference with respect to the outmigration ydriable.

There was no statistically significant differvence between the
experimental and comtrol youths with respect to the cyiterion category

entitled "Placement Into a Job."

The differehce between the respogdents from the\experimental and
control groups with respect to the educationai status variablé has already
been discussed. There is no othger statistically significant difference

. ,\, between the two groups with respect to the criterion category entitled , 9
"Plapebent Into a Higher Education Experience or an Additional Training

Opportunity."

Finally, there was no statistically significant difference between -

the migrant respondents of the two éroups with respect to'their preparation

~for the "Transition to Urban Living' criterion variable.

The Northern Forest project included in-school and out-of-school
enrollees. Approximately 10 percent of those who were eligible participated
"in the summer program. The summer program emphasized counseling and work |

experience.

16
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. - Eight undred nineteen of 1,005 eligible‘enrollees particiﬁated
in the school year pro\gram.~ The school year program emphasized counseling,
field trips, ;pecial program curriculumy stplementai educational, training,
and work experience. Because the program was individualized to fit t?e
needs, interests, and availability of each enrollee, not ;ll enrollees were .
exposéd to all the coméonents that were offered. ,Seventy-ﬁoqr percent
of those enzg}led‘in the project received vocatipnai'counseling and 90

percent took at least one field trip. \

The project recruited a large n;mber of enrollees for the out-of-
schpol g:pgrém. The majority of the enrollees were American quiggt\‘The
program for-out-pf-school enrollees emphasized education, training, special

- program curticulum, field trips, and work experience. Most of the youth
were placed in jobs; a few completed their GED, and the out-of-school
coordinator was able to place them in vocational-technical échools or
junior colleges. ' . -

~ N 4

- The Minnesota.experimental and control groups were well matched

. with respect to all matching variables. .

-
P

There was a ::atistic?lly significant difference between the
males of ﬁha.experimental and control groups with respect to the enroll-
ment in a post-high school education or training institution and the

. v outmig%ation variables. However, these differences weré not at an accept-
able }évg% of significance (R = <,001). There was no difference between
the experimental aad contéol feﬁales with respect to either of these

variables: .
There was no statistically significant difference between the ex-

perimental and control youths with respect to ﬁhg criterion measute entitled

“"Placement Into a Job".

: 17




“would ggest that youths in.the experimental program were somewhat better

Finally, there was a statistically significant difference between the
experimental and control respondents with respect to the criterion measure
"Preparation for.the Transition to Urban Living". A highegApropoFtion of
experimental respondents spent 50 percent or more of. their wéekends iq the .

city Fhey migrated tO\(x2 = 1¥.499, df = 1; p = <,001). This evidence

able to adapt to the environment of a new city than youths in the control .
group.
/ !
The Central Plains project included only in-school enrollees. Tﬁe sum-

mer program emphasized counseling,’selected skills training, and a field-

trip to a large metropolitan area. | About'SO percent of the enrollees parti-

’ -

cipated on a part-time basis in the summer program. ) R
s %

%,

The school year program:emphasized.vocational counseling, post=high_~ b
school educationgl aﬁd_vocational training courses, and individualized train-
ing. 0f 272 eligible enrollees, 255 participated in the prograﬁ. . Because

it was in?ividhalized to meet the needs, interests, and availability of each 3
enrollee, not.a%l of the 255 enrollees were exposed to all the program com-—
ﬁonents tha£ were offered. Almost 90 percent of the enrollees received

. . ]
vocational counselding.

%

¢

The Nebraska experimental and control groups appeared to be well matched.
There waq';o stafistical difference between the two groups with resgect to
the individuél‘matdh;ng'variables. Nevertheless, the-significant difference
between the two groups with respect to post-high school status suggests that
the two groupg wpfé'not well matched. The Nebraska control group differed -
significantly from not only‘the Nebraska experimental group but aiso the
Iowa and Minnesota experimental and control groups with resﬁect to this
variable.‘ There was no statistically significant difference between the
experimental and-control groups with respect to the criterion measure entitled

"Placement Into a*Job":
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As already menfioned, the difference between the respéndents from

the control and egxperimental groups was at a statistically significant

level with respect to educational status (X2 = 26.98, df = 1; pl= <.001).

A mucﬁ higher proportion of the Nebraska;control respondents enrolled in

a post-high school inseitution. There may be special, unidentified factore
in the Nebraska céntrol area that account for the unusually larg portion

of youths who enrolled in a post-high school institution.

There was no statistically signifiicant difference between the
migrant® respondents from the two ‘groups with respect to the criterion

measure ‘entitled, "Preparation for the Transition to Urban Living".

The staffs of the model projects sought to bolster the vocational
counseling and educatfonal program available to high school youths in their
senior year. They found that only a small number of youths who were enter-
ing thJEZenior year of high school were sufficiently interested in the
b ne%its of the summer proggj: activities to participate. A large
;fgg;ffzggfof the youtlyg from this group were either eble to obtain higher

paying jobs dn their own or had other activities planned that conflicted
A2 .

with those of the youth program. A summer rural youth program that is ~

directed primarily at this age group is not likely to produce sufficient

economic or sotial benefifs to justif§ its existence.

The hlgh proportion of youths who participated in one or more school
year acc1v1ty shows that hlgh school youths in their senior year are
interested in and will partlcipate in the types of activities prov1ded'by
the in-school program. Ho;Zver, the//zSults of the follow-up study suggest
that eitBer these services ﬁﬁb ‘not likely to have a significant impact on the
post—high school behavior of theQE’youths, or the impact is not suffic1ently

great to be measured in quantifiable terms.

RIS

A

F]

3
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The experimental‘projeot staffs showed that persons m any outside Y

agency can work with the local rural school district to provide yopth with
additional services that would not be available throughvthe school district
alone. Furthermore, these services can be provided without the local school

district giving up any of its autonomy.

©

e

Model Project staff also demonstrated that there is a g;eater variety ¢
of work experience opportunities available in the small rural setting
than previously believed. Although there is no statisticii\gziggnce to®
show that goal-related work experience had an appreciable effect on
the later social or occupational adjustment of the youth, the employment
experience of the rural youth can be more satisfying the rewarding if youth

leaders are willing to seek goal-related work sites for them.
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* INTRODUCTION

v
N
- ~

. How the Model Program was Developed

In 19%8 North.Sta;:xesearch Institute began a research study for
the Manpower Administration aimed ;t developing a model NYC program to
meet the needs of rural youth in the North‘Central“Stafes.l/ The fight
phase of the study waé designed to identify the factors that influence g4
the future well-being of young people who grow up in the rural parts of
the North Central States. During this phase of the research, opinions
of three groups of experts —- those who publish, rural community leaders
who deal w%th youth, and urban leaders who deal with youthful rural-to-
urban migrants -- were used to develop hypotheses concerning the factors
that affect the later occupational and_social adjustment of rural yéuth.
These hypotheses were then tested in é longitudinal study of a cross
seqtion of young a@ults who ﬁad growa up in rural areas in the region.Z
The flowchart on Page l4 (Part A) delineate;‘the design of this part of
the study. . .

T S

1/ Map A on page 13highlights the North' Central States.

g/Miles,\G. H., "Phase 1 -- Optimizing the Benefits of Neighborhood Youth

Corps Projects for Rural Youth", prepared for the Office @f Manpower
Policy, Evaluation, and Research; U. S. Department of Labor (1968).

Miles, G. H.,"Survey of Recent Literature Relevant to Optimizing the
Benefits of Neighborhood Youth Corps Projects for Rural Youth", pre-
pared for the Office of Manpower Policy, Evaluation, and Research;

U. S. Department of Labor (1968).

s

Miles, G. H., Henry, W. F., and Taylor, R. N., "Optimizing the.Bene-
fits of Neighborhood Youth Corps Prgjgcts for Rural Youth, Phase 2:
A Follow-up Study of 1144 ydﬁng Adwlts", prepared for the Manpower
Administration; U. S. Department of Labor (1969).

y, :
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e

The hypotheses that wete substantiatea‘in the longitudinal
study were used jto develop guidelines for a model program.éf The
steps taken to convert the research findings to program guidelines

are delineated in the flowchart on Page 16 (Part B).

e

e

1%

'

4

3/Miles, G. H., "Guidelines for am Experlmental Rural Youth Program
for the North Centrdl States", prepared for the Manpower Administra-
tion, U. 8. Department of 'Labor (1971) . :

* Miles, G. H., and Thompson, D. L., "Three Model Projects for an Ex-
perimental Rural Youth Program', prepared for the Manpower Adminis-

tration, U. S. Department of Labor (1971).

.
.

Miles, G. H., and Thompson, D. L., "Handbooks for the Experimental
Rural Youth Program", prepared for the Manpower Administsation, U. S.
Department of Labor (1971). '

' , {
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Why the Madel Program was Déveloped

lful

The Neighbor:/ﬁd YOuth Corps program (NYC) in the city: concentrate;\\\
its effort on pover y—stricken minority group ~members .’ Thls populatlon

has a high proportlon ‘of the school dropouts, f those with records of

~ . R

delinquent behav1or,-and of those who come from broken’homes.'
. 7 ‘ . :

{
If one lookih for a similar populationfgf\xural youths, it would be-

come apparent almoét immediately that there is no comparable group :among the
rural youth in thefNorth Central States. .The young people in rural mid-
America are predomﬁnantly white, Protestant and Engllshbspeaking )wThe

;? out of school is relatively spall;.the number who lack
adequate food, prthing, and shelter is also small), despite’ the number who

. come from,families' with incomes below thehj\Bvegéz level". The school .
dropout (or poten'ial school.dropout) who also lacks adequate food, shelter, «

and clothing is uLcommon, and in an area of sparse population, only a hand- '

< proportion who dr

i
* ful could be 1dentified Thus, if one identified the pr1mary obJective of
an.NYC program ai being to meet the needs of this particular kind of young

person he woul& conclude that there was no need for an NYC pgogram in rural /;~\\

- -~

mid-America. &k% ’ : ) o
N . . ) o . ~

.

* On the-other hand, if the objectfpe of the NYC p;igram was §$en as
being to aid disadvantaged youths in making an adequate adJustment to thie
~ modern world,l .t’hen surely the results of t’lorth Star s rural NYC study in-
dicated a definlte need for a concentrated -- if somewhat modlfied - NYC
s program in t%e rural setting. Thus, a model program was developed that

attempted toimeet the needs of rural youth in the North Central States.

- - . |

- )
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THE APPROACH USED TO EVALUATE ‘
THE MODEL PROGRAM S

Evaluation Design

The rural areas in the North Central states d9/ﬂp£ provide a homo-

geneous econcxic climate within which to test a new social program. Rather, ror

-

there are three major rural economies, each posing a different set of occu-

pational and social problems for the youths growing up in the rural com-

Zs

munities involved. Roughly, these economjes are defined geographically as

the Corn Belt, the Central Prains, and the Northern Forest Region.l/

i - ‘ . {
Our evaluation design therefore provided for three separate experi- 4'~“~5?7,

mental projects -- oné in northern Minnesota (the Northern Forest Region),
one in sogshern Iowa (the Corn Belit), and one in central Nebraska (the
. » * v
Central Plains). One group of youths in each state vwould be enrolled in -~
' - 2/

F the new program; a matched group of youths would not be offered the program.—

;, An effort was made to select two areas in each state that were .
socioeconomically comparable.é/ Communities in one area were offered
the model program, those in the other were not. As a result, ;ithough
youths were not randomly assigned to experimental agg control groups, it
could be expected that the two groups of youths would be exposed to very

similar social, community and educational environments.

e

——

.

1/ Map B on page 19 shows the major regiods within the North Central States.

2/

Idealiy, youths would have been assigndd randomly to ekperimental and
control groups. Such random assignment, however, was not suited to the
voluntary character of the model program. Furthermore, it was apparent
that "local community leaders and school administrators would have opposed
any program that was available to somé youths who were eligible but not
<to other young peoplé in the same school who were equally eligible.
Consequently, it was decided to construct experimental and control groups
that would be clogely matched as possible. ‘
vd/”~‘\ =’ See Appendix B, "Characteristics of the Experimental and Control Commun-
ities." 2 ‘
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Youths from the experimental area who participated in the Model
Program were individually matched with youths in the control area

for sex, race and intelligence.

~

The flowchart on page 21, entitled "Part C", summarizes the over-

all evaluation desigi. The map on page 22 shows the part of each state

‘. that was designated as the experimental or control area

.
1 ~

1~

3 \‘\ . * . - i
EMC ) ., * o‘
| * ) ~
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‘ 'MAJOR FEATURES OF THE MODEL PROGRAM

AS OUTLINED IN THE PROGRAM GUIPELINES

-

The program guidelines that were developed in Phase 1 differed
so markedly from the basic NYC concepts that the p:ogram has been

named "Rural Youthf Program" rather than "Rural NyYc". .

e program has both <4n-school andcout-of-school enrollees. It
has a summer program that emphaslzes urban 1iving experience and selected
sklll traid!hg, it hds a school yeaf\pf"g?hmsxPlch provides the enrollees
with specified services, experiences and training that the community is
unable to provzde. Within the limits of a prescribeé set of program com-

nents the program is individualized to fit the needs ‘of each enrollee.
., . . N7

h ’

The eiigibility reqhirements are liberal: poverty, geographical”
and social isglation; and inadequacy of ‘the existing educational system
. are reasons for eligibility. Work experience is.a component, but is
utilized "as a counseling tool, not as an end in itself. Only those
enrollees who meet establlshed poverty criteria are paid for part1c1pat10n.
Counseling is provided from two sources: the project has full- time’
couqselors, and a member of the regular teaching staff of each partici-

pating sc¢hool is hired as a part-time project employee.

- ’ The components from which the project director can develop his
program are listed below. Those components marked "*'" are mandatory

for all enrollees. s
. ) .

. " *Intake
*ASsessment
*Counseling
Vocational/Educational
School .
Personal/Coaching : -
*QOrientation ) . -
¢ *  Education ' . -
Trainlng
Work Experience |,

Rl ) ’ . . 7 »
O ‘ . * 32 v )
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* *Orientation to Work and Higher Education £
*World of Work Informatior .
*Orientation to Higher Education :
" *Qccupational Familiarization
*Orientation to Armed Services
Sqcial Skills Development,
_Preparation for Urban Living
"™ Financial Training -
Leadership Development
Driver Education
Supportive Services
*HeaFth Services
Transportation
Day Care e
Opportuhity Development
Job Development
Placement
Follow-up

N S

~ %

The results of the original research indicated thag rural communities
vary widely in what they can offer their youths; the model program
was therefore designed to be flei%ble enough that each project director
could figf the ﬁrogram content to the needs of the youths that the program
was trying to serQe. The program guidelines allowed sponsors and préject
directors considerable freedom in determining the program content that was

to be used in the rural area served by?their project.




25~

’

Eligibility. Criteria and Program Goals
for Youths Enrelled in the Model Program

‘

The fige Group Served

This program serves youths between 16 and 18 years of age. The
’ége limit is egtendcd downward to 14 years for early school dropouts and
upwé}d'to 21 for school dropouts who live in rural counties$ in which no
other source of adult basic education, vocational training, occupational
' counseling, or job placement is available to them. In those areas where
there are other manpower prog?ams -- such as 0JT, MDTA, JOBS -- the age

cutoff remains at 18. ‘ v

Eligibility Criteria .

,Within these age groups a young person is eligible if:

- 1) His environment includes one of the following community

criteria:’ T .

a) between 1960 and 1970 the net outmigration rate from
" his home county was 10 percent or morc,

bj he attends school in a town of less thaq 1000

population, )

c) he attends a school which has job preparation .
! for its students that is inadequate (no schook
. counselor --.either trained or untrained,
no job familiarization, vocational training that
is inadequate or irrelevant for today's job
market, etc.), .

T

d) he attends a school in which the total enrollment
in grades 10, 11, and 12 is less than 60 (an )
average of 20 or less per class).

OR, 2) He meets one of the following individual criteria:

a) his family is below an established "poverty"
level, ~ '

b) he lives in a location that isolates him from

. active participation in ongoing school activi-
ties or in available youth projects (because of
distance or *lack of available transportation),

34
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¢) he is from a minority group that has a past f

history of job discrimination and/or social /
discrimination, . ‘
' d) he has a past history of juvenilé delinquency \/

which may interfere with his future employment , K
in' his home community, . '

v e) he has dropped out®of school prior fo graduation’ )
from high school, : ’ ,

f) his grades in school ‘place him in tle lowest
10 percent of his school class.

In-School Program Goals for Enrolleés

Any of the following goals may be set withih the framework of this

prograﬁ for the in-school enrollee:

’
1. become enrolled in a post-high school educational
) or training program; -
._“,\'/ ! .
. / 2. ~acquire the basic academic skills necessary to

s %" holding a job; i

3. increase the enrollee's employability through ’ '
occupational and personal counseling, job

familiarization, and related services; ) ,

4, acquire the ability to operate a particular

‘ " machine or process;

. 5. adquire the ability to perform a particular

kind of job; - .

6. learn the tool skills essential to learning

’ other, more advanced skills later.

*Criteria;for eligibility as an Amerfican Indian: Indian ancestry and
residence on a reservatiom or econopically, socially and culturally
associated with American Indians;or\residence in a country in which
Indian population is greater than 5 \percent.

e’
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, Out-of-School Program Goals for Enrollees ‘ . ' s

Any of the following goals may be set within the framework of the

program for the out-of-school enrollee: ; .

1.

14

return enrollee to regular school attendance and,
where needed, to the status of an in-school en-

rollee;’

secure a General Education Development (GED) certi-

ficate;

increase the enrollee's employability through
job pl?cement, occupational and personal counseling,

job familiarization and related services; ' b

. , )
acquire the basic academit skills necessary to .

holding g/job; - :
acquire/a diploma from a vocational school;,
qualify for a license in a skilled occupation;

qualify for an apprenticeship program;
. *
acquire the ability to perform a particular kind‘

7
of skilled job; '

acquire the ability to operate a particular machine
- N

or process. i

. ~
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Program Characteristics of the Corn Belt Model Project

’

Area Served

The model implemented by the Iowa sponsor was designed to serve

agricultural areas located in the Corn Belt Region. (See Map B on page 19.)

’

ﬁroject Organization

’

The program was run by the MATURA Community Action Agency; the

main project office was_in Creston, Iowa. (See Map D on oage 9.) =

The chart on page 30 details the organizational structure of the
project. The location of the schools served by this prOJect made it ,
poss1ble for all staff members to work out of the central adminlstrative"
offlce in Creston, Iowa. This practice proved to be both an asset and a
handicap. Because of their close and constant association with one another,
project staff members were able‘to share ideas;end_coordinate their activi-
ties. However, the utilizatiom of a common office resulted in weaker asso-
" cilations with the personnel who staffed the schools served by the youth
project. It tended to emphasize the fact that youth progect staff membeTs
were comlng into the school from the outs1de, rather than that they were

working together with school personnél as part of the school staff.

.

The importance of this factor is highlighted by the unw;ilingness

of the project director or project staff members to make regular use of
existing school staff personnel to aid them in execﬁting the activitids of °
the youth project. Ihfrequently, the assistance of a school staff persbn
was, sought to help a project staff member recruit participants, plan prOJect
activities, or accompany enrollees on a field trip. The pfo;ect d1rector
and the youth project staff did not believe that it was necedsary or impor-..
tant to recruit existing school staff personnel as school'representativesj

or coaches. In their opinion, a project staff person was évailable ot .a

regular enough basis to serve the needs of the project enrollees.
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Program Features ‘ - . ‘ . .

The Corn Belt Model Project included in-school and out-of-school

" 1/ s
enrollees.~ . ' : AR
N 3

The summer program emphasized selected skill training, counseling,

The South-

western Community College in Creston, Iowa, was-hired to provide skill

<-/
joh- and educat;on—relatedi;ield trips, and work experience.
training te program enrollees in the following areas: nurses a1d, ’

office skills, electronics, child care, and service station attendant.
et

The school-year program prqyided,enrollees with personal and voca-
tional counseliné, job- and education-related field trips, urban field‘
trips, a special course (on career planning, money management, school
-selertion, life in a large city, the worked of work, communications),
supplemental education and training courses, work experience, and placement

:

a551stance.

’ The project staff tried to conduct an out-of-school program as part
of their overall program. Although they were not‘able to enroll a suffi-
cient number of youth to make up a permanent out-of-school program, when .
out—of-school youth were enrolled, ghe staff provided them with personal -

and vocational counseling, tutoring, work experience and placement assistance.

’

o

*

7 -

=/ An out-of-school enrollee is a youth who has dropped out of school.

[ 4

Ty

-~

Y
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! Program Characteristics of the Northern Forest Model Project™
NJ
o Area Served - ) :
The model_ implemented by the Minnesota Sponsdr was designed to. ©

serve the Northern Forest region, a nonagricultural rural area where the

rather than being scattered, as

(See Ma o page 19.) /,,——-"‘ -

population is distributed in "pockets"

in a typical farmbased rural area.

-

Project Organization

The program was run by the Rural Minnesota Concentrated Employment

Program; the main prOJect office was in Detroit La . (See Map E on page 33.)

The chart on page 34 details the organization structure of the

The large geographical area covered by this project fmad
it impossible for all ‘staff members to use a single central officgfas their
base of operations. For this reason, regional offices were established in
Crosby, Bemidji, and Mahnomen. Project counselors were assigned to all but
two of the schools participating in the program; the project directer decided
that these two schools did not need the services of a péoject vocational
counselor. A project coordiﬁato; and an office manager assisEed the project

diredtor in the overall management of the projeCt.

v

In addition to the full-time project staff, part-tim® staff persons

were hired to assist the vocationil counselors. The support staff were

grouped into two general categories: curriculum instructors and school re-

presentatives or coordinators. At least one person in each of the partici-

-

L - . .
- pating schools was hired to act as the school representative/coordinator.

i Ll

N

A 3

1/

The program made no distinction between minofity\ and nonmindrity youth. S
The same services were offered to beth groups of \youth. Minority and )
nonminority counselors worked with both groups. ' . !
|
l
|
\
|
\

<

E JINN .
e 41 . . - st ‘.




NO.6521 MINNESOTA

1

Y R .o T

CLEARTYPE

COUNTY.TOWN
MINNESOTA

Scale of Miles
0 % 0 60
[ e
MAP NO 6521

~COPYRIGHT
AMERICAN MAP COMPANY, INC

[ —

/7

4 1

“ERIC™



L1e32a038 Jadaayyoog

Jadevugp 3°TJI0

J3yeas 3aoddng

v B v —
L1e3210098 Li1e3a1009s8 Li1e3aa10098 - L1e3aa098
sdaa Tooyos sdax Tooyos sdaa Tooyos sdaa Tooyou
weadoaq §1039n138UY §1030N138UT | " |SI03IDNIAISUT L $1039n13SUY
i anodoag jo “10TPSuUNo) I10TaSUNO) IoTasuno) 1oTosuno)
103BUTPIOO) TBUOTIEBDOA TBUOTIBDOA TBUOTIBOOA TRUOTIBOO)
\ A . .
suofieaadg suofieaadg suoTijeaadp suofaeaadg suotiexadQ
Teo07] Te8%07] Te207] Te207 TeO07
. < )
. - MOuwCﬁvuooo 3ofoag
MMMWW/mwOﬂumkwao
o 13
, , J , o
. . ¢ h <
103291F(Qq 2329foayg T .
) 30afoxg yanox Teany wuomw:mﬂz i )
VIOSANNIN ‘SMIV 110144 . . .
W00 d LNIWAOTdWA QIILVIINTONOD VIOSHANNIK TVIM . )
STl AOSNOAS . o .
. S

IC-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"k




-35-

Program Feature;

-
.

I~

[

The Northern Forest Model Project included in-school and out-of-school

enrollees.l/ .

- . -

The summer program emphasized counseling, job- and education-related
field trips and work experience. The number of enrollees recruited for the
summer program was not la}gé enough nor were the enrollees sufficiently
concentrated in one area to make it possible to offer institutional training
or an urban living experience.

) The school-year program provided enrollees with various services and
opportunities. These included the following: personal and vocational coun=-
seling, a special course (on career ﬁlanning, money management, selection of

. 'a’posﬁ—high school education or tra@ning institution, life in a large city,

the world of work, and communications), job-' and education-related field trips,

urban field trips, supplemental education and training courses, work

exp
A \..:)

erience,

and placement assistance.

 The out-of-school program activities tended to be located near schools
with large American Indian enr¢llments. The program for the dropout enrollees
utilized the education, training, special program curriculum, counseling, field

« trip and work experience compénents'of the youth program. The enrollees' weekly
participation was divided between work experience and group or individual
sessions with the coerdinator of the dropout program. The individual sessions

were used to provide both vocational counseling and personal counseling.

’

1/

=" An out-of-school enrollee is a youth who has dropped out of school.

- ERIC

i v R N




- 3 , A
The coordinator of the dropout program worked. closely with each
youth to arrange some type of placement as soon as he or she completed

. the program.. Most of the youths were placed in jobs; a few completed

their GED, and the coordinatof was able to place them in vocational-tech-

nical schools or junior colleges. .

’
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
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-

Progrdm Characteristics 0f the Central Plains Model Project

Area Served

The model implemented by the Nebraska sponsor was deéigned to serve
ruralgéreas in the Central Plains region, a sparsely settled region, where
the population is scaptered. Few community services are available to young

y people-and outmigration is Reavy. (See Map B on page 19.)

Project Organization -

The progtam was run by the Grand Island Diocesan Department-of
‘Education; the main project office was.in Grand Island, Nebraska. (See
MapF on page 38.) C .

’ -

The chart on page 39 details the organization structure of the pro-
ject. The location of the échools serveds+by this projgct made it impos-
sible for all staff members to work out of the central administrative of- )

fice in Grand Islandl For this reason, regional offices were established
in Broken Bow and North Platte. Project Counselors were .assigned to all
\\H\\/J 12 schools. A Project coordinator assisted the project director in the

overall management of the project.

-

In addition, to the full-iiwe project staff,‘part-time staff persons
- were hired to assist the vocational counselors. At least one person in
each of the participating schools was hired to act as the school represen-
tative/cqordinator. .

N - 3

o' -
Program Features .

’

L d s ’ < .
The Central Plains Model Project included only in-school enrollees.

The summer program emphasized vocational counseling, testing, a .

special course (on career planning, money management, school 'selection,

a

1o
e
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life in a large city, the world of work, ‘and communications), and vocational
exploratlon in small engine repair, electricity, awiation ground school; and
upholstering. Mid-Plains Vocational Technical School in North Platte was’ .

t

hired to provide the vocational exploration staff and materials. '

The school-year program provided enrollees with personal and vocational

counseling, supplemental educatlon and training courses (at Mid-Plains ’

- Vocational Technical School), individual training opportunities with local

L3

craftsmen and tradesmen, job- and'education—related field trips, urban field

. y » &~
trips and placement assistance.

© 49
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CRITERION MEASURES ‘ .

d

-

’

The main gaol of'the model program was ''the placement of an
enrollee into a jeb, a higher education experience, or an additional
training obgortunity that would not otherwise be available.to him".

A secondary goal was to aid rural youth in making a transition from rural

to urban living, if that was their choice.

The evaluation of the degree to which the program was successful
in achieving these goal§ is based on a broad range of occupational and
social adjustment measures. The following is a coﬁplete list of the-
criterion measurements:’ )
1. Placement into a Job
¢ High .School Graduation
® Occupational Plan
- e Job’Hunting Behavior
® Employment Record »
' e :Job Satis%action

® Income

2, Placement into a Higher Education Experieﬁce .
or an Additional Trdining Opportunity

® High School Graduation
] Occuﬁational~P;an
® Enrollment Record
° E@ucational Achievement

1

3. Preparation for the Trapsition to Urban Living

: . ® Knowledge of New/Town

® Satisfaction with Transition
to a New Town
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EVALUATION PROBLEMS e .

Barriers to Implementing the Evaluation Design

S 5 {

-~

The authors do not consider the evaluation that was conducted’ .

[ 4

during the first program year to have been an adequate test.of the ef-

fectiveﬁess of the Model Program as it was designed to be operated.}/

‘ " Two sets of factors combined to prevent anygmeaningful evaluation
of the XOdel program from the 1972-73 projects. First, although tentative
agreement was reached in Febrhaéy 1971 that the éxperimenial projects
should be funded, funding was not cqmpleted until Ma§ 1972. The summer

program was started in June 1972, . ' :

'

Because of the late funding, the Summer Program was not carried .
out in Minnesotég and the Summer Programs in Iowa and Nebraska were a .

makeshift effort’/that did not include the kind 6f skill traipiné‘and

urgan experience outlined in the guidelinesL The In-School Proéram was

not fully organized and operating\émoothI? until after the Christmas

vacation.

‘ N
Also, the way in which the project was administered gave the

.evaluators no control over the manner in which the program was carried

‘out. Ordinarily ‘this restriction would be desirablg. In this case, ~ .
N ) )

however, the flexibility of action afforded to the three project spon-

sors led to a situation in which the intent of the program guidelines
¢ * s » .

was not reflected in the projects, especiallyiin the Iowa project.

<

These problems were recognized early in 1973; a decision was . :

made by the Department of Labor to fund the Iowa and Minnesota projects
' }4 »

.
/
5

[}
L

l/Reid% J. M., and Miles, G. H., "An Evaluation of Three Experimental

Rural ,Youth-Projects: The Projects' First Year," prepared for the * o )
Manpower Administration, U. S. Department of Labor (1974). °

N ! . N
8
. , _ e
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. for. an additional year (1973- l9ﬂ4) under administrative procedures “that

- 1/

would enbure project c0mpliance with the intent of the guidelines.

[

i Although it was recognized that the overall 1972-73 program was
neither the program intended by the guidelines nor a full-year program,
it was agreed that an evaluation would be carried out as planned in or- ~:

, der to determine whether the projects as carried out resulted in any \
measurable benefits to the enrollees. The evaluation of the 1972-1973
experimental projects was no more than a pre11m1nary evaluation of the

success. of the Iowa and Minnesota‘models.zl The evaluation of the- 1973-

‘ 74 programs in Iowa and Minnesota presented in this report must be viewed
as the first meaningful evaluatlon of-the Rural Youth Program in the Cdérn

L Belt and the Northern Forest regions.éj The evaluation of the model
- Program in the Central Plains'is Based on the 1972-73 program in‘Nehrasha.

S

2

The inexperience of the Nebraska sponsoring agency and project

staff led to a numher of administrative problems that influenced program

- +

implementation; nonetheless, project staff did follow the general intent

“ w4

_of the guidelines. They showed that manpower and educational’ serv1ces

can be adequately delivered to a sparsely settled region,such as the
. R

Yy

Sandhills. ’ | . :
N © .
Y, ) | ' . .
L North Star did, not .recommend that the, Nebraska model project be continued;
N however, there was sufficient local interest ahd support of the program

for the Department “of Labor regiomal office in Kansas City to, recommend X
that it also be extended for a year. (Because it was thought that suffi-
cient information about the  Nebraska model had been obtained during the
l972~l973 program, no eyaluatlon is being made of the 1973- l974 program
-in Nebraska. )

.2/

Reid, J. M., "An Evaluation of Three Experimental Rural Youth Projects",
prepared for the Manpower Administration, U. S, Department of Labor (1973).

Reid, J. M., -and Miles, G. H., "An Evaluation of the Three Experimental
Rural Youth Projects: ~The Projects' First Year“, prepared for the Manpower
! Adminidtration, U. S. Department of Labor (1974). -~ . LI

M .

’
I3
.

é/Detailed information about how the projects were being operated) how the
guidelines were being interpreted, .and the difficulties encounteted in ~
~ applying the guidelines tpo practical situations was presented in a report
submitted to the Department of Labor in September 1974: Reid, J. M., and
' Miles, G. H., "Providing Technical Assistance and Training to Rural Youth

b Projects in Iowa and Minpesota', prepared for the Manpower Administration,
U. S. Department of Labor (1974). .

ERIC ‘ ~ : L
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: N * Survey Bias', -

¢ s ]

The'evaluation of the model program is based on a questionnaire that

was sent to both groups of youths (experimental and control).

The data on return of the evaluation questionnaire, ‘which are tabu-
- lated in Appendix G, agree with findings reported 1n the literaturel that
the likelihood of response to a mailed questionnaire increases w1th_educaf

tion and IQ. )
Ty . :r”'J
*To the slight extent that such a tendency ex1sts, there 1s a bias

1ntroduced in the data by. the failure of lower IQ youth to respond to the
questionnaire. Still, ‘enough youths in the lower 1Q groups did respond

‘to give representation.

~
. 4

The pattern of response by IQ is the same for both the control and
experimental groups. Thus, for analytical comparisons of these two.groups,
.the differential response of different IQ groups to the questionnaire in-

-

troduces no bias’

Adverse Labor Market

Al

When the Iona and Minnesota youths entered the labor market in May
1974, the county was experiencing a major recession and jobs were scarce.
Althongh a majority of the youth who resporded to the questionngire had
obtained a job or were in school by: the Spring of l975,fthe jobs were

\ .
generally low-paying ones ‘and not related to their career goals. In an

-

! ’ * S . .
adverse labor markét young people have less control over their occupational

plans and decisions than they do during more normal conditions. Thus, many

LS

» youths' -+~ experimental and control -- had to take whatever job was available

’

or go on to further education’or training.

N
2

1/

~'Macek, A,J., and Miles, G.H., "IQ Score and Mailed Questionnaire Response .
Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(2): pp. 258-259 (1975).

2q ' '
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“ ’ . Xz;fhservation Period
o ,

»
evaluation of the experimental program is based ‘on a limited
¢ bse;uaggzg of the labor force participation of the research subjects.
' ) Only alimited amount of occupationdl” data was available on each subject.

~ The period includes the summer months following graduation from high school;

the availability of seasonal employment may have caused some youth to post-
pone the search for full-time permanent employment until the fall. Youths
who enrolled in post- h1gh school educat10nal or training institutions have
attended these institutions for less than a year. At this time it is im-

. possible to estimate, how many will complete their educational or training

programs or what the occupational outcome of that education hk training

i

will be. L ) . L
/

American Indian Control' Group

} The original research study included only a small number of minoritv
7 .3;ouths.lJ The number was not large enough to provide reliable data; there- -
fore, the results of the study could' not be generalized to minority youths.

:\ Nevertheless, the Department of Labor requested that the Minnesota, exper-
mental project serve the large& Indian reservations 4in Minnesota. A large

number of m}nority youths participated in the Minnesota project. The dis-

.
-
+

tribution of the remaining Ind1an population/ln M1nnesota made it difficult
to locate a suitable control group. Six of the seven rural high schools*/
with the largest nufiber of reservation Indian youths not covered by the
e%perimental project were added to the control group, but because of the
small number of Indians in these schools, we were still not able to provide’

an adeouate control group for the Indian program partifipants.

’

*{; . :
“ !
Al - ¢

.

. N , 3

v

\
|
—égl ﬁty youths are less than 1 percent of the youth in thé rural areas
. jﬁ‘ North Central states R |
¥ . |

\ 2/Administrators at the seventh school would not provide baseline data on |

‘ youth attending their school. - - . e T, .
i ’ v a )

¢ . . " , ‘ .-

<\
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¥ «

a smaller proportion of American Indian ‘than of white youth féSponded
<
to the mailed questionnaire. Because of the small number of respondents in

. the control group, a statistical angl&sis of the data for the American

-

Indian experimental and control groups is not warranted.

| ; :
<1\’»Comparispn of Enrollee Respondents from the -
Control Group Who Participated in NYC with
Summer Enrollee Respondents from the -
Experimental Group )

%

The NYC yoﬁths in Minnesota and‘IowaJere matched with economically
disadvantaged youths who participated in the efberﬂmental summer program.l
The smal_number *of respondents who participated in summer programs in Iowa

o ! . : . :
does not waxrant statistical dnalysis. With respect to the crltaglon measures

used in this évaluationm, the experimental and control subgroups of NY( enrollees
and summer exp€rimental program respondemts in_ Minnésota do not differ at a
N -

stajistically significant level.

<\) ‘ Out-0f-$chool Youths
~ ‘

The small aumber of out-of-school respondents from the Minnesota and

-

Iowa experimental and contrcl groups does not warrant statistical analysis.

v

Moreover, the results of t:i previous researchg/ indicated that the proportion

of youth who drop out of dthool is small%/ and the primary objective of a

rural youth program should_gpt’be to serve this population. The justification

for a youth program in a rural area must be based on its benefits to in-school

.

youth. .

S
a8

1/1n order to participate in NYC, youths must be economically disadvantaged.
The NYC programs in the Iowa and Minnesola control counties are primarily
summer programs. ' ‘

2/ ‘ d

=’ See page 17. .

+

A}

E/The experience of tHe experimental projects in Minpnesota, Iowa, and
Nebraska supports this finding. .

: 55
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HOW THIS REPORT IS ORGANIZED

Each of the three model projects is evaluated separately in this

report. The participation of the experimental youth in the program activities
implemented by the program sponsors is analyzed. The experimental and con-
trol groups are compared for each criterion measure. When there is a statisti-
cally significant difference betweenkthe two groups, fhe difference is
analyzed.. When there is no statisti::TI;\Eignificant difference the data

1/

for that variable are displayed) in the tables in the appendices.=

>

.

= As ekplained on page 18, research subjects were not assigned randomly to
experimental and control gfoups: Be se of this some of the assumptions
of the statistical test used to cémpare the groups are not met. This

. has caused us to treat the x2 tests conservatively and accept only those
results that are significant at thesp = <.001 level. {However, because
so few of the results were /ignificant, we have included some tables in
the body\of the report so that the reader can identify the number of

- youth in each of the major categories without turning to the appendices.
These cagegories are: youth who attended a post-high school institution,
migrant and nonmigrant youth who did not attend a post-high school in-
stitution, youth who hunted for jobs,and youth who were employed.]

56



¢ . _4,8_

EVALUATION OF THE CORN BELT MODEL PROJECT
IMPLEMENTED BY THE IOWA SPONSOR (1973-1974)

e,

Participation of Target Population in the Program

“y, -
~ L .

The Corn Belt Model Project included in=school and out-of-school \
. enrollees.l/' ' ) /SQ

. . ’ el

Surmer Program L ’
‘ .

The summer program included the following components: testiﬂ§:>
counseling, field trips, selected skills training,gl and work experience.
Thirty-five youths participated in the summer progrém.él Table 1 shows

1

the participation rate of students, by sex, in schools where the Summer

-

.
program . was offered

Table 1

Iowa Summer Program Participation, by Sex

o Sex Participant Nonparticipant Totals
Male i 'Y 4 (3%) 136 (57%) 140
Female , " 31 (22%) 109  (78%) 140

) Totals 35 (122) 245 (88%) 280
»

N 4
¥

l/An out-of-school enrollee is a youth who has droppéd out of school.

2 . . . s soc . \
—/Nurse's aide training, office skills training, electronics, child care,
and service station attendant training.

3/

='In addition to these youths who were still in school, 5 youths (1 male
and 4 females) who had dropped out of sehool participated in the summer
program. All summer enrollees were full-time participants.

L4
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In-School Program , -

The school year program emphasized vocational counseling, educatiop

<
Co L. . X . ; ‘ . 1
and training, field trips, special program curriculum and work experience.—

>

-

- 0f those ybuths who attended the schools where the model program
- was offered, all but one enrolled in the program. Table 2 shows the .
S proportionlaf the total student body that were participants. R

'S

Table 2

Proportion of Participants and Nonparticipants in
Schools Where the Rural Youth Program was Offered, by Sex

Sex ‘ Participant Nonparticipant Totals
. Male - 140 (100%) 0 140
* Female ’ ' 139 (99.3%) 1 (0.7%) T 140
Totals 279 (99.6%) 1 (0.4%) 280

s

) Because the program was individualized to meet the needs, interests,
s ~
(N and availability of each enrollee, not all enrollees were exposed to all

-

he program components.that were offered. Each component and the propor-

tion of enrollees who took part ' in it is described in the following
J

.

paragraphs.

t I3

1/

='see the Appendices fox descriptions of field tripé, the special program
curriculum and”the supplemental education and training courses.

- »
. v \
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‘Every sch;blﬁbut one already had a” fill-time or ﬁari-time guidggce—
counselor. In one sqhoolltyat did not have a counselor, thg project coun-
selor worked with the primcipal and superintendent to provide counseling
and ﬁesting services to Ehe_entire senior high school. 1In the other schools
the project counselor wPrked with the school guidance counselor to provide

-

expanded counseling services.
s R v ~

Amoﬂénthe activities of the project vocational counselors were the
following: testing youths to help determine their aptitude for and interest
in specific career opportunities, and developlng a plan of activities to help
youths become mof& aware of a btoader range of educational and occupational
opportunities. Project counselors also worked w1thrB1gh school- counselors

ra..see that. every vouth who needed.or desired placement assistance received

it. Ninety-seven percent of the youth enrolled in the project participated

g\i: some aspect of the project's vocational counseling program.

Eacﬁ unit of the special program curriculum was taught in all seven
“schools participating in the I%wa project. The special program cutriculum
was offered as a semester course to students in the Clearfield, Corning,
Diagonal, and Mt. Ayr high schools during the first semester. The same .
course was of fered during the second semester in the Corning, Kellerton-
Grand Valley, Lenox, Mt. Ayr, and Prescott. high schools. About 45 percent

of the enrollees attended these classes (see Table 3).

, ‘ Table 3
I Préportion of Enrollees Who Participated >
: in the Special Program Curriculum, by Sex

. - - t— -
Sex Participant Nonparticipant Totals
Male 57 (41%) 83 (59%) 140
Female 67 (48%) 72 (52%) 139

Totals 124 (44%)| . 155 (56%) 219

VERIC*™* ' .
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The Iowa project staff worked with the adult education department
of the local Community College to make a variety of educational and
training courses available to the youth participating in the program.
The courseé we;e offered ogﬁera week at thé South&ez;:;g/ééhmunity
College in Greston, Iowa.\’Thirty-seven percent of enrollees parti-
cipated in ; supp%emental class as shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Proportion of Enrollees Who Participated
, in Supplemental Education and Training Classes, by Sex

Sex Participant Nonparticipant Totals
' Male ’ , 57 (41%) 83 (59%) 140 .
Female . " - 46 (33%) 937677 139
Totals - ‘ 103 (377%) . 176. (63%) 279 -
\

Work experience was utilized when a work site that fitted the occu-

pational or career interest of the qualifying enrollee was available.
Seventy percent of ecpnomically disadvantaged enrollees were placed in a

productive work situation (see Table 5}.

Al

y | ,
“ Table 5 ,
Proportion of Economically Disédvantaqu Enrollees“Who. .
Participated in Work Experience, by Sex

s -
* N g
Sex AU _ Participant Nonparticipant Totals -
Male o 8 (38%) 13 (62%) 21
Female ' _ : 38 (84%) 7 (16%) 45 |
., ' !
Totals ° 46 (70%) .20 (30%) 66 } ‘

<
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Throughout the year a large Tiumber of enrollees.participated in
field trips to educational.and training institutions and to public and
private businesses. Table 6 shows that 76 percent of the enrollees parti-
cipated in a field trip. As part of the special—program curriculum unit
entitled "Orientation to Urban Living" project staff p%gnned and implemented

three weekend urban field trips to Minneapolis-St. Paul.

~

- Table 6 )
Proportion of Enrollees Who Participated
in Field Trips, by Sex .
Sex ‘ Participant Nonparticipant Totals
Male 96 (69%) 44 (31%)* 140
Female 117 (84%) 22 (16%) 139
Totals 213 (76%) 66 (24%) 279
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Qut-of-School Program ' SR

&n spite of an intensive recruiting effort by projecf staff members,

the.project was able to enroll only fourteen out-of-school youths. Four of

. the nine girls whé enrolled received secretarial and clerical training and
were placed in‘jobs.’ The other five participated for only a limited time
before terminating. The five boys who participated’did so on a part-time

_basis.

[y
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Results of the Evaluation of the Corn Belt Model Project

The primary purpose for including an Iowa project.was,to'determine whether

9

concentr education and manpower services would have a successful impact
ce

ational and social adjustment of youth in communities in the Corn

.

Belt section of the North Central States. ' .

on the o

a

Baseline Data

The socioeconomic characteristics of the experimental and conz:gz\ﬁrqas

were similar. The outmigration pattern for the experimental and control areas

.

. was also similar. There was no statistical difference between the two groups
of research, subjects giﬁb,Zsspeét to the individual matching variables of sex
<\ and race. However, there was a significant difference between the two groups

with respect to the matching variable of intelligence: A significantly higher
proportion of male youths in the experiﬁental group had IQ scores greater

than 109 (see Table 7). .

.

Therefore, if the analysis should show that there are statistically sig-

4 nificant differences'between the occupational and/or social adjustment of the

twp groups these differences cannot be attributed to the experimental prégraq
alone. There was no significant difference between the female experimental

and control groups with respect to this matcHing .variable (see Table 8).

€
.

. i
lu ] . ‘: [
Table 7 o ' “ﬁ%
Propors}zn of~Males from the Iowa Experimental é§'
~ nd‘Control Groups, by IQ Scoré 1 i
' IQ Score
Group .
<110 110 or Greater ‘Totals
Experimental 68 (497) 72 (51%) 140 -
;Control 96 (62%) 58 (38%) ) . 154
' Totals 164 ' 130 294 C-
¥ = 5.634, df = 1; p = <.02 ‘ T e

. J;Eil(;‘ ) 63 . ’ ,
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Table 8 ]
Proportion of Females from the Iowa Experimental ] 4
and Control Groups, by IQ Score §
Group IQ Score . i
i <110 : 110 or Greater Totals
Experimental 64 (467) ) 75 (54%) . 139 -
Control 73 (55%) T60 457) . - 133
Totals 137 135 272 -

. X2 = 2,127, df = 1; p = not(signifiqant

g?spondent Characteristics

o
The difference in the male populatioh with respect to the intel-
ligence measure was also evident among the respondents to the mailed
questionnaire (see Table 9). There was no statistically significant
difference between the female experimental and control respondents with

respect to this variable (see Table 10).

o

. . ‘ . Table 9

Proportion of Male Respondents From the
Experimental and Control Groups, by IQ Score

<

N ‘ . \\_///*\
Group X IQ Score . .
¥ =~
\ <110 110 or Greater Totals
\ e S ——
‘Experimeﬁfal 35 (39%) y * 55 (61%) 90
Control 55 (56%) 44 (447%) . 99
Totals 490 ] 99 - : 189 )

W2 = 5.2499, df = 1; p = <.025
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, ’ _ Table 10 \ ’ ’ - '
- : Proportioh of Female Respondents From the o \ .

Experimental and Control Groups, by'IQ Score

Grohp IQ Score C, )
‘ <110 ' ,110 or Greater . Totals
Experimental " 56 (47%) 64 (53%) "7 120
Control 52 (49%) " 55 (51%) - 107 |
Totals 108 119 . 227

x2 = 0.085, df = 1; p = not significant -~

) . S

’

There was no statistically significaht difference between the female ex-
perimentél an®control respondents with respect to enrollment in a post-high
school education or training insti?ution (see Table 12). However, witgigespect
‘ to the same variable there was a statistically significant difference between
the two gr&ups of male respon@gnts (see Table 11). The high proportion of
males in the experimental gro&p with IQ scores that were grégter than 110
mqy'help to explain this difference. In any‘case the difference was not at

an accéptable level of significance (p §ﬁ<.001).

v .

Table 11

Proportion of Iowa Male Experimental and Control Youth i
Who Entered a Post-High School Educational or Training Institution

Group Entered Did Not Enter .

R Institution ° Institution Totals
Experimental ’ 59 (66%) 31 (34%)_ 90
Control 47 (47%) 52 (53%) 99

Totals ’ 106 ~ ~ 83 . ' 189
, B
S ) X = 6.257, df = 1; p = <,02
/) - ’ - N ‘ ¢ JUVRN
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Table 12

Proportion of Iowa Female Experimental and Control Youth
Who Entered a Post-High School Educational or Training Institut;bq\_‘///

Group Entered _ Did Not Enter )
Institution Institution 't Totals
Experimental 68 (57%) 52 (43%) ' 120
Control 54 (50%) 53 (50%) y 107
Totals 122 ) 105 227
2

X = 0.874, df = 1; p = not significant

N
.

Among thogeswho did not enroll in a post-high scheol education or train-
ing institution, there was no statistically significant difference with respect

td the out-migration variable (ste Tables 13 and 14):
1

Table 13

Proportion of Iowa Male Experimental ard Control
Noncollege Youth Who Migrated

' Qutmigration Status /’\\\\
Group N
. ) . Migrated ‘Did Not Migrate Totals
.~ Experimental 7 (23%) 24 (77%) 31
Control g 208 32 (62%) 52
Totals 27 56 83

2

\\\x =-2,232, df = 1; p(i’i?t significant
/
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Table 14

Proportion of Iowa Female Experimental and Control

/

Noncollege Youth Who Migrated,

]
Group k

Outmigratio; Status
' Migrated bid Nof Migrate _ Totals
Experimental 27 (52%) 25 (48%) \
Control 21‘(40%) 32 (60%) 53 .
. Total's 48 57 Yos .
x2 = 1.600, df =1; p = not significaﬁf

There was, however, a statistically significant difference between the
IQ scores »f experimental and control nonmigrants. A high proportion of male

and female control nonmigrant respondents had IQ scores less than 110.

The control area youths seemed to follow the paths generally associated with

high and low IQ scores: those yéhth who scored higﬁer went on to a post-high

school educational or training program or migrated to a larger town or city;

those youth who scored}iower stayed near the place where they lived when they

fiqishedkhigh school. These trends\appeared to be weaker in the experimental
‘- schools. Respondents from these schools seemed to be tied less to the

traditional path associated with their IQ score. (See Tables 15 and 16.)

. N N

Table 15
Propdrtion of Experimental and'Control Nonmigrant Females ¥
with\EQ Scores Under 110

’ IQ Scores T
Group )
<110 110 or Greater . Totals
Experimental 13 (52%) ., 12 (48%) 25
N
Control 26 (81%) 6 (19%) ' 32
Totals ~ 39 ‘ 18 _ 57 ,
2

x~ = 5.56, df = 1; p=<.02
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Table 16 ‘

Proportion of Experimental and Control Nonmigrant Males
with IQ Scores Under 110 .

» "-\
cE;;up IQ Scores . -
‘ ‘ <110’ 110 or Greater Totals '
" Experimental 14 (58%) 10 (42%) 24
Control 29 (91%) 3 (9%) . 32
Totals 43 13 T 56
2
© X" =8.02, df =1; p = <.005 > :

Placement Into é Job

High School Graduation. High school graduation is frehuently a job re-

quifement. Therefore, one criterion measure was graduation frofo high school.
Ninety-nine percent of all reseerch subjects iq the Iowa expsrimenéal and con-
trol groups graduated from high school: only seven of the 566 research sub-
jects did not receive a high school diploma. Foun*of these youths attended
high school in the experimental area and three attiended higﬁ school in the
control area. There was no statistically 51gn1f1$ant difference between the

two groups. with respect to this crlteggon measure.,

Occupational P;én. The youth were. asked if they expected to be working

at a partiEular job in five years and, if they did, what that job was. They
were also asked if they had had an idea of the type of work they wanted to
dn at the time they finished high school. There was no statlstlcally 51gnificant

difference’between female and male experimental and control youths with res-

v
«

pect to either of these criterion measures.




Job Hunting Behavior. Young people were asked to provide information about

their job hunting behavior. They were asked about the number of weekslthey had
spent looking for a job, whether they had turned down JOL offers, and whether
they had had a hard time finding work. Some youths} especially nonmlgrants
from both groups, were reluctant to pfovide complete information about their
job hunting behavior. .&ouths who worked with,6f~¥;; parents, relatives or ‘
friends had not actually hunted for a job. Tables]} and 18 show the job hunting

status of experi :ntal and control respondents.
I

There was no statistically signifioant difference between experimental

and control migrant respondents, but‘a $tatistically significant portion of
control nonmigrant youths had hunted for a job.
) ' 2,
The high proportion of control nonmigrant youth- W1th low IQ scores un-
doubtedly accounted for some of this difference. However, the more extensive ,
and intensive exposure of experimental youth to the lqcal labor market ag a’

result of their participation in the program help to explain why a smaller

proportion had to hunt for a job.

N : Table 17

% Proportion of Iowa Migrant Respondents From the Experimental
and Control Groups Who Had Hunted for a Full-Time Job

.
- o

o -
Gfoup Hunted for Did Not Hunt !
+ a Job For a Job _Totals o
‘Experimental * | - 19 (56%) .15 (441 " 34
Control ° 25 (61%) - | C 16039 S T
. Totals RV Y R . 75

. X = 5.199, df = 1; p = not significant

b ’ ‘ ' Gﬂ
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Table 18
) Proportion ef Iowa Nonmigagpt Respondents From the Experimental ys
and Control Groups Who’Had %Pnted for a Full-Time Job /
Group Hunted for Did'Not Hunt
. a Job ’ For a Job Totals

Experimental 18 (37%) 31 (63%) 49
Control 44 (69%) 20 (31%) : 64

Totals 62 51 113

2 = 11.48, df = 1; p = <.001

’

N

»

. Employment Record. At the time of the evaluation, you;h from the experi-

mental ond control<éroups who were not attending a post-high school educational
or training institution were employed, unemployed and looking for wotk, or

¢ unemployed and not looking for.work. Tables 19: and 20 show the employment
status of respondents who ‘were in the labor force. There was no statistically
significant difference between the migrant experimental an? contrgl g{gups;
‘the difference between the nmonmigrants was not at an accepfable level.

B

\ \ , Table 19 _ =
5 \\\Em?%oyment Status of Noncollege Migrant kespondents

frop the Iowa Experimental and Control Groups .
o ‘ Unemployed, :
Group | Employed ¢ _ Looking * Totals
v y : 7)
Edperimental 22 (88%) . 3 (12%) . Z%Cf/
Control 31 (79%) 8 (21%) 39
Totals 53 o 1y ' 64
2

- X = 0.776;7df = 1; p = not significant

=~ )




' )

Employment Status of Noncoll

-

~-62- P

Table 20

e, Nonmigrant Respondents

. from the Iowa Experiment2® and Control Groups
}' 4
Unempldyed,
Gxoup Employed Looking Totals
Experimental 40, (91%) 4 (9%) ’ bt
Control 39 (70%) 17 (30%) 56
Y
Totals 79 21 100

2

X° = 6.717, df ="1; p =

S

<.0;

Job Satisfaction. Experimental and control respondents did not differ

from one another at a statistically significant level when compared for the

job satisfaction criterion measures.

" Placement Into & Higher Education Experience or

and, Additional Training Opportuni

ty

<" o

Although a higher proportion of experimental-than control youths were

on to further education or training, the difference between the respondents

with respect to the educational status variable was not at an acceptable level

of significance (see Table 21).

Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institution

Téble 21

Proportion of, Iowa Experimental and Control

2

Enrdlled in

Post-High School

7

Group Institution Did Not Enroll Totals
Experimeatal 127 (60%) \\\\ 83 (40%) 210
~Control 101 (49%) 105 (51%) 206
Totals " 228 188 416
x2 = 5,501, df = 1; p = <.02 ’,
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Preparation for the Transition ‘ .
10 Urban Living : :

There was no statistically significant difference between the migrant
respondents from the two groups with respect to their knowledge of the
existence and location of recreational and essential facilities in a new

town or city.

L [

Earlier research by North Star has shown that youthful rural migrants
to a new city or town tend to leave the city on weekends. They return to
their homes in small rural communities for the weekend because the city is
foreign to them, With respect to this variable there was no statistically

significant difference between the two groups.

"Nor was there a statistically significant difference between the experi-
mental and control migrant respondents with respect to the decision to move

back to the town where.they had lived when they completed high school.

“ Implications of the Iowa Model Project for

_Youth Programs in the Corn Belt .
AN

The Iowa Model Project staff sought to bolster the vocational counsel-
ing and educational programs available to high school youths in their senior”
year. They found that only a small‘number of youths who were entering the
senior year of high school were suffiéiently interested in the benefits of
the summer program activities éo participate. A large proportion ‘of the
youths from this group were either able to obtain‘higher paying jobs on
their own or had other activities planned that conflicted with those of the
youth program. A summer rural youth program that is directed primarily at
this age group is not likely to produce sufficient economic or social

benefits to justify its existence.

72 )
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, The high,.proportion of youths who participated in oune or more school-year
act1v1ty shows that high schoel youths 1Qw&he1r senior year are interested
and will participate in the type of abtyx%gles provided by the in-school
program. However, the results of the fol Jup study suggest that either
these services are nqé likely to Qave a significant impact on the post-high -
school behavior of these youths, %f‘the impact is not sufficiently great to

be measured in quantifiable terms.

The project staff showed that an outside agency can work with Ehe
local rural school district to p%oQiae youths with additional services that
would not be available through the school district alone. Furthermore, these
services can be provided without the local school district's giving up any ‘ )

of its autonomy.

L J
Iowa Model Project staff also demonstrated that there is a greater

variety of work experience opportunities available in the small ;:%al .
setting than was previously believed. Although there is not statistical evidence
to show that this goal-related. work experience had an appreciable effect

on the later social or occupational adjustment of the youth, the employment
experience of the rﬁral youth can:-be more satisfying and rewarding if youth

»
leaders are willing to seek goal-related work sites for them.

«

"ERIC - - :

.
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EVALUATION OF THE NORTHERN FOREST MODEL PROJECT
IMPLEMENTED BY THE MINNESOTA SPONSOR (1973-1974)

Participation of the Target Population in the Program

' The Northern Forest Model Project included in-school and out-of-
! 1/

o~
school enrollees.=

Summer *Program

The summer program included the following activities: recruitment,
testing, counseling, work experience, and field trips.‘ Economically dis-
advantaged youth were placed in work experience situations with public and
private nonprofit agencies. One hundred fourteen youths participated in
the summer program.z/ Table 22 shows the participation rate, by sex, of

students in schools where the summer program was offered.

- -
- ‘ v
-

Table 22

Summer Program Participatign, by Sex

Sex ) Pafticipant Nonpartiéipant a Totals
' -~
Male . 43 (8%) | . 466 (92%) 509
Female .71 (14%) 425 (86%) 496
- Totals Yoo 114 (11%) 891 {89%) 1,005
. A i e .

l/An out-of-school enrollee is a youth who has dropped out of school.

H
_
z/In addition to these youths who were still in school, 15ouths (9 male
and 6 female) who had dropped out of school participated in\the summer

progrgm. All summer enrollees were full-time participants.

. . ™\
P ) 74
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In-School Program
N

~
' 2

In its in-school program the Northern Forest -Modek Project
emphasized vocational counseliné, field trips, special prograﬁ
curriculum, supplemental education and tréining, and work experiedze.— -

//// Of those youths who attended the schools where the model program
was offered, a very high proportion enrolled in the program. Table 23

shows the proportion of the total student body that was enrolled.

Table 23

Proportion of Participants and Nenparticipants
in Schools Where the Rural Youth Program was Offered, by Sex

e
7 -
Sex Particig%nt Nonparticipant Totals
—7-
Male \‘ S 404 (79%) 105 (21%) 509
Female — \ 415 (847%) 81 (16%) 496
/
Totals | ( 819 (81%) 186 (19%) 1,005

Because the program was, individualized to meet the needs, interests,

and availability gf each enrollee, not all enrollees were exposed to all

~

the program components that were offered. Each component and the propor-
tion of enrollees who took part in it is described in the following

.para®raphs.

~ -

- ”

A project vocational counselor was assigned to all but two high
schools participating in the program, and members of the local high school
faculties were hired on a part-time basis to provide additional services to

enrollees in each high school.\ Counselors took enrollees on field trips to

N ' ' .

l/See the appendices for descriptions of field trips, the special program
curriculum and the supplemental education and training courses.

e ~

*
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colleges, vocational schools, and employment centers. The trips were de-
signed to help enrollees make career choices. Seventy-foﬁr percent of the
youth participated in some aspect of the project's counseling program.

3

-

-3

Special youth program classes were taught at the local high schools
by part-time prébect instructors and by local high school instructors, who
were hired and trainea by the project staff. Field trips designed to sup-
plement the curriculum were available to youths who participated in the
course. As shown in Table 24, a majority of the en;ollees participated
in the special curriculum. Ninety percent of those who participated in

the curriculum also participated in a field trip.

Table 24
%

Propg}tibn of Program Enrollees Who Participated
in the Special Youth Program Curriculum, by Sex

L4

Sex Participant Nonparticipant Totals
Male 308 (76%) 96 (24%) 404
Female 322 (78%) 93 (22%) - 415
Totals 630, (77%) 189 (23%) 819
) _
-~ ’
L3
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e
g : |

Instructors at the local high schools were encouraged to expand
their curricula. Administrators were persuaded to make high school fa~
cilities available for after-school education and training classes. Pro-
ject staff worked with instructors at the local high schools, community
colleges, and vocational schools to design supplemental offerings that
would advance the program objectives and improve the current curriculum
at each school, Thirty-nine percent of the youth enrolled in the project

‘pa}tic{pated in @ supplemental class, as shown in Table 25.

) ‘

;/\ Table 25
) ) Proportion of E
in Supplemental Educatj

ollees Who Participated
n and Training Classes, by Sex

e e

Sex éarticipant /Nonparticipant Totals
{ ;
Male LJ 159 (39%) 245 (617%) © 404
Female 163 (39%) 252 (61%) 415
Totals 322 (39%) 497 (61%) 819
¢
]
p
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1
A job-related wbrk experience situation in a public or private

nonprofit agency was sought for each economically disadvantaged youth.

Almost two-thirds of the economically disadvantaged enrollees were.

placed in & productive work situation (see Table 26).

Table 26 ,
Propof&ion of Economically Disadvantaged Enrollees '~
& Who Participated in Work Experience, by Sex o <
Sex ' Participant Nonpartifipant Totals
Male ) 42 (49%) 43 (51%) T . 85 .
Female 102 (71%) 41 (29%) ©o143 R
Totals 144 (63%) 84 (37%) 228
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Qut-of-School Program

¢ .
"

The project recruited a large number of enrollees for the
out-of-school program. The majoRity of the enrollees were, American
Indian youth (see Table' 26). Consequefttly, the out:?f:kghgg; Pprogram’
activities tended to be located near schools with large American Indian

enrollments. . A

The project director assigned one persom to work full time with
the 6ut—of-school enrollees. The program for these enrollees utilized
the education, training, spec@a} program curriculum, counseling, -field
tri;‘;nd work experience components of the model program. The enrollees’
weekly participation was divided between work experience and group or
irfdividual sessions with the coordinator of the out—éf-schoo% program.
The individual sessions were used to proQide b9th vocational counseling

-

and personal counseling., .-

The coordinator of the out-of-school program'worked closely with
each youth to arrange some type of placement as®soon as be or she com-
életed,thé program. Most of the youths were placed in jobs; a few com-
pleted their GED, and the coordinator was able to place them in vocational-

technical schools or junior colleges. NS

Table 27 | -
American Indian Participants in the Out-of-School Program, by Sex
. —~
- Sex American Indian White Tos;kg
~7

Male 23-(85%) . 4 (15%) (27
Female 16 (67%) 8 (33%) 24
Totals 39 (76%) 12 (24%) 51
) \

-

ol




Results of the Evaluation of the
Northern Forest Model Project

= ’ - )
- \ e
The primary purpose for including a Minnesota project was to determine

whether concentrated education and manpower services would have a successful
impact on the occupationalwvand social adjustment of youth in communities in

'Y 4
the Northern Forest section of the North Central states. '

. 4

Baseline Data . L :

o

The Minnesota experimental and control groups wefe well matched. The
socioeconomic c%aracteristics of the two areas were similar. There was no
'stéti§tical difference between the two groups of research subjects with res-
: ' pect to the individual matching variables of sex, race and intelligence (see

Tables 28 and 29). The'outmigratign patter for the experimental and control

areas was similar. . ’

Table 28

Proportion of Mg}es from the Minnesota White
ErﬁerimentaL and Control Groups, by IQ Score

Group IQ Score .

<110 110 or Greater // Totals
- |
Experimental 213 (61%) 139 (39%) 352 1
Control 1269 (617) . | 174 (39%) 443" f l

Totals 482, ‘ 313 ‘ 795

%% = 0.004, df = 1; p = mot significant »

3 0. e ’
< . ‘.{‘;.
Q

.
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.
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Table 29

Proportion of Females from the Minnesota White
. A Experimental and Control Groups, by IQ Score

Group IQ Score
<110 - 110 or Greater o - Totals
Experimental 187" (52%) 173 (48%) , 360
Control 195 (47%) 220 (53%) 415
Totals 382 - 393 ‘ 775

x? = 1.895, df = 1; p = not significant

I
°

[}

Respondent Characteristics .

.
r

. There was no statistically significant difference betweer/the experimental
and control respondents with respect to the matching variables of sex, race
and intelligence. Tables 30 and 3l‘shbw the distribution ¢f male and female

respondents with respect to the intelligence measure.

Nl
. Table 50
. Proportion_ of Male Respondents from the '
Experimental and Control Groups, by IQ Scoré
Group = ' IQ Score ‘
<110 110 or Greater ‘ \ Totals.
L) : =
Experimental 139 (58%) 100 (42%) ‘ 239
Control 163 (57%) . 125 (43%) 288
', Totals 302 225 527 "
-, X2 = 0.130, df = 1; p = not significant
. ) N

M JAY

. , N
M ‘
.
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Table 31

Proportion of Female Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups, by IQ Score

. ~
Group N IQ Score _
<110 110 or Greater ’ Totals
'+ Experimental 122 (47%) B 140 (53%) 262
" Control 119 (42%) 164 (58%) 283
”“”~\\\ " Totals ‘241 : 304 545
X2 = 1.125, df ='1; p = not significant e
Thero was no statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant difference between the female .
experlmendal and control respondents with respect to enrollment in a post— ot .

hi¢": school education or training institution (see Table 33). However, with

" respect to the same variable there was a statistiéélly significant difference

This difference was not

~

betyeen the males of the two groups (see Table 32).

an acceptable level of significance.

| Table 32

i " Proportion of Minnesota Male Experimental and Control Youth .

| Who Entered’a Post-High School Educational or Training Institution

Entered Did Not Enter N

Group Institution JInstitution Totals .
Experimental . 145 (61%) 94 (39%) 239

h Control 150 (52%) \ 138 (48%) . 288

§ Totals 295 T o232 527

’ ¢+ x% = 3,907, df = 1; p = <.05 '
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. L Table 33
< Proportion of Minnesota Female Experimental and Control Youth

Who Entered a Post-High School Educational er Training Institution
: - Entered Did-Not Enter ’
Group Institutﬁgp Institution Totals

v-©7 Experimental 172 (66%) 90 (34%) 262

. ) :

Contrel C 1176 (627) 4 107 (38%) 283

{.—r’— s‘-s‘{ hd s N

{Totals | 34 //5 . 197 RN

. x2 =£0705, df =

1l; p = not significant

X

£
Among those who did not enroll in a post-high school educational or train-

ing institutdion, there was no statistically significant difference between_ .

-~

female experimental and control respondents with respect to the outi=migration

variable. However, there was a statistically significant dlfference between

the male respondents.. Tables 34zuu133 show the proportion of male and female ., :

‘.

4 -~
~migrants and nonmigrants. The dlfference between the male respondents Was not

at an acceptable level of s1gni 1cance (p = <.001).

LN * : Table 34 . >

-~

l%“. - "Proportion of Minnesota Male Experimental and Control
: _ . Noncollege Youth Who Migrated -~
S e ", outmigration Status S S
Group-» - .
7 : ‘
. . Migrated Did Not Migrate Totdls
Experimental. 43 (&67) . ', 51 (54%) 94 -
. Control 37 (27/)‘ S . 101 (73%) - 38
Totals,: | 80 . : ‘152 23?
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Table 35
Proportion of Minnesota Female Experi ntal and Control **//
Noncollege Youth Who Migrated ~
Group Outmigration Status
¥ TMigrated ) Did Not Migréte Totals
Experimental 45 (50%) 45 (50%) 90
Control 58 (54%) .49 (467) - 107 {
Totals - |103 94 197 &
Xz = =

1l; p = not significant

There was no statistically significant difference between the IQ scores
of experimental and control nonmigrants. *

’ M P N .
Placement Into a Job ' - b

High School Graduation. High school graduation is frequently.a job re-

" quirement. Therefore, one criterion measure is graduation from high school.

Ninety-eight percent of'male and female experimental and male control youth

graduated from high school. One hundred percent of the female-contrel youtﬁ

N &
graduated. Only twenty-one of the 1,576 research subjectes did not receive.
a high school diploma. Fourtegn'of these youths attended high.school in the
experimental area and seven attended high school in the control area. There

was no statistically significant difference between the two groups with r&s-

pect to this criterion measure. , .
~ - - . s ——

Occupation;l Plan. The youth were asked if they expected to be horking
at a partlcular job .in five years and if they did, what thatQJob was. They
were. also asked if they had had an 1déa of the type of work they wanted to
do at the time they flnished hlgh schqol There was no statistical 51gn1f1cant

difference between female and male experlmental and control youths with res-

pect to either of these triterion measures.

Pl
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Employmgnt Record. At the time of the evaluation, youth, from the experi-

mental and control groups who were not attending.a post-high school educgtional
or training institution were employed, unemployed and looking for work, or

unemployed and not looking for work. Tables 36 and 37 show the employment status
of respondents who were in the labor force. There was no statistically sig-
nificant difference between the migrant and nonmigrant experimental and con-
trol groups. . . '

Table 36

Employment Status of Noncollege
from the Minnesota Experimental

Migrant Respondents
and Control Groups

”»

Unemployed,
Group Employed Looking Totals
§ .
Experimental 66 (86%) 11 (147%) 77
N

Control | 65(81%) 15 (19%) 80

4

Totals 131 26 \ 157

XZ = 0.566, df = 1; p = not significan}
- Table 37 ,
Employment Status of Noncollege, ﬁonmigrant Respondents
. from the Minnesota Experimental and Control Groups L
i L@
Unemployed, .

Group Employed Looking Totals
Experimental 58 (76%) 18 (34%) 76
Control 94 (72%) 36 (38%) 130 o~

Totals 152 .54 206

T XZ = 0.398, df = 1; p = not significant

. N
; : l
" * e 1
.{' . N




Job Hunting Behavior.

about their job hunting behavior.

w77~

.

Young people were asked to provide information

They were asked about the number of. weeks

they had spent looking for a job, whether thev had turned down job offers,

and whether they had had a hard time finding work.

nonmigrants from both groups, were reluctant to provide complete information

about their job hunting behavior.

Some youths, expecially

relatives or friends had not actually hunted for a job.

Youghs who worked with or for parents,

Tables 38 and 39 show

the job hunting status of experimental and céntrol respondents. There was

no statistically significant difference betwesn experimental and control

migrant and nonmigrant respondents with respect to this measure.
4

Proportion of Hinnesoté Migrant Respondents from the Experimental
and Control Groups Who Had Hunted for a Full-Time Job

-

.

" e

Table 38

’

-
i

Hunted for

Did Not Hunt

Group . a Job For a Job Totals
Experimental 44 (50%) 44 (50%) 88
Control 61 (64%) 34 (36%) 95
Totals ., |[}05 78 . 183 |
7 -

X =3,772,°df = 1; p

= not significant

" Table 39 :

Proportion of Minnesota Nonmigrant Respondents from the Experimental
and Control ,Groups Who Had Hunted for a Full-Time Job

e - >

Did Not Hunt

Hunted for
Group a Job For a\Job . . Totals
Experimental .50 -(52%) ) 46 (487) 96
. Control -, | 88 (59%) ' 62 (41%) 150
Totals 138 108 246

~

X2 = 1.030, df.= 1; P = not signifiéant

86




Job Satisfaction. Experimental and control respondeq&s did not differ
from one another at a statistically significant level when compéred for the

job satisfaction criterion measure.

, Placement Into a Higher Education Experience or
and Additional Training ‘Opportunity

The difference between the respondents from the experimental group and
the respondents from the control group with respect to the educational status
vari;ble was not at an acceptable level of significance (see Table 40). The
difference between the two groups with respect to current enrollment was not
statistically significant. A majority of youths from the experimental group
and the control group enrolled in educational and training Z(Stitutions in

Minnesota.

Table 40

Proportion of Minnesota Experimental and Control
Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Instjtution

)

~ Enrolled in <
, Post-High School
Group - Institution Did Not Enroll : Totals
Experimental 317 (63%) %?4 (37%) 501
Control 326 (57%) - 245 (43%) 571
Totals - 643 429 ) 1,072
2 ' . “

X" = 4,247, df = 1; p = <.05

- ) A
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Preparation for the Transition
to Urban Living _

There was no statistically significant difference between the migrant
respondents from the two groups with respect to their knowledge of the existence

and location of recreational and essential facilities in a new town or city.

Eérlier rggearch By North Star has shown that youthful rural migrants
to a new city or town tend to leave the city on weekends. They return to
their homes in small rural communities for the Qeekend because the city is
foreign to them. There was a étatistically significant difference between
experimental and control respondents with respect to this measure. A higher
proportion of experimental respondents spent 50 percent or more of their

weekends in the city they migrated to (see Table 41). \

L

- Table 41 ) ‘\\\\w/’ﬂf »

Proportion of Migrant Respondents from the Minnesota Experimental
and Control Groups Who Spent 50 Percent or More of Their’
Weekends in the City

Group 50% or More . Less than 50% Totals
Experimental 75 (85%) . 13 (15%) 88
Control 60 (67%) 35 (33%) ° 95
. =
. Totals . 135 48 ’ 183
— 3

X" = 11.499, df = 1; p = <.001

. ’

%here was no statistically significant difference between the experi-
mental and control migrant respondents with respect to the decision to

move back to the town where they lived when they completed high school. »

A . \\

o e
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Implications of the Minnesota Model Project
for Youth Programs in the Northern Forest -

Although the experimental and control groups did not differ from each
other at a statistically significant level for more than one-or two of the
criterion measures, it should be noted that the proportion of experimental
youth was consistently greater than the proportion of control youth with

respect to criterion measures.

The Minnesota Model Project staff sought to bolster the vocational
counseling and educational programs available to high school youths in their
senior year. They found that only a small number of youths who were entering
the senior year of high school were'sufficiently interested in the benefits
of the summer program activities to partigfpate. A large proportion of the
youths from this group were either able to obtain higher paying jobs on
their own or had other activities planned that conflicted with those.of the‘
youth program. A summer rural youth program that is directed primarily ét\

this age group is naqt likely tqg produce sufficient economic or social

benefits to justify its existénce. .

.

The high-~ proportlon of youths who part1C1pated 1n one or more school—year

N

activity shows that h1gh school youths in their senior year are 1nterested
and will participate in the type of activities provided by the in-school

. program. However, the results of the foliow-up study suggest that either //)
these services ate not likely to have a significant impact on the post-high
school behavior of these youths, or the impact is not sufficiently great to

be measured in quantifiable terms.

Q . . 89 -

» r
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.

The project staff showed that an outside agency can work with the 102a1
rural school district to provide youths with additional services that would not
be ava}léble through the school district alone. %urthermore, these services
can beﬂprbvided'hithout the local school district's giving up any of its

autonomy.

Minnesota Model ?&oject staff also demonstrated that there is a
greater variety of work experience opportunities available in the small rural
setting than was previously believed. Although'there is no statistical evidence'
to show that this goal-related work experience had an appreciable effect on
‘the later social or wccupational adjustment of the youth, the employment
'experience of the rural youth can be more satisfying and rewarding if youth
leaders are willing to seek goal-related work sites for them. . T

|
|
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EVALUATION OF THE CENTRAL PLAINS MODEL PROJECT
IMPLEMENTED BY THE NEBRASKA SPONSOR (1972-1973)

Participation of the Target Population in the Program

", The Central Plains Model Project includéd only in-school enrollees.

Summer Prognam

The 1972 summer ﬁrogram emphasized the following components: special

program orientation, testlng, selected skill training, and a field trip to a

large metropolitan area. .
S 4

Only a few youths were economica}ly disadvantaged; youths who
were not’ecohomically disadvantaged participaged on a part-time basis.
Evening sessions were scheduled to make it possible for working youths
to attend. Almost 50 percent of the enrollees participated 1n/t e summer
program. Table 42 shows the* part1c1pat10n rate of students, by sex, in

“-

schools where the summer program was offered.

Table 42 .

Summer Program Participatjon, by Sex

farticipant Nonparticipant Totals
)
Male 55 (43%) | 7% G 129
Female 67 (47%) 76 (53%) 143
’ $
Totals 122 150 272 .
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Schodl-Year, Program
\\\\‘ The school-year program emphasized vocational counseling, post-high

.school educational and vocational courses, and individualized training.

0f those youths who attended the schools where the Rural Youth
Program was offered, a very high percentage enrolled in the program.
Table\43 shows the proportion of the total 'student body, by sex, that

were dnrollees.

Table 43 ’ :
Proportion of Parficipants and of Nonparticipants
in Schools Where the Rural Youth Program was Offered, By Sex . .,
Y
- Participant Nonparticipant Totals
Male 120 (93%) 9 (%) 129
Female © 135 -(94%) 8 (6%) 143
Totals 255 17 272

13 ~

- Because the program_.was individualized to meet the needs, interests,

-

and availability Pf each enrollee, not all 255 enrollees were exposed to
all the program components that were offered. Each component and the pro-

portions of enrollees who took part in it is described in the following

paragraphs.

A project vocational counselor was assigned to each local high school,
and members of local high school facul'ties were hired to provide services to

enrollees in each high school on a gért-time basis. The counselors drganized

~

fielld trips to educational, training, and employment centers. Thirty~four

(13 percent) youths did not participate in the counseling component of this
project. Tabel 44 shows the proportion of enrollees who parficipated in the
- . - # ’
i counseling-related activitiesq- ’ - e

-

*¢

e~
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Table 44
Proportion of Enrollees Who Participated - .!
. in the Counseling K{tivities, by Sex
Participant Nonparticipant Totals

Male . 105 (88%) 15 (12%) 120 -
: . T |

Female 116 (86%) 19 (142 135

Totals 221 34 255

0
The project brovided scﬁools with.supplemental curriculum materials

and equipment. The project also provided transportation facilities so that

~

: schools could share these materials.

, .

. R} B . .
Because distance was a major factor, the education and training

components were most effectively provided through group transportation
. - ’

to a training center, and by equipping a trailer to.bring certain training

. 1 ~
classes to the local communitief.—~ Local craftsmen and tradesmen were

’

also hired to provide training on individual and small-group basis.

-

Over 60 percent of the enrollees participated in the supplemental offerings.
. _Table 45 -

. (;\‘ Proportion of Enfollees Who Farticipated
in Education and .Training Activ tigs, by Sex

Pa;ticipant ,;_~*§g?ﬁ§;ticipant Totals
» - : ‘ .{r _ B
Male 92 (772{ 28 (23%) 120
Female 72 (53%) 63 (47%) 135 4
Tofals 1y. 91 255

\ +
17 E . - ‘
~' See apgendices for a complete list o% the educational and vocational

courses offered to enrollees. '
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Results of the Evaluation of the Central-Plains Model Project
; .,
The primary purpose for including a Nebraska project was to deter-
mine whether manpower sérviéeskcould be successfully delivered to geo-
graphically isolated communities {n the Central Plains section of the
North Central states. The Nebra;Eh experimental project staff showed

' . ¢

that this can be done.

The Nebraska experimental and control groups appearéd to be ‘well

matched. The socioeconomic characteristics of the two aféas\were_simi- ‘

lar. There was no statistical difference between the two groups of re-

search subjects with respect to the individual matching variab;gs of sex,

race and intelligence. The Sandhills, the experimental area, has a conscious-
regional identity that is not found in the control area. However, there \ . N
was no reason to believe that this would have a major influence on the post-
high school behavior of the research subjects. The oPtmigration pattern for

the experimental and control areas was similar.

Neverthel;;;:\zgg~gigﬁifit§n if feFence between the two groups with

respect to post-high school status suggests t

he two groups are not well
matched. The difference betweén the Nebraska contrpl:.group and the Minnesota
and Iowa experimental and control groupsl/ indicates gigz\EBm unaccounted
for influence produced a much higher post-higﬁ\school gnrollmenx ratio for
the Nebraska control group, one that makes the Nebraska controljgfouprdi&:N

ferent from the other groups at a statistically significant level.

& i

l/The Eomparison is based on 1972-1973 data collected from the two groupé
in each state.
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Placement Into a Job

~

High School Graduation. <There was no statiézically significant

difference between the experimental and control groups with respect to

high school

raduation or a youth's having an idea of the type‘of work

wanted whea hé/she looked for a full-time job.

£

Only_ tRhree respondents, one from the control group and two from

)
the experimental) group, did not graduate. The reason given for not

graduating was that the youths married.

4

Job Huhting,Behavﬁor. Young people were asked to providé infor-
mation about £§éir job hunting behavior. LThey were asked about the num-
ber of weeks they had spent looking for a job, the number of jqb appli-
cations tﬁey had ‘submitted, the number of job interviews they had ob-
tained, the number of job offers they had received, and whether they had
had a hard time finding work. ‘§9me ybuths, expecially nonmigrants from
both groups,were reluctant to provide information about their job hunting
"Behavior.” This situation makes it impossible to do statistical tests for
these data. Furthermore, unless they had activel; looked for a job, most
youth did not provide this informétion. Youths who worked with or for
parents, rgfatives or friends had not actually hunted for a job. Table 46
shows the jéb‘hunting st?tus of experimental and control respondents.

\There is nd\statistically significant difference between the two groups.,

K

» Rl
. Table 46 -
' Proportion of Nebraska Respondents from the Experimental
‘. ‘ and Control Groups Who Had Hunted for a Full-Time Job
D_v, .
. Hunted Did Not Hunt \
Sample For a Job For a Job Tpotals "
Experimental _ el (46%) 48 (547%) 89 ,
" Control, 12 (46%) 14 (54%) 26
) Totals 53 62 : N 115
! . 3 -
k o AP Xz = 6.000, df = 1; p = not significant

’

- ) . - 9 5 . o
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Employment Record. At the time of the evaluation, youth from the

experimental and control groups who were not attending a post-high school

educational or training institution were employed, unemployed ahd looking

for work, or unemployed and not looking for wo;k.

Tables 47 and 48 show

the employment status of respondents to the questionnaire. There is no
N .

statistically significant difference between_the two groups.

Table 47 o
Employment Status of Noncollege Migrant Respondents
from the Nebraska Experimental and Control Groups
Unemployed, Unémployed, L
Sample Employed Looking Not Looking Totals

Experimental 34 (74%) 3 (7%) 9 (19%) 46
Control 11 (85%) 0 2° (15%) 13
Totals | 45 3 11 59

. x% = 1.095, df = 2; p = not significant )

. :
, Table 48
. ) . . ¢
Emplroyment Status of Noncollege, Nonmigrant Respondents
from the Nebraska Experimental and Control Groups
L 8
Unemployed, Unemployed, i )
Sample . Employed : Looking Not Looking Totals
Experimental 30 (70%) 4 (97) 9 (21%) 43
Control 13 (100%} o, 0 . 13
Totals 43 A .9 1 - 56
N '///4 . )

2

,///Sig; ;
S -

X“=5.118, df = 2; p = n% significant
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Job Satisfaction. Experimental and control respondents did not

differ from one ancther at a statistically significant level when com-

pared for the job satisfaction criterion measure.

Placement into a Higher Education Experience or y
An Additional Training Opportunity

The differenge bepween the respondents from the control group and
the respondents from the experimenégl group with respect to the educa-
tional 'status variable is statistically significant (see Table 49). The
socioeconomic data that were used to match these two groups may not adequately
reflect the characteristics of the local communities that tend to influence
the enrollment of Central Plzins youth in a post-high §Ehool institution.
On the JZher hand, the control area communities alsé differ from the Iowa
contrgd and Minnesota experimental and control area communities at a sta-
tistically significant level. There may béjspecial, unidentified factors
in the Nebraska rontrol area .that account for the unusually large pro-
portion of youths who enroll in a post-high school institution. Tables 49 -
to 53 compare the proportion of Nebraska control respondents who enrolled
in a post-high school institution with the proportion from each of the

1
other groups.—

Table 49 -
. {

Proportion of Nebraska Control and Experimental
pondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institution

Enrolled in
Post-High School
Sample Institutien Did Not Enroll Totals
T
X |
ﬂ‘braska Control 108 (80%) 26 (20%) o 134
Nebraska Experimental 98 (52%) 89 (487%) 187
Totals 206 115 321

. ~X2 = 26.983, df = 1; p = <.001

LN
-

-

1/

='The figures for the Minnesota and Iowa youth represent the 1972-1972
samples in those states--the same year as the Nebraska figures. ’

“

’ a7 : .
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Table 50
Proportion of Nebraska Control and Iowa Experimental . \
Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institutjon
‘Enrolled in .
Post-High School .
Sample Institution Did Not Enroll Totals
Nebraska Control 108-(802) 26 (20%) 134 . iﬁ’l
Towa Experimental 71 (672) " 354(33%), 106 LA
. 4 , :
. J -
/Tota}s 179 - 61 240
% 7 - —
X" =5,788, df = 1; p = <.02 - "
A
/JA/ Table 51
4 .
Proportion of Nebraska Control and Iowa Control
Respondents Who enrolled in a Post-High School Institution
Enrolled in
Post-High School .
Sample Institution Did Not Enroll Totals .
Nebraska Control . 108 (80%) ' 26 (20%) 134 ¢
' Iowa Contgol 83 (52%) 78 (48%) 161 .
i
191 104 295

X2 = 27.027, df = 1; p = <.001

\
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xgble 52

. Proportion of Nebraska Control and Minnesota Experimental
Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institution

Enrolled in
Post-High School .
Sample Institution Did Not Enroll Totals
Nebraska Control 108 (80%) 26 (20%) 134
Minnesota . ’
Experimental 184 (61%) 120 (39%) .° 304
g Totals ™ 292 . 146 438

x2 = 16.859, df = 1; p = <.001

\ . 3 . ’ )

- \\
Table 53

*Proportion of Nebraska Coq&rol and Minnesota Control
Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institution
¢ e

-~

; Enrolled in

. b Post-High School
Sample ’ Institution Did Not Enroll Totals
Nebraska Control 108 “(80%) . 26- (20%) 134
Minnesota \ - .
.\Control 177 (60%) 117 (40%) 296

' Totals 285 o 145 430

s 1 * %2 = 17855, df = 1; p = <.001

. N C#

e a :
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Among those Nebraska youth who did enroll in a post-high school in-
stitution, 66 percent of the respondents. from the experimental group and n
74 percent of the respondents from t'a control group ernrolled in a college.
The difference between the two groups with respect to .the type of in-

stitution enrolled in is not statistically significant,

One male from the exPerimental group and one male and one female
from the control group had dropped out of college at the time of the
survey. Five females from the experimental grdup and one male and two
females from the control group had dropped out of a noncollege post—high
school institution. The reasons given for this decision were the follow-
ing: to seek a job, to marry, to do something more interesting, and no
reason. The difference between the experimental and control groups with

respect to this variable is not statistically significant.

Preparation for the Transition

to Urpan Living

There is no statistically significant difference between the migrant
respondents from the two groups with respect to their knowledge of the
existence and location of - recreational and essential facilities in a new

town or city.

Earlier research by North Star has shown that youthful rural migrants
to a new city or town tend to leave the city on Weekends. They return to
their homes in small rural communities for the weekend because the city is |
foreign to them. With respect to this variable there is no statistically

significant difference between the two groups.

’
v

Implications of the Nebraska Model Projec£ for Youth Programs in
the Central Plains

.

The Nebraska sponsoring agency and project staff showed that manpqwer
. 7 .
and educational services can be adequately delivered to a sparsely settled

rEgion'such as the Sandhills. ) ‘ N

|




A
fa .

;‘ The Nebraska Model Hroject sought to bolster the vocational counseling
gnd'educaéional pfqgram available to high school youths in their senior year.
They found that only a small number of youths who were entering the senior:
year of high school were sufficiently interested in the benefits of the
summer program activitigshto participate. A laFge proportion of the youths .
from this group were eifher able to ottain higher paying jobs én their own
or had other activities planned that conflicted with those of the youth
program. A summer rural youth program that is directed primarily at this
age group is not likely to produce sufficient economic or social benefits

to justify its existence. )

The high proportion of‘youths who participated in one or more school-year
‘activity shows that high school youths’ih their senior year ate interested
and will partici;ate in the type of activities provided by the in-school
program. However, the results of the follow-up study suggest that either these
services gre not likely to have a significant impact on the post-high scﬁool

. 4
behavior of these youths, or the impact is not sufficiently great to be

" measured in quantifiable terms. \

A

The project staff showed that an outside agency can work with the
local school district to provide local youths with additional services that
wou}d_not be available thro;gh the school distrizt alone. Furthermore,
these services can be pré;ided without the local school digtrict's giving

up any of its autonomy.

Nebraska Model Project stéﬁf also demonstrated that there is a
greater variety of work experignce opportunities available in’ the small rur:T
setting than was previously believed. Although there.is no statisticél evidence
to show ‘that this goal-related work experience had an appreciable effect on
the lager social or occupational adjustment 0% the youth, the employment
experience of the rural youth can be more satisfying alj\rewapﬁiﬁg if youth

leaders are willing to seek goal-related work sites for them.

. Yy 7 -
4
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APPENDIX A
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. EXAMPLES OF RESEARCH FINDINGS . ’
. ' CONVERTED TO PROGRAM.GUIDELYNES . .
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APPENDIX B \‘

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL :
AND CONTROL LOMMUNITIES '
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{ The Geographic Area Covered. This project covers three counties

in the southern part of Iowa Agar the Missouri border. These counties*
are situated in the Corn Belt ﬁut the roiiing hills of the area make the
land somewhat less productive than the richer soil further north. There
are no towns of over 2500 popuiation in these cdunties. The largest towns
are Lenox (population 1215),‘Corning (population 2095), Bedford (pépulation
1733{, and Mount Ayr (population 1762). The three control counties are
adjacent to the three'experimental countiesaand contain two towns of over
2500 population -~ Osceola (3124 population) and Lzmoni (population 2540).

There are two others with populations over 1000 -- Leon (population 2142)
and Corydon (population 1745).

-
. v

* The three experiméntal countie$ cover an areaﬁof 1492 sqﬁa}é miles .
and havé a.population density of 14.4 people per square kile.l,The three :
‘control counties cog;ain a land area of 1491 square m%les; the 6o§uiatioq .
density is 17.3 people per square mile. . )

»

The Etonomic Base of ‘the Area. Over 95 percent of all .the;land in .

the three experimental counties is in farms. Over 3100 farms are in oper-
N ation'éhd averagg about 290 acres gach. The sale of livestock provides the
,major portion of farm income. Most of thegcrops that are grown are used
v to feei hogs 4nd cattle. In the three control counties over 89 percent ,
of the land is farmed; in 1970 there were 2986 farms that averaged about

286 acrés each. . . \

¢

v

. Only about 2.7 percent of the population is employed in manufactur-
ing in the experimental counties and 3.4 percent, in the control counties.
The small amount of industry that does exist is mainly cgncefned with

« ?
agricultyral products and their processing.

>Problems Facing Rural Youth. These six counties have among the

lowest median family incomes in Iowa; only 11 other counties of the 99

Iowa counties hgve median family incomes as low.
<




This is a heavy outmigration region. Between 1960 and 1970 the

population of Taylor County decreased by 14.6 percent; Adams County, by
15.3 percent; and Ringgold County,by 19.4 percent. Among the control
counties, Clarke Cbungy lost 7.8 percent of its population between 1960

. and 1970 ; Decatur County decreased by 7.6 percent; and Wayne County lost
14.2 percent. Our previous studies have shown that a large proportion
of the youth from this part of Iowa leave their home communities and
move to a city.. Ygt,‘what littlé vocational education is offered in the

Py schools tends’to be weighted toward vocational agriculture. Only one
high school offers a broad range of vocational subjects.

%

":; 1

Minnesota - The Northern Forest

T % Experimental Area ) ' - ‘ S
' . Scale of Miles: '
f\\\Jo; 100 200
! 1

Control Area \
o ! I 1
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The GéﬁgrqphicAArea Covered. The Minnesota project serves an area

of over 5200 square miles in north central Minnesota. All of Mahnomen
County, most of Crow Wing and Cass countiesAnd parts of Beltrami, Clear-
~" water, Todd, Hubbard and Morrison counties are included. The major trade .
center of the area is 'Brainerd, the county seat of Crgw Wing County;
Brainerd (population 11,667) is not covered by the project. The area
includes the Red Lake Ind&an Reservation, most of the Leech Lake Indian /
Reservation, the Chippewa National Forest, and the Cuyuna Iron Range.
The population density of the area is.about 10.0 persons per square mile.
i .
The control area includes all of Wadena County, most of Hubbard
and Morrison counties and parts of Cass, Itasca, Koochiching and St. Louis
counties. The area covered is 3,192 équare miles with a population density
of 15.4 people per square mile. The oqu towns of any size in the control
area are Little Falls (populatioen 74673§in Morrison County and Wadena
(population 4640) in Wadena County; the }emaining towns are all under 1000
people. The geographic features of the area are much the same as the ex-

4
perimental area.

.
+

The Economic Base of the Area. Both the experimental and control

areas are designated as areas of persistent unemployment for EDA purposes.
The area -s coveréd, in large part, by forests and numerous lakes. The
Cuyuna Iron Range at one timé provided a high level of income for the area.
These mines,have‘long since been exhausted of their better quality ore, and
the region hds been in a serious economic decline. Only recently, some re-
. *versal of this trend has been accomplished through emphasis on the produc-
tion of t;conite and on the recreational potential of the area. The few
‘ farms that arg operated are marginal farms and most of the farmers work gz;?
" '~'bart-;ime gé?gﬁhey jobs.
. ‘ ® 5 ,
The major town covered by the experimental program is Staples’(ppp—
ulation 2641) which, until 10 years ago, was the site of major “railroad ]
repa%r shops; Staples is no longer an importght railrodad town and, efforts
have been made to attract small diversified industry. A major Area Voca-
tional—TechnicaleSchool has Qéen established in Staples; a smaller one, in

‘Brainerd. &
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About 4 percent of the population of the experimental counties and

5 percent of the control counties are employed in manufacturfhg. The man-
ufacturing is primarily of WOoé products (including paper), wood preserv- .
ing, and sawmills..yNumerous.small dairies and dairy processing plants are
also locaéed throughout the area,and a couplé of areas manufacture clothing
for men and boys. Only aboué 5 percent of the éopulation of the experimen-
tal area and 3 percent of the control area are employed in agricultural,
forestry and fisheries oaccupations. Most of the counties in the whole area
have less than 40 percent of the land area in farms; only four counties.—-
Mahnomen, Morrison, Todd and Wadena -- have between 55 and 78 percent of

the area in farms.

Problems Facing the Rural Youth. Approximately 33 percent of the

students enrolled in grades 10 to 12 are from families-elassified as being
below the poverty level. Poverty is especially prevalent among the Ameri-

can Indians in the area. . . .

The schools are all fairly large and range up to 421 students_ in
Staples and 490 students in Crosby. Only the Staples school offers a full
range of vocational courses. (Brainerd, which is not covered By the model,
also has a full vocational education curriculum.) Few of the schools of-
fer any type of occupational familiarization courses. Of the school dis-

tricts covered by the model, only Staples offers GED training.

Despite the high rate of unemployéent'ingthe-area, the outmigration.
from this area is not‘partiqglarly_high. of thosedéix;égahgies which are -
primarily expgrimental,only three lost population; onlﬁ&ﬁ?g qf theseﬂ(Mah-
nomen County) decreased by more than 10 percents ‘Only three of the six
counties that are primarily,fhe control area lost population; all of them
decreased by less than 7 percent. However, ih the experimental counties
in 1970 there §ere 42?5 fifteen and sixteen y?ar olds_and 3437 seventeen
a?d eighteen year olds,but only 1898 nineteefi and twenty year olds; thus
nearly 56 percent of those entering high échool now can be expected to

leave the area before the age of 21. 1In the control counties there were

’
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5095 fifteen and sixteen yeaf olds, 4112 seventeen and eighteen year olds
and 2339 nineteen and twenty year olds; from these counties we can expect

that about 54 percent of those entering high school now will leave the
“area before the age of 21. g

Nebraska - The Great Plains ' .

%,
JUUENN VS I ;‘/ - 4 4.
,//. /!/ :/l .'.‘.t" :“-‘ .f‘(\sw'-‘ —ar N
o7 D
o~ (= H |1
.’*"“ M‘m hesnury| snaws] Crav ‘r’ it . e
‘?\ T g s b g g A
/ -
. /6222 Experimental Area ' . ‘
Scale‘in Miles: )
Control Area q 190 20?
. B T —

v

| -

« The Geographic Area to be Covered. The Nebraska project serves an

area of 6900 square miles Qf sparsely settled Nebraska Sandhills prairie. -
In the entire area, only four towns -- Sargent, (population 789), Arnold
(population 752), Brokern Bow (population 3734) and Mullen (population 667)
have populations of oVer 500. Three of these towns are located in Custer
County In the part of Custer County that is covered by this project there
lare 7 1 people per square mile; the remaining 8 counties COVered by the pro-
ject have only 1.2 people per square mile. In the four conUrol counties
there are also four towns with over 500 population: Imperial (population

'1581), Wauneta (population 738), Benkelman (population 1349) and Grant

(population 1099). 1In these four counties there are 3.5 people per square
mile. )
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The Economic Base of the Area. This is semi-arid ranch country.

R The majbr source of income is from the sale of livestock; few crops are

>f§;own other than hay. The average size of ''farm" in Custer County is 874

acres. In the remaining counties the average size is larger, ranging up
to an average of 10,415 acres per farm in Grant County. In the fe®r con-
trol counties the average size of "farm" ranges from 952 actes in Perkins

County to 1367 acres in Dundy County:

Except for Custer County, which has several small industries, there
is no industry in the area covered by the model project. Two of the coun-
ties have no people employed in manufacturing and the remaining counties
have 2 percent or less of their population employed in manufacturing. Less
than 2 percent of the popailation in the control counties are employed 2&
manufacturing.

.

Problems Facing Rural Youth. Youths in this area are not disadvan-

taged in terms of poverty, minority group membership, or lack of formal
education. .ACCOrding to the 1970 Census of Populatiom, the entire popula-
tion of this large area included only 4 Negroes (0.02 percent of the popu-
lation) and 51 (0.23 percent of the population) who are members of other

minority groups (including 23 American~Indians). In the four control coun-—

ties there are only 2 Negroes (0.02 percent of the population) and 6 (0.05

percent of the population) who are members of the other minority groups;

-
.

none of these is American Indians.

~

Outmigration is heavy; between 1960 and 1970 -the population of the
area decreaeed by over 12 percent. The decrease exceeded 10 percent in
all but one of the nine counties. In 1970 the area population included
863 fifteen and sixteen year' olds, 766 seventeen andieighteen.year olds{
but only 390 nineteen andetwenty year olds. Thus, of those who are cur-
rently entering high school, it can be expected that at least 55 percent

1

will move away from the region before they are 21 years of age.
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The four control counties also lost over 12 percent of ther:
populations between 1960 and iZ]O; three of these counties lost ove;
- l 10 pefceni——of these threé, ord lost over 20 percént. In 1970 éﬂé
. population included 491 fifteen and sixteen year olds, 440 seventeen ___
and eighteen year olds and 179 nineteen ané twenty year olds. T&
we can expect that 63 percent of those who are entering klgh cho%I

4
now will move away from these counties before they are: Zi ye rs ol%&&

The experimental area is not now served by NYC; the céntrol area
. is served by a multlcounty NYC program, but there are only six enrollees
in the four control counties. Several schpol officials who were inter-
viewed were very skeptical that anyone would actualiy do anything for their
area. They cited repeated iniggnces in\which surveys were taken but programs

were not instituted, usually on the basis that services cpuld not be delivered

to a sparsely settled region such as this.

v
. ISl

e
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.

SCHOdLS IN THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL AREAS

IOWA
Experimental o Control
School County School
Corning Community ‘ Clarke Clarke Community
Prescott Community Murray
Ringgold _ Diagonal Community P Decatur ~ Lamoni
. Grand Valley - Mormon Trail
Kellerton Community .
Mt. Ayf ¢ Wayne Wayne Community
Taylor . Clearfield
Lenox




~
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Experimental

County
Beltrami
Cass
Clearwater Bagley, )
¢ - ‘
Crow Wing Crosby-Ironton
Pequot Lakes ,
R
Hubbard Park Rapids T
Mahnomen . Mahnomen
i Waubun ~ ] ’
Morrison . Motley
Todd Staples

3

ke -

Control‘
* -4
County School'&
X’
Beltrami Blackduck
Hubbard Akeley .,
Itasca Deer River
Koochiching South Koochiching-
Northorme
Mille ;;:;\‘\?\\bnamia‘ A ; ///
Morrison Pierz
1 3
f ( Royalton —~—
Swa 6ille »
/ al
Polk Fosston
St. Louis’ Orr
Wadena Menahga
Sebeka -
Verndale N
Wadena

.

+
‘!
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NEBRASKA )
Experimental , Contral '
County School . County School
Arthur Arthur County High School Chase Chase County High
. School Imperial
Custer Broken Bow i
. i Wauneta
Anselmo-Merna Public
School - Merna Dundy Benkelman
\ Sargent ) Haigler
s » ‘ e
; ‘ Arnold | Hayés Hayes Center .
Grant Hyannis Rural High Perkins Perkins'County High
‘ School Grant
Hooker Mullen
. ” Madrid
; Logan Stapleton o
- Venango
" Loup ’ Loup County High Schqol 4
- Taylor )

McPherson - McPhersonﬁqué:;\high

School - Tryon

A J

+ . Thomas Thedford Rural

Sandhill High School
Halsey
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PROFESSIONAL TRAINING AND: EXPERIENCE

OF MODEL PROJECT STAFF

f

T
&

Staff Position Degree

Area of Study

Related Experience

.

Project Director .

Towa

Dennis Nelson MS

Minnesota

Larry Buboltz BA

Nebraska
Al Warren

Project Coordinator
~
Iowa o E

”

b — ~

Necne

Minnesota

Roger Jynnila BA'

“ Nebraska s,
Bob Miller " BA

Job Specialist

4

FIowa N

Gordy‘Boerner BA

Minnesota’

None

'l

X Nebraska

None

Guidance
Counseling

History

Counselor (high school) &
Counselor/Director- )
Rural Youth Program

2

Assistant-Directdr‘Rural )
Minnesota CEP & Director-

" Rural Youth Program

%

Psychology

»

Business

Journalism

NYC Director

Job Developer-Rural Minne-
sota CEP & Project Coordin-
ator-Rural Youth Program

" Youth Work

None

A




Staff'Pogition .

Degree

Area of Study

3t

Related Experience

24 7

Vocational Counselor

-

Iowa

Ruth Frey

Dave Beyer

Minnesota

Mike Clay
Joe Aitkin
Mike Port

Maxine  Boswell -

Nebraska

-

Dan’Kruger
Peggy Novotny

Teaching Specialist

Iowa

Walt Light
Genese Rigsby

.

Minnesota

Arle Hagberg

Judy Niefeldt
Eileen Beach

Nebraska

None

Coordfnator of

Drop-Out Program

Iowa

None

i
Minnesota

hoger Swenson

Nehraskh

-None"®

" BS

BA

BA

BA °

BS
BA

2

BA
BA

BS

“History

L
-

Guidance
Counseling
Social Work

Vocal Music
Sociology
History

Business
Education

Education
Sociology

Social Studies
French

Sociology

English ‘
Education

L3

126

Counselor - NZC

Counselor-Rural Youth

' . Program

»

Instructor (high school) &
Counselor-Rural Youth PRogram
Adult Education & Counselor-
Rural Youth Program

Head Start Director & Counse-
lor-Rural Youth Program

‘Counselor-Talent Search

Program -

Teacher

-None

(\

High School Instructor
None

Ca

Instructor-Rural Youth
Program

High School Instructor
High School Imstructor

.
<

t
Instiructor-Rural Youth Program
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. . ' )
EXPERIMENTAL YOUTH PROJECT , .
N Income Certification Form '
Far@ Family Number of Youth in Family,
Non-Farm Family .. Number of Adults in Family -~

Total Number in Family

h

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME FOR THE PREVIOUS YEAR,

3

’

Fill in only‘th;\éross or the net income figure. Do not fill in both. 1If
vou are self-employed fill in the net income. If you are not self-employed
fill in the gross income.

GROSS (Before Tax Deductions)
.
(\\§EI (After Tax Deducations)

N

Y
¥

I declare that the aforementioned informaticn is correct to the best of my

knowledge.
) .
Applicant's Signature . ) Date

Parent or Guafdian~éignature (For Youth Only)

129 :




- D-3 -

. . : /
EXPERTMENTAL YOUTH PROJECT ‘

g Enrollment Form - . .

Name - .

)

I. Qualifications " School

~

A. Record of High School Performance:
1. Current Class Rank

~
2. Grade Point Average

3. Tests B Scores

a. intelligence tests

% - N ,

- \

b, apptitudé tests

¢. idnterest inventories

4, Extracurricular Activities (anticipated participation during senior

year): . .
R [J student government : O debate - .
{J school newspaper (J drama, plays
0 interscholastic {J occupational oriented clubs
athletics (FFA, FHA, etc.)
{J public speaking 0 music, art :

5. General Curriculum Program Planned for Senior Year:

{J college preparatory .’

L) general education (high school diploma sole objective)
] special education -

0 vocational education (specific skill training)

6. 1If Program is Vocational Education,; Identify Areas of Instruction.

et 180
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- Name

’?@. Work éxperience -
1. Experienge that included respo;j}bility for working

a. independently

b. 'in'cooperation with others

c. as supervisor or director
of the work of others

-,

3, Experience that resulted in she learning of specific skills

‘.

C. Training and Education

1, Courses or programs taken at other institutions (not local
high school) . L0

Circumstances Meriting Project Services
. r

A, 0O No 'vocational counselor in local high school or counselor/stu-
dent ratio exceeds 1/250

B, O Tuéafing services needed by youth

C. U Special youth project curriculum units are not included in
regular school curriculum

'D. O Career related vocational training opportunities are not avail-
able to youth at the local high school v

E. 'O Postfhiéh school placement services aré not available to youth
at the local high school

F. O Other i

7
:

‘“Youth Available for Summer Program:

d yes 0 no
If Yes: Are there any conditions that may limit par%icipation?

() temporary summer job

[0 vacation plans

{J other

.. 131 -




-3- - Name

IV. Present Career Plans/Interests of Youth: .

1

D 1 plan to attend college affer graduation

.

major

: J I plan to,attend a vocational-technical school after graduation

~

-

\v’ocational area -
00 I plan to work fulf time after graduation

occupation A

x T
v

0O I plan to enlist in the armed services after graduation’

service .

i I plan to marry after graduation

’ ’

(2 I have no plans for what I will do after graduation
. X .

<

°

L4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“ERIC o . .
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EXPERIMENTAL YOUTH PROJECT

- Participation Plan . . L
Ndme: ° ) ] [ Date:
Qareer Goal: . ;
"Program Activity: :
e 1
R . . '

Time Allotment:

Program Activity:

2

Time Allotment: A ¢

Program Activity:

Time Allotment: = a
Program Activity: ’ » |
Time Allotment: ’ \

t

e

Program Activity: :

- v s

+

Time Allotment: .

Program Activity:

[

Time Allotment: < - . ;

¥ «

Program Activity: ‘ ) \ & )

! - — >
Time Allotment.: ) < @
- S
Program Activity: » ‘ ' ° .
, .
- ‘ :
Time Allotment: CY
"~ < ¢ )
B b W
. e ) ,

134 I
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EXPE,iéMENTAg YOUTH PROJECT S,
,"‘ U K

.Coungelor Record of Enrollee Activities
Enrolle2 . T .o \\& ) , (
o , : - a

Testh\\ . Hours ’ Interpretation

-

Evaluation

Sessions ‘
Counseling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7' 8§-9 .10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28°:29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 490

Component " Hours . | \
Curriculum 1. . *o»
2. , ‘
3.
4, .
/s,
Cour se s Hrs/Week Begin End
Education 1. \ . ‘(
: 2. ) )
3.
" Site Purpose Hr/Wk ‘Begin - End
Training 1. . .
- 2. '
Where Lo ) \Purpose : *  Hours
Field Trips 1, .
. 2 .
. . - i . .
3. - - . N
4, . ' L
—_-5. N - . \ N . \‘ “‘l
. : \ .
| . Site + : Duties Hr/wk Begin . End
Work 1 ' -
N /'\ g Q -
Experience 9 . . .
[ 3 ~ ’ N . .
. 'y R N
‘ Type Site - ‘
Post ‘High 1. . -
_ School . 9 B .
Placement b T T . . X . '
| »
o [ %




}‘l
‘EXPER IMENTAL YOUTH PROJECT

€

p
Participation Report
v ) Eligible

Not Eligible

Name ~ \ N Pay Period
*
¢ ° \
Address + — ' o
S j .
City and Zip,—-" v’“\i\' School
“bate- |1 | 2t 3| 4) 5| 6| 78 {9 jrolu|ia]un|s
. _ - —L
Hours -
Worked ~ !

, B 3 . !
Date 16 g 17 {18 | 19 2 20 21 | 22 | 23 g 24 1 25 [ 26 127 128 {29 |30 {31
Hours
Worked ! *

- 1 2 { .
AN
f ) .
CODE ‘ (For Accounting Only)
L Wages: .

W-Wages (Work Experience) Hrs. @ hour = § )
Other Participation A ' FICA - *

. O-Orientation Fed, W.ﬁ. -

E-Education '
~’C-Counse1dn§ . Minn, W.H. -
T-Training Net Due = 2§
.I-Curriculum Instruction 1
: . F-Field Trip - Other‘participation.
\ ) =
TOTAL OTHER _ Hs. @ “hour = §
o 7 \ * i}
- ) ‘J§?
] - . - ' ?,‘ld K
- 9
Participant's Signature Date
pg gn ‘;7 | , *@F
R . ’ "
s . . * p N
Mk Site Supervisor's -, Date
--/ ,\f <
i \
Staff Certification Dat;\‘—
. - ) i .
. ' .
S - Date 136

j L]{jk:stfative_Approval‘

IText Provided by ERIC
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’ . C EXPERIMENTAL YOWfH PROJECT
B Y 2";’ : N .
' Dropott Certification N
This is to certify that - - (—’\\L,/)
has not completed hib or her high school education and is(not now work-
4ng towards a high school diploma,
School Administrator Date )
< .- . A
. 4
~ v '
D ‘ =
3
’ , 137 L 3
P ;ﬁ"&'ét*
~ ,:33"?“4
- ~ S
» . . 4
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EXPERTMENTAL YOUTH PROJECT

SupportivélServices Authorization

* Enrollee Date ‘ °
—~ ’ .
Transportation miles @ ? per mile
. For Accounting U'se Only
Medical ’
- ~fxamination
Optical
Dental ’
Other
Child Caxe - days @ 9 per day
Subsistence - t .
r .
days @ 7 per day )
Othe ) ' ' ‘

Total Request

PURPOSE OF REQUEST

. Requested by, i "”r - )

Counselor

[N
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N
, EXPERIMENTAL YOUTH PROJECT
/\” ) Termination Record
1. County 2. - School
3. HName ’ " 4, Social Security Number
5. Start Date 6., Termination date .
% MONTH - DAY ~ YEAR [ MONTH DAY  YEAR
7. Number of weeks in program . ' .
8. Progracomponents: Hours of Participation '
0O General Program Orientation ’ .
. O Special Program Orientation (curriculum)
N [J Education , )
e {0 Prevocational Training (no academic credit) - )
[0 Institutional Training - T . -
0O Work Experience . /
0O Counseling
0O Other ’
4 . Total
9. Reason for Termination * '
O Placed in employment .J
A, Date of entry on jpb
B. Job title
C. Dot Code (six digit) .
D. 'No. hr/wk -
E. Hourly.wage
[0 Transferred to other program .
00 Enrolled in college or vocational school
i) Entered Armed Services oo
O Marriage v - - -
O Refused to continue participation ™ D -
A J Cannot locate ’ -
O Institutionalized . -
i3 Moved from area . .
! 0 Death ‘ : -
0O other (specify) ‘ ] ' i
P L}
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-

TOWA EDUCATION AND TRAINING COURSES ‘

Creston Community College

Nurse's Aide, . . .
Aviation Ground School ~ ~ - ' .
Real Estate
Welding .
Bookkeeping and Accounting
Office Occupations
Auto Mechanics
Motorcycle Repaif
Art - o ".‘
Electronics
B . Upholstery
) Child Care Training

Service Station Attendant Training

‘s




\
\
i
\

- E-2 -

MINNESOTA 'EDUCATION AND TRAINING COURSES

i

High School

Backus

Bagley
Cass Lake

L9

Crosby-Ironton

Motley

~  Park Rapids

. \\\\\\\‘\PequotALakes\

Pine River
¢

Red Lake

Staples

Walke?

Course

Photography
Band Instrument Repair
Introduction to the Computer

Photography

Service Station Management
Small Business Management
Tutoring

Business Machines
Introduction to the Computer
Chemistry Tutoring .
Business Education

Drivers Education ’
Basketball Officiating )
Training in“Snowmobile Comnstruction
Math Tutoring

Poetry

Psychology : .
Florist Shop Management
Data Processing

Iﬁgrqucfipn to the Computer
Auto-Body Repair

Farm Implement Mechanics
Tutoring

Introduction to the Computer
Data Proceéssing

7
Journalism and New Communication
Machine, Showcard, Lettering and
Hand Lettering

Photography
Introduction to the Computer
General Power Tune-up

£
Advanced English
Tutoring .

Radiq Communications

Introduction to the Cbmputer
Nurses Aide Training
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NEBRASKA EQPCATION AND TRAINING COURSES

3

v

E MID-PLAINS VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL SCHOOL

] ’ N

Diesel Mechanics . Pilot Ground School

‘Auto Mechanics | ' Blueprint Reading
Finish Carpentry Upholstery N
Training for Nurses Aide Secretarial Typing
Livestock Production .. Photography
Survey Data Processing . Office Machines Practice
Arc and dﬁy—Acetylene‘ Survey of Sheet Metal
. Offset . English
‘»Machihe Shop Psychology
Consumer Econqmiés Computer Science

v

KEARNEY STATE COLLEGE

Eﬁglish . Psychology

\‘,. T«
NORTH PLATTE JUNIOR COLLEGE
English ~ ‘- Psychology .‘

Speech

’ . A




D.

E.

. Occupdtional Information

w3

- - B4 -

~

SPECTAL PROGRAM ORIENTATION .

A~

+

CONTENT OF WORLD OF WORK UNIT

Urban . Jobs and Role of Work' .

v

Job Seeking -

1. Sources of help
2, State Employment Service and fee agencies

Personnel offices -- what they are and how
to find them t

Filiing out job applications

4

5. The job interview

6 Sources of information and referral
7

Screening and selecting potential jobs
Work Routines and Careers

1. Calling absences
Dress/grooming )
LBreaks, lunches
Time/hours of work

Getting along with supervisors

(o NN, B - B VOIS M

Getting aldng with co-workers ’ ’

Lost Job and Social Security

T




.
<7

CONTENT OF OCCUPATIONAL FAMILIARIZATTON UI;;IIT

A. An Introduction to Career Planning

. B. Occupational Information

>

Kinds of jobs . ) ¢
Work duéies .

Pay .

Fringe benefits

Working conditions

Hours

Location —— rural or urban

3

1.
2,
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.

! C. In-depth Occupational Exploration

Promotion
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I . .

CONTENT OF QRIENTATION TO HIGHER EDUCATION UNIT

“ A. College o .
1. Financial aides ‘
2. Applying
3. Registering .

- 4, Behavior inJcollege

- 5. Description of schools ’
6. What to look for “ ‘

B. Vocational Schools

1. How to choose a school .
2. Information on schools

! 3. Bogus vocational institutes

e

: o 146
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A

- " CONTENT OF ORIENTATION TO URBAN LIVING UNIT

-

A, Your Move to the City -~ Finding a Place to Live

B. Roommates

.

c. Drugs, ,Alcohol and Venereal Disease
D. Food and Diet Away from Home )

E. Social Interaction i :

F. Personal Safety

. G. Urban Transportation
H.. Choosing a City (;. "
) ‘ i <>
. w -

9

d
147




]

-
a

.
? '
. - .
. . -

. - CONTENT OF FINANCIAL TRAINING UNIT

- A, The Techniques in Advertising that. May Mislead While Encouraging

Purchases
) , . f "
. B.  Consuimer .Education- and Consumer Rights
C. ~ Credit S “ L .
i ] A} -
D. Conttacts/Sales Agreements
. E. ‘Personal Finances afid Money

F. Taxes -- Filing and Regulations
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Introduction
Self-disclosure

Body Language

“Levels of Communication

Thoughts and Feelings
Self-awareness

Self~esteen

SharingﬂMeaﬂing

Wrap-up of the Course

~




CONTENT O NTATION TO THE ARMED SERVICES UNIT
H\\ ‘ o ¥ | A
. - .o g

J

" A. . Utilization of Military Service s
1. Training opportynities -~ transferability to
civilian jobs hd
R J
2. Pay
. Advantages and disadvaﬁtageé off service
\ N

B. IAduction in Service
- .

) . . .
1. Preparation for- the induction process --

- " what _happens . “
~ 2 ssessment and inqégz '
3. ow to maximize'opportunitiés to get assignments
. or training of .interest ,
? 4, Military experience -~ preparation for 'service

v/ '
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APPENDIX F
X
, gﬂ’ t
FIELD TRIPS TAKEN BY PROJECT ENROLLEESY/ , (

-

\
td

l/The field trip sites listed in this Appendix are tho®e that were visited
by a group. Individual field trips.were also conducted. The dndividual

trips were frequently job-related and based en a specific interest of an

enrollee. <
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IOWA ~ ) ;

. ‘

Educational or Training Institutions - .

Simpson College
University of Iowa
Iowa State University {
Soythwestern Community College . ~
Northwest Missouri State,University
Drake University \
Aperican Institute of Busiéess ;
. Iowa Methodist Hospital 4
Broadlawns Hospitii.ef///‘
//, Nancy Bounq§ Scho Modeling
Fort Dodge Community College /
Kirkwood Community College :
Universal Technical.Institute
67 ‘ dniﬁérsity of Northern Icwa "
University of Nebraska )
Morningside College
Ankeny Vocayy@ﬁal School
MuscaLine Community College
- > Mercy Hospital (Cedar Rapids)
. Dapa College ‘ s

- - Ryder Institute . . c:774r\‘\\

L
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! I0WA .
— .
Job-Related.Field Trips i t )

Bayﬁort Power Plant
National Farmer's OrganiZation
‘// Otchard %lace for Disturbed Children
Banfjers Life Imsurance
. » Preferred Risk .
Mitchell Transmission Co.

John Deere Plant’

~r -

St. Vincents Nursing Home
. St. James Day Care Center
Ringgold County Hospital
WOW Television Studios R
Eppley Airfield <

-

Nebraska Medical Center
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MINNESOTA

Educational or Training Institutions

Mﬁorhead State Collegg/ h Concordia College

Alexandria Vocational-Technical Sghobl North Dakota State University
Bemidji State College ' Crookston College

St: Cloud State Colleée / St. Benedict's College

Macalaster College - ’ Hennepin Vocational-Technical School
University of Minnesota Patricia Stevens School

Mankato College ‘ " St. Scholastica

St. John's College ) Gustavus Adolphus College

University of North Dakofa

lStaples Vocational-Technical School
Wadené\Vocationai-Technical School

Brainerd Vocat&onal-Tgchnical School
Moorhead VocationaléTeéhnicai School

Detroit Lakes Vocational-Technical School
Beq}dji Vocational-Techiical School

Dunwpedy Industrial Institute

Anokﬁ Vocational-Technical School

Minﬁeapol Business College

Augsburg i .

Hamline ‘s‘ :

University of Minnesota - Duluth

Northland Ju; oX College

Thief River Falls Vocational-Tecﬁni%al School
Brainerd Junior College )
Brainerd School of Beauty ~~
Duluth School of Beauty

Minnesota School of Business

St. Catherines

St. Cloud Vocational-Technical School . , - <

-
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NEBRASKA URBAN FIELD TRIP TO DENVER

SUNDAY, AUGUST 13
2:00 3:00 p.m.
3:00 - 5:00

MONDAY, AUGUST 14
7:00 - 8:00 a.m.
8:00 - 9:15
9:30 - 10:30

11:00 - 12:00 noon
1:30 - 2:30 p.m.
2:45 - 3:45
4:00 - 5@

7:30 - 9:0

TUESDAY, AUGUST 15
8:00 - 9:00 a.m.
9:30 - 10:30

11:00 - 12:00 noon
1:30 - 4:00 p.m.
6:00 - 8:00
8:00

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 16
9:00 - 11:30 a.m.
1:30 - 2:30 p.m.
3:00 - 5:00

1972-1973

Stapleton International Airport (tour of airport)
University of Denver (tour of a dorm and explanation
about the University)

' ~

Buffet breakfast at Downtowner with presentation

by Chamber of Commerce on Denver with question

and answer period
Presentation by the Downtowner on hotel operations
United Bank of Denver
Walk to Rocky Mountain News (tour)
Denver Hilton Hotel for tour of conventign facilities
Albany Hotel for Denver Police Department presentation
Denver Metro Transit (tour of facilities)
Museum of Natural History (tour)

United Airlines Flight Training Center, Stapleton Airport
Parks School of Business .

J. C. Penney Company Dlstribut1on Center

Denver Technological Center (tour)

Elitch's Amusement Park

Elitch's Theater Show (1776)

Martin Marietta Corporation, lunch on the way to IBM
IBM, - Boulder
National Center of Atmospheric Research

<

(




THURSDAY, MAY 3

-~ F-5 -

NEBRASKA URBAN FIELD TRIP TO OMAHA

4:30 p.m.

FRIDAY, MAY 4

9:30 a.m.
11:00
1;00 p.m.
2:30
4:00
7:30

SATURDAY, MAY 5

9:00 a.m.
10:00
11:00

1:30 p.m.

* 1972-1973

"Tour Grand Island School of Business

Tour Northwestern Bell (meet guard at gate)
Eppley F.S.S. (meet Lloyd Wallace)
Tour lst National Bank (meet Tom Wolfe)
Tour University of Nebraska/Omaha
Tour stockyards (meet Mr. Adis)

* Movie

Bby's Town (go to administration building)
Tour Joslyn Art Museum

Westroads Shopping Center

‘Tour Henry Dorly Zoo

|

I \
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7

, SAMPLE SCHEDULE ,
OF IOWA AND MINNESOTA URBAN FIELD TRIP TO MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL

1973-1974 ,

-

FRIDAY; MARCH 1 g

, ARRIVAL: Early afternoon
ORIENTATION: "

Introdudtions )
.YMCA rules and regulations .

People you may meet, situations you may encounter, how to handle
Briefly; How to get around the city. i

DIVIDE INTO SMALL GROUPS TO VISIT:

State employment service

A private employment agency .

Two banks to compare costs of checks, check bouncing policies,
minimum balance, money paid on savings accounts.

IDS TOWER TO GET A GENERAL VIEW OF THE CITY
MEET AT YMCA TO DISCUSS:
Employment services, banks and general vie& of city.
DINNER : K
DIVIDE INTO GROUPS TO ATTEND:

Dudley Riggs Theater to see "present Tense, Future Perfect”
which is a comedy commentary on our throw-away life style.
cricket Theater to see "Tooth of Crime", which is the story
of rock music and rock culgure in the past, present and future.
Alive and Truking Theater to see "Battered Homes and Gardens"
which is the story of urban renewal in the City of Minneapolis
- as planned by the city council. Very funny.

SATURDAY, MARCH 2

_BREAKFAST v
DIVIDE ‘INTO GROUPS TO LOOK FOR AN APARTMENT:

- Youth search through want ads for an apartment, contact the
manager and inspect the apartment, neighborhood, and services.

«

&
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ENTIRE GROUP WILL GO TO:

- ) Southside Community Clinic,
, ' 3741 Fifth Avenue South
© 822-3186

Mary Kay will talk about health care in the cities and other
social services.

LUNCH
DIVIDE INTO SMALL GROUPS TO VISIT:

Culture and art in the cities . 4
Social Services (i.e., The Women's Advocate Center)
Educational/Vocational School opportunities

DINNER AT SAMMY D'S, AN ITALIAN RESTAURANT IN DINKYTOWN
SATURDAY EVENING:

Susan and Stenven's Place
3415 Pillsbury Avenue South
825-5789

~

A

SUNDAY, MARCH 3

BREAKFAST IN THE CITY, NOT THE YMCA
CHURCH -

Catholic: The newman Center, University Campus
Unitarian: The Unitarian Church in Kenwood
Protestant: Hennepin Avenue Methodist

LUNCH .
MEET AT THE YMCA TO DO WRAP-UP AND EVALUATION 5

4
-,




APPENDIX G
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DATA ON RETURN OF THE EVALU&TION QUESTIONNAIRE
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Table G-1. Proportion of Iowa Female Respondents
to the Mailed Questionnaire

Female
Group Number Percent Totals
Experimental 120 86 139
Control 107 80 133
Totals 227 83 272
Table G-2. Proportion of Iowa Male Respondents
to the Mailed Questionnaire - .
Male -
Group Number Percent Totals
Experimental 90" 64 140
Control 99 64 154
Totals 189 64 294

Table G-3. Proportion of Minnesota White Female Respondents
to the Mailed Questionnaire !

Female ’
Group “ Number Percent Totals
Experimental 262 73 360
Control 283 68 415
Totals 545 - 70 775

Table G-4., Proportion of Minnesota White Male Respondents

to the Mailed Questionnaire

-

Male ’ .
Group Number Percent Totals
s
Experimestal 239 68 353 N\
Control 288 64 443
Totals 527 66 796

160
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Table G-5. Proportion of Minnesota American Indian‘Female
‘Respbndents to the Mailed Questionnaire

Female
Group ‘ Number |Percent Totals
Experimental 40 © 67 . - 60
Control. ' 11 65 ' 17
Totals - 51 66 77

Table G-6. . Proportion of Minnesota Amerihan Indian Male
Respondents to Mailed Questionnaire

Male
“Group ) Number | Percent Totals
Experimental . 21 49 43
' ‘Control 10 63 .16
Totals r 31 53 59

.

- Table G-7. Pfoportion of Nebraska Female Respondents

. to the Mailed Questionnaire - 4
Femhale .
Group __Number | Percent '~ Totals
Experimental - 105 79 133 )
"t Control- 1. n 76 93
. L}
' Totals 176 78 226

Table G-8. Proportion of Nebraska Male Respondents
to the Mailed Questionnaire

. : Male _
Group Number | Percent Totals
L Experimental '82 69 118
Control 63 72 88
Totals 145 70 206 .

o < - 161
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Table G-9. Proportion of Minnesota and Iowa Respondents and
Nonrespondents to the Mailed Questionnaire by IQ Score
IQ Score
Group <110 110 or greater - Totals
Respondent 727 (49%) 761 (51%) 1488
Nonrespondent 426 (66%) 223 (34%) 649
Totals 1153 984 2137
: - xZ - 51.228, df = 1, p = <.001
Table G-10. Proportion of Nebraska Respondents and Nonrespondents
v to the Mailed Questionnaire by IQ Score
. . IQ Score
Group <110 110 or greater Totals
Respondent 167 (52%) 154 (48%) 321
Nonrespondent 793 (84%) T8 (16%) 111
.Totals 260 272 432
= 34,717, df =1, p = <.001
Table G-11. Proportion of Iowa Experimental and Control Non~
espondents to the Mailed Questionnaire by 1Q Score
. IQ Score -
Group <110 110 or greater Totals
Experimental 42 (61%) 27 (39%) 69
Control 62 (77%) 19 (23%) 81
Totals " 104 46 150-
2 = 4,305, df =1, p = <.05
® ° o ) :
Table G-12. Proportion of Minnesota White Experimental’and Control
Nonrespondents to the Mailled Questionnaire by IQ Score
/
~ IQ Score /

Group <110 110 or greater “— Totals
Experimental 140 (66%) 72 (34%) 212
Control 182 (63%) | 105 (37%) . 287

Totals 322 177 499

= 0.367, df = 1,

© 162

p = not significant




- G-4 -

Table G-13. Proportion of Nebraska Expgrimental and Control Non-
repondents to the Mailed Questionnafre by IQ Score
b IQ Score {
Group 110 110 or greater Totals
Experimental 51 (80%) 13 (20%) 64
’ Control 42 (89%) 5 (11%) 47
Totals 93 18 111

¥Z = 1.867, df = 1, p = not significant

12

~

Table G-14. Proportion of Minnesota and Iowa Respondents and
Nonrespondents to the Mailed Questionnaire- by
Research Group

{

Group_
Experimental Control Totals
Respondent 711 (48%7) 777 (52%) 1488
Nonrespondent. | 281 (43%) 368 (57%) 649
. Totals | 992 1145 2137

Xx¢ = 3.655, df = 1, p = not significant

r

Table C-15. Proportion of Nebraska Respondents and Nanrespondents
to the Mailed Questionngire by Research Group

-

2 ’ L , v
Group
Experimental Control * Totals
Respondent 187 (58%) 136 (42%) 321
Nonrespondent 64 (58%) 47 (427) - 111
Totals 251 181, 432

Xc = 0.012, df = 1, p = not significant -,

v
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~

. 7
" - Characteristics of Experimental and -
. Control Group-Respondents
A +
Sex :
The male/female ratio of the experimental end control ngG;/;espondents
was not significantly different, as shown in Tables H-1 through H-4. Although
the control and experimental groups .for the Minnesota Indian project were not
well matched with respect to sex, tﬁey also showed no significant difquence.
.) . & -
- Table H-1 . ;7}f
.~ " 1) '3'! .
’ Sex of Respondents from the Minnesota’ .
White Experimental and Control Groups L
Group Male ! Female " Totals
Experimental . 239 (48) 262 (52) ‘ 501 .
Control ] . 288 (50) ) 283 (50) ’ 571
Totals 527 ) 545 1,072 :
=~ i L~
o x2 = 0.798, df = 1; p = not significant
Table H-2 -
Sex of Respondents from the Minnesota N .
- Indian Experimental and Control Groups .
- . * o
Group . Male ° Feméle Totals
Experimental o . 18 (33%) 37 (67%) \\\55
« * [
¥ Control 10 (487%) . 11 (52%) 21
] -
Totals 28 48 - ) 76
x2 = 1.45, » df = 1; p = not significant
RS ' ' |
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Table H-3

& !
Sex of Respondents from the Iowa
Experimental and Control Groups,

Group Male Female ° Totals
] Experimental 90. (43%) 120 (57%) 210
Control 99 48%) 107 (52%) 206
Totals 189 1227 416
%
x? = 1.133, df = 1; p = not significant
]
. Table H-@ '
- . ':'/’
Sex of Respondents from the Nebraska )
Experimental and Control Groups T .
Group ) © Male X Female ~ Totals
Experimental 82 (44%) ) 105" (56%) 187
Control - -~ 63 (47%) 71 (53%) 134
Totals . 145 176 321
_ © e x2 =_0.315’ df = 1; p = not significant
- -.. l "
\
1 -
§ ' - ~
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%

Intelligence

An intelligence measure was used to matéh the experimental and
control subjects. The composition of the Minnesota and Nebraska nonminority
respondents is shown in ?ables H-5 through H-10. Table H-5 shows the tqtal
Minnesota project, and Table H-6, the Nebraska project.

Tﬂe chi-square tests for the Minnesota and Nebraska groups do not
reject the hypgthesis that the experimental znd cont;plt;gspondents are from
the same pbpﬁiétion (i.e., the groups appear t& have similar distributions
with reséect to intelligence scores). The chi-sjuare tests for the experi-
mental and control subsamples of Minnesota and Nebraska youth who attended

collegeé/ and youth who did not attend college also do not reject the

hypothesis that the subsamples are from the same population.




Table H-5

Proportion of Respondents for the Minnesota White
Experimental and Control Groups by IQ Quartile

Group IQ Score
<90 90-109 110-129 >129 Totals
Experimental 24 (5%) 237 (47%) 212 (42%) 28 (6%) 501
Control 47 (8%) 235 (41%) 253 (44%) 36 (6%) 571
Totals — |71 472 465 64 1,072
¥ =17.535 , df = 3; p = not significant
‘ -
l - N Table H-6 N
’ ~° N 1
Propoftiohqof Respondents from the Nebraska
\ Experimental and Control Groups, by IQ Quartile
IQ Score ,
v
/ '
<90 90-109 110-129 >129 Totals
Experimental 5 ( 3%) 92 (49%) 79  (42%) 11 ( 6%) 187
Control 3 (2% 67 (50%) 58 (43%) 6 ( 4%) 134
) Totals 8 - . ] 159 137 17 321

X% = 0.380, df = 3; p = not significant
[ J

; »
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Table H-7

»

Proportion of Resporidents from the Minnesota White

Experimental and Control Groups Who Entered a Post~High

School Education Institution, by IQ Quartile

Group IQ Score
<90 90-109 110-129 >129
Totals
Experimental 11 ( 3) 130 (41 ) 150 ( 47) 26 ( 8) 317
o Control 12 (4) 116 (33 ) 164 ( 50) 34 (10 ) 326
Totals 23 246 314 60 v 643
’ x? = 2.41,df = 3; p = not significant
Table H-8
Proportion of Respondents frog the Minnesota White
Experimental and Control Groups Who Did Not Enter
A Post-High School Educational Institution, by IQ Score
Group IQ <110 ~ IQ >109 Totals
Experimental 120 (65) 64 (35) 184
Control 154 (63) 91 (37) 245
Totals 274 155 429

/‘/

N
x% = 0.254, df = 1; p =

Cow ey Y

H

not significant

v
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Table H-9

Proportion of Respondents from the Nebraska
Experimental and Control Groups Who Entered

Post-High School Educational Institution, by IQ Score .
Group 1Q <110 'IQ >109 . Totals
= *\ :
Experimental 40 (41%) 58 (59%) 98
Control . 54 (50%) 54 (50%) 108
Totals 94 112 206

x2 = 1.747, df = 1; p = not significant

Table H-10

Proportion of Respondents from the Nebraska
Experimental and CoAtrol Groups Who Did Not Enter
A Post-High School Educational Institution, by IQ Score

-

Al

Group 1Q <110 . IQ >109 Totals
Experimental 57. (64%) ( 32 (36%) 89
Control 16 (62%) 10 (38%) 26
Totals /73 42 . 115
x2 = 0.055, df = 1; p = not significant p
N ' Y

'1’7() ) ey ,ﬁ\\ !
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The chi-square tests for the Iowa groups do reject the hypothesis
that the experimental and control respondents are from the same popuiation.
The Iowa' experimental and coritrol male research subjects were not well
matched with respecp/gg intélligence scores. The Iowa experimental group
included a higher proportion than thé control group of male youths with IQ
écores greater than 109. Table H-11 shows the total Iowa project, and
Table H-12 the Iowa males. The males in the Iowa experimental groups also
differed significantly from theﬁ?diés in the Minnesota experimental and
control groups with réspect to ¥ntelligence scores. Tables H-13 and H-14 show
the Iowa experimental group and the Minnesota experimental and control groups.
As a result of this difference there ié a higher proportion of noncollege male

youths with IQ scores below 109 in the control group than there is in the

experimental group. . «




s
Table H-11
. Proportion of Respondents From the Iowa
P Experimental and Control Groups, by IQ Quartile
IQ Score
Groups ; .
<90 90-109 ©110-129 >129 Totals
Experimental 5 (2%) 1. 85 (40%) 111 (53%) 9 ( 4%) 210
Control 17 ( 8%) 90 (447) 94 (467): 5 ( 2%) 206
X .
Totals 22 175 205 A I 1 416 4 “.
2 4
X°= 9.203, df = 3; p = <.05 ‘
[
Table H-12 . o
___::> Proporéion of Male Respondents From the . '
- Iowa Experimental and Control Groups by IQ Score
s
Group IQ <110 IQ >109 Totals
Experimental 35 (39%) 55 (61%) 90
Control 55 (56%) 44 (44%) 99
; . .
Totals 90 99 189
x2 = 5.63; df = 1; p = <.02




i -

Table H-13

- Pxroportion of Male Respondents from the Iowa
Experim&htal and Minnesota Experimental Groups by IQ Score
N

.

“

Group . 1IQ <110 IQ 110 or Greater ‘ Totals
Iowa Experimental 35 (392) 55 (61%) Jq 90
. Minnesota Experi- )
Qental 139 (58%) 100 (42%) 239
Totals 174 155 . 329

x2=9.74 df =1; p = < 0.005

-
Table H-14 ) ~
- b
Proportion of Male Respondents from the Iowa
Experimental and Minnesota Control Groups by IQ Score
J . X
-l
Group IQ <110 o IQ 110 or Greater Totals
o
Iowa Experimental 35 (39%) 55 (61%) 90 )
Minnesota Control 163 (57%) 125 (43%) 288
Totals . 198 -, 180 378

) ” .
.x¢ =8.62df =1; p = < 0.005 - )
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Table H-15

Proportion of Respondents from the Lowa Experimental
and Control 'Groups Who Entered a Post-High School
Educational Institution, by IQ Score

4

Jam

4 N
Group IQ <110 I1Q:->109 Tota-ls\
f Ty
Experimental 47 (37) 80, (63) /127
Control- 29 (29) 72 (71) 101
Totals 76 152 228 .
| A W
X2 =\ 1.742, df = 1; p = not significant
. Table H-16 N
/, «
Proportion of Respondents from the Iowa Experimental
and Control Groups Who Did Not Enter a Poste~High
School Educational Institution, by IQ Score
Group 1Q <110 19 > 109 Totals
Experimgntal . 44 (53) 39 (47) 83
Corntrol 78 (74) ¢+ 27 (26) 105
Totals 152 66 © 188
]
x2 =9.21, df =1; p = <.005 ‘
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Family Income -

.

Two types of famlly income information were collected by NortE/S?hnv,
research staff: 1) family income data were collected from the research sub- >
jects; 2) kamily income data were collected from the records of the model
prOJects. Information from one source frequently differed from that collected
from the other sources. Many youths lack sufficiently detaileq “Information
to provide complete economic data for their families. Youth prOJect staff are
able to obtain more ggmplete, accurate data directly ‘from theﬂparents; but
many rural families are too proud to admit that they are economically disad-"
vantaged, and project staff do not seek this information unless a youth enrolls
in. a youth program. Furthermore, in rural areas the types of jobs tha£ are .
avallable through the youth programs are more likely to appeal to fémales than .
to males (secretarial clerical, nurses alds, etc.). Bedause of this, females
are recruited more often than males, who either are able to find better paying
jobs or are not interested in the types of jobs available through a youth pro-
gram. As a result, more females than males haVve some knowledge.about the
yearly income of their families. For matching purposes, the information ob-

tained from the youths is a better estimate of family income.
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Table H~17

Proportion of Minnesota White Respondents

from the Experimental and Control Groups
Who Are from Economically Disadvantaged Families

!

+

176

‘Sample 7 Poor Not Poor Totals
Male
Experimental 22 (9%) N 217 (91%) ; 239
Control 30 (10%) 258 (90%) - 288
Totals 52 (10%) 475 (90%) 527
Female ! ‘
Experimeftal 43 (16%) 219 (4% 262 .
Control 41 (14%) 242 (86%) 283
Totals 84 (15%) 461 (85%) 545
Totals 136 936 1,072
) Male = x2 =0.216, df = 1; p = not significant
- Female = 42 = 0.387, df = 1; p = not significant -
Total = y2 = 7,44, df = 1; p= <.01
Table H-18
Proportion of Iowa Respondents from the
Experimental ,and Contro}l Groups Who Are
from Economifcally Disadvantaged Families
Sample Poor Not Poor Totals
Male \ g
Experimental ., 8 (9%) 82 (91%) 90
Control . 10 (10%) 89 (90%) 99
Total;\\\\ 18 (10%) 171 (90%) 189
Female
Experimental 11 (97%) 109 (91%) 120
Control 8 (7%) 99 (93%) 107
Totals 19 (8%) 208 (92%) 227
Totals .37 379 v 416
Male .= x2= 0.080, df =1; p = not significant
Female = X2 = 0,211 df =1; p= not significant
Toﬁﬁi\_P(/kz = 0,169, df = 1; p = not significant
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= . ' Table H-19 )
Proportion of Nebraska Respondents from W -, :
. the Experimental and Control Groups Who . s M
Are from Economically Disadvantaged Families /
_ A * ’(.} !
i ! .
_Sample Poor . Not Poor Totals -
Male "
\ Experimental 5 (6%) 77 (947%) 82
Control _2 (3% S 61 (97%) : * 63 -
. Totals 7 (5%) 138 (95%) - 145
Female .
Experimental 11 (10%)y 94 (90%) 105
Control 12 (17%) 59 (83%) 71
Totals 23 (13%) 153 (87%) 176
Totals ~ 30 291 321
\ L}
Male = x%=0.179, df = 1; p = not significant i
Female = X = 1.539, df = 1; p = not significant
Total .= X? =0.329, df = 1; p = not significant
13
1 o~
i
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IOWA AND MINNESOTA

P]ace%ent /énto a Job
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r . ) FR -

' Table I-1 : ' i
AN

Respondents from the Iowa Experimental and Control
Groups Who Graduated or Did Not Graduate from High School

{ -
v .
Group Graduated Did Not Graduate Totals
¥ - - .
- (\_ .
Experimental f?06 (98%) 4 (2%) 210
-
Control 203 (99%) 3 (%) 206
Totals 409 7 ‘416

x? = 6.126,df = 1; p = not significant

Tabl\e 1-2 N

Respondents from the Minnesota.Experimental and Control
Groups Who Graduated or Did Not Graduate from High School

’

Group - Graduated Did Not Graduate Totals

Experimental 496 (99%) 5 (1%) 501
‘Control . 568 (99%) 3 (1%) 571
Totals 1,064 8- 1,072,
oo x? = 0.805, df = 1; p = not sigaificant - - T '
’ 5




Table I-3

Proportion of the Respondents from the Iowa Experimental and Control
Groups Who Expected . to be Working at a Particular Job in 5 Years

Group ' Rarqicular No Particular Totals
qob Job ’
Experimental 196 (93%) 14 (7%) R 210
Control 191 (93%) 15 (7%) ' 206
Totals 387 29 éié

x2 = 0,061,df = i; p = not significant !

Table I-4

.Proportion of the Respondents from the Minnesota Experimental and Control
Groups Who Expected to be Working at a Particular Job in 5 Years

Group " < \Particular No Particular Totals
~ Job _( Job
] . .
- = «\‘
Experimental ) 470 (942) ?1 (6%) - - 501
Control- 528 (92%) 43 (8%) 571
Totals . 998 4 _ ) \\\ 1,072

! x% = 0.749,df = 1; p = not significant
\

.
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Table I-5

Proportion of Noncellege Respondents from the
Iowa Experimental and~Control Groups.

Who Had an Idea of the Type of Work They Desired

v
Had No Idea

Group Had an Idea
of Type of of Type of .
Work Desired Work Desired Totals
. . \
Experimental 56 (677%) 27 (337%) 83
Control 63-460%) 42 (40%) ' 105
- d l- .
Totals 119 .. g9 MK 188
x? = 1.113, df = 1; p = not significant
Table I-6
4
Proportion of Noncollege Respondents from the
Minnesota Experimental and Control Groups
Who Had an Idea of the Type of Workkihey Desired
Group Had an Idea Had No Idea
of Type of of Type of
Work Desired Work Desired Totals
Experimental 105 (59%) 79 (437%) 184
Controel 159 (65%) 86 (35%) 245
Totals 264 165 429
. X2 = 2,724, df =13 p = not significant . '

.
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' . AN
Table I-7 . ~

. Proportion of Iowa Job-Seeking Migrant Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Hard Time Finding Work

Did Not Have a
Had a Hard Time Hard Time
_Group Finding Work Finding Work Totals
Experimental 6 (32%) 13 (68%) .19
Control 10 (40%) 15 (60%) 25
Totals 16 28 44
X2 =0.331, df = 1; p = no& significant
Table I-8
Proportion of Iowa Job-Seeking Nonmigrant Respondents from the
Experimeqtal amd Control Groups Who Had a Hard Time Finding Work
Did Not Have a
“ ~ Had a Hard Time Hard Time
Group ;e Finding Work Finding Work Totals
. Experimental, 8 (44%) 10 (56%)- 18
~  Control .26 (59%) 18 (412) . 44
Totals 34 28 62

x2 = 1.106, df = 1; p = not significant
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Table I-9

Proportion of Minnesota Joﬁ-Seeking Migrant Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Hard Time Finding Work

Had a Hard Time

Did Not Have a
~ Hard Time

~

Table I-10

Group Finding Work Finding Work Totals
" Experimental 28 (64%) 16 (36%) . 44
Control 347 (56%) 27 (44%) 61
Totals 62 ‘ 43 105

X% = 0.6595, df - 1; p = not sig;ificant. -

Proportion of Minnesota Job-Seeking Nonmigrant Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Hard Time Finding Work

~ -~
Did Not Have a
Had a Hard Time Hard Time
Group Finding Work - Finding Work. ~-. Totals
gl

Experimental 28 (56%) 22 (44%) 50
Control 35 (40%) - [ -.53 (607%) 88

Totals 63 75 138.

x2 = 3.384, df =

1; p = not significant
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‘ )
Table I-11
} "Proportion of Iowa Job-Séeking Migrant Respondents Who

Spent 4 or More Weeks Looking for a Job

Weeks Looking
Group <4 4 of More NA Totals
Experimental 9 (47%) g (4% 1 (6%) 19
Control 13 (52%) - 5 (20%) 7 (28%) 25
Totals 22 14 8 N 44 b
) x? = 5.657, df = 2; p = not significant  *
Table I-12
' Proportion of Iowa Job-Seeking‘Nonmignant Respondents Who ‘
Spent 4 of More Weeks Looking for a Job
Weeks Looking :
Group < 4 4 of More NA Totals
Experimental 12 (66%) 3 (177%) 3 Q7% 18
Control 8 (18%) 22 (50%) 14 (327) 44
Totals 20 25 17 62

X2 = 1‘6.911, df = 2; p = <,001

- N

X:
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Table I-13

Proportion of MinneSota Job-Seeking Migrant Respondents
Who Spent 4 or More Weeks Looking for a Job

Weeks Looking
Group < 4 4 or More Na Totals
Experimental 22 (50%) .17 (39%) 5 (11%) 44
Control, 29 (48%) 24 (39%) 8 (13%) 61
Totals 51 41 " 13 105
x2'= 0,098, df = 2; p = not significant
Table I-14 /
Proportion of Minnesota Job—Seeking Nonmigrant Respondents i
Who Spent 4 or More Weeks Looking+for a.Job
, N .
Weeks Looking
Group < 4 4 of More NA Totals,
Experimental 27 (54%) 20 (40%) 3 68 ¢ 50
Control 40 (45%) 37..(42%) . 11- (13%) 88 g 2
Totals 67 57 14 138
Xzf 1.8397, df = 2; p = not signifjicant '
\"‘ 1 ~ 4 -
;t .
R b
SR L
./{‘ ‘ \"\W\'\
o3
~ 3
'\)'- ‘(f 186
LA N . *

L~




Table I-15

Proportion of Iowa‘Migrant Respondents Who Were
Offered Full-Time Jobs That They -Did Not Take

QOffered Full-Time Job But Did Not Take It
Gréup / Yes No, ) Totals
. N
Experimental . 10 (29%) ‘ 24 (717%) . 34
Control .8 (20%) 33 (80%) , 41
_Totals 18 - ! 57 75

x% = 0.999,df = 1; p = not signific;nt

4

Table I-16

Proportion of Iowa Nonmigrant Respondents Who Were
Offered Full-Time Jobs That They Did Not Take

Offered Full-Time Job But Did Not Take It
Group ) Yes ) - No ’ Totals
Experimental .11 (22%), 38 (78%) . .-f 49
Control ~|. 12 (19%) +52 (81%) 64
Totals ’ 23 80 ‘ 113

x2 = 0.234, df = 1; p = not significant
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Table

Proportioﬁ of Minnesota Migrant Respondents Who Were

I-17
~

Offered Full-Time Jobs That They Did Not Take

AN

\ . Offered Full-Time Job Bpt Did Not Take It

Group l Yes No Totals

Experimental 11 (13%) 77 (87%) 88

Control 23 (24%) 72 (76%) 95
/ Totals 34 149 183

x? = 4.141, df =1; p = <.05
‘ [}
Table I-1

-

"Proportion of Minnesota Nonmigrant Respondknts Who Were

Offered Full-Time Jobs That They Did Not Take

Offered Full-Time Job But Did Npt Take It
Group Yes ) NG Totals
— Z
Experimental 16 (17%) 80 (83%) 96
Control 30 (20%) 120 (80%) 150 ~
Totals 46 200 246
x? = 0.428 df = 13 p = not significagt
. ¢ ;
) o
- v -~
l'e)
188 -
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Table

I-19, (/\

4

Wdeks Iowa Migrant Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Were Employed

-

Weeks Employed

x2 = 2.488, df

- 189

1l; p = not significant

.

'Group 1 <36 36 or More Totals
. Experimental 20 (80%) 5 (20%) 25
Control 17 (45%) 21 (55%) 38
Totals 37 26 63
x2 = 7.736, df =15 p = <.01
:;s‘&
- . Table I-20
Weeks Iowa Nonmigrant.Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Were Employed
Weeks Employed
Group - . . <36 36 or More Totals
Id a——t— -
1 7
N - ¢
Experimental 14 (33%) | 29 (67%) 43
Control 23 (49%) 24 (51%) 47
Totals 37 /{\/ .90
I’
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Table I-21

Weeks Minnesota Migrant Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Were Employed

. ’ dé@ks Employed
~ Group <36 ' 36 or More Totals
Experimental 54 (72%) 21 (28%) 75
Control . ( . .50 (65%)  # 27 (35%) 77
Totals 104 48 152
Cr X2 = 0.878,df = 1; p = not significant
’ \ i N
. Table 1-22
Weeks Minnesota Nonmigrént Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Were Employed
Weeks Employed
Group ' . <36 36 or More Totals
‘v S
N -
Experimental 40 (60%) “ 27 (40%) 67
Control - 76 (61%)- 48 (39%) 124
Totals ) 116 . : 75 191
. x2 = 0.046, df = 1; p = not significant




- ‘ Table  I-23

Proportion of Employed Iowa Migrant Respondents from the

Experimental and Control Respondents Who
Found the Type of Work They Wanted

i Found Type Did Not Find

Group of Work Type of Work . Totals

Experimental 17 (18%) 8 (227%) 25

Control 17 (%52%) . 21 (55%) 38

Totals 34 29 63

x2 = 3,285, . df = 1; p = not significant
. Table 1I-24
. e
Proportion of Employed Iowa Nonmigrant Respondents from the .
Experimental and Control Respondents Who ’
Found the Type of Work They Wanted
/ -
' Found Type 4 Did Not Find
Group \ of Work Type of Work Totals
| P PR

_ Experimental - ' 20 (47%) 23 (53%) 43

Control 19 (40%) 28 (60%) 47

_Totals 39 51 90
X2 = 0.339,df = 1; p = not significant L

191
' -~
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) Table I-25 S -
Proportion of Employed Minnesota Migrant Respondents.
from the Experimental and Control Respondents
Who Found the Type of Work They Wanted ‘
— 3
) " Found Type Did Not Find
Group ‘ of Work ‘Type of Work Totals.
o
“ Experimental 30 (40%) 45 (60%) 75
- Control . s, 24 (31%) - 53 (69%) 77
- Totals 54 : . 98 T 152
x2 = 1.294, df = 1l; p = not signifiéant
, 3 {
4 ' B
Table I-26
Prdportion of Employed Minnesota Nonmigrant Respondents
R from the Experimental and Control Respondents
Who' Found the Type of Work They Wanted g
|
/ Found Type- ! D}d Not Find -l 9 t
. Group of Work sl. . Type of Work Totdls /
— 2, n - " [
. > ~" N
Experimental 23 (34%) 44 (66%) 67
Control 58 (477) 66" (533%) N 124 -
Totals 51 C A0 191
'x2'= 2.759, df = 1; p = not .significant
P2 W ~ s
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Table-1-27

L] A

Proportion of Employed Iowa Migrant Respondents from-
the Experimental and Control Respondents Who Like Their Job (:)

Group . Like Job Do Not Like Job Tothls
- - :
Experimental 20 (91%) . 2 (9%) 22
Control .27 (87%) 4 (13%) B 31
Totals 47 ' 6 . 53

X2 = 0.186,df = 1; p = not significant

o
Table I-28 '

Proportion of Employed Iowa Nonmigrant Respbndents from
the Experimental and Control Respondents Who ‘Like Their Job

Group . Like Job Do Not Like Job ' Totals

Experimental - 35 (88%) 5 27) 40

Control ‘ 35 (90%) 4 (10%) .39
Totals 70 9 79

x2 = 0.098, df = 1; p = not significant
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Table I-29

»

Proportion of Employed Minnesota Migrant Respondents from
the Experimental and Control Respondents Who Like Their Job

‘Group . Like Job ' Do Not Like Jobp . Totals
Experigental 58 (88%) 8 (12%) 66
Control 55 (85%) 710 (15%) 65 \
Totals 113 18 , 131
- )
J 2 =0,294, 4df =1; p = not significant
- y P
S N7 . -
/
’ I8

Table I1-30 !
. .
Proportion of Employed Minnesota Nonmigrant Respondents fro
the Experimental and Control Respondents Who Like Thedir Job

Group . Like Job \ Do Not Like Job e Totais
Experimental 43 (74%) ' 15 (26%) , 58
Control .75 (802%) « 19 (202) "9
s < "-‘ .
Totals * 118 . 34 . 152

2 = 0,659, df = 1; p = not significant
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Table I-31

Hourly Wage Earned by Iowa Migrané Respondents

from the Experimental and Control Groups

Hourly Wage Earned

Group $2.10 or less - >$2.10 Totals
Experimental 10 (40%) 15 (60%) 25
Controtl 8 (21%) 30 (79%) 38
Totals 18 45 63
x2 = 2.653, df =1; p = not significant
,////f\\ \T\\\\“
\‘\ ’,'
Table I-32 )
[ y .
Hourly Wage Earned by Iowa Nonmigrant Respondents (
from the Expetimental and Control Groups
¢ “
Hourly Wage Earned
Group $2.10 or less >$2.10 f/ Totals
. 7 ' 7
. i N . R
Experimental 19 (447%) 24 (667) ¢ 43
y Control 17 (36%) 32 (74%)7 47
Totals 36 56 1 N 90

»

x2 = 0.866, df

N

195

= 13 p = not significant
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Table I-33

Hourly Wage Earned by Minnesota Migrant Respondents
from the Experimental and Control Groups

Hourly Wage Earned
Group $2.10 or less >$2.10 Totals
Experimental 24 (32%) 51 (68%) 75
Control 18 (23%) 59 (77%) P 77
Totals 42 110 152
x2 = 1.413, df = 1; p = not significant
A
Table I-34
Hourly Wage Earned by Minnesota Nonmigrant Respondents
from the Experimental and Control Groups
Hourly Wage Earned
Group $2.10 or less >$2.10 Totals
Experimental 30 (45%) ’ 34 (55%) 67
. Control 26 (21%) 94 (79%) 124
) Totals 56 128 . 191

x2 = 12.52, df = 1; p = <,001




TOWA AND MINNESOTA

Placement into a Higher Education Experience
or an Additional Training Opportunity

ta



AERN

- 1-20 -

Table I-35

i

Proportion of Towa Experimental and Control
Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institution

’
" Enrolled in -
Post-High School ‘
Group Institugion Did Not Enroll Totals
Experimental 127 (60%) 83 (40%) 210
Control 101 (49%) . 105 (51%) 206
Totals 228 188 416
‘ x2 = 5,501, df = 1; p = <.02 .
| 3
Table I-36
) Proportion of Iowa Experimental and Control
) Responglents Still Enrolled in aQ%?§t-High School Institution
. N
Current Enrollment
Gro up 2
Enrolled Not Enrdlled Totals
Experimental 120 (96%) S (&%) 125
Control 84 (87%) 13 (13%) 97
Totals 204 18 222
= 6.480, df =1; p = <.02
- Table 1-37
Proportion of Iowa Experimental and Control Respon ents
Who Were Enrolled in a Post-High School Institutfon fin Zowa
A
) Location of Institution
Group
»
Iowa Another State Totals
Experimental 89 (70%) 38 (30%) 127
Control 85 (847%) 16 (16%) 101
Totals. 174 . 54 228
Q x k\\/ x? = 6.170, 4f = 1; p = <.02

198
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Table ,

- -

I-38

Proportion of Mimmesota Experimental and Control
Respondents Who Enrolled in a Post-High School Institution
| .

.

¢

Enrolled in
Post-High School

Group’ Institution Did Not .Enroll Totals
L4
N Experimental 317 (63%) 184 (37%) 501
Contrgl 326 (57%) 245 (437) 571
Totals 643 429 1,072
“ [
N X% = 4,247, df =1; p = <.05
] l )
/ o




Propo?Eion of Minnesota Experimental and Control

: T
Respondents Still Enrolled in a Fost-High School Institution i> |
. . |
" |
Group Current Barollment i
Enrolled Not Enrolled Totals '
- \
‘ - - |
f<' Experimental 258 (81%) 59 (19%) 317
v < |
Control 281 (86%) 45 (14%) 326 |
‘ |
Totals 539 - 104 543 ° # |
x2 = 2,741, df =1; p = not significant

-

Table I-40

rtion of Minnesota Experimental and Control Respondents

Who Weke Enrolled 3m a Post-High School Institution.in Minnesota v
\ N .y
’ Location of Institution
Group
Minnesota 1 Another State Totals
. ﬂ -
Experimental 301 (95%) 16 (5%) 317
- Control 308 (94%) 18 (6%) 326 '
‘ Totals 609 34 543 .

x2 = 0.073,df = 1; p = not significant

.,

200
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Table I-41. .

Proportion of Iowa Migrant Respondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Good to Fair
Knowledge of Recreational Facilities in a New Town or City

Knowledge of Recreational Facilities
Group Ggod to Fair Poor T Totals
- .d}
ExperimentaI?* 24 (11%), o 10 (299 34
Control 26 (63%) " 15 (37%) ’ 41
‘. /\
. Totals ; 50 - 25 75
) AR
X+ = 0.430y df = 1; p = not significant
' Table I-42
Proportion of Iowa Migrant Réspondents from the
Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Good to Fair
Knowledge of Essential Facilities in a New Town or Cityl]
\_ e Qo
Knowledge of ﬂsséntial Faci;%ties
. Group - Good to fair - Poor ‘ Totals
A o eé; S D )
Experimental ) 17 (50%) 1oL F 17 (50%) Y 34
. Control : 16 (39%) C 25 (41w S |
Totals 33 4 42 ' 754
’ -.1’
- ﬁ X2 = 0.909, df = 1; p = not significant
l/Hospifj{, doctor, attorney, employment offjce, ete. - ) '
| , 202 . - .
[ s - R . a
’ 12 B \E.




Table I-43 /

BZ;oportion of Minnesota Migrant Respondents from the
perimental and Control Groups Who Had a Good to Fair
Knowledge of Recreational Facilities in a New Town or City

‘ Knowledge of "Recreational Facilities
.
Group Good to Fair Poor Totals
<
e
Experimental ‘ 50 (57%) 37 (43%) 87
Control 70 (74%) . .| - 25 (26%) 95
5\ ’ ' :
Totals 120 62 82
R X2 = 5,315, df = 1; p = <.025 p
~
’ Table I-44

Proportion ofl&fﬁgz;;Ea Migrant Respondents from the
PN Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Good ‘to Faii/
Knowledge of Essential Facilities in a New Town or City—

. Knowledge of Essentiél Facilities
Group Good to Fair Poor Totals
i ¢
Experimental 38 (44%) ) 49 (56%) 87
Control 54 (57%) 41 {lsz) %
. . ~
Totals ) 92 90 182
2

X" = 3.148, df =_1; p = not significant

“

~ Hospital, doctor, attorney, employment office, etc.

203

N\
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X .

Table I-45

and Control Groups Who Spent 50 Percent or More of Their
Weekends in the City

i

-

- A
' Group or More Less than 50% Totals
Experimental (76%) d’j, 9 (26%) 34
Control (68%) 13 (32%) 41
b . \
Totals 53 « 22 75 _
X2l= 0.246, df = 1; p = not significant -
/




. - 1-27 -

~f*i5Tivrjwwutu

Table I-46
Proportiop,of Iowa Migrant Respondents from the - .
Experimental and Control Groups Who Moved Back or Plan
. to Move to the Town Where They Lived When They Finished High School
// Group T Moved Back Did Not Move Back . | Totals
Experimerital 7 (21%) 27 (79%) \ 34
Control 17 (41%) . 24 (59%) v 41
Totals 24 51 75
\ 2 ] |
X = 3,722, df = 1; p = not significant
|
I
|
|
|
| i
Table I-47 - |
- J
“® 1
Proportion of Minnesota Migrant Respondents from the ’ |
Experimental and Control Groups Who Moved Back or Plan
to Move to the Town Where They Lived When They Finished High School
Group —~ Moved ﬁack . Did Not Move Back Totals
& Bxperimental 31 (35%) : 57 (65%) 88
Control 23 (24%) { 72 (76%) 95 .
Totals . 54 - 129 ' 183

. x% = 2,666, df = 1; p = not significant

L)
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Table I-48
Respondents from the Nebraska Experimental and Control
N Groups Who Graduated or Did Not Griaduate from High School.
Group "Graduated id Not Graduate . . Totahg
) y 1\
. Experimental 185 (997%) 2 (1%) o 187
Control 133 (99%) 1 (1%) 134
Totals © 318 3 321

x2 = 0.085, df = 1; p = not signﬂ&icant

Table ' 1-49

Proportion of Noncollege Rewfondents from the
Nebraska Experimental and Control Groups

;,/"‘ Who Had an Idea of the Type of Work They Desired
Had an Idea Had No Idea
Group of Type of ~of Type of Totals
Work*Desired Work ‘Desired
Experimental - 56 (63%) 33 (37%) 89
Control . © 13 (507 13 (50%) 26
")
" Totals 69 46 115‘1
N ; :
x% = 1.399, df = 1; p = not significant

R 2




and Control Groups

" M = 1—30 .

Table 1-50

Proportion of Nebraska Migrant Respondents from the Fxperimental
Who Had a Hard gime Finding Work

-

Did Not Have a

1

, Had a Hard Time Hard Time
A\ %rOu%q Finding Work Finding Work Totals
~—*
Experimental 6 (23%) 20 (77%) 26
Control 2 (407%) 5 (60%) 7
8 25 33

Totals
AN

x2 =0.038, df

Table I-51

1; p = not significant

and Control Groups %ho Had a Hard Time Finding Work

|
\
l
|
|
i
|
|
|
Proportion of Nebraska Nommigrant Respondents from the Experimental

Had a2 Hard Time

Did Not Have a
Hard Time

Group- Fiﬁd{yg Work Finding Work Totals
X
Experimental 6 (40%) 9 (60%) 15
Control 0 -5 (100%) 5
Totals 6 20

14 } ~

x2 = 1.269, df =

208

P

1; p = not significant

'
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.‘?/ . Table I-52

Type of Job Held by.Nebraska Migrant Respondents
from the Experimental and Control Grouiij

L4
‘ \ -

Type of Job
Group Blue Coli%r White Collar Totals
) - * i
= ) » 'll .
Experimental > 20 (71%) 8 (29%) 28
_Controf 5 (&3%) 3 (37%) 8
Totals 25 J/,J 11 36

O

X% =0.002, df = 1; p ="not significant

Table 1-53

Typé of Job Held by Nebraska Nonmigrant Resfpondents
from the Exverimental and Control Groups

.
* & . o

Type of Job
Group o _Blue Collar White Collar Totals
Experimental . 23 (88%) 3 (12%) 26
Control ’ © 10 (0% 0’ 10
‘Totals' 33 . 3, 36
¥
. x? =0.201 , df = 1; p = not significant
{
- DY
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Table{I—Sa
td

Weeks Nebf%ska Migrant Respondents
from the Experimental and Control Groups were Employed

Week's Employed
Group <13 ‘ 13 or More Totals ~
Experifiental 15 (52%) 14 (48%) 29
Contro ! 6 (87%) 3 (33%) -9
Totals 21 ¢ 17 a 38
x2 =0,163, df = 1; p = not significant
A .
3
ﬁ * ’
. Table I-55
o ' .. e Weeks Nebraska Nonmigrgnt Respondents
fromr the Experimental and Control Groups were Employed
wt ©
o Neéks Employed
Group . , <13 13 or More Totals
2
Experimental, 7 (29%) 17 (71%) 24
e Control . 0 6 (100%) 6
: Totals 7 23 . 30,

x2 =0,943, df = 1; p = not significant

210
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Hourly Wage Earned by Nebraska Migrant

7/
Table I-56

Respondents from the Experimental and Control Groups

[y

Hourly Wage ‘Earned
Group $2.40 or less £2.40 Totals
Experimental 24 (83%) 5 (17%) 29 .
Control - 4 8 (89%) -1 (11%) 9
Totals 30 6 38
) |
%2 =0.007, df = 1; p = not significant
) r
Table I-57
: Hourly Wage Earned by Nebraska Nonmigrant )
Respondents from the Experimental and Control Groups
A ’ Houyly Wage Earned
Group $ 2.40 or less £ 2.40 Totals
—
Experimental AT\ 22 (85%) 4 (15%) 26
Control 5 (63%) 3 (37%) :
Totals® 27 7 _ 34
; xZ =0,727, df = 1; p = not significant

Er




/\ - 1-34 - ' .

Table I-58

/;7 \ Proportion of Employed Nebraska Migrant Respondgnts
from the Experimental and Contro Responden<§
Who Found the Type of Work they Wanted

Found Type Did Not Find
Group of Work Type of Work Totals
Experimental 17 (68%) 8 (32%) 25
* Control4 9 (100%) 0 9
Totals 26 8 34 |
-
|
. v ‘
x2 = 2.198, df = 1; p = not significant |
?
Table I-59
Proportion of Employed Nebraska Nonmigrant Respondénts o " |
from the Experimental and Control Respondents . |
_ Who Found the Type of Work they Wanted- '1
~ 1
: 1
Found Type Did Not Find ) |
Group . of Work s Type of Work Totals w
- — |
‘Experimental 17 (717%) 7 (29%) . 24
. Control 3 (75%) 1 (25%) 4 ‘ .
Totals ) 29 8 28

. .
i . . £ 'y

X2 = Q182 , df =

1; p = not significant
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Table I-60

Post-High School Educational-Status -
of Respondents from the’ Nebraska .
Experimental and Control Groups

Group Enrolled " Did Not Enroll Totaﬁg
Experimental 98 (522) 89 (487) ; 187
, ' -
Control 108 (81%) ;\ 26 (19%) l 134
| . :
Totalg | 206 i 15 ! 321

X2 = 26.983, df = 1; p = <.,001
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Table I-61

Post High School Enrollment of Respondents’
from the Nebraska Experimental

and Control Groups by Type of Institution

.

- v"

Group _ College Other Totals °.
: . {‘Si
i ' .
Experimental 65 (66%) 33 (347%) 98
Control 80 (74%) 28 (26%) 108

) Totals 145 «(7 61 ‘ 206
\— M

'x2= 1.479, df = 1; p = not significang
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i
Proportion of Nebraeka Respondents from the . ! -
Experimental and Control Groups Enrolled in a
Post-High School Institution who Dropped Out of the Institutiom !
Group Dropped Out Did Not Drop Out Tot*s *
. - .
. : T @
Experimental ' 6 (672) 92 (94% 98
' . <
Control i 5 (5%) 103 (95%) 7 108
; = . . .
‘Totals 11 195/ ! 206 :
\ J
x2 = 0,226, df = 1; p’= not significant .

B
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/—: T.able I"'63 v
Proportion of Nebraska Migrant Respondents from the

Experimental and Conirol Groups Who Had a Good to Fair
Knowledge of Recreatibnal Facilities in a New Town or City

-

. ' Knowledge of Recreational Facilities
Group Good to Fair > Poor Totals g
Experimental . 25 (73%) 9 (27%) 34 v\\ )
Control > 5 (83%) ' C 1 (17%) 6
Totals 30 10 40
X% = 0.000, df = 1; p = not significant BN
)
-
. ’ ~N
. ¥ »
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Table 1_65‘
P?oportion of Nebraska Migrant Respondents from the

Experimental and Control Groups Who Had a Good to Fair
Knowledge of Essential Facilities in a New Town or City

I3 ) . PR
I - //\ .
Knowledge of Essential Facilities
Group Good to Fair Poor Totals
“A . — 3 -,

) Experimental 26 (76%) 8 (14%) - - 34
Control 5 (83%) ) 1 (17%) 6
Totals 31 S 9 40

(%)

x2 =0:§25, df = 1; p = not significant
, :

e
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. ) N . Table I-65 3

Proportion of Migrant‘ Respondents from the Nebraska Experimental
i ) and Control Groups Who Spent 50 Percent or More of Their
w?kends in the City

Group ’- . 507 or More Less than 50% Totals
Experimental = 23 (74%) 8 (26%) 31
Control 6 (100%) 0 6

Totals 29 . 8 37 \

x? =0.246, df = 1} p = not significant

N
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