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" We are p]eased to present this paper .to the Ohio Department of .
Economit and Community Development (DECD). It is a result of a
cooperative working relatjonship between The Center for Vocational
Education’(CVE) and the DECD. It presents a carefully prepared . .
assessment’of the "§tate of the art" with régard towyouth training \ )
,programs administered by six representative community-action agencies .
in the State.of 'Ohio. A compdnion report. to this one--"A
Sampler of Innovativé Program Idead for Ohio's Community Action’
Agencies’»-has also)been prepared and is availaple ffom the Ohio
Department of Eco om1c and Commun1ty Development. -

The Center is 1ndebted to Dr. Ray Lawton of the DELD for his
support &ndienthusiasm for this endeavor. Appreciation is extended -
to Dr. Jameg W, Altschuld (CVE) and Ms. Terese Terry (DECD) who .
prepared.t ﬂgper and to Ms.- Janice Lave who reviewed the draft. -
kApprec1at1on 15 also extended to the six ‘community action.agencies - '
and théSr staffs and program enro]]ees for part1c1pat1ng in-this study.,

Rinally, a special note of thanks is extended to Ms. Mak;ene f .

& Linton who typed the manuscript and Dr. Jerry Walker, ASsqci

Director for Evdluation, whose division was respons1b1e fon conducting
. tp1s act1v1ty . :
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_INTRODUCTION -
Overv1ew of the Study

In theAr
[ _action ag
v

tate of COhio, numerous 1oca1-and county commuq}ﬂy

—

-t
*

d1sadvantaged populat10ns in both urban and rural lecations.

tIons, the major comprehensive programs are found in 48 agencies

funded by the ommunity Services Administration of the Federal

_Government with technical, a551stance from the, Oh1o Depa&;ment of
(

Economic .and Conmun1ty Deve1opment--0ff1ce of Human Serv1ces '
These agenc1es ‘offer programs in 25 areas such as health day care,

. L) &
legal serv1ces, education, you;hﬁservices opportunities, etc

The maJorIty of funds for these programs come from federal sources
w1th some add1t10na1 support from state sources

The focus of th1s report 15 on a case study of programs that

prov1de e1ther formal or informal train1ng for youth from 14 -2
years of age at s1x (6) selected agenc1es

. sk1}ls

Genera]]y, these programs
eatompass facets of educatIon/work)experIence on the job tra1ning,
counse]1ng, vocat1ona1 train1ng and the Upgrading of bas:c

The,se!ected agency s1tes were each v1s1ted twice dur1ng
the prOJect with on- s1te 1nterv1ews occurr#ng each twnm.

Addi-
t1ona¢1y, ex1st1ng local, documentat1on was. exam1ned and analyzed
to the»extent that t1me perm1tted

‘.
. 4
e
S
v

many,of these agencies operate through churches and other_ 1nstitut-

. * ‘

cids function- to provide 1mportant ‘needed serﬁjcgs 40

Although

L
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. ’ . .

The'tntEnt of this case study was to describe‘the statebof the

<

art” 1n youth—or1ented tra1n1ng”programs based upon tnputs from Six

agenc1es Strengths and weaknesses in ex1st1ng programs were

4

1dent1f1ed and used as the bas1s for determ1n1ng 1mprovements that -

cou]d be -effected fn the future Support service needs of ithe agenc1es

were a]so identified. aBecause this. 1s a case study, the conc]us1oni

- -————— -

;should be viewed a$ preliminary and tentative in nature The

. conc]us1ons shou]d be probab]y thought\of as worklng suggest10ns or

L

1deas,rather than be1ng hard and fast findings.

B
4

A Sbecia] Note About Organ1zat1on of the Report 4

As *ndi ted in the Tab]e 'of Contents, ‘the report is organ1zed

into six maJor sectlons and Append1ces Aisend1x 1 is des1gned to

acquaint the reader wixh methodological, cons?derat1ons and- issues _

¥ b

perta1n1ng to the specific methodo]ogy emp]eyed in thas siudy

The reader is ‘encouraged .to peruse 1t a1ter comp]et1ng the maJor text

»

of the)report ro ] Lo N

e
4
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AR ¢ & BAcqémUND- FACTORS ® R
A Why Was the Study Initiated? g SN (Q :

An initial quest1on that could be ra1séd in conduct1ng tihis: study :
, "What factors or forces have 1ed to the need for jhe study and
acwa)]y helped..to make it a-reahty?" The best a'nswer. to .this question
is that the study m's the resul't of a conbination‘of factors First L |
. - the amount of funds expen'ded for youth tra1n1ng programs that come . R -
~ under the JU{“]Sd'I/QtIQn of comnumty act1on agenc1es ﬂrextenswe -
. \ ’ Many community action agenc1es in 0h1o adm1n1ster Cdmprehenswe _
. Employment -Tra1n1ng Act fﬁnds- Under severa] titles (I.and III) of
the Act, community action agenc1es operate programs which are targeted -
primarily for youth in the genera] age range af 14-21. In the past _ -3
) ygar, as examples; appro‘:‘u'mate]y three qu'arters o_f a mﬂh‘on.do]fars
- of ‘CETA funds nere administered oy the ério Huron EZommun‘ify Act'ioh~ ]
Commss1on and\approx1mate1y $2,000,000 by the Comnun}ty Act1on
0rgan1zat1on of Scioto _County. While not aH commumty action agencies
adm1n1_ster CETA progr&ms, many do and the above exa,mp]es"i'f multiplied
e '&acro‘ss many ag'enoies serve to 1'Hu_strate. the magnjt.ud'e of funds
al]ooated 1n th1s a\rea Addlitiona1 work experience.programs funded
by other sources are*also operated by the agenc1es ' ,
= ) L The expe"ndlture of large an‘nounts of pubhc mon1es is almost always ‘ » ’
- - * now acco pan1ed By a- Tieed to. be. accquntabTe in the broadest sense of
| § the'term‘ That is, the accountab111ty of pr@r‘ams must 1nc1ude
' - méasures and 1nd1cat1ons of success/impact as well ~$s statements of -
. how monies and resources were 'spent and used. This Has been reflected }!
" ‘* in national 1eg1s1at1on regarding educat1on (ESEA, 1965) and 1n\
) " various allowable budget categori—es for community action agenaes ,
_as sp_ec1f1ed 'by the Office of Econom]c Opportunity. 0ne~m1ght %ay
Q o 'that,"progra'm accounitability 1;. a.sig‘n'-of our t1'mes.". ' - o

RC 7 g ‘

* - - ’
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Secondly, th1s study 1s partly attributable to a genuvne desiré

“toimprove existing programs; "to deveTop new/1nnovat?ve program7

(

and to 1mprove.the overal] operation of oommun1ty act1on_agencfes.
" The aboye‘concerns are representative'of'the:perceptions of the Ohio
'.fDepartment of-Economic and Eommunitx Development as F@Jl as*a sizeable’
number of the agencies'that part1c1pated in this stﬂdy C T,
Thirdly, the.study reflects an understand1ng on the part of “the .
Ohdo Department and the’ part1c1pat1ng_agenc1es that there are var1ous‘\m-;

.

altgrnatives_for studying existing programs:’ - For e!hmple the Ohid ¥
v . 1]
Department or~a committee ‘from the agenc1es could have, examined '

ex1st1ng programs and prbgram operations.’ Wh11e this strategy is
quite poss1b1eJ it does have a not1ceab1e def1c1ency Individuals

compr1s1nq-the study group may be "too clode" to the prob)ems and
V +
issues and be less objective than _those whl are- d1vorced or separated . o

frof - the agencies. The need to conduct the study by«an.externai .

party thus hecomes apparent. . By contract-th?s eXternal‘party was B -

»

the Evaluat1on D1v1s1on of The-Centetr for Vocat}onal Education at _
F ]

The 0h1o State Univers1ty and specifically one of its resjdent evaluatoqg .
who was des1gnated to carfy out the study. fo fac111tate the study,
the Department of. qunom1c and Community Development (DECD) assigned

™

one of its field representat1ves to help coord1nate activities. and ) ‘
R ] work closely w1th The genter for Vocat1ona1 Education. Both-of/é:: ,
<

3

. above 1nd1v1duals shared 1n the authorship of th1s report
. ,/'

. .

b




necessary for carry1ng out the study was. exp1a1ned

Init1a1 PTann1ng Efforts o = - ' *

¢ The actua'l deC1s1on to 1mp1ement the study Was the result of
' - \

severaT meet1ngs held 1n the spr1ng and.pummer of 1976. These

meet1ngs were as follows: L . .

- Inﬁt1a1 discussion meetings 1nvoTv1ng DECD‘staff and staff
from CYE  ° N ,

. B . .

- Contacts, meetings, discussions between DEéD’staff and”
N potential parti?Spant agencies; and - -
A major planning meeting—in July that 1nc1uded DECD staff
CVE staff and part1c1pat1ng agencies. ..

|

! ¥y

A

The last meeting was especWaTTy ihportant fnasmuch as Tt-prdvided s
an opportunity for all involved parties tg discﬁss the .nature of the

stddy. Potential ageas of misunderstdnding were clarified and resolv

’ : - ! —

T

ed: -

The interactions among:all parties were expTained and the cooperation

“

S The $ix agenc1es that were 1nv1ted to and d1% actuaTTy participat

e

L 4

in the study‘Were selected on the basis of. numérous criteria., The

cr1ter1a were: type of area be1ng served by- the agency (i.e.,

metrop011tan, urban, and ruraT with two agencies per each typé of are

1

1nnovat1veness of program as 1n1t1a11y Judged by ‘the profeSSIOnaT
staff of the Ohio Department of Econom1c and Commun1ty DeveTopment,

and agency w1111ngness to part1cipate TabTe 1 conta1ns a listing of

. the agenc1es that participated and the typé of area they_ggp:esent

" It should be noted- that the,ﬂetropOTItan, urban and. rural
distinctions stBwn in Table 1 are not absolyte ones. Rather, they
represent some fine gray lines between the agencies basig upon

professional judgment. Hopefully; the agencies‘selected are

a),
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q:mmun1ty Action Agenc1es that Participated “° - .

n the

Iype of Area e

Metropo11tan
. » T
Urban
Rural
- E 3
T
N T
~ - '
P N
- ’ i
- ' 'y
, & o ‘e
° »

. ‘:' Table 1 1 ‘ T

Study by Type of Area Represented . . )

. - .

Ageficy Title .., - Lity

Counc11 for Econoinic ) , <. Clevétand
“Opportunities in’Greater - - .
Cleveland (CEQGCl , -

" Columbus Metropolitai Area Columbus
Community Action Organization , e ! A °(

. Erie-Huron Counties Community _» Sandusky
Action Commission =~ - _ .
Community Action Organization .  Portsmouth «g
of Scioto Caunty, Inc. ) . *

3
Adams-Brown Communrty Decatur -
Action Program .. . —
_Hancock , Hard1n Wyandat and Findlay
" Putnam Communlty Action - - 7 ;’ oL,
Commission A Co
— )
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reprgsentatwe of a cross sectxon of' con‘mumty act)on agenc1es based

upon type of’ area served At the end of S;ept'embe the contr‘act ,. -

'

-8

Y

':between the Ohio Department of. Ecorfomic“and Cdnmumty\ Deve]opment and

The Center for Vocat‘lonal Educatmn (Tﬂe Q)a.io S}a"tg/Umversnty)

/‘!

tem o

was f‘orma]Ty s1gned and the pno.]ect was started 'at the beginning

L3

of (_)ctob,er, / ‘- { . : .t
- ’ G~
- \ 'o N 1 [y , . ) R
4 = ObJectwes of the Stul " S - ;f L e Ty .
i . L1sted below are the obaectwes of th1s study Ce - :
*1. " To descr1be youth or1er§ ted. tra1n1r@ programs operated: l;y - - ‘
}-——~ o _community action agencies in the state of OQhio. The. LT -
' e . destription will include the -context. in wh the agencres/ .
) - ., . programs operate; the manmer in which:p cipants are Tyt
- . identjfied; the nature of..the specific progrqns or interven- -
. - tions);.and program evaluatwn oo e ™ ,
. .. ;. P - 3 - -

# - 2. .To 1dent1fy un1 1nnovat1ve programs,.i.e., prom1s1ng ‘4 - *.

s prerams that hg\pe ul Ty could be generahzed tb other sett1ngs R
SN .- . 3. To. obtaxn reconmendatwns for J'E\prwement from 1:ht=.l 51x (6) T
- . part1c1pat1ng sites. . o R
. xS . . . =~ -~ - -

. ) 4. To generate based upon 1nformation coll@cted for objectwes _
oo » . -one through three two rip‘;its _ ; . :
T N “The first report (of which th;s wr1t1nq part).is a )

. " o sunmary. of the stud§and its results . -
o , E - °The seoond report will h1ghhght 1r|novat1 programs that - b
(\ . ’ could be generalizéd across agencies. It will bas1ca11.

© be in the format of a brief "sampler" of innovative
e programs and suggest19ns for improving agency ar11d program )
operationy’ The agencies will have the opportunity .to choose/ -
select any of the ideas in this-report for their specific ’
s1t,uat4]on if they see fit to do:so. s .
. The procedures for conducting the study are described in the next

section of this report. . . S T




. of 1nterv1ews wd's- planned for.‘ The 1n1t1a1 1nterv1ew was conducted

. within a reasbnab]e perfod of time 1n a work day

af’
- -

..8'.’ > ',' )

]

S0 ‘?ROCEQURES FOR_CONDUCT ING'THE STUDY

-
o !.

- s

- Twonwave Interv1ew Approagg R ‘ - .. :

" To study the youth or1ented trainfhgﬁprograms in- the commun1f}
action agencies, each agency was vis1ted tw1ce Dur1ng the 1n1t1a1
vis1t, on]y key adm1n1§trat1ve personne] were 1nterv1ewed «‘Usua]1y

tﬁese 1nterv1ews included the execut1ve d1rector of;the agency a’d the

W [ ¢

| manpowér director. The 1nterv1ew was 1ntens1ve in nature and requ1red

~ ..

between.z 3 hour's to comp]ete f : ;‘\ CT .

, .

Based upon the f1nd1ngs from- the 1n1t1a1 1nterv1ews conducted
at. the six sites the scope of 1nterv1ew1ng dur1ng the sedond v151t o
was broadened ta 1nc1ude in separate‘interv1ews,.counse1ors work

' exper1ence-superv1sors, ‘and program part1c1pants. The latter two

. sets of 1nd1v1dua1s were 1nterviewed d1rect]y on the "job s1te. Al] '

=

: of the 1nterv1ews exoept for the Qpe déscr1bed be]ow were’ br1ef and» .

general]y required one hour or Iess of t1me In. addgtioh a secOnd

. short 1nterv1ew was again conducted w1th the key agency adm1n1strat1ve ®

- -

. persohne1 This interview genera]]y requ1red one hour to comp]ete. -

The p]an for 1nterv1ewing and the time requf?Ed are sunnnr1zed' .
~in Tab]e 2 One fact that can be 1nferred from Table 2 is that .
accoss the sites a minimum tot’! of 42 hours (6 sites t1nes 7 hours)

L 4

jointly by the two autborsﬂof this report. "All subsequent interviews {/)
wece cohducted by"le authbrsfbut on an 1nd1V1dua1 bas1s Th1s was

8 v #
seén as the most feasible: approach to accomp11sh1ng ‘the 1nterview1ng

o r

« P

T




A Table 2

Thé 1nterv1ew Plan for In1t1a1 and
Second Site Visits to- a S1ngle Site

A

L]
* -
. .
.

- . ’
.

] ;
Total .-
1n1strators Counse}ors Superv1sors Part1c1pants Time

i a
L

\ "‘ ' —., . - .

-~-v.~—~1~ntt-1'a1f‘é' Exee%ltfve« I 2-3
. Visit Director and/ . - hours
v et O Agenc§ . e :
Manpower
, Dirvector -
(2-3 hrs.) .

v "4

Se¢ond ** Executive .2 (12 hre, 2 (1/2 hr. 4 (1/2 hr. =~ -4
VlSlt Director and/ ~ per - <" 4 or less or less’ " hours
or ‘Agency - counselor) per - per :
Manpower - o supervisor) part1c1pagt)
) Directpr | .
(1 hr.) -




‘ A ‘\ . .. "v-'lo- ) —-4’.| )
Where possible, the plan cal]ed for 1nterv1ew1ng at least two
counse]ors from d1fferent programs, two’ superv1sors from ‘the d1fferent

programs and‘two part1c1pants per program In severa] instances, N

the agency wasqpﬂy operat1ng one ma1n youth or1ented training program

: and hence the p]an was mod&;e&accordmgly The actual types ana

numbereme$-4nd4¥1dualseykterv1eued are ﬁound in the results sect1on

T "“'\““w - -
N —

Interv1ew schedu]gstorms ’

’ ) : ) !
The 1nterv1ew forms. are appended to this report in Appendices ' —

II-VI The form for the initial s1te visit (Append1x I1) was . -
deve]oped accord1ng to the fo]]ow1ng conceptS' ) ; .- . "
- Contéxt refers to those variables and factors wh1ch def1ne
the milieu in which the ‘community action’ agency ex1sts

" These would include: type of population served; general types

- of programs-operated by the agency; econom1c“factorsfaﬁfect1ng -
— the cpmmun1ty served; -etc.

- . N
Ident1f1cat1on refers to the procedures and techn1ques by ©-
which potential participants are defined, screened, etc. an37
eventua]]y adm1tted to a youth ‘training program.

)

Intervention refers to the techniques. and methods by which
ﬁﬁ'érams are operated and managed. Programs can be ;haracter1zed

, by tneir dggation, purpose, actual activities and so fqrth

Evaluation refers to the processes and methods by which” a .
- program staff obtains and utilizes information regarding the ° >
effect1veness of. programs. . E; A

The 1nit1a] interview contained 15 questions across the above four . T . 1

areas. \In add1t10n three genera1 overa11 qg;stfons re]ating to

estions for furthgpr—— o T

program study were 1nc1uded in the 1nterv1ew The 1n1t131 interview .

pregram strengths, program'weaknesses ‘and su

' was, on]y ut111zed w1th key agenC{ adm1n1strators w:%:

- e - . -

-
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The -second 1nterv1ew (Append1x III) widh key adm1n1stfat1ve
staff was somewhat shorter in Tength and fotused on conoerns-qQTtE,
d1fferent from the f1rst .one. The e1ghf Quest1ons ofethis interview
- X 1.
pr1mar11y dea]t*th 'Issues or‘ eoncerns 1dent1f1ed during the f1rst
. frnterv1ew as be1ng cdmmon across the st s1tes One quest1on, however,

‘”“*If’e;_“~u.wasm51te_spec4f?t?and rejated to 1nnovat1ve types of programs operated

oL~
R

;{{_abj the Stte, - ~- -~ f_I 9 > ‘,— i

The interviews w1th counSeIors, superv1sors and partic1pants were

very brief in: 1ength and focused on the foIIg?ing types of var1ableg

problems encountered with the -program; progran strengths, satisfaction= -

“with program act1v1t1es, suggested program mod1f1cat1on' and so forth.

(See Append1ces IV VI) AII 1nterv1ews were dBnducted with the stated
'.I assurances of CVE and DECD that all 1nformat1en wa’/conf1dent1a1 and

hd

T wew . - -

wou1d onIy be used in "grouped data anaIyses "
N B N . , “) ',0
Other Data Sources C B

.

In addit1on to the 1nterv1ews pr1nted sources of data were
“ coTlected at each stte. These sources . 1nc1uddd reports, pamph]ets,
evaluation forms and other similar ma%g‘ials “#d0 the extent poss1b1e,

|;J""
these sources were reviewed and the faets they provided ha;e been

Ve W

/’Incorporated into the Study.

Data Analys1s SO ;,g 1; . .

The ‘basic mode of ana]ys1s was the coJIation of fnterv1ew data : :‘

and other data across the’ six sites. where appropriate, frequency ,'x‘ '
* counts and tabIes were prepared ‘which summariie‘the findings of the .

study. Interpreta¢ions of the datafand cpncqusions'aré ;anuded
-with the data summary. (For more detail amd backgroundifactors re- ;-
¢
gardtng the 1nterpretat1on of .case study results, see‘Append1x I).
” - .
A »
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, ‘ Ty ’ :
_ Sampling -Summary for the Initia] and Second Visits to the Six Sites

S o ) - / .

Te In Table 3, the actual samp]e_used in studying the youth oriénted

‘.} . training programs of agencies included in this 'study is presented. ‘
\‘ . 3 . [y

_ L 4 -

. .JThe table contains the sample from baoth the first and second site

- . ' | T J
-~ visits. v , -~

.

Simple addition indicates that 62 separate intérviews were

conducted by the authors of this report It would have been des1rab1e ‘ -

to have 1nterv1ewed'more‘counselors and partnc1pants but due to the .

press of time, d1stance, ‘and 1oca1 sshedu]es th1s was not poss1b1e
v

The table further indicates that .in mhny 1nstances on]y out-

\of-school programs were, observed A]though th1s s part]y an 1nc1denta1,

resu1t of schedu11ng d1ff1cu1t1es it does réffgtt an emerg1ng prob]em

for -commumty aQIon agenc1es since ‘some of the agencies have been-

- -

forced~talcurta11 the1r youth tra1n1ng programs due to. loss of funds.

'e%Th1Sfpart1cu1ar po1nt will be dfscussed in greater detai] in the next
' A
' ) ssz{don of this report.). Last]y, a]though not specif1ca11y descr1bed 7

. ' 1n the tab]e, it shou]d be noted that the on= s1te visits took place | ! .
Coo e, ’- I

-.’

) .
P - a4 . “n

. - Context'- Results and Di-sc’bssion L ‘ ’ ’ .

In Table 4, a sunnary of the agency contextual factors 1s presented

Th1s summary was}generated from two Sources--first and second inter-

views with key agency adm1n1strators and L brief review’ of miterials

5 Y

r(that th

,to-reve

y

oV1deq to the 1mterv1ewers

Ana]ys1s of the table tends

meﬂypterest1ng facts about the nature of the agencies

These- facts ire 11sted below. Y.

LT

.
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Table 3 Lo
-0 Actual Sample Interviewed During the Ipitial: - \ ‘
: . N TR Si \
t' ! an’o‘»,S&gnd‘ V1t51?ts to “the tes ‘
- : . - “Training/”
oo e . Work
Strata/Agency Initial Vtsit Samp]e Second V1sit,Samp1e xperience
, o , - Programs
. *
'Metrppolitan .
‘_Agency'$\, Program Director ~ . Program Coordinator Qut-of-
’ , Program Coordinator .1 ‘counseldr school
‘ ” .2 supervisors’,// program-.
' o 2 part1c1 .
Agency- 2 B B
“ " Deputy Executive Deputy Exec. Dlr. Out-of- -
. ¥ . Director— Program Director - school
. - Counselor Superv. program
“ ;T 1 counselor | - P
s - v 3 supervisors :
) : - , . 3 participants
GA‘ Urban AR ; K o, .
. Agency 1. Program Director . @ Program Director . Qut-of-
o S . *2 counselors ~ school
L ) ;o 1 sdpervisor * program
N . v ¥ ] part1c1pant
Agency 2 )
- S .Executive Direct\r ‘Execut1ve D1rector Iﬁ-scho&] .
. .- Program Dﬁrector . «_Program Birector .+ Out-of-" -
' & ; v 2 counselors school
s _/ ‘ - 3 supervisors -
o * ) 4 part1c1pants e ‘
" _ ‘Rurab <
. -% \ - o . '
! Agency '} Executive- rector- Executive Director .  Ip-school
- ’ =4, Program Director - 3 counselors t-of-
. LT .2 supervisors = ~-school ..
—5 part1c1g§nts. T
Agency 2 fxecutive DTrEctor - kxecutive Director In-school
: 3 Program Program Director " Qut-of-
W S ounselors ' school
L s - 3 8u 1 sors o
L . \ . . *2 participants | R
T6TALS 7

-
' .

5 Program Diréctors
P Prdgram COOrd .s

© 4 Executive Dir.'s

4 Executive Dir.'s

! Program Directors .

1 Program Coordinator =---

1 Counselor Superv1sor

11 Counselors
14 Supervisors '
17 Part1c1pants . o

L 4 .

e,
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. o n . : E _ N C ‘
N '1 o ‘ , . . - Tab-le 4 ‘ﬁ:‘«. O X ; . - ) \/'/
i Agency Context Summary as Derived from F1rst and Second Interviews with Agency Administrators *
Che e . - R4 R . Total . CETA ‘ ., . * Other €'oments/ ‘
- Type/Agency “CSA Funds* .. - Agency Funds‘ Programs**. . Population/Type 7ggcriptors *
- ’ ~ ' ' : 2 * ! ( ’ v - ¢
Metropoljtan RN . LA .
Agency 1 $1,000,000*** -~ $4,326,882 Out of: School . Large metrdpolitan , - Mu1t1 faceted )
. A LS Lo (QETA Intake) ared with tge agency which
’ L ' .+, targét population . . handles funds
) . , : ' - , tfbeing primarily” from HEW, CSA,
’ v A inner city blacks . ~ BOL, ete. =~ *» - .
Y . A “rand’ appa]achian .- - Several net for o
“ white ‘ profit companies .
. " NN (car wash,.print -~
- ) , - . ‘o Y - .ol . ¢ . Shop) . o
< e e . sy e =7 neigthrhood '
‘ AT . ; A SRS, & service centers <
v . - . B oo = (0utreachf '
4 . . i B , o, . . ' R , . ) 4
Bgency 2’ $1.,969,000 $16,276,741 - " Large metropo]itan - 6 neighbonhood‘ ! n
. ot ) . vy SR - area with the target - ggnters
. . -, ' ~ + s . popufatfon-being - " I -.Agency is’a pass
, , ) - U = w o+ inner city b]acks, « through or co-
. e e RN whites, and ; ordinating .
~ 7, T SR Puerto Ricans é\ mechanism for
: ! o ' e Lt T various groups,” -,
- - 7 . L e.g., Seniors’ of {
N ) . S Ohio, Inc.; legal
/ ‘0 ' L 7 s . services society, .
) « 0 N (: ‘ ‘& ~)‘ ) ., R . ’ etc‘ . ) '

Community Services Administration

CSA = .
Comprehens fve Employment Tratning Act -

CETA =

¢

.agencies. , . .

.‘,

+
. ¢

,« . */‘.
.

. ~~“'.“ . ; . RN c‘ ’ "\I .
a guide for understa:;:n;§the_;dntext of;tnez }25]

Many figures are approximate and should on]y bq vietjg,aﬁ
]

o,
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’ .. Table 4, continued . ’ ‘
. <, ’ .. : - ' . -
' Sy e - - Total - “CETA s . T Other Comments/
?Txge/Agency - "CSA Fund€ Agency Funds Programs . , Population/Type ' Descriptors °
Urban . e ¢ , ~ o -V .
% Agency. 1-. .  $152, 000 '« $1,150,000 . In-school " 803000 in one - 3-neighborhood .
. .. “ ST "+ OQut-of-school cou ty which is - centers are
- ' , A t ' SPEDY y urban- . -opérated’ in_-the
‘ ' . . suburban (1213%w——-=-2 coumties- °

:.4- - - L .y 1 ?' L ',’;« . o b]iCk).’ 509000 jg_nza,,&,. Mt‘fficetEd .
) . ; ' - the other which has as programs
—— . \ ’ A o
- d s a target population ’
' . poor rural whites,
. ( . . migrant f/g'ries
v s T ~ are-1-1 /2% ' .
: o , the population.. .
¢ . . - ‘- 3 . - "
Agency 2 WW,OOO = $3,000,000 In-school " 80,000 with the -, 0ne of the h1gher L
Ty Out-of-school . biggest city being - "incidénces of T
- o T " SPEDY g0, - about 25,000,000 poverty “in the
’ ' ’ P Mostly the area i$ state of Ohio
. - ° Ly rural, appalachian- - Multifaceted.
. ) . il N and poor.. About ' - prognams
o ey . T . 25-30% is ven-- - -~~~ Trarspbrtation .’
o A ‘sidered at the- problems . .
) : ~ S~ ‘- poverty level. - T .
. v 2 : .
/ * ) ﬁf " , 'Y
: ' R K LI
/ Vo ¥ “ h ! .t
v, » ., .‘¢ - . ; ,
;. 7 § - o | X o T N
' a . \( \:' . \ .
o> ~ \‘ ¢ . ’ .
. . \ f . , | CoL .
‘ ’ ‘ : . 1 e .2' S
~' - ot .~ ’ - ° \ ) 2 . ;:
« 21 7 ¢ . " . ) *;» -:‘., ] '
' . e . * p . . ’«.\;‘- » ,
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¥ . Table 4, ‘continued _
. Total ~ CETA . . " Other Comments/ |
-Type/Agency CSA Funds* ° Agenty#Funds - Programs** Population/Type Descriptors '
Rural . .
- 'r . A . ’ . -
. Agency 1 $150,000 $1,300,000 In school - 49,000 totaf’ly - Mu1t1faceted programx
. . - Out -of school ' rura]’ Targest - Qutreath aides ,
SPEDY ' city is 2,900. in local com- .  ° |
, The area 1's ap- munities/areas -
— ‘ ‘ . palachian and poor. - High incidence -
, ol | 15% or more-- ADC. of high school
o - . . . dropouts
L ' . - Transportation
« ., “} - - i ,’problemsé ' s
Agency 2 $?6 000 $1,800,000° In schooi 150,j00 rural * agency operates P
‘ : . " Out 6f sehool except in one ] multi- R
- SPEDY ¢ county. Poor facéted programs. P~
, ' - o o populatiqme is’ -#here are sedsoral !
\ j ' : primarilf®appala- problems due to - e
' A chian whites migrant.families ’
) . (WWII + after) arriving in the :
.o\ . ‘ and migrant/. area from :
, , settled®out . April to October
. ", migrants (also discrimina- _
- o p tion toward '
. ' T, , ' migrants is . o~
,apparent)
i . '~ = Bilingual staff
- . . . are needed .
. . = .= Many appalachian
- ‘ whites - 2nd- ~ -
’ - v 3rd generation ®
LP welfare families
! - - Transportation 24
v problems

i
L
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1. 'Comp]exit' of Operation. Al1 the agencies run numerous
programs An diverse argas such as alcoholism, legal serv1ces, )
youth training, elderly assistance,.and so on. The agenCJes v
are, in effect, partial coord1nators of local social, serv1ces

“to conmunities \\\ﬂ.

| .
2. Level of Fund1ng. The comp]ex1 y .of operation is underscored
when the Tevel of.funding is examined. Even the sma11est

,4gency administers well over a million dollars in funding with
+" the largest operating budget being greater than 16 million
) dollars Since,these funds come from diverse Sources, thé
" .agencies-are haiﬁhg to be- faf y’aci1ve in seeking funds. +

3. Population Served. The agenciies-do indeed vary in terms of the ~
popuTationg ser?®d. Five different groups were identified

in this study: ' rural poor; finner city blacks, appa]ach1an

whites; Puerto Ricans; amd™ igrant fanh,workers The unique
features of -these populat1o s make it difficult to define

programs that"ww11 work equally. well in all settings

.Ql' CETA Funding. The taﬁ‘e ay 1nd1cate that the pattern of St
funding is changing across the agen jes. " The - S
metropolitan agencies haye over the/past several years seen .
their control/involvement in Comprehens1ve Employment: Training -
Act (CETA) programs decyease and/or cease to exist at all. .

The locus of control off CETA has undergone a shift from com-

. munity action to c1ty overnment in the metropolitan areas.

" . Undoubtedly, there is a number of reasons for this change
1nc1uding political.ones. These factors are d1scussed in
greater defail later in thts report. ~

_The strengths and problems wrthin he, context that the agencres

/
operate.in all summarized in Tab1e 5./ This information was derived:

/
‘>part1y;from an analysis of the conte tua1 information as shown in

)
Tab1e 4 and from other 1nformation collected during interviews with ,
/ /7 .

_the agency administrators. As “shown in the'table commun1ty relations

‘agencies are truly partlof the commonity anrwhich they—exist. ’ThEy

is judged to be a;stroﬁg point of'agency operat1on. A11 the
are all in effect decentralized and operate community or ootreqch=
centersﬂ While the information support1ng th1s strength was der1ved

from 1nterv1ews and not d1rect1y observed it does appear to be
~/

a strength of the agenc1es.~ : ‘ ' : i -
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- _Table'b

. ‘.. . *,\ \ . .
' Summary.of Ma1n Codtextua]~$trengths and Prob]ems Observed

.

‘ ( Y 'v' 4 Lo
_Strgngths . . Problems \ >

PR

4
FENERY (

o -‘ Comfunity relations @ - Intbr-agency 11nkages/coordgnat10n
« |- Coord1nat1on 6$\programs ‘- Transportat1on problems (espeC1a11y
BRhche i . - in.rural areas
' " | - CETA funding toss,,

+ Coordination of pfograms* is also judged*to'be a'étrength by‘

v1riﬁe of the ‘fact that all agenc1es are str1V1ng to 1nterre1ate

4 -

_programs. " Youthful workers for example, may run summer p]ayground/
recreation programs or they may be on work teams assisting the elderly.

Winterization programsy i.e. ,b:mprov1ng thq 1n52ﬁ5t1nn of low 1ncome

dwe]]ings, are frequently accomp11shed by ysing youthful workers.  To

the extent ﬁﬁséib]e, t&e community action agencies also employ workers:

4

direét]y on their premises.
4 .0n ‘the negative side & problem occurs in the area of inter agency
‘ ' ? '
{social welfare, community-action, municipal, government) cooperation .

. < - .

and coordination. The coordination of services across agencies

U ! ‘ B

within.a number of communities is not particularly good. Where this

. ) . N ]
problem is taking place several community action agencies have new

ot

jqiﬁed in membership with other community agencies 1n coordinating- .
types of area committees. .These gfoups areitryintho reduce excessive, .

unnecessary agency overlap, increase efficiency and provide a better

. [

set of services tp low income and disagdvantaged groups. ~
.-
One other strength in terms of context was observed in two agencies
which are part of COAD--an appalachian region cooperative. This °
" cooperative seeks funding, writes joint proposals, shares problems
and ideas, etc. This type of cooperative based upon fhutual need5/
and prob]ems may have value for other areg - of the state.

- 26

1
1
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r% Over time, these commi t tees cou'id produce tremendous benéfits for
disadv taged 1ndi’vidua1s They could aid in preventing such things -

:fas: confusion over who to go to’ for he}p, back and forth and forth -

! A 3

and Back referrais mth no v’esui’Es and probable disenchantment with

the system, unciear agendy functions‘and boundaries Simiiar program

¢’

names; the weifare/conmumty action maze, iack of conmunication between

agencies and 50 forth. A beginmng has been made.\ this ar‘e@--mre

o' - N
f

néeds to be *done. ) . . o . <

oo

Harsh tra"nsport)ation problems were observed in a1l the rural
conmunity action agencie,s that participated in thc;ls study Associated.

' with transportation are factors such as physical isoiation, lack of

—~—

role ‘nodels and iack of job/work site opportumtqes Some - token

suggestions for. improvement in this reg‘ard wﬂ] be offered in subsequent
o

' ...sections of the report but the. difficuity s considered to ‘be pervasive

t,

and not easﬂy overcome oo R

T«he last, probiem, CETA fu_nding loss, is. }perhaps the most s

. criticai one In metro‘poiitan area§ the conmumty action agenc1es

.

are, for the most part, no 10nger receiang CETA funds In rural -
areas, this has not occurred but 1t ‘may take piace in the‘future.

This shift is controi of CETA is noticeabie and as a resuit, '*“'

the CETAaprogrammay be more poHticized than it formaiiy was.
LS , ,
.A 1mportant aspect of this s ift is that the agencies now in

charge. of CETA i’unds ha;e a primag/ function that supercedes the .
2
training‘fu{tion That 1% eir\goai s to run the city and

i, *

' prov1de its Citizens with services necessary for their sur%ai

safety,. etc. CETA iay prov1de funds faor workers who do ass®t 1n ’

the provision of suc’hrservices This ¥§-we'l'l and good but it is not

the primqry\purpose of CETA funding CETA funding is’ primariiuesigned
. 9 _ - ¢ .
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o for Bhe plﬁpose Jf rainin'g with serv1'°ce as a 1og’ica1 extension of the
. . purpose but a secondary one at best{ If the use of CETA funds

basjcaHy provides service rather than a mean1ngfu1 tra1n1ng exper1ence RN

In

<

for an individual 1t is not meetmg the goal of the programs

addition, CETA funds are not intended to e1ther%upp1ement or supplant
. e
\ locally funded governinent services. ";.‘ ) - L . .o

/

(Reasons other than poht1ca1 ones cou1d be postulated for the

sh1ft in contr01 of ; funds. These m1ght 1nc1ude e poor fiscal manage-

# -

ment by the conmun1ty act1on age'nc1es, “lack of innovative tra1n1ng b

{

opportun1t1es, 1neff1c1ent programs, etc.

. . 0
N

It is however, beyond the “ <

| scope of this study to examine such‘potential causal factors.) ' -

L

Identification - Results and Discussion -

.

- . \

Identification re‘a.Hy refers tb two separate types of act'i\vities :,

informing (“gettind the word out") ‘potent1‘a1' participants of.the '

3

var1ous opportun1t1es avaﬂab‘re to thém and the actual progess of )

f

se1ect1u 1nd1v~iduals for programs

set o\ both 1nformat1ona1 and 1.dent1f1cat1on procedu;es was observed
>

These in conjunction wi th streng,ths and problems are summarized

in Tab1e 6. A

RIEY
Al .

The procedures d)l;bEd 1‘n the table seem to work fairly wel"l

* .

inasmuch as most agenci report a surp]us of applicants for avatlab
Accordmg to Qgency reports, almost all of the apphcants

programs .
¥ a

Across" the. s1x agenc1es a commonh"\/

’ L4

Ta

are k> / be'low the. poverty gui\deh‘nes and do genqraﬂy come from .
.targe&isadvantaged groups. The agenc;'es do report tur_'ning away *
apphc'ants who a1though needy, fall 1nto a classification s11ght1y :
aboye the poverty gu1de11nes e 14*
o I J; .
- 28 '%‘:,' 95 *
. R - .
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- : Table 6 ‘
. .
Summany of Participant Ident1fieation Procedures *
Strengths and Problems as Derived from Interviews
a with Agency Administrators' L
Procedyres , Strengths ' @ro ems ¢
. Ipformational ) .
- Hord of mouth - AN agencies! seem - More applicants
. - - Posters in schools td" employ multi- identified than
“ _ = Radio/TV ‘ faceted procedures can be sejviced
: - Flyers - - Many-inter/intra e ”
o " . . < Referrals agency -referrals -~ ‘
T, .= SchooT contacts . -
’ * - Newspapers * -
- Outreach
Selection /f/'
" : - First come/ ~ ' - Generally all .
: first served -agencies adhere to '
] - Those with DOL target "popula- 7=
n - greatest need tion qguidelines .
' - Interviews/ . -
. home vistts
~ ) . - Department o _ /{‘*£4
’ _ : labor criterid 1. .
— . . !’ .
< v B R ’“
P * Moyt agencies use a combination of procedures afd the order of
e / presentation of procedures <in the table does not reflect an
-A11 are used commenly.

- emphas1s on any one. procedure.;

\I“ ‘e
) ’
4
\
1
LJ
. @ N
A
. - 5
) .
.
.
E
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. 2

relates to“the procedures for 1dentify1ng/se1ecting program work s;tes

PES

A problem encouptered at several aqenc1es was a concern over the ~
degree to which spec1f1c work: sites really prOV1ded part1c1pants with

mean1ngfu1 travniﬁg and the degree to wh1ch participapt problems were

- i

understood Part]y, th1s is a prob]em of continuous or1entat1on and
‘¢

. dialogue between the agency and~ the work‘s1te. Partly, however, it is

.

" a problem of .initial site se]ectiqn.' At~present; this is usually,

accomp]ishedwby job coordinétors program-directors or supervisors

£}

contact1ng sites or learning abogt s1tes v1a their work in the field.

The professiona1 Judgments of these 1nd1v1duals have generally beén
" .

DY

In the same instance* it is poss1ble:that exce]]ent tra1n1ng

Y

O -sisgi'are overlooked ‘This cbgld be & ref]ection of publicity

L

igns d1rected toward prospeft1ve partqcipants ‘rather than '
prospective: emp]oyers both iR’ the'public (and pr1vate) sector.*

N -
. \
? \ v -

Interxention.~ Results and D1scussion T, .

In studying the actual traTn1ng/work eXperiences operated by the

.agenc1es, a var1ety of 1ndividuals and groups was 1nterviewed ~As,

. descyribed, th1s was done to obta1n a comprehensive v1ew of youth '

. oriented training prograﬁf The'results of these,interv1ews are found

- R 4

“ -

_,f“’“in the follow1ng tabieS' ‘ oo - - o

i

‘. * - .
Ta
R — - . — { - \,,
) L — ’ . q . S
. .

‘o One agency is’ currently pursu1ng this caurse of act1on
- - _ # SN

One set -of 1ssues/cons1derations not described in- the table ‘;

P

-

L
A
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Tab]e:71 Qenera]iPrograSLSummary
Table 8: Counselor Perceptions of Programs qg

‘a : [ N . -

"Table 10: Participant Perceptions of Programs - ) -
. .

' . -

Table 11: Innovative ProgramS/Ideas~ :

LTable 12: §ummary of Program Strengths and Problems

- Following the tablez is agshort discussion of the results.” Table 11 °

will not be discusskd in any.detail in this.report inasmuch as tt
will be/the substance of another product prepareo for the Department
of‘Econom:c and Coumuntty Deve]opment N

- 9 _s O
First, in reviewing Tables 7 through 12 the reader should be '

.aware of the procedures ufed in constructing them. The tables are_

.

a condensation, of\imformation collected from partially open-ended
interviews. To collate data for tabu]ar d1sp1ay required that the

%
essent1a1 idea stated by the 1nterv1ewee ba.summarlzed interv1ewee

{
comments are thus not 1nasmuch -dgtail as originally given. Interviewer
Judgment was also used ﬁn seIect1ng the most pertinent comments for
11st1ng in the tab]es Last1y since the.sample s1ze per tab]e was

sma11 no attempt was .made to ‘separate out the dlfferent types of .

programs. - . : S | e

Taple 7 indicates that. six bgsic types of programs are in opeza-

P

tion at ‘the six sites. The six programs are-' CETA in-school program;

CETA out of-school program, CETA summér program (SPEDY); the Depart-

ment of Labor Job Cemps program, CSA out- of-schoo] (private and public

~—
sectons) programs, and CETA  out-of- sch001 (private sector) prograns

o~ 5 . N .

Table 9: Supervisor Perceptions of Programs ' .

<
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B A

i - Genera1 Yq:th Tra1mng Program Sunmqry as Der1,ved from AgenCy Interviews* ’
Fundmg Type of Averade = ¢ .. . ’ T ] Evaluation
-+ " Source *+ Program Duration - Objective(sL Instructiona] Strateg_y-‘ .Procedures . -
: ‘ . . : " =
CETA,~ In-school 1 academic—~  To keep” students in " -Almost all tratmng {Supgrwsm evaluation
© year ’ school by providing is obtained by work - { . (4 out of 5 agencies)
: \ , . : . pogitive part-time supervisoirs teaching - Self ratings (1 agency)
: . ‘ . < . ° work experience *° . 'sfeudeyts the job = - Counselor e\)/aluations
o - - _ ‘ . Y . , (4 agencies
’ o - g L ' ' - Conferen}bs/(‘{ agencies)
‘ - T : ) - T -.Various records
L. : . 2 : g , (a1l agencies)
. . \ ' - _ — f 7/ . ’ ‘
7 . . ‘ . . o ) } . . .. \é"’ . ‘ o ] ]
o CETA Out-of- ° Up“to 1 - To provide positive ‘See,abpve See above
) ’ school . » calendar . work equmences o o
PR year for out of school - - . :
. - : ™ youths/young.adults - e ,
; RIS -Todeve'lopJob. ST, © - T
. o - o7 survival and/er, ‘ . .
\ L ' /"' other skills . . L . : '
' '.’ .- . - _ . ‘ .« - B - — >
CETA ;Summe/\ 1 sumer " - - An extension of above ' See above
. ~ . Program «* the’in-schoot YL .o
o - . - 7 program except T .
5 . ’ . .o e that students can *  °, © )
o : S ot work more than a ' = . « . e
: o o _few hours part-time : ' .
.« - . * 2 Fo "keep" students . A ([ _
. X ’ L - ‘ off .the streets -° C 7
. . 1‘0 . A ) . . 4 o ‘ )L . . .
. .o . o~ J : . A . Y - .
P ‘ ' . \ | )33
- \ \\ P - -
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L e e
» i - - “ = '
~ s Py S _Table 7, ﬁdntinded oL }
. ' - . . i ' s i . ' / i°
Funding  Type of = Average . . .- T .
. Source Progran . Duration Objective(s) Instructional Strategy Evaluation Procedures
¢ Departnent' Job Dependent . Fo provide skilil Vocational school . Not. availabie ‘(byt
. of Labor Corps** . on type of training in a © type of training _assumed to be ski11
: traininge , residential camp = @& ’ providiency)
.(6 months - setting .
2 years) . - "
A ‘ b} ) _ : .
' ) : 7 . - n A
CSA . Out-of- Up to 1 - To provide posi- Almost all training - Supervisor ratings
{Public school calendar tive work exper- — {s obtained by work. -’ (1 agency) ,
and \ year dences for out- . supervisors teaching * - Counselor ratings ,
"*e private " ‘ of-school youth$/ = students the jobs (1 agency)
sectors) . young adults: = - Conferences
T ~ To develop job ~ = (1 agency)
. . survival and/for. ~ - '
e .. v other skills £
,:’thA .0qt-of- 7 Up to 1 ,Td’provfde skill Depéndent upon R ;
. (Private  school calendar training -individual S
e employment year . ' employer
.+ training) : / . contract-
o A i B . L e ’ ' .
//‘/’\Rs noted ear]ier, not a]l programs~are operant in each of the agencies that participated in this study.
< i Agencies do not directiy handle the training aspects of the proggam
- . ‘ \ e . . _f- P ™
. 5
\ *
‘ | . i =
- \ J =
34. =
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As is noted in the table, no one agency operates all sfx programs.

Four ‘of the agencies operate CETA in school, out- of school, and summer

¢ T
.

. ‘\prqgrams as matter of course. In add1t1on one of these four agenc1es
operates the CETA private sector.,out -of-school program. One agency
. operates only the CETA out-of-school program (and CETA intake -
functions) and is heav11y involved in recruiting-f‘? the Job Corps_
. program* The last agency does not receive CETA funds and thus

_. utilizes CSA funding for its’ programs . The qu Corps, CETA private 3L////

. +_sector,-out-of-school, and the CSA programs receive m1n1ma1 funds

~

in comparison to the other CETA programs. ¢ C ..
C e ‘ , - ~ .

' Within the context of these six'programmatit areas, minor and

-

major var1at1ons of program theme occur. The~ﬁnjor variations.of theme,

e

that is, those programs that are different apd 1nnovat1ve are -
summarized in Table 11, Further detail regarding these variations . -
is given in the product entitled "A Sampler of Innovative Program

Ideas forNOhio's Community Action Agencies" which accompanies this

“reporte* o : o

¢ Other aspects of the programs which are important are that

¥

most program obJect1ves are focused on the provision of posftlve ~
work experiences and the development of coping/job survival sk111s,
'N>\ almost al tra1ang is dependent upon the specif1c job s1tuatIon -and

. supervisor, and a variety of evaluation technfques are used

*  Altschuld, James W. and Terry. T. “A Samplerof Innovat1ve Program ‘

Ideds for Dhio's Community’Action Agencies," The Center for
‘Vocational Education, 1977.

)

N .
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The amount of training varies-greatly. In some situations, a
AN

superVISor will assist a,part1cipant in the learning of bas1c and
advanced ski]]s Even with the sma]] SAmple interviewed "in this study
j;‘few instances. of hIghly spécia11zed tra1n1ng were tak1ng p]ace
ﬁ‘*the other hand, some part1c1pants receive only min1ma1 tra1n1ng

‘ WRL when they are capable of 1earn1ng fairly complex technicad
skills. Th1s could be a, result nf’numerous Sfactors -such as: participant

.attitudes; superv1sor att1tudes\and def1c1entopart1cipant educational

* )
—_ - ¢

backgrounds. | ,)y ., Lo i E - '

- The format of the training while sqmewhat vagiable often follows
a common Patternir In a qne* to one fashion, the supervﬁsor orients
the participant to'jon duties,;skills,’learning situation etc. and
mon1ters the progress of the part1c1pants dur1ng their tenure on. the
job. The. agency counse]or visits the site perlqdﬂcally for discus- .
sions w1th,the superv]sor and program participant. Interestingly,
the partic{pant.is.not an employee of the job site but rather is

’

paid minimum wages ($2.30_per hour) by the agency. Also, by'regulaj '
’ T . ' '
tion CETA employmerit funds (except in special circumstances) can

on]y be allocated for use 1n governmenta] and. not for profit agenc1es.
Hence, there are 11m1tat10ns on the . s1tes that_can actua]]y be

\

InVOlved in the tra1n1ng and work exper1ence programs

*.
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.Tab]e 8 represents a summary of counselor percep jons of .the youth
< trainfng pf§9rams. One major ‘finding from'this tab}e Js‘that the
cobnse]ors are either wéll trained (co11ege degrees in socio]Og&,

. ’
education, and related fields) or/have cons1derabT amount of ©

. N
, practical experience Genera]]z//the counse]ors elt that thé1r case

_ loads were not too heavy and théy reported us1ng a var1ety of
L -
te;hn1ques for orienting supervisors and part1c1 ants to the programs.

" -Counselors saw the part1c1pants as be1ng satvsf ed with the programs
and as 1earn1ng good work hab1ts frdm their p%rt1c1pat1on in the,.
prOgram. However, a sizeable number of counshlors.did not feel.that "~
specific specia]{ied job skiIIs‘were'being hanced by the program.

Numerous program strengths were cfted hywth nselors with a particular

e - g
emphasis on learning good work habits and/learning while earning

«ey.probTems noted were’ 1nsuff1c1ent mondes, 1so]at1on from the JOb |

market, dec]1n1ng numbers of JoUE too few job s1tes, and f1nd1ng

partIElpants JObS after they comp1eted tra1n1ng These resu1ts take

/
on greater mean1ng when ana]yzed 1n the “context of superv1sor and

1]

. participant comments. (Espec1a11y note the d1scuss10n of< Table 12
Summary of Program Strengths and Problems.) o ,

In Tab]e 9, the percept1ons'of\work experrence superv1sors are
summarlzed. The superVISors were 1nvo1ved in the three most commonly
observed CtTA‘programs and the CSA funded programs. By and larges
the supervisors had extensive pertinent background experience for
workingﬁin the'programs Most of them had been orientedsby the coun-
se1ors to the programs and cons1dered the or1entat1on to be adequate
for their:needs They emphas12ed that part1c1pants were: ga1n1ng

-

an understénding of.unrk ethics; 1earn1ng cop1ng/or surv1va1 skills;

'and in instances, getting,spécific skill training..

- 38
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supervisors (1)

4

Several ‘counselors mentioned more than one aniwer.

-

oy s [} " - 2 ¥ ' v
‘ - ’ " ¢
' ’ ? * 3 M " .
N 5. . : i
v
L4 -1
. ¢ - ‘ -4 ' .
. ! ¢ " . ' 3
1 " P ; ; . :/ .
- . - Y
. . ~— ., “lables .
. * _ Smmary of Counselor Percegtions of Youth Training Programs as Derived frt‘fthe Counselor Intervieus
Nuabers in () Ind cate the Counselors who Responded in a Specific Way Out of a Total of 12 Counselors*
‘ R 4 kS -
. Lounseling - v o -
Counselor seload  Supervis®f Part‘lcipa'n‘t Partﬁ:ipant ProbYems Skin |, , Strengths
Expgrience Perceptions Orientation - Orientation** Satisfaction** with Porms** Enhancement** .

3 : . N o . * ° Benefits to
College Can, do a Site yisits Intake inter- *- ' Generally Time sk are being the coumunity
training good job with partici- views (3) satisfied (9) . consuming (4) ) enhanged (4) (1)

(8) () pants (3) ) Co T i
a ‘ . Orientation to Some complaints Confusing (2) Skil not being Ledrning good
. Prattical Spread too Discussions.  job yesponsi- about pay (2) ' enhariced (7) work habits
experience thin (1) with xuper- bilitfes, re- - Ovetrlapping to P . (3)
2 years or, visors about quiresents., and Some complaints a certain degree Learning good .
more (3) Jjobs, partici-, pay (1) about referral (8) work habits (6) Learning whil
pants and run arounds (1) . / e\Ti}i(ﬁ)
Practical programs (8) Site visit with A CETA forms are /
experience © | - . participants (1) ’lot satisfied due  difficult to ., / Sapportive
-~ 1 year or N Orientation to lack of complete (2) | - ., services (1)
Tess (1) . booklets/ Orientation _ permanent placement / -
! "materials (1) booklet and goal not No real ’ Professional
. ' . being met (1) problg-ms level of
: PR Orientation #to . , (s) staff (1)
. Jjob, responsi- Some -‘problems with * - .
', bilities, dress; s rtive services Too many” ' Better self
, behavior, etc. (Wm ‘ forms (3) °° *. & image on
; - (7), ' - - part of
. . . participants
‘. F 4 Group counsel fng \ . - . ~(3)
sessions duyrin R .
orientation (2 \ .
P - Done on-the-job by . ¢ .

One of‘ﬂ‘e interviews included in this set is that of a counselor supervisor,

_ Monies {3) *

e

\vChang ing employer

L

-—/v )

Prob]eﬁl ' =,

Isolated from
labor

rket (3)
Declingq Jobs (3)
Helping participants
to get jobs before

leaving high school
or afte;~p,rogram (3) _

Need more"job sites @2)

No probl'ems‘ (1)

L
“w
attitudes (free '
labor) and parti-
cipant attitudes,
free welfare,
money) (1)

More time’especially
for teenager in the NN
program (1) P

’
.y

Orientation‘of ¢
supervisors (1) -,

Too"much time on
paperwork and too
little time on

counseling (1) . - N

40
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— , ’ ¥ * K .« Table 9 . ) - - oo
. ‘> Sumnarf‘y ‘of Superv1sor Perceptmns of Youth Tra1ning Programs as Derived from Superv1sor IntérVJews ‘
" } . Numbers in ( l Indicate the Supervisors Who Responded Out of.a Total of 14 Superv1sors a .
S5 T P . ,
b gaSt Program 6r1entation to Aﬁequacy of N Skill . : o« . ] -
xperience the Program Orientation Enhancement Stfengths’ " Problems , Suggestiofis '
~ - -l 1 . . A - ) —_— Q -
. Z’years.or' No grlentation ft was Understand1ng Income (3) ° *:Training not WOrks1tes shou]d
“more {9) . for supervisor adequate (10) of werk ethics/ , “ . . ieaningful (]) pick up enrcﬂ]ees‘9
. - (1) . coping sk1lls The training/ - =~ = -~ (2)
wless than™ A, . “Not adequallie (13) leading to a  No job, ~ Lo
. -2 years (5) - Prior/similar (3) . job*(4) slots (1) -~ Improve evaluation
o -types of « o sk '+ . - - procedures,~ more -
. programs (3) . Adequate but. training (9) = Getting "kids" No-problems (2)  feedback f parti- '~
. _ others will © 7 . off the ‘ - ‘cipants and . % -7
0L Counselery * need more (1) ¢ , streets ¥(1) Financial. supervisors (2)* '
) <+ agency . - ‘ .. - problems (1) ., .
o ) drientation Y, . Counselor/ . T Morezcounse]1ng, ;
- (10) . ’ ( participant” "Participants/ testing, and - 8 .
. T 2o » ﬁ!ﬂbort (1) supervisors - participant )]
: ‘ “f ‘ - need more _ “information-(4) -
A & . . . . Profess1ona1 _information or T
‘ : ‘ . ‘. 2 supp?r§ of counseMng (3) . More training (2§
‘ . . 4 ° > .
. e VAR .« s Participants- ) More'ﬁoney_(3ﬁ S e
¢ g PERCAR . . s * Low cost .are not free ., ‘ .
S . ' C e labor in - Jabdr (1) More -idb sites (17
* t. - . i exchange for . "
A tra:n1ng (1) . Poor . Expand
. ) participants programs (2)
. _— g ~ .7 motivation (6) ;
o s - - v " ¥ Provide a way .
o LA - Y- Programs are for yowthful - °
C - " ™\ ’ ‘too loose (2; offenders to get
Lo T I . Ll 4 8 a work record‘,(%)
/ * e .y T Some students/ L A
4,1 - . . : g , » " kids -don't like - .
4 . - e oo “this particular N .
) A . work «1) ° PR g .

Parents take ~ - . . .

+ away eafnings (1) * . » « ., ¢
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Train"ing‘, income, ‘and the, professional support of the agagey were .the

mo§‘t frequently mentioned strengths of the'prbgrams. Poqr'pa‘rtieip'ant
| 'motivatfon, the -need for more information and counseling, an*d the laok

of program str'ucture were the-most conmon,problems. oited. Six djf-‘

ferent suggestions for program 'dmprovement w:re reconmended by at

§st two or,‘mor;e superv'isora. These are incorporated i'nto the sum;

mary of program strengths and.problems. (Table 'I?). '.

1'n Table 10, the perceptioné of the 'program parti‘cipants are
descriheda Close to one hal‘f oﬁ the part1c1pants wére in the program
for six months or moré at the time of the interview wu‘.h the ‘rest of
the part1c1pants in the program for a shorter peraod of t1me st
of the part1c1pants had been prov1ded' an or1entatlon to the p ram

and to the1r sp;;ﬁc"\]ob dut1es b_y an &ncx counse]or AT pa 1cfpant§ \
" were sat1sf1ed wit ‘their JObS and the gene'ral nature of the learning
Co - ;. experience. ‘In a s1m11ar vem they 1nd1cated the aspects ‘of the
. program they liked most were the 'learnlng exper1ences and the pay.
“Eleven 8f the 17, pa,rt1;:1pants fe]t that, ‘there were no rea1 prob]em‘
w1th;_the -_program. thers, a'lthough in the m1&>r1t3, mentionéd
‘w',t'ransportation, pay, and more hours as diff?u'l ties. At least five

. . . ot
major suggestions were-expresse‘d‘by a number of part1"c1'pants. ¢

These ;uggesmons relate to more money, more heurs more program
strUcture po.or]y motivated partit':dpants, ant the obta‘lmng of JObS
| upon comp].etior}..of the: program (see Tab]e '|2)
In Table 11 , a number of un1que in schoo] and out of-schoo]

programs as we]] as ot}x 1nnovat1ve 1deas is Summarized, The table '

) entr1es are based upon the on- S'Ite 1hterv1eWs with agency administra-

.
tmn ;t?@the perceptIons of the 1nterv1eWers
[/ , _

\J 4
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‘ ) T . o e Tablelp Q S i
- Sumnary of Participant Perceptwns of Programs as Derived from Parﬂmpant Interviews ‘ N
- . Numbers in ( ) Ind\;cate Participants who Responded in a Specific Way Out of a Tota! of ‘17 Participants Ny
Lehgth : ™ i ¥ - . - ,
_of Time Orientation to - . Like Least . '
in Pr8gram the Prégram - °  Satisfaction* L1ke7 Most* (Problems)* ~ Suggestions*
‘Less than Counselor €x- ‘Satisfied with Not- far from "No problem (11) - - More money (6)
1/2 year plained pay, . job, learning, home (2) ' o . : ’
(9) ‘ responsibilities, etc. (17) ) - ‘Teansportatio * No syggestidns (4) -
. * - - dress, etc. (12) The experience " difficulties ?2) » . T ,
re than " CAA ‘helps. whole and the people ’ More hours (6) - o
/2 year Somewhat but - (\fam ly (1) (12) More hours _ ' . ¥ .
(4) - , primarily : e " needed (2) _More opportunity for
. dependent upon . See the . Like the pay "% .. . more individuals €6°
Mores»than job supervisor counselor (4). . More pay (2) . . be involved (1)
1 year (4) (1) - . often (1) : \ ~ ,
, ¥ . Openness" 6f Too busy to More Structure to L
- : - " Somewhat but * ., Do not, see Job sttuation really .get tragned-  program (3) ' ey P
: , not in detail the counselor _ (2). K on the, job n . ’ ,
E T (2). often (1) L ;  -Enroltees should get job
o . ' s .o v ‘Atﬁome sites, ' " upon completion of A
.t Via agency group = s . R _Narge groups of CETA training (2)
. orientation (2) T LS ’ “workers' caused ..
- " ' . problems @) - . Expand it “into more' fields
’ AY
S - . . of study (1) : .
Y - . \ Perlona1it1es SR . N
Y . ’ A om’th’e Job’ (2) Some em‘oHees not too _. ¢
=TT ) e . N “well motdvated (2)
~N\ e . , B ¢ e » T~ -’
. * Some participants gave more than one response to a quesz;on. . = : ' M

. » ~
. . ¢t e - Y
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Innovative. Programs* and Ideas as.Derived “from Agency-Interviews —
. . . . ..”:{-, ’
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. In-School Programs . ° Out-of-School Programs’

"ptherlldggs

-

Police Cadets Agency Run Small

—

Periodic Group

‘ * Busimesses

_—

Orientation and -

‘

“Summer Work Camp

! Ex

inental‘Private

-

Weekend Work Camp

New Careers' Specia]ized Youth

' h Offender Programs
Reéreational (Semi-
Educationaty Programs . )
®
Job Corps .

‘_' Meetings for Super-

visore. .

r
En¥§¥prise Programs

Designated Program
Coordinators in

Schoots—y ~

Initial Group
Orientation to Programs

for Patticipants

“ “

»

*' General Ty innovatjvé programs were being
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Table 12 représents a summary of program. strengths and problems

-

as determined across coynselors, supervisors, and participants. The.

strengths as outlined in the table are a rather clear indication that

~ in many'areas the agencies have developed positive programs that are

&=

having’an impact on participantsiand work-sité supervisors. Of .

particular note are the facts that participants seem satisfied.

with the program, it is deSirable to 1earn while earning, sk111$~__,

- and positiye ,work habits are being enhanc% and that there is some

r

- . N ! r £
experimentation with new programs.

. e ..Q

On the negative or problem side, however,’a number of major
difficaﬁties are cited® Some such as. more pay, more hours, tran54
portation probfems and a decline in theqnumber of jobs reflect a

-
set of circumstances beyond the control of the Community Action

Agenc1es, but others are not For examp]e, the fact that the‘forms
are paperwork aregtime consuming, overlapping, etc is a difficu[ty
. }that can be ovnncome by a small investment of time and money.
(Even if standard.state.forms are involved certainly chahges can be
suggested‘to-appropriate'state officials.) . ~ |
—Five very serious program probiems are identified. in’the table.
) The need for mgre JOb Sitg?‘and more training are important areas for
imprdVement Getting participants jobs after they comp]ete the prognam
‘ txj“would seem to indicate the lack of adequate placement and followi
through services. Poor partic1pant motilation must be carefu]ly
exaﬁined inasmuch as this ‘type of fackor can greatly affect the success
ar failure of programs. The next propiem:is one'that gets at the’ ’
very core gf agency purposes There i; an apg:rent need to strengthen
> agency counsel ing endeavors, information dispersal and evaluation

actiVities.

v ¢
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~.  Table 12 ) .
Summary -of Program Strengths and Problems as Derived From Tables 7-10 -
. ‘Source(s) for Summary Are Listed in Parenthbses .
. . a * . ’ ‘/ = . ;
Strengths , . ~ Problems -
. . Some experimentation with Lfﬁ?ted exﬁerimentation with new
- new programs ‘(Agency - progeams -(Agency Administrators)
. Administrators) . - ) )
Forms are time consuming, over-
Counselors are col]ege trained - lapping, confusing, and so forth . .
) _or have extensive experience _ {Courisélors) '
’ . (Counse]ors) _ S .
- ’ Skills not being emhanced
< " A variety of supervisor/ * (Counsetlors) A
participant orjentatien methods -
B were used by counselors - - Monies are insufficient (Counselors,
> . (Counselors, Partic1pants) Supervisorsa.Participants)
Participants generally were _ More hours (Participants) =~ . .
safisfied with the program ‘ -
“* (Counselors and Participants) Iso]ated~$rbm\lgb market
ce (Counse]ors) .

Ski11s and positive work hatfits
are being enhanged (Counselors, Decline in number of jobs

- Supervisors, Participants) (Counselors) .
D
Learking while earning ' “Need more job sites (Counselors,’ L
(Counselors, SuperVisors, _ Supervisbrs) : T
Participants) ‘ v
_Getting participants JObS after
SuperVisors have extensive "they complete the program
* experience with the pregram " (Counselors, Supervisors, - -
" (Almost 2/3 of the SuperVisors) Perticipants) ‘
Adequacy of agency superVJsor Poor participant motivation
. orientation (SuperVisors) " {Supervisors, Participants)
J. s ) :
X PrdfeSSipnal support ‘of CAA Participants and Sypervigors need -
. (Supervisors) - more information, counseling and/or
; % . better evaluatJon techniques
. AR (Supervisors)
o X Y .~ More'training (Supervisors) 1
, .
S L ) Transportation difficulties ~~
. ~ \7\) . (Participants) ‘. _
b P ' ) . |
’ More program structure _

(Part/;ipants) - ) i
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(Th15 need is der1ved from,supervisors Eomments regarding the need

N
‘
(3

L4

. .
themselves

for more counse11ng, the programs being too loose and the Supervisors
need for more 1nfonnat1on as well as s1m11ar comments from participants
' . *Overall,

16 connants were noted in this area from 17

participants and 14 supervisors.) Lastly, experimentatton has been
noted as both a strength'and a weakness

\ L2
-

It is a weakness in she sense
that althoudgh all ‘agencies are Ekﬁerimeht1ng with new programs, they

>

»
are only doing so on a limited -and infrequent basis

. With regard
to experimentation the agencies note that Yederal rules and regula-

tfons are too confining and preclude the desirable tryout of innovative/
new progras.

’

Suggestions regarding ways of overcoming‘these limita-
tions will be offéred in the Tast chapter .of this report

Evaluation - Resu]ts and Discussion '

,59,
The four major areas for study in this project were:
f1dent1f[catlon, intervention and evaluation

context,
are summarized in Table 13

The evaluation results

The data that were utilized in constructing
the table came from interviews with agency administrators. As obvious
from the tabla a variety af evaluation techniques is being employed
by the Six agenc1es

sites and the keeping of records, there is no clear cut agreement across

And, aside from the on-site evaluations of work-

the agencies with regard to eva]uation procedures, A number of agencies

lNote

» indicated that they were jugt ip the process of. starting their follow-
up studies and did not presently have data -from those procedures

’

one agency did have an extetnal eva]uato} review its out-of-
school program and prepare an evaluation report for its use )

L

L
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! : 3 Table 13

* Program Eva]uat1on Summary as Der1ved from Agency Interv1ews
Numbers in ( ) Indicate the Agencies that
_ Responded Out of a Total of Six Agencies

A Y ~ .
Evatuation Techniques* ' : Program Success*
v L]

 On site evaluations of | Evaluation still in process‘(l)' ’
~worksites (4) J v ) ‘ ' ‘ ‘
- o . , Program seems successful (but it

Random follpw-up studies up provides mostly pay and little

to 1 year (2) _ training) (1) - ., -

Word of mouth feedback (2) Program seems successfﬁ] (5)

Follow-up studies up to D}ff1cu1t to defipe positive. )

90.days (2) ) « criteria of success and to deal N -

with turnoyer rates** (3)
Input measures ‘(such as ‘demo- ’
graphic information) (3)

State field representatives or , : S
. ‘monthly reports (3) _ s ‘ .
% . e -
Student self evaluat1ons (1) : ' .
~ ’ . :
Records, positive - v -~
* termination’ rates (5) ‘ ' : - :

Limited or no follow-up (2) o — L UA

*, Some agencies gave more than one response.
;¥ Th1s was the response g1ven by three sites in answer to the qdestion
about program success. - -

)
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In terms of program success, most of the agencies felt that they .

were successfu1 Not much data as indicated above were available,

however, to support the percept1ons of the agencies. " One prob1em

' ,noted by three of the agenc1es was the. difficulty of esﬁab]1sh1ng

" eriteria‘for determining program success. They cited such factors as

high turnover rates,;program-tomp1eters leaving the area, the cost of

eva1uat1on ‘fnd so forth. In one case, an agency suggested that 1t k

%
-was espec1a11y d1ff1cu1t to establish criteria for in-school programs

‘which-have an implicit goa1.of "keep1ng kids off the streets." 1In

this case, for exahp1e”'js a s1ight reduction in the dropout rate an

indication of program success?
e - ' A ' - .
The strengths and problems with regard to evaluation are very

o

simply described and almost self apparent. The agencies almost
uniformly expressed a need to "improve in the area. of evaluation,

data collection, and so ferth. They were acute1y aware of short-

com{ngs in this area. Ihe1r awareness is cons1dered to be a strgngth

.

>'T'he problems 1ie -in-the lack of'actua1 ata co11ett§a‘uﬁ3'1n the need

for systematic data collection procedures. One other problem observed
by the.interviewers is that the progr‘.ms are often_ thought of 9n1y
in tenys of pos{tive p1acement of participants If.sub-goa¥® in the

3 -

areas of attitude change, sk111 pment coping behaviors, etc

were assessed a different pittur , su1ts might emeﬁge - /////

.
- . . " 4 4 / -
. o
P hd / = . ..
. .

51 -
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS
‘Thg'reconnendations in'this ghépter are based uﬁon bbs;rvations
noted.earlier in fhe repoctQéndaon'thékprofeésional judgmeﬁts:of thgy
two ihterviewers: They represent suggestions that.hopeﬁh]]y, if é;ék
partially implemented, will lead to improved agency'and p;ogram ] ,
operation. They are made in the spirit that many aspects of agency
- oeeration‘are well thought out ‘and jmp]emented put that o;her; will
need improvement: The recommendations.are organized in acford with®
. the following areas: context, idépt%ﬁicdtion, {ntervention and
evaluation. It should also bé noted'that the recommendations are
- bésed on a éase study approach which involved a small sahb}e of-.
aggncies and -a pe]ativé]yksmali numbér of site visff?‘égaiintervfews.
- Large“scé]e shmp]ing.may‘have revealed a different set of fiqd?ﬁas and

potentially different recommendations. .- ", ey

‘ Context Reécommendat ions . ' .
NP “////TT//;nter-agency linkages, i.e., communication channels, should

L be improved. This problem was most ndficeable in two of the
0 N * six comhunity action agencies cited. Better coordination of
programs hopefully will, in turn, lead tg better programs for
potential participants. The communication recommendation
. really has two parts. On the local level, area-wide committees
of local social service agencies should be formed.or,if
. already formed, should be maintained and strengthened.
- On the state level, the DECD should make every effort to
improve the. coordination between its agehciés and-agencies
like the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services|{OBES). - —_—
Although not expressly noted before several local agencies o
identified this as a linkage problem. State coordination .
would probably help to alleviate the local problem. : .

- -— - s

' .
-
.
. \
‘ .
. .
.
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- 2. The DECD and local agencies should carefully monitor the

- © dispersion/allocation of CETA monies. Ihere is a lykelihood-
. that CETA-fundS may be sHifting to local units of government..
This trénd, if it indeed 15 one, is not necessarily negative. .
What is important here. is Mot so much that .one agency or
1n§t1tut1on has the funding in place of another. but.rather
- whether the agency that can do the best job of tra1n1ng is

, “actually receiving the monies. This is a most ser1ous concern

¥ J : on both the 1oca1 and state 1eve1 .

.
v’

*

—_ 1 3, Recommendations in the area of transportation will be found
Lo ~ under the Intervention .heading.

A

13

Ident1f1cat1on'Rggg@mendatIons ' _ . B ’

A 4

As noted. ear]Ier 1n the report, the commun1catlon and 1dent1flca-

tion procedures of the ‘agencies seem to be operat1ng fagr]y we]]

3

These recommendat1ons therefore are offered “for the purpose of

1 -
1mpron/g a]ready prof1c1ent techniques. =
. e -
) /T. Target some publicity ejﬁs toward a wide range of prpspec-
tive employers especiall the metropo11tan/urban areas.
¢  Handbills, procedures, fiiers, pamphlets are typical-devices
that npght be utilized. A w1der spread of training sites- T~
- might thus be obtained. .

P

, 2. Focus greater attent1on onAApec1a11zed Subegroups w1th1n %he
) -l disadvantaged target populations. Recent federal program
- emphases have been in the areas of: women, handicapped, rura]
- youth, bilingual, etc. (See Employment and Training Ade
ministration programs). Some of these groups have specialized
types of problems (e.g., the isolation of rural women, day.
care. needs of young mothers) that require a unique or different

. h "+ type of program. There is a strong poss1b111ty thgt focused/
‘targeted programs will become more prqm1nent in the near
future.

Intervention (Proggam)-Reconnendations

-

. .
‘ l/f// Ex er1mentat10n with new*programs should be expanded. .

New training settings both public and private should be exp]oredt

i . . Alternatives to existing counseling, fo]low-through and rating R
procedures—could-be tried. Different modes of superVISor-
counselor interaction cou]d be examined. - .




¢

A

[ v

J Better techniques for mon1tor1ng partiaipant behav1or could
J— 7 be developed. Alternative methods for funding programs and/or .
S Y ; ’ - pdying participants might be studied. (In one agdency, for
oL ' . example, some counSelors spend up to two days a week just
S de]xver1ng pay checks) . . . oy -
- ¢ v

~and diffekent programs. Frequently, however, the federal
. rules cam’beirelaxed to allow for exper1mentatwon with ¢
) - promising new ideas. All: concerned agencies are encouraged . -
2V . to see if their ideas can be implemented. with full governmenta]x ¢
‘ to . approval. AN

- Regulat;:}s and rulés may be a deterrent to. try1ng out new

2
- . . .- A K . NG

N ‘l‘ Forms, gspecially CETA forms cou]d be i#proved Several of T
‘ the agEﬁcies reported difficulty in completing CETA forms or
. in getting certain CETA forms completed by potent1a1 I
participants oritheir parents. These difficulties are treated ¢
g o T at the state and federal level where the forms originate and
- 7 . corrective action can eas11y be taken. (One opt1on ight be .
' to hire.a consultant at-a nominal cost to rev1se andmcon- w
sq11date the forms) :

% Py

" rd

{f i - Locally made 1nstruments could also be 1mproved by tﬁe use -
.- ’ .. of better scaling techniques that are based on observable - y 7

.

T };////ﬁehav1ors (Also see evaluation recommendationsn) C AN
' ) 3. 1

dentify more variedA;ob sites with better tra1n1ng poss1b111t1es
and possible Tong term job opening_> This recommendation has.
f “already been covered by recommendation 1 above and by the
N - . first recommendatiop in’the identification section of the L.

report. ] . . .

. 8. Part1c1pgnt motivation, to the extent possible, has to be .
-~ Jmproved. As stated now, this is an impossible recommendation
to implement, Yet at the same, it is at the very heart of the
- . tra1nfng/work exper1ence programs If participants are not.
. motivated they may in turn "sour" or "turn off" supervisors to
cL T . further infolyement in the program. The next recommendation
) ///deals ‘with perhaps a partial solution to the d11emma

, ‘ . 5. Strengthen the counse11ngffunct1ons in agency programs ) \
- * The counselors at most agencies are either well educated > PR
S * and/or have experiential background which’ qualify them for « = -
" : ~ Jtheir positiens. However, this seems only to be an adeduate R
' set of initfal skills. Counselors could benefit: from additional
training in:  reinforcement techniques; group/1nd1v1dua1 ! '
counseling techn1ques,$hot1Vat1onai stAateg1es techn1ques for
Vel T evaluating performance and uses of evaluation «data; etc.
S Counselor training pro rams woyld seem to have value and
should be explored. e goal here is not necessarily to
" . get uniform counse11ng procedures but to-get better 1nformed
R — S better tra1ned counse}ors .




A R ” " ftat deductab'le) Juét to a non-pnoﬁ't 1nst1tut1on J ‘ .
T . /8. DeveTop programs for the in-schoa} CETA brogram that do not »
PSR A o . -operate in scheels: Recommepdation seven T an example of th1s
*7,.¢_"e . . _ " * type of program.. This recommendatiga, whicly js based partly
L . ,.* upon the intuition of the interviewers, stem$®From the observa- *

«»

~ﬂ.\\‘

ANV ﬁa] evaluation“ofy programs should be. developed  Agency
(94

‘ ¥ ’ ‘< but at’ the same time §p9u—}d’prov1de for the use of local' : .

. . o
\" rl" + . d M ., N ’ . ‘. .
N payy .. : N ' .
L L, - R ',/ . et . [ _42_. . L
§ .-
PR % & . . — LI
R .

3 . e - . . .
e, ;/; g e © o - v ~ .
/6. Define or specqf_{/ in more detaﬁ the vo]e gf/;he supervisor - . -
R and¥articipadt. This recommendation ‘is partly an outgr‘owth' ,

'{ 0 need for-a stronger' counsehng f ction. . Some )
superv1sors, and participants_seem.to néed clarification of

. the1r roles-and resnon’s1b11it1es— Contracting through work
~" ¢ . 'agreements- -And the ati{ization of spécialized program=

or1ent;t1oﬁ se$s1ons might., he]p to.. a]]ev1ate th1s pmblépuf\

; 1/7 !Qewse a]ternatWeJrograms *in rural areas that\{rpght help
ta reducé tramsportation-problems.. This might be mplished -

el part1c1p2nts and then*se ng conmum‘ty vo]unteers who ould

be willing togprovide’tfamsporta 'ro or. small groups.- 'The

_#  programs could bfrn thegform junity beaytification, .

"" -home. wmtemzatwn, and. camp si lopment projects.' Fhe -

', provision of trafisportation -could pe viewed as a charrtables'/ * .
. f

.- tion th?némgy CETA enrollees may be marginal te of
~‘ * ° school olvement: an?ey -have negative percqptwns the’

"school. By sma@ntainin 11tera11y "1n schoo]" programs _these

perceptfons ﬁraj'hbe rei orced : AR SN -~ .
- .. KRS T ) . . B} )

] "Evalua,tﬁon Recomendatmns ot : o ¥ : R

L 3 4

AN [shth state ass1stance, a set of procgdures and gu1de11nes for

Tuati ejﬁﬁues are 1in d.1sarray Forms are not condis-
nt acr agencies and often are not of high enough quality
., to videsuseful information. ~ Evaluation is not #high ° .
. o pri®Pity for‘hca] agencies. Supervisors, in some instancesg
: . do not see t Valqe of carefuﬂy eva]uatmg part1c1panf
T & Performance. ; . u'& -
[ . "y . ¢ * -
Thu ‘the sugges};omthat tramed eva]uators at the state . g
. . 1 develop with, 1dcal input a set of forms and procedures. ! p
S The forms/pr@cedures- should be strandardizéd and generalizable, - S

N opt1ons and variations. ThisAwguld. require that program:
. -objectives’ befﬁeﬁned and potentwﬂy that programs could be
PTG eva]uated’aga nst.a wide 'set of criteria in addition’ to solely’

. -the criterion of placemenf. Statewide evaluation: technique 4:
worksho s ‘should also be Pfld. (Consultant help and/owfthe . =~ 7. |
. creatioR“of 4 Statemde !va.ation pos1t1on should be -~ 7 =~ '1

con@tred ). . f , St
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L 2: With s'tate‘assistance)/a set qf procedures for conducting N
.. " regiona] follow-up studies on a sampligg basis should be -
> developed and -implepented.’

-,

¥

There is'no clearcut evidence ' »* g
of progtam effectiveness. It ™ doubtful that continued long* = ”
term funding can be expected without such eévidence ‘{see local .
‘ variations above). . . A S T
Y ) . L . d - \,’-( . , 3 ?

. 3 -
4 . » . y
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'Introduction

The purpose of this append1x is to- brhef]y d]seuss some of the
background factors related to the methodo]ogy used for the study
described ear11er in this report The treatment of these\fa\tors is

not’ 1ntended to be ‘exhaustive but rather fo provide the reader w\th a

-

Surface undggstand1ng of sdme of the cons1derat1ons that preceded
the se]ect1on of a s.ec1f1c§ﬁkthodology; Many issues (pros and cons) s

14

reYated to var1ou§\methodolog1ca1 approaches are,aISb'1nc1uded n o

this appendix:

.§gnera1 Background Factors o ) )
N ’ =
In an age of accountab1]1ty, concern about the evaluation. of

commun1ty action’ programs has been very evdd f; For example, . . - R -
. Anderson and Whitten in a recent (Augus /°1976) newspaper article I

noted‘that " . 7 . apparently no one 1n Nash1ngton knows whether the

~ 's

government’s anti- poverty programs are. do1ng any good " They further .
.state that approx1mate1y $1 5 b1111on is spent 1n antx poverty programs
by state and locaﬂ,fuhds.‘ They conc)ude by reportlng that a recentf,
’confidentﬁa] GAO study indicated that:Jess than half of the required

progress reports from local programs'Were reaching Washingten .and that )

many of those reperts were inadeguatey(Anderson and Whitten, 1976)
The government as well as individuals who work in the anti-

poverty field c]ear]y‘recognize the need to be accountable and to'

- def1n1t1ve1y evaluate programs Th1s need 1s promptiiihy two maJor
-

under]y1ng causes: (1) where large sums of money are expended, the

public and the legislative bodies will over time demand that the

recipient agencies be accountabte for the effective g;ograﬂlstic.use
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. of funds;'and (2) the co]]ection and use of evaluafive data are

} ’ - :
.

. maJor ways of ref1n1ng, 1mprov1ng and further deve]opIng programs
. S ' .This is reflected n the descr1pt1on of the CAA p1ann1ng process, o
which inc]udes steps for-ﬂnn1tor1ng progness and evaluating effect1ve-.
. E‘ ;‘ ness, and in the budget1ng categor1es bf the'Off1ce of Economic -

- - Oonrtun1ty4 The latter conta1n spec1f1c and separate .budget categories

L 4

.- *  for CAA evaluation; Manpower Program Intake, Assessment and Program '

et Placement Headstart EvaluatIon and so on. .
e . ) ; rd -—\ ’
Wh1Te the need for eva]uat1on 1s clear-~how to evaluate is not.

{ E]

.One suspects that the GAO observat1ons are not onﬂy'accurate ‘but that

R . o they are *so for two d1sparate reasons F1rst, the recogn1tfon that

A

S~ ~ eva]uat10n.1s necgssary and us ui is probab]y more f1rm1y hefd b}'the '

[
,.

- h1gher/aam7n1strat1ve 1eve1s of the system than by the 1ower levels.

-, And secondly, evaluatiop of comple processes ‘and outcomes in realistic
2 s « N , L ) ' ’ ) . R
life settings is methodologicallygand practically difficu1t. , S

.- ‘ In a recent Study in the related fie]d of juveni]e delinquency,"
> conducted'by The Céhter for Vocational Educatﬁon the fo]]ow1ng k1nds

: S
T of observat10ns were made: . . C .

1. Systematic program eva]uatxons were almost never conducted; - .

= QQEJ MortaT1ty, i.e., drop off in samp]e size as a treatment or
’ pr‘gram is in process, was rarely taken into account; :
1nd1vﬁdua1s who had beeg“referred ‘to other

d services was generally not . obtained~ .
. -

M T .t -7 '3, Feedbatk
A Lt , agencies
. . \ f

-a agency communication was often 1ack1ng or "
1 and loose knit; and S & -

. - ]

4. Inter and
e T ) was s1mp1y m
"Many project staff beg the wvaluation question by c1a1m1ng

that one cannot adequately measure subjective behavior, = -, .
. @ttitudes, etc.and that there- 1s not the ex ert1se'ava1tab1e o

to execute adequate evaluation.’

e

5

2

J

(Cardare]]

e

1976}. ‘

14
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(It shou]d be noted that “the' report a]so does c1te examples of reason-‘
. ab]e or adequate evaluat1on studies ‘in th1s area.) These observat1ons
i .tend to suppor;Jthe thO assumptwns made .above‘ and to an extent
probab]ylare generalizable to that of jouth oriented traini’ng progi"amsm |
"'f\‘in“ Ohjo.'s commnity action aéncies. A k T«
. se‘\geral n',mportant d‘istinction“s, however, must be pointed o'ut.“
Fre.quentllj‘, the parameters of educhtional types ot prograrns " though .
not fuﬂy def1ned ared"b‘étter defined than those of Juvenﬂe dehnquency
- ‘prevent\'ron proJects Obsectwes in. c]ear terms may.-be’ ava1]ab1e or .
B 1n~£erab1e average durat1on ‘of the treatment will be spemﬁed and

o) forth Second]y, inddcants of success, especia]]x in performance Ty

-areas, are )or can be developg fg use in assessmg program e\ffectwe- . .

ness. These 1nd1cants wou'1d obtain a h1gher degree of acceptance by
- staffs of the commumty act1oﬂgenc1es than' would analogous n.xd;oal'ltJr
in the Juvenﬂe dehnquency field. Llastly, one 'of the major outcomes -

of this part1cu1ar eva]bat1on _of comnumtxaction agenmes.ﬂor the ". ‘

,s‘tate of &ﬁo is the identification of program strengths and wedknessés
= ‘ . - . 4 '.' 2 ﬂ:
accompaiea'by a strategy or, procedure for ass1'st1'ng “Jocal ageneies

to impro;e thei.r 1(3%1 of performance‘ Th1s assistance should ‘tend

to cast the, eva]ua'wn in "a different light" a positive Hoht--

rather than haV1ng an 1nvest1gatory connotatmn \ g ~~

L ]
¢

- The Methodological Approach--A Closer Look

The qugst1on still remairs, however, "how shou]d youql orf‘ented\

tra1mng programs in’ comnumty action agenc1es be eva]uated " Useful

insights 1nto this quest1on are found 1n Evaluating Actmn Rrograms

Readings in Social -Action and Edgcatmn (Heiss, 1972) In the f1rst

I4
L4 > -




‘_ chapter‘; "A Treeful of Owls‘,". Weiss presents an e.xtensi've discuss%on
of the ev‘a].uat:ion of social action/education programs. She notgs t—hat

- many ev,a—luatjons copsist of an individual or a team going to an agency- *
and asking 'questions This "impvressionistic inquiry“ r'elies heavily .
orywhat people are willing to teH you and probab]y is not as objective
as one would hke She continues by, stat1ng tha't often quest1onna1res

* are used as an eva]uatIon'techmque because they seem to be more )

obJectwe or sc1ent1f1c Bu{ this appr ach{while hav1ng some

advantages, e.g., lack o-f involve of an nterviewer vrith the -

1nterv1ewer"§ associateéd b1ases yielding Qf c]ues ‘regardmg prOgram
S—

~ x

strengths and weaknesses does/have major d1sadvantages They are: -

’
v - = 4

. -- = [

respondents on]y teH you what they want you to know; genera]]y'the‘ -
‘ " ) o number of quest1ons is 11m1ted the dépth of questaons is 11m1ted,(
j\\: and So on. ' T ) ! '
' ) He,Iss conc]udes by stat1ng that eventua]]y evaluation comes fp
,", g the bas1c quest1on of how wqﬂ‘ is the program acgomplishing what it
' ) sets out to accomplish. "For eva]uat1on purposes, this requ1res that
o\ ‘A - . the Is of a program are carefuﬂy defined and that they can be

\ N

. 7\**:——\tr\,§latéd into measurable indicators of achlevement Ang further

! that the extent of goal achievementrcan be assessed by use,of ex-~ . Y
perigental and control (or eqy1va1ent) groups. ‘Weiss, though an .
adrocate of evaluation agagast goal criteria, 1s not—naive abodt the.
'd1ff1cu1t1es of 1mp1ement1ng this approach 1n ther* real norld situations.
For exampJe. goa]s are often ne1ther simple nor c]ear cut; contro]/
equivalent groups may ‘be difficult. to obta1n;.eva1uat1on 1s’a secondary
activity as compared to the primary purposes of agencies and/or -

. _ programs; program staff may not betpo \_ﬂﬂh‘ng to cooper‘tth
. . . * N ’

»

. E‘

Y

~



-

(%)

¥

..determ{ning if a program has achieved its goals can onIy be ac- —~

'Y .
. k4

1 o t

_ evaluators; programs, themselves, are not always sharply -de /g

. \/ M
entities but rather may be more Yamorphous in - form; tM process of -

b

uti]i:& of the results is reducedy and in general, evalubtion has not‘

compIished after the program is completed and hence the immedYate

'q.id that much impagt on the'decis%ons/decision maktng/process. ,.;j
Cohen in "Po]1t1cs and Research: Evafpation of Social Action s
Programs in EducatIon" notes that in the m1d 1960"s we w1tnessedﬁthe
establﬂshment of vnde scalg educational mprovement pro.grams funded '
by federal and state sources.(’ohen 1970) These programs were ip L=
rea]ity,'social*action programs aimed at broad]y‘Jmprov1ng educat1onq

-

al

, for disadvantaged students T::/Erograms are character1zed as be1ng

'poIiticaIIy conceived ‘operat1 in multiple ied settings; and being

1 — - . © e .

difficult to define in terms of goa]s, treatment(s), and cr1ter1a for
success. This, 1q turn, has resu]ted in poor or 1nadequate program )

& 4 Ty
evaluations. ) ‘

4

As an example, Cohen questichs the use.of achievement test scores '
as a criterion for assessing Title I (ESEA) program aims--are th :
’ X .
a comprehen51ve and representative sumﬁgry measure for adequate]y .

assessing program success? He further postglates that the "T1t1e I

program is’ (not) suff1c1ent1y»coherent and unified to warrant the ~

LR
app]ication of any summary criteribn'of success, be it achievement

- - —

I . ’
or someth1ng else.’ . - . .

Cohen concludes by suggesting that: , .

~ - * N . *

- - One purpose of program evaluation should be the 1dent1f1cat1on[
~*+ , delineation of program goals érather than:having the evaluator

simply lament thé Jdack of clanity of program intent); and: v '

p)
[ AN




F g

’ e

\ A

Eva] ating soc1a1 action prddrams requires comparat1ve1y
broad systems of social measurement ingluding possibly a
census type system of social #ndicators.

T -
[}

' .
ighen s thinking and ana]ySIS are generalizable to the eva]uat1on
%
of yé&tﬁ tra1n1ng programs in community actfon agencies. Bas1ca11y,
, hhéw

progrvs .

say1ng that the evaluatiop must recqu1ze and focus on under-
stand1ng the comp]ex set of political soc1a] variables” that underlje
. R J

Programs a?e genera]]y.pol1t1ca1 entities wuth diverse,
wide ranging goals. rogram

noth be constant,or static

Program tréatments will not (and perhaps.-should

!
They will vary within the generaﬁ parameters
of the 1ég1s1at1ve/governmenta1 mandate 'by site and accord1n&kto the
const1tuenc1es being served. Program'evaluatqon must take in
these primary cond1t1ons and must be viewed from a broad,gnot narrow,
+ :'#perspect1ve‘

) account

'l

¢

N
|

Another v1ewp01nt that m1ght be utilized in eva]uat1ng manpower

programs is that of the econom1c effectiveness of programs

However,
L]

1
"when® programs have_obJect1ves that go beyond s1mp1y max1m1z1ng the
return on public investments

7/
[

an 1nsuff1c1ent indicator of program outcome‘(G]ennan 1969) Ac-

a 51mp1e benefit--cost ratio is
cording to G1ennan an a]ternat1ve would be to deve]op a syste

m of
detbrnnn1ng benefit-cost ratIos

weights wh1ch reflect soc1eta1 values and which cou]d be used i

The difficulty with thxs approach
is that 1t is difficult to measure or assess, societal vglues.
§ even if thIS cou]d be done the question still re

o
And

.various societal vafues could be comb1ned into a meaningful index
of benefits..

me~ns as to, how

~

(Referr1ng back to the ear11er d1scus51on of Cohen's

wr1t1ngs‘the variables are & comp]ex set which -in. tufﬁ exists in a
complex m111euﬁ5(,po]1t1ca1 and~soq1a1 factors.) Glennan also




N
-1nd1cates that the_data col1ected for benefit-cost analysis are \\\ \\\\
frequently m1s1ead1ng and/or unreliable and often lead to confus1ng
benef1t-cost ratios. He concludes his cons1derat1on of this type of |
analysie by notino that although one su1tab1e method for eva]uat1ng
manpower programs is b§'the usé of the non-equivaleht control grpub
method, it too is fraught with meEhodo]og1ca1 prob]ems o

SOme recap1tu1at1on is necessary at this d1nt The quest1on
raised initially in this section was "How are .ghese manpower progﬂims
to be evaluated? Three different approaches we d1scussed L L

-

- An exper1menta1'assessnbnt of program against we]] estab11shed

= goals and objectives (Nexss) ‘9..\‘__‘\ )
- A bfbad ‘based assessment of the' _complax milieu 1n which ggograms
gsﬁrate followed by comprehensive ass nt _perhaps usi g;_. .
sus types of soc1a1 indicators- (hen)y and .
. - Benefit- c&st analysis’ which may emp]oy perimehta1 types of
* techniques (GTennan} i Cel s }

- major ob

" of leédership'i

A11 of these have, as was indicated, serious deficienéies; In ad-
. . e ’/ g [ ; ..

dition, the magnitude of using these-approaches in this specific

~instance is beyond the avai]ab]é time and dollar resources. So the. ~

/ . Y. . hd ‘

initial question still remains. e ’ . -

_ Peter Rossi in an intriguinﬁ article entitled "Boobytraps and

‘Pitfalls in the Evaluation of Social Action Programs” has provided'

a partial conceptual answer to the  question,(Rossi, 1966) There are

ps in eva1uating'soeial\action programs inc]uding:

programs work well.on a smé]] scale but cannot be generalized

due. to a Tdck-of commjg#Ment on the Qart of staff and/or . style and type
’Fferent site; a.nd the vested nTtFre_st of program
I .. * -t v s - ‘
radministrators iff maintaining a program. He further suggests that

evaluation be viewed as a two phased process.




* e
A reconnaissance Phase in which soft conre]at1ona1
deSigns are used to screen out those .programs it is
worthwhile to 1nvestTgate further; and an Experimental
Phase in which powgrful controlled experimental designs
are”used to evaluate the differential effectiveness of a
| _ variety of programs wh;ch showed up as having s1zeab1e
A B effécts in the first p as\\‘~ -

I _ ’ Clearly, Rossi's position would be in_support,of a reconnaissancé
i . . yar . ’

type of study for evaluating youth treining programs in Ohio's com-
.. - " “munity action agencies. .~ . - L
F _ ' \
. ' Additional support for this pos1t10n can ‘he_found in the work of

We1ss (R. S.) and Re1n 1969) They contend that viable alternat1ves .
e to experimental methods for study1ng social Jct1on programs are:

. © - process oriented qua11tat1ve research ‘h1stor1ca1 research and case

>

s1mp1y too many def1c1enc1es in other methodologies.
-~ . ! ) I\ M

Methodo]ogy--A Final Note :

. . .
. v

0bv1ously,tth1s methodolog1ca1 discussion cou]d be cons1derab1y

¢

" more extensive than it present]y 15. But eyen-th1s short d1scussgon- '

A . N

_ L shbuld help?the reader to understand'the difficulties inherent in
) ~ studyind commuhity act}on programs. -,

b

T ; ~ Based upon ‘this brief review oﬁ’the 1ftereture, a decision was
,ma&e to_utiTize a Pha;eyohe'Approach sueh as that suggestedxby Rossi .-
’In this styfly, the s}pe'cifie motﬂodo]og:y ?’s ‘case study in'nature and

/ censists of two sets of 1nterviews; The‘first interviews invo]ved

agency adm1n}strators and the second 1nc1uded a wider range of

» ———

. L individuals’ 1nvoTved in programs (e g., counselors, superv1sors,
. ¢

-

program part1c1pants). The decision was based on the ?o]]ow1ng

-

oehsiderations:

. study or comparat1ve research. Accord1ng to we1ss and Re1n there are ,"




1. The'study was a first outside or external look at-the
" programs of six diverse agencies; -

2. Data sources (e.g.é,eva]uation reports, records, etc.)
! would vary extensively from site to site. .

.

3. Progr!& PRemselyes, are not un1form and will vary
- across sites; and X .

A series of 1nterviews per site would reveal or tend o, reveal
those subtle factors which affect program suCCess or ‘failure.

. ‘ It was recognized that th1s approach ¢ould leed to conclus1ons based
- . i upon the subjective Judggent of practitioners in the %\eld . Yet, at
the same t1me al] attempts were made 1n the study td look for trends

- across the six sites visited. It is hwghly unlikely that one would

?9’T"f"ﬂ- .~ make a faulty or qurious conclus1on if- the-entire set of sites

‘ | provided similar 1nformation -in response to spec1f1c quest1ons

N Thus, wh;le the methodo]ogy em;Hoyed in this endeaVOr is not

wwthout def1c1ency or error, it is a suitable method.given the state

of the art. in evaluatwon and the nature of the programs being studied.

- '.Ihe reader of the report should careful\y examlne qoncluswons in
light- pf the-above methodological diseassion. ’

-

4
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LS

. f . .
3, -Bo.you have any brochures/pubhcatwns that, describe these programs? .-

o : - ’ . S Y

Tt S e L. \.\f A

Idenﬂfitat1on Lo T : ‘- L
*1.. How do potential chgntele Jearn of youth trammng programs" ' :

v

- 2. How- do you select peo;ﬂe to be 1nvolved in the%ramang process" - %

0

* L4 T ' r} : ’ '

: . - B . \ ; :‘ s : .

: LA PR o e S -
Agency.Overview -.- - - o ST . .« ( /
e, PIease g1ve a br1ef capsu'le desdmptmn of your agency o T . (,
. ~ ‘ . -

¥ o ° - . |

-2. @Nchures/&bhcatwns - . e Soown e 1|
., - ,: . . . 4 - ’_ oi

Context . SR ¢ - - . e . T
‘.- g : - . 2 6 <%
. Please descr1be the, youth ,gr1ented traimng programs run by or .

) undgr the jumisdiction,of your agency.. . = , . T ‘|
2.' Where are these programs located/homa‘ . 'h A ' ‘:‘: K i.‘v "'i

|

|

I

. .

?

-_' . 3. Are s&me individuals excluded/not 1nvo]ved"'tn the programs"( : T

I‘T" ' - ’ “ .
f’teruemon y . .
1. What is the cantent of the tra1n1ng pro(;? ‘\ * g, E
2. How long do the spec1f1cs progratns last” ' ’ .
3.. Who teaches th# studénts" 2 I %-. AT

LS . . ' . . ?'\“ [ of
4, What types of anstruc\nonal materlals ar used" i : ,‘ = . ,
5. ‘How is st’udent );mgress evahatec?l? ‘(Emphasue the concept of ‘ A -
student pr‘ogress ) - . ‘ v )

.’- . ‘- ; * . ]

o - o8 ‘_’ ’,.' - . ‘ . . .
vEvaluation. .. . "5« e T P
1. How do: you7what techmques are: you us1ng to evaluate your progrags '

. $

2 - How successfu] have your p‘rograms been"

. .
2 q . B .
.
. ;. N . . s
. .
n



. j ' <
L, - E Y ’ ) > R * . !
-, ] X PR . -
’ 3 .~ : o - '.b
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. . Acrpsst everythrng we've talked about, p]ease tell me what you - ¢

con; ider to be the strehgths of- th gram and why -

v

c f o ) 2 P]ease-teﬂ me what you feel are . »robler@ or wgakneéses in,

the program. Hhy? N - A e

R "E\-3.’ If you hdd to” do this in depth eva]uatwn, wh_at)a’{"ea would you .
S focus on? ’
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Introduction/Purposes B

"X Basic Stud*'rateg)gl

2 phases of S1te Interv1ews,

Initial Phasei 0.verv1evl and Exp_]oratmn "

In-depth Phase* “Closer more detaﬂ)éd look: at youth

traiming prggrans 4,

*©

B. B_yond an Administrative Lo‘ok s

H

- Go to individuals involved such as counseﬂors enrof]ees/
part1c1pants, supervlsors N .

A

€. Purposes . - . : . A

.To examme in gv%ater depth spec1fﬁc/1nnovat1ve programs
, 1dentyfqed en the visit.

,,»x

— ) .\g

To examme in® greater depth some key areas . reJated to. ..
youth tra1n1ng programs as” ?Uﬁed across the six 51tes

“To bbtam an understandm_g least a p,artIaT ,qpe) of
how program partic1pants percejve t.he program

-4
“

4 To contmue eXplormg

b. Possible Outcomes from the Stugx . o, -‘
1. D1fficu1ty in dev151ng a. sol‘mon that is workab]e across
six. sites. .

-

,(‘ \ . . \ .. ’— l'

2. - The Samp]er}'d_ea -

. Innovative programs. (8-12) : 2

Suggest1ons for 1mprov'ingy operatwns evaluatiomr
. drientation

I " . - information -

.- Agerida (Suggested and Ideal -’ .
A. Agency Wide Areas - 1-1 172 hours °
R = . i
‘ 1. Initial Site Visit erzort, .

Was the report accurate? Was it adequate *fn terms of
iyéuuerception?—' : - T




2. - Orientation Process®  °
What ways or‘techniques are you using to orient the following
. individuals to the program? Supervisors: ‘materials,
- — meetings, (employment of minors), group exchange of
_+ ideas? Enrollées: Are-job orientation, meetings,e
materials, dress, )éﬁa’vior?, . oo

4 2

- 3. 1In terms of your work with the schools, how do you and’
the school interrelate/coordinate your efforts? OWE?
OWA? Career educatton? _Joint planning? '
L v * o . - -
~ 4. In terms of information flow, please describe how 'you
and your enrollees, counselers, etc, .obtain job/educational
information? OBES%* Other.agencies? Do you have any
proklems abtaining tnformation? Do you systematically -
colle _t/use‘job inforvngtion? ‘ ‘ i ’{, o
5, - In terms of selecting job sites,. pleade dbscribe the - -
* fotlowing. HowMdd emp]oyers tearn of/kéep updated with .
redard to your program? How dp you evatuate/dropF sites
~° from further.inclusion? How do you select sites to be
. inctuded in the program?: (What criteria?)’. . ’

-
.

¢ 6‘.\ In terms of evaluation, could you please discuss the X
following: _ (a) proliferation of forme {state-and.logal, .
(b) utility of €0fms, and (c)-collective/lonyitudinal data: L
increase in enrollee punctuality, attitudes, attendance, e .
4 any long term pldcement data, . Please describe role of
regipral manpower board. - . . LI

-

7. -Ave there areas wher&glau feg] _that you are duplicating
-’ seryices og where,yoyr. services 'h'?e"tfeﬁrgi;wlegzw.

ST ‘%hoo]s? ‘®gEs? Welfare?® State services? If sO7 '

<°+ 7 dbuld this duplication-be eliminated so that you could

.

., _increase gffectiveness/efficiency? ° .

»

¥
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L.

. ’
Counselor Name

*
L 2

Interviewer

"y
Counse]or Intervie’{w -\'30" Minutes ‘g

What spec1f1c prdgram(s) do ybu woek w1th? Nhat is your background
for this type. of ;|o.b7 g

£
..

2._ What is your average week]y/month]x case}oad'? Questwon the adequacy
_ of counseTing ¢ffered.

-

student/erhol eé neells,’ enrollee characteristits/problems, ways
" to reinforce/support, enro]]ees Enrqollees tg: job requjﬁﬁents,
what to- expect dress behav1or ' )

3. -What techniqu}s7ways do you u,se of orienting?. Superv150rs to: ‘

How do you'evalyate whej:her & site (superv1sor) is really providing
a meanmgfu] work exper1ence for enroHees“’ If not, what do yowo'?

<
;ﬁ?‘“}c‘)u fe€] that the-enrollees are sat1sf1ed with:
eyap f counsehng, (b) the qtality of supportive
rtat10n,f‘§ycho1og1ca‘l, refer s), (c ) the
’ adequacy of | pay, etc .

6. Do you have, any-gronems with completmg forms espec1a11y
evaluatwn forms? ;)me cqnsum ng? Over]appmg7 Clar1ty7

F
7. To what: extent do you feel.that the job skﬂ]s ‘of the program
eenroHees are really bemg enhanced" Please explain your answer.

. 8, Could you describe to me what you ‘consider to be the best feature
- Tof the p;ogram'? Probe . . ;__af"

.

— '

/9. WHat oné area of the program do y?)u think most neéds to be
1mproyéd7 v B e %
NP / . . . » -

-
‘
.

. +Thanks '
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Supervisor Interview - ZO:Binutes
~ _ . X
1. Which program(s) do you work with and hew many enro]]ees do. you
supervise? =
2. How much experience do yah,have dn workiﬁb with these programs’ﬁ

3. :

How did the communlty action-agency orient you to ‘the program?
Counse]or visits? Visits ‘from agency admf’1strators?

-

Would you consﬁder this orientation adequate in terms'of your

understanding of enrollees, enro]]ee needs ways of helping?
re1nforc1ng enrollees. A g ¢

‘,- -

5 What types of:uob,tra1n1ng and/or job ne]ated;sk11ls do you feel

- that enrollees are ga1n1ng from working here. Please be specifi@
and describe how they gain these skills. ~ ’ ’

X & -
"6

: \
WQuld you descr1be the major prob]em(s) you see/W1th the program?
Please be frank.

L

8.. What-suggestions do you have'for improvimy the program?
Thanks. =
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whé“\dq you consider to be the most pdsitive aspéZts of the program?.
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.

Enrollee Intér@iew (15 Minutes ﬁgr Enro]lee)‘

~

Question ) 7 .
1. How lbng have you been in this program? , -

2. Before you started working here d1d the
CAA explain to you: :

What would be expected ‘of you?
- your responsibilities .

Your punctua11ty? - oot
- dress? . '
- pay‘?

3. Are*you satisfied with ) T '
- your job duties N P L
"~ lyour pay 4| R :
‘- what you're learning » 0
from the job B
- the help of the CAA E

-

~

4, What do you like mosi'aﬁbut your job?

5. at do ypu like least? Have you
ad any problems oh the job?
’ ¢ ,
6. If we could improve the program, what = = .
would you recommend that we do?. ’

\

4

Che




