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FOREWORD

. A
.

We are pleased to present this paper,to'the Ohio Department' of .

Economit and Communi0 Development (DECD). It is a result of a
cooperative working 'relatiohship between The Center for Vocational
Educatior4CVE) and the DECD. It presents a carefully prepared _

assessment'of the %tate of the art" with regard toyouth training
.programs administered by six representative community action agencies
in the State.oOhio. A companion report. to this one--"A
Sampler of Innovative Program Idea' for Ohio's Community'Action.
Agencies41-rhas alsO been prepared and is available ffom the Ohio
Department of`Ecorfomic and Community Developmenk.

. The Center is indebted to Dr. Ray Lawton of the DECD for his
support end enthusiasm for this endeavor: Appreciation is extended ,

V'

to Dr. Jame WIAltschuld (CVE) and Ms. Terese terry (DECD) who . ''.

prepared.t s Paper and to Ms; Janice Lave who reviewed the draft.
`Appreciation 11 also extended to the six 'community action,agencies
and thinr staffs and program enrollees for participating inthis study.,

Sinai:1y, a special note of thanks is extended to Ms. Marlene
'MP Linton who typed the manuscript and Dr. Jerry Walker, Atsogi to

Director for Evaluation, whose division was responsible for, conducting
tpis activity.

s.`

Di rector
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I. INTRODUCTION

Overview.of the Study t

. .

In the tite of Ohio, numerous local and county commuQi_ty
,_

e
.

;--

action ag l ieS function to Provide important,.needed serVils :to ,

disadvantaged populations:in both urban and rural' locations. Although
. ,

many of these agencies operate through churches and other_instAut-.

tions,.the ma r comprehensive programs are found in 48 agencies

funded by the ommunity Services Administration of the Federal

Government with technical. assistonce-from the. Ohio Dew pent of

r- Economic,and Community Development -- Office of Human Services.-

--( -These agenciesoffer programs in 25 areas such as health,liday care,

legal, services, educotion, youtservices oppOrtunittes, etc.

"-:= The majority-of funds for these programs come from federal sources

with some additional support from state sources.

The focus of,this report is on a case study of programs that

,

'provide 'either formal or informal training for youth from 14-21

years.of age at.six t6) seledted 4gencies. Generally, these programs
. .

encompass facets of eduCetion/wOricexperience, on the job training,
. ,

vocational- training and the Upgrading of basic s .

,4
'skills. The selected agency sites were each visited twice during

the project with on-site interviews occurtng7each,time.

4

Addi-

,tionitly' existing local.documentation was,examined and'analyzed
. I

to the extent that time pAnittedi

6

0i
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The intent of this case study was to describe,the state-of.the

art in youth-oriented training-pregrams based upon inputs from six

agencies.. Strengths and weaknesies in existing programs were

identified and used as the basis for determining improvemehts that

could be-effectedln the futUre..-Supporit service needs ofLthe agencies

were alio identified.) Because this is a case study, the conclukioni

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

conclusions should be probably thoughtof as wOrking suggestitms or

ideawather than being hard and fast findingi.

A Special Note About Organization of the Report

As 4indiicted in the Table of Contents, the report is .organized

into six major sections and Appendices. endix 1 is designed to

acquaint the reader witi methodological ,considerations and-issues

pertaining to the specific methodology mpleyed ch this study.

The reader is'encouragedto peruse it a

of the ')report.

. 7

o

ter completing the major text

4
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\Why Was the Study Initiated?

An initial que'stion that could'be raised in conducting t44s:study.
I

is, "What factors or forces have led to the need for )he study and

actaaily helped .to make it areal4ty?" The best answer to .this question

is that the study is the result of a combination of factoirs. First,

- the amount of funds experfded for youth training programs that come

- under the jurisdiption of 'community action agenciesi*textensiye.

Many community action agencies-in Ohio.admini.ster Comprehensive

EmploymentfTraining Act funds: Under several. titles (I -and III) of

the Act, community action agencies operate programs which are targeted -

primarily for youth in the general age range of 14-21. In the past

h
year, as examples, approximately three qtrarters of a million.dolTars

P

of CETA funds were administered by the Eric HurOn Community Action

Commission and - approximately $2,000,000 by the Community Action

Organization of Scioto,County. While not all community action agencies

administer CETA programs, many do and the above examples if multiplied
c

, ,

across many agencies serve to illustrate. the magnitude offunds
. , ,

allocated In this area. Additional, work experience programs funded

by' otf er sources are*also operated by the agencies.'

The expAditureof large amounts of publiC monies is almost always

now panied 6 i-ndeditabeaccOmntabTein the broadest sense of
4 .

the term. That is, the accountability of programs must include

.measures and indications of success /impact as well aS,Statements Of

how monies and resources were spent and used. This has been r eflected

in national leOslation regarding education (ESEA, 1965) and iris

various allowable budget'categor4es for community action agency es

as specified by the tiffice of Economic Opportunity. One.might 'tay

that."program accountability is a sign-of ojr times.".
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Secondly, thii;studi/ 4s partly attributable to a genuine deiire

_

_ .

toy improve existing programs; to develop new/innovative programy;.
c

and to improve. the overall operation of community actionagedcfes.

. .

The above concerns are

4 Department of Economic

number of thq agencies

t .

representative of'the,perceptions

and Cammunitx Development as well

'that participated in this study.

of the Ohio

as a sizeable'

Thirdly, the.study reflects an understanding on the part ofthe

Ohio Department and the participating agencies that there are various' `,'4-,

alttrnatives. for studying existing programs:'-For e%mple, the Ohio
, Ns

Department or committee-from:the agencies cOuldhave:examined

existing programs and prb gram operations.' While this strategy is

quite possible,. it does have a noticeable deficiency: Individuals

comprising the study group may be "too dole': to the problems and

'e' # . .

issues and be less objective than; those whi aredivorpd or separated .

frorn'the agencies. The need to conduct the study by-an Ixternai

party thus becomes apparent.. By oontractthis external party was

the Evaluation Division of TheCenter for vocational Education at

The Ohio State University and specifically one of its resilient evaluatol

who was designated to carry out the study: fo facilitate the study,

the Department ofEcOnomic and Community Development (DECb) assigned

one;of its field representatives to help coordinate activities4and

..to work closely with The #enter for Vocational Education.. Both.of

e
. above indivillualS shared in the authorship of this report. ,*
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Initial Planning Efforts

The actual decision to implement the study °Was the retult of
.

. .

. several meetings held in the spring anipummer of 1976. These

meetings were as follows:

- Initial discussion meetings involving DECDstaff and staff
from CVE

,

.
,

- Contacts, meeti s, discussions between DECO staff and'

1
potential partic pant agencies; and __

o

7 A major planning meeting'-in July that included DECD staff,

CVE staff and participaiing_agencies. .:
g y

.
.

, .
I ,- .

,

The last meeting was espedlally important inasmuch as itprovided s
_ . .

an opportunity far all involved parties tgi discuss the nature of the

study. Potential eves of misundersanding were clarified and resolved:
.

_

The interactions among fall parties were explained and the cooperation
41

necessary for carrying out the stuffy was. explained. -,
A

k

- 1 The tix agencies that were'inxited to and did actually participate

in the study'were selected on the basis of.nuarous criteria., The

criteria. were: type of area.being served by-the agency (i.e.,

metropolitan, urban, and rural with two agencies per each type of area);

'innovatfveness of program as_initially judged by the professional

k.

staff .of the Ohio Department of Economic and Community Development;

and 'agency willingness to participate. Table 1 contains a listing of
. .

.
the agencies that participated and the Vpt'of area theygcsent.

It should be note& that theiletropolitan, urban and. rural ,-

ditti,nctions sly6wn in Table 1 ire 'not absolute ones. Rather, they

represent some fine gray lines between the agencies bawl upon

professional judgment. Hopefully, the agencies selected are

10

r



II

.

Table 1 2

4.

0
Community Action Agencies that Participated
4n the Study by Type of Area Represented

Type of Area Agency Title .
.

_Council for,Econothic*
Opportunities fn: Greater

.
. Cleveland (CFO( )

Metropolitdn

Urbin

Columbus Metropolitan Area
Community Action Organization,

,

.City

Cleveland

Col umbus

._ .
. . _

.

. Erie-Huron Counties Community Sandusky
Action Commission -. .

Community .Action Organization
of Scioto County, Inc.

PortsmOuth 4

Rural Adams-Brown Communfty Decatur

Action Program

idY'Hancock, Hardin, Wyandqt and' .# Find

Putnam Community Action
Commission ,

a
-6

a

"

V s _4

4
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- ,4 ., e .. , ..,
., ..

reprtser1tat4ve of a crass section, of conimunity action agencies. based
,-..,,, -.., i

upon type af area:.served. At. the endfof; teptemberst",' the' contrict , -,-

, -...... s....,- 3 q. f ' r

'between the Ohio Department of ECoriamic'ahOtronuniti:Development and
.

The Ceriter.for 'Vocational --Sducatiort:011e.LOWO SpatgAlniversity)

was formally signed and the project *. started-at..the beginning
, 4. _ , 4

of October, / 4

, .
1

Objectives of the'Stucly
t"- /

Listed below are the objectives of this study:

,

,

1. To describe youth orieNted.trainirt pragrams operated- by
'community action agencies in the state .of Ohio. The.'

t t , description will include the Context in wh, the agenctes/,
. programs operate; the manner in which.pOlicipants. are

e-- identified; the nature ofthe specific pr6grtns ror interven
tiops);,and program evaluation. v %., ,

_ ) .,

4

. . .. low
. . To identify unique innovative programs,. i .e:, .prcimising .s,

provami that hOe-ful.T% could be generalized tai other `settings.
4,.., - ,

3. To. obtain recommendations f,or Apravement from the Six (6)
participating si sites. : . .

.

--,,. ,....- -. .
4. 'To generate,, based upon inform tionscollectqfor objetitvei .-

one through three, two r pots.- - c- -.
.

. . 4. ,

The first report'(of w ich this writincry part)_ insis a
summary* of the stud nd its resyl ts .,----'

.. x, .. . .

'The second' report will highlight inhovati programs ti
could- be generalized across agencies. It 11 basica"! 1
be in the format of a brief "sampler" of innovative

-..
- programs nd suggestions for imprdving agency and program..1 . operation ' The agencies will haVe the opportUnity,to Choose/..,

s'elect'an of the ideas inthisreport for their specific
sitivatitori if they see fit to do-_'so-. 4, ,. .

..,
The procedures for conducting the study are described in the next :

.

section of this report. . _

A

.
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'PROCEDURES FOILiONDUCTIfIG.-THE STUDY

.

Two,Wave Interview Aeproach

To study the youth oriented trai niyprograms in-the communi4/
, ,

action agencies , each agency was visited twice. During- the initial
4 .

.. ' . t '
1 ,

visit; only key administrative personnel were interviewed.- `Usually
.

,,.. .

these interviews inclUded the executive director ofethe agency a the

.. . .

manpower director. The interview was intensive in nature and required
V..

V

between .2z3 hours to complete.

,

Based upon the: findings fromthe initj al interviews conducted

at, the siQ sites the scope of interviewing during 1.re'sedOnd visit.'
1-\

was broadened ta include in separate 'interviews ;, counselors;' work

I
experience -supervisors; *and program ,participanti. The latter two

sets of individuals were interviewed` directly on tihe .jo6 site, All

of the ;interviews except,for tie age &scribed Wow were' brief anitt

generally required one hour ill- Iesi of time. In,ad4;ition, a -second

, short intervieW, was again conducted with the key agency administrative

k
persOnner This interview ge,nera3ly required' one-hoUr to :coiriplete:.

The plan for interviewing and the time reqdfld are suMmarized-

.:in Table 2. One faCt that tant)e.inferred from Table 2 is that ,

4
accoss the sites a Minimum totiq. of '42 hours (6 "tites 't4es T hours).

of interviews y;i6s planned for:' The

jointly by the two autDorsior.this,

initial interview was conducted

report. 'All subsequent interviews

were cohducted bv410e authOrsebut. on an tndiliiduaj basis. This was

"seen as the most feasible'approach to accomplishing the interviewing

within a reasonable pertod 6f time in a work day.

.

/.

.

4 o'

13
1 1,

.,
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Table 2.".

The.Interview Plan for Initial and
seCond Site Visits to Single Site

.1

. - Total
linistrators Counselors Supervisors Participants

Execidtve, .

. Visit Director and!
5r Agenc/ . .

Manpower,

, Director-
(Z-3 hrs.) .

.. .
2-3
hours

I

Sed.ppd ExecUtive , 2 (1/2 hr.,, 2 (1/2 hr. 4 (1/2 hr. -4

Visit Director and/ per or less or less' hours
or-Agency . counselor) per per

. Manpower supervisor) parti,ci pant)
4 , ;

) Directpr
(1 hr.)

:

..

14

'

. t .
a

.2

S.
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Where possible, the plan called for interviewing at least two

counselors 'from different, programs, two'supervisors'from the different

programs and two participants, per program.. In several instances,

the agency wasoly operating one main youth 'oriented training program

and hence the plan was-modilleckeccOrdingly. The actual types art.

fum4:14,4794-4444iduals_iaterviewed are found/in the results section.

Interview Schedules /Forms

The interview forms are appended to this report in Appendices

The form for the initial site visit (Appendix II) was .

developed according. to the following cohcePt:j

Context refers to'those variables and ?actors which,define

the milieu in which the community action'agenCy extsts.

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

of programS.operated tythe agency; economic-factors-affecting

the community served; etc.

'4
r

- Identification refers to the procedures and techniques by

which potential, participants are defined, screened, etc. and)

"eventually admitted' to a youth-training program.

Intervention refeirs to the techniques, and methods by, which

pUbms are operated and managed. Programs can be characterized

,by tneir cation, purpose, actual activities and so f9rth.

- Evaluation refers to the processes and methods by whicKa

program staff obtains and utilizes information regardin4h
effectiveness of programs.

The initial interview contained 15 questions across the above four

areas. n addition, three general overall q estions relattng to .:

program strengths, program weaknesses and su estions for furthp1-7-

' program study were included in the thterOew. The inittal interview .

was only utilized with key agency administrators.

15.



The -second interview (Appendix III) with key administfative
,

staff Was somewhat shorter in length and foCused on concernsrqyttk.

different from the first,ope. The eight 4u0stions of;this interview

<!.

primarily:-dealt
< h Issues or concerns identified during thefirst-,,

interview as being common acro4s the six,sites.--Ong'question, however,

_____,ias_stte,_speci-fkiand related to innovative types of prOgraMi'operated

(

The interviews with counselors,

very brief iniength and focused on

supervisors and participants were

the folleing types of variablg:

problems encountered with the program; program 'strengths; satisfaction

with program activities; suggested program modificaVon; and so forth.

(See Appendices IV-VI). All interviews. were &ducted with the stated

,*A4surance.S.of CVE_and DECO that all information 1.41(cOnfidential and
-

would only'be used in "grouped data analyses."

114

Other Data Sources

In addition to the interviews printed sources of .data were
2

collected at each site. 'These sources includid reports, pdmphjets,

evaluation forms and other similar matWs:m-1:o the extent possible,
Lr-

these sources were reviewed and the facts they proVided.h4e been

`incorporated into the study.

1.

Data Analysis

.4*

,

The basic male of analysis was the collation of interview datar .

and other -data'across the'six_sites., Where appropriate, frequency

.

I

counts and tables were prepared"which summarize the findings of the r.

.

study., Interpretations of the data and coriciusions'are included
. ' .

. with the data summary. (For more, detail and backgroundifactors re-

i
4.

. garding the interpretation °fuse study results, see Appendix I), t

4

;* :



RESULTS

/
Sampling Summary for the Initial and Second Vistts to the Six Sites

/-

iri Table 3, the actual sample used in Studying the youth oriented

training programs of agencies included in this 'study is presented.

.The table contains the sample from both the first and second site

visits.

Simple addition indicates that 62 separate interviews were

conducted by the authors of this report. It would have been desirable

to have interviewed more ,counselorsand participants, but due to the

press, of time, distance, 'and local schedules this was not possible. .

The table further indicttes that.in Oily -instances only out-
.

:-

.of-school programs were, observed. Although this is partly an incidental.

result of scheduling difficulties it'does red tt an emerging problem'

for comniunit(y Orion agencies since'some of the agencies have been

.
forcedTto.curtail,:their youth training programs due to. loss of funds.

-,tThis!Particular point will be diScussed in greater detail in the next

e ion Of this report.). Lastly, although not specifically described

in the.table, it shOuld be noted that the on-site visits took place

from early October up to the beginning of FebrUary.,

Context'- Results' and Discussion

In Table 4, a summary of the agency contextual factors is presented.
-,

Thii summery was generated from two Sourcesfirst and second inter-

views with key agency, administrators and tr brief review.of Materials

that the tr)ovide4 to the iyterviewers. Analysis of the table, tends

,to,reveal me,ip eresting facts about the nature. of the agencies.

v.
These' facts ire'ltsted below. -



-13-

,

Table 3'

Actual Sample Interviewed During the Initial:
and Sqcond, Visits to the Sites

(
Training/

, f M . Work

Strata/Agency Initial Visit Sample Second 'Visit: xperience
Programs

Metropol i tan

' _Agency ,1
..

Program Director b - Program Coordinator Out-of- .

Program Uordinator 1 `counselor school' "
2 supervisors,,,,- PrPgrarn ,

2 partidigns
Agency- 2

Deputy -Executive

Di rector-

Urban

Agency 1

Agency 2

:Rural

Agency'1

/

Deputy Exec. Dir. Out-of-
Program Director school

Counselor Superv. program
counselor

3 'supervisors

3 'participants,

I

Program Director, ; Program Director .

2 counselors
supervisor

'10 1 participant

Out-of- ,

school
,program

Executive Diractc
Program Krector

.A9ericy 2 .

,

T5TAL

I

ExecutiVe-Mrector.
PrOgram Di rector

Executive Director -
Program

. .

,

4. Executive Dir.'s
5 Pro4ram Directors

1 prd9ram

Executive Director
-Program Director
2 counselors
3 supervisors -

4 participant

rn-scho21

,Out-of-'

school

Executive Director
= 3 counselors

Z supervisors
5 participants.
Executive ti rector
Program Director

ounselors
. 3 u sors

,2 participants

4 Executive
4 Program Directors
1 Program Coordinator = - --

1 Counselor Supervisor.
'11 Counselors

14 Supervisors
el 7 Participants.

In-school
Otre-df-

- school ..

1n-School
Out -of-

school

t

.



Agency

Type/Agendy

fr

it

Table 4

Context Summary as ,Derived from First and Second Interviews with Agency:Administrators

Metropol i tan

Agency 1

,..-

e,genc,y 2'

-CSA Funds* .

1
,

$1,.000,000 * **

$1,969-,000
a

-Total . CETA
. Agency Funds Programs**. .Poptilation/Type

*$4,326;1382 Out of: School , Large metropolitan
(UTA Intake) area 'Pith the

.target population
, being primarily!'

inner city blacks'
andappalachian

3

$1,6,276,741
11

Alf

4

';

'

white.
'

4I

Other mments/
pscriotors.

- Multi-faCetred A

agency which
- ..handles funds

from HEW, CSA,
OK, etc.
Several not for
profit comp-anies
CCEir,wash ,. print

Large metropolitan
area wilt" the targq ,
populati'Dn' beihg .

.inner city :blacks,;
whites, and 1,

ruerto Ricarbt
.1

shop)
- 7 'rVe,ighborhoOd

service centers
(Outreachy.

- neighborhOod
Onters '-

-.Agency pp,ss
through or co-
ordinating
mechanism for
various- groups,'
e.g.; Seniors' of
Ohio, Inc.; legal
services so'ciety,
etc.

, .,

CSA = Community Servi,ces,kiministratton;
CETA = Comprehensive EmplOment Training Ac't :
Many figures are approximate and should only viewed
agencies. 4

. .

.
)

.°

a wide for understanding t
- .-

,

Intext oTit the..

,
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.=" Type/Agency CSA "Fund
. ,

2

I

Urban

Agency. 1

Agency 2

$152,000

.
-

4

.

Ta6le 4, continued.

Total CETA

Agency Funds Programs .

$1,150,000

0

4

0

A` $3,000,000

In-school

Out-of-school
SPEDY

'Other Comments/

g Population/Type Descriptors

801060 in one - 3-neighborhood
cougity which is centers are -%

mostly urban- operated* in.:_the
---- 2

5D Mtatifaceted
the other which has as programs
a target population
poor rural whites,

, migrant fan Pies

are 1-1 1/21 of
the population.

In- school*.;- 80,000 with the
Out -of- school . biggest city being
SPEDY , about 25,000,000:-.

Mostly the area it
, appalachian -

and poor. About
2530% is con-
sidered at the-
poverty level.

- One of the higher L
- incidences of
poverty -in the

state of 'Ohio

- Multifaceted.

programs
Tparisi)Ortation

problem;

s

21

,
ti

.1

.0

I

22



_Type/Agency

Table

Total
CSA Funds* Agenty.Funds-.

Aur.

Agency 1 $150,000 , $1,300,000

ak

Agency 2 06,000

4

.1%

$1,800,000.

4,'continued

CETA
Programs** Population/Type

Other Comments/
Descriptors

In school

Out .Of school

SPEDY ,

In school

Out Of ,school

SPEDY F

49,000 total)),
largest

city is 2,900.
The area is ap-
palachian and poor.
15% or more - ADC.

150,000 rural
except fn one
coUnty. Poor
popufatigivis'
primarilinppa)a*-
chian whites
(WWII + after)
and migrant/.

settled'out
migrants

r

r

- Multifaceted programs,.

- Outreath aides
in local com-
munities/areas,

- High incidence
of high school
dropouts

- Transportation
problemsa

agency operates
multi-

adted prgrams;
-4 herd are seasTnial

prOblems due to
migrant. families
arriving in the
area from
April to October
(also discrimina-
tion toward
migrants is
,apparent)

- Bilingual staff
are needed

- Many appalachian
whites - 2nd-
3rd generation
welfare families

- Transportation
probleMs 24

14
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1. 'Complexity of Operation. All the agencies run,numeropa
programs In diverse areas such as alcoholism, legal services,,,
youth training, elderly assistance,.and so, on. The agencies

f are, in effect,' partial coordinators of local social..services

, . to communities.

2., Level of Funding.. The complexi y,of'Operatibn is underscored
when the level of.funding is e mined. Den the smallest
,4gency, administers well over a million dollars in funding with
the largest operating budget b ing greater than 16 million

dollars. Since,these fur* co from diverse sources, the
_ .agencies4rehating to be-faf yfettve in seeking funds.

3. Population.Served. 'The agen

populations sera. Five di
in this study:' rural poor;
whites Puerto Ricans; ancr
features of these populatio
progr'ams tKatlwill work eq

CETA Funding. The table

funding is changing acros
metropolitan agencies ha
their control/involveme
Act (CETA) programs dec
The locus of control o
munity action to city
Undoubtedly, there is a number o
including politiCal.ones.' These
greater deiail later in this re

es do indeed vary in terms of the
ferent groups were identified
nher city blacks, appalachiari

iegrant fat*workers." The unique,
s make it, difficult; to define

ally well in all settings.

ay indicate.that the _pattern of
the agencies. The

eover the/past several years seen
in Comprehensive Employment,Training

ease andio cease to exist at ell.
CETA has dergone a shift from com-

overnment n the metropolitan areas.
/reasons for this change
factors are discussed in

ort.

The strengths and problems within he_context that the agencies

5./operate in all summarized in Table 5./ This information was derived

partly,from an analysis of the contrual information as shown in

. 7

, Table 4 and from other information collected during interviews with ,

the agency administrators. As shown in the table community relations

is judged to be a Strong point of,agency operation.' All the

'agencies are truly part-of the community in which they exist. They

are all in effect decentralized and operate community or. outreach-

centers. While the information supporting

from interviews and not directly observed,

N-/
a strenIth_of the agencies.

Vj

25

this strength was derived

it does appear
.
to be
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\ Table'$
),.

. .. -

.. ,

.

_ ! , . .f
Summary:of Main Contextual` re and Problems Observed.

0 p

.
1

gitir ,

Strengths . Problems

Inter-agency linkages/coordination
Transportation problems (especially
in .rural areas),

- ETA funding loss,

Coordination of programs* is also judged: to'be a strength by

virtte of te'fact that all. agencies are striiing to interrelate

programs. routhful workers, for example, nay-run summer playground/

recreation programs or they may be on work teams assisting the elderly.

Winterization prograts7 i.e., improving, the, insleatfon of low income

dwellings, are frequently accomplished by using youthful workers. To

the extent possible, the community action agencies also-employ workers

directly, on their premises.

4 .0n the negg-Ge side eproblem_ocours in the area of inter agency

social welfare, community-action, municipal, government) cooperation .

4
and coordination. The coordination of services AcroSs agencies

within,a number of communities is.not particularly gdod: Where this

problem is taking place several,community action agencies have now

joined in membership with other community agencies in coordinating -

types of area committees. These groups are.trYing: to reduce excessive,

unnecessary agency overlap, increase efficiency and provide a better
.

set of services tp low income and disadvantaged groups.

*:

One other strength in terms of context was observed in two agencies
which are part of LOAD - -an appalachian region cooperative, This

cooperative seeks funding., writes joint proposals, shar.es problems

and ideas, etc. This tpe of cooperative biased upon Mutual needs/
and problems may have value for other areas /of the state.

26 4
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44,1,4*.

.

,

J'*',Over time, these committees could produce tremendous benefits for

. ,

1. disadv taged'ineriduals. They could aid in preventing such things

was: confusion over who to go to' for help; back and forth and forth

:,

4 ' - % . ,

and track referrals with no eesults and'probable'disenchantment with
..

the system; unclear ageridy functidnOand boundaries;

/

names; the welfare/comMUWity, action uiaze, lack of co

similar program
e

mMunication between
.. .

agencies; and so forth., A beginning.has been made this area -.mare, .

needy to betione. 44 ,
,

Harsh trinspoitation problems were obierved in all the rural
t

community action agencies that partictpated in thJs study. Associated.

R

with transportation are factors such as physical isolatiop, lack of

rolemodeis and lack of job/work'site -opportuhitjes. Semetoken

su4gestions, for improvement in this regtrd wi 1l be .offered in subsequent
.

.

r, -.sections of the.report but the difficulty As considered tote pe'rvasive

,4

4.0'

and not.eaSily overcome.

'The tact, problem,' CETA funding loss, is,perhaps the most
/

critical one. In metropolitan areal the community action agencies

are, for the most part, no longer*iceivtog CETA-funds. In rural

areas, this has not occurred but It'may take place'in thcfuture.
(

This shift is control of CETA is noticea6le and as a result t,.

the
t

CETAAprogram_may be more politicized than it formally was.

A impbrtant aspect of this s ift is that the agencies now in

4.

40
.

charge. of CETA Tunds hapie a primary function that supercedes the'. .

.> .

raining-+mK,Ction. That i3L.-.41zirgoal is to run the city and
I. I,

.

'N

provide its citizens with services necessary for
their,

,sur al,
.

. '-'-'
.. ,

. r.,
safety,. etc. CETA ?nay Provide funds for workers who do asS t in

.

,the provision of suleservices.' Thirft..well and good:but-it is not

5 .
,

. ,

. ,

, -.

the primarypurpose of CETA funding.; CETA funding is-primarilljesigned
,

.

,

.

l IFv 4 1 r

.B .a. ,
..

,,

,
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forlhe pu4Mposef Trainirig with service as a logical extension of the
.

purpote but a secondary one at best If the use of CETA funds

basically provides service rather than a meaningful training experience

,

for an individual it is not meeting,the goal of'the programs. In

addition, CETA funds are not intended to eithsuppleMent or supplant

locally funded govern'ment services.

(Reasons Other than political ones could be postulated for the

shift in control ofl'undS. These might include: ',poor fiscal manage-
,

ment by the community action'agencfes;-lack Of innovative training '

II

opportunitiei; inefficient programs; etc. It is however, beyond the

scope of this study to examine such potential causal factors.)

Identification - Results and Discussion

Identification really refers tb two separate types of activities:. '

informing ( "getting the word out")'potentia participants ofthe
.

.

various.opportunities available tothbm; and the actual profess 'of
. , ,

.
. f selectiaindividueli for programs . Across- the six

1

agencies a commoro""%...*
, .

set 4 both informational and identification prOce'dures was observed.
w

,

These in conjunction with strengths and problems are summarized

in Table 6.

The procedures de rlbed in the table seem to work fairly well

art

'

. inasmuch As most agenti repoit a surplus ofkapplicants for available ..

i

programs. According to tgency reports, almost all of the applicants
.,(

are is below the. poverty guidelines and do generally come front
a.

-

.target disadvantaged groups. The agencies do report turning away

applicant; who, although..needy, fall' intoa classification slightly
I

abode .thepoverty guidelines.

. 28' .-
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Table 6

Summary of Participant Identificat ion Procedures,*
Strengths and Problems as Derived from Interviews

with Agency AdminfStratom4
Procedures

Informational

Strengths . (pro ems

.- Word of mouth-
- Posters in schools
- Radio/TV
- Flyers

4:'Referrals
- School' contacts

- Newspapers
- Outreach

Selection

-'First come/
first served

- Those with
greatest need

- Interviews/
-home visits

- Department ot:
labor criteria'

'a
.

- All agencies4 seem

td employ multi-
faceted procedures

- Many-inter/intra
agency-referrals

- Generally all'
. agencies adhere to

DOL (target popula-
tion guidelines

tI

= More' applicants

identified than_

can be se viced

7.4

Most agencies use a combination of procedures and the order ofoe
presentation of procedures 'in the 'table does not reflect an
emphaiis on any one. procedure. -All are used commonly. - or

A

t

a
-5[

f

, I
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One setof issues/considerations not described.in. the table

relates to-the procedures for identifying /selecting program work sftes.

A problem encouptered at severaiac encies was a concern over the '

4 AI

degree to which specific workt,sites really provided participants with

meaningful trainfhg and:the degree to which participapt problems were
4

undetItood.- Partly, this is 4 problem of continuous orientation and

. dialogue, between the agency and the work,site. Partly, however, it is

a problem of initial site selection. At present, this is usually,.

accomplishedeby job coordinators, pro,gram:directors or supervisors

contacting sites or learning aboit sites via their work in the field

The professional judgments of these,individuals have generally begn
a

rod..

In the same instance,. it is possible that excellent training

. sit -are overlooked. This c64id be a reflection of publicity

Ca igns directed toward prospeftive participants'rather than '

prospectiveemPloyers both in the'-public and private) sector.*

"'

Intervention, -- Results and Discussion
r

In studying'the actual training /work experiences operated by the

.agencies, a variety of ipdividuals and groups was interviewed. .-As,

described, this was done to obtain &comprehensive view of youth

A: 44
oriented training proven!" The. results of these interviews are found

the following-tabtes:
*di

* One agency Jscurrently pursuing this,course of action.

30p
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Table 7: .0eneral Program Summary

Table 8; Counselor Perceptions of Programs

Table 9: Sbpervisor PerCeptions of Programs
.

Table 10: Participant Perceptions of Programs

Table 114- Innovative ProgramS/Ideas

Table 12: Summary of Program Strengths and PrOblems

Following the table is 6-Short discussion of the resillts. sable 11

1not,be discuss d in any,detail in this report inasmuch as it

will be the substance of another product prepared forthe Department

of Economic and Community Development.

First, in reviewing Tables 7_through 12, the reader should be

aware of the procedures 4ed in constructing them. The tables are

a condensation,of information collected from partially open-ended

interviews. To collate data for tabular display required that the

essential idea stated by the interviewee be interviewee

-comments are thus not-inasmuchd gtail as originally given. Interviewer

judgment was also used In selecting the most pertinent comments for

. listing in the tables. Lastly since the,sample size per table was

small, no attempt was ,made to 'separate out the different types of.

programs.

.

Table i indicates that, six bisic types of programs are in opetla-

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

CETA outTof-school program; CETA summer program (SPEDY); the Depart-

ment of Labor Job'Cipps progralM; CSA out-of=school:(1private and public

sectort) programs; and CEtkout-of-school (private settor)Trograms.

31
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Funding
Source

General

Type of
Program

CETA: In-school

.

, Table 7
T

Yepth Training Program Summary as Deri,ved from Agency Interviews*
.

Averate
Durotion

,
Objective(s) Instructionil Strategy.

Evaluation
.Procedures.

1 ticademitc
.

year
To keep' studeots in

school by providing
positive part-time
work experience .'

,Almost all training
is obtained by work
supervisof's teachi -ng

ttudepts the job

4
- Sup@rvisOntevaluation
. (4 out of 5 agencies)
- Self ratings (1 agency)

- Counselor evaluations
(4 agenckes)

- Conferen4ril agencies)

- .Various records

(all agencies).

4

CETA Out-Of-
sdhoOl .

Up'to 1

calendar
year

Nt%

. \,f`
- To provide positive
work experiences
fold out of school

yoyths/young.adults
- To-develop job.
survival andor
other skills

'See, above See above

CETA

..

Summg 1 summer
Program

ti
An extension- of

the
except

that students con
work more than a
few hours part-time
To.'keep" studerits
off .the streets

above

3 ,

See above

.IA

N.)
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Funding Type of
Source Program

Department Job
of Labor Corps**

Average
Duration

Dependent
ort type of

training.
,(6 months -
2 years)

A'
Table 7, cOntinded

ObjeCtive(s) Instructional Strategy

. To provide skill. Vocational school
training in a type of training
residential camp _

setting'

EvaluationProcedures

Not_available(byt
assumed to be skill
providiency)

CSA
,(Public

and
-40 private

sectors)

Out-of- Up to 1
school calendar

year

- To Provide posi-
tive work exper-
l lences for out-

of-school youtht/
young adults
To develop job
survival and/or,
other skills

Almost all training
is obtained by work.-.

supervisors teaching
students the jobs.

- Supervisor ratings
(1 agency)

- tounselor ratings*
(1 agency)

- Conferences
(1 agency)

(Private
employment
training)

Oyt-of- ,7 Up to 1

school -calendar

year

. To provide skill

training
*int:lent upon
-indtvtdual
employer
contract-

.

"
.

As noted'earlier, not all programs-are operant in each of the agencies that-parttciWed in this study.

**

_

Agencies do not directly'handle the training aspects of the prod*.

r 34
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As is noted in the table, no one agency operates all 'six progriMs.

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

'programs as matter of course. In addition; one of these four agencies

operates the CETA private sector,,out -of- school program. One agency;

operates only the CETA out-of-school program (and CETA intake

functions) and As heavily involved in recruiting.* 'the Job Corps.

program: The last agency does not receive CETA funds and thus
,

utilizes CSA funding for its' programs: . The JO-Corps, CETA private

ssector,,out-of-school, and the CSA programs receive minimal funds

in comparison to the other CETA programs. .

Within the context of these six programmatic areas, minor and

major variations Of program theme occur. The_gajor variations,of theme,

that is, those programs that are different apd innovative are

summarized in Table 11. Further detail regarding these variations

is given in the product entitled "A Sampler of Innovative Program

Ideas foe,Ohio's Community Action Agencies" which accompanies this

`report:*

Other aspects of the programs which are important are that:

most program objectives are focused on flie provision of positive

work experiences and the development of coping/job survival skills;

almost all training is dependerit upon the specific job situation and

supervisor; and a variety of evaluation techniques are used.

* Altschuld,,James W. and Terry. T. 'A Sampler of Innovathe Program
Ideas for Ohio's CommunitysAction Agencies," The Center for
Vocational Education, 1977.

4
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The amount of training variesgreatly. In some situations, a

supervisor will'assist a,participant in the learning of basic and

advanced skills. Even with theismall sample interviewed'in this study

' ,`few instances.of highly sOaalized ,trainIng were takingplace.

51*the other hand, some participants receive only minimal training
, . .

....... .
,..

4'
Imp when they are capable Of learning fairly complex technical

. skills. This could be a, result of-numerous,factors.such as: participant

. ,

,attitudes; supervisor attitudeS\and deficient participant educational

backgrounds.

The format of the training while somewhat variable often follows

a common pattern.4_ In aopeito one fashion, the supervisor orients

the participant to.job duties,-skills, learning situation, etc. and

monitors the progress of the participants during their tenure on. the

job. The agency counselor visits the site geriodically for discus-

sions with,the supervi'sor and program participant. Interestingly,

the participant is.not an employee of the job site but rather is

paid minimum wages ($2.30.per hour) by the agency. Also, by regula-
,

tion CEIA employment funds (except in special circumstances) can

only be allocated for use n governmentatand.not for profit agencies.
air

Hence,.there are limijtations on the sites thatcan actually be

involved in the.traintng and work experience programs.

3 74
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.Table 8 represents a summary of counselor percep ions of.the youth

training rams. One majorlinding from this tale js'that the

counselors are either well trained ,(college degrees in sociology,

education, and related fields) orlhave considerabl amount *of'

S

practical experience._ Generally/ the counselors elt that thlir case , .

loads were not too heavy and th Y reported using a variety of

techniques for orienting supervisors and partici ants to the programs.

-Counselors saw the participants as being sati-sffi ed with the programs

and as learning good work habits frOm their piticipation in the,.

.
. ..

.

program. However, a sizeable number of counsellors.did not feel.that

specific specialized job skilli ivere eing hanced by the program.

Numerous program strengths were cited by t nselors with a particular

emphasis on learning good work habits and learning while earning.

Xey.problems noted were' insufficient monies, isolation from the job

market, declining numbers of jobc, too few jpb sites, and finding

participants jobs after they completed training. These results take

_--- on greater meaning when analyzed in the context of supervisor_and
,

_participant comments. (Especially note the discussion of'Table 12%

Summary Of Program Strengths and Problems.)

In Table 9, the perceptions -work experience supervisors are

summarized. The supervisors were involved in the most commonly

observed CEThdprograms and the CSA funded programs. By and larger

the supervisors had extensivepertinent background experience for

working in the programs. Most of them had been oriented -by the coun-

t

selors'to the programs,and considered the orientation to be adequate
.

for their needs. They emphasized that participants were: gaining

an unders t nding of mirk ethics; learning coping/or survival skills;

and in niy instances, getting,specific skill training.

38



Counselor
Experience

College

training

(8)

Practical

experience
2. years or,

more (3)

Practical
experience
1 year or

less (1)

Counseling
Caseload
Perceptions

Can. do a

good job
(11)

Spread too
thin (1)

; '

v

'table 8

Summary of Counselor Perceptions of Youth Training Programs as Derived frail the Counselor Interviews

Numbers in ( ) Indicate the Counselors who Responded in a Specificliay Out of a Total of 12 Counselors*

Supervisef Participant
Orientation Orientation**

SitexiSite,
with partici-
pants (3)

Discussions,
witiOssuper-

visors about
jobs, partici-,
pants and
programs (8)

-r. .,4
*

PartitiPint Fi-obleis

Satisfaction** with Forms**
,

.

Intake inter- -- Generally
views (3) satisfied (9)

Orientation to
job responsi-
bilities, re-
quirements, and

pay (1)

Site visit with
participants (1)

Some complaints

about paY

-
Some complaints

Time
consuming (4)

Confusing (2)

Overlapping to
a certain degree

about referral (4)

run arounds (1)

CETA forms are
difficult to ,

complete (2)

,lot satisfied due
Orientation to lack of
booklett/ Orientation, permanent placemeht
materials (1) booklet (-1T and goal not No real

being met (1) problems
Orientationato (5)

job, responsi- Some problems with
bilities, dress, srtive services Too many'
behavior, etc. (1) * forms (3)

(7),

GrOup counselling

sessions during
orientation (2)

Done on-the-job by
supervisors (1)

*aa_

* One ofIge interviews included in this set is that of a counselor )upervisor.

** Several" counselors mentioned molv than one answer.

30.

Skill

Enhanc nt **

are being
enhan ed (4)

Skill- not being
enha ced (71

Learhing good
work habits (6)

Strengths

Benefits to
the community

(1)

Le ruing good
work habits .

(3)

Learnin while
e rni (6)

Sdpportive
Services (1)

Professional
level of
staff (1)

Better self
image on
part of
participants

())

Problet ',

Monies (3) '

Isolated from
labor mfrket (3)

Declinitgljobs (3)

Helping participants
to get lobs before
leaving:high school
of afteWogram (3)

Need more,job sites

No problems (1)

Changing employer
attitudes (free
labor) and.parti-
cipant attitudes,
free Welfare,
money) (1)

More time.especially
for teenager in the
program (1)

Orientation`Of
supervisors (.1)

Too
I
much time on

paperwork and too

little time on
counseling (1)

40
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,t ' ' Table 9
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1. Summary 'of :Supervisor Perceptions of Youth Training Programs as Deri4ed from Supervisor InWvjews
- , . Numbers in ( ) Indicate the SupervisOrs Who Responded Out of. a Total of 14 Supervisors

.

r v.

0

/

Patt Program
Experience

2 years .or
more (9)

'lig Less thin'

2 yea-rs (5)

Orientation to
the Program

No grientation
- for .supervisor

(1)

r o r/ gimilar

-types of 4.

programs (3) .

Counselort
agency
arientation
(l0)

*
Aflequaey Of "-'%
Orientation ,.

ft was
adequate (10)

'Not adequil
(3)

,

Adequate but
others will
need more (1)

-

Skill

Enhancement Stfenghs
..

Understanding Income (1)

of work, ethics/

cpping .skills The training' /

(13) leading to a

job°14)
Skill'

training (0) Gettifig "kids
- off the

streets 11(1 )

COunselor/ 46_

participant °
ort (1)

. Professional
support' of

CAA (4)

Low cost
labor in

Joe exchange: for

training (1)

*

Problems

s_Traftiing not
meaningful (1)

Ko fob?
slots (l),

. .

No", problems (2)

Financial.

problems (1) .,

Participants/
suflervisors

need more
information .or

counseling (3)

Pakticipanis-

'are not free r,

lab* (1)

Poor
partjciPants
motivation (0-

e* I
Programs are
loo loose (2.).

w.

Some students/
kids don't like
this particular
work 141)

Parents take
A away earnings (1)

Suggestions . .

Worksites should .1,
pi

2

ck up enrollees V

4
c

Improve evaluation
procedures,- more .

feedback 0 parti-
cipants and .

supervisors ,,,(2)'

More:Counseling,
testing, and
participant 1

-information (4),

a

More training (21.

More 'money. (3')

Mort ,j8b sites (lf

Expa nd

programs (2)

Provide a way

for yefflthfUl
offenders to -get

a work record,i(i)

4!
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Training, income, 'and the,professiopal support of the agelfy were the

most frequently mentioned strengths of the prbgrams. poqrparticipant

motivation, theneed for more information and counseling, and,the lack

of program structure were the-most common. problems cited. Six dif-

ferent suggestions for-programimprovement were recommended by at

lest two cm more supervisors. These are incorporated into the sum:

mary of program strength's andproblemsTable 12).

In Table 10, the perceptions of the program participants are

des-cribed. Close to one of the participants wdre in the program

for six: months or:moit at the time of the interview with therest of

the participants in the program for a shorter period of time. Lost

- ,

of the participants had been provided an orientation to tile prc ram
. .

andto theirspecifiejob duties by an 3ncy counselor. All p

were satisfied with.tileir.jobS and the general nature of the learning

experience. la.a.similar vein, they indicated the aspects Of the

program they liked most were'tViilearning experiences and the pay.

"Eleven df the ltpaxticipants felt that:there were no real problemk
/

with.thetprogram. Others, although in the milritii, mentioned

icipants

,

.

_transportation, pay", and more hours as diffj?lties. At least five

major suggestions were-expressdeby a-number of participants.
. .

These suggestions relatd to more money, more hayrs, more'program

strUcture;p4orly

upon completioip.of

In Table 11, a

motivated participant's, an the obtaining of jobs

the ,(see Ible 12).
.

numberof.unique in school and ont-of-ichool

programs as well as otht&innO7dtive ideas is summarized:. The table

,
entries are based, upon the on-site interviews with agency administra-

V
tioh" .a the perceptions of the iniervielers.

(
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Table 1p
C1-1

Summary of iParticipant -Perceptions of Programs as Derived from Participant. Interviews

Numbers in ( ) Indic,ate Participants who Responded in a Specific Way Out of a Totol of '17 Participants

Lehgth
of Time
in Pr8grm

Less than
1/2 year

(9)
, .

Mg,re than

.T72 year

(4)

More*than
1 year (4)

* 'Some

44, .

Orientation to
the Program-

CounSelor ex-
plained pay,d
responsibilities
dress, etc. (12)

Somewhat but
primarily
dependent upon
job_ supervisor

(1)

Satisfaction*

-Satisfied with

job, learning,
, etc. (17)

CAA 'helps. whole

ami ly (1)

See the'

counselor
often (1)

Do not see
the counselor
often '(1)

4

Somewhat but .

not in detail
'(2).

Via, agency group

orientation (2)

participants gave

4-

Like Most*

Nbt far from
home (2)

The experience
and the people
(12)

Like the pay
(4).

Openness df
job .situation

(2).

Like Least
(ProbleMs)*"

No problem (.11)1

'TransportatioQ

',difficulties (2)

MOre hours
needed (2)

More pay (2)

Too busy to
really .get ,traened.

on the job (1.)

',t.ltitcime

'large groips of CETA

WOrkers- caused

ems )

-perionalities
on<=thV 'job (2)

lt6.Z
More than one response to a ques' ,

Suggestions*

More money (6)

No suggestions (4).

MOT hours (6)

- 4
.MOre opportunity fdr
more indi,viduals td"
be involved (1)

More 5tructure to
progtam (3)

'Enrollees should get job
upon completion of
training (2)

Expand it'into mordafields
of study (1)

.

Some enrollees not too
well {2)

I"

it"

45
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Table 11 ', °

. .
Innovative.Progi:ams* and Ideas as .Derived 'from Agenctinterviews

,

tw

I -School prdgrams . Out-of-School 4ograms
.

Other Idep

Police Cadets

. .

Sumner Work Camp

Weekend Work Camp is

New Careers,

1Redreational (Semi-
'?

Education#11 Programs

Job Corps

Agency Run Small
" Businesses .

Expk.i mental Private

Ente prise Programs

Specialized Youth
Offender Programs

Periodic Group
Orientation and -

Meetings for Super-
visor',

Designated Program
Coordinators in
Schools,..%

Initial Group
Orientation to Programs
for Participants

C.

le° General Ty innovative programs were being carried'out on a. small
scale:

/

(

.

1

ry

A
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Table 12 reprdsents a summqry of programstrengths and problems

as determined across counselors, 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

hoving'an impact on participants and work-site supervisors. Of

particular note are the factt that: participants seem satisfied.

with the program; it is desirable to learn while earning; skill
ti

and positivework habits are being enhance and that there is'some

r

experimentation with new programs.
4

On the negative or problem side, however,'a number ofmajor

diffikties are cited Some such asilmore pay, more hours, trans-
. .

portat)on problems, and a decline in the number of jobs reflect a

set of circumstances beyond the control,of the Community Action

Agencie4; but others are'not. For example, the fact that the forms

are paperwork araitime consuming, overlapping, etc. is a difficulty

"(that can be owsocome by a small investment of time and money.

(Even if standard, state forms are involved certainly changes can be

suggestedto.appropriate state officials.)

-Five very serious program problems are identified.in the table.

The- need for hire job sita'and more training are important areas for

.improlement. _Getting Participants jobs after they complete the program.

is_r-wouldseem to indicate /the lack of adequate placement and follow-

through services. Poor participant motilation must be carefully

examined inasmuch as this tyPe of factor can greatly affect the success

or failure of programs. They next problem is one that gets at the

4

very core of agency purposes. There is an apparent need to strengthen0
agency counseling endeavors, information dispersal and evaluation

activities.
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-..-, Table 12

. ..07 -.

Summary-of Program Strengths and Problems as Derived-From Tables 7-10
*Source (s) for Summary Are Listed in Parenthbses

), \ , 4

Strengths Problems -

Some experimentation with
- new programs.(Agency

Administratbrs)

Counselori are college trained
or have extensive experience
(Counselors)

A variety of supervisor/
participant orientation methods
were used by counselors
(Counselors, Participants)

Participants, generally were
satisfied with the program
(Counselors and Participants)

Skill's and positive work habits
are being enhanced (Counselors,

. Supervisors, Participants)

LeaAing while earning
(Counselors, Supervisors,
Participants)

Supervisors have extensive,
experience with the prbgraM
(Almost 2/3 of the Supervisors)

Adequacy of agency supervisor
orientation (Supervisors)

Prffessional support of CAA
(Supervisors)

. 4

.1"

LORted experimentation with new
programs (Agency Administrators)

Formsare time consuming, over-
, lapping, confusing, and so forth

(Coudsdlors)

Skills. not beinvnbanced
(Counselors)

Monies are insufficient (Counselors,
Supervisors4iparticipants)

More hours (Participants)

-
Isolated r ob market
(Counselors)

Decline in number of jobs
(Counselors)

Ltieed more job sites (Counielors,'
Supervisbrs)

Getting participants jobs after
they complete the program
(Counselors, Supervisors,
Participants)

Poor participant motivation
(Supervisors, Participants)

Participants and 'sypervikors need -

more information, counseling and/or
better evaluation techniques
(Supervisors)

More.trairiing (Supervisors)

Transportation difficulties
(Participants)

More program structure
(Participants)

IP

I

.
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(This need is derived from, supervisors 'comments regarding the need
./
for more counseling, the programs

need for more information as well

theMselves. -Overall, 16 comments

participants and 14 supervisors.)

being too loose and the supervisors

as similar cOmnentt from participants

were noted in this area from 17\
Lastly, experimentation has been

noted as both a strength-and a weakness,. It is a weakness in the sense

that although all agencies are ixPerimehting with new programs, they, -

are only doing so or a,limited and infrequent basis. With regard .

to experimentatiothe agencies note that federal rules and mole-

ttons are too confining and preclude the desirable tryout of innovative/

new prograft. Suggestions regarding ways of overcoming these limita-

tons will be offered in the 'last chapter.of this report.

Evaluation - Results and*Discussion

Thelour major areas for study in this project were: context,

'identification, intervention and evaluation. The evaluation results
/1

are summarized in Table 13. The data that were utilized in constructing

the table came from interviews with agency administrators. As obvious

from the table, a variety of evaluation techniques is being employed

by the six agencies. And, aside from the on-site evaluations of work-
.

sites and the kee0ing of records, there is no clear cut agreement across

the agencies with regard to evaluation procedureS A number of agencies

indicated that they were just in the process of starting their follow-

up studies and did not preiently have data from those procedures.
.

(Note: one agency did have an external evaluator review its out -of-

school program and prepare an evaluation report' for its use.).

49 .



737-

Table 13

Program Evaluation Summary as Derived from Agency Interviews
Numbers in ( ) Indicate the Agencies that

Responded Out of a Total of Six Agencies

Evaluation TechniqUes* Propam Success*

On site evaluations of
worksites (4

Random follow-up studies up
to 1 year (2)

Word of mouth feedback (2)

Follow-up studies up to
90,,days (2)

Input measures (such as demo-
graphic information) (3)

State field representatives or
monthly-reports (3)

Studeht self evaluations (1)

Records, positive ,

termination rates (5)

Limited .or no follow-up (2)

Evaluation still in proceaSs (1)

Program seems successful (but it
provides mostly pay and little
training) (1) AV

Program seems successful (5)

Difficult to define positive
criteria of success and to deal
with turnover rates** (3)

4

*. Some agencies gave more than one response.

** This was the response given by three sites in answer to the question

about program success.

Pm,

=1.

a
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In terms of program success, most of the agencies 'felt that they,

were successful. Not much data as indicated above were available,

however, to support the perceptions of the agencies. One problem

noted by three of the agencies was the.difficulty of establishing

eriteria for determining program success. They cited sua factors as

high turnover rates,.program-completers leaving the area, the cost of

evaluation, fnd so forth. In one case, an'agency suggested.that it

-was especially difficult to establish criteria for in=school programs

A 'which .have an implicit goal. of "keeping kids off the streets." In

this case, for example., is a sligtlt reduction in the dropout rate in

k.

O

i

indication of program success.?

The strengths and problems with regard to evaluation are very

simply described and almost self apparent. The agencies almost

uniformly expressed a need to.ithprome in the area of evaluation,

.

data collection, and so-forth. They were acutely aware of short-
'

comings in this area. Their awareness is considered to be a strength.

The problems lie-in-the lack of-actual tiata colletiaragin the need

for systematic data collection procedures. One other problem observed

by the, interviewers is that the prog4pms are often thought If only

in terns of positive placement of participants. If.sub-goa in the

areas of attitude change, skill pment, coping behaviors, etc... j.
0-

were assessed a different pictur esults might eme#ge.

ale

.51
-
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RECOMMENDATIONS'

The recommendations in this chapter are based upon observations

noted earlier in the report.and-on'the profeisional judgments'of the

. A
two interviewers. They represent suggestion that. hopefully, if even

partially implemented, will lead to Improyed agency and program

operation, They are made in the spirit that many aspects of agency

operation are well thought out and implemented but that otherp will

need improvement. The recommendations.are organized in accord with"

the following areas: context: identificition, intervention and

evaluation. It should also be noted that the recommendations are

-,, based on a case study approach which involved a small sample of

agencies and -a relatively small number of site visit'" and interviews.

- Large'scale sampling may have revealed a different set of findings and

potentially different recommendations.

Con4ext Recommendations

Inter-agency linkages, i.e., commu ation channels, should
be improved. This problem was most n iceable in two of the
six comMunity action agencies cited. Better coordination of
programs hopefully will, in turn, lead tq,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 ,oreif
already formed, should be maintained and strengthened.
On the state level,, the DECD should make every effort to
improve the. coordination between its agencies and-agencies
like the Ohio Bureau of Employment Servicesj(OBES).
Although not expressly noted before severa' local agencies
identified this as 0 linkage problem. State coordination
would probably help to alleviate the local problem.

52,
\
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2. The DECD and local agencies should- carefully monitor the
dispersion/a119cation of'CETA monies. There is a liitelihood

that CETA-funds may be shifting to local units of government..
This trend, if it indeed is one, is` hot necessarily negative. .

What is important here. is not so much that one agency or
institution has the funding in place of another but.rather
whether the agency that can do the best job of training is
'actually receiving the monies. This is a most serious concern,

on both the local and state level..

3. Recommendations in the area of transportation will be found,

under the Intervention. heading.

Identification:ReLoiwnendations

As noted earlier in the report;_the communication and identifica-__

tion procedures of the `.agencies seem to be operating fairly well. -

These recommendations therefore are offered for the purpose of -

improvi ng already proficient techniques.
-

.

,---

, z/(1. 'Target some publicist,'publicist,' e s toward a wide range of prospec-

tive employers especiall the metropolitan/urban areas.

Handbills, procedures, Hers, pamphlets artypical devices.
that night be utilized. A wider spread of training sites

'° might 'thus be obtained. .

. Focus greater attention on specialized subrgroups within_the
disadvantaged target populations. Recent federal program -

.

emphases have been in the areas of: women, handicapped, rural,

youth, bilingual, etc.' (See Employment and Training Ad.
ministration program* 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

. type of program. There is a strbng possibility thit focused/
targeted programs will become more prominent in the near

future.
_

Intervention (Frogram).Recommendations

Experimentation with new'programs should be expanded.
New training settings both public and priyate should be explored,.

Alternatives to existing counseling, follow-through and rating
proceckwes---crould--be tried. Different modes of supervisor-

counselor interaction could be examined. -

53.
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Better techniques foimonitoring participant behavior Could
be developed. Alternative methods for funding programs and/or
paying participants might be studied. (In one agency, for
example, some counselors spend, up to twodays a week just
delivering pay chetks). . .

sl

-- Regitlati ns and rules may be a deterrent totrying out new

aqn

"and diffe ent programs. Frequently, however, the federal

rules c bet relaxed to allow.fon experimentation with

.
promising new ideas. All'concerned agencies are encouraged,
to see ifdeir ideas can be implemented with full governmenta

.approval. 4, \

AI Forms, specially CETA forms could be improved., Several of

(the a ncies reported difeiculty in completing CETA forms or

in get ing certain CETA forms completed by potential
participants orktheir parents. These difficulties are treated
at the state and federal, level where the forms originate and

corrective action can easily be taken. (One option ,might be

. to hire.a consultant? ata :nominal cost to revise and con-

. icilidate the forms). 1 - .

.

J

.

_ I

Locally made instruments could also be improved by the use

.
of better scaling techniques that are based'on observable

ehavior§. (Also see evaluation recommendationt..)
. 1

. .

, .

.,
.. . Identify more varied job sites.with better training possibilities

and possible long term job openings. Thls.ricommendatfon has-

already been coverediv'recommendation 1 above and by the
____

first reconrendatiop in'the identification section of the
/report. .

. Participant motivation, to the extent possible, has to be

improved. As stated now, this is an impossible recommenda'ti'on

to implement. Yet at the same, it is at the very heart of the

training/work experience programs. If participants are not.

motivated they may in turn "sour" or "turn off" supervisors to
-further infolyement,in the program: The next recommendation .

deals with perhaps a partial solution to the dilemma.

Strengthen the counseling functions:in agency 'programs.
The counselors at most agencies are either well educated

r and/or have experiential background which'qualify them for

4.their. positions-. lloweiter, this seems only to be an adejuate

set of initial skills. Counselors could benefit' from additional

training in: reinforcement techniques; group/individual
counseling techniques;*motiVationai strategies; techniques for
evaluating performance and Use's of evaluation data; etc.
Counselor training prograis wokld'seem to have value and

should be explored. The goal 'here is not necessarily tp

get uniform counseling' procedures but to-get better informed,

better trained counselors.

54
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/6. Define or specify in,mQrfe detail the role f the supervisor:'-
, 1 an artici mit: T reoommendation js artly an outgrowth'

a
', \

o need, or-a stronger, coumseloing f. ction.. Some
.

ssupervisors, and'pa, rti apants;seerm:to n e clarification of
their roles -arid resgontibilities-r Contracting through work
#agreaments.And 'the Ot*fization of specialized program-

:7 -,brienViio0 .54sionsffight.help to-alleviate this,problein.
. ,

.

.7. pevise-altermittve_ptograms in -rural areas that 'ght.help
to reduce transporta.tiorrprobiems. . This might b mplished

.40by setting up special weekend work prograhs for in-sch I

participants -and then ng commety vOlunteers who ould
be willing tolproylide moor a fo or, small groups.- The

,... programs could btrin.t form nity beautification,
lione.iyinteriza6on, and. camp si 10ment prOjectO cithe

w'a
provision of,trarsportitiOn.could pe viewed as a charitable
tta# deductable) Alt to a. nontRlsOfit institution:

.

13.- Develo- p rograms f6r the inrschoo CETA progran:dat do not -
i.7". . -operate- 0 schae4st Recommegdatfon_seven an example of this

o% type of prOgram.', This reeommendattgn, whiC 's baSedpartly...,4,

,
.. upon tile intuition of the interviewers, steM rom the observa-4 .co

.- . tion thet y CETA enrollees may be marginal term of
. , .,

. , _school.T olimmeot and y-haVe negative perceptions the"
scrioo.l. By .nkitritainiri literally "tn 'programs these

10

>If

.

ocal evaluation'oftmgrams should,be.developed::,Agency
luatt.glitechMqueS are in disarray. forms are not cdongis- '

!.;>' nt acrWagencies and often are hot of high enough quality

perceptfons babe nel 'forced. ."*" 'I'
t:

."Evalu on Retonimendationi .

A- , /A. With state assistance, a set of procedares.and guideline§ for

-to spvide.usefpl'information:- Evaluation is not dahigh
,

. prfrity ford.I'ocal a§Ocies. Supervisors, in some instances]
. do not see the Value of carefully'evaluating,participant

. o Derformance. , ,s;., -' ..
. . : .

. s, .._

.Thu l, the suggespoa,that trained evaluators at the state
- 011 develoiliInth,local input a set of forms and brocedures.

.. : The forms/prdtedures-should be strandardized and generalizable,, ,
_:.

, V .
.^.but Arthe same time golad'provide..fdr the use of local'
options and-variations. Thivt/uldreqUire .that program.
-objectiveS'belefined and potentially that *grams could-be
evaluatedPagehst,a wide `set of criteria in addition' to solely
-the'griterion'of placement.. Statewide evaluation technique
workshops skould also he held. (Consultant help and/olvthe
creatioli`of -a statewide *vaipation position should be "
con fired.)

ti

'

d* " .
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_ 2; With itate'assistance/a set qf procedures for conducting ...P .,

regional follow-up studies on a sampling basis shoml.d be
. developed and Applementeck` There is'po clearcut evidence e AP
of progtam effectiveness. It ilt dodbtful that continued long'

41044term funding can be expected without such evidence 'see loca3 .

variations above). iie
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Introduction

r

TheThe purpose of this' appendix is to:hrt&ly'NO4Goiss some of the

' y 4

batkground factors related to the methodology used -for the study.
e 4

describedearlier in this report. The tiseatment of these factors is

not.intended-to be exhaustive but rather to provide the -reider.m4t4 a

surface iindirstanding of sdme of the considerations that preceded
,

the selection of a qlecifiCtthodology, Many issues (prosand.cons)

. related to various ,methodological approaches are, alit) included

this appendix.

.44hefal Background .Factors

In an age of accountability, concern about the evaluation of
. s

community action programs has beeh very- v For example,

Anderson and Whitten in a recent (Augus' ,'T976) newspaper article

.noted that " . . apparently no one in .WiShington knowS whether the

government's anti-poverty programs are doing any good." They further
. s. . -f

,_,/
state th;t approximately $1.5 billion it,spent in anti-poverty programs

by state and local.furnds. They conclude by reporting that a recent;,

confidential GAO study indicated that3eSs than half of the required

Progress reports from local programs were reaching Washingtan.and that ,

many of those reports were inadeqUte4(Anderson and Whitten, 1976)

11-

. The governmentas well as individuals who work in the anti-

poverty field clearly recognize the need to be accountable and to'

definitively evaluate programs.,: This need'is promptby two major

, underlying causes: (1) where large 'sums of money are amended, the

Public and the legislative bodes wi13 over time demand that the

'recipient agencies be accountable for the effective wogrgatic use

5S
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of funds;-and (2) the collection and use of evaluative data are

major ways of refining, improving and further developing programs.

,This is reflected tn the description of thi CAA planninglprocess, .,
.

,
. ..'4.-'

which 4ncludes steps for-monitoring_progres and evaluating effective-

ness, and in the budgeting categorieslrf thelifficeof Economic
.-...\,. ,

. Olportunity The latter: contain specific and separateliudget categories.

J

for CAA evaluation; Manpower Prdgram Intake, Assessment and Program
N

Placement;'Headstart EvalUation, and so on, '

/ .
While the need far evaluation is clear--how teevalitate is not.

.0ne suspects that the GAO observations are not ogfrEccurate 'but that
. .

.

theya,re so for two disparate reasons. First, the recognitton that
ell

ul is probobly'more firmly held bPthe

higher /admjnistrative levels of th system thonly the lower levels.
0 .

evaluation- is necessary and us

And secondly, evalution of complexLprocesses and outcomes in realistic

life settings is methodologicalbend practically difficult.

In a vecent Study in theelated field of juvenile delinquency,

conducted by The Otter for Vocational EduGatIon, the following kinds

':of observations were made:

. SYstematic program evaluations were almost,ever condUcted;

-1t; Mortality, i.e.; drop off in sample size as .a treatment, or
'prvram is in, process, was rarely taken,into account;

. '3. Feedback individuals who had beeo'referred:to other
agencies aid services -was generally not obtained4-

,

a agency communication'was often lacking or
1 and loose knit; and .

di
.

, 5. "Many project 'staff beg the evaluation qUestion by,clatming
that one cannot adequately measure subjective behavior,
lottitudeS,:etc..and Allot there-is not the exqertise-aVailtble
to execute adequate evaluation." (Cardorelli, 19704

! . /1

.

4. Inter and
was' simply mi
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{It should be noted that'ihe' report also does cite.examples of reason-'

- able or adequate evaluation studies 'in this area.) These observations
.

II , ° a: , .
.

...tend to support the twb assumptions made above and to an extent

probably are generaliable to that.of youth, oriented training proghms
4

Ohio:s community action agencies. A

Se.veralOportant distinctiet, however, must be pointed out.

Frequently, the parameters. of educational types of prograMs'thongh ,

not fully defined areeRtter defined than those of juvenile delinquency..
A .

prevention projects. ObjeCtives in.clear terms may.be'avaijable or

interable, average duration-of the treatment will be spetified and

so forth. Secondly, indicants o f success, especiallx in performapce

.areasf are or can be_ develop d ft use in assessing program e1ffeCtive7

- ness. These indicants would obtain a higher degree of accentance by
'

ststaff's Of the community actioriAlgencies than'would analogous indjoants
1

in the juvenile delinquency field. Lastly, onefof the major outcomes

4
of this particular evalUatiorcof coMmUnity_action agenciesJ

.

or the .

",

state of &io is the identification of program sirengthi and Weaknesses,.

accompanietber a strategy bn procedure for assisting local agencies
ft .A

,to improve their lettl of performance. This assistance sholjld lend

to cast the evaluYion in ".a different light" a positive .
,

rather than having el investigatory connotation.

The Methodological Approach--A Clostr Look

The question still remains, however, "how should youths orIented :",.
, ..

training programs in'community action agencies be evaluated." Useful,'

insights into this question are found in Evaluating Action Rrograms:

I

Readings in Social.Action and Education,(Weiss, l972) In the first

6



to

. ChapteOt "A Treeful of Owls," Weiss presents an extensive discussion

of the evaluation of social action /education programs. She ,notss that

-miny evAluatjons 5o9sist of an individual or a team going to an agency.

and asking questions. This "impressionistic inquiry" relies heavily,

on, what people are willing to tell you and probably is not as objective

.-' as one would like. She continues by,stating that often questionnaires

O
are used as an'evaluAtion technique becduse they seem to be more

objective or scientific. But this ippr ach while fiaving some
fe

advantages, e.g., lack of involve nterviewer with the
-

interviewer% associated.biases", yield idg Of clues!tegarding.prograni.
,

strengths and weaknesses, does ave major disadvantages.. They are:

respondents only tell you what they Want you to know; generallythe' -r

.-- number of questionsis limited;" the depth of questions is liMited
--;:..'.;

-. and so on.
. .

Weiss concludes by stating that eventually evaluation comes.)

the basic question of how well' is the prograadGomplishing wha t it
. -

. 4, t ls of 0 program are carefully defined and that they can be

sets out to accomplish. For evaluation purposes, this requires that

an lated into measurable indicators of achievement. Anj further

that the extent of goal achievementcan be assessed bYuse,of ex-

.
perivental and control (or equivalent) grdups. -Weiss, though an

advocate of evaluation aga4st goal criteria, is not naive about the
Oo

difficulties'of implementing. this approach in threal world situations.

For example: goals are often neither simple nor clear cut; control/

.

equivalent groups maybe difficult,to obtpin;, evaluation is'a secondary

activity as compared to the primary purposes of agencies and/or

programs; program staff may not be"tpo willing to cooper' 'with

. .- *

6 1
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evaluators; programs, themselvei, are not always sharplydeOtRta

entities but rather may be more4amorphous 'form; tft process of

..determining if a program has achieved its goals can only be ac-
.

complished after the program is completed and hence the immedTate
I

utility ofthe results is reducedi and in general, evaluhtion has not

410 that much impact on the;decisions/decision making process.

Cohen in "Politics and Research: Evaluation Of Social Action

Programs in Education" notes that in the Mid 1960'S .we witnessed-the

establOthment of wide scale
0,

educational improvement pro.grams funded

't

by federal and state sources.(ohen, 1970) These'programs were in
ob

reality, socialoction programi aimed at broadly, improving education

for disadvantaged students. The p grails are characterized as being

politically conceived,;operatingin multiple died settings; and being

difficult to define in terms of goals, treatment(s), and criteria far,
.

success. This; irk turn, has` resulted in poor or inadequate program

evaluations:

As an example, Cohen questiotts the use.of achievement test scores
.

as a criterion for assessing Title I (ESEAY program aims--are th
, .

a comprehensive and representative sumAiry measure for adequately_
4

assessing program success? He further postufatei that the "Title I

--":";\

program'is'(noi) sufficiently coherent and unified to warrant the

.

application of any summary criterion of success be it achievement

or.something else."

Cohen concludes by suggesting that:
. Ai,. -, , i

- One purpose of program evaluation should be the identification4

' , delineation of program goals (rather thanhaving the evaTuator
simply lament th4,1act of clatfity of program intent); and



I
. .

Eval ating social action prdgrams requires comparatively
broad systems of social measurement including possibly a
census type system of social indicators.

hen's thinking 3rd analvi5 are generalizable to the evaluation.

4k
of yii-Ath training programs in coMmunity actAon agencies. Basically,

l'*=r^

,_he saying that the evaluation must recogni ze and focus on under-

-standing the complex set of political social variables" that underl4e

rOgrips. Programs a'e generally political entities with diverse,

wide ranging goals. Program treatments will not (and perhaps.-should

not). be constant.or static. They will vary within the general parameters

of the legislative/governmental Mandatety site and-according to the

constituencies being served. Program
#
evaluation must take into account

these primary conditions and must be viewed from a broad,,hot narrow,

perspective,
I

Another viewpoint that might be utilized in evaluating manpower

,programs is(tiat of the economic effectiveness of programs..' However,
0

"wilen'progAms have objectives that go,beyond simply'maxiMizing the

return on public investments . . . a simple benefit--cost ratio is

an insufficient indicator of program outcome (Glennan, 1969) Ac-

cordingto Glehnan, an alternative would be to develop a system of

weights which reflect societal values and which could be used

,determining benefit-cost ratios. The difficulty with this approach

is that it is difficult to measure or assess,societal values. And

I even if this could be done 'the question still reins as to howl

.various societal values-could be combined into a meaningful index

of benefits.. (Referring back:to the earlier discussion of Cohen's

"writings the variables are a: complex set wAich-in.tOri exists in a

complex milieu olitical arid- kocial factors.) Glennan also
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rl

- indicates that the_dalta collected for°benefit-cost analysis are Ns\

-
.

frequently misleading and/or unreliable and often lead to confusing
,

`benefit-cost ratios. He concludes his consideration of this type of

-...

analysis by noting that although one suitable method for evaluating

manpower programs is bithe,use of the non-equivalent control group

method .it too is fraught with meodological'pro6lems. '

.ome recapitulation is necessary at this dint. The question.,
411k

raised initially in this section was ."HoWare. ese manpower prog4ms

ii
to,be evaluated?, Three different approaches wed discussed!

- An experimental- assessment program against wel) 'established ; ..

goals and objectives (Weiss) .,

.

J

- A brIbad,:based assessment of the' complex milieu in which ograms

oprate followed by comprehensive ass nt perhaps usili-T-L s .

.absus types of social indicators. ( en , and

Benefit-cdst analyiis'which may employ perimental types of

..
techniques (Glennan).

All of these have; as was indicated, serious deficiendies. In ad-

. .

dition, the magnitwde of using these.approaches'in this specific

"instance is beyond the available time and dollar resources. So the.

initial question still remains.

Peter Rossi in an intriguing article entitled "Boobytraps and .

"Pitfalls in the Evaluation of Social Action Programs" his provided'.

a partial conceptual ansIver to the-question.(Rossi, 1966) There are

major,obs s in evaluating sociakaction programs including:

programs

due. to a 1 ckof comm t on the part of staff and/or style and type

of leadership, fferent site; and the vested i;trrest of program

*administrators ilffeintaining a program. He further suggests that

work well on ,a small scale but cannot be generalized

evaluation be viewed as a two phsed process.

6 4
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**P
A reconnaissance Phase in which soft cocrelational,
detigns are used to screen out thOseprograms it is
worthwhile to investigate further; and an Experimental
Phase in which poiigrful controlled experiMental designs
are'used to evaluate the differential effectiveness of a
variety of programs which showed up as having sizeable
effects in the first phe.,_

.

Clearly,.Rossi's position would be in supportof a reconnaissance
-

type of study for evaluating youth training programs in Ohio's com-

munity action agencies.

Additional support for this position can 4e....found in the work of

Weiss (R. S.) and Rei n (1969). They contend that viable alternatives

to experimental methods for studying social-Action programs are:

process oriented qualitative research; 'historical research; and case

study or comparative research. According to Weiss and Rein, there are
. Ape

simply toomany deficiencies in other methodologies.

e

Methodology - -A Final Rote

Obviously,,this methodological discussion could be considerably

more extensive than it presentlyis. But even-this short discussjon

should help-'the reader to understand difficulties inherent in

studying community action programs.

Based upon this brief review of, the literature, a decision was

made to utilize a Phase OneApproach such as that suggested* Rossi.-

In this study, ,the Specific mettodology Its case study in nature and
/

consists of two sets of interviews. Thejfirst interviews involved

agency adminfstratort and the second Included a.wider range of

.
individuals'involved in prdgrams counselors, sUpervisors,c

program participants). The decision was based on the following

ersiderrations:

65 Iwo
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. 1. The study was p first outside or external look at the
programs of six diverse agencies; -

, 2. Data sources (e.g.i,, evaluation reports, records, etc.)
# would vary extentively from site to site.

3. ProgAkettemselyeS, are not uniform and will vary

across sites; and

. e
4. A series of interviews per site -would- reveal or tend to, reveal

those subtle factors which affect program success or failure.

It was recognized that this approach could lead to conclusiOM based

upon the subjective judgment of practitioners i,n the held., Yet, at
-., ..

the same time, all attempts were made in the study td look for trends

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

make a faulty or spurious conclusion. if the entire set of sites
.

provided similar information An response to specific questions.i, .

Thus, while the methodology emp4loyed in this endeavor is not
. .

witho,ut deficiency-or error, it is a suitable-method.given the state

programs
.

of the art in evaluation and the-nature of the programs being studied.
4

al
, ie reader of the report should carefuly examine conclusiOns in

,
light of the-above methodological discussion.
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Administrative Interview for the Initial Site Visit'
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Agency. Overview . le
.

.. .

. . ,

II. Please give a brief capsule desdription of your agency.
.

. -,
-. N.t

.
2.cp*sthuresiiblications ,,;'

6 .
0.

co

..*11161,

-

Context .1. i
,.,,

Je
.

,
1.. Please describe the,youthgriented training prograths run by or
Y undp the juAisdictionig your agency.. , 8

4

2. Where,are these programs'.1ocated/ho

3,- Do .you have any brochures/Publications that describe these programs?

3 ,

Identlfitatioa .4.

..

1. How do potential cligntelMearn of youth training, programs?
.

_ 4 ' .
2. How-do you'select pebOle tote involved in the4trainihg process?

.
. 43.- Are sve individuals excluded/not invOlved-In the programs?ltr'.

t
. . .

.

Alitl'r40 o .

V.
.-:

1. What is the content of the training prod , 16

4'
2. How long do the specificlpdgilms lastt

3.. Who teaches t&studenis? Y 1.

,- , ,

4. .What types Of 4nstructiOnal materials alused? Alit. . -, .

.- : .0
5. .How is student pogres's evaleate& ..(Emplhasze the concept of

' = student Oogresi.) - ,

,

0 * filk

i ...

No;

vaIuation

1. How do:you7what techniques areyou using to evaluate your prog:1?
-

2., How successful have yOurlyOgrams been?, :-

4t. II

,
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41.

.Overall estioRt

1. Acr ssieverythtq we've talked about, please tell me what you

con, ider to be the strengths of-th gram and why. ,00".%
A

Pleese tell ,me what you feel are miler or weakneises in

the program." J4hy?

'39°

A

6. If you hdA to-46 this in depth evaluation, .whatha would you ,

focus on? 4

4

V

4

...

I

4

e

.4

a

I

'

4

00. 07.1

!
tr

c

-r e

0
v.4 I
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.

I Introduction /Purposes

Basic StAbbrategy

2 phases of Site Interviews
.. .

-.. Initial Phased bervie0 arid E loration
.

t -
. . .

- 4 In-depth Phase: 'Closer more d etaiTid look ;at outh . ,

4trainin?_Wrams
,

40'

B. Beyond an Admintstrative Look

Go to individuals involved such ascounseprs, enrofieei/ -

participants, supervisors ,

C. Purposes

.
I

1. .To eXamine in-grieater.depth specifc/lnyrovatiye,programs
identKe4 on'thb visit.
.

2. Tp e xamTheie.greate'r depth some ,key area-k_related to, ..

4 youth training pregraps as'.1 tified across the six sites

`To %ten an understa,ndjag :least a.ftartialiverof -,

how.program participants, perceive the program .

:

4:, ..To continue exploring. ' ....\,

.

1). Possible Outcomes from the Study
. .

0

1. Difficulty in devisini-lsoliviion that is workable "across
'six sites. ..

4IP

i

. The Samplerldea

Innovative programs. (8-32)
Suggestions for improvin operations evaluation

Orientation
4 - information ,N

II.- Agenda (Suggested and Ideal '

A. Agency Wide Areas - -1.1 /2 hours
r 0,

1 . Initial Si te, Visit. ort

Was the report accurate? Was it adequatelin terms of
ybur,perception?- . ,

)

..4
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4

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? Enrollees: icre -job orientation, meetings,,

materials, dressy ilehavior7

3. In terms of your work with the schools, how do you and'

the school interrelate/coordinate your efforts? OWE?

OWA? Chreer educatfo0 ,Joint planning?

N 4. In terms of information flow, please describe llow'you

and your enrollees, counselors, etc..obtain job/educational

information? OBES?0 Other,agencies? DO you ,have any

proklemt- obtaining tnformation? Do yoU systematically.

collkt/use_job information?
4V

'
.

5. In terms of selecting job sites,.pleale dbscr4be the

HowoOrd6 empfloyers 'learn of/'keep updated with .

ejard to your program? Nor; dp you evalUdte/droK3ites

from further-incluSion? How-do yoU select sites to be

included in the program?.'_(What criteria?)'.
.

In terms of evaluation, could yOu please discuss the :

following:. (a) proliferation of forms (state-and.local,

(b) utility of -ftutins, and (c):CollecttveilOnbitudinaldata:-.

increase in enrollee punCtuality, attftudes, attendanEe,

any long term placement .Please describe role of

regional manpoWer.boare-

4 6.

4
, .
A " I

7. Are there areas Where -,fuel that you are duplicatin§.
....

services orwhere.yo4r.services aelreTM
'4htiols? ODES? Welfare? State services? If so,

.' ' &Ail this duplication'be eliminated So that you could, .
: ..

.. , increase ieffectiveness/efficiencp

aced? '

:Thank..you.,

4

'

±1

/
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Counselor Interview Form
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AP.

Counselor Name

Interviewer

Counseor IntervieW 2'30:Minutes

1. What specificprOgram(s) do Au. work with? .What is your background
for this typeof job?

2. What is your average.weekly/month14! caseload? Question the adequacy
of counseling Offered.

.

3. -What techniqu s7ways do you 4.0 of orienting? Supervisors to: 4110
.

stgdent/erbol ed needs,-=enrollee characterlstits/problems, ways
to reinforce/ upportvenrollees. Enrollees to: job requfir0eAts,
what to"expect, dress, behavior.

.

a

How do you'evaluate'wheper sitesite (supervisor). is really providing
a meaniAgful 1014,k experience for enrollees? If not, what 4o yomilo?

.
. . iel, t .,., .

To what ej You feel that the- enrollees are satisfied with:
(a) :tfie ill f counseling, (b) the qoal4tx.pf supportive
seryices'(tra rtation, r ychological, referMs), (c) the
adequacytof pay, etc,

6. Po you have,any----probqems'with completing foims especially
;evaluatiop forms? /iime cQnsuming? 'Overlapping? Clarity?
-! 0.
Tb whatextentdo you feel .that de job skills pf the program

i . el

enrollees are really being enhanced?' Please explain your answer.
.

.

. e
8, Could you describe to me what you consider to be the best feature

-of the Probe. , ..110eL,
-,. -- 4 ,

9. Mat one area of the program do ybu think most needs to be
imprbyeq. .

- , v
. .

/

Thanks

K

.
-

J

.

I.

a
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.

SuperviOr-

.

Interviewer

(

I

Supervisor Interview - 26 Ainutes

r.

1. Which program(s) -do pit, work with and hew many enrollees do_you
supervise? .

2. How much experience do A have n working with these programs?

.
.

-3. HoW did the community action-agency orientEyOu to the prograM?
Counselor visits? Visits from agency adefiistrators?

. Would you consA der this orientation adequate in terms,of youradequate
of enrollees, enrollee needs,- ways of helping/ ,

'reinforciing enrol lees. )
.

5. What types of jobitraining and/or jqb related skills do you feel
that enrollees are gaining from working here. Please be specifi*
and describehow they gain these skills.

s..
,

-6: 4(404 you describe the major'problem(s) you seeiwith the program?
Please be frank.

7. Whil\dqhyou consider to be the most positive aspects of the program? -

8.. What-suggestions do you havefor improviAtithe .program?

Thanks.

1
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Participant Interview ForM
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Enrollee Interview (15 Minutes per Enrollee)

Question

1. Now long have you been in this program?

T. Before you started working here, did the
CAA explain to you:

What would be expected of you?
- Your responsibilities

Your punctuality?
- dress?
- pay?

we you satisfied with
- your job duties P.

- Iyour pay

what you're learning 0

R

from the job
- the help of the CAA E

4. What do you like most.abOut your job?

5. at do ypu like least? Have you
jhad any problems oh the job?

6. If we could improve the program, what
would you recommend that we do?,

t.

. 79

leo

'


