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e e o * I. ADDITIONAL SI%ELAIIONS -

e
‘ "

Using slight variations on the technique described in Section III of

-

the paper, a simulation of the impact of the expansion in yohth programs

-which occurred in fiscal;1978~was:carried out. To do tﬁe simulations on a
s . . ol ) '
b _ffiscal year basis,-the'equilibrium distribution of persons by labor force
T A N ’ .
.. Lo k » » . - .
state in-fiscal'l977 was derived by using average values  of monthly transi-.

. tion probabilities for the period October 1976 to September 1977. These =
. %\p

Q-«,

equilibrium distributions are reported Table Aerl along with the unemploy-

°

ment rates for each of eight groups.n-?ﬂgkactual average values for employr

ment,-unemployment, and the unemployment, rif//;or that period are alsa

2

reported. "The actual values exceed the equilibrium values for all groups.

"“For a discussion of-why, see p. 24 of the main paper. The transition prob-

abilities used to compute the Markov squilibrium distributions 'are displayed

in Table 4-2. ) \
The total number of job/training positions.funded by program in fiscal
L]

1978 and 1977 were obtained from the Department of Labor. The 1978 figureS-
are p ojections.' These positions were then allocated across demographic
“groups on the basis of the distribution of enrollees by demographic group '

- 4n fiscal 1977 and 1978 1 Where the data on the distributfbn of enrollees

N { -
by demographic group -did not conform to the eight groups defined in the \ “‘S‘

3

model, estimates were made of the distributions across the eight groups. A

description of the procedures used is available upon request from the author.

4

In Tables A-3 and A-4, the distribution of funded person—years for youth

/

LR (average number of slots if they are always filled) by program and demographic .

L. (

group-are presented ‘for fiscal 1977 and 1978, respgctively. _In Table A-5, the

’

, - 7 L .
change betwpen fiscal 1977 and 1978 in the number of job/training slots - ¢
S N :




W 16-19

20-24

wr’s-m

2024

M 16-19 -

20-24

NF 16-19

20-24

- ' Markoi Bquilibrivn Actual B
Sub-Group. Population Employment (Unemployment Unemploynent Boployment” Unemployment ° Unemployment -
o | ' Rate L " - Rate
e w6 169 3709 w9
62, 6 616 B.8 6236 682 X
s : ,
D m FON .
1017 3369 1)) 1446 ?j,nsz 6 16:4
0% S 520 62 T i 542 0.6
1204 369 ) 316 325 190 369
T b 200 20,5 ny W 2.3
1265 18 162 I T T 2.0
BT 664 18 20,3 655 198 2.2
N o f .
\

" Table Al

Markov Equilibrium and Actual Values. | |
for Eaployment ‘and Unemployment in Fiscal 1977

*.

W = Wfiite male

W = vhite female
R{' = Nonwhite male
NF = Nonthite female

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC
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Table A-2 = . -

Averge Transition Probabilities
Fiscal 1977 - . A
g Probabilicy WM ) WF 4 - NM ¢ NF
| | Type 16-19 20-24  16-19 20-2 16-19 20-24  16-19 20-24
EN ,0957 '.0285  .1078 .0470 . .1653 .0415  .1568 .0589
EU .0436 .0292  .0326 .0198 - .0715 .0502  .0583 .0347
EE .8607 .9423: ..8596"'.9.332- .7632 .9083  -.7849 .9064
NE .1429 .1579  .1029 .0738  .0893 .1124  .0453 .0605
NU .0798 .0927 .0679 .0643 .0988 ,1212 -0762 .0917
NN .7773 L7494 8292 ,.8619  .8119 .7664  .8785 .8478
UE .2932 '.3367  .2720 .2795. .1640 .1897  .1444 .1447
oN -2379 1153, .2797 2498  .3748 .1495  .4348 .3300
i L4689 .5480  .4483 .4707  .4612 .6608  .4208 .5253
. ‘ ;
"
o_i" ‘ -
- 4
- 1 -
. o




' CETA Title 1
S y
P=-Y

CETA Titles
II & VI

P-Y

P-Y

Summer Youth

y 4
P-Y

Table A-3

Funded Person Years, Fiscal 1977
(in thousands)

WM " 2 NM NF
16-19 20-24 _ 16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24
18.1 11.1  17.0 10.6 13.8 8.6 12.9 8.0
41.9 25.7  39.4  24.5 31.9 19.9 29.9 18.5
21.8 21,0 13.2 12.% 9.8 98  6.0. 5.6

w ) |
16.7 IAA 7.8 1.9 37.9 9.7 17.2 4.4
3.4 0.9 1.6 0.4 7.8 2.0 3,5 0.9
. .
v o o .
- : , ,
15.9 7.9 13.7 6.9 ' 19.9 @§0.9 17.2
3.6 19.2 3.3 16.8 . 48.3 24.0 41.8
* “ . -
104.1 65.2 86.5 53.6 97.1° 55.0  80.8
- | .
- /.._ .
* ’ N
’ ) 1
RN ¢

100
231.7

100

92.7

100 -
20.5
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N _ : Table A=4 . ' : L
( Ca ' *  Funded Person Years, Fiscal 1978 . -
) N ' (in thousands) :
: WM. wr . - NM _NF
16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24 16-19 20-24 _
R [ - : . .\ ) ) Y \\
CETA Title 1 ‘- ) Coa
. % .17.9 11.2 . 18.3 11.6 12.5 7.8 12.7 8.0 100 |
P-Y 50.1 31.4  51.2 32.5 35.0 21.8  35.6 22.4 280 '~
CETA Titles
II & VI
T 20.2 19.4 13.9 13.6 10.3 9.5 6.6 6.6 100
- P-Y 29.0 27.8 19.9 19.5 14.8 13.6 9.5 9.5 .143.6
3 . ‘/) .
YETP
Y ' -
T 24.2 2.9 24.9 2.9 19.9 2.4 20.4 z.i 100 4
P-Y 1‘0-7 1-8 15-1 1-8 12-1 1-5 12-‘0 l- '60-9 _l
YIEPP _ ’ -,
| 2 7.4 0.7 7.9 0.7 .35.8 3.7 . 39.0 4.8 100
| P-Y 0.56 0.05 0.6 0.05. 2.72 0.28 2.96 0.36 . 7.58
¢ YCCIR o . 4
— . . ¢ ‘ v
z  39.2 1.6  11.1 0.40 35.7 1.4 10.1 0.4 100 Ny
?‘Y 3- 2 O- 13 009 . 0- 03 2-& 0- 11- 0‘ 82 O- 03 8- 12
) Job .Corps® » . . \"- )
& 18.1 3.5 7.3 1.5  4ISF 7.9, 16.9 3.2 mzi i
L P.Y 4-3 008 1-7 0-4 9-av' 1-9] 4-0- 0-8 -7
D . ) . ¢ - ] .
) Sum;A Youth v * . R ) _' - | o )
- » ’ . . LY \‘-' R
‘ o z 15.9 7.9 13.7% <9 19.9 9.9 17.2 8.6 100
¢ -P-Y. 4l.2 20.4 35.5 1749 \ S51.5 25:6 44.5 22.3 258.9
YACC i . R ¢
‘ .;’ . ¢. .
Tz 31.7 2.25 18.0 _ 1.65 27.8 1.9 15.25 1.45 100
P‘Y 8-1 006 4-6 s 0-‘0 7‘1 005 3-9 0-4 25-6
s ‘o . - b .
A . . - ‘ . : .
Total 151.. 83.0 '129.5° 72.6 135.9 65.3 113.7 57.2  808.4
.— - - ’ l. } b - » .‘

) ' . 8:"' : . .
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going to each demographic groupq‘il,indicacod. The total.expanlion con=-

sists of an increase of 220.7 funded person-years for youth. The simula-

tion reported here assumes a total expansion of 221 thousand slots. The

allocation across demographic groups is that indicated in Table A-5 wt;ﬁ‘b“
' .Y o

¢ A}

allocations rounded to the nearest thousand. - y

+

Using data from the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS),.

estimates were made of the gistribucion of entrants by their labor force

-

status prior to ehtering the program and the distribut on of terminees by

their labor force status after leaving the pProgram. In some cases the 39:4

did not show variation by age, race, or sex. In those cases it wag assume

that there was no variation across groups in the distributions. The esti-’

mated distributions are shown in Table A-6. ‘The average lqggeh’ggrzime

spent in the programs ‘was estimated at five months. , )

Usinz the procedures described in Section III, n\w equ'.libAum values

of mployment, unemploymen;, and non—partt&ipants in ?he abor force were

che ptog m. These results are reported in
LV ‘. b

derived for those out
r

. TabJ‘a@r7. The change‘in measured unemployment (from the old'equilibrium

valués in Tabld A-1l) 1is also réported under four d}fferent assumptions:

AU, -~ program participants are counted as not
' the lqsor force . ’ .

AU, - program participants are counted as employed
program participants are counted as unemployéd

L N
AU, - program participants are counted differently
depending on their program. How participants

in vhfious programs are counted 1s shown in
) Table A-8. . _ )
v ’ ) ‘ - - B



- .;rablo A-S

. 'Changn in Pcuou-t'c’at‘ Funded
T ‘ . . Piscel 1977-78
(in thousands)

- ..
M NF

WM 14 .
20-24 16-19 20-24

" 16-19 20-24 16~19 20-24  16-19

..

»

CETA Title 1 | 8.2 5.7 11.8 8.0 3.1 1.9 5.7 3.9  48.3
CETA Titles ' co ' : ' .

CITE VI 8.8 8.4 27 7.6 577 45 3.9 43 509
Job cé;rps | 0.9  -0.1 0.1 0 2.0 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 3.2
SPDY 2.6 1.2 2.2 1.1 | 3.2 1.6l ‘ 27 1.4  16.0
tzﬁ, : 16.7 1.8 15.1 1.8  12.1 1.5 12.'_4 1.5 60.9
YIerP . 0.5 0 0.6 0.1 - 2.7 0.3 3.0 0.4 7.6
" YecIp : | 3.2 01 9 0. 2.9 0.1 0.8 0.1 8.1
véee Bl 0.6 46 0.4 \7.1 b. 5. 3.9 0.6 25.6

47.0 17.7 . 43.0 _"19-0 38.8 10.3 - 32.9 '12.0‘ 220.6
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Table A;G

Labor Force Status Prior to Entry and
after Termination by Demographic Group

~

Group Prior To Entry - ﬁtcr. Termination ,
| - & T U XN \*E U N /
N ‘ | T
. WM 16-19 +19 33 47 65 22 13
WM 20-24 20 34 46 66. 21 12
WF 16-19 19 33 &7 ss 19 26
WF 20-24 , 20 36 46 57 18 25
' NM 16-19 20 33 47 60 26 15
WM 20-24 20 3. 46 61 25 13
NF 16-19 20 33 47, so0 2 29
NF 20-24 20 3% 46 s2 22+ 27
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N . gTable A-7 ' '
Ewployment and Unemployment after
\ ' the Progras Expansion ' i
er/ c BIP WNEMP  UR1'  UR2Z R} R4 AURI™ AR AMR3 ARG
WM 16-19 473869 674 W8 T 1.7 149 0.1, <02 08 0
¢ , :
20~24 18 6331 614 8.8 88 8.1 89 0.0 00 03 01
[}
) ‘ . .

N¥ 16-19 YA 0 510 L6 L4 155 1 0.0 -0.2 0.9 0.1
20-24 S T N N N S P
20-24 0 724 87 A4 2.2 22 21,3 0.0 <03 0.1 -0.2

i \ ' . ’
026 . 12 663 167 200 198 2.3 200 0.2 0.5 L0 0.2

21

\

| .
R , ,
URl, R2, and UR3 are the new unemployment rates vith program participants counted as out
of the labor force, employed, and unemployed, respectively. R4 1s the unemployment rate
vith program participants counted as shown in Table A-8. s

] ; ‘ ~ A
AR1, A2, AUR3, and AIR4 are the changes betveen the new.rates (UR1, W2, R3, and R4, .

respectively) and the old rates in Table A-1.

ERIC..
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- . ' .
' Table A-8
Lo - Classjl.fication -of Participants
¢ - . Program®
v - . - - ’ oo .. . .
1‘ : " I e Petrcent
SR . : Not-in~the
o '? e : ' ‘Employed Unemployed.: Labor Force
o 1)?‘“’mz 1977 | N ‘
o Y . . )
. CETA TitleI - - so 50
CETA Titles IT & VI © 100 RN '
Job Corps , | - 100
sy ' 100 ~ | !
AN . ' ,
. o . - : N :
FY 1978 ‘ . f . SR
‘" CETA Title I B 50 ~ 50 .
s . . ) , , ,
CETA Titles II & VI / - . 100 . : , ' .
. Job Corps : o . o o : 100
YETP o TR
yiceip’ | . 'zo o 30
YIEPP. i 100 - —
YACC . 100 -
» ’ - ... - z
‘ i

*Program parcicipants in, public or private joba or rece<‘71ng

training allowances or classified as employed except for Job Corps




S o ooun . o . .

' . /7
As_can be seen in Table 5, the change in the unemployment rate attrg-

+

‘butabie to the expansion in youth programs (AUR4) lies in between the esti-*
mates based on EOun;ing program participants as employed and counting them

as unemployed ‘Because more job/craining slots per capita are allocatéﬂ-ts{7\

- N
e ~nonwhites aged 16-19 than to ocher populacion groups, the impact on dnem-

s PN .

( -ployment~rates for those groups is greater. so, there is a tendency for .//E
. ’ ’ . ' J/
nonwhites to be more heavily reprgsented programg{which provide jobs as j\‘
- . i - . ) “ '._
distinct from transition sergiees or classroom training; thug, nonwhite

N
L3 St
=
.
.

program'parcieipants are.more.ligeiy to be counted as employed than ‘are
their whice‘counceroarts. (Thelestimared.program impnec for whites is to
. raise unemployment rates for chg 20—24 groups') % S
In conclusion, the equilibrium impact of an. expan51on in youth employmenc
and crainiég programs by 221 thousand_slots with labor market condicions what
" they were in fiscal 1977 is estimate‘,to be reductions in unemploymenc rates .~ \

*

“of slightly more than one percenc for nonwhite ceenagers and small or negli—

‘ R ' .
..\\ : gible changes for other population groups. )

e~




R Lonc-rﬁﬁﬁ THPACTS - '
' "\. “ . N \‘:"."‘ : ' . / "; . .
\ -t
'I’he solution.é the Markorv process described in the text of the report
. R .3 .
. S captures only the' hprt-nm on "statistical" impact of individuals being in
1, .«\\
: S BN !
. . a govemment P ogram rather: than i’ff some other labor market state. The

,3\.'{‘_‘- -,/

extended \t.o dea]. with ‘the impact of changes in behavior

¥

AR : Pk IO i

’. . time, the youtgtr\ popula*,ion—&'ﬂ.ll consist of'both persons who have partici—

~ ‘rl'

§ ¢ \»\ -
which result f,rom~hexﬁing’been in a governmental program. At any point in

B SR \'./"' ted from a government program and those who have
-~ notah'.‘ The labor markei &qr the t'wo groups can be modelled separately. The
| . ‘_ £our-s\tate model describe&ﬁo\the t:ext can be applied to the lat/tfer group
’ (those njver having pﬁ:'gcipated .and those currently in progrwj).. ‘A three- .

: state model ¢can be applied to the former group consisting of those who have ’ .

-

b,een terminated from programs 'l'he ;natrix of transition probabilities for
m\‘ ’

the terminees would differ frdm t;hat or those who have never participated

£
v . ’- . :
P > N

. -
B : . M

s Each model can_be solved sep,anate' ;

e

The aggregate distribution would; he a weighted average of the  two groups,

with the weight,?. being the/fraction of the youth population in each group. If

g. .\

an individual can enter a program only once.(,“3 the. age limits on program eligi—.

‘ bility are such that only individuals between - the ages of. x and x+n qualify,

¥

’ " and G/% individuals participate in each year, then in the stationary state, .

- the number of persons ever ‘having partic%ated in a program (Tp) will be’ .-
- ! . . e "il\‘"'.- : e " s_ . Y

given by: - . ,‘m‘ ' o e % ,
- ’ T = n! % s.t. n! G/L <t ' _ . - )
S Y . .- aG/L<t@® - S
e | (a-1)G/L < t(@-1) . | :
’ I o S~ - )
S | G/L < £()

where t(i) /is the number of persons of age x+i.




o 13
- ’:-:; R . ‘ ) I. . ]
The aggregate state vector [[ is then a weighted average of the state
g . :

A

[N

. : . .
vectors for the two processes P (those having been terminated) and n°

(those currently enrol#ed and never having participated). L.
. ‘ ) . Ve .
I = Wi’ + @-0)I" I Lo

. TP
where w -’:Ei

P . (P qP Py | .
?.@egn T
o< (g L 0 . ‘

~ where HL and Hz are the expected fraction of the populatiOn TP and T-1P, .

-

respectively, in ‘state i. _ - _ ,‘ . o
’ In‘ihfuture paper, the author plans to explore the possibility ofiesti—
mating the long—term impacts of programs after removingithe statistical effects

. of the programs on the measured unemployment rates. The estimation procedure

will be Based on the dual Markov process approach outlined here.

-
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The distribution of .positions by the demographic characceriatics of

the person holding the position may differ from the distributiom ‘by
characteristics of all enrollees #f the length of time spent in a°’
position differs by “demographic charcceriscics. For 'example, indi-
viduals. with high turnover rates who come in and leave frequently

would be a higher share of the enrollee population than of the popu-
lation in positions at a point in time. The data on ‘the distribution
of enrocllees by demographic group came from variety of sources. The
data on. the youth programs in fiscal 1978 wé¢re based on published

.quarterly summaries (March and June). The LETA data were fiscal year

summaries for 1977 and three quarcer summariéé for 1978. - -
[ 4

. The data on status prior to enrollment were taken from CLMS, Report

No.' 5, April 1977, Characteristics-of. Enrollees Who Entered CETA
Programs During January-March 1976. The data on post-program stdtus

. of terminees was taken frop~a ‘follow-up report on participants who
entered CETA programs during January-June 1975. The follow-up survey
was conducted 18 months after. the initial interview.

-~

.The assumptionnthac once terminaced a person never again participéces
.in a program can'be modified by assuming that the program accepts appli-

cants from the pool of terminees at some known rate. To the exteat that

' programs-serve a small population- repeatedly, their potential for reduc—

ing the aggregate unemployment rate may be ‘reduced unless a program's
impact on the subsequent behavior of participants is greater for re-
peaters than it is for new participants. . .

[

W



