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Executive Sutmary

High rates of unemp]oyment among the nation's\ youth Ted the
Conqress to enact the Youth Emplovment and Demonstrat1on ProJects Act of

1977 (YEDPA) This.Act recognized that detailed information on Yyouth

-

emp]ownent prob]ems and the effect1veness of a]ternat1ve youth emp]oyment

The Act author)zed
)

and‘tra1n1ng programs were not avaiiabTe to Congress.
- basic research, demonstration programs and program evaluation.
' ‘In part1cu1ar, one type of program author1zed through YEDPA is
Job Search Ass1stance (JSA) JSA programs make an effort to improve
égnnectigns between youth and empioyers.
operates to match the demands of employers with the ]ahor supplied by

—_—

. &
fyorkers. High unemp]oyment among Tow income youth occurs primarily because

work experience and

¢ ¢

of the inadequate. demand for workers with the §kill,

" work patterns of 1ow'ﬁncome youth. As a result, most youth proqrams focus

on raising the effect1ve demand for {ow income youth and/or on 1mprov1ng
the education, skill and work experience of- Tow income youth.

a _Job szarch assistance programs go bEyond the trad1t1ona1 treatments
of 1mprov1ng skills or stimulating demand Instead' JSA is 1ntended to
1morove sk1115 for job search by deve]op1ng connect1ons with, and know]edge
of the labor market.
strations to test the'effectiveneos of prograh§.that/educate Tow income
.youth about the'job market, the,ﬁature\ofbjobs and jo searoh techniques.
These job search ass1stance (JSA) programs are'comprised.of couﬁkes; viork-
'shops, counse11ng, ro]e ‘playing, srmu]ated ]obesearch and actua] job searth
Job search ass1stance progrdms teach part1c1pants how to prepare resumes,

-

v

ﬂkdjnari1y, the job market process-

- The U. S.~Department of Lapor\f1nanced several demon-.

-

”~
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pare information over\the telephone or during an intéryiew, and impart'

®
* common sense adv1ce on how to approach emplovers and get jobs. |’

-
o \; In ear]y 1979, severa] aoenc1es that had been providing job search
i \ .
b - assistance were se]ected as sites in a nat1ona1 pro1ect to determ1ne whether .

PRI

irect 1nstruct1on in job .acquisition ski1fs eases the transition of dﬁsad-

tag

3 .
run-by the Cambridge, Massachusetts Office of

ed_youth into the labor marhet..~0ne DNy gram, the Job Factory,‘is'
dJOManpower Affairs (CE{A).

y The otfer program is called ghe Workshop. ‘It~is run by a community base
'organization in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, ca]]ed‘the Youth Employment

- K Service (YES). This study reports on fin¥ings from an'eya7uation of both

programs. S LT o . :
. . . , « - ¢ N

The Cambridge Job Fagtory . ~

.

- The'Cambridoe Job Factory was organized in five cycles of four weeks -
eaoh . The flrst and Tast cycles were p]anned to serve 50 graduating high schoog
. sen1ors. Cyc]es 2-4 were funded to serve 50*unemployed youth each, in- ‘ l
? / cTuding~both h1oh schoo] graduates and dronouts. Mo 1n-schoo1 youth were
' ,}\ to be served by“the Job Faotory program. Finally, _youth who found‘jobs in’
the first. three weeks of the various Job Factori/oyc1es were to receive L.
bonus payments (1n addition to the\m1n1mum wage subsidy) equivalent to two
days of program part1c1pat1on ' o . |
, To be. e11ngTe fqr the'program youths had to sat1sfy %ETA-estab]ished
. S fam11y income requ1rements Thev werg then randomly assigned by-the re-
| searchers to e1therlthe exper1menta1 or the contro] aroup based on an ass1gn-
° ment procedurelwh1ch ensured that the two aroups got an equal d1str1but1on '

-~

. of persons by sex, dge and ethnicity. s .
N ’ = .. , . N

Fd
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1nc1uded c]assroom exerc1ses 1n Jjob f1nd3nq and "decgsion mak1ng“ exer-

“and d1scussed V1deotadéi\on JOb f1nd1ng and met "role mode]“ guests.

4 . . ‘ =,

'3
“ ¥ * M .

The -character of'ijﬁ?ThﬂS—FaEfﬁry‘WEE‘ﬁiT'Fépresent the real work -

'ehvironment. .Participants ,were hired %and paid to get a job. The program

consisted of four -components; or1entat1on, group activtties, workbook

i ~ .

‘exerc1ses, and actya] job search Orientation introduced part1c1pants

to the history of the Job Factory, its success record, and its expecta—

\ Y

tnons . Participants were expected to treat the program as they would a .

LA

b . The job in the Job Factory was to get a JOb Froup activilies ;o

cises desianed to foster creativ® oroblem solving. Part1c1pants also v1ewe&\
—A—

=

Eath part1c1pant was assigned workbook exercises which helped structure

\ ]

his/her job f1ng1ng actrvit1es. The creation of "seJ]ing too]s" such @s

introductory letters, resumes, and references was,stressBd. The development

\

of a Tist of potential employers was also crucia]._‘Interviewing skills were
{

honed with practice interviews which vere fi]med ahd analyzed. After the

‘

" first week, atﬂént1on was focused on actuachob search ‘activities. Each

-

The Wilkes-Barre Workshop R Lo T

-

program cyc]e 1asted up to four weeks.

»
<

-

- . -

' The Wilkes- Barre des1gn requ1redgrandom ass1anment of part1c1pants .

"to one of three treatment groups. Each group represehted a different type
t

of Jjob search ass1stance Group 1 was to receive 1nd1v1dua1 career counse11nq
and job p]acement serv1ces (a type of job bank listing). Group 2 was to '

/ —_
receive career counse11ng, job p]acement serv1ces and special group job

search skills workshops. Group 3 was to receive career caunseling -and theY

. * ~ ES
’ . .
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Jjob se&rch skills workshops. Particfbants in‘Group 3 would, however, be

. encouraged to_fin jobs onﬁfhefr own, since they—wére not to recedve the'
_Job_Tlistings in the placement service component. .
Fo%tresea ch purposes, if is convenieé%tto think of‘Broup 1lin
. Wilkes- Barre as/rece1v1ng a "lean" k)nd of- job search ass1stance, perhaps
_ similar to that provided by traditional Tabor- mar&gx 1ntermed1ar1es, job
N - J1st1ng and genera1 one-to-one’ career counse11ng.- Group 2 may be thought
of és'providing éhe full range of job 'search assistande services.that a
community group 1ike YES is'éapable of providing..sGroup 3 was to receive .
the same'as Groub 2, except for the job placement serVices, that ig, youth
“had to find a jobwon the1r own Group 3 may, therefore, be consi&e?ed a

referente group; of youth who received job search ass1stance but were com-

pletely-self-directed in the1r active job search.

i

’ e eligible for both programs, youths had to satisfy the following
' ¢ » ’ .
requirementd established by CETA regqulations: be betweeh the.ages of 16

and 21; be—unemployed; and satisfy the low-income guidelines set by the

»
[N
o/

-

Office of Management and Budget for families of different sizes.

Samb]é ],'  K .

»

L]

The total number of youth on which the Cambridge analysis is based
was 368; 203 'in the Job Factory (experimental) group and 165 in the control
”

g#oup. In wilkeB-Bgrf§'396 youth.were enrolled in the three treatments.

3 Process Study Results

The two job search assistance programs wgre concéived; developed,

and shaped by entirely different circumstance$. The Cambridge Jeb Factory
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used federa1 funds to modify an existing program mode] that in. the pre-
demonstrat1on Pphase had undergone cons1derab1e experimentation and
refinement. The dembnstration fund1ng did not create special constraints
on. the sponsor organ1zat1on partially because the“atter was the source
for the &emonstrat1on proqram des1gn °In contrast;, the.or1g1ns of the

Wilkes-Barre WOrkshop”i11ustrate a."top down" model of implementation in

which federal requirements, ranging from program design to recordkeeping;'

.were followed with cbnsiderabfeydifficu]ty. Almost overnight, the Workshop

was required to switch from an "open door" youth-serviAg community agency)
to a forma] emp]dyment program for d1sadvantaqed youth, Not surpr1s1ng]y,
the. program'was changed substant1a11y from the time it was proposed 1n1t1a11y

Once 1n1t1ated the Workshop did not run smooth]y The process study

* ¥dentified the fo110wnno d1ff1cu1t1es 1n the WQrkshop s 1mp1ementat1on

° underenro]]ment by~near1y half the propdsed number of youth:
» served;
o - ’ ' ) . . o ) Vf;\
difficu1tv in income verification; -

° recru1tment methods based on an over -reliance on "walk- 1nstf“
\
° recru1tment d1ff1cu1t1es traced to the fact that YES' d1d nof - -
offer stmpends for part1c1pat1on,
¢ the failure to deliver a]l p]anned services to the appropr1ate
participants--39 percent of assigned youth did not receive 1ob
- Ssearch skill workshops while 25 percent of assigned youth did
© not part1c1pate in one job interview as part of the job place-
;) ' ment service; . - Lt

* o total direct service time was extreme]y 11m1ted and typically
was less than ten hours, . :

® personnel exper1enced frequent turnover and d1srupt1ve reagsign-
ments; the oroan1zat1on Tacked effective executive leadership
during much of the demonstrat1on,, N

- !
t > ¢ - 4 ) oL [y
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... _ o )
‘ ® young participants-generally enjoyed and rated as helpful those
. aspects of the Workshop ,program that were stressed in the service
mix, such as counseling.and actual job search; however, tangible
etements of job search training, such as resume writing prepara-
tion, ‘were not enjoyed or valued by the Wilkes-Barre youth.

=

The Cambridge Job Factory operated more smooth]y -than the Wilkes-

‘s

Barre program, but it was not without implementation d1ff1cu1t1es In

<

part1cu1ar, the process study: reveals that.

- <>

o Cycles that were designed to serve low income graduating seniors
were the most difficult to implement. Local school systems over-
estimated the universe of need; other prbgrams operated in the
summer months thdt weré attractive alternatives to the job search
Programs; many sefiprs disguised their intentions to return to

»school and were only temporar11y unemployed.

e The importance of stipends for job search part1c1pat10n was
dramatically revealed by the failure of the Cambridge program
to operate an unstipended cycle of the Job Factory. Recruitment
- improved rapidly once the decision to pay participants the minimum
wage for "working" in the Job Factony was resumed.

L4

designed to serve youth mpst in need--unémployed youth, both high
/;f\\ school graduates and«dropouts--reached 87 percent of planned.
s enrollments and actua11x,overenro11ed the"targeted number of
dropouts.

L4 -

® Much of the effect1ve 1mp1émentat1on of the Job Factory cycles
"~ can be’ traced to the executive leadership of the sponsoring organi-
. zation; -to the utilization of'a private consultant to get the ear1y
. program 1ﬂ1t1ated, to effective ties watﬁ communi ty resources,
: and to a stable.and mot1vated staff..

Impact Study Resu1ts o~

’ )
The evaluation considered d1fferences in the rate of job f1nd1ng, the

Qua11ty of- JdbS found and the _persistence of the job f1nd1nq effect. These‘

results were exam1ned in the context of a number of channe]s of effect--ways

c in wh1ch the impacts came about. Tﬁe channels 1nc1ude work‘itt1tudes/

¢

know1edge areas, learnable search skills, and 1ntens1ty of search The resu]ts

L]

of the evaluation of impacts are summar1zed below.—

s !

-~

. 10 ' '~ . »
- ‘ X - . :

~ ' LA

o In contrast to the cycles for graduat1ng sehiors, cyc1es that were °©
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Yo -
Job_Finding S C
® Over all Cambridge cycles, the difference in job finding rates
(withoqt controlling for otheér factors) as of the first followup
survey (‘ten weeks after enroliment) was 16 percentage points, -
favoring the treatment aroup. The difference in job .finding _ .
rates diminished for subsequent followup periods. In sum,
the Cambridge job search program had a large short-term effect, .
. ‘but going out to 45 weeks pos@—enro1ﬁmenta there was no mean ingful
difference. Youth sooner or later find jobs anyway, treatﬁent or
not. The effect of the treatment is s1mp1y to speed up the pro-

v port1on finding jobs. ) -
N :
® In Wilkes-Barre, there were no significant differences between -
treatment groups in rates of job findinga(wfthgut controlling for,
r . other factors) at nine weeks- after enrollment. Ihereafter,-sm5T$\
' " differences appeared with Group 2 (who received placement services,

rather than self-directed job search) hav1na the lowest rates while

¢ - _,.Group 1 (the "1ean" approach that did not receive job search skills
workshops) had the highest job finding rates. However “these
// ’ d1fferences were not s1qn1f1cant

L

. when variables such as sex, age, race, public aSSIStance, educat1on

“ status and read1ng 1eve1/’gre introduced.as contro111ng factors on
job f1nd1ng, part1c1pat1on in the Cambr1age JSA program was the only
's1gn1f1cant var1ab1e Put,d1fferent1y, the Job Factory had a.sub-

. stantial effect in getting youth to work, “independent of these
other faciors. In Wilkes-Barre, there was no significant effect
of different types of treatment on'jqb:finding.N :

. Quality and Stability of Jobs Found _-

.

"o In Cambnidge,-wagee, hours of work, and_earﬁjngs were:a11‘§1ight3y
higher. for theeJSA youth than for thecontrol g}oup Substant1a11y
more jobs were full-time for the JSA group.. In sum, the qu1cker

pace of job f1nd1ng for Cambr/dge JSA,youth Jed to modest1y better

Jjobs. Co

e

3 R hd




‘ . .
: - @ In Wilkes- Barre, part -time work was more common than 1n
Cambridge. The most enriched treatment group (Group 2) found
more_fu11-t1me jobs than the self-directed group (3) which
resulted in higher weekly hours'and earnings. Qtherwise, there
.Were no s1gn1f1cant differences between treatment groups in.
v quality of JObS found. - N S "
e In Cambridge, the rate of job Jeaving mas 1ower'fort3ob search e
_assistance youth than the control drouo The data, therefore, '
gave no support to the hypothesis that speedy job f1nd1ng ends
in ear1y Job leaving.

~

V4 ' ® In Wilkes-Barre no c1ear d1fferences in job stab111ty were
identified for the three treatment groups. Variations in treat-
ment in Wilkes-Barre made no d1fference in this JOb holding .

impact. . . ' L T s

&

Work Att1tudes/Know1edge Areas -

¢

The study is part of a nationa] effort to rcollect uniform data‘on
,youth part1c1pants enrolled in a number of specxag demonstrat1ons across

. the country, funded by the Departmént of Labor. The effort conS1sts of

. . )

1~ .

numerous 1ndependent program eva1uatxons ds1ng\a common data base developed
. ‘by the Educat1ona1 Test1hg é}rv1ce (ETS)_;a11ed the Standard AsseSsment ’
Systém (SAS)H The ETS/SAS 1qc{udes a battery of.seven Pre- and‘post- B
%rogram (ex1t) tests that, measure various aspects of ’:.. >
.work~or1gntat1ons The'seven sca]és meesuré: Job Knowledge Test; Job

Ho1d1ng Sk1]1s, .Job Seek1ng Skills; VocationaJ Att1tude Sca1e,,Se1f Image;

WOrk Re1evant Att1tudes, and Sex Stereotyp1ng of Adu1t 0ceupat1ons _F1nd1ngs

from an ana1ys1s o( these measures include:

§ -

.," .
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. R Theré were no significant pos1t1ve ains in attitudes/knowledge * !
* .. .areas from pre- to post-test in either program!, w1th the excep-

tion of Vocational Att1tudes in. Camb 1dge Do p
® In a procedure to determine wha #ac 0rs, n add1t1on to program
- .treatment, are tied to attitud /knowWedge areas, we found th
. w1th the except1on of Job Seek1ng sk1l1s in w11kes Barre, treat- .
vt . ment group ‘was never a significant determinant of attitudes/ ) \
AN : lknow1edge areas.; The fact that Wilkes-Barre Group 3. (the self-
) . directed job seatch group who did not tece1ve placement services)
scored significantly lower on job searc¢h skills, when other
- . factors are controlled, suggested that the placement services N
) were important in developing job search:skitls through a -
"1earn1ng by ddéirmg" process rather than the formal instrugtion .
in search tecf¥Tques. . Qur interpretation must” be-tempered, <,
however, 'by ‘the fact that -the process study revea1s that serviceg
, were: not always délivered as planned. 3
e In Cambridge, att1tudes/know1edge areas did not contribute to -
L job finding. In Wilkes-Barre, Job Search Skills were a signi-
ficant determ1nant of job finding. Thus, in itkes-Barre there
may be an_indirect effect of- treatment on job finding, with ° &
- Groups. and 2 having higher Job Seeking skills which“in turn \ -
" “produce greater job finding. The distinguishing feature of _ - . .
Groups 1 and 2 was the inclusjop of placement services. :

Intens1ty of Search
e In Cambridge, JSA youth c1ted contacts w1th staff more frequent1y b
«~ than any other item as a.source used most helpfully in getting first jobs.
. - Counselors provided emot1onai support rathan than placement assistance.
. 4 .

o dndicators of'1ntens1ty of -search 1nc1uded t number of applica-

tions filled and the number of interviews att d. We found in

Cambridge that the’ intensity of search was significantly promoted

by the’ JSA program, most notably for successful jop finders. In

Wilkes-Barre, the process study as well” as'the impact data on

R intensity suggested an unéven pattern of.search effort between
groups. Limited evidence suggested that Group 3-youth inter-

v viewed and fi11ez§g;§;gane_app11cat1ons, therefore, the p1acement -

ar

services groups do' Tess searching. - This f1nd1ng, in
combination with the data cited previdusly, suggested that in
Wilkes-Barrey success came from the explicit assistance in putting .
youth into jobs. The program was too diffuse to generate success- - .
ful se1f—directed and motivated search .among the participants. R
\
e In Cambridge through the first follow-up period, when we compare
weeks to get first job among successful job finders, there -are o
*no meaningful d1fferences in search time betweeén JSA youth ‘and

-

Xii . ' .
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control group members.” TFhus, JSA 1eads to more job f1nd1ng in
the short run, but not necessarily to shorter search time among
successful JOb finders. N <

Prognam Costs . ’ '

Losts per youth served, exc1dding demonstration. expensgs and

- » r ..
stipends, were $715 and $324 for Cambridqé»and wi1kes-Barre respective-

ly. Costs per employed youth were a modest $1442 and $611 in -Cambridge

and w1]kes-Barre (exc]ud1ng st1pends and demonstrat1on expenses) "The

~ cost per net net, JOb created through Job search assistarce in &ambridge

intensively over a period of time.

was“$4468. ' " ' - co
Pojicy Implications. ) T ©

" Job search assistance~Wprks by sustaining interest in active

-—

search. It may do this through’financia1 incentives, -through a_program

that is perceived as)“fun" by young persons, or through the fact that
i ' . .

counselors are there to marsha1 and_reinforee youthful energies that

N

m1ght otherwise be dissipated. whether there aré 1onq-term impacts .

,extend1ng into future spe11s of unemp1oyment from JOb search assistance

cannot bé deduced from our study. In fact, this study shows that

-

'there can be significant short-term effects, but these effects appear

3 . . b

-

to diminish over time. ‘ ~ - ‘ 5 -
L
Successful Job search ass1stance gets youngsters to initiate the1r

A

searth sooner than they had otherwise p1anned and\to pursue search more

The curricula of the programs are

undoubted1y important in attract1ng youth tb and keep1nq youth 4n the
“\

w ) T xidd

f

Coe 14
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. Programs, but it is not'clear Whether the var1ous JSA e]ements actually )

can be said to s1gn1f1caht1y a]ter part1c1pants att1tude§_or knowledge

. areas, Lt is the‘1ntens1ty of the program that 1s‘c1ear1y very importantt - '
a This then raises the question of  what sort of incentive it takes - -

"to get youth tb participate in such a program, - We-showed that in _ ~

Cambr1dge the financial st1pend used to attract and support~youth dur-

+ ing the program was a cr1t1ca1 e]ement of job search assistance. When

the program tr1ed to operate without st1pends, it fa11ed S1m11ar1y, o ®

_many of W11kes Barre s prob]ems with underenro]]ment fa11ure to-

deliver all pTanned serv1ces, and “low service hours can be attributed

| to a lack of,f1nanc1a1 incentive., . .
. « 4 . o

-~

The fmportance of personnel in preparing youth, but more import-

~

ant]y, in re1nforc1ng the search process, was 111ustrated in both the

process and 1mpact analyses. Certainly, the frequent staff turnover-

nd_ disruptive reassignments in Wilkes-Barre influenced the employment-)

related impacts. . , U -t

. - .

Another;important4e1ement:is program 'design.. The Cambridge
program is structured in a way that holds youths captive long enough .

to impart a sense of urgency and 1ncent1ve to. the1r search. By contrast,
al
the W11kes Barre program is d1ffuse and character1zed by a 1ack of

‘enJoyab1e group act1v1t1es, as well as a fajlure to rout1ne1y.fo11ow

¢

and support the youths during their search for'jobs.

.
. ‘ >

The conventional wisdom is that job searéh assistance works in

"~ 'part because of the peer;support, group dynamics, and other program ke

¢




- ) . - - \-‘ "/“

P . ~

elemenits directed a changes in self-esteem, knowledge of ,the world-

of-work, and know]edge;of the job search process. -In this study, \\\\,K

Cambridge s short- run success resu]ted from the high intenSity of search
effort generated by the program's ‘service mix. We would argge that the.
program activities were important because they wer; fuh‘anq because

they held the attehtion of.the &outh. .This does not.proiafthat the .

. ' ‘ _
conventional wisdom is wrong--only that when job search -gssistance
o L4 \

worked, it succeeded most importantly to the extent it increased the - °
intensity of search, Job search assistance is important then not so " :
-much for what it teaches but,for what it promotes--job finding. N

>
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f ‘ Chapter I
’ — o Introduction

NS = . ‘ .

A. PTan.of Study

A ‘.' This report presents an evafhation of two job search a551stance )
- programs’ for youth " The Qrogramsvserve lTow income disadvantaded youthul
and are members-of a fami]y of youth employment programs, demonstration '
- . projects and assoc1ated evaluations that were authorized through ae
1977 amendment to CETA the Youth‘!mpioyment and Demonstrations Project
Act (YEDPA) In early 1979 the Department of Labor selected two agencies
that had been‘providing job search asSistance as sites in a national
project to determine mhether direct instruction in job acquisition skiﬁ]s
easeshthe transition of disadvantaged youth into the 1abor'market One
.program is the Job Factory and is run by the Canbridge, Masaachusetts
Office of Manpower Affairs (COMA-CETA) .The other is administered by a
.sma11 community-based organlzation in W11kesjBarre, Pennsylvania ca1{ed
the Y&%th Employment Service (YES). The YéS program is called the
Workshop:~¥» £ ‘ ' . ’ .
; The study invo]ves imract and process analvses. | The impact "
ana1y51s is concerned with the effects of the experimentai treatments--the
,* Job search a551stance--on c]ient s emp]oymeﬁt and- JQb search behav1o§
_ We also exp]ore throudh the 1mpact study changes in work attitudes and . .
know ledge- areas re]ated to qob:seanch procedures. The -impact analysis
relies on an experimenta1 design in Ganbridge which permits comparisons

of these effects between a control group and an exﬁerimental group. In

.

4 "




they operated as planned. Matters such as how. the origins sf the

! | '»"2"' \ ..

. o -

)

Wilkes-Barre, there .is no control group of non-program participants,

but three groups of treatment youth are compared to one another. The
three Wilkes-Barre groups receire differeht leveld of job search.assis-
tance. A specia1 feature of‘thegimpéct'analysis will examine variations
in treatment‘ootcomes acressﬂgiffereht types of clients.

The process,study is-needed to study the parts of the two job

. . . P . .
search assistance programs not subject to experimental variation, as

well as to evaluate the experimental treatments <in terms of whether -

4

prografs éhaped the final des1gn ear1y 1mp1ementat n hurdles, such as

enro11ment,,hours of part1c1pat1on compos1t1on, tra1n1nq and turnover

,‘

of personnel and part1c1pants exper1ences in the programs are all
examined in the process ana1yéis:‘ A sgecia1'interest will be to deter-

mine whether the preceding program elements differed from formal plans,

A

since it is now a familiar fact that programs often perform differently

s~ -

than originally intended. . . . g -

~The'remainder of this chapter is diVideo into two sectiohs.’ The
first descr1bes the job search ass1stance program concept Nekt, we
describe the two JOb search programs eva1uated in th1s study.

Chapter 2 present% a literature review of past experience in job

.
“ae

search assistance for. disadvantaged youth

’

The proces?m%na1ys1s is presented in Chapter 3. <Lhapter 4 presents .

et

.the impact analysis. Chapter 5 present$-policy implications stemming from

s
’

- -the evaluation. ' : ' . -
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Appendix A destribes the‘%%%leconom1es of Cambr1dge Massachu- = - ..
setts and Wilkes- Barreg Pennsy1van1a Appendix B presents the
characteristics of the samp]es utilized in the 1mpact chapter. Appendix
C presents qualitative prof11es of some c11ents who participated in
the Cambr1dge program. Append1x D d1s£usses a special topic-counselor
. ratings of. participants’ emp1oyment potentda]. Appendi x E.desfriﬁes |
‘the administration of research instruments. Appendix F presents addi -

tional analysis tables recommended by the funding agency. pp .

B. The Job Search Assistance Concept K .

-~

Unlike other youth emp1oyment and training programs, job searz:/
assistance programs are relatively short, intensive interventions coupling

A _ .
formal instruction.in job search techniques'with experience and fre-

quent1y 3upervis1on in 1ook1ng for work. Job search assistance‘pro;
grams are distinct from 1ong -term cateer development approaches, occupa-
tional guidance, vocational exp1orat1on, JOb pLacement work experience
and specific skill traindng Although all of these 1ntervent1ons are
attempts-to ease the transition of youth into the world of work, they
are different from the focus of this study--di;ect Jjob search assistance
(JsA) programslthat prepare,‘inform and give practtca] experience to
current or 1mm1nent job ‘seekers. ) ‘

L)

' sThere is widespread public 1nterest 1n'1earn1ng)how to look for

¢

work ; programs intended to meet th1s interest pro11ferate Groups which
work w1th special segments of the labor force, womén o1der workers, the

hand1capped ex-offenders, veterans are deve]op1ng mater1a1s and training

1

in Job search skills. Job counse1ing coﬂumns appear da11y in the -press

and "how-to" manuals inundate the market. One of the most popu1an“5f

these is Richard Bolles'-What Co1or Is Your Parachute, which sells over 20,000
+ N




e

.

.readers' success in the labor market .The best—se11ers vary in emphas1s,,,‘

e

. - j . . . < s -
tigators and prooram operators (see, for example, Azrin, 1975, 1978;

. " . e o ¢ i ’
e 4 R a

v .

copi€s, per month. There are' more- than 100 other titles, most of which:

+

are designed to 1ncrease (some authors c1a1m,,to ouarantee) their
'

but all authors a?uue that successfu1 job search ig “a igarnab1e sk111

\

that depends on four steps, a thorough se1f—assessment a systematic e
job search approach based on factua1 1nformation about the 1oca1 labor

market, a carefully prepared resume, and a sk111fu1, relaxed Wterview. . 3 v
———

A11 job search assistance programs are- bui1t around the development of « - ~
these skills. . \ ) R B -

N o

In the past f1ve years, *manpower 1nst1tu§1ons have. transformed
)

job search tra1n1nthn4both content and techn1QUe for’ the1r w1de1y varied |

'cliente1e Job search tra1nino programs Have been operatina in the u. S

- .Employment Service th& Work Incentive Program, the nat1ona1 we1fare~*~“'

reform'Empﬂoyment Opportunity P11ot ProJects, and are now to be tested as

part.of one-model of a work requiremgnt in a new Food Stamp demonstration. .
- ) \ s -

A1though there i5 much variatioh .in specific elements of jqb search trajring

programs, they ustally follow the genera1jmode1s established by early inves-

£athrop, 1g78 Johnson, 1973). v

Econom1sts have 1ong'recogn1zed the 1mportance of pugllc job search

!

assistance programs. In the standard'economic model job search consists
7

" of a series of act1vzt1es which can be grouped under two pr1nc1pa1 headT

ings~- exchanqe of" 1nformatron, and de;}swon\making Both types of abt1v1t1es
: -

0
are engaoed 1n by emp1oyers and 1ob seekers, and are frequent1v med1ated

Fld



[ \_5_

“through governmentai TYabor, market exchanges (e.g., the Empioyment
Service), or informal exchanges such.as job search assistance agencies
in-this study. The information which is. exchangedbmay be of the ;

genera1 labor market information type (for exampie, the prominence

of fast foods estabiishments in the industrial mix of the community)
and specific job information. Examples of the latter wouid be actual

Jjob ‘openings, pay rates and subjective features' of the jobs,.such as

-

~

v . /
hiring preferences of one SO;%C:B another.

fhree decisions are fdc€ed by job seekers and empioyers. The first
is how to obtain or'suppiy information. "For the empioyer, this involves
whether to hire from among those who apply directly to the organization,
from among referréls from iabor market intermediaries or from posted

e advertisements. Fonkthe Jjob seeker, the information proolem involves

choosing among;channeis of information--friends: newspapers. or direct
inquiries.‘ The second decision is'houjto evaiuate\the information re-.
ceived. Here the burden is upon the employer who must assess the differ-
TEht appiicants and make a few offers irom,among agjarger pool ot appli-
cants. The third decision'for the empioyer and job seeker is whether
to offer (or accept) a job. ' | ‘ ‘

Most of the economic thought on JOb search is devoted to theoretica1
investigations of the process of maximizing the net benefits of search

~ Typically, an attempt is made to identifv many of the variabies involved,

. . jnciudihg non-pecunfary costs (%f.: A1jhian,,1970; Gronau; )977;'Eoit,
1970; Mortenson,‘1970; Phelps, 1969; Stigler, 1962). A significant subgroup
of this economic'iiterature is devoted to the development of relation-

. ships between search and unempioyment. Few studies investigate the

& " t
~ -\ .

Y

Q - . ) 27




. . . . -6
empiricai magnithde'of the variables contained in the standard search
model, and fewgr still focus on the special problems of disadvantaged

. .youth.~ ' '

Job search training in the programs evaluated in this report is
_designed to improve the effectiveness and ‘intensity ,of search by young
men and‘'women. In addition to inqreasing success and speed in obtain-

ing a job, the expected benefits to the participant may also include
higher wages, better working conditions, less foregone earnings and
lower search costs. These benefits ﬁax be obtained_in the programs %n the
- following ways: i
o Providing the applicant with general and specific 1abor
market information.
{ ) ngaching'the app11cdnt how to efficiently acqﬁire 1nfoymatidn
l‘ : about specific jobé.‘ . -
‘ 0 Teaching the apﬁ11cant hoq to obtain jo?iinterviews.
0 Teaching the apb11cant how to present ;hformatidn.po prosgectf

- . ~ ive employers about him or herself in dn effective manner.

) Improviﬁg an applicant's employability by making him or her -

» k.
, N . N e

more self-confident.
o Minimizing the psychological cbgts of job seeking by providing
various psychological supporfs. . Q
. 0 Increasing the proportion af time devo;ed to job hunting by .

LY

offer1ng economic 1ncent1vés, c]ose supervision, and by

. » applying pressure. - . ///// ’

C. Description of the Two Job Search Programs

{ ~ -

-/ The funded proposals provided $202,940 in Cambridge and;§164;162
- to w1]kes¥Barre; to serve 300 and #50 low income disadvantaged youth,
n \‘ i | . . ‘
ERIC - 28 :
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ﬁéspective]yﬁ }n Qambridgez thefe Qere to be five cycles of a four
week Job Factory. The fiﬁst cyc]é was p]anned to seﬁvé gb graduating
seniors (who wpu]d receive stipends of $3.10 per hour) in the,jast
days of their senior year. Cyé1es 2-4 were funded.to-serve 50.unem61qyed
ydﬁth each; each cycle would enroll half with and the other half without
high school diplomas (that is, graduates and dropouts). Cycle 5 was to ) r(’“
serve 100 graduatiqé seniors agqin,'a1though this time the seniors Qere f
',not to receive paid stipends. The funding';equired that a control group
\of program eligible youth be selected for research purposes in each of
the first four cycles. No in-schoo1 youth were to be served by'the Job
Factory program, with the possﬁ%1e exception o% out—of-sch061 youth
working on their high sch;;? equivalency dégrees (GED).' Finally, youth
who found jdbs in the first three weeks of the various dob Factory"
cycles were to receive boﬁds.paymenté;equiva1ent to two- days of program
] ~ participation.
The w11kes%Ba:::\research désién required random assignment of
participants to one of three treatment groups.'.Eth group regresents

a different level of directed job search. Group 1 was to receive indi-

vidual career counseling and job placement services (a type of job bank ‘

Tisting). Group 2 was to receZVEdEE?eer counseling, jouipiéeemgnt :
services and special job searc ski11s.w5rksbops. Group 3 was' tb receive
B ' a , . ' *
* career counseling and the job search’ skills workshops. Participants in
% . - &

+ Group 3.would, however, be encouraged to'?ind jobs on their own, since

" they were not to receive the job 1isiings in thelplaéemént service’

component.
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For research purposes, it is convenient to think of Group 1 in
ﬁ,wi1kes-Barre as receiving a "lean” kind of job search aséistaqfe,‘jprhaps
similar to that provided by tﬁeditiona1 labor market intermedieries,
job 1?sting and "general one-thone career counse1ing. Group 2 may be
' theught'of as prdCiding the'fqll range of services that a comunity
group 1ike Wilkes-Barre's Youth Employment Service (YES) is capable of
providing. Group 3 was to receive ;he same as Groupiz, except for the
job pldeement gervices, that s, youth have to find a job on their o@n.
Group 3 may, therefore, be considered 5 reference g}oup of youth who
receive job search assistance but are completely self directed in their\

[

‘active job search. _
' To be e1igfb1e for both“programs:/yeuths-had to satisfy the X
following requirements established by CETA regulations: be:between the
ages of 16 and 21; be unempTeyed; and satisfy the low-income guidelines "'
set by the Office of Managemen% and Budget for families of different sizes.
Finally, assignment in w11kg§ -Barre to the three treatment groups
- and in Cambridge to experinent~and control groups was done by a‘’random
assignment procedure developed by the Brandeis research group. In
C mbridge, the instructions assured ehat an. equal d%stribution of persons
\, by sex,‘age an&.ethnicfty would be assigned to the treatment and contro1
chtebories. In Cyc1es 1-2, 40lpercent of the‘e1igib1e youth were random-
- 1y assigned to a control group (in Cyc1es 3-4 it was 50 percent) after
N 1earn1ng that “fund1ng limits the number of program slots." There.was no con-

~ tro1 group of youth for Cycle 5 of the Cambridge program. In W11kes Barre, yout

=
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. bilities. The orientgkion. covers:

were random]y assigned to the three qroups in equal pr0port1ons after

~"

stratifying by age and sex. . . a \

The treatments rece1ved by the’ maJor1ty of youth enrolled in
the twyp JOb search assistance programs are describedabelow It is a
summary picture of the serv1ces a typ1ca1 client would receive in the ~*
programs. The process study 1q Chapter 3 will describe deviations from .”/
this descriptive overview. ) -

1. Job Factory - Cambridge

a, Orientation
On the f1rst morning of the Job Factory program the part1-
cipant arrives at 8:00 A.M. to Jjoin a large group of 30 to 50 youth. L.

He/she 1s 1ntroduced to the program, its p011c1es and its staff. This

\\\introduetory session lasts half the morning and isnconducted by the CETA

director and Job Factory ﬁanager.* In this session the participahts,learn ‘

about the program; particular]yawith'regard to their ind1v1dua1ﬁreSponsi-
€

T~

.0 History of the Job Factory in Cambrd dge, fﬁéldding its experiences
with disadvantaged groups, public service‘employees and youth.

.® Statistical report of its succesST "this program has a proven .
- ‘track record of success...”

e The Factory is a four we:t program in which participants are _
+ hired to find-a job. The pay is $3.10 for each hour of bar- .
ticipation. The “work day beqins at 8:00 AM. and continues

1 This 1s usually a Fr1day for two reasons: the largest-source of "help
wanted" advertising--the Sunday neyspaper--allows participants to run
down a "hot" job lead on Monday; a er‘ap/intense first session, the
participant has a weekend to relax.

o




until 5:00 P.M. with an (unpaid) hour break at noon for
v lunch : _ .

~

[ X Each "empigyee" must sign in upon arr1va1 and sign out at the.
end of the work day.

I N when go1nq out on any JOb re1ated act1v1t1es, an "emp1oyee" l
J must sign the‘“company sign out sheet" posted on the wall,’
and inform a counselor (supervisor) where he/she is goina. and
when the participant is expected badk. "Thig is your responsi- =
. . bility, and fa11ure to follow fhis procedure will result in loss
of pay."

o~

|
o Each "employee" is expected to come to work dressed in a way

appropriate for an interview in his/her field every day.

¢ Only one eﬁcused-absence is allowed with full pay. ' An "employee"
.must call in him/herself to the supervisor before 9:00 A.M. to
be excused. More than“one absence or continual tardiness (15
ﬁinuteg or more) can result in pay loss or termination from the
i
| program. | 5 . - m'
e Each participant'’s job is to find a job. Each day participants
will receivé work assignments from their supervisors to help
hthem find a job. "Failure to car?y out your work assignment ﬁf

will be grounds for termination from the program."

e C[Each person is responsible for knowing and abiding by the rules
of the program. The idea that the participant is)now in a work
environment is heavily stressed. )

b. Group ‘Activities.

After the introdactofy,session the participant is assigned

to one of two groups and begigs theﬂc1p§sroom exercises in job finding.2

’ C -

' - . NS
2 Counse1ors determined the composition of each aroup orior to the open1ng '
-day session to achieve an equal age,igsce, sex, education mix.

>

-




| N . -
Each-of the two groups is led by two counselors (supervisors).- The -
participant is asked to kegp three majof pojnté\ﬁn‘mind.

‘0 ?De&elop and ma%ntain a pos??)ve attitude toward this job ‘of
seeking employment even in the face of po§sigle disappointment
you may experience along the way. Remember that this process .
hds worged fdr,many other job seekers and it can work for.you."

e "There is abso]uteTy nothing to be bashful or timid about in _ .
your status as a job -seeker. As a matter of fact, you may find
that many prospect1ve emnloyers have a positive view about -
hiring young people whom they can trg1n in the operat1ons of
their individual businesses."

o '"The greatest single source of job leads comes from family. and -

~ friends, so tell everybody that you are presently engaged in an
extensive, well organized program to find a job. This may_reéu]t
in some very good job leads." '

.

, Next, the young person engages in'various "group dynamic" exercises v

-

so that he/she might get to know the other "employees" n the qroup and 4 -
\\
gain a better understand1ng of his/her job goals. For example, a mneumonic

. device, the "name game," is played to insure each individual learns the
other group members' names, followed by discussion of long-term and short-
range 5ob goals. The time devoted to the latter discuzxions of job goals

: %{ and prior work experiences 1s frequently interspersed with new group

exercises, since getting young people to concentrate on work-re]ated
- - experiences Por susgtained periods of time 1s difficult. There are, for

example, "decision-making"exercises designed to foster cooperativeness

and creative problem solving among the'gFoup._ In one instance, a

"deserted isl1dnd" game leads to discussions on -how people make decisions
‘and the interests that ﬁeoplé demonstrate that may be related to future T
job ‘goals. In suf, the games are "ice breakers."".1eading to and from

discussions of epp]oymentﬁﬁbals. :

RiC Sy » -
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Afteg’return1ng from lunch,. the paht1c1pant v1ews a v1deotape .
v er1g1na11y shown -on nat1ona1 pub11c te1ev1S1on, "How to Find a Job." |
. "Th1s is a documentary about . Jdb finding’ ‘club in California S1m11ar
in ways to the Job Factory. 1In ~1ew:hg the film the qndiv1dua1 is
- given a c1ear 1ntroduction to‘the types of act1v1ties he/she will be
1nvo1ved<with in the upcoming weeks. A d1scuSS1on fo11q~g/the film.
Also, some oyc1es of the Job Factory invite "role model" guests at
this point in the program to soeak about their personal backgrOunds

Y

andysuccesses in the labor market. .
) During the remainder of the afternoon the participant engages
in "skills search," a‘forma1 exercise to determ1ne transferab1e JOb

skills. The cou:se1or exp1a1ns to the part1cipant that most peop]e
have skills used daily that can be transferred to JObS * Youth are asked

to settle on part1cu1ar "job* targets " This obJect1ve proves to be among
the most difficu1t for many of the young participants Counselors return.

////’/’———— to it throughout the program, At 4:30 he/she "sign’s out" for the day.
» » 9

Ce The|Workbook — _ ' - v
: : _

1 -~ .
On the following work day, the individual signs in, joins his

Fare

group, and begins work in & workbook. The workbook structures activities
for the remainder of the program, It covers seven sections:

1. Collection and organization of useful background information.

e o

S ’ ’ 2. §§y1ew of goals, obJectives and persona1 traits.

<+

3. ‘Use of information gathered in Steps 1 and 2 to cYeate‘"se11ing
tools" (inthoductory,1etters, resumes, references, interviewing
skills). ‘ '

’
[ |

. 4, J)eve1opmeht of a 1ist of potential employers ard-a plan’
(including schedule) for communicating with them.

-
A B

Q . ’ 34 - .
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5. Contact of potent1a1 empToyers and other pebp1e who may he]p N

. 6; Invest1oat1on of potent1a1 emp1oyers .

X .
7 "How to'sell yourself in personal 1nterV1ews

" Ihe morn1ng seSS1on 1s devoted to the first ha]f of the pant1c1pants
. ] _
workbooks In-depth“d1scu551on of individual sectiops of tha workbook and

- o

prob1ems are put forward. -Special emphdsis’ is given to 1ndrv]duaJ~coun-
se]jng:‘ As tho week progr%sseoj the emphasis shi%ts back and forth’ ) -
between the affectjveadimension (" you are a sa1esperson--§e11 yourse1f—-
belieye in yod%'product"} and the mére tang1b1e aspects of JOb search ‘ "
’education Inst:uct]on in resun;\nr1t1ng, for example, frequent1y takes |
up to two full days. ) ' A ] - - :
The lat'ter part d? the first week is spent on interview skills
training, including mock interviews in which youth play both the rote of |

employer and employee. Thesa'interviewé are frequently f%}med.on Videotaoe

and analyzed in enjoyable "instant replays." The partieiﬁad'i are drilled

as ‘to the questions, 1ikely to be asékd in employment interviews and how -~
\ ° o ¢ ‘. '

to be.ready.with positive resﬁonéeST Youth learn how to anticipate una§ked o

questions and how to integgegx signals -during the interview that hg/she

. will'be a reliable worker - o . voe e

e

d. Actuafésob Search . . - }” ‘i

R

@

After the f1pst ‘week* (and somet1mes beq1nn1nq 1n the first weeky)”
the bulk oﬁ thetpart1c1pantosgt1me is spent in ac;ua] search act1y1}ies--
using_ he to1ephope to find job prospects, making bersona1~ueo1d c%]js" on’
lijke1; emoloyera,ffo11owing up on jobs that were adye?tised or 1i§%ed with

i

:pub1ié émpioymedi%servibe;. Industrial directories,. Yellow Pages; newspaper @
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wanted advert1sements, street and tranSportat1on maps ,free photo-

copying are all provided. In the on-going counse11ng, con51derab1e

attention is focused on the "hidden job market" to ba]ance the emphasis h
on formal search strateq1es Dai]y 1ogs are kept ofégghedu1ed activities.
Part1c1pan;\\?ho do not have schedu]ed nterviews or p]anned employer \
visits return'to the Job Factory at the end of each'aay to participate
in group _discussions about their exper{encesdof the day.i -
2. N11kes Barre‘WOrkshqg,~ - ‘
a. Counse11ng S ‘u;l f“‘ g o .

There are three treatment groups in W11kes Barre. A11'

~

-three groups rece1ve caneer counseling= Youth are counse]ed on an 1nd1-

) v1dua1 basis with sessions schedu]ed accord1ng to their‘1nd1vfdua1 needs.

Typ1ca11y, youth attend one to two counseling sessions per month of pro-
,gram'atten&ance Each counseling session lasts up to one hour.<-Most
counse]ing is_for youth who are job seekers a]though occas1ona11y youth
who hold job® are counseled reaarding Qn-the-JOb problems.- Usuaﬂ1y,
during the f1rst 15 minutes of, thé counse11ng 1nterv1ew youth. are asiea* |
to describe their qut work—re]ated exper1ences On this basgis, the
counse16\\7s s the youth to make connect1ons between _past jobs and jobs
that are sou ht. In tases where youth dre undecided about ‘théir interests,
the counse]or spends extra time probing for abilities and skills that can

-

be ut111zed in the workplace. ! s

A good examplé of.counse1ing igﬁthe case of Anne, 16 years oid, who -
. | S ) k .
expressed confusfon gver the type of job she would like teﬁ]ook for.g Her -
initial request was to find "any job I ‘can*find." The {ES ceunselef

.
L 1

-
.
-
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probed, dnd asked her what her favorite leisure activities were. After
a short &ia]ogue, the counselor found that Anne likes to play with}sma]]
children in the neighborhood and that she babysits on 9ccasion for
friends ahd relatives. The counselor tﬁer suggestea that Anne might .
. ‘want to explore working at a day care center or a nursery schcol. Her -
. first prescribed step would be to contact places ;hat provjae‘care for
small children, and to set up iﬁformational interviews to learn "what
. it takes tc do the job." The Tast 15 minutes of‘the\cou\seljﬁg_session
were spent planning future activities, step by step. Anqe was asked to
N . maintain active communication.wiih.the counselor at? very stage of the
" ,%'ﬁ' precess.’ \\\; . '. . ’ .

T ~b.  Job Placement Servlcef

n

» * ~ dJob p]acement serv1c? is the second- program component and is

\

| iprovided to’ Groups I and II. fb p1acemeht sérvice may be defined as a
vacancy 1nfermat1on tQ program youth. ' Tﬁe

‘ method to - commun1cate Tocal JOb
youth are shown a "Job bank" that consitts ofsa current 11st of 1oca] JOb

-

openings for youth. The counse]ors 1nterp¢et the list for thelif:cung -

L 3

clients. They match the.ﬁeedsaof emp]oyers in the ccmmunity to
1ntenests, experiences ‘and skills expressed by the youth in the counseling
: sessions. Frequently, the counse10rs qet specific requests fnonhyouth for,
jobs where there are no current vacancies. The 1nformataon is recorded
on a file card and sent to the job developer whc circulates the reQuest
in his7/her routine chtacts with employers. If a specific-job opening

. becomés available, the counselors contact the'youth to discuss the details.
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c. -Special Job Search.Skills Workshops -

The -third YES component is the special job search skills

. t
: workshqp§‘réceiyed by youth in Groups 2 and 3.> The workshops teach youth
~"b§actﬁca1 Jjob hunting skills that should make jab search more efficient.

Content includes how to identify emp]ojers,_fi11 out applications, write

resumes, qndfconduct job interviews. Through the workshops the youth are °
taught’how to deal wjth\]imited work é;perienge, lack of ski11s;‘how to
listen to employers during job interviews, how to present oneself in job
1nteryiews-{gress and personal appearance, wﬁét employers expect during
job interviews-and how to handle stress situations. |
. The YES workshops are conqg;iéd in a classroom style. Young

peop1e,_for“§xamp]e, are insE{ucted on the proper t%chniques of completing
a‘job appligation followed by discussion and examples of good" and "bad" -
ép§1ications:i Toward the end~of the 60 to éO minute workshop, tﬁé youth

are asked:go use the yellow pages of the phone book and the waqt ads™in

~

o gel )
. the.newspaper, The youth dssemble a égst of at }east.10 employers and are

\

encoﬁraged to ca11‘for Jjob intérvfeﬁs. Some youth in Groups 2 and 3 atterd

- two workshops. The second wgrkshob»is.a review session covering the appli-

.‘,'o-‘ <

o I - [N
cation;.sinterviewing skills, resume preparation (YES frequently restricts
instruction in resume writing to job-ready yoﬁth, 18 years or oler), and
the -1i¢t of emp]oyerés- - o

W s
+
¢
«
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Related Literature

~

® This chaptér summarizes evidehce -from past experience in job-
seareh assistance forﬁdisadvantaqed youth. The review concentrates

on two p\incipai topics of 1nté?ejt lf)evidence of the empiovment
impacts stemmina from qob search assistance; and 2) inﬁormatiOn on the
lfeasibiiity of administering job’searéh’asSistance.prdgrams for low -
income youth.

»>

A. Evidence on_the Empiovment Impacts of Job ‘Search Training for Youth

There are virtuaiiy no compieted studies of programs beyond the
v

- present one that enroll only disadvantaged yquth and 'that have an

erperimentai design ineluding a‘controi group to test'the'impacts of

‘the job search training program. However, three clusters of related
 studies give some indication of the effeetiveheis of proridinq yOUtH
‘with job search skills. The. first group‘of studdes invoive exneriments

in which adults and youth«are mixed in heterooeneous programs of job

¢ search training. The second group involve progtams that, enr011 dfsad- ~

' vantaqed youth exciusiveiy An job:search proarams, but where there_are

~ ho reliable or available impact data drawn from controi grouns. The

K4

a

> .y

third group of studies involve JOb seareh—education programs for youth '

that are 1arge1y embedded within more comprehensive, in- school career

deveiopment proorams A b . L

-~

1. Age Mixed JST Prog_ams j ' & .

Azrin (1975, 1978) appears to be the first researcher to have

applied the methods of behaviorism deve]oped by psychoiogists (for’ )

example, @roup dynamics, "buddy" systems peer 'support; positive - -,
SN

R
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reinforcements) to the problem of job finding among ‘Tow income clients in

. public emp16yﬁent programs. In a study of 1000 Work Incentive Program

‘uégéL and 25 for whom there are post-program emp1oyment data 0ver half (61

'Job!Find%ng Clubs (along with adults) to youth .enrolled in regular WIN

birapiro's samp1e included only 18 young persons between the ages of 16

'fCambridge prdgram, its Title 11-B four-week-Job’Factory, 46 Tow income
participants 18-21 years of age were found to have a 76 percent placement.

‘rate--a hi§her rate than for persons of all ages (68 percent) or older .°

B

(WIN) clients in five different states, Azrin (1978) compared, the job

finding rates of persons under 21 years of age who were engaged in

. services. Although the numbers of youth in the clubs were small (N=46),

the.scudy found that 48 percent-of the job club clients found jobs one .

month after’leaving the program, in contrast to 25 peycent among youth

enrolled in routine WIN services. e « 4
| A second stua;, conducted by Shapiro (1978), evaluated the

Cambr1dge Massachusetts “Job Factory" program for CETA participants.

Th1s program for CETA-e11g1b1e unemp1oyed adult and youth predated the

spec1a1 youth-only Job Factory that is the subject of the present study.

percent) found jobs w1th1n one month after program term1nat1on In

an internal study by the Cambridge CETA prime sponsor (1979) of yet another

persons 46 to 60 years of age ‘(54 percent). Young participants in an apbrev-
jated version of the Cambridge Jbb‘Factory called Job Shop also outperformed
the entire sample of both young and older unemp1oyed persons with an 89 percent

employment rate (N= 28) 1

Ll '

)
.

Other .research studies involving youth and adults in job search'prograns -
are reviewed, by Bruml (1981); Mangum (1981); Wegmann (1979); a U.S.Department

of Laborlwonograph (1980), and a’ study by 0lympus Research Corporation (1981).

.0 . N
’ . L -

A ¥ . %
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2. Youth- Ongy Job Search Training Programs.

A .number of new JOb search tra1n1ng programs for d1sadvanvaged youth
“have begun in the past several-years and their number are rapidly growing.
These programs collect data on "enter‘emp1oyment"'rates; the number of youth
. who entered into emp loyment upon p}ogram termination divided by the total .
number of participants e]igib]e.far employment. One new program in Palm
' Beach County, Florida involves both CETA and the Un{ted Spates Emp1oymez;f—“‘77/
| C Service. The Palm Beach County Joh Shop program for young unemployed persons )
(16" to 21 years of aje) found that its participants obt;ined an 88 per;,cent°
entered employment rat; (oL, 1980-a).. This rate may be compared quite
favorably to the entered employment rate of 17 percent for low incomewxouih
from the same cammunity’enro11ed in the Youth Cgmmunity Conservation Im-
provement Program (YCCIé) and 16 percent for youth in the Youth Employment
and Training Program (YETP).

Another job.search ass1stance program is current]y operating within
the offices of the San Franc1sco.Emp1oyment Service (the Job Track). This
un§t1pended youth program 1§ aimed at voluntary "wq]k-ins“ and referré]s

e from~other agencies. It is' very short in duration, on]&,twé days of job
search training \wit'h access @ further job search assistance after the two
-days upon demand. The study was,pot able £o structure an experimept with /
random assignment.tp a cgptro] grouﬁ;.but it was able to select a group of' .
comparison yoLth-from the local Emp]oyment Service. Early évidence.showS
‘approximately a 51 percent entered.empdoyment -rate (after ;ix weeks) éom-
‘s ‘., pared to a 42 percent ;ate aﬁong the comparison group of young Employment
rot

d¢¢;g‘ Service clients (Johnson~1981): - o v -

~
»

The net effect of the San Francisco'program was to produce a job- -
fiﬁding rate of $5% for the JSA Gfbub, compared to 37% for the comparison.

group, when adjusted for group differences in.demographic.characteristics. .
- ) ‘ . - . -

) Q B ~ > , ¢ . ° .
EMC -~ . . . . . 42 .
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Two other noteworthy findings from the Job Track study are: the il
‘ program increases the frequency of.direct contact with employers, bot;
‘ wage rates did not differ from those of the comparison grouo. Another
Job C]qb operates in Lansing, Michigan under CETA Title IV funding for °
disadvantaged, unemployed, out-ot-schoo] youth. Modeled on Azrin's pro- ;;
gram, the self-reported program data on 99 terminations'in 1979 show a *
72 percent entered employment rate, down from a 79 percent rate in 1978
(Capito],'Area 1980).. -

3. Jeb Search Embedded in Career Development Programs

* By far the most common approach to job search programming is one
which,]imits.job search education to a sing]é~component in a broader pro- *

gram of career deve]opment. These programs are ]arge]y, but not exclusive-

o™

"]y,'aimed at in-sohoo] youth and may be found in dozens of schoo] systems

across the country, in special oo]]aborative proqrams between schools and

CETA, and in the efforts of community-based 0rganizatiops. Under the Youth
Employment and Démonstrations Project Act (YEDPA), several studies are cur-
rently underway that test the effects of providing enriched job search

~ -~ education to in-school youth. There is, for example, a Eomparative study
AY

‘invo]v1ng a Philadelphia high school serving disadvantaged youth that im-
parts job search skills and information on the youth labor market Ta]ong

~ with career education and work orientation) through a specially designed

-

cdrrico]om (USD, 1978). A similar study in Delaware {Jobs for Delaware

~

Graduates)‘compares'the effects of providing high school seniors (only about

20 percent Wod]d bevconsideredfCETA eligible by current income guide]ihes)

from a group of high schools with Tabor market information and job search

o

ski]ls (along with ‘career education'and’nork orientation) and comparing

v

them to youth not enro]]ed in the targeted schools (DOL, 1980-b). Prelim-

inary results from the latter study show that 55 percent ‘of the De]aware

ERIC : S '
e 3
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high school participants were working fu11-time three‘months aftepfﬁradua-
tion compared to 37 percent. of youth in a comparison group (unpublished
DOL/OYP data, 1980) However,.non part1c1pants attended schoo] or tra1n1ng
* programs in greater numbers than JFD graduates\\\ConQXQer1ng only those not
in school or tra1n1ng, about equa] numbers in treatment and comparison groups‘
worked full .or part-time. ‘ : ) : ' '
:The most signi;icant study to oate, with réspect to careful‘monitor-
ing of Employmentﬁoutcomes, is the Youth Career Development (YCD) demonstra-
. ‘ t1on for'1ow income CETA- e11g1b1e youth which measures the 1mpact ‘of six
separate youth career development approaches in 30 sites across the country
Data from the Educational Testing Service (ETS) on 1755 students- enrolled
in the YCD projects and a non-random comparison group of 1684 are now avail-
able (Roch and Freeberg, 1980). The six separate approaches involve various
= nationa] sponsor delivery agencﬁes Aork1ng W1th aff111ated lotcal operators
One YCD sponsor, the U.S. Emp]oyment Serv1ce, ran a number,of projects wh1ch
concentrated on the prov1swon of 1abo market 1nformation. This latter q
sponsor is of part1cu1ar interest since its emphas1s most closely corresponds
to the job search tra1n1ng programs unSer review K .th1s report. In-school
PR CETA eligible youth in the ES/V@D proJects were /involved ig an average of
almost five hours per week of career deve]op ent activities. The majority
of time was spent in receiving information about the youth labor market, -
being taught how to ;ind jobs, and rec ving'assistance in assessing their
own personal qualifications ahdjre iness for employment. Three months
after program compﬁetion,‘the ETS reported not even a minimal emp]oyment im-
lpact--30 percent of the ES/YC yéﬁth were in full-time jobs compared to 32
percent ‘of the. comparisor group. F1na11y, across all six sponsors, the YCD
"program is able to-demoh‘trate 5n1y a marginal impact on employment--about

2 percent more of the program youth found fu{]-time jobs three months after )

A -
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" B. Feasibility of Job Search Assistance Programs for Youth
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program comp]etion tnan did comgarison g;zup‘youth (26 pencenf, 24 percent,
respectively). It is'noteworthy that the absance of a demonstraole employ-
ment'ﬁmpacc in the'ES approach is duo]icated ingda}a from jhe»YEp sponsor
with thg second greatest emphasis on labor markat education--the National

Urban League. I

»
r NS

The job search assistance literature reveals a number of factors
N » ‘ . @
which affect the administration of job search.programs. These factors are

briefly reviewed below.

1. Institutional Factors el

In .the case of the United. States Egp]oyment Service, the nation's

largest labor market intermediary, se]f-d{?ectéd job search assistance models

must contend w{th the wagner-Peysen Act which prevents the Empioyment Serv%ce 7
from receiving financial credit for self- d1rected emp]oyment placements. fThls
constra1nt lies beh1nd Johnson s (1973) account of difficulties implementin
ththan Franc1sco Adult Opportunity Center within the California Employment
Service. It has also been noted in the current San Francisco project for '
youth (Jonnson, 1980), as well as the Palm éeacn County Job Shop (DOL, 1960-a) ‘

for disadvantaged youth.

2. Staffing ' v ~

X]

A number of oPservers note that in CETA average job tonure for front-
line job oévelopers and counselors is quite shorc, perhaps only six months.
The instabi1ity created by chis fact touches every aspect of job search assist-
ance programming for 10ow-1income youth. Several studiesglfor example, note
that counselors are frequently slow or unresponsive to the need to transfen
or refer c]iencs to job'search assistance programs (cf., DOL 1980-a;Johnson,

1980). Under-enro]]ment and a lack of suff1c1ent training skills among

counselors for the job search approach can be read in these few ava11ab]e

accounts of -job search assistance program implementation. —

-

I
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3. Regulations

Within CETA agencies there are a number of subgrantées who admin-
i}tgr JSA'prdq}ams: In other insténces, job search assistance progréms
are administergd by co11aborative,agreements between schools, thg Employ-
'mént $ec[ice, CETA or coemmunity grgups. Each of these delivery agencies
has its own administrative'regu1ations. Consider, for example, the CETA
requirement’in-F1orida/which digtated that Jbb Shop youth could bn1y'eq:o11

in the program at the beginninb of a bi-weekly pay period, or the regulation

requiring graduating seniors to be enrolled in the Summer Youth Employment

\E ¢

Program rather than the Job, Shop (DOL, 1980-a). :S -

4. Financial Incentives ' o

CETA prﬁér?ms dre able to pay the minimum wgge,to youth who parti-
cipaie in JSA programs. -A§f£ matter of philosophy, many communitymbase&
prég%ams, and, Esﬂa matter of custom, the U.S.. Employment Service, do not
. gsgefé11y pay stipends fo;‘job'segrch train%ng participatidn. Not sgrpris-
inb]y,'unstipended-app(oaches ténd.%o be shorter, often only 1‘2‘Qays long,
than stipended progiams, and ra%se a phmber of speéia1 administrative prob- |
-lems associated with tﬁeir tight; compact schedule. For example, in Employ-
ment Service apprbd&hes, the ES is caughp-bgtween thq seff-airected JSA
approach and ths requirement not to deny services to épp1icants séeking_g
pﬁaceme&t a§sistance.‘The lack of financial incentive can also 1ead to prob-

Tems of under-enrollmente(cf., Johfison, 1980). ‘.

‘5, Curricula . )
. ' « " o

The burgeoning job search training‘field has-not had time to standard- .

ize its curricula, and as a consequén&e, is brey to consultants and sdvocates

pyose1ytizing one approach or another. Thé Job Track in San Franci§co\

e s

u?ps é yovth-spécific_mode1, while the Job Factory staff in Cambridge uses

LY




’¥4 - S , . e
' ’
-25- .
an "industriat model"~in which clients "punch in" and "punch out" in a program

designed to simulate the disc¢ipline of the workplace. Many proérams build

upon'ﬁ;rin's (1975) firet-%oge1 in Carbandale, I11inois, with its psycho- ‘
logical orientation, Tbuddyd procedures, peer-and fami1y'support. Other
prograoo are variants of Hoffman's Self-Directed Placement model (Wegmann,
1979) stressing intefViewing skills and phone calls to,prospective employers
to "learn from doing." '

‘ If there is a feSson to be learned from ;he scanty literature, it

£ .
is that very Tittle is known about the effectiveness of one program cyrri-

_
- . N s
culum over another. How much time should be spent, for example, in
practice restie writing, simulated job interviews, guidance and counseling,
- ] ¢ -
group support, "cold calls" and actual job interviews? How necessary are

fancy videotape recorders and banks of phones?

Implementation of JSA programs may be affe%ted by the lack of inform- ‘y’j"
aiion on effective curr1cu1a in two ways. F1rst organizations looking for .
i gu1dance and f1nd1ng none are 11ke1y to try to invent their own program mode1
The "home grown" approach risks & 1ongen‘gestat1on period before rout1n1za-
tion ef operat1ons Moreover, a number of such programs will be likely to
fa11 without benef1t of institutional memory Alternatively, organizations .,
‘ loeking for JSA mode]s are likely to choose an .existing model only to find
that the model chosen may not be effective in the .new site.' Moreover, there
are costs associaied with‘fhe dissemination of program models,- 1i.e., X
costs usually stemming from the use of for-profit consultant f?rms.
The‘WIN program, for ‘example, has been operating job finding/clubs since
1978, yet only recentf} has WIN begon the preparatiqp of a technical assist-

ance guide and formal regulations for operators within the WIN system.
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WIN was done by consultants under contract to

.

\

<

v

the government.

Before this time, much of the dissemination of job séarch-assistance.within

Evidently,

<

it takes several years to move from a period of experiment7ffgn to wide-
spread imp]ementation in the field. i . . e
C. Conclusion’ .
Severai conclusions can bé‘drawn from this 1iteratufe review. First,
there are no reliable data on~the—gmp4eyment outcomes to yohth enrolled in
. age mixed joh search assistance ﬁrograms. Azrin's (1978) sample is prom-
ising, bdt limited due to tbé small numbers. The present study.will not-be
- able 'to furnish new data on this_topic since both programs uéder revjeﬁi
restrict their enrollments to youth. ﬁe will, however, be able to present
findings for different age groups within the 16 to 21 year old youth population.
Second,/xhe;p1acement rate from youth-on1y.job search assjstance
prog;ams appears to be quite high. Undoubied1y, this is one'reason why
bihe programs have pro11ferated Although suggestions are ﬁade that such
programs are a success, the claims cannot be distinguished from the argu-
~ ment that youth would have found work anyway, without the (job search pro—
grams. A large number of stud1es suggest con51derab1e f]ows;of most youth
\apong work, unemployment, schoo1 activity and withdrawal from the 1abor
1980) Many of. the Job search stud1es rev1ewed

force (cf., Borus, et al.

lack a sat1sfs;tory method to compare the entered employment rates W1th those
\ that are norma1'Pr expected. f(Researchers generally do not regard the use
of comparison gfoups as desiréb]e as-random assignment to control groups.)
The presen_tastudy *ne site (Cambridge) has a randofly assigned' control

of the preced1ng prob1ems, therefore, can be avoided.

S ‘

. N f * . v
- . -
Y A . ‘ \( .
.

‘group of youth. Ma
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. Third, although not strictly job search assistance, in-school
programs teaching labor market skills within broader career developmenf
programs are not encouraging with. respect to positiag emp loyment impacts.
-Early data from the De]aware project and the emp]oyment outcomes from °
the Youth Career Deve]opment Project are marg1na] or 1ns1gn1f1cant

(Rock and Freeberg, 1980). . - .

*

A ’ .
-Fourth, it has been demon:;rated that non-stipended job search
ort programs can operate effectively

training programs and relatively

(the San Francisco Job Track), although no studies have been designed to -/(//

~
~

4 compare carefully these approaches to ]onger, stipenoed programs. Some
information on _length of participation and the relative jmpontance of stipehds
Tﬁﬁ be pfésented in the present study. ‘ . ‘ 2

Fifth, the ev1dence is 11m1ted as to what ingredients go into the
‘effective admxn;strat1on oF job search ass1stance programs 6ne would
expectathat programs with a suff1c1ent history; W1th re11ab1e sources of
referrals of youth; with sufficient institutional support a]]ow1ng for
staff tra1n1ng and stab1}1ty; w1th cooperat1on between spohsor1ng organ1za-
tions; and, programs that consciously choose an appropriate job search
“assistdnce curr1cu1a will operate smooth]y, outside, of normal problems’
1nherent in. program 1mp]ementat1on’b These factors are a]] suggested by

ES

the available evidence. No carefu] comp]eted stud1es, however, have

observed the operations of youth Job,search tra1n1ng_programs. The present
N . : «, .t
study examines these factgrs in the process study of program implementation,

-

v
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- . . ' " Chapter 111 °

. . . A Story of Two Programs: The Process Analysis
v - .
) . ‘kThis chapté}ipresenté a process analysis of the adh%nistratipﬁ
. of the Cambridge and w11kes-BéCre job search assistance programs. . Tﬁe;e

—
subjects are of considerable importance. First, it is important to know

- whether those mﬁnaéing the programs succeeded in meef?ng standard§ of )
pgrf?nmqpce:’ Were disadvanfaged youth attracted ihrouah oGtreach to the
various progaram treatments? Were youth iﬁfzhe-program the prescribed
amount of time? How did youth divide their éttention and time once in ‘
the program? Secondly, we need to understand deviations from plans, so -
' that the feasibility of job search assistancé for disadvantaged youth can
be asseiésd and models of job search assistance can be replicated in . :
‘aifferent settinas.  The issue here is to separate the causes of deviations
from p]ans into two categorieé. _Are there deviations because the job search
assistance pfogram congepég§s inherently urworkable, or are there deviations
- because of the peculiar operations of the local delivery agents who -

V4
provide JSA? Third, the process study is necessarv to interpret the results

o

of the impact analysis. The process study serves as‘E‘preIu%g to the impact

data becauseiit answers the question--what were the actual treatments?

> » . ,
ata for this chapter°came from several sources. A va?jety.of

' réﬁorts and documents were collected from the two programs, as well, _as from

-

the funding agency \(US/DOL, Office of Youtﬂ\grogramsi to desEribe fbe design

anq operation of tHe rogrgns. Thg implementation of‘the programs also was *
K>’ followed closely. Numerous field visits were made to Wilkes-Barre and -
C;;bridge. A participant-observer spent every day during eazh of the five ‘

* . .. ! - * .
. * - - -
‘ . N . N y - .
, .
- ERIC . .52 . A
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cycles of the. Job Factory Ihtroduced'to-the youth as -a "supervisor .

in charge of records," the par¥1c1pant observer was able to adm1n1ster .
.

to youth many of the tests used 1n the 1mpact study, survey a11 counselors

L4 V]

in structured 1nterviews, keep a d1ary, and qenera11y observe the program \

from its inception to its execut1on . ~

pn

The discussion im thﬁs chapter is organized around a framework

o

. which focuses''on five elements of program implementation. ‘The-elemerits
} ‘ . ! "

selected for this process study ihc]ude' - . { )
) (1) 0r1g1ns of the proqrams--how did the pre-demonstrat1oﬁ
' environments shape the exper1ments? ) \ e

(2) Stohifup and Enro11ment--ear1y implementation hurdles;
recrditment and number of youth served;.

(3) Participation-in treatments; . .
(4). Parti%tpants' experience in the program;
. (5) Personne1--oomposition, frgfning, turnove;.
The chibter begins. by a‘brief discussion of conceptuai mogels useful
in uhderstanding the implementation_ of federa1 programs. The chapter

v‘ —«s—

conc1udes by drawing lessons from the process ana]ys1s regarding design, .

- 3. .
replication, and the potential role of process in explaining the impact t
. S— N
of youth job search assistance programs. 5 N,

. A. Plans &nd Actions

”~

;iif There are two models of federal program implementation that

~— conditiop responses .to the question~-"why didn't the program(s) turn
out as p]anneez" One view holds that local implementation is the action -
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g v -

phase that follows prior planning, .that is,\tnb'"carrying through” of
‘po1icies formu1ated by ,central authorities. In-contrast'to this two-

stagg, top-down model there 1s the perspective that 1mp1ementat1on ts

.

"iterative" process in wh1ch persons at all 1eve1s in the planning
and be11very of the programs act, react and mbq‘fy or1g1na1 1ntent1ons
in a "learning by do1ng" prpcess. These perspect1ves_he1p clarify gaps

between plans and»subsequent program actions in the two youth job search
& ' . ) ‘.

. 1 L
assistance programs._

-~

The first model*(top-down) holdg that implementdtion dtfficulties
stem from either'misundegstanding or resistance. Federal authorities,

for example, may nave done a poor-job in ‘communicating their intentions

‘or program management may not have been monitored in a t1me1y way. The
top-down mode1 suggests that Toca1 implementors’ may not have understood :

their role and responsibilities because of poor commun1cat1dn between

-

groups. A1ternat1ve1y, the top-down modeT allows for the 1dea that the

Tocal delivery agent understood all that was requ1red but resisted the
requirements for any number of reasons For example, the p]ans m1ght o
have been agreed upon as a way ta obtain funds and‘fo carry on the local
agenda, paying only lip-service to federa1‘intentions., Similarly,"“local
groubs mjght find after the‘fact that thei‘were phi1osophjca11y opbosea
'tb,the program concept--"we didn®t know we wouid hate it until we got \
into it..." ' N

-

4
-

1 Similar perspectives are reviewed in detail in "Views From Below:
Implementation Research in Education" by. Eleanor Farrar, Johi DeSanctis,
and David. Cohen, Huron In§titute, Cambridge--an essay prepared for NIE,

e April 1979. The two views*are undoubtedly over-simplifications of the

many complex activities that.condition implementation. Howgver, the

modeis are useful for hiahl®htina mator 1ssues

. .
i > T . t
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The second model (iterative) suggests a number of alternative
“f interpretations. Here the theme i not‘one ot'communioation or resis-
;tance,'but rather improvisation, Gaps between plans and-actions are
natura] from th1s perspect1ve, since "the plan" is no more (or 1essf/
a Dr1V11eged b1uepr1nt for action than, for examp]e, the’ 1ntent1ons,r
goa1s and 1nter1m responses of program. operators, part1c1pants and Tocal
uoff1c1a1s. Seen from this perspective, gaps between program plans and
actions are natural deve]opments'in a.process of program survival.
Both _thege perspeftives a;e\useful in our consideration of the

f the two job search programs for youth Cons1der for

example, the origins” of the two programs; as dg;cr1bed below.

B. 0r1g1ns of the Job Search Ass1stance Proqrams
> LY
' e Cambr1dge»Job Factoryz _

,{he Job.Factory, as defined by the Cambridgeé Oftice of'Menpower
- Affairs1Z§OMA), is'a "short,'four week, intensivg program combining labor <i -~
market‘eduéation and persona1 se11ing skills deve1opment with carefully ‘
. p1anned and closely supervised job search act1v1t1es "3 The program was
’ conce1ved in 1976 by Joseph Fischer, then the Director of COMA and
= Albert Cullen, D1rector of Mothat1ona1 Deve1opment Associates, Inc. ,,

consu}tants to COMA There were several vers1ons of the Job Factory before
the demonstratién for youth described-in this report

,2 Much of the history of the Job Factory is reported in "Emp]oyment and
Se1f-Esteem: An Evaluation of -the.Cambridge Job .Factory," by Barbara
Shapiro. Uhpub11shed ‘Ph.D.~ thes1s (Medford, Ma.) Tufts University; 1978.

3 Cambr1dge Office of Manpower: Affa1rs, "The Job" Factory--a Job Search
Education PRrogram." Cambr1d65\ Massachusetts. 1979.

>
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In 1976 with -a surplus of T1t]e I funds and an unemployment rate
in Cambridge approachlng 12 percent, F1scher sought ways to use these
surplus funds to diminish the high. jobless rate, and to sarve Tow income

“persons no£ﬂbeeefiting from:stdhdard CETA programs.
In a review of COMA" files, both men observed that a,1arge group
N of/adqlt.indivﬁdua1s Qere remaining jobless for lengthy periods of time.
With no evidence ?n the clients' background;hto explain their lengthy
unemployment,. Fischer and Cullen hypothesized that these peep1e were
( fa%]ing‘to\secure'ﬁork because of poo} job seeking methods.' As Cﬁ11en

stated in/A memo to COMA: ' '

S . .
"\.for the majority of people in this group the causes of this
situation are personal and largely superfi¢ial. As a group they
impeded in their job seeking efforts by some combination of
- the) following: 1) lack of knowledge qf effective methods of
firding a job; -2) lack of communication skills (sic) to present

With the preceding as their guide, Cu11enfand Fischer devised a program
to address these deficiencies“

Cu1f€n, who had'breviousiy been Personnel Director ef the Norton
pompaﬂy (a large, mu1tinat{one1 mapufacturer) in Worcester, Massachusetts,
adopted elements of & suceeszu1 Norton venture that-hqd assisted pro-
fessional personnel in finding employment to the needs of Cambridge's
1érge1y blue co11ar CETA population. Un11ke other CETA proqrams in
1976 the Job Factory was not designed to provide vocat10na1 training * “
or job development. Rather it was to be a“short, intensive program in .

=3, \
. a
f‘“ M -

4 Memorandum from Albert. Cullen, Proaect Director, to Joseph F1scher ’

Director of COMA, "The First Job Factory--May—Ju1y 1976." September 15,

1976.
?

’
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which clients would receive formal iq?truction in job search skills as a
supplement, rather than gs a substitﬁte for their own éfforps fo obtain
jobs.- \ \

_ The character of the Job Factory'wés'td represeht‘thg real wo}k.
environment. The social relations between Staff and clients were to be
mode]eq after the worgplace; the supervisor was. to be the "foreman," the
client a "worker," attendance was tb be %onitored by timeé cards, “terwﬁna-\ o
tion” was to be equaféd’with firing, stipends.were wéges, and so on. In
" other words, the program wa§ designed so that participan®® had a job, and
that job was to find a job. ' . : .

From May throygh'Nermber 1976, the Job Factory was conducted on
an experimenfa] bésis wfth'Va%ipus“ddu1t~grbups. In _fscal year 1977, it
was introduced into the regu}ar fit]é I (now Title II-B) service mix and
made available to Cambridge area CETA clients. Since that time, the program.
has been replicated by CETA prime sponsors in other states in the nat{on.
In each case, the Etaff from Cambrjdgelbio;ided technical assistanéé'£0 the - )
various organizations. With support from a grant from %he‘Funq for the
" Improvement of Post_Secéndaﬁy Educatiop (FIPSE), the Cambridge grouﬁ hgs
also taught°interested coun;e1or§? educators, p]acement_directoré,anq.youth
proéram oéerators abouf the program.

Two var1ants of the adult Job Factory were also tr1ed in Cambr1dge

A tra1n1ng subcontractor of COMA began'a Job Shop program in 1978 This-

was an unst1pended three' day job search ass1staﬁce program for CETA

T1/}e II-B clients whose assessment and emp]oyab111ty deve]opment plans

a
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indicated a need for jéb search instruction. This abbreviated program

was simply the'“job market traiﬁing and interviewing skills" element of
thé larger Job Factory, with follow-up seryices providing tr§%itidha1
employment qounse1ing and job déve1ogment. Another variation w&s a
¥esponse to the need for a transition program for adg1ts in CETA Public
; Service Employment (PSE). COMA initiated a two week Job Workshop train-
ind program in which’the Job Workshop served as the PSE participants'
. work assignments for the last two weeks o% their enroliment.

\ With the expé}ience of the originaf‘Job Factory for adg1t unem-
ployed persohg, as well as two successful variants of the model for specia
populations, COMA proposed a demonStration program of job search assistance

for youth. The proposal was transferred within the US/bOL to the new

Office :;7¥outh Programs where it was combined with the Wilkes-Barre-

proposal to form a demonstration project. The Cambridge Job Factory for
Youth (JFFY) was budgeted to serve 300 Youth Employment and Training
Program (YETP) income eligible youth from May 1, 1979 to October 31, 1979.

A

2. The Wilkes-Barre Workshop .

-

In contrast to the rather Tengthy and complex development of

“the Cambridge program, the Wilkes-Barre pragram was essentially a one-
person"creation. ~The Youth Employment Service (YES) was created byvgoey
ke11y, a young co]]egé graéudte, in 1974. She séw the need for an empﬁoy-
ment-re1atea community service aft;r serving as a field agent for Luzerne’

| Céunty in d statewide rese;rch project invo1ving_a.needs assessment of

services for juveniles.

$

-
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In 1974, Wilkes-Barre had no youth coﬁmunity‘centgr where young
people between 151and 21 years would be comfortable "dropping in" to
dispuss career goals or short-term employment needs. Thq local CETA
office had only recent{y begun its operations and initially focused
. its attention on the-adult population.’ Beéihning witﬁ a "rent-a-kid"
program to obtain jobs for young teenagers (12 ‘to 15 vears), Kelly

soqght to expand her program to a§sist o1der'yoqth in enterin% the
labor market. Most importaht1y,55he sought: to develop a motivation§l \
approach that-avoided the "coddling" that she attributgd to many sti-
_pended federa1Aprog?ams. ,

" The Youth ﬁ%p%oyment Setvice (YES) was founded with funds from
community sources, as wgi1 as thg Pennsy1vania agency charged with dis-
pensing federa1aLaw Enforcement Assistance Agency jLFA&) fund§. It was~
designed to serve in and out-of-school }ouﬁh in a variety of ways: '

0 Job placement to he1p 15-21 vear old youth secure part-time
temporary or volunteer ‘jobs; ’

Career and 0ccupatiqna15counsefﬂng;

Job readiness skills workshops, e.g., "how to fi1l out an
application,” "how to interview," "how to write a resume”...

Employment search assistance for youth seeking full-time
emplovment;

-

. & General advocacy.

In 1977 Kelly initiated discussibns with the local CEfA.agency

~

to secure funds for service delivery under CETA subcontract. The neao-

! -

tiations broke down when the CETA agency made clear its dntention not

to expand its youth services through the new community arolp. Friction

-

ey

a9
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between the groups persists today. Partially in reshonse, YES directly. .
sought funds from federal bfficials in the Office of Youth Programs who
were ioqkjng for a site to demonstrate the effectiveness of job search
assistance for low income youth. YES was invited to suhmit a broposa1
after extensive federal gyidance was phovidedion a arogram design that ’
would be compatib{e with the burgeoning "knowledge development" agenda
authorized by YEDPA. After a perihd of concept design and redesign, °

it was aecided that a hon-stipended job search assistance program admin-
1stered h; a commun1ty aroup in W11kes Barre for d1sadvantaqed 16 to 21
year olds would make a usefu1 compar1son to the CETA stipend approach in

Cambrtdqe

,3. Implications of the.Origihe for JSA Implementation

<t

The.Caﬁhri&ge—dob’Factpry is in the truest sense a "model," =
haVﬁng both a record of‘expehimentatipn and routiniaattqn ot operations.~
" The Cambrjdge onerators- of the Joh\Faétory model weTcohed pahticipatipn
in the job search qemonstration because_it a11owed them.to extend a
standing capacity to deliver a service to‘greater hambers of disadvantaged
youth. Even without the special demonstrat1on funds under YEDPA, COMA®
may have begun to enro11 more youth in CETA T1t3e II B". Joh‘QEarch proqrams.
The Job Factory's or1q1ns then -point to a mode1 of 1mo1ementat1on that

s "iterative." The design was a natural’ outgrowth of pr19r program

experience and the federal government's role was limited to that of . T,

<

Id

financial support.

- 60 J
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In contrast, the origins of the Workshop proaram in Wilkes-Barre
suggest a "top-eown" approach_to imp1émentation. The founding director
originally estabjﬁshee an open door, youth-serving agency that offered
emb1oyment preparat{on services to youth from all ihcowes in the community
who "droppedf by the program. The funding for the YEDPA demonstration
placed three new,requireﬁents on YES. First, a program w;s desﬁgned by .
federal author1t1es around three principal serv1ces to enable research
into the various aspects of iob searc? education. Although YES had
always prov1ded these serv1ces, the three group design imposed a new
formality- ;o their rather casua1 pre-demonstrat1on seryice mix. More-
= over, the des1gn required the organization to cooperate with an outside

research agency, this had the effect of d1m1n1sh1ng the program s 1nsu1ar1ty
Second YES had to meet federa1 income gu1de11nes for econom1ca11y
digadvantaged youth, a difficu1t task foe\éxeommunity group that had -
_ served a1l referrals and walk-in youth. Thi;d, YES had to comply with
a number’ of federa1‘rg1ee\regarding program and financial records. Aéain, .
the Tocal program did not have procedures organized to meet these require-
meﬁfs_be%ore the YRDPA de@onstration. In many respec§§ then, the Workshop's

+origin foretells a story-6f "top-down" implementation. .

_ C. Start-up and Enrollment . W

+1. Wilkes-Barre - Workshop

i

- R 3 "' :.' 3 * ii’ P - ’
Three weeks after its federatl contract was-signed, the Workshop
enrolled its first participant. This minor delay would not be Ctause for
* notice if alt subsequent enrollments were on track. ‘However, as Table 3-1

illustrates, the rate of new enrollees each month was below planned levels.

»

X
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The 1B month contract called for 750 participants or an averace of

.41.6 youth per month. In the first year, the program enrolled .274 youth

or 56 percent of planned eﬁ?o11ment Each month'the Workshop underen-
ro11ed, redch1nq only 32 to 88 percent‘pf planned enro]1ments Over the
fu11 contract period of 18 months, t&e Workshop enro11ed 401 youth or

53 percent of the planned 750. "There are several exp1anat1ons for the

- a

. underenro11ment

Much of the ear]y underenro1]ment problem can be traced to .

co11ect1on of income ver1f1cat1on forms. Qur interviews and observations

-

indicate that the Wilkes-Barre program was unaccustomed to this hew
¢
requirement. Before the demonstration project, YES'served a mixed

income population and was not required to employ income verification
- N . -] .

a -

A second exp]anat1on for the underenro]]ment re1ates to methods
of recruitment. YES records the referral source for each of its part1-
cipants. Over half of the part1cipants (54 percent) are wa]k-1ns, com-
pared to 29 percent referred from high schoo]s and 16 percent referred
from soc1al»serv1ce agencies. Clearly, the or1g1ns of YES as a "drop-in"
center persisted through the demonstrat1on phase .

Program recorﬁs mainta1ned by YES indicate that one out of three

youth contacted through outreach (h1gh schools and SOC1a1 serv1ce agenc1es)

- u1t1mate1y enrolled in the Workshop (184 = 519). S1m11ar1y of ‘the walk-ins

to the YES proqram, one in three (217 + 606) ‘enrolled ih'the Workshop.

/;ema1n1ng two th1rds of the recru1ted youth? First,

-~
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on]y 59 percent returned the income forms (1116 contacts - 659—returns =
457 no réturns). From the pool of comp1eted forms, 62 percent were found

e1igib1e’py.CETA income standards (659 - 409 = 251 ineligible). In sum,

of the total recruitment pool (N = 1116),. 41 percent did not return income

forms apd 23 percent were not income e1igib1e.\ This 64 percent loss from
the origina1 recruitment pool signals the difficutty the prdgram had in
both reaching.and verifying income eligible y;uth. Put dtfterent]y, the
large reeruitment pool contained many youth who were inappropriate for
the,new job saarch program. we suspect a1so.that the recruitmentjeffort
failed to target 1ow‘income.Unemp1oyed"youngsters |
' At f1rst@a1ance the recruitment effort for the workshoo appears
adequate 0utreach beqan in May- 1979 when two staff members visited a
tota} of nine high schq<1s in the area. Counselors,a1so attended an
~annual Youth JobAQppontynnty Fair in the commun{ty where an information
booth was set dp to advertise YES and the Workshop Program. Press re-
“leases in 1qca]"_nenspape’r:s,and radio announcements were also used as a
'meansvtd attract potential participants td the program. The initial re-
cruitment effort mas eipected to yie1d a starting pdo1 qf‘lOU youth.
By the end of May,.on1y 46 youth mene enrolled in thelprogyam.‘

The recruitment of a-large g?oun of youth in the summer.grovedi
to' be more difficult than was expected: Some ‘high schoo1 graddates
wanted to "take it'easy? hefore enrolling in a*formal'job sEanth program.
Other youth had already made plans for the summer months Also, the _

L

Workshop, with 1ts special DOL funding, was now in compet1t1on with the

-

local CETA agency with its year-round and summer youth ‘employment programs.

LY
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May-June 01979
Jg1y -
August -
September
October
November . -

December

~

Actual

34
26
14
36
27. -

18

f
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Table 3-1

Enrollments: *

Wilkes-Barre

A}
%]

% of Plan” « Actual,
_ Jan. 1980, - 13
83 Fébruary 19

63 Marc:.‘ 16
3 April 16
88 Sub-total. 274
66 : Nfay-Oct.T_l,'so 127
“aa Workshop 'Total 401
Y #
- .

-

;4
Pan

% of Plan

32

“
1

46
39.

»

39
56
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Un11ke the workshop, the CETA program in wr1kes Barre offered to pay
part1c1pants the minimum wage dur1ng enro11ment in its proarams.
" The YES program had a difficult time eompeting with this CETA incentivef

Finally, we can speculate that YES may.have exaggerated the number
of'youth it cou1d serve in its funding proposal. It underest1mated -the
d1ff1cu1ty in f1nd1nq qualified youth- to enroll, in part, because tﬂe ~
top-down impTementation had placed YES more in the role of respondent

:

than initiator of program elements.

2. Cambridge Job Factorx

The Job Factory program was divided into five cycles and as

a consequence, there are five separate start-ups and enrollments to
) A

consider. WAlso, the research design called for different target droups

tin each cycle. The first and last cycles were aimed at graduating CETA-

eligible high school seniors. The design called for the last cyc1‘to

v

be unstipended: C(Cycles 2-4 were aimed,at unemployed, out-of-school

' youth--some of whom were to be high school graduates and the others

~

schooi 1eavers. Rather than consider all Cambrjdge tycles together, we .
first examine cycies Fand & for graduat§£3>se ors and then the m1dd1e
cyc1es for out-of—schoo1, unemp1oyed you '

‘One month after the effect1ve .date of the demonstration, COMA

began its f1rst Job Factory cycle for graduating seniors, Table 3-2

. shows the nunber of youth recruited, found eligible, the reasons for

-

‘ine1ig}§f1ity and -enrollments as a percent of plan. The first™Job

faotory‘program enrolled 44 Tow income youth, just 12 percent short of

" the plan.

{ o
. }\‘ . / . . ” ~
. .~ . - .
d"‘" , . , . o
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Table 3-2 A7

Camhridge Job Factory

Recruithent:and Enrollment | .
“Cycle 1 T cCycle 2 XCyc'le 3 Cycle 4 Cy'c'lJeS'*”

June 1- ‘Oct.t2-  Jan, 25- ‘Apr, 4- June 5- .
July22,1979 Nov.9,1979 Feb..2,1980 May 2,1980-, July 25, 1980

(Graduating (Unemployed (Sabe as 2) (Same as 2) (Grad.Seniors
sentors)  Youth:Both o = .
HS Grad. &

Dropouts) . C e

-

» .
v

1) Number recruited - 150

/ .
2) Percent applica- 3%
’ tions complete &
eligible

3) Percent applica-
tions ineligible

4) Reasons for in-
eligibility in
Cycle 2-4 as.a -
percent of ineli-
?ible applications

a) not returning
income state-
ment

(b) ineligible be-
cause in prior
Job Factory- or
control group

Bl R s —
(d) above income
(é)fother/&nknawn
"5) N in Exp. (Day éf :
;(a)A% HS Gréﬁﬁaé%%
(b) % Dropout§ ’
6) N in control Ngf'assigléd

7) Planned Partici- - 1,00

- pant Enroliment
Q s ,
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' a . - Table 3<2 (Continued)

8) Did enrfoliment of < = - '
dropouts reach 50 _ ~
percent, Yes Yes ‘ Yes -

® 7 Percent of Plan. . . Lo -
(Line 5 + 7* - : 88% . 112% .72%

v S "

26%

4

MOIE: Average eanment was b6 percent of plan; cyc]es 1 and 5, 47 percent of p1 an;

’ cycles 2-4, 87 percent of plan. _ .
*® Enroliment data from researcher's 1ntake/ex1t form_(IPP)Recruitment data-from program

records and cycle progress reports to Department of L/or. .
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worg}ng with the Cambridge Schoo] Department and the Cambridge Youth
Resource Bureau a recruitment program was initiated through two fully ' .

staffed gutreach stations located at two Cambridge high schools. The re-

‘cruitment campaign included: ~ . ) c
o Three separate letters (with program brgchures) sent, to homes -
of graduating seniors; '

’ Y

. 0 Newspaper stories in Cambridge and Boston newspapers;‘

. o Special contacts w1th a]] local soc1a1 agenc1es who had commun1-
’ - cations with Tow income families; SR A
o Contacts with Cambr1dge private schools whose student bod'es

included low_ 1ncome youth;

0 'Staff presentations at Cambridge R1ndge Latin High Schoo],

_o Posters throughout high school bu11d1ngs, hous1na proaects, .

teen recreat1ona1, and "hang-out” 1ocat1ons Posters, prdmoted o s
the financial incentive through slpgans’..."Take our money,.i W
please..t$520 to find a Job... . R o

- . : ] -
, .
. 4

b 0 Staff presentat1ons to sen1or c1v1cs classes, Presentat1on at”.

. a f1na] "Sen1or -Assembly" cf the academ1c year~ - ‘
» g . - .?A
Lo | o_,Enont page news story in the f1na1 ed1t1on of a studént newspaper
i \.’ . for académic year, . e .
- I3 N é!:
_ e o An offer of 2 $2. 00 “bonus” to all seniors who complete thé .
application prpcess 3 ' : . 4- .

‘(\

éﬁwgfen'the most aggress14e recru1tment campaigns, however, frequent]y
. confront unant1c1pated c1rcumstances. First, the Schobol Department gross]y
- @bverest1mated the number of graduating seniors who were income e11g1b1e for -
‘o Cyc]e 1 It is conce1vab1e that the; m1sunderstood 1ncome eligibility

standards for CETA programs inipart because the1r~1nvo1vement in hgca] CETA .

+
krograms had been Timited in the past Second COMA c0unselors discovered in the fi

JLE '
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cyc]e campa1qn that they were in compet1t10n with one. other CETA pro-
gram, the Summer Youth Employment Program _They reported that the
youths pr1mary quest1ons about the two proqrams were concerned w1th
paymdn% "What day do'we get paid?" "Do we get paid for Tunch hours¢"

r

"I 1 get a job ear1y,'do I get pa1d throughout the rest of the proqram?"

Youth rare1y made a cho1ce on the bas1s of program content. Furthermore, °

our observations reveal that a number of youth . - never chase one

- ~ '
3 . - AS

program over another.. They entered the Job Factory program in June 1979

while awa1t1ng se]ect1on for SYEP in July. Interviews uith°counse1ors¢‘

o

' suggest that the reason for th1s was the program s "hard set1” recru1t-

ment effort w1th 1ts "Take our'money, p1ease" s]ogan Many counse]ors

had i xed emot10ns over the use of bonus payments and st1pends to get N
‘Y
youth enro11ed In any case, "the mixing of job search ass1stance and the

summer -program has obv1ous 1mp11cat1ons for the ana1ys1s of post-program
outcopes in Chapter Iv. Th1rd a number of qua11f1ed app11cants made

c]ear to our observers that they p1anned to enter educat1ona1 institutions -
tn the fa11 To them the recru1tment stipulation "1ook1na for full time,

permanent emp1oyment" did not const1tute a barr1er to part1c1pat1on In

fact, COMA knew of their educational p1ans .and d1d not deny part1c1pat1on

- . ’\,
A

Cyc1e 5 was- a1so to/serve graduat1ng sentors, but the or1g1na1 des1gn

ca11ed for, the program not to offer st1pends Exper1ence with recruitment

. in Cycle 5 111ustrates fhe importance of CETA minimum wage 1ncent1ves and-

the d1ff1cu]ty operators have in functioning w1thout this "carrot w
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The recruitment tactics.utilized for Cycle 5 were'as'vigorous
as those employed in Cycle I; however, the results of recru1tment were
‘poorl At the close o} the tn1t1a1'recru%tment period,- 10 complete and
14 incomplete applications had been received . A poll taken of the few
senior year applicants found that half. had heard of the Job Factory ‘
" Most were in school as juniors the pr1or year and had fr1ends or re1at1ves
who had part1c1pated in the program. A1l of those fam111ar with the
program knew that youth had been paid.-to part1c1pate in the past As
noted. prev1ous1y, past recruitment campaigns had stressed this e1ement

t‘ C1ear1y, the unstipended phase of the Cyc]e 5 program was a fa11ure.
Cycle 5 began with only 3 clients on June 5, 1980. .. On. the second day,

2 of the 3 young people left the program. The third remained in contact

w1th Job Factory staff unt11 he found a ?u11 time JOb The COMA progress '

report for that cyc1e (dated May 1980) states,'"tt was our hope to keep

the recruitment period open through June-4, 1980 to get as close to 100

*applicants for experimental. group status as poss1b1e" and p1aces the

blame for under-enrollmefit to the fact that, "all those fam111ar with

‘ .the program knéw that'everyone else had been paid to;do it (,-:,, Take .
_Our, Money, _Please) even though .this_cycle was "so]d; as a unique new
service..." Following the unstipended experiment, COMA ran a etipended

cycle "phasetewhich is reported*ﬂrW Table3.2. The'1atter was imp1emented

-;rapid1y_wtthout significant imp1ementation hurdles, much 1ike the earlier

Cycle I. . i . A ,

<
~
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Analysis of the recruitment associated with Cyf1es 2-4& for
unemployed high~sgh001 graduates and drbb«outs shows that the ogeratofs
used th!'fechniqﬁgz’of Cycles 1 and 5 with the ex?eption.of substituting
lists pf'names from high-schools for names subiitted by community agencies
sefving Tow=1income youth.' Imﬁ1ementation of the prograﬁs proceeded
.eyenly and without_specia1 evgntg. ' ]

Three informal p‘11égﬁere conducted of applicants in Cycles 2-%

. --to-deterfiine the most common referral source to the_grogram. ‘Unlike

Wilkes-Bd?re,';hgre over\ half the recruitment pool are "walk-ins," the //

~_Job Factory youth responded to %ndjvidua1‘1etters of invitation and

acquaintance with previous program participants.

’ 1
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¢ . L.
D. Participation in Treatments _

The Job Factory program in Caﬁbridge is a fo%f/;eek program that,

v bx design, succeeds when youth find wqu and leave the program. As

| | noted previously, tﬂe first week.of the program is the most structured
phase, followed by'job search, feedback, and review of systematic job
search skills. Pgsitize terminéfioné-iq‘the first week of the program
were not uncommon. In contrast, the Workshop in Wilkes-Barre did not -

. enroll youths for fu11/ﬂays of treatment. Rather, youth came %ﬁ for ’ .
half-days, after school or in the evenings to receive couhseling, job
placement services, or to participate in the job search ski]1s workshops ,
depending on their assignments_tg Groups 1-3. The only ;trbcturéﬂ group
éqtivity was the'workshop. These were scheduled when a number of youth =,

™ 4 . ~
in Groups 2-3 -could be brought together, usually in the evenings. Because

of the individualized approach in Wilkes-Barre, and a rolling enrollment
policy, YES arbitrarily fixed active part%cipation to three months post-
" application (or less, if youth terminated- positively by accepting employment).

" 1. ‘The Lambridge Job Factory

' .
a. Attendance P ocedu#gg i

-~ e

. : Atten&ggce was monifored quite closely in Camb%idge as a matter
of policy. One reason, of course, was to determine how many hours youth .
should be paid for participating in the Job Factory. A detaﬂeo‘mom’tofing'
system drawing on aai1y attendance records, Iogs of activ{ty, and a com-

puter sy;tém tied to the prime sponsor were used for this purpose. When

~

L . . y

. - ~
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attendance problems were noted, individual letters were sent to parti-

cipants' homes. On ?@vera] occasicns; mini Job Factory sessions. were
scheduled for youth who missed parts‘of the Job Factory due to flu epi-
demics or other* reasons. The make-up sessions had strong requirements
for attendance and punctuality. Youth were told that .the special sessioqs
were an alternative to termination. Fiha]]y, commhnicaticns with youth
- who were in the process of withdrawing from the program or going "inactive“ )
~““‘were!recorded in short memoranda and discussed fully -by the Job Factory
»

statf

“b.  Hours of Participation

Table3-3 shows that the mean hours per participant spent in
)

each cycle average 83. The fewest hours were spent in Cycle 3, followed

'by Cycle 4. The two cycles serving'hiuh schdbf araduates_enroll youth

5

for -nearly the same Iength of time, 87 to 89 hours In each cycle, excepd

Cycle 3 over half of the participants stayed in | the program two weeks--]onq
enough to participate in the first week's structured activities and a second

week of actual -job search. “In Cycle 3 most youth (63 percent) were in-the °

program over 60 hours.

Al

w We explored a number of participant characteristics; sex, age, race,
family status, economic status and educational backaround, to determine
whether any were related s1gn1f1cant1y to hours of. part1c1pat1on Also,
two separate ratings by counsg]ors of the youth-- e, a genera] assessment
of the ybung job seeker and the other an assessment of relevant’ emp]oyment

_barriers (described fulMy in Appendix D)--were examined in’terms of hours

I

A

Thése data on. hours .O0f participation were retorded by the researchers and .
program staff on an ‘exit form (IPP). The data are validated by the fo}Jow1nq
estimation procedure: the Jab Factory paid $59,343 in allowances ($3. 10 per
hour) to 200 youth. On an 8 hour per day basis, the average participant spent
95 hours in the Job Factory, or 12 days. However, we know' that many youth who
found jobs in the' first weeks of edch cycle received a bonus payment equal to
. two days of participation. If we assume that 50 percent of all participants
received the bonus this would mean that, on the average, the typical
program participant spent approximately 11 days in the program--83 hours.

-~




- Hours |
1-8
9-25
26-42
43-59
60-76
77-93
94-110
111-127.
128144 . -
148- 161
162-169
.Meaq Hpuré"

]

Number
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. Table 3-3

Cambridge Job Factory Participaﬁion'ln Hours - In Percents

ete I :‘ Cycle2  Cycle 3 Cycle 4  “Cycle 5
: —
‘s3 2.1 8.7 3Q _
7.9 " a2 B.6 3.1 7.6
5.2 C12.7 17:2 9.3 3.8
7.8 8.5 ‘2.9:_; X6 1.6
15.6 14.7 17.3 18.7 A
“10.6 | 12.8 11.6 12.4 3026 / :
2.6 - 19.1 "8.7 18.7 - 11. {
18.3 10.6 5.8 53 ! 1.0 )
13.0 , 6 8.7 3.1 11.4
13.1 4.2 5.8 3.1° L
' 4.2 2.9 3.1 L
§6.7 85.7 70.4 80.2 86.7
38 47 35 Y 2%

—-—

"Source: The Individual Particinant Prafile. Entries verified by participant-

observer.

-
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of participation. In Cambridge,.no significant statistical relationships
were identified except for one. Forty seven percent of the youth identified
" by counselors as having a medical or pspcho1oaica1 health barrier to
gett1ng or keeping a job" were in the: program a long time (94-169 hours)
and fewer (only 3 percent) were in a short time. (1-25 hours). It is not
a surprising finding that youth identified by staff as having a hea1th—
related employment barr{er were_ih therprogram longer than those without
such a barrier. Appendix D will consider whether significant

re1ations;ais exist hetﬁeen such employment barriers and obtaining jobs.
2. '

Wilkes-Barre Workshop .
In Wi1kes;Barre, the program operators foohd that providing
adequate treatments to all e1tgib1e youth was the most difficu]t espect
of implementation. The scheou1ing of fhdividuai couhse1ing sessions was
notea difficult chore' However, the group act1V1ty, job search sk111s‘
workshops were d1ff1cu1t to schedule. When workshops wére scheduled, _
they frequently served fewer youth at a time (usually 2-3) than or1g1na11y s’
p1anned and in many 1nstances workshops were not given at all. The
third service, the job bank placement service, was not effect1ve1y

delivered to many youth.

, a.‘ Job Cbunse1ing'

Table 3-4 below summarizes much of the data on the number of
treatments received by Wilkés-Barre vouth in the Workshop. Counseling .-

services were de1ivered to'a11%active.y6uth. On the'average, there, were

nearTy six sessions per participant. The numbers in Table 3-4'show that - -
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Table 2-2

— 3

(Continue Tahle 3-4 on next pade)

o

b

~~ Workshop Service Mix_

4 Group 1 Group 2
I Number 138 140
IT Job Career Counseling *
a) Average Number of -
Sessions 5.2° 6.8
, , Y Percent Percent
b) Percent Receiving - - ' ;
Sessions 1 : 01 03
. 2-4 47 21
5-7 36 =~ 39
8-11 10 26
12-16 05 -
12-18 - - 11 -
I11 Placement Skills Workshops . - -
Percent . .
No.workshops ) Not Assigned 39% .
1 workshop R 85%
2 workshops 13
. 3 workshops 02
~~ 4 workshops C oL -
" average numper of workshops 1.2
IV Interviews Through Job
" PYacement Service *
Percéht - :
.No .interviews 21%. 30%
1 interview - . 53% 55%
1 2 interviews A 27 32
3 interviews ' 09 06
4-5 interviews 07 03
6-7 interviews 02 04
8 interviews .01 --
12 interviews’ . .0 --
average number of interviews 1.9 1.8

Not Assigned

. T
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Be .

V.
Percent Spending.HourS:**

41-10 ,
11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
C 6170
71-80
-81-90 . -
91-100
101:1%0
111-120 |
121-130

O

130-180

o

Mean\Hbur§/>

Number

* Data ‘provided by progra

* reports. .
L 3

Hours of participation recorded on Individual Participant Profile (IPP).

-

-Table 3-4 Cont'd
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O

4

Group 1 - Group 2 , Group- 3 '~~.
69.7 62.1 s
5.7 - 9.0- 8.8
0.8 . 0.8 \<\El?
0.8 . 2.3
3.2 3.8 T 6.2 ‘
8.1 . 0.8 5.2 :
4.0 8.7 s 9.4
4.8 4.6 2.7
0.8 3.1 1.7
. 4.7 Y ag
,.0.8 . T 2.3 \J .
0.5 - 4.0 0.9
2.0, 3.0 313
1257 ' 115 |

132

~

m operator to researcher$. and reported in program progress

-

G

!

CA
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a few youth received 12 or more sessions in each treatment group; byt
overall, most youth received between two and seven sessions. A1 though
B Athere was random assignment to each treatment:grouo, the number of
‘counseliny session§ per participant can be compared across.groups to
- get a rough picture of where the most cottfiseling took place. On that |
bas1s, Group 2 and then Group 3 show the highest concentratJon of youth
rece1v1ng career counse11ng. 0ur 1nterv1ews with counselors in Wilkes-
Barre suggest that counselors fe1t unan1mous1¥’that the ind1v1dua1
counseling was the most helpful aspect of the program.

b. Job Search Workshops

-

The program feature in the Workshop that was most c1ose1y
tied to JOb search ass1stance was the "job search sk111s workshops"
resupe writing, search procedures; and interngw skills. The workshops

were not given to 39 percent of all eligib1e youth Our interviews
= . &
suggest that the YES operators had considerable d1ff1cu1ty in attract1ng

I

youth back to the program for this group activity. The p31ncjpa1 reasons

were related.to scheduling. Many youth were not motivate

schoo1 for'workshop sessions. Evenings were seen as "free time," and some
youth comp1a1ned that the cost of bus transportation or parking outweighed

) partic:pat1on Several counse1ors told our 1nterv1ewers that the 1ack of

financial incentive contributed s1gn1f1cant{y to the fa11ure of youth to

skills workshops, three quartérs took -only one workshop--18 percent par-

ticipated‘in two workshops-zw iJe a few youth took three or fourhworkshops.

. ] il
] . L - ‘ °
' b8 » / . ‘ .

to return after

h

' part1chate in the workshops. Ameng youth who did return for the JOb search

-
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t. Job Placement Services

4

‘who received job‘p]acement: The résearch design.did npt permit this
. ,& -

part of the JOb p1acement serV1ce Over'ha1f of the interviewed youth

-
(56 percent) got only one interview, while 29 pércent 'got at least two
' / -
interviews. . °, .
! ’ ‘ * +
% We can only specula ether the job information in the job bank

is useful or ouftofdate for' the youhg job seeker: The YES program reports
that throughout their contract period, they contacted 425 prospective
. oyers;:gBQ respondeo with job orders (66 percent)--a ouite deceno job -
, '//////;eVelopmené effort. The problem is that the W11kes-Barre:program does
- 11tt1e to superV1se the actual job search process.’ The proqram s h1gh1y ‘
) 1nd1V1dua11zed approach makes fol1ow-up and supervision of job search
effort difficu]t. Moreover,gour interviews with youth and counselors .
indicate that the placement (Fob bank) feature of the program was~parti;

\é ) cu1ar1y diffuse, and essentially erganized by the youths themselves. Foré}

example, ‘YES reports that only 51 youth took advantage of the 280 JOb

orders rece1ved throuqh YES JOb deve1opment Expressed as a-percentage of

h in Groups 1 and 2 who went out for. interviews, the 51 job orders

i11éd means that 25 percent of all youth interviewing can be attributed

to program job development; 75-percent of the intérviewing was with employers
h t - . K

found B}sthe youths themselves.

7:): " . ) "




T on a case by case basis by tlie operators

extremely skewed.
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d. Time in Proaram -
‘ #

Based on the preceding information on the serv1ce mix in the

workshOp, the amount of direct serv1ce time_ spent by youth ie the

Workshop program can_be estimated " As noted prev1ously, an estimate

.is necessary because the Workshap does not accurately record active

°

service time for participants. Rather, the program considers youth

*
"active" for up to three months after probram ex1t, Mexit" 1s defined .

On the average, each coun-

seling session 1s-equa1 to an hour of/progragﬁtime. Another hour shou]d

be added for'the time associated with obtaining'one'job intervien from .
the JOb piacement service. Fina]]y, the typicai Uorkshop‘participant .
took one 90 minute workshop. On the aver_—S, then, a yough assigned

to Group 2 spent approximately 9> hours in the program (seven hoursxof “

-~

counseling plus one hour 1nterv1ew plus 1% hours in workshops). The _
typica]hyouth in Group 3>Spent approkiﬁateiy 7% hours in direct serviceL
time. Youth-in Group ‘1 participatEd in about six hours of the program.
Time spent in the prdgram is'available on an exit formby the
program operator (as noied ear]ier,\definitions enployed variéd. on a
client by ctient basis). The records for 369 youth correspond closely

to the latter estimates upon close examination (See Table'3-4). Although

the means of hours spent in the program were high (in Group 1 it was ) -
. #

26 hours, Group 2,35 hours, and in Group 3,31 hours), the medians are low.

The reason is that the distributions of hours spent in each group were

Between 60 to 70 percent of each group spent only one
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to ten hours in the program. Ahother 8 pertent.sgent between 11 and
20 hours in the Wi1kes-Barre program. There~fs some evidence that the
operator d1d not d1rect1y service the rema1n1ng 30 percent of youth
for the: 1nq1cated hours in Table 3- 4 aﬁd that" 1n many instances time
spent exc]us1vely on _research quest1onna1res or administration was
.counted as program hours. In any-case, our conclusion is that in

. Wilkes-Barre the time,speht‘in,the programebyoparticipants was duite
1imited. -Typically, it adds up to one and one half days of service
"time Finally, we exam1hed data to determ1ne whether hours of part1c1-
pation var1ed by'oackground characteristics of_part1c1pants (e.g., sex,
race, family staths, economic status,.and edJcational background) or

o >

with the counselor ratings and assessments of emp]oyment barriers.: The -

vonly significamh relationshig (by -chi. squares with significant tests)‘yas~' P

found for high school graduates. More highbschOST graduates were in the

program Tonger than non-high, scanquraduates.

O

N N Part1 c1pahts Exper1ences in the Programs -

P3 *¢

In th1s[sect1on data are presented show1ng the young participants'

.y

e@%luat1ons of the tWo Job search assistance programs The responses come

from a survey admin1stered when- youth left the programs (the Program
' ‘&\0

Completion, Survey). | X -

Table 3-5'shows the most frequentiy mentioned job, search assistance
- ~ e - . s
serv1ces.1m Cambr]dge in terms of the participants' assessments of whether

"

they 1earned a QrEat deal, liked the services very much, and found thﬁﬁa

services very‘helpfu1. From the participants' perspectives, shi]Ts that

»
“l
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_ were group .discussions.

_ liked the job search programs. ) . _' .
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rad

.
d

teach how to prepare a resume are seen as the most valuable.and enjoyable

form of job search assistance. Mock interviewpractice appears second

—

on the list of he1pfu1 aspects of joo search training. It was also an
enjoyable experience for many of the young “job seekers Contact1ng and

arrang1ng interviews w1th potential employers as we]] as persona] job-

related counseling round out the list of activities that the young persons

~ found enjoyable, helpful_ and educat1ona1. Somewhat lower on the lists

é

is_placéd low on the €dmbridge lists because this element.is not a formal:
or imoortant asoect of the Cambridge service mtx.

“In hi1kes-Barre, the .rankings corresporid closely to our previous
descriptions of’the Workshop, oroqram’ The Workshop was pr1mar11y an
1nd1v1dua1 emp]oyment counseling program, a1though counseling about

"genera] things in 1ife" also played an important role in terms of what

_ youth enjoyed and found helpful. Beyond counseling, youth indicated a

preferenee for-actua] interview and Job contact elements. In_sharp

Q

contrast to Cambridge, a tang1b1e skill,*such as resume wr1ting, was

-last on°the ijkegtﬁarre list.. Group activities were rated moderate to

low in value by the Pennsy]vanja,youth. These data round out the pictore

of the Wilkes-Barre community program as a‘"drop:in" counseling type of

»

' program, rather than a narrowly focused® job search training program.

. Finally, we asked a number of questions that probed general

fee]ings about the programs. _ Overall, the vast majority of youth in both

‘programs indicated that they got a]ong well w1th the staff and other

youngsters. Only a few youth in both programs 1nd1cated’that theydis-
<l

R

-

Finally, persona1 counseling about- non-work themes .

LI
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1.. Job Factory - Cambridge

¢
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The execut1ve(1eadersh1p in the Cambmd

sophisticated by CETA standards.

te progham was quite

The original di rector of COMA was a -

former director of the National Alliance of Businessmen and had exten-

f

sive experience in,administration and personnel in the ‘private sector.

His.collaborator in founding the Job Factoryswas a private manpower. con--
sultant with considerable . exper1ence as the personnel director for-a

large manufacturer, Together they strengthened pr1or 11nkages in the

'

community with social service agencies, business, and schools during the

&

_operation of the Job Factory. . .

.

The effective utilization of personal netﬂonks to make the local

-
e &,

~ organizational infrastructure work, to link persons and .orqanizations * -

?

"together, helps to aggount for the relatively sﬁooth implementation of

For example; in the _first cycle, the consultant

/
/

served as acting program coordinator; twb staff members were borrowed from

the Job Factory program.

the Cambridge Economic Opportunity Committee (CEOC), a COMA-CETA sub-
. | ) ' ‘ .
contractor to serve -as coynse]ors; an associate of the consultant was

* hired as a ceynselor; and, the director of COMA reassigned a CETA, staffe

.-
person to serve as a counselor.

« 9

&

Fhe COMA director was a persuasive executive. . He motivated, for ';

examp]e the counselors in the f1rst cyc]es by Aromising that‘they would

. eventua]]y participate in consu]tat1ons to export the Job Factory model

-
expectations of future financial

' \,,

throughqut the CETA system. qunse]ors'

14
o - » <4

v
. o R
A -. v =~ ¢ .

v
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rewards were not always met and eventually\contributed to morale

“problems. In the short run, however, this strategy proved quite

effective. The COMA director also paid 1itt], attention ta the‘gzt-
to-day "front-1ine" aspects of the program . He\was ‘able to successfu11y
de1egate this’ authomty to the “ob Factory m’age . In addition, he
was able to reta1n the sk111s of the private consu] ant who served as

) "f1xer," a person who makes repairs ‘and adJustments to Reep a program

NYE track troub1eshoot, see, t6 the deta11s of curr1cu1u deye1opment,

ass1gn counse1ors, and the 1ike. In sum, the CETA director fits the,

descr1pt1on of a "mover," who was able to de1egate and get the Job
Factory off the ground Eventua11y, he moved h1Q?e1f out of s job
to a new cha11enge in Wash1ngton, D.C. ‘ ! A\ -
Sugport staff can p1ay a very tmportant rofe in-implementation.
As noted';\eviqalTy, the couhselors in the first cyc1e%pf~the-dob,
Factory were.on loan from CEbC., fhere is some evidehce that they'wer

not enthusiastic ahout participatihglin the JS& program. They &ig not

volunteer for the néw;assignment.and_résented somewhat their new COMA

.
w4
o

supervisors. Qur interviews with them reveal that two counselors pre-

A3 g
- . : ¢
ferred "‘Norking with adults and’ felt that ‘the youth Job Factory model

was "chaotic" and less effective than other training praqrams for yduth
After the fipst cyc1e, the staff was Tet go .and a oermanent Job Factory

A

manager w1th prior exper1ence in CETA operations, pr1vate &hdustry emp1oy‘ ‘

~ment ahd adult Job Factory programs was hired. The manager, w1th the

. COMA d1rect0r and the private conSu1tant h1red severa1 full-time

L]

coun§€1ors‘ . - Y
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’ : hY

The new Jog Factory‘manager_and’staff comprised a ddversfty of <
' . background and talent.. The manager was a minority female. Among the
.- five person staff, one counselor was Hispanic and’ﬁnother was a black

male with over ten years' experience -in personnel, mostly in the private
v ' .

.sector. A third ¢ounselor had two years of, experlence as an emp1oyment
' ;

counselor. A fourth counselor was fluent in Span1sh yet had 11m1ted

L »-

. experience as a CETA couhselor. The fifth counse]or,was a female with

two years experience as'a counse]or/p]anner'at a youthﬂadvocacy center.
\
This staff ‘was generally more know]edgeab]e -of the- obJect1ves of JOb .

‘ search ass1stance than the Cyc]e 1 personne], and expressed to our
N .

v 1nterv1ewers cons1derab1y more satisfaction w1th their jobs.

4

RO 3 The Wilkes-Barre Workshop 7 '

"The onggins of the Workshop, described previously, demonstrate
~
* that the .program was ent1re1y the creat1ve product of one. person s effort.

Unfortunate1y, the exé%ut1ve had d1ff1cu1ty in trans1at1ng that creativity
. Y
. i 1nto a stabTe program She encountered ser1ous d1ff1cu1t1es in the per- .

-

sonnel area. Under cons1derab1e t1me ressure, three fu11 t1me counse]ors

, 13

L] .

g were hlred‘/pr the demonstrat1on wh11e a research coord1nator w3s -~
. A

"borrowed" from the regular YES~empPoymen¢ proqram Two of the counse1ors.

were recentgéraduates of W11kes Co11ege. One hgd a qraduate\gegree in

) dugationband.psycho1ogy. None had spec1f1c exper1ence in job search

assistance.or group work w1th teenagers A11'Were expected to work‘1n

the new demonstrat1on as we11 as regu1ar YES act1v1t1es fqr above income-

-

e11g1b1e youth._ ‘ . e




-65-

‘ In the first year of progran-operation, the Workshop experjenced
considerable personnel tunansz Most significantly, the founding
directqr’of YES left Wilkes-Barre in March 1980 to work for the Department
of Labor. In Camoridge, there was'a sophisticated staff who was able to
respong to the departure of the executive. In Wilkes-Barre, the depar-
ture of the Workshop director marked the beginning ot an unraveling of

the organization. - - . .

, The YES founding director was replaced by the assistant director
who had worked at YES tor two years Now serv1ng as act1ng d1rector,‘
he was seVere1y limited 1n his ab1l1ty to operate the agency. for severa]
reasons F1rst he had to defer to 1nstruct1ons from his employer (now
in Nash1ngton) even though her ab111ty to keep up-to—date was.severely
Timited by d1stance Second° the YES board of trustees began to fill
the vo1d of leadership, exerting - 1tse1f where it hadn t before, and”\
forming fact1ons over program-goa1s and personneﬁ issues. Some board
‘members were 1oya1 to- the acting director, while others were loyal to )
the foundér Unab1e to make key personne1 decisiors and general agency
policy, the acting d1rector ]ost face, W1th staff and outS1de ‘agencies
who wondered who was runn1ng the .prograni. Mora]e among counselors
suffered due to the’ grOW1ng confusion over 11nes of commun1cat1on and
'authgr1ty The mora]e problem was ‘exacerbated by frequent staff turnover

' The or1g1na1 staff in May 1979 was the Executive D1rector,

T Ass1stant D1rector three counse]ors and one research coord1nator s
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.

’

Four months into the proqran§ the research. coord1nator was f1red

f 2

.A counselor became the interim part-t1me research coordinator but

-

resigned seyen months into the program. Another counselor. became
ﬁﬁactﬁng Tesearch coordinator part—time,'and ogunse]or the rest of her
time, until January 1980 when shie became full-time coordinator. Three
new persons were hireq in Detember-danuary 1980; a'part-time regearoh
éoordinator; a new counselor; and a new"job 'developer for the agency.
"The JOb deve]oper was soon fired and the new counse]or took her p]ace,
after sharing the respons1b111ty for a short time with the two other
latcounselory o C ’ ¢

In sum, counselors in charge of°program operations were switched

. ,
back.and forth to administrative positions, creating confus1on and
instability throughout the program. Moreover, 1nterv1ews w1th the

. o N . ' : . ~

staff show that ‘they universally.preferred direct service time to admin- .

-istrative details.-related to the demonstration. Finally, the growing,

© gap between the éxecutive and counselor salaries was a.source of dissatis- -

”

fact1on recorded in our 1nterv1ews Toward thé end of the 5ontract
period, the found1ng d1rectUr made arrangements -to return to .the program
and,;he acting d1rector left the agency. As of thi writing of.\hns X
study, the Workshop‘must answer a number of questions and conditions*.

from its federal funder.regarding.future'§qpport. s

’

+

L
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The two job search assistance programs were. concéived, developed

g,lCohc1usion

—

4

and’shaped by éntirely different civcumstances. The Cambridge Job Factovy
used federal funds to modify an existing program model that in the pre-
demonstration phase had undergone coqsidevab]e expevimentation and

. refinement. The demon!tvation funding did not create special constvaints

on the spénsor organtzation, partially because the 1atter was the source

’

v for the demonstration program design. In contrasty the origins of the _
Ni]kes Bavve Novkshop i1lustrate a "top down“ model of 1mp1ementation in
which federal vequirements, vanging fvom program design ‘to vecovdkeeping,

were followed with considerable difficulty.- A1most ovevn1ght the Work-
L7 2
shop was vequived .to switch fvom an “open-door" youth-sevving communi ty '

agency to a formal emp1oyment program for disadv&htaged youth Not '3 . B
surprisingly,. the pvegvam was changed substant1a11y fvom the time it was ©
‘initia11y pvoposed Once initiated, the Norkshop did net vhn smoothly.

The process study identifﬁed the f011owihg dwfficuTties in the Workshop' s R

. 1mp1ementation . ' - ‘ ;k*, :

undevenvo11ment by nearly ha1f the propesed number~5/ youth
seived .

%
. difficulty in income verification :

o' recruitment methods.based on an-ovev;reliance'on-"Waﬂk-ins“ ..

- el recruitment:difficu]ties traced to the fact that YES did not
. : offer stipends for pavxicipation .

. [
) the failure to deliver all planned segvices to the appvopviate'
participants--39 percent of assigned ybuth did not receive job
search skill workshops while 25 percent of a551gneq youth did
not participate in one job intevview as pavt of the Job p1acement

o~

- service . . o s
. total. di rect sevvice ‘time was extvemeJy 11mited and typica11y "
' was 1ess than.10 houts _ ) J
P S L ‘.. [ -
e e .
v N 8:) |

-
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to job search’assistance programs. In $éct- a. rather posi

U : } -68-
. hpersonnei experienced frequent turnover and disruptive

reassignments; the organization lacked .effective executive
leadership during much of the demonstration

. young participants genera11y enjoyed and rated as helpful those
aspects of the<Workshop program- that were stressed in the service
=~ *.mix, such as counseling.and actual job .search; however, _tangible
elements of job search training, such as resume writing pre-
paration, were not enjoyed or vaTued by the'Wilkes-Barre yguth s.

The Cambridge Job Factory operated more smooth1y than the wiikes-Barre

. 'program.-but 1t'was.not without implementation difficulties. In particular,

-—f“"?’
the process study reveals that: )

. Cycles that were designed to serve. 1ow income graduating
seniors were the‘most difficult to implement. Local school
systems overestimated the universe of need; othey programs
-« operated in the summer months. that were attractive alternatives
to the job search programs; many séWBors disguised their
"~ intentions to return to school and were only temporarily - « -

unempioyed" : °

. The importance of. stipends for job search participation was.

+ dramatically revealed by the failure of the Cambridge program
to_operate an unstipended cycle of the Job Factory. Recruitment
improved rapidly once the” dectsion to pay participants the
minimum wage for "working" in the Job Factory was resumed.

. In gontrast téi\\e cycles -for graduating-seniors, cycles that-
, were designed serve youth gost in need--unemployed youth,
. both high schod% graduates and\drop-outs-reached 87 pércent
' '~ of planned enrollments and actually overenrolled- the targeted
number of. drop-outs. .

o Much of the effective 1mp1ementation of the Job Factory cycles
can be traced to the executive leadership of the sponsoring
organization; to the utilization of a private constltant to
.get the early program initiated; “to effective ties with
community resources, and, to a stable and motivated staff. &

The preceding difficuities in NiikesJBarre are by no means unique
give conclusion
-

is that many of the documented difficuities in the Norkshop are not

-

veasiiy traced to the job search assistance concept Most of Hiikes Barre' E

probiems were due to the suddenness and newness associated with participation

, .
] » . . 4 b *

. _ S0 . e
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in a nat.ionaii demonstration. Also, many of the Workshop's problems r/ver‘;b
©to be expected gince any new program, job search or otherﬁise, will
likely face major, start-up difficulties. Unfortunateiy,-in,the\case of
wiikes-Barrer our evidence was collected during the programrs‘first year of
operation of a formai job’ search assistance program for 1our1ncome youth.
. Therefore, caution must be exercised im intepreting the resuits of the
r. ' impacts in the next chapter since the Wilkes-Barre program was cieariy not
yet operating efficientiy It is.unfortunate that most experimentai
programs must be evaiuated during this uncertain phase of deveiopment.
The Cambridge program is a usefui comparison since its operators "had
considerabie experience in- deaiing with the federai governmentk researchers,
-and prior programs of Job search assistance. The impiementation of the
Cambridge program yieids more insights for the replication of job search
assistance than in wiikes-Barre. The process story regarding services
_ for graduating seniors; unstipended approaches versus stipends; attracting ,
drop-outs to job search assistance; the ability of joo search programs‘to
_'improvegémd learn over time{ and the importance o% 1eadersn;p and. trainede
staff are aii topics of considerable importance to pTanners intent on
expanding Job search assistance programs to disadvantaged youth. Nhether
;. the programs acfuaiiy work in terms of a " number of outcomes* is’ the' topic

considered in'the next chapter. PP ' "o
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: i:>’ o L . - Chapter IV . : i

—_ _ The‘Impact Ana1ys%s

The purpose of th1s chapter is to evaluate the 1mpacts of Job

search ass1stance programs (JSA) in the«Cambr1dge and W11kes Barre sites

e

on the Job seeking behav1or of youth. Cons1der1ng pos ible short-run,
impacts, " the first quest1on is whether~the_prograns m;;e a difference in

the rate of Job'f1nd1ng Successfu] Job f1nd1ng, however, is suff1c1ent1y

A

\pervas1ve even among youth that a more po1nted quest1on is’ whether the

', EN

, program speeded up the process of f1nd1ng a job. ! Now suppose that a

- +

program* does succeed in getting youth 1nto JObS more qu1cE1y Th1s may -

be .a favorab]e outcome ‘put to be sure we must examine the quaI fY‘of

>

the JObS ﬁound The qu1ck results may come because youth are’ premature]y
pushed into worse Jjobs, but a1ternat1ve1y, the JSA may have -a ‘double benef1t

"of not only he1p1ng youth to find Jobsﬂ5y1ck1y, but a]so he1p1ng them to

L 4

find- better jobs. Me sha]] exam1ne several dimensions of qua11ty, such as

b/

+. wage rate hours worked earn1ngs, and the rate of leaving the job.

Given the shortness &f our per1od of observation, we cannot test
oF é -»

L.

d1rect1y whether these progyams have effects that will persist an a 1ong-

N }’ .
run basis (over one yearJ ’However, webcanrobta1n indirect 1nformat1on s
. ~ ~

A4

by eiamin1ngjthe mechanrsms by which JSA ¥ffects joh search behavior. Knowing -

. 7 . ’ - Q@

. - R

q.. ‘/ -~ . . , )
v .
o . . .

— .7 '

]For,evtdence on the patterns” of 30b finding among youth over time, see’ .
Borus, Michael, et al., "Pathways to the Future: A Longitudinal Study

of Young Amer1cans--Pre11m1nary Report,"” Center for Human Resource Research

0h1o State Un1vers1ty Janflary 1980. -
. . »> . ' A
) ) ! [ 92 ) . ~
uﬁ" -
. . . » .
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how JSA works'can also be useful in desionihq'the structure for a JSA—
prooram One poss1b1e chanhe1‘of effect is that JSA may transform the -

;work-re1ated att1tudes of youth 1n E) way that makes them more effective
in finding (and oerhaps, alsog1n keep1no) JQhS. ¢ att1tudes~are bepe= *

« ' ficially chanaed, ah:effect~from the’orogram is 1ikely to persist beyond.

thelinitia;.sépen of une 1oymen:r,. wé shall use'lﬁeasures of‘attitu'des

A ped by the Educational Testing Service (ETS).

"§». .
Sectjon C and Append1x E.)- %

and knowtedge areas dev

* (These are described .i

nnel.of. effect 1s ‘that the JSA may teach youth va1uab1e
\ .

sk11ls re1ated to Job finding (and perhaps .job ho1d1nq) If so, these

) , skills are also 11ke1y "to surv1ve, oroduc1nq benef1ts from the orooram_that
- P —— L _ - - . T T
persist into the future While we do not have aood measures of search ‘ '

L

" skills; we can 1ook at the Jjob findina techn1ques actua11y ‘used ' by- vouth. to .o,

sée if the program makes any difference in.'these..’

<

2y

- . Onme additional channed of seffect is that the JSA may induce or
pressure youth to-search more intensively. These three channels are by no

$ .

means mutua]]y.exc1usfve} .They could even reinforce each other, if, for
" example, improved attatudes led to more'intensive search:‘ HoweVer{ it s

conceivable thatifncreased jntensitv is the,th& channel of effect. It fs
the chahne1 least Tikelv to produce 1astin§4effects (bevond the exoerienoe'
.that'cohes from.searchiﬁo'for and hojdino Jjobs which is attributable on1§

indjrectly to the prooram) It may be that the effects of this channel -

>

O

a1one are suff1c1ent]y 1mpress1ve, that one would want- to ‘consider- how to

bl

k)
a -

structure the JSA ‘to prOV1de the oreatest 1ndUcement to youth to ancrease .
. * "the 1ntensitv of their search. PR A Oi\Qlf o
3 R C o o cra T e -
( 4 e * ;::5;, -
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.- The study was able tostructure an exper1menta1 design with random

o

N -

random]y ass1gned part1c1pants updn programaentnance to one of three tréatment :
agroups. Each groyp was designed to represent a different level of d1rected

“job search Group°1 received job career counseling and Jjob pTacement services”

™~ . >72-
The first section of this chapter will introduce the experimentadfdesibnf

The second w111 present our resu]ts on job finding rates and JOb qua11ty' The . _

A3

_next two sect1ons will consider channe]s of effect, w1th Section C concentrat-

1ng on attitudes and Section D on search techniques and the 1ntens1ty of search

X

-

Sect1on E w111 present- the costs of the programs while Sect1on F w111 sum- N
marize what we have learned about their benefits., ’ Background information on
the youth in our samp1es and on labor market characteristics of* Canrerge

and W1]kes Barrg may be®*found in Appendix A and B. Append1x E descr1bes the
t1m1ng of research shrveys Append1x F contains numerous tab]es of interest
that are supp]ementa] ‘tothe major effects described in this Chapter. -,

™

A. ‘Experimental Design

. ‘
e -
‘ \
- >

4+ - '

assignment among applicants to,e§per1ment and contro] groups in four out of |
ftye cyc1es:of‘the Cambridge program (with procedures to assure equivalent
distrjbution by age s sex, and_ethnicity). "All youth;were CETA eligible. The
f1rst cycle served graduat1ng sen1ors in, the last days of their senior year,
Cyc]es 2-4 served unemp]oyed youth, sonm with and others w1thout high schoo]
d1p]omas Cyc]e 5Fserved graduating seniors again. .

As noted in the . prezihus chapters,.the.W§1kes:Barre design dtd not

a1low for a control group 6f.non- -treatment youth. Instead, the researchers
. 4

(a type of job bank 11st1ng) Group 2. rece1ved job career counse11ng, JOb i3

placement serv1ces and spec1a1 job search skiTs workshops: Grdup 3 recei Yed ::

Jjob career counse11ng, and the specidl workshops Part1c1pants in Group 3
4

were, however, eneQuraged to €4ndl;obs on. thetr own, s1nce they d1d not rece1ve .

the Job211st1ngs in the p]acement serv1ce component . These components are g
L] ~ _ ‘,“ -t

summari zed schemat1ca11y in Table 4-1. . : . - .
/ ) ’ ’ '1 . s ) 3 . ’ ,

34 C

- & N




<
.

' -73-

. o Table 4-1 . . L=

Comp;onents of Wilkes-Barre Treatments ' :
Wilkes-Barre Experimental Design . _ .
(Random Assianment) : ‘

-

?
i v

- - Group 1 Group 2 ’ Group 3 ’
Individual Job/Career L - ;
Counseling . ] Yes . Yes ' . .

Job Sgarch Skills ‘ i - o .
Workshops i No Yes : . Yes )

i

Job P1‘acemén\t Service Yes ) Yes. . Mo
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Results on Job Finding ..

Th1s sect1on pnesents our resu1ts on tqe extent .and t1m1ng of R
job finding and on the character]st1cs of Jobq found.

: . L Job F1nd1nq Rate ™ . . , S L

N

The' 1ob f1nd1nq rate 1s the nronor1

ion of peop]e Jn\a samp]e who

find JObS dur1nq some 1nterva1 of time.

The i]rst purpose of this section

is to test whether JSA’ treatments make a diff

f1nd1ng. We shall exam1ne ‘whether job f1nd1n

o

receiving different*(or no) JSA treatments’ ov

Second, the section #i11 examine'whether JSA

=ren%e in.the extent of JOb
S

- rates differ, between droups
I" k]

er comparable time intervals.

treatments:reduced the,time‘a

. taken to find a job.” Our study of timing is facilitated by our use of s,

03

) qroun

P
-

Y, 1on0er t?he 1ntervaTs, we can 1earn about the tﬁn@

-
..
.J!‘ »

‘1nterv1ew

md1tio]e post-program f011ow-up Tnterviews with person§ Thus for any trea

q
control.qgroup,’ we can measure\the ]ob finding rate frém. the t1me of enr011-

we % o

m§nt to the f1rst fo11ow-uo and again ﬁo the t1me of each of the.succeed1nq

.

fo11ow-uns (We a1ways use the time of enrd]lment .as, the beq1nn1nq of thesg’ . -
G s S 3 'ﬁ - B c!x :
'1n;erya3\¥) By compar1nq rates across treatment groups .for success1v§1y

S;O’u

&

nq of treatment gffect
"3
Téb1e 4-2 presents the gob f1ndznq,rates s of the t1me~8§ each o

ot T

01pr up 1q}erv1ew

[
.”

for ea@h»exc}e, and w1th1n1pyc1es fdr exﬂir1menta1 and contco1 qronpS»

For Cambrrdqa‘thq rates are presented separate1y

oy
$or W11kes Baﬁre, the rates are presented separate1y for each treatmentﬁ

The rate as,of the f1 ret ‘Foﬂou-up measures the»,pr\oortwn ‘who

found JObS betweeh the beg1nn1nq ‘of the.proqram and the first post-program ’

The rate at the second follew-up measures 1ob f1ndTha froT the

seme beginning point, but’ up to thg second fo11ow up..

B -

o ‘ ® 3 ‘ ‘o

The d1ffere39e qn_

- = .

>

« ..

T2

t
.
4
* .
L

o

o

o~
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. Table 4-2 .
p N | ) Job_Finding Rates IR
. (Expressed as percents, with.sample s’i?es given in parentheses)
T Cambridge ‘ . . ‘ )
Ave. No. of |Cycle I Cycle II  Cycle III  Cyéle IV Cycle ¥ A1 Cycles | AT1 Follow-ups
. Weeks After |May 29- Oct 12- Jan 25- , -~ _Apr 4- . - June5- Combined " Complete
- Enroliment’ “|June 22, 1979 Nov 9,1979 Feb 22,1980 May 2}71980 July 28,1980 © N
. e [Exp ContlExp  Cont JEXp  Cont | EXp  Cont | Exp T Exp_ Cont | Exp_ - Cont
. Ratée at- 0.5 "162.9 40.0 | 61.0 44.4 |74.1 .6D.0 | 70.0 55.6 | 50.0: 63.6 47.7 56.1 . 36.7
Ist fol- . (35) (30) {(41) (27).](27). '('20) (t0). (9} [ (16) - (129) (86). | (41) (30) -
Tow-up * . R v N : c
Rate at , 26.5 _-|75.8" 71.471.9. 60.0 |88.9 92.3 y b1 732 54.3 73.3
Znd fol- * (33) (28) |(32) (15) {(18)..(13) §83) (56) (41) (30)
low=-up- ' : . . A .
S | . ] T .
Rate at 37.5 '|s0.6 810 {77.8 75.0 | ~ I 79.3 78.0 | 75.6  76.7
. 3rd fol-  ° (31), - .(25) |(27) (16) N (58) (#1) | (41) (30
Tow-up . . - _— . ) .
[ - ‘ -‘y Q: ./' . . . .
Raﬁe at 45.4 8343 84,2 {73.9 .78.6 79.2 .81.8 78.0 80.0
,ath fol- 7 (30) (19) {(23) (14) .o (53) . (33) (41) (30) .
.Tow-up - R - N
k! K ° 3\ o $
. 4 o .: I ’ . /. -
SRR
. d B e .
- ] ‘ - r
- h - ‘
g A . ‘ ,(éontinued on next page.)
. .
L4 . L 9"2 ~ ¢ ,
b
. . )
~ . ~ 4
Al L] ’ﬁ ' ‘§ , , 98 -




" (Expressed as percents, with sample sizes given in parentheses)
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Table 4-2 (Continued)

\Job Filnding Rates
. /

) ‘. ,
" . Wilkes-Barre \
i Ave, No. of \ AT - A1l Follow-ups - e
Weeks After ) . : @roups . Complete :
.{Enrollment Group I Group 11 Group NI Combined Group I Group .I1 Group IIJI’
~Rate from{ 9.4 70.7 70.8 70.8 8
+R(CI (58) (72) (65)
. . . . \
Rate at 24,1 77.4 68.9 76.0 73.8 80.8 .60.9 73.7
1st fol- (53) (61) 150) ‘ (164) (26) (-23) (19)
Tow-up : . £
_Rate at | ©38.7 | 89,5 90.2 84,2 88.0 88.5 82.6 78.9
. 2nd fol- (38) R (41) (38) (117) (26) {23) =~ (19)
‘Tow-up
Rate at .- 47.9 92.3 83.3 89.5 . 88.4 2923 '87.0 -t 89.5
3rd fol- \ {26) (24) (19) (69) (26) (23) (19)
Tow-up . \ ' . .
L // ’ ) 100
99, | .
. [ . 7 . L3
™
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job’ inding rates between the second and first follow-ups thus meas pires
the proportioﬁ vho'found jobs between the first and'secbnd follow-ups
and similarly for successive follow-ups.

Considering now the results for Cambridge, the job finding rate
as of the first follow-up was substantially Higher for the Experimental
group than‘for the Control group. This was true for each cycle (excépt'
Cycle 5 where there was no contrdl group), with the differences between
Experimehtal and ControT groups ranging:from ‘a high of .229 for Cycle.l

5 .
to a Tow of .141 in Cycle 3, all sizeable. That is, between 14 and 23

percent more—of the sample -found jobs by the time of the first follow-up

if they participated in the Expenimental treatment. Over all cycles, the
grment.

. : t
difference in rates was .159. .

- . o
In contrast to the large effect of the Exnerimenta1 treatment up .
to the first follow-up, the d1fferencf in job finding rates is mugh smaller

\
for subsequent follow- hps Job finding rates rise for both the Experimental

and Contrgl groups as one moves down chh column to successive fo11ow-dps,
but there is a bigger-spurt in job finding in the Control group after the
first follow-up so that the Experiment-Control diffekence-qiminishes. For

those cycles having fourth follow-ups, the cumulative 'job.finding record of

the Control group is actually slightly better'than that of the Experimental

group. K
! .

o e

" There is a possible problem in these numbers in that theré was sub-
stantial attrition in our sample beyond the fiﬁst'fo11ow-up.(see Appendix E, .
fab]e A-9). Thus, it is conceivable that the chaﬁée between the first énq;
fourth follow-ups c6u1d reflect differences in attrition 6§£terns rather. than

changes in job finding'?xperiences. To examine this possibility, we resirict

°
*
9

1.0 z,‘
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attention to those who completed all four follow-ups, and present ‘their

job find%ng rates in the last column of Table 4-2 (aggregated across cyc1es

because the sample s12e is now small). The pattern in jqb finding'rates is

still s1m11ar even though there is no attr1t1on w1th1n th1s subsamp1e 'In

i

part1Cu1ar there is a b1g difference in the job finding rate up to the

first fo11ow-up, but, the difference d1m1n1shes subsequently, becomwng ot

~negligible by the time of the fourth fo1ﬂow-up o E ot

Tab1e 4-3 presents the number f1nd1ng their f\rst post-enrq;1ment

Job between success1ve follow-ups foreCambridge. .Since variatiops in samp1e
size by follow-up could distort these resu1ts, attention is restricted just
to those who completed all followkups. This-tab1e-shows more q1ear1y the !
d1fferenée’1n timing between experimental and cont“o1 groups A majority of”
those in the exper1menta1 group~found jobs by the time’ of the first follow-
up-(roughjy 11 weeks after enrolling) in comparison to’ only a 1jtt1e more .

¢

than a third for the control group. For the control group, job Iinding-is
. »

' spread fairly evenly up to the second follow-up [roughly 15 weeks later),

. while tor the experimental group it is-concentrated more heavily before the

first. In both cases,. however, close to 70 percent of the samples find jobs

by the time of the second follow-up with only a trickle of first

jobs 1ater. Thus,.the vast~majority of job finding for both groups takes‘
place w1th1n 27 weeks, but there is re1at1ve1y greater concentnat1on oﬁ Jjob
finding among those in the experimental group within the first 11 weeks. ?n
this sense, the JSA speeded up job f1nd1ng

" Another 1ns1ght into the process of job f1nd1ng is obtained by 1ook-
1ng at .the emp1oyment popu1at1on (E/P) rat1o at” each follow-up. The E/P

rat1o prov1des*somewhat d1fferent 1nformat1on than the job f1nd1ng rate -

since 1t depends both on job finding and on job leaving. Table 4-4 presents

» ~

© 102
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-~ - _Table 4-3 .
? 'Nurhber‘Find'ing First Post-Enrollment Job'*_ -
between Successive Follow-ups, Cambridge \ )
\ ‘ I . ‘ *
. & o r .
. Experimental . > Control
Num 'er Percent Number. ~ . Percent
?' A ‘ - ] ‘\ . ?>

Enrolifient to First Follow-up "* by . 56.1 M 36.7

.’Betweeh\Fi rst and Second Follow-up 5 12.% n 36.7

Between Second and Third Follow-up B TR - B | 3.3

Between Third and Fourth- ) 1x 2.4 ¢ .]" 3.3

. ]

Never Found Job - - 9 -2.0 .. 6 20.0

Total ) L4 100.0 30 100.0 |
| *Derived frém final column of Table 4-2. )
. : , . N i

. ' ¢ - - '
t . * 4
fa’ ) ﬂ ! ’
y — -
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1st Fo11owlup
2nd Fo116w-up
3rd Follow-up
.Zth Fol ow-up

- .Table 4%
Emp1oyment-Popu1atioﬁ két

&
*r

/4

+ A11 Responders

~ Experimental Control
. 63.1 477
55.1 55.1
56. 4 51.4
64.7 | 50.0
| I
7 ‘ v
: 104

ios, Cambridge

-’

-

L]

Responders on"all 4 Follow-ups

Experimental Control
56.1 7 36.7
51.2 4.7
,48.8 30.0
61.0 1.3
‘ T -
\
7
)




E/P ratios for Cambridge, first for all responders on each follow-up and

second restrictedfto those who completed all four follow-ups. ‘The E/P I~

ratio is nearly identical with the job- finding rate as of the first follow-up. |

. However, it diverges increasingly for successive follow-ups. For the fourth
follow- up it is cons1derab1y larger for the exper1menta1 group than for the
control group, a sharp contrast to the TCase “of the job finding rate which

> was near]y 1dent1ca1 for both groups. The d1screpancy at the fourth follow- f

up could be exp1a1ned either by a greater rate of‘job leaving in the control
group or'by a pattern of attrition where earﬁ;;job finders are lost more
frequently trom the coﬁtro] group than from the experimenta] groop.‘ The re- ¥
su]ts in-Table 4-4 for those responding on all four follow- -ups suggest that
for this iubsamp]e involving no attr1t1on, the d1screpancy does remain. For

’ th1s subgroup apparent]y there-must be greater job 1eav1ng among contro]

13

s grPup members . S oo
Job’ leaving and sample attrition patterns for Cambridge are examined
AN | more eXb]icit]y‘ih Table 4-5. The table cdmpares job finding experience as

o= 'ao? the first-fo]]ow-up with subsequent-employment experience. }Qonsider those .
who had found a job .by the first. fallow-up (section 2 of the taB]e) The '~
table does show ,that about tw1ce/as many in ‘the exper1menta1 group are
hnown to have retaﬁned their JOb over a]] fo]]ow-ups as in the contro] group
(line 2a). There is 1ndeed greater samp]e attr1t1on in the contro] ‘group
among these early job, f1nders (line 2b), .In addition, the rate of {ob 1eaving—mfﬂfif
;> does appear Higher for the control group (line 2c). The E/P ratio tells a more
complex story than the job find;ng rate, but'the data in Tab]e.4—5 sUggestf
’that the two stories can be reconciled. | .
. Taken at face va]ue these resu]ts suggest that the exper1menta1 treat-

ment, has a large short-term effect (w1th1n teq(weeks of enter1ng the program), °
»

[ 4
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Table 4-5

Job Status ‘at the First Follow-up Related

to Subsequent Job Experience for Cambridge

. Y
~ " Job Status at ‘ - -, Experimental Gonproi
1st Follow-up Subsequent Job Experience - ’ Group. ' Group
" 1: Did not find job (Total number) - u 48 45
la. Found job on some subsequent '
. follow-up, as percent of 1. 33.3 < _40.0
1b. Never found job (complete in-
‘formation) as percent of 1. 18.8 "13.3
L, -{c. No evidence that found job, but.
information incomplete as per-- .
cent of 1. N 47.9 - 46.7
" 2. Found job (Total number) - 82 4
" 2a. Never 1eft job (complete in- .o -
. formation), as percent of 2. ‘ 19.5 9.3
. oy - *
R 2b. Mo evidence that left job, but .
/fﬁ\‘ - information incomplete, as per- ‘
- cent of 2. “ 59.8 63.4
" 2c. Left job_on some subsequent . "
~ follow-up, as percent of 2. 20.7 24.3¥

~
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but the pontrp] group.does-catch'up soon afterwards. Apparently, the

experimental treatment does get man& youth to work quickly. Thosge in

rd

the Control group are just as likely to find jobs eventually, but the
process -of finding them is a slower one._ Given the nature of the program,

th1s is not a surpr151ng resu]t It needs further verification and e]abor-

3

ation, but first consider thef job f1nd1ng rates in Wilkes- Barre wh1ch appear '
[ %

in the bottom of Table 4- 2. . S )
In Wilkes-Barre there is no Control group.but there are three dif-
ferent treatment grohpswwhich can Be compa;ed. The follow-up .surveys were

administered later in Wilkes-Barre than in Cambr1dge However, the timing of

the Program Completion. Instrument in Wilkes-Bafre was similar to that of

-

L)

the first"?d]]ow-up in Cambridge. The first row for=Ni]§es-Barre.(Tab1e 4-2) shows

the job finding rates obtained from the Program°Comp1etion Instfumgnt.” »

" Notice that the rates are virtually identical across Experimenta] groups.
-Moving now to the rates from the fo]]ow-ups, the d1fferences“across groups T
are small, but there is somewhat of a pattern, Group 1 genera]]y has’ the
.h1ghest job f1nd1ng rates, wh11e éroup 2 has the lowest (w1th the exception oﬁ
the second follow-up). This is surprising since Gfoup-z receives a more
intensive treatment, but we'have fot &et'tested whether the difference ds ..
:significant. In the last three columns the sample is restricted just to _.:,
those who comp]eted ai] fo]]ow-uns For this sample, the d1fference between

groups becomes very small by the last follow-up, with all rates in a 5 percentage

-~

point range of one another. Y : .o/

~ 2, Regression Analysds of'Job'Finding.Rates . P .

In.this section we shall evaluate the impact.of the experinental treat- )
ments on the job ftnding rate using regression ana]ysis. %he purpoSe of ’
do1ng this 1s to test whether the effects obsérved in Table 4- 2 are signifi- -
cant and pers1st ‘when other var1ab1es are contro11ed for In_part1cu1ar, ;'
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© variable is a dummy var1;E1e 1nd1cat1ﬁr\Whether or not the 1nd1V1dua1 found

.
«r -

,-84- B 2

. given the possibility.of d1f ference between treatment groups (even though .

there was random ass1gnment in both c1t1es), it is des1rab1e to contro1

]

. for variables that may d1ffer between groups

1] L N

The regress1ons are run on1y for job f1nd1ng as of the first ﬁ\;1ow-

up s1nce sample sizes become too small for later fo11ow;ups The ‘depe dent

o

a job by the t1me of the first fo11ow -up. Independent var1ab1es 1nc1ude

as control variables a series of'dummy variables for Sex, race, (not“for _
4 ) . R - - ! ':: - . . ~ >
Wilkes-Barre where the sample included too few.non-whites), age, femi1y

- status, receipt of public assistance, dropping out of high school, and high

schoo] graduatwon (not in Cambr1dge) ‘In add1tion the'STEP score of reads

-

ing ability from the ETS 1nstruments is used., To-test the experimeﬁté\ .

effect in Cambridge, a dummy var1ab1e is used 1nd1cat1ng whether the person P

- Y ’)
.

was assigned to the Job Factory or the Control group In w11kes Barre,"
two dummy var1ab1es were used, one 1nd1cat1ng ass1gnment to Group 2 and. the

other to Group .3. ,Ihe implic t compar1son here is to Group 1. Results .
. LI . 2 . i\ a :J . -
appear 1in Tab]e'g-e - L,,'“.‘ S '

A 4

S ' In‘Cambr1dge part1c1pat1on in ﬂhe Exper1menta1 group is s1gn1f1cant

b

and is the on1y s1g 1f1cant var1ab1e,, The overa11‘exp1anatory powEr of . ¥

thefgegrESs1on is weaki. Basically,’ th1s regress1oz resu1t suggests the”’)* ‘

1n our samp]e ht 1sv;u;f1c1ent to compare JOb finding. rates, there .is no
‘:no ga1n from contro111ng for the other Nar1ab1es availabJle to us”3 Co ,

2The use of -OLS estimating techn1que§ in the presence of a d1chotomous _
dependent variable (such as Job Finding) introduces a number of problems

The use of OLS estimating techn1ques under such ‘conditions, will produce é::i”h
unbjased, but not efficient estimates of regression coefficients. The

use of techniques such as logit would, however, not likely change the
significance of coeffitients reported ih. this chapter's tables. See: ' . 3}
.Johnston, J.., Econometric Methods, McGraw- H111 Book Company: New York 1963. ,

e tested: the regression results to make sure that the resu1ts were not
influenced by the timing of thé. adm1n1strat1on of the f1rst follow- up
quest1onna1re _They were not. s
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qReqress1oﬁ Anans1s of Job Finding Rate at F1rst Follow=up

Camhridae

- Wilkes-Barre | 2
- U/s * i
ublic Assistance. .0636 . .2946 o
. (.1277) (.1521)
emale 0062 - - -.0136 T 4
(.0700) (~0709)
lack or Hispanic - :, -.0181 " . (excluded b'tause of too
P (.0696) few, non-wh1tes) . )
. . , \
ge 16 or 17 . .0184 -.0531 -
.0 © - (.1020) (.0777) .
ead of Housghold- 1334 : 2773 ‘
ndependent of Parent (.0784) (.1182)
.S. Dropout -.0433 - -.06607
‘ (.0791) (.1484) °
.S. Gradu?te . (not used in Cambridge) - .1010 R
h : : (.0898) N
’ , , T .
TEP Reading Score -.0012 -.0012 )
(.0007) . (.0n06)
ExperimehfaL Grouh 2154* . 'Y
(Cambridge) _ (.0846)
RS - :
Group 2 . ; f;Yﬁgg'; -.1414
(wilkeshBarre) /‘ ’ (.0832) .
Group 3 - / -.0325 )
(Wilkes-Barre) s -(.0866) -
Constant 1 3522 v e .7255
< ot .
RZ a ; .054 .114
n . 207 . 165 '
. ’ . w ° . LR
F, 141 2.22
Notes,,;': \ ?

A

1) Dép¥ndent Variable: equals ope 1f person found job (full or part -time) by t1me of
first f011ow-up, zero otherwise.’ .

A1l 1ndependent variables except for  STEP reading score are dummy variables wh1ch equa1
one 1n 1nd1cated cond1t10n zero otherwise.

- RS

2)- *Ind1cates significance at .05 level us1ng one ta11 test ?or exper1menta1 group;
two ta11 test for a)l other variables.

r3) Standard errors in parentheses.
4) Logit analysis yields essentdally the same results. o J

N 7
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In\wilkes-Barre, the only ;ignificant variable is whethe® the
person lived independently of his/her parents: ‘The variab]es‘for the -
treatment groups are not significant. . , '
Basica]]y:]the'regnession results for Cambridge supports_ the .
‘impréssion from the jpb findigg_rafes themselves that thejqﬁh_Factory‘
has a sub;tantia1 e%fect’in getting youth into jobs quickHy. For Wilkes-
quﬁé,,however, the regression res%}ms suggeét‘tha% qny.ditférgnggs between .
groups gre-too small to befsigﬁ?fﬁcant. If the supposedly more intensivb?
treatments in Wilkes-Barre' had an effect, we‘afé-unqb]e,to-de;ect it.
THis findﬁng was confirmed by the data reported earlier in the précess
- chapter on hours of ireatment\among Wilkes-Barre groups.” . vi
3. " Characteristics of First Post-Enrollment Jobs ¢

- Direct compérisons of both the joB finding rateé@and the regression

analysis support the *ideg that the Cambridge Job Factory treatment gets

——

more~youths into jobs more quickly than no treatment. However,, the job:
§ .

finding rates show that those in the Control group are just as likely

-

to find jbbs eventua]]y—-withiﬁ 45 Weekg--as those whojwent-yhrodgh-the B
tredtment. Since the‘prigcﬁpa1.d{fferenceqresu1ting'from'treatmént'is the R
speed of job.fiéding, it is worth cdnsidering whether speed.mgggs a differ-
ence in the qua]#ty of job found. A]though'xaqjg\ia~generq] take seéondary.

_ labor market-oriented Jjobs,the shorter seatch could push them prematurely, into

the less attractive of these jebs. Alternatively, the treatment could

L

) <
reflect those who benefitted by finding, good jobs quickly, This section
will test,whethef there are not%ceab]e differences between treatment groups

in either direction along sevefa] dimensions of job quality.

~ Table 4-7, summarizes some obsérvable characteristics of .the first job

-+ -

fouhd fo]]ow{ng enroliment in the program.. In Cambridge the medians of
the wégp, of week]y‘hours worked, and of Week]y earnings are all s1ightjyf

S higher for fhe Experimental group than for the Control group. S]%ght]y
. Sl _
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. o '.
i Characteristics of First‘ﬁgst-Enro11ment Jobs
.-
. AN
Cambridae Wilkes-Barre )
] T A v \
Experiments Control . Group 1 ~Group > Group 3
. T \
edian Wage - $3.50 | $3.40 $3.10 , . $3.10 - $3.10
4 o - (88) (51) - - (43) (49) (36) il
edian Weekly . ‘ | . '
Hours - - 39.6 ' 37.6 25.0 29.7 .25.3
] (91) (51) (43) (49) (38)
edian Weekly i " ' . S~
Earnings 131.25 ~ 124.03 . 62.00 . 92.94- 81.85 «
. (87) : (51) (43) - (48) - . 36)
ercent Unsub- ' ] Co
sidized 80.2 . 83.6 $76.1° - 86.8~~—. 76.7
(101) .. - (61) (46) (53) : (43)
Percent Full- y _ »
time 67.3 ' " 52.5 -~ 32.6 - 35.8 cr . 25.6 -
. ."(101) (61) (46) . (53) - (43)
Sampie sizes (in parenthesis) include only job‘finders for whom data are av@ilable on
the indicated variable. . The first job is idenfified by moving from one follow-up to
the mext until a job is reperted. Full-time is defined as 35 hours or more per week.
Full-time is defined a§,35 hours. or more per week.. Mean wages, hours and earnings
in Cambridge are reported.in Appendix F and agree with the interpretation given in
the text. . ' [
- " - »
_ - ’ . .
) =<
< '3 é
\-;' 111 » ’ -




youth in .our sample do not score ab&ve status 3. The Contro1 group in

' -88-
o hN

more jobs found by those in the Experimental group arg\s‘ubsidized.4 Substan-

tially more are full-time (35 or more hours per week) n&ihe% than part-time, .
accounting>er the findiné that earnings are slightly higher uéing Job

Factory youth at each follow-up period. Most of these differences are small,
‘ 1

"but they are geﬁgra11y in favor of the Experimental groﬁp. We may conclude

that the quicker pace of job'finding for the Experimenta] greugﬁgoes not
lead to worse jobs, but if anyth1ng, to s1ight1y better JObS

For,w11kes Barre there is no d1fference in median wage across4groups.
There is, however, a larger number 3f fu]]-t1me JOb; in Group 2 and correspond:
ingly higher weekly hours and earnings. GrﬁupQB\yduth also find more un-
subsidized jobs than Group% 1 and 3. Thus, a1thoagh there is no apparent
advantage in job finding for Group 2, this enriched’version of the Wilkes-
Barre program.1eads to slightly better paying jobs in fhe qnsub;ﬁdizéd sector,
Part-time work is much more common for all gnoubsAin w11kes¢édrre than in’ ’

Cambridge. )

Another measure of job quality is prov1ded'by the Occupations Status
Scale which is shown in Table %<8 | The.scale runs from 1 to 5 with 5 the

higheét statué. However, except for a handful of cases in Cambridge,
Cambr1dge has a h1gher percentage in status 3 than«the Exper1menta1 group.
In W11kes Barre the proportions: in status 3 are h1gher for Groups 2 and 3
than fgr Group 1. Although status 3 includes occupat1ons like file clerk,
recepfionist, and cashier, it is not obvious that these jobs really rebre-
sent higher status than laborers (status 1) for the youth who are in our.

sample. The information in Table 4<8 is perhaps bést treated as a

" description of the distribution of gccubations without being too concerned

-
L

about the rdnking in;terms of status.

*
—

N

5This hay be explained by the slightly higher rate of SYEP participation
after Cycle 1 amongsparticipants than controls--see Chapter 1II.

' | . '3112’
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‘. Table.4-8

b

e “e, Rg Occupational Status Scale for First Joh

" NPercehts of Job Finders as of First Fo11low-up)
o | A

e 1

i L ' |
t :3\ : Carbridge . . Wil kes—‘Barre |
'E&périmebt ” . Control Group 1 ’ Group 2 Rroup 3
o0 . *
1. Laborers and -
Tow level ser- oY '
vice workers . 23.1 19.4 33.3 17.9 14.7
- e - . :
2. Service
workers; lower
level crafts - . . ' .
and operatiops . 21.5 16.1 41.0 46.2 - 44.1
3: Clerical, ’ - ) . . .
crafts and kind- - | . . : .
red 7.7 64.5 25.65‘\\\ 35.9 41.2

0 . 0 0

4. Higher status 7.7 // -0

Sample Size 65 3 . 39 -39 . '.\34

E ~

N . . .
. . . . e A -
13 . \‘ . .o
’
s .
| .
i

~ - .
~

Source: The Occupational Status Scale uses status codes from "1 (Tow) to "5"
{high). It is a composite scale devéloped by ETS of several conventional status -
scales (e.g., North-Hatt, Bose, Siegal Prestige Scales). .Codes ‘are available from
the Educational Testing Serwice, Princeton, New Jersey.

-~ [y .
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One Inportant concern when eva1uat1ng JOb qua11ty is how 1ong the
job lasts. If a job search program rushed youths into jobs on1y to have -
them leave soon afterwards, the success in JOb f1nd1ng would Be, less
valuable than it initially appeared. Tab]e 4-5has already presented
data reievant to this question for Qambridge. (For,wtlkes-Bérre where
there is 1;tt1e difference between groups, it js'not an jssuef)' It shou}d,°
be noted that sample sizes are small, so ‘that these resu1ts cannotﬂbe con-
sidered definitive. In addition, the most coﬁmon category of subsequent
experience is that of incomplete information (1c in Table 4-5 for thoseNinitia1}yi
working, 2b for.those who had found jobs). Neverthe1ess,_{t {s interest-
ing to note in Cambridge that the\rate of job leaving (éo)‘is lower for the
Exper1menta1 group than for the Control group. Uhile not conclusive, this
resu]t certa1n1y lends no support to the hypothes1s that speedy job finding
ends in early job leaving. The record of Job ho1d1ng among those going
through the Job Factory appears at least as stab1e as among those in the
Control group ,

Cons1der1ng the various measures of job quality that we have pre-
sented the numbers on most suggest at least slightly h1gher quality in

Cambr1dge for those gg1ng through ga? Job Factory Allowing for the sma11

samples, we can say at 1east that we have no ev1dence that the Job Factory
\1eads to jobs of lower qua1ity (within the range of jobs in the youth labor
market) For Wilkes- Barre there aré Jimitéd data that youth enrolled 1n,f
the most enr1ched Wilkes-Barre treatment (Group 2) find s11ght1y more fu11-
t1me Jjobs and unsubs1d1zed JObS 0vera11 however, there is no clear indi-
cat1on that one treatment group 1eads to higher--or 1ower--qua11ty jobs than

- the others:: Added to the ear11er finding “of no s1gn1f]cant-effect on job e
finding rates, thjs reinforces[the impression'that Yariations in treatmeﬁt“f

in Wilkes-Barre made no difference. - s

114
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C. Rgsu1ts of'a Psychometric Analysis '

-One possible channel by which a JSA program may affect youth labor
force and employment behayior is that it may transform'youth attitudes
or knowledge'areas in a way that makes them more 1ikely to find jobs
quickly. This section will present an analysis of whether such a
transformatton tbok place in the programs we studied. The analysts is
assisted by the development of a s;t of instruments to measure work-
related attitudes and knowledge deveToped~by the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) for the Department of Labor's Office of Youth Programs.

A 1arge'd§nﬁér of previous studies examined the socio]ogical;
economic, aﬁa‘attitﬁhinal predictors of early work experience and career
choice, A smaller number of other studies have focused on the soclal-
psychological orientations of youth in training programs, No séﬁdy
beyond¥ the present one has examined the specific role that Job s éyéh
asststance may'pJay in transform{ng ortentations to work.s'

After first presenting the ETS measures tais se;tion will evaluate
whether there is any effect on a?titudes and job knowledge éttribdiabie
to a.JSA program, It wi{11 then examine whether Bun measures of ;!titudes

or knowledge areas are related to suéﬁess tn job finding.

-

. s \ - . - .
5Pre--YEDPA studies are numerous: for a ];%erature review .of the role work
attitudes play fn the school-to-work transition, see Raelin (1980).

* See also Gottlieb (1974) and Hahn (1978) on the general topic of work %
. attitudes? S :

On the ]ongitﬁdinal rélationship between work attitudes and work experience,
see Andrisani (1977); = . - '

On youth in thé”Neighborhood Youth Corps and MDTA programs, see Coonan
(1977); Egloff (1970); Gurin (1970); and Walter,-et al. (1968);

On young welfare recipients, see Goodwin (1971);

Relevant YEDPA studies are noted in the text. One recent §tudy by Rock
and Freeberg (1980) s of particular interest, ’

~»

i -l l ‘ - ‘ '
\ o3
. J . .
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1' The ' ETS Psychgmetrfc Scales

-

Our study is part gf,é national effort_-te collect uniform data

. on yohtH participants enrolled in a number of special demonstrations across

the country-funded by the Department of Labor. The effort consists of '

.numerous independent program evaluations using a common data base developed

".-by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) called the Standa(d Assessment

'. System (SAS). The ETS/SAS includes a battery of seven pre- and post-

prograrﬁ (exit) Ztests that measure various aspects of social-psycholodical

A3

, work orientations, as well as a reading test (STEP) admjnisteréﬁ during’\

L)
L]

the pre-program testing period.

t
. . y .
. "The seven pre- and post-psychome§r1c scales derive from relatively
short paper and’pencil tests. The tests can be presented orally to small

groups “and ar designed to bé suitable for adolescents from ]dw income

backgrounds. In the context of job search assistance programs, not all

Y

. the scales are of equal interest. Several, such’és the Job Seeking, Job

L4

ey

Holding, Job-Knowledge and wori Relevant Attitudes scales are especially
relevant because the purpose of jqb search assistance is to teach such

skills. Other scales such as the Vocational Attitude, and Knowledge
of Sex Stereotyping of Occupations tap dimensions of-knowledge oriawareness
that are only indirectly a§sociated with the job search assjstance concept.

The self-esteem scale may be Fé1evgnt if one believes that it is »group

process and indi¥idual counseling that is the ‘root of the job searchlaséist-

ance program concept. - o

The seveq.sca1es are briefly described bé1ow:6

»

1. Job Knowledge Test 6JK)--a scale dealing with the requirements,

. tasks, and qualifications of various jobs depjcfed in verbal

%

3
-

and pictorial. formats. g
v . " ' ' .

6 .
For further information and reproduction of-the tests, see.The Standardized

Assessment System for Youth Demonstratidn Projects, Educational Testing

- Service, March 1980, Princeton] N.J.
1.6, Youth Know[edge Development Serie

~

Printed as Department of Labor Report
s, GP0, Washington, D.C. * °

6«

.

*
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Job Holding Sk111s (JH)--a sca1e dea11ng w1th ‘the youths
understanding of appropriate behav1or on JObS and- 1nteract1ons

with supervisors and co-workeng " : /'

Job Seeking Sk\J1s (JS)--th1s s;a]efprovides an assessment ‘of

S —_—~ PA

W
skills necessary t///e n JOb seareh, sort 1nformat1on re1at1ng

- to potent1a1“Jobs, and understand _the requ1rements of,a job
application. ‘_ ’
Vocattona1 Attitude Scale (VOCAT)--this is an abbrev1atedjform
of a ue11-known\sca1e prob1ng 1eve1s of vocationa1boeve1opment.
Self-Image (SELF)--this scale plumbs the'participants',fee1ings
~of personal worth and his/her expectations for the future.
“Work: Relevant Attitudes (NORKATT)‘fthe scale measures a variety ,
of work orientations, such.as optimism and self-confidénce in

-
the world of work . _ : : '

~

R

Sex Stereotyp1ng of Adult 0ccupat1on§ (SEX. STFREO)--th1s scale -

asks part1p1pants to rank ‘different adult occupations in terms
- - " Y - -

of "who should be a R ’

In éambridge,'youth in the Job Factory program took-al1 the pre-

and post program tests, while contro1 group youth took &h]y ghe pre test
at the time they were adm1n1stered the first post- programtfoTTow-up

, quest1onna1re (>1med at about six weeks after thé participant youth left -
]

the program) " In w11ke3¢Barre, all youth were sﬁpposed to take the full

.set of pre- and post-tests.

~

v .
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measure of reliability is strictly a statistical one.

>
© . 9

wé'téstedzthevre1iabi1ity of the scales for our samples. JThe
’ ’ 7

o K N

Table 4-9 éhoys

© the relﬁabi1ity -of tHe scores. Exam1n1ng“samp1es of youth from each

s

community, the sca1e$ possess sufficient re11ab111ty to warrant con-

_fidence that poteniia ‘change"from pre- to-post-test could be documented.’

When dlsaggregated by sex,ahowever, three sca1es have Tow rgJiability

2 -

scores. Table 4-9 1nd1cates %hat fema1e scores on the 606//;1d1ng scale
in both study samples, and fema1e gcores -in Wiikes- Barre on'Job Knowledge

are examples of scales w1th 1ow re11ab111¢1es. Data involving’these fema1e

s D

scores must therefore be 1nterpret§d caut1ous1y. >
- . l"_ ¢ .

v » N
.
A R : —
— : R .

"

. H¥ :
7“Re11ab111ty" is defined here in stat1st1cal\;erms. The Cronbach Alpha

AR

~coefficient formula for standard. scores is calculated from the number of
items: compr1s1ng a scale and’ the ability-of the items to share common

meaning. The formula is: . o
- _ - ._ “~ N v .. . . . =~
r k—EET' Rek - “where k = number of items -
R e R K kB kF

[}

Y"LJ"' average 1nter-1tem correlation

The vaJ1d1ty of the ETS/SAS scales will- not be discussed in the text that
is, whgther the scales are appropriate to the puiposes for which they ar
used.-"Data on criterjion-related.and,construct validity are adequately
presented in pub11cat1ons cited in Rock and Freeberg (1980)-and available
from the Educational Testing Service, Princeton, N.J. ~A.third form of
va11d1ty——content validity--is more dtfffcu1t to document empirically,
since as Nunnally has noted, it “"{nevitably--rests mainly.on appeals -to
reason regarding the adequacy with which the .content has.\been tast‘in
the form of test items." (1978:93). %here has Yeen debdte in the field
over the content validity of the EJS/SAS measures. To the best of. the
authors' knowledge, however, nasfetter standard measures exist for the
purposes described in this section. Ngnetheless,>the: field would cer-
ta1n1y benefit from 1mproved measures of JOb seeking skills and’ the 1ike.
These "measurement issues" are 1mpoﬂtant in interpreting resu1ts in the
fdﬂlow1ng sections. , .. ‘
. a2
Source: Nunnally, 1967:195

. g o ’ ‘
- ~ _‘ ' J . .
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Table 4+9

-

]Data réported for samp1e of Cambridge -experiment (N-=

post-tests.

: St&hdard deviationsvin parentheses

Shunnally (1967: ¢
between mean

119

t

LR

-

A

104)'ang wiﬁ$§§-8arre youth (N°= 224L7with matched pre and

-t

226) considers re1f$b11ities between .50 and 80 adequate for basic research on the differeuces
for experimental treatments.

120

-. » . .
RN N " . . .l » - . .
Characteristics of the ETS Pre-Test Measures' b
’ -~ : . -
) C_ Cambridge Wilkes-Barre . ,
’ Cambridge  Wilkes-Barr& .  Pre-test Pre-test Reliability Alphad
/ #lest  Pre-test  Ppre-test Reliabilityd Reliability3 Cambridge “Uilkes-Barre
ETS Measures _ 1tems Means®  means2 (alpha) (alpha) . Male Female Male  Female
Vocational ';b — 21.3 22.9 © 735 8 712 .686 . .797 735 589
Attitude N (4.0) - (3.8) - - :
. y - - . ‘
Job Knowledge ~ . 30 22.6 23.9 .690 .598 533 .785 J12 369
) (3.7).  (3.0) ,
Job Holding = 11 300 31 541, - L548 ‘617 256 590 .200
Skills ' , (2.5) (2.0) e : PR
Work Related 16 48.3 51.4 787 AW LE .750 .833 760 .79
Attitudes Inv. (7..0) (6.3) . .
L \ - N - . ]
Job Seeking 17 12,9 - 12.9 ' .750 . .602 J17 0 .768 633 .483 ~,
. Skills - ~ (3.2) 1 (2.2) : )
Seg Stereo- 21 8.0 N 464 912 9N - .15 .892 889,912
- typing = -(8.6) (8.5), ’ ‘ o N
... - ) N : A -
self-Esteem 15 36.1 36.2 .606 .627 517 658 639 : .624
: (3.3) (2.9) , ) o . .




_gram participation we can subtratt the pre -test score from the post-test

. »significantly greater than zero.

‘Attitudes in Cambridge

" Attitudes in Cambridge, where the gain is difficult to interpret.

.

2.. The Effecf:of JSA on- Att1tudes/Know1edge Areas

Sinc; the attitude scaies were measured both before and after pro- .

,{'

score to construct a gain score for each individuai Effects on attitudes -

“will be studied first by comparing gain scores and second by introducing

controi variables ofher: than JSA treatment that might affect attitudes

S~
through the use of regression analysis. Throughout these tests, each of

.

-

the seven scales is tested separately. .

—In evaluating the gain scores'it'shouid be rerembered that we have no _

oost-test scores for the control group in Cambridge and t:zfefore no gain

scores for these individuals. ﬁowever, the time between pte- and post-test
for the Exﬁerimentai group -is sufficiently short (about three weeks on the
average) that it may be reasonable to assume that in the absence of treatment

there should be no gatin. Assuming zero gain {or-the Control group, a test .

“of treatment effect is whether ‘the gain score for a treatment group is )

5

v .
Table A-10A presents mean gain scores for Cambridge, Tabie 4-10B

-

for Wilkes-Barre. The on1y pqsitive significant gain is in Vocationai ‘

This is a scale we would not have expected to be

inf1ucenced by a JSA prbgram{ Three scales actuaiiy had negative signifi-

cant gain scores, including’ Job Seeking skgiis in both  cities, Other score

changes were}simpiy ins1gnif1cant. Thus , this test provides no evidence

+

of'significant positive gain resilting From treatment except for Vocational .

In the

~




/l

o (1)
- ETS Measures - Pre-test-
. X SD
Vocational Attitude 21.3 4.0
Job Knowledge - 22,6 3.7
Job Hdlding Skills ° 30.0 2.5
Work-Related Attftudeggﬁ::;8.3‘ 7.0
Job Seeking Ski1lsA 12.9 3.2

Sex Stereotyping i& . 47,9 8.6

»

Self-Esteem .36 3.3

-
»
>

\\..J

‘ Gain Scores

]

Table 4-10A

- - Cambridge

L4

(2)

Post-test

X

22.1

??.0
29.3
49.0
12.2

'47.2

SD
45
4.6
3.9
8.2" .
8.1

10.1

»35.7 % 4.1

(3)° (4) -

.

Gain Scores*. Gain + By **

"(Post minu§ Pre) Pre-test SD

L739% - -8
-.571 -.15
S679% . =20

487 - .07

692% -.22
-.841 20
485 . -3

*Mean score differences are signific?nt at the .05 confidence level by t - tests for paired sampTes.(two tailed test)

This approach utilizes the standard deviationsof before and after tests,
data have used t - ratios (gain scores diyided by pre-test standard deviation. The latter approach (Col.4)

employs less information and therefore we prefer to use Col. 3.

»

122 . -

*le embloy t - tests to determine the significance of differences between pre apd post-test means (Col. 3).

Some authors using the ETS/SAS

- 123,
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latter case, there is' nothing in- the JSA,brogram concept to suggest that
! , >

8

~ -change in vocational attitudes would be likely. __;,, ' ' -

O

- -
L
PR

*BComparabTe resu1ts/;a9e been reported in recent studies. Fow example,
Chapter-11 noted that the 'Youth Career Development project ipvolving the
U.S. Employment Service .is related 'to the job search assistance
Pre~ to post-change on 3. ETS/SAS scales tied to job search educat
Joh. Seeking, Job Knowledge and Job Holding skills--were all unchanged
positively by participation in the ES/YCD program (Rock and Freeierg, 1980).

~

-~
-

- ’v




ETS Measures?®

Vocational Attitudg
Job KnowTedge
Job-Holding Skills
Work-Related Attitudes
Job-Seeking Skills

Sex Stereotyping

Seif-Estgem

ére-test

X
22.9

23.9
31.1
51.4

12.9

46.4

SD
3.8

3.0
2.0

" 6.3

2.2

36.1

-99.
Table 4-108

Gain Scores

Wilkes-Barre

{

Bost-test
X SD

23.0 4.3
23.7 -

30.7
51.2

Gain Scores*

-

N

—
Gain + By

" s (Post minus Pre) Pre-test SD

107
-.214
_-.398*
-.167
-.228

3364
o7

.03

-.07

© .20
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The obsé(ved gain scores may, of course, he attr1buted to- some
'factor ather than treatment The’ 1dea1 test would be to regress gain ‘
score on treatmen{ and other control var1ab1es Unfortunate]y, we do
' not have gain’ seores.for the antro1_group in Cambfidge; the Control
group would have to'be ine1udéd to test the treatment eftect. As ‘
a second best option, we cou1d th1nk of regressing post-test score
on treatment and other variables. A1though there are no post- test

-

. -.scores fur the ControT group, we could aga1n assume no systematic

di fference between pre-test and post-test for the Contro] group. This
4

suggests a dependent variable equal to the postitest score for those

in the Experimentaﬁ aroup and to the pre-test score for those in the

-

Control group.‘ What emerges is tbus a test of whether post-test scores
of the Experimental group differ significantly from pre-test scores of
. the Control group after controlling for other variables.
Eacn attitude scale was used as a dependent variable in this type
of regression.' In Wilkes-Barre, nith the exception of the sca1ebf0r Job
Seeking skills, treatment group was never sidnificant, with other background ,

variables occasionally significant. For evaluating a JSA program,g}he most

relevant of the psychometric vatiab]es is probably Job Seeking skills. Thus,

Table 4-1 preéenISthe regression results for this dependent varieb1e. In
Cambridge, experimental treatment was not e siagnificant deterﬂdnant of
this scale; again, it was not significant for any other attitude scale.
Howeven, in Wi]kes-Barre,.groups 1 and 2 had significantly higher job seeking skill
score{ than Group 3. This is a perplexing finding since Grddp 3 was supposed to

.
. & . .
S ) ’
. .

Y 4 -
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TABLE* 4-11

[ . . -~ .
1] . A N
7 4 -

Regression of Job Séeking Skills Scate on Treatment and Bac

3

~

kgroiind Variables

P

>

——

Cambridge *

-

Wilkes-Barre

Independe?EjVariables
\
Education Stétus: Dropbut -1.7011" -.5793
-£.6797) .« (.6828).
o High School Graduate . - 9111 .
. . . ' (1.2432)1
Sex: Female . . . 5742 ..5679 -
| (.6039) (.3747) -
Age: 16 or 17 -.0938 " -.0602
Readiyg Level Scale 0039 .0028
' (.0058) (.0035)
Family Status: Head or non-dependent 8449 .3975
y | (.6546) (.5689)
Public Assistance 1 . .a582 -1.4750"
: . . (1.0643) (.6875)
Ethnicity: Black or Hispamic -.8544 -
. A (.6099)
Experimental Group (Cambridge) ' ) " -.2108
. ( .6807)
Group I (Wilkes-Barre) 1.4737" -
(.4560)
' *
Group 2 (Wilkes-Barre) 1.1310
‘ - (.4482)
Constant 13.0028 13.0325
- R > 0660 7 | . .1025
N 160 222
1.34 2.69

Depéngent variable in Cambridge

In Wilkes-Barre, dependent variable = post—test'sporé for

-Two tail tests at' .05 significance level..

Q S

-

-

125

post—test'score #f individual in experimental group
pre-test score if individual in contral group

all,
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lf.receive job search skills workshops. The+one treatment it did not receive-
was job p15cement‘seryices. On the other hand,. the process s udy revea]s

- how few workshops w@%é actually run If our resu]t is va11d, it perhaps

means that formal . instruct1on in search~techn1ques is a 1ess usefuf
- . - £ ‘
‘way to deve1op ski1js'than the "1earning:by doing" that might result

after‘r%ceiving-p1acement seqxices, Given the process resuitsg even this
interpretation for Wilkes-Barre must be treated cadtious1y.

. 3. The Effect of Attitudes/Knowledge Areas on Job Finding

This sect1on will test whether any of the'scales has ja s1gnificant
.effect on the job finding rate. Bas1ca11y, this ana1ysis extends the
regression ana1ysis of the job find1nd'rate 1n Section B by adding the3
attitude sca1es as independent var1ab1es. Each attitude scale is tested
in a separate.regression. In Cambridge,'no attitude/knowledge area scale’
emerges as a significant var1ab1e and therefore are not shown here (except
as noted below). Together w1th our earlier finding of no s1gn1ficant

L4

effect of treatment on these sca1es, th1s suggests that att1tudes/ski11s4__,
areas as we measure them do not contribute to an understandwng of how the
;/__,_ 'program in Cambridge worked, | : o Coe |
In Wilkes-Barre the scale for Job Seeking 5kills is & significant
determ1nant of the job finding rate. Table 4-12 presents the regression
resu1ts for both Cambr1dge and Wilkes-Barre-#ith t his scale 1nc1uded as =
an 1ndependent variable. The post-test score is used for all those in an
experimental treatment group and the pre-test score for those in the Control
'group in Cambridge. Since Groups-1 and 2 in Wilkes-Barre had significantly’
highor scores on Job Seeking skills and since this var1ab1e affects the job
finding rate, it appears that treatment may indeed have an effect in w11kes-
, Barre, a1though the ear11er test om1tt1ng attitude variables found no e?fect.'

a

The effect does not show up directly, but rather in the two steps presented

L.

.‘l ) | o “

-

El{lc - 129 . , *
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.« + _Table 4- 12
) The~Effect of BackgroUhd Characteristics and Job Seeking Ski]]s
) on Job Finding (First Follow-up) -With JSA T(‘tment
o ... v ' )
{ndependent,Variaples, , Cambri&ge ) Wilkés-Barre
" .Job Seeking Skills }o-.0022 |7 a0373
- : (.0212) (.0167}
, Education Status: Dropout -.0869 0 .0229
. . ' A (.1142) , (.1692) - .
’ & High-School : - -.1266
. . Graduate, T 4663)
. Sex: Female - -.0578 0314
S R T (.0937) . (41697)
. . .- . - * B
> Group: Cambridge Experimental + {.2221 Y -
. & ‘ .1059)
° t W-B Group 1 - "2,0316
- Coe - - e 1049)
%+ W-B Group 2 -.1507 . .
N p \ - I 1013)
- Age: 16ori17 o ! ~ 0090 « 1115 )
S (.1140) (.0898) -
E Reading Level = . -.0007 | . -.0010 =
’ .- | - . {.0010) . (.0007) ,
Family Status: Head or - 2172 v 2768” -
. Non-dependent - (.1090) (.1292)
' Pub]ic Ass{stance <0310 ° \ .3470
(.1652) (:1900 )
\ Ethnici‘ty ‘Black or ¥ = 2.,0286 :
: | Hispanic. =~ < = (.0947 )
. Constant © e | v .4367 .1984 .
) /R . s e - 0822 © | . .1584
"/ N (Listwise Deletion) . . > 125 g
. F <. . | .08 .|  2.165*
‘ . . j/'f', -, . - . o . . o
*  NOTES: See tab]es fov varidble definitions e ° -
T Denotes significance at the 5 percent level U
. standard errors in- parenthesis : . ‘ .
T . _  Attitudes: Post-tests for all wilkes-Barre regressions. .o, s
) Pre-tests for the experimental group and .
% ) post-tests for the control group in Cambridge. @~
Two tail tests for indépendent variabiesxat .05 leyel of Signif}cance
Q ‘ . N . ,i ) . ~/_~' ' : _-0; e -
ERIC. : - - 30; RS S
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here."ssince the'distinctiye eTement shared by Groups 1 and 2'was job’

. piacemént'services,'we already argued that it_may be the placement serv-

“ices that contriputed»toﬁthe growth in job'search'skiiis. Now if our
measure of these skills contributes to job.finding, +t appears, that job
p1acement services mayiindirectiy affect jBb findihg. However, some
caution is urged in accepting this 1nterpretation in view of our 1nab11-
ity to-find any direct effect ‘of Groups 1 arﬁi‘Z‘, and hence of placement
services, on the job f1nd1ng rate when the attitude variabies are om1tted/.

from the regressions. Also, as the process chapter shows, not every youth ff\

received the- planned treatments We can say W1th certainty, however,,,

.

: that JOb search -ski11s as measured by ETS scaie among youth in the se1f-

~ s

directed JSA group (3) do not‘contribute to: JOb finding A

4
'D. Job Search Techniques and the Intensity,pf;ﬁearch (\(\- : ‘

o

This section examines additionai.channeis by whfch the JSA treat-
r’

‘ments might affect job f1nding One typg,Of channel is spec1fic techniques

-

L

that youth mjght learn from the program, The other is simply whethsz treat-
ho-

ment makes youth’search more\dntensive]yu Actually, some of the ps

metric scales supposediy measured skitls as well’ as attitudes In this

’ -

section we approach the ?uestion of skiiis lndirectiy by observing. whether

-

youth use different techniques in finding Jjobs depending on the kind of

-43 treat nt received Recent ev1denCe from the National Longitudinai
R 3 °
Sdryey indicates that, among unemployed youth, 86_percent reported using
4 .
orly one or two methods of job, search with‘younger youth™avoring the

€

-.more informal sources of 1nformation ? Other studies have shown that the '

~

great maJority of youth take the f1rst job offered regard]ess of the

search method. 10 . ' )

)

9Borus;. Michael, et al., "Pathways to the Future: L; Longitudinai Study of
Yqung Americans--PreTiminary ‘Report,"” Center f_ﬁ Humap Resource Research,
Ohib State University January 1980. :

105tephenson Stan]ey, Jr., “The Economics of Youth Job Search Behavief,"
The Review of Economics_and Statistics, 1973, 104-111, ,

. ‘ n .: 131 ‘ﬂ. .. "\




Sources of %tbs are reported ‘in Table 4—13htfor.0ambr'dge and
] g .

Tabe 4-13B for Wilkes-Barre. For Lambridge one notable, but- not unex:’

pected feature of the,t:ble is-the "heavy reiiance on assistance from ;

program staff for those in the Experimental group.‘ Recall that the assist-

ance rendered is of the advice and emotional support type,'rather than a 

with actual JOb placements. Whether considering source of first job or

most useful source, program staff are used at a rate aimost tdice that

of any other source. The Controi group, iacking this sburce, must rely

more heavily on aiternatives “In particuiar‘\they rely much ‘more heav11y on

friends or neighbors and on public. (non-program) ‘Ppioyment agencies This

type of informatio does not reveal directly the level of job seeking skiiiyf

.The results do, however, suggest an important\aspect of treatment that makes

~,it work; those in the Experimentai group have easy and frequent accgss to "

pro?essiona] assistanée It may be that this access is more valuabie than . °

any body of skills "the youth may deveiop Indeed to the exteni that this

is the case there is no assurance;that benefits of* the program will carry

over to the next spell of JOb search,when the youth will no longer be
N .

Participating in such a program S ’ ‘vf. ".“. ) -

" For Wilkes-Barre the sampie.sazes are so small that signifiCance ':

cannot be judged. .There,is still a heavy reliance on pregram staff but

it is not as large relative to other sources as in Cambridge, 0f course, -

the treatments in Niﬂkes-Barre did not involve as frequent or intensive

- - . )
contact with program staff either. ! . s
' R . v .

P

2

- See Appendix D For a discussion on how counselors' - ratings of- youth
are related to job finding among the youth 4 ]
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able 4-13A

Job Finding/Sources Used in Cambridge’

2 . May add to more than 100 percent 'stnce more than’ one source could have been

used.

RN

= -

-

b Excludes respondentswho did-not indicate a most useful source.

-T’: ‘. . .|percent Who Used Source®’ 38 percent Who Found Source
Squrce , 1n Getting. Eirst Job, - the Most_Usefu] One.
‘;xperimentﬂ Contro1 A Experimental Control
" 1./Prograh staff - 33.0 0 26.8: 0
2. Friends. or lpeop1e in : . .
the neighborhood 18.2. . 36.5 7'?’ 17.0 -
3. Newspaper - 17.1 14.7 " 10.9 g9.9.
4; Family - - " 8.4 7.4 4.9 4.8 -
— . —_\
5. Help-wanted sign\I, 3.6 12.2 1.3 0
&. Church or comunity -~ 0 2.5 0 2.5
1eadets . ) N
] . -
' .agenzy; . . . . . ‘
.8. PY"IV'ate-emp‘loyment 3.6 4.8 2.4 2.5: .
agegey - * . e
9. chgr 12.6 19.5 10.9 17.0 .
10. None of the above: ~ 19 9
I got it on my own 12.2 12'?
NPT o
i L ] - LY
SampTe size (restricted” | ® '
to job finders) 82 ~. Al 8; .
- ¢ 3 ‘e N . :

J
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: 4-13B  Job Finding Sources Used in Wilkes-Barre .
| ' _ '
. ' : Percent Who Found
. Job Source - : N Parcent Who Used Source Source the
v in Getting First Job |° Most Useful One
Group 1/Group 2 | Group 3 |Group 171 Group 2 |[Group 3
1. Program Staff 22.0 28.6 8.4 7| 22.0 | 21.4 13.7
2. Friends or People in 170 238 | 28.9- 9.8 | 2.4 | 15.8 -
the Neighborhood . 5
3. ~Newspaper 7.3 7.1 18.4 4.9 4.8 v 533 -
"4, Family 1 122 M9 13.2 7.3 4.8, | 7.9 y
5. -Help-Wanted Sigr? 0 | 0 2.6 0’ 0 0
“6. Church or Community o | . o 2.6 0 0 0
Leaders ’ ’ ‘ ~
7. Public Employment . 9.8 9.5 | 13.2 7.3 | 0.3 °|" 53 °
Agency . ' ‘ . g ' ’
8. - Private Employment o | o | 26 "o | o0 0
Agency ' : b .
9. Other . . 7.3 | aig 73 | 2.4 | 10.5
'10. _ None of the above: . | 17.1 | £16.7 . o o- -
-1 got it on my own . -
. Sample size (job finders) 'y 42 | 38 | & 42 38 . _

» - ]
t F

]
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Now considerthe 1ntens1ty of search Table 4-14 presents 'two measures

of intens1ty: the number of app11cat1ons f11ed,apd the number of interviews"

1

~attended. In Cambridgesthere are more applications ano many moreginterviewss
. . ~ . .
in the Experimenta1 group than in the-Controﬂ‘group. The differences are

particular1y pronounced for successful jobfindens. For non-finders the finding

=

s -does not even hold.” It appears that an important element in the success of -
¥« the Gambridge program is its effectiveness ‘in increasing the.intensity of "job
search efforts, aTthough the resg]tvfor non-finders suggests that ‘the Cam-
Js\J
br1dge program was not unaform1y successfu1 in mot1vat1ng all its c11ents

Cons{der a re1ated piece qf ev1dence--weeks to get the first job. The

3

.

mean weeks for the Cambr1dge Job Factory youth was 4.77 compared to 4.61 among
the contro1 group youth. Thus, a1though more youth get JObS in the short run
through job search,ass1stance, comparisons between successfu1 Job.#1nders :
(exper1ment and contro1) shows no advantage in 1ength of time to.t1nd f1rst
job. Similarly, when we examine the nzt1o of applications to weeks to get a
f1rst job (at f1rst follow-up) we find that the exper1menta1 group fills out . —
. more applications to get this f1rst job, but the d1fferences are stat1st1ca11y
£1ns1gn1f1cant (0.7 vs. .02 app11cat10ns/week to get Joo):0ver all four fo11ow1up
periods, the raw differences are%even smaa1er (.06 vs. .04 apg1ications/week.)

Thus, job search assﬁstanée leads to more job finding ip the‘short run, but

within the short run and among successful joh finders, fiot necessari1y

5 .
’

signfficaht1§ shorte? job search time. - , ' N R

-

'These results raise the question of what it takes to motivate 1ncrea§ed
1nten$1ty The syest1on of motivation can be cons1dered in two parts:
f1rst, what does it take to get a person 1nto the program; and e
, -second, once in, what does it take to motivate intensity of effort. The . -
’ process study shows that an importéﬁt part of the motivation to-join in -
the first place came from a monetary stipend paid the‘youth who attended. B

~ o . ’

-

o135 . | ' S,
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Table 4-14 Measures of the Intensity of Search

A

°

Among Job Finders

Among Non-Finders

Average Number of Interviews

By Job Finders

By Non-Finders

o

A.

-109-

Cambridge

Average Number of Applications Filed

&

.
a

Experimeﬁ?)Q Group

ﬁ"}verage Number of Applications Filed’
. a.

Among Job Finders

b. Amoﬁy“Non-Finders

Average Number of Interviews
a'

LI

. a : '

Samplé sizes are given in parentheses.

answered the respective questions on appiication
O ) B . . : '

»~

b..

[

By Job Finders

By Non Finders

. 5.88 . 4.41
"7.39 3.73 R
(70) (30) ¥ -
3.57 5.38
(23) (21)
4,38 . 2.47
6.02 2.23 -
459) (26)
73 2.79
* (22) (19)
B. Wilkes-Barre
7 , I i
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
4.70 3.75, 770,
4,86 3.75 8.77
> (28) (32) ° (26)
4,40 3.75 4,90
(15) (200 " (10)
. 1.20 1.45 2.63
1.39 1.41 3.00
(28) T (32) (26)
.88 1.52 "1.83
(17) . (21) (12)
-
Samp]eg are restricted to those who
and interviews.
” .
4 ' u. b
yudd

*

Control Group
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While we do not ha&e a forﬁa1 test, the power of the stipend is supported
by'one deVe1opment. Although each of the first four cycles in Cambridge
paid stipends, Cycle 5 was planned as a cycle that would not pay one.
However, on1y.three'youth signed up. As a consequence of this lack of
response, a stipend was reintroduced, attracting a sufficient number-of
youth to run the cycle.

Once;jn the prdgram we may speculate about what mofivates search.
First, there were penalties for not cooperating: In Cambrjdge, a youth
could be "fired" in which.case the stipend payme;f would be lost. The
program also*provided positive support to overcome the discouragement of
rejections. It structured activitiés to get youth out in the field,
applying and‘jpterviewing. Perhaps not least important, it must in some
sensé have been fun to participate. These motivations did not work with
all partjcipants, but the& apparently succeeded with the majority.

Given the importance of intensity of search, we must consider
whether tHé benefits of the Cambridge program are likely to carry over
to future -spells of unemployment. It is- possible that some‘yduth would

-

learn the 1es§on;o?'the importance of intensity and repeat the effort

—

t

again in the future. On. the other hand, it is 1ikely that for many,

’

' the high intensity was a direct result of the immediate motivations thg?

program offered. When ﬁnemp1oyed without such a program gvai1ab1e, it

» is reasonable to expect that intensity for many will be less because the
structura]'motfvating forces will be missiné. . " , -
’ - - . ’.. )
. ConsideF now the three groups in Wilkes-Barre. The 1ntens1ty levels

~

in terms of both applications and interviews are markedly higher for

.
n i

_ Group 3. ‘Group 3 rece1ved job search skills workshops, but not p1acemen¢
-services. Of course, Greup 2 received the workshops alsp, but had a

lower intensity level.” If the observed inténsity 1eve1s ref]ect differ-

)

\

N - 137 ‘° .
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ences in treatment, tt must be that thdse recering p]acement services
"do much less searching. Combining this argument with the prev16u§1y )

observed 1nd1rect effect of placement services on’ JOb finding, we m1ght
cqnclude that in W11kes -Barre, success comes from exp11c1t ass1stance
q\Ruttmg youth into jobs. ' Attempts to induce se1f-mot1vated search
do succeed in getting youth to search more, but have no major paféf?

s of job finding. It should be emphasized that the results and

iqterp; tations for Wilkes-Barre may not be comp1ete1y reliable. However,
' the& suppqrt the same notiop es in Cambridge that any sgceess of the”JSA
resd1ts from the direct short-term services\provided rather than from any
transformgt;B of the youth who go through the programs. Our arguments
suggest little asis for expecting fhture benefits from the treatment in

~

subsequent spells of unemployment.

-

E. Program Costs

Ad t

Costs in both programs are not kept on an individual participant
basis. Instead, we must take total program exoend1tures and disaggregate
. the figures into per person costs. Moreover, we shou]d separate out costs
that were subp]ementary‘to tHe direct provision of job search assistance.
The most notable example of the latter are costs associated with the
administration of the survey aspects of the demonstration. ¥n Cambridge,
there was no staff time devoted,to survey administration since this
function was assumed by a full-time on-site researcher. Therefore, the
'expendtture data for Cambridge in Table 4-15 are accurate in portraying

actual program co$ts.  In Wilkes-Barre, costs are deflated (column 3 of

Table’ 4-15) to account for research cosés "passed on" to the program

operator. ' . . - e .
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: » Table 4-15 .
L | * Program Expenditures 4
R - - M . (2) " (3)

* ~ ‘Cambridge Wilkes-Barre . Wilkes-Barre
Job* Factory! Workshop - Less Demonstration
N . ] B 3
\, T Actual ' R
\ Personnel, Consultants . § 83,342 $127,747 $102,1982
& Fringe Benefits; . ' ) .
Rent 16,214 11,150 11,150
Te1eqhone ; 6,534 5,090 \ 5,090
e Prinfing/Xerdx/Advertising ) 4,298 2,880 - 2,@80
 Video S 30 NA NA
Supplies | 10,085 3,250 3,250
Furniture/squipme;{t T s.062 - 5,525 5,525 )
- Travel - NA 8,520,
Intentives/Recruitment . S 2,240 ' NA
Stipends 54,843 | NA
General & Admin. - 9,0218‘ NA
IR . ' - $197,827 $164,162

' Notes:

The Cambridge budget is not the "closeout " budget; the 1atter is $5,110 higher.

2Tota1 expenditures & w11kes Barre for personnel, exceptProject Director, are
deflated by 20 percent to account for costs attributable to testing and other
demonstration activities, The 20 percent figure is an 1nformedest1nate

-
-

3Exc]udes travel funds related to demonstration

139 o -
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Consider now the costs reported in Tables 4-15 and 4-16 .
The Cambr)dge program served 200 yo,uths at a cost of $197,828:
$989 per youth served. ‘From a soc1a'| perspect1 ve, the JSA costs might

" be caTculated without the wages and bonus payments to part1c1pants

Al E

J
|
|
|
1
|
|
® _ 0f course, there are social costs w1 th e11m1nat1ng wagbs and bonus payments - ’

since there are real costs in keeping JSA youth ih alternatives; recall’

o

that nearly one quarter of the Cambridge group receive public assistance.

® Nonetheless, on the ba51s of ‘more wages and Bonus payments, the per unit

e

cost was $715 per youth. In wﬂkes Barre the program served 401 youth

at $410 per youth. The cost of raunmng the» workshop without the special

o .' _ expenditures of the. demonstration wotild be $324 per youth.

Next, we calculate cost§Er employed youth for each program se;;ara-te- v
ly. We determine.the number of yduth served who gvér found jobs th;ou'.gh
e | . ' the periods éovered by our follow-up surveys and divide that figure by .
~ tqta1 costs (net of: demonstration and stipend expéndj tures). _Table 4-16
¥ ' line 5, shows the results. The Wilkes-Barre cost per employed youth' is
‘ . . - $611. ) In Cambridge, it is $1442. However, employed youth includes all
those who found j)obs\. Some 6f thesg jobs may be attributable to tr'mé.
program treatment while others would have been found anyway. In. Cambridge,

o because of our experimental desigh, we are able to identify the net effect

of program treatment. The net short-run cost per new job created by the - ‘
Cambridge JSA prog’ram:is sr‘mown on line 6 of Table 4-16. The cost’is.

® $4468 and is based on the following procedure.ﬂ Since 'we argued that the

) 5r1’nc1’pa1 effect of treatment appears in the short run, we take" the dif- |
ference in job finding rates between treatment and control groups by the /

o first follow-up survey for all cycles combihed (see Table 4-2).




~ M
(2)

(4)

6
% - (6)

’

Total costs per youth
served ‘

,Without stipends

(3) Without demonstration expenses

-114-

Table 4-16
JSA Unit Costs’

Cambridge Job Factory

4

$989

-

715 |

75

Costs per employed youth

(no stipend)

without demonstration

.expenses

' Costs per net new job

at 1st follow-up-

1442

(5) ,.Costs per emp]dyed youth

1442

found -
4468

’

-

Wilkes Barre Worksho

* 611

$410
10

-’

324 -

JAR

- N/A

Ay
o

p




"fhe‘periog:govered-is 10 weeks after JSA enrollment and the difference  «
in rates is }6 percentage pointé. Multiplying the latter differehce ~
times the tota]inﬁhber of youth served (200) givei/;he denominator‘hhich

L 4

is divided into total costs (net of stipends). ‘This yields the net cost
per youth added to the world-of-work through job search assistancé.

The cgst—dath are valuable in providing an overall picture of
expenditurés, but the figures have limitations. First, the impact and
process stud& make c]ear‘how very different the two JSA programs are
with réspect to phi]osaphy, approach and intensity of treatment. As a
' consequencetﬁcomparisons between the two programs are hazardous. Second,

direct service costs in the context of a federal demonstration are not

reflective pf'the economies that would be made through lpcal replications

of the programs. Demonstration projects frequently involve large budgets
that permit organ1zat1ons to plan Start- ud and Phase down activities as

well as to "pass- off" expehses (e.g., rent and equipment) norma]]y absorbed
by the rec1p1ent of federa1 funds. Third, some cost data may be difficult
to evalyate. Consider' the $446§‘1n Cambr1dge per nét new job. The

. figuré could be overstated because the net benefit is expressed in sho;t-
_term job finding and the jobs may b; temporary. On the other hand, the .
benef1t may be understated. There'could, for example, be long-term effects
attr1butab1e to 1mprovement in job search sk111s In earlier sections of °
this chapter we explored both hypotheses. Reca]] that we rejected thg idea that
.the jobs found through JSA were more-temporany than control group jobs. But,
~ we also rejected the hypothes1s that JSA 1eads to 1966 term effects.

’Instead we argued that the principal effecywas in getting youth into.

»

jobs quiekly. The short-run new job cost of $4468 may, therefore, be )

. N - - s
/ - . - -




-fairly aceurate. But, with -no tomparative data from other controlled
- P "A* .

job search'experiments, the figure cannot be judged eﬁpens?ié or in-

" expensive.

IR

F. Summary of Impacts

v

In thig chapter we EQaTuateq the impacts og,job search assistance
.programs on the search bghhvior of participants. We considered differences
in the rate of job finding, the quality of jobs found, and the persist-
ence of the job finding effect. These results were examined }n fhe
context of a number of channels of effect--ways in which the\impacts
came about. The channels included: work attitudes/knowledge areas;
learnable search ski11s; and, intensity of search. 'The results of the
evaluation of impacts are'§ummar12ed below. Discussion_of thesé results

~

will be preseqted in bhapter V, Policy Implications.

Job Finding A : .\ .

.

o Over.all Cambridge cycles, the difference in qu finding rates (withoutl
con;ro11ing for other factors)‘as of the firs; follow-up surve§.(10 .
weeks after enrollment) was 16 percentage points, favoring the treat;

‘mént group. The difference in job finding raiés diminished for sub-
sequent follow-up periods. In sum, the Cambridgé?job search program
had a large short-term effect, but going out to 45 weeks post-enroll- -

ment, there was no meaningful difference. Youth sooner or later find

jobs anyway, treatment or not. The effect of the treatment is simply

¢ ¢

to speed up the job finding.
In Wilkes-Barre, there were no significant differences between treat-

ment groups in rates of job finding (without controlling for other

factors) at niﬁs/ﬁeekg after enrollment. Thereafter, small differences‘

l\




\'ent types of treatment on joh finding.

A

appeared with Group>2 (who received p]a%emeht services, hather than

self-directed job search) hav1ng the lowest - rates wh11e Group 1

.

(the "1ean" approach that did not receive job search skills work-

shops) had the highest job finding rates. However, these,Qifferences

were not significant.

B4
L}

when variables such as sex, age, race pub11c ass1stance” education

. Status, and reading level were 1ntroduced 4! contro111ng factors on

job finding, part1c1pat1on in the Cambr1dge JSA program was the onTy
significant variable. Put d1fferent1y, the Job Factory had a sub-
stantia] effect in getting youth to work, 1n§ependent of these -other

factors. In Wilkes-Barre, there was no significapt effect of differ-

4

o

- Quality and Stability of Jobs Found “

In Cambridge, wages, hours of worky and earnings were all slightly

higher for the JSA youth than for the. Contho1'§?oup. Substantially:

‘moré _jobs were full-time

<

r the JSA group. - The Control group,
however, found s1ightly more unsabsidized johs,’gartia11y in response
to SYEP enrollments after Cycle 1. In sum, the qﬁicker pace of job

finding for Cambridge JSA'youth led to modestly better jobs.

. ~
In Wilkes-Barre, part-time work was mare common than in Cambri dge.

Ihe mostnenrichéditreatment group (Group 2) found.more full-time jobgm“
. - n
than the self-directed group (3) whith hesu1ted'ip higher weekly,

hours and earnings 0therw1se, there were no sighifieaht differences

'-cbetween treatment groups in quality of jobs found.

o




e

K

A -118- hat
,‘,,'. ‘_’,-. e .f ?‘ A-W\)v

In Cambridge, the rate of job leaving was lower for Jjob search
assistance youth than the Control grovp. T\} data therefore gave

‘no support to the hypothesis that speedy, job finding ends in early
. - -
job leaving. ) - )

In W11kes Barre po clear differences in job stabiiity were jdentified
'for the three tq;atment groups. Variations in treatment in wiikes Barre

made n%%difference in th1S/JDb holding® impact. .

Work Attit destnow]egge Areas

0

There were no 'significant positive gains in attifudes/knowiedge areas
from pre- to post-test in either program, with the exception of

Vocational Attitudes in Cambridge. .
In a procedure to determine what factors; in addition to program

)
_ treatment, are tied to attitudes/knowledge areas, we found that with
the exception of Job Seeking skills in Niikes-Barre, treatment group

- £
“was: neyer 2 significant dete;ménant of attitudes/knowiedge areas. The—

*'-factathat wiikes Barreﬁﬁroup 3-(the self- directed job search group

. b2
who d1d nqt receiye p1aceme§% services) scored significantiy lower

oé JOb seérgkﬁSkilis,awhen otherwfactors are controi]ed suggested

*x. ;b-‘ e 4”
, that the p1acement services were imbortant in deveioping job search
' % o wa @
.skills through a "1earning bﬁ%doing"‘process rather fhan the formal,

N

instructign in search téghniques > Té?s integgretation must be tempered,

however, by the fact that 1he process study reveals that services were

v

not aiways de1ivered as p1anned 5é? S

’

o
e .

In Cambridge, attitudes/knowledge areas did nottcontribute to job
finding. In Wilkes-Barre, Job Search Skii]s were a signifﬁcant de-

\




terminant of job f1nd1h§u Thus, in hi]kes:Barre there may be an

"indirect effect\6f treathent on job ffnd1n94*§:fh‘6houps 1 and 2 .
. having higher Job Seeking shﬁ11s which ih turn 5?b&dce greater job‘

finding. The distinguishing feature of Groups 1 and 2 was the

inclusion of .placement services.:
. - . &
' Intensity of Search . . ~

- o In Cambr1d§e; JSA youth cited contacts with staff more frequently
' than any other item as a souhge used most helpfully 1n getting ¢

. first jobs. The help was of the emot1ona1 type rather than placement.

0 Ind1cators of dntehsity of search included the number of app]ica-

tions filled and the n ber of interviews attendad. "We fﬁb d in
‘ Cambridge that the 1ntens1ty of search was significantly promoted
by the JSA program, mést notably for successful job finders In
Wilkes- Barre the process study as well as the impact data on [
-~ ' §1ntens1ty suggested anp uneven, pattern of search effort between

groups. " Limited evidence suggested that Group 3 youth interviewed
and filled out more applications; therefore, the‘p}a;ement se;§1ces
groups (1-2) do less searching. Th?s f1nd1h§, in combination with
the data cited previous1), suggested that in Wilkes-Barre, success
came f?;h the explicit assistance in putting youth into jobs.
The program was too di ffuse to generate succegsful self-directed .

and motivated search amdng the part1c1pants.‘

o In Cambridge through the first follow-up period, when we compare weeks
to get first job among successfu] job f1nde¥s, there are no meaningful
di fferences in search t1me between JSA youth agd—contro1 group mem-
ber§.~ Thus, JSA ]eads to more job finding in the short-run, but not

necessar11y to shorter search time among successful job finders.

“ERIC . BEEEE R
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Prodfam Costs

Costs per youth served, excluding demonstration expenses and
stipends were $715 and $324 for Cambridge and Wilkes-Barre respectively.
- ‘ Costs per_gmp1oyed youth were a modest $1442 and $611 in Cambridge and

= Wilkes-Barre ‘(excluding stipends and.demonstration expenses). The tost

. per net new job created through job search assistance in Cambridge was

.$4468. - _
) RN . '
-
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Chapter‘V
.. Po]icy Imp;-aations -

v

Job search assistance for youth appears to work by sustaining _ .
interest in active search. It may do this through financia1 incentives,. '
through a program that'is perceived as "fun" Qy young persons, or through
> the fact that counselors are th;re’to marshal and Eggnforce youthful
energiesithat might otherwise be.dissipated. ilhether there are long-

term impacts extending into future speﬁis of unemp]oymeht cannot be.

3

. deduced from our study of job search assistance. In fact, this study

shows that therafcan be significant short- term effects, but these effects

appear to diminish over time.-

- Successfu1 Job search'assistance gets youngsters to initiate their .

.search sooner than they had otherwise planned and to pursUe search more

9 g
” . -~

intensively over a period of time. The curricula df the programs are
undoubtedly important in/attracting youth to and keeping youth in "the
programs, but it is not clear whether the various JSA eiementssactuaiiy
can be said to alter participants attitudes or knowledge areas. It is
the intensity of the program that is’ c1earTy v::; important.

 This then raises the question of what sort of incentive it takes
to get youth to participate in such a program. He showed that in
Cambridge the financial stipend used to attract and support youth during
'the'program was a critical element of job search assistance. When the N E
program tried to operate without §tipendsl it fai1ed1. Similarly, many of.
Wilkes-Barre's probiems\with underenroliment, failure to deliver all plann

services, and 1ow service hours can be attributetho a 1ack of financial

. incentive. . . ol
tVE\" ".° . 'v ‘ w
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¢

-The importance ‘of personnel in preparing youth, but more import-

-

] ‘antJy, in reinforcing the search process, was 11lustrated in both the
- ;rocess and impact analyses. Certainly, the frequent staff turnover
‘and disruptive, reassigoments 1n'N11kesJBarre influenced the employment-
,re1ated 1mpacts c1ted 1n Chapter 1IV.~ ] ' . -
Another 1mportant element is program design. The Lambridge ’
program 1s structured in a way that holds youths captive lonhg enough to.
" fmpart a sense of urgency and chent1ve to their search. By contrast
the Wilkes- Barre program 1s di ffuse and charactarized by a lack of enjoyable
group actiag}ies, as well as a failure to rout1neJy follow and support
, the youths during their sefrch for _Jjobs.
The conventiona1 w1sdom is that job search assistance works in part
becausetof the peer suppéort, group dynamics, and other program elements

? d1rected at ‘changes in se1f—esteem, know1edge of the world-of-work, and

.know1edge of the job search process. In this study, the program s short-.

. run success resulted froh the high intensity of search effort generated
N, : . " .
b?_the program's seruice mix. We would argue that these program activi-_.

tiesswere important because they were fun and because they held the

v

. . 'attention of the youth.” This does not prove ‘that the conventional wisdom* §
. 1s wrong--only that when Job search ass1stance worked, it succeeded most- ‘
- ,important1y to the extent that it increased the ?Rtensity bf search.
. +. <~ _Job search ass1stance {s 1mportant then not so much for what it-teaches

but for what 1t promotes--Job finding

v

Success from the job\search ass1stance programs resu1ts from direct’

services provided.rather than a serious transformation of the youth who go

through the programs. We found 11ttle or no evidence that work attitudes
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or know]edée areas were Shaped by job search ass%étance pedagqey, or - :
that such atf1tude§ lead to—job Finding indirectly through pregram pantiw
cipation. As a matter of fact; in Cambr1dge the direct effect of the
job §earch program was found to lead- to pos1t1ve short-run employment
g 'effests, independent of these other factor; It 1s clear that the soc1a1-'
psychological orientation placed on jqb search assistance by,ear1y
1nvest{ga§ors (see Chap;ers I-11) is overstated. This type of or1en;a-
tion is 1mport%nt instrumentally as a,means to an end;‘ii strengthene -
the 1ntensity of the program experience which in turn leads te job ¥1nd1ng.
{ .' An,Lyportant finding is ghat fears that job searchﬁasé1stance would
lead to worse jobs for participants than. youth who_shopped arodnd longer
' for jobs'was unjustified. The evidence in Cambridge is that the first L
jobs found after.job sear'’ch assistance are nodest1y better jobs, although
- few,youth through ;he‘mechanism'of JSA break -out of the conventional youth
labor market. Similarly, we find that the jobs found through JSA were’
* retainéd for longer period:\of time. - E .
we,1e5rned also that job seerch assistance works well in the snort
" run for a number of d1fferent groups . Drobouts, for example, were actually
ove‘ano11ed in Cambr1d§e, while employment ogtcome§‘1n both communities
did not -favor high ;choo1 graduates, dropouts, or in-school youth. An
important finding fpr program operatore is that no one group of youth
* stands dramatically outside the service possﬁbi11ty of JSA; we{fare
recipients, ma1e§ or females, over 17 yeans 6n under, ded and bad readers.
We might note that family heads and -youth who 1ived independently of thein»
‘parents were particularly good prospects for job search ass1stance'(at

~

least in Wil ke%Ba’rre). e -

e

& <
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There are severa1 considergtions in assessing the imnlications of
these findings. wh11e the report is not aimed at the deve1opment of a
national agenda for federa11y supported job search assistance (indeed,
:one of the refreshing aspects of JSA is that it cgn be run W1thout federal
assistance by any nuvber of local delivery agents), we would mention
’ severa1 noteworthy gu1de11nes for policy. First, the-job search f1e1d s
in tremendous need o% demystifi;ation. The job search concept has been
- embraced by many in the employment and training community as a "quick fix"
to unemp1oymeht. It has been moved in ‘the welfare area, for examplé,
frofm anemp]oymenttransition service at the comp1etion of training to a
work test before provision of services:'or in-hind benefits. Hopefully,

.this report will defuse some of the wildest claims for the effectiveness

of job search assistance, claims often made by vendors of JSA curricula

and consulting services: Second, -while the research in this'study has . .-

been extensive, improvements cou1d be cited. For examp1e we would have
1ikéd to observe more closely the actial job search process. Unfortunate1y,
no one has devised a way to unobtrusive1y study this subject Qirect1y.
"Third, we would have liked.to compare the costs‘pf the programs to other
JSA p}ograms for youth and adults. $uch data a;e not avai1ap1e in re1iab1e

P S

fon& Finally, we have not answered the most important questibn of wHether

job search assistance is more or less effective than other youth interventions,

4
-

'such as conventional counse%fnéror .placement programs . | The latter question
will be the subject for further-research and syntheses across youth
employment program projects. Th15'study ean~be seen as the beginning of )
that eftortgtw showing how and undeh what conditions job search assist- -

ance works for disadvahtaged youth.

/
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Appendix A

%

Appéndix A contains a profile of the two local economies;:
N )

Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania and Cambridge, Massachusetts. This
material should be useful .background for understanding both the

process and the impact anmalysis reported in Chapters IiI-IV.

_ R ’
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Appendix A , .
The Local Context

»

The two sites are different in‘many significant ways. Cambridge,
with a total population of 106,000 and a density of over,16,000’persons
per sqﬁére mile (it's the third most densely populated city in the
nation)sis flamous as an academic center (Harvard University and MIi are
the city's largest employers), but it has the same population mix and
range of prob1 s as other northern industrial cities. For three decades
its manufacturin industry has been migrating south, dramatically affect-

ing the 1oca1'1abo market: Cambridge's stable population, is older, -
“poorer, and less edutated than the average for the surrounding metropoli-

tan area. Its 1argest ethnic groups are Portuguese and blacks; they com-

prise. 11 and 10 percent of the population-respectively and a dispropor-

~ T, tionate share of families 1iving'be10w the poverty level. About 11 pér=

cent of Cambridge youth 16 to 21 years, 1ive in famiiies belbw ‘the pov=

4 ‘( erty level, A11 these grou S were affected adverseiy by the losg of
»manufacturing jobs and the i creasing]y complex entrance requirements

‘ for the service “sector. ) )
Despite these prob1ems, Ca bridge s unempioyment rate has remained

below the national average'durjn the months corresponding to the opera-

tions of the Job Fact9r§ for Jouth program (Figure 1). the yduth labor

market in 6ambridge,‘as measured b, “the unempiqymeﬁk rate of 16-19'year '
oids,simproved between 1978:gnd 197 (see Table A-1) by one percentage
point. ihe.rate of jmbrodement.ﬁas greater than the nation as a whole

‘ and considerably better than Wilkes- arne, where teenaée unempibxmeﬁt;

*increased by 1. 4 percentage points b tween 1978 and 1979 In the year

of the demonstration prOJects, teenage unempioyment in Cambridge was

L 4

1Loca1 unemployment data are not cgliected separately and are based on 1970
"Census adjusted rates for region 1 trends

-
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Tower “than the U.S. a*d Wilkes-Barre rates. Averaging three years
(1977 to 1979), the Cambridge youth unemployment rate was 13 percent,
well below the nation;s average ‘of 16.5 and Wilkes-Barre's 21.6 per-
cent. ' '
Luzerne County is located in northeast Pennsylvania andthas a
total population of 337,500 (Wilkes-Barre's population is 55,969) with
a density of 382 persons per square mile. 0vera11,;thé county popula-
tion has declined 1.2 percent between 1970 and 1978.' The city ofr
Wilkes-Barre's population decreased‘near1y‘6 percent between 1970 and
1978. The county's non-white population has increased from 1970 to
1978; buthstiT1‘c0pp?§ses less than 2 percent of the county population.

Unemp1pymen§ anq‘poverty are critical problems in Luzerne County.

Nearly one out of every nine persons in the county 1%ve below federal

pover dndards. Industries which’'once dominated the region no ﬁonéérlﬂ .
provi:ijfg;jT\;;;\EBET‘an1ng~iggg§fgzi\fffféifgxieade; amonb‘. . .o
‘county industries, is currently last after retad .’de, services, govern-
‘ ment, small manufac%uring and other sectors. Th:\:zj;;;;;;;;\s?}i‘re;\\k\\\\\\\\\g\\
vita?gzed coal industry, in response to ?he national energy crisis, re-

ma{ns strong but to date has had only a marginal impact on Fmp1oyment.

~
Many youth in Luzerne County leave school early to seek employment

outside the area. About 20 percent of poor youti aged 16 to 21 leave
school before graduating in conﬁrzst’to 10 percent of non-poor youth., A
higher percentage of Luzerne County youth are joint1§'out of sghbo], not -

high school graduates, and not employed, than in Pennsylvania .as a whole

(5.5 and 4.7 percent respectively).* In sum, youth opportunities.in ‘the
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Wilkes-Barre area are constrained by the fact that it is a small city
_ surrounded by a rural county suffering from severe changes in the industrial .
structure, out-migration, and a youth labor market that ranks unfavorably

compared to the stat% and U. S. population.
ey
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Table A-1 5
Total and Youth Unemployment Rates
, . Nﬂkes;BéFre, Pa. " - Cambridge, Mass.
. © U.S.A. " (Luzerne County) . (Boston SMSA) -
. 1978 ' . -
- b "
1) Total Unemployment Rate 6.0 8.7 i 6.6 »
. . ’ v oo
2) 16 to 19 years 1637 22,7 . _ 12.3
- [ 4
) ’ . . « ‘ " e
3) Youth/total. ratio 2,32 - . 2,61 . 1.86. °©
(1ine 2 4 1) . . ' —
S . S
4 A .
1979 - T r
4)  Total Unemployment Rate 5.8 - . ' 9.1 / . 6.0
5) 16 to 19 years 16,1 . 24,1
) ‘ . .. 1.3 ’ —_
6) . Youth/total ratio 2,40 2,64 1.88 -—
(Hne 54 4) 4 _
. 7)  Estimated 1977-1979 Youth Un- \ . . b
‘ employment Rate- 16.5 ‘ 21,6 . ) 13.0
~ ;
v ‘ ) ' )
~ \ - ) :

“Sources See Figure'l - Estimated 1977-1979 youth unemployment rates are CPS averages adjusted for Census, 161
160"« .- - o (
‘ . ~ _ )

. ’ " b Z—> *
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N ’ | Appendix B ‘ ‘ o L
. - ’ Impact Analysis Sample . .
. : ) ¢ ) * ! !, »
‘ f/ij/ . Demographic characterist1cs of the impact’ s&mp]e are described -

N )

"in Table A-2. Table A«3 compares the characteristics of first fo11ow-up \c,/f’

/s
respondents to non-respondents.

e

P

'The tota1 sampde'on which the present analyses,are EEsEd is 764
youth.” The participaht sample in Cambriﬁaeewas on the averaae 18 years
of'age;‘just one_year older on.averaqe than in Ni]kes-Barre There were
,' slightly more males in Cambridqe but eoua] nurbers of fema1es to males
,in w11kes-Barre. The w11kes Barre oroqram 1s situated in the Dredomtnantﬂy

white community of Luzerne County, Pennsy1van1a The Canb 1dqe oroqram

enro11ed s1qn1f1cant1v greater numbers of black (36 5 percen ) and Hispanic

youth (8.2 nercent). In terms of econom1c status, all vouth m t CETA/YETP

M .

income e1iqibi1ﬁty ouide1ines "However., in Wilkes-Barre, the average .

' .fam11y 1ncome of narticipants 1s higher than in Cambr1dqe More youth in.
A' ) Wilkes- Barre, for examo1e, are from families 71«85 nercent, and 85, per;ent
.or higher, than the "Tower livino standards estab11shed by the Office of
Manaqement Budget and .0NL. ’AJso, in Cambr1dge, doub]e the number of pro-
gram‘oart1cipants receive pubTic aSS1stance (27.6 percent) thap in w11kes-
Barre. And, one th1rd of the Cambridqe youth head their own househo1ds or
“1ive apart from their oarents homes. The comparable figure in w11kes- -
Barre s li é.percent Most‘youth in both communities have some nrevious )
" work exnerience andaaust over a quarter of the vouth have been 1nvo1ved in

7

. CETA programs 1nethe past. (Wilkes- Barre is a commun1tv prooram that re- .

ceives YEDPA funds but "c0moetes“ for Taw 1ncome youth w1th the lTocal CETA
’ agencv ) Overa]] the' Cambr1dqe exner1ment and control arouns are. s1m11ar

” in the majdr demograoh1c character1s1tcs d1sp1ayed gn Ta%\e - 2

Q 1 The orecedinq 1s a stat1st1ca1-orof11e of the samp]es To aive the reader ;
EMC a better "feel" for the Jjob search assis agce narﬁ‘cman‘—zs, Apnénd1x €
ey presents qualitative nrofi]esa '
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*?E}centages do not4add to, 100vpercent’ * Missing category excluded.

Table A2 . .

P

Sample Description by Demﬂh#inhtc Characteristics

@

3 Cémbridgb . Lo
' Experiment Control
N of Participants: 203. - 165 .
Age: X .years . 18,3 18.7
*Y  Percent 16-17 19.2 13.3
Percent*18-2] ,80.8 ° 86.7 ‘
- « ' . h N
Sex: ' - Mate . 54,74 63.0
Female, =~ - 4573 37.0
Race:*  Whité _ 40.4 44,2
Black Q 36,5 . 37.6
- . Hispanic - 8.4 10.9
- Other ' 6.3 4,3
- Family Status:* - P
- Family Head 4.4 ~ 4.8
Family Member ° 55.2 50.3 ~
Indepen. Member 28.1 33.9
Education, Status:* ' N
H.S. Student - -
H.S. Leaver . 31.5 37.0
H.S. Graduate - 55,0 ., 48.4
Ex-0ffender giatU§: .
Prior Records 9.4 . 8.2
‘Public -Assistance: -
AFDS, SS, .0tger 22.7 b 2641
- Previous CETA-Experience:
" . Yes. . 26.6 25,5
.. ~ -~ g ’ s N
Previous Work Experience: 0
Y& Yes . C T 82.3 £ 90,3 .
\ : ‘ \
Economic Status:¥ | 1;/\/
. . .M% Lovier Living ~ - ;o
T .« . Standard - 52,0 44,0,
71-85%\lower Living " * . B
. Standdrd -t d5.3° 8.0 -
. 86% - Mdpe . 3.4, -7 2.4
o "t Other - 1.0 - - 1.8
- [\ N ) ) ‘ - LY

164

Wilkes-Barre
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Table Ai3

Characteristics of First Follow-up Respondents
. aqd Non-Respondents

(Percents)‘

. ’ ’ ’ ‘ V
Cambridge . s v Wilkes-Barre
Exp. : Control . . - ‘
R NR R . NR R - NR

" Male 51.5 60.3 40.7 32.9 "53.9 48.1

Age: ‘ . . , S
- 16-17 22.3 11 3.5 2.5 37.0 41.6
propout  30.8 329 29.1 45.6 * 6.1 10.0
H.S. : | | - .
Grd. . - - - 25.5 25.1
» . . v ‘p e
Pre;“ ° -)‘ ' . A
CETA 34.9 39.5 34.7 24.2 . 43.1 56.9
P - , . A J
V. - '
ok 8.6  79.5 94.2 86. 1" 60.0 61.0
Pub. -, ' T
Asst. 5.4 5.5° 11.5 ' .7.6~ 5.5 7.4
Fami 1y ' . - \ - S o :
Head or
Nom-Dep, 26.2  43.8 29.1 - 9.4 - 9.7 13.4
‘-. P - ‘ -,

" Table A-3 “compares charactéristics of youth who returned the first follow-up)
and those that did not respond to the first follow-up,.” In Wilkes-Barre,
the. group oft non-respondents are auite similar to follow-up respondents.

- Among the treatment youth in Cambridge, non-respondents are more likely
be male, 18 years or older, and separated from their parents' homes. Within
' the control group, the notable differences include the following: non- -
respondents are more 1ikely to be females, dropouts, have no previous CETA

experience, and. head=their own households.



Mary hag'graduated from a local parochial school. Her onTy priordyork.
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Appendix C

ra

Job Factory for Youth: Client Profiles

The following are selected profiles of some clients in the first
three cycles of the Cambridge Job Factory.. They were recorded by the
participant observer and are de11berate1x 1mpressionist1c Names have
been chanﬁg:’and events rearranged to ensure confidentiality. Their porpose
15 to provide insioht into the personal factor, es a counterpoint to the
analytical and statistical oata. .The profiles selected for presentations
give a f]avor*fdr the clients served by.the Cambridge job search assistance

program; they are, howeVer, not a representative sample in a‘stat1st1ca1 sense.

experience had been/partjtime“as a receptionist and kitchen aide during the
]ast four years in a'loca] Church rectory. Pary was constant1y referred to
as "the mode] Job Factory client " and she secured a job at a large insur- ,1
ance company .as a stat1st1ca1 ana]yst by the end of the. second week of the
program. %DF was also offered another job during the same week as a teller
trainee-at a bank, which she turned down. She was recommended to the bank

by a program counselor after learning of the vacancy on her own,.and was

referred to the insurance company by her sister, an emp1oyee‘of that company.

Hormitas, a Haitian 11v1ng in Boston with re1atives, missed much of the

@’ -
o~

“the f1rst week of the program because of academic commitments at the high

school. He also worked the graveyard sh1ft at a local fast food restaurant
as a cook throuqh his sen1or year and during the program, Seem-

ingly financially independent, he had 11ttle regard for the structure

,{ . 1‘
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of the program. . He was terminated during the last wegk of the program.
At the follow-up 1nterv1ew, he claimed to be work1ng at a state hosp1ta1

as a housekeeper.

i —

Katie,ithe youngest child in a large family, attends a New England state
un1veri1ty, and p]ans to maJor in social service adm1n1strat1on Katie

is a r¢a1 achiever--a member of the National Honor Society, varsity

" .
athlete (tennis and swimming), industrious. She hawked newspapers for

* five summers and throughout the 1978-79 school year. She also has.been' ¢

a life guard at/é local pool during 1978. She secured a job at a YWCA
pool for the summer after a self-directed telephone search of the Bdston

area.

' . v

@ - N
Grace is a Haitian gTrl recently graduated 'from high sehool. Though she

spoke very 1itfle<Eng1i§h, sﬁe was fierce1y.determined to do all that
was expected of her, insisting on completing all the research questioht
ngires without assistance. She gecured a job at a manufacturing company
ad&acent to the Job, Factory building as an assembler at $3.08-an“hour.

She got a tip from another Job Factory client who was_also hired there.

" She presently lives ih Boston with her cousin.

Contessa, white female, eager and'ambitious, but unfocused, became

very dependent on the program staff. As the program'progressed, sh?
consu]féd staff heavily at every stage for everything. She comp]gteﬁ

the program yi£hout placement. She enrolled in SYEP after the Job Factory.
She is presently atten;}ng a copmuﬂity college and is looking for a

- L4

part-time job. ' . - o .

7

\e

> ‘ : .1167
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- Tony is a Haikian male whoxequiéd himself for his extreme tardiness

the first day with promises thgf it would never happeﬁ again; the
prqmise proved hollow. He is;%ri]ingua1 and is an experienced martial
arts instructor. He is aisofﬁn accomplished song writer and guitar
player who in his resuﬁéwa;;cribes himself-as ;n very good health with

a positive attitude toward 1ife and work. He has worked as a fast -foods
cook's aide part-time for two years in a restaurant, and as a counselor-
in-training at the YMCA during a summer. Whenscontacted after the pro-
gram, we learned from his family and friends that-he was sick and in a
hospital in New York. Tony contacted the résearchers in December for

the second wave follow-up, and claimed that he was a student a£ a local

universjty, and was working <in the psycholody department.

Ray, one of only three white males in the first Job %actory cycle, es-

tabTi;hed,good répport with one of the.counse1ors_bu; related little with
'other.peerk in the program. Though he' had various job interviews during

the fodr weeks of the program, he finished Qithout placement. 0n:fol1ow-

up in Auguét he was in basic training with the U.S. NaVy in Florida.

3

\ Harold, a taciturn,‘young black man, stated on the first day of the pro-
gram he wanted a JOb where he would not get his hands d1rty He is pres-
ently attend1ng a 1oca1 univers1ty H1s work expe;1ence 1nc1udes three
months as a\stock boy at a travg1 agency, oge month of Upward Bound, and
a summer- with SYEP as a gym instructor. Also, he.had worked part-timej?ive_

" months washing cars. He kept a low profile during much of his 'time in the

Job Factory,'genera11y doing what was expected of him. He did not, however,

\\‘pursue a‘job with any ardor. He quit the program after the third week.

o e e A
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‘before being dismissed. He made only a minimum effort at job search.

Later he participated in an Upward Bound Program. . .

ETlen, an 18-year old H.S. graduate, secured a job at. the end of the,

4 T———

- second week of the program as a teller trainee at a locatk-bapk. She

Had heard from a friend that they were hiring-and iet up an interview

&

on the phofie. Her plans are to continue at her present position.

-

James is a young black man who stayed in-the program for three weeks

He was referred to the Job Factory from another pub11c program where

he.-had worked six months doing home rehabilitation.

-

Lee Ann a 26 -year old white woman, is a high schoo1‘graduate with

during the second week of the .program for her repeated flute playing
during work sessions. She was totally incapable of any sustained work
and presented an unusual problem for the Factory staff because of her

bizarre behavior, =

Robert is a 21-year old white man with a h1gh schoo1 d1p1oma. W1th

some prodding, he was motivated in his early Jﬁb search, to complete an
acceptable resume. However, he soon became easily d1soouraged, com-
p1a1n1ng incessantly of nervousness. He was terminated at the end g}
the first week His work history 1nc1udee one brief stint with a. locals

» .

company as a truck loader and a summer job as factory worker.

v
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' severé emotional problems, She had no work history. She was terminated -

»

-
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Betty is a g1-year_p}d bilingual (in English and Portuguese)nwdman with
her G.E.D. She worked di1igent1}'to find a job as a receptionist/sec-
retary with a real estate company, 6n1y to find herself out of work “when
her new boss hired his gir1friend.: She immediately found a pos%tion as
a receptionist at a tax torsulting firm, and crédits the Job Factory
with her fine resume and good advice. She hqs a three-year work history

“in the clerical field:

Caesar is a 22-year old white man with an admitted alcohol problem.

He has three years experience as a chef trainee at a Targé Boston hotel.
He figlkhed the program without placement. Caesar was capable of dili-
gent and cooperative'job search; but was unéble to suétainiit. He finally
admitted to staff that he had a drinking problem that was interfering

with his work.

Cecile, an 18-year old bi1iﬁgua1‘ﬁi§panic womany, found a job over ihe
phone.as a file c1e}k for a credit agency, beginning at $3.50 an hour.

- She had worked as a recebtionist in a hospital (one year). Cecile did

83
]

not graduate from High school.

Janice is a twenty-one yea} old woman with a tenth grade educgﬁion.

She is,presenfly separated from her huéband, has two small children,

and lives with her grandp;}ents. She last attended school in February,

1976, though.she is currently taking’hight‘c1asses for the GED, Hér

work expénience includes two stints as ahmachiné operator in garment
\factories. From August 1977 to ‘O¢ tober 1979, she éorked f?r a dress

manufacturing company at $3.15 an hour, and from October 1976 to Decem-

_ ber 1976, she worked for a fabric firm. She left the latter employer

because of "ppor working conditions.” She was an enthusiastic and

T L 170




di]igent‘member of her JSA class. She initially listed her ideal .job

as a computer ope?ator but after seeking information r@gardjng this

choice, sh@ switched and pursued a job in a bank. A week aftér search-
ing; Janice got a job.as a teller trainee at a large commercial bank.

She attributed her success to her high score ona standardized "intel-+ -

- ’ 4 ' .
Tigence" test. She expressed satisfaction with her new position.

.

s

Robert is a 22-year 01d white male with a'tenth-grade education.,~ He

>

. 1isted‘hjs most recent empioyér as the:U.S. Marine Corpgf"Prio% to e ,:

= on a breaking and entering charge for which he went to jail. Prior to

.

,'$3.50 an hour.,

entry into the service, he worked for $3.15 an hour at a large department

store. He stated that his reason for leaving was a criminal conviction

that, he worked in the maintenance department of a large company for

LS

© Peter was a requtar participant in his JSA class and wished to find a

job as a furniture mover. After a week of'activ% searching,g(he visited
w§-6 moving‘cdmpanies) he landed a job wiih a furniture compdny iﬁ
Cambridge. At the first follow-up period, we were unable to reach Peter.
His mother informed us'thatbhe had gotten a place of his own and had no
phone. In the summer, a researcher happened to see Peter on a street in
Cambridge. He said that he was no longer working at the furniture étore3
"he had been arrested agdin for breaking and entering and would probably

be going back to jail.
q .

Cecj]ia is a 19-year -0ld, unmarried Hispanic girl with a young child.

Her mother took care of her child while Cecilia regularly attended Job

* Factory. Cecilia waﬁted to get a job in day care. After a week«of

1;"

searching, she. 1anded a job as a teacher's aide in,& suburban Head Start

" Program,
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Aaron is a twenty-year old black man. His partiéipatﬁqn was errati

and he was terminated at the end pf the second week of the program. His
previdug:work higtory is véry spotty; he listed hgwing a "minor break-
down" as a reason for leaving his last job as a 1abere;. At the first

follow~up, he was unemployed.

Peggy is a sé1f-supporting twent&-one year old white woman with an
Associate Degree who hoped to break fnto the communiéation/pgrsonne1
field. She had been working part-time as a‘waitress, hoping to save
enough money to return to college and to travel. She was an active '
member of her Job Factory class, continﬁa]ly offeriﬁg support aﬁd ideas
Yo others. After the formé[ classroom tr:a;p'ing3 she pursued a nuhber

of informational {interviews at sucb places as local newspapers, radio
stations, and colleges. Finally, she accepted a position as an admissions

secretary at a college in Boston. »
< . .

ﬁgi is a twenty-year old* black mén who has comp1eted)one year on a
ﬁootbaf1 scho]arsﬁ‘t at a 1argé southwestern university. He has returned
home because of ﬂperfgpa1" pr6p1ems. He‘expressed interest in returning
to college to pu%::e his education and what he hopes will be a career

in préfessiona] football. He would always appear at the Jbb Facforé
well-dressed, but his attendance was.grratfc.‘ According to his sign

in/out sheet, he sought work -at an insurance office,L? hospital, a,bank

and several retail.stores. He was offered and accepted a position as a

messenger at a finance company.

2 -
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h Sara is-22-year old high-school drop out,_who has been unemployed since
Spring, 1979. She found a job as an assem%1er.on a cold call. She

-has two year$ of bartending and waitressing experience in a small bar,

-

Fred is a recent honbrs graduate from a roral high school where he ex-

celled in sports and academics. He has had three unskilled Jjobs ouring

previous summers..- He lTanded a job as a researcher-at a service company

~ ®

1d call the third week of the program.

Lenny is a 20: old high school dronEUt ~ He claimed that he had
been recently d1shonora %y\gliciarged from the, U.S. Mar1ne Corps for ]
stealing an officer's jeep. He“had no other work history of note. In
cont;ast to his alleged escapades in the service, he'preseoted himsel f
Cas a J111gent and competent individual intent on f1nd1ng a good job.
— 'In1t1a11y he wanted to f1nd work in hotL] management. He secured two
1nterv1ews at 1oca1 hote1s. He f1na11y accepted a pos1t1on as a printer's

ass1stant at $4, 00 an hour at a pr1nt1ng company in downtown Boston.

" Qur one-month fo11ow-up revealed that he had been promoted and was now -

A
making $4.75 an hour. oo )
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Appendfx D N

. Counselor Ratings of Participants' Employment Potential

—

In this“Appendix, we considér an important topic, but one that is

~

anci11ary to the major themes presented in the process ané?impact
analyseg. The topic is the job search-ass1staqpe codnsg]ors; assess-
ment-of participants. Our interest 1n;cqqn§e10r ratings of clients'
employment Potentia] stems from two concerns. First,-the JSA'pﬁ%Qrams
attrqct a réﬁative1y homogenﬁous,group of Tow income volunteers (see

Tab1e'A-2). ,wé'wou1d'11ke to know hOﬁ/the counselors differentiate

among the participants in terms of the youths' readiness to work. The

counselors are, in a sense, much 1ike the potential employers that youth

hope to jmﬁress.a Therefore, the counselors’ judgments are important
trial balloons of the rea1 world-of-work, Seéénd, the’var1abi11ty in .
counselor rat1ngs may be related in some wa& to post-program outcomes.
Cons1der“for examp1e whether counselor} who perceive their young
cliehts as suffering from many disadvantages and employment barriers
treat’thesggyouth differently. Perhaps youth who gre,percefved as more .
disadvaﬁtaged are overlooked fo;-jntensive supborted job search‘thrdugﬁ

a "creaming" process, ?A1ternative1y, such youth could be, selected for
specig] treatment, .Both possibi11t1esrmay lead to unique outcomes. We
have no direct ev1deqce of such phenomena, but through two ;urvey instru-
ments -we can exp1ore some of these ideas., *- , . T e

Two instruments were utilized in this study to assess counselor

ratings.d? participants, The first, called Summary Rating, was provided
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"yations -of welfare recipients, ]hjs'“Barrier" form asks counselgrs to
14 barriers may be grotiped into four categories: . éducational (e.qg.,

' logical (e.q., hand1caps, a1coho11sm, drug abuse tense, nervous ) ;. \ .

-and‘d1rect emp1oyment barr1ers (é 9L1§1a°ks JOb exp!r1ence references; .
spec1a11zed Sk1]]S)u —_ . . ‘
Table A-4“Shows the percentages of youth v1ewed as having par- R

'counselor ratings The most prominent type of barr1er 1s the direct

‘ 'emp1oyment type éé g., lack of references and spedﬁa11zed skills). iIn~
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as .part of the ETS/SAS systEm, It asks 17 questions about each partic-

ipant's attitude and program eXpériénce; about whether the participant
s .
pays attention to grooming and-dress;‘is open about discussing job ..

»

prob1ems; shows resentment and npsfiTify;.maEes rea1istic plans, and

is coherent im expressing him/herself. The.other ins}rument was develeped

by the researchers and has been used successfu]]y'in a nomber of eval-

—— v

4

rate the_youths in terms of barriers to get¢ing.or keepﬁng‘a ﬁobf The

LN

reading, wrft{ng difficulties, hot enouﬁh education); medical-psycho-

soctal servicé barriers (e.g., ch11d care, transportat1on prob1emsY,

t1cu1ar categor1es of emp1oyment-re1ated barriers as well as the re-

¢ Ta
1at1onsh1p between the counse1or v1ews on barr1ers and the summary

both commun1t1e§ between 60 and 66 percent of a11 JSA youth are labeled

by:counselors as experiencing this barrier. About one-third. of youth )
in both commuhities have'éduoatfona1kbarriers, and just over a quarter

of the youth in both programs have psycho1og1ca1-med1ca1 barr1ers. The \

V]

counselors' assessments are s1m11ar across commun1t1es w1th the except1on

~

of the social service barrier. In Wilkes-Barre, transportation probles

- 175 -
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-¢ . ' account_for more youfh;hawing this 1atﬁey barrier than in Cambridge.

, S s expected, Table A-4 shows‘tﬁéf youth who are not designated
as<ﬁav1ng &ﬂbarticu1qr barrier rece{;e higher. .scores on the ETS/SAS
Summary Counseier‘Ratings The variab11it;\of the ETS/SAS counselor
ratings, however, is rather narrow when comparing among youth with —

bqrriers or between youth with barriers and no- barriers. Most youth

aré rated low on Summary Counselor Rating. U
. ) . » -

Next, we consider whether the ehp1oyment barriers are related to
job finding in the Post-program 6er10d. Table A-5 shows the following:
In Cambridge, youth with the hedica1ipsycho1091ca1 and direct emb]dyment

barriers actua]]y work in greater\proportions than those without'such bar-

riers. On the other hand, those with educational barriers work less than

youth without such barriers Apparent]y, the latter educatﬁonaﬂ barrier is

a greater detriment” to emp]oyment than lack of work exper1ence or health- |
related prob1ems In Wilkes Barre, 1n “each case having a barr1er Teads

s to less employment, except for the social service barrier, where the —

effect is reversed. o, ‘ B
v <" "Ta learn whether “job finding-differences persist between youth with
Le A _
.barriers and those without barriers after other variables, such~as age, sex,

k] 3 ’

reading Tevel, education status, ethnicity, family status and welfare status .

. #are iﬁtroduced, we performed a number of regressions involving the various

L. ad

emp]oyment related barriers, The pattern of job finding holds regard]ess
of emphoyment barr1ers. None of the regressions-resulted in significant
. barr#en-eoefficients, with the exception of a Cambr{dge gggression involving

._ o Xo " N L .
s the educatfonal barrier. (There, 'youth who do not have the education

« » barrier were found to-obtain higher rates of job finding,

<

4 -
\ . ' N ’ - . W\o
- : R -
.
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Table A-4 .

~

Emp]Byment Barriers and Counselors' Ratings

-

Percent of Youth-Having Employrfent-Related Barriers

a

e

e

L

‘

.
]

Cambridge (N = 93)

e
= 195)

>

[

Social Service Psych-Medical Educational Direct Employmen
4 . 294 37 66 »
Z .
s - e{’* .
18 27 33 62
< < ) /
The Relationship Between Employment Barriers and Counselor Ratings - I
' - ‘ ; ; — .
o !

Mean Scores on Counselor Rating

Educational

&

Direct Emp1b1ﬁ3n

-l
Cambridge (M = 93)

Wilkes-Barre (N = 195) 3.3

Social Service Psych-Medical

No No No No
Barrier Bar. Barrier Bar. Barrier Bdr, Barrier Bar.
. 3.5 3.6 2.9 3.9 3.3.%3.8 3.4 4.0

‘&
3.9 3.3 4.0 3.3 4.1 3.5 4.3
. . i
. :
- o
- -
¢ . o -
o " + ! - - ¥ L4
‘e . \ |

, 4 ‘ l. e

° - o '

' Ly
gy
[
. ‘ @ L
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.. .. . — ;\ - b ’ ‘
~* Job Finding and Empldyment™Barré€rs in Percents (Number) |
“ b d ' ;" ' . | . * . . -
/ : I . Social .- Medical- . Dirgct
' P : *. . Service Psychological Educational Employment
o Wilkes-parre . )
. . . 3 © -
o Percent of Persons with- '« - ’ .

. -, Barrier Who Work at - : -, 75.0 61.8 60.0 632
D+ . st Follow-up . - s, (20) . (34) (35) . (68) |
Percent of Persons without L : ' .. /’I
'+ Barrjer Whg Work at 68.0 721 729 - 76.09 .
. st Folldw-up ) (100) -~ .(86) (85) (52)

.-. . Boa .\‘. ) . ,°\_-/\ ‘ v . P -
. Cambridge ., *7 , S . “ )

. v . ‘
. Percent of Persons with . - . .o
‘ Barriers Wip Work at . - 67.9 . 8.7 .- 72.5
> st Follow-up ° (2) (81) . {30) . (51)

YA

5 f M * . A
Percent -of Persons without ) veg e
* Barriers Who Work at _ + °* 65.4 "~ 5230 - AN - 56.4
1st Follow-up * - . (104) . (25) (76) (55)
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ceterds paribus.) This finding is tonsistent with the data, described above

-

for Tab1e A-5.) S1m11ar1y, we tried regress1ons With the ETS/SAS counselor
rat1ng var1ab1e as an 1ndependent var1ab1e on the job f1nd1ng Hependent
variable (at f1r§t(fo110w -up). In w11kes-Barhe; egynse]or rating has,
sign1f1cant iiﬁg,Tab1e A-6).: In Cambridge, the ETS/SAS counselor rating
scale was h;tf§1gn1f1cant . A

4 va

" To summarize, the results show>that-1n'Cah§r1dge there is no*simple’
reTationsh1p hetween cpunse1brs' destgnattons of the various emp1o¥ment'
barriers and subsequent job f1nd1ng ?n fact, when various Sackground .
character1st1cs are 1ntroduced the empToyment barriers are d1m1n1shed to
insignificance (with the exception of ercat1on barr1er in Camhridge), I
wi1he5r8arre, the oveha]i counselor ratfng scale is significantly related
to job finding; after the various cohthols are introduced. 1

The data on counselor ratings suggest that a1though an 1mportant feature
’ of job search assistance may be the way counse1ors perce1ve young c11ents,
the counselor g:sessments--both with respect to emp1oyment barr}ers and
overall ratings--are hot comp1ete1y re11ab1e guides to the subsequent emp1oy--
ment success of youth in the 1abo£r market. In job search assistance, ‘ :
' counselors may be able to ‘quickly assess a young hersonTs strengths and
heaknesses, employment barrjers and advantages. It canhot be'saia, however,
that the couhse1drs’know best which youth will succeed and th;h Witl fail
Wbefore the-yeuth Jeave- the. program. Moreoveﬁ, there 1s no evidence in our
data of discrimination of one sort or another by the. counse1ors Yeuths'
with emp1oyment barriers, fob example, are not d1sproport10nate1y mﬂnor1t1es,
dropoutg{ or thg 11ke Finally, the most re11ab1ejgh1de to success appears
to be the educat1on-nelated emp1oyment'bartier, L . o
- 1Ne 1ntestigated several exp1anat10ns for the finding that Summary Coun eTor
Ratings fn the Wilkes-Barre program are significant in job finding. Wene
. the ratings, for example, related to hours spent in the program or the N

background characteristics: of the youth? We could find no ,significant -
differences ‘aTong these' dimensions.’ .

c : j'7( B
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I

o .. —Tablens— ) &,
'The Effect:of Counselor Rati“rig on Job Finding - Wilkes-Barre '
s (First Foliow-up) v
Independent Variables Regression
. ‘ * - : . ’
Counselor Rating Score (ETS/SAS) .1606*
o A (.0594)
| Education Status: _Dropout =.0753 :
. (.1103) . o
. Vb . ] . - ‘ .
- High School Graduate e .1390
o ' : (.1103)
. - v -
Sex: .Female -.1372
_ , (.0957)
Age: 16 or'17 ¢ . - 0874 N
- . ) .. T K 097")! ,
Reading Level - -.0012
_ e 0008) .
Famﬁ\ staf?us?: Head or Non-dependent‘ ,§454 ) . .
' S ' (.1425) - |
Public Assistance .2879 ‘ -
. S, (.3284) - ,
Grotp 2 : -.0590 '
' i ' (..1028)
© Grpup 3 % * -,0164 < ‘
SUARE (.1000% °
‘Constant 1270
- , LY \
RZ o ' , . 291 .
N (Listwise de]et1on) 108 % . .
'F‘C’v 2.31*

*Significafcation at .05 pereent level (2 tajl test for independent vamab]es)

F S LY , .
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"¢ For varfable.definitions sée Chapter IV.
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Appendix E

This appendix describes the research :instruments

-~

e g o

collection procedures utilizéd in the ewi

Tuéfion..

and data
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0 ' Appendix E
Research Instruments N

hd 4
&

Listed belowegye the research instruments used in the study.

A11; except for the STEP. Reading Scale and the battery-of seven pre-
"‘;’“"‘"bost-tests~0tganlzed~by'them£ducat10na1~Test1ng-Serv1ce (ETS) for use'

by researchers in a Department of Labor supported national data: bank

‘were deve1oped or mod1f1ed by the researchers. for th1s project. (See ﬂ@»( , )
- Rock & Freeberg, 1980, c1ted in Chapter 2 for a deta11ed account of the ;3,’_

Il

measures used and 1nformat1on perta1n1ng to the ETS/Standard Assessment

* System. ‘

5

1. Individual Participant Profile (IPP) -- includes enrollee * -

-

el

characteristics, prograu‘status, and ter%ination status. The
IPP was given to all youth in’ the study.
2., STEP -Reading 5c51e»17 a short 10-15 minute measure.of reading
Teve] ranging from fourth to ninth grades. 'The STEh is'actua11y_
a compgsite of 1tems from severa1 locator tests desighed to
"assess quickly- wh1ch 1eve1 of a fuTl read1ng test is appropriate
® '//for a'g1ven student. The STEP was given to a11 ‘study youthf \
3. “Pre-ahd'Post-Psychometric Tests -- These include seven re1ative1y' ' .
short tests. The tests were descr1bed~1n Chapter°IV - , i

N
4
’
7 ° -

4, Program Comp1etioh.5uryey (PCS) -~ an exit questionnaire to de-

. . - . . ’. ‘ . ,
- - termine what youth did in the program, attitudes toward the pro-
) gram, asﬁirations and expectations-+as given to treatment youth K
b in Cambr.idge and a11 youth in ﬂi1kes-8arre. . - )
‘ . o * ‘ A L .
“9 " >
»" ‘ . . .
~ 182
¢ v ."‘ - .




W11kes-Barre CETA prpgram‘ (Title,II-B and YETP).¢1he same fo11ow~l

10.
11.

search purposes. C e ’ .

- s

Counselor Rating Form -- this form is filled out by the JSA
counse1ors and asks them to assess individual part1c1pant
youth in terms of the youth's attitudes and overa11 11ke11hood

%
of success in the 1abor market.

Emp1oyer Rating Form -- Th1s is a short quest1onna1re given ' ..
to employers who hired JSA part1clpants The response rate
was too low to reliably report results in this study; the ,
sample of emp]oyers’was°1imited to youth and firms who con-
sented to its administration.e | |

Employment Barrier Forms -t This form was developed by the
esearchers and used to assess the 'JSA counselors'

€

.,as to emp1oymeht re1ated barriers of individual €lients. -

op1n1ons g
Fo11ow-up Surveys -- these persona1 phone and mail surveys
were given to all_youth, treatment anc contro]. They record
Tabor force participatien and a range‘of other post-program
experiences. ' ~
wi1kes-Barre~Comparison Group ---Brandeis obtained-a list of )

approxdmate1y 125 pos1t1ve and negat1ve term1nees from the

R, ¢

up surveys as in #8 were used.

Wilkes-Barre proved very difficult and began too 1ate\\n the,

.study to obta1n reliable resu1ts. Thev are not reported

Program app11cat1ons were exam1ned for, research purposes

-

Program records, such as 51gn up sheets, attendance records,

progress reports, and .budget reports were exam1ned for ré- .

.

‘Tracking CETA youth in ¥

e




. N
12." -ETS/SAS Program Information Questionnaire and Brandeis ‘open-

v

ended program operato(\quéstionnaires were dsed, especially

- < a

for the prdcess study. ‘ s

‘

C .
Collection of data for the process and impact studies was

+ , Data Collection ) : o

the main responsibility of ‘the researchers in coordination with the

program agents in éach of the sﬁtEs. Data collectior arrangements

“* varied bet_ween 'the two program sites .due to diffe_rences 1n program
design ahd geographic location, In Cambridge, because of its.prox-
imity to Brandeis University (10 miles), aistaff'member from the‘
evaluation: team was assigned as a participant-observer to each cycle

of The Job Factory. He was' respons1b1e for mon1tor1ng the testing

e

activities of the exper1menta1,group, w1%h the ass1stance of program
.staff members when necessary. Brandels researchers conducted the
follow-up surveys. The first follow-up was generally a persona1 in-‘

terv1ew, a comb1nation.of persona1 and,telephone 1ﬁferv1ews were v

¥ used for rema1n1ng fo]Tow-up surveys. ST .

-,

X

* W¥th the exception of the foj1ow-up 1nstrument test1ng ’4\*:
T activitiés in.Wilkes-Bir¥e were supervised by the researcherswbut v
administered by the program coutselors. In an effort to-gather accurate

fo11gw4up 1nformatiqn from participant youth, a research field aéent

1

»was hired and trainqd by the Brandeis evaluation -staff.to conduct per-, |

sonal (Tst fo11ow-up) and telephone follow-up-(remaining three follow- ‘

ups) interviews. T e N . .
. The .séquence of fo11ow-up data}gathering was not consistenf

St

across sites. . In Wilkes-Barre, youth were regar&ed aS:pFrticipants
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-

for up to three months after program entry, unless they terminated

positively for jobs. " Brandeis recei\;ed -the names of both categories- L

o’f youth and interviewed them six weeks after they obtained jobs or

Pl °

s1x weeks after they left the’ actwe list. Therefore, with the ex-

cept1on of early job ﬁndars, the,f'rrst foﬂow—up survey in wﬂkes-

Barre could take p1ace ap to 3 months plus 1% months -- 43 months :

’

after program entry The 1nformat1on co11ected however, was retro-
spectwe to program ex1t The Cambr1dge administration of foHow-up

1nstruments was more uniform since the program was d1v1ded into sépa-

’

rate cycles. TabTeA-7 below 111ustrates the actual timing of research

‘instruments. Note that in wﬂ,kes-Ba%e, the average time from program

“-entry to the first foHow-up is 24 weeks in contrast to the 10 ‘weeks

in,tambridge. Tab1e -8 shows_the p1anned adm1n1strat1on of research

.

© instruments. ' Table A-9 shows the number of respondents for each cate-

gory“of” reseasch 1nst/ruments. - ’ .-
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Table A-7
) . ~
Research Instrument Administration ’ P
N ol (Mean Weeks) .
K Cycle Cycia( Cycle  Cycle Cycle
: I I1 111 JV v
erimenta]s . - . . ~"s . :
rogran Entry to F1rst Fo]]ow-up 10.57 ~9.36. 12.93.. 11.00 7.8]
tY‘O]S ' s ) - : ,* ) -
Assignment to First Fo]]ow-up 11.06 9.32. 11.78 10.88 ;N/A
' . &
e‘Bétween First and Second Follow-up a . .
xperimental: . 17.25 14.51 12.22 N/A . N/A
‘Gontrol: ©19.42 17.13 13.75 N/A N/A
. ’ . . : |
ime Between Second-and Third Follow-up g - \
xperimental: . 12.59 9.05 N/A N/A N/A
ntrol: . 11.96 7.08. N/A N/A N/A
e Between Third and Fourth F011ow-up ‘ . L .
xperimental: " 8.83 8.66 , N/A < N/A _N/A -
ntrol: 8.26 9.55 N/A N/A* N/A
L. .
keseBarre Group Group Group .
. I 11 II11 ‘e
Between Program Entry and . f‘ . "
ogram Completion L 10.69 |, 8.23f~ 9.41
_Batween Program Entry and - o ‘
irst Fo110w-up ‘. 26.04 21,78 . 24.74
e ‘Between Flrst and Second . . o
011OWhups . 14.14 14,4 14,24 .
e Between Second and Th1rd ‘ ' . ) .
o]1ow-ups 10.36 8.60 8.68
L4 ,.
- . ~lé3f{
» o W ’
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. Table A-8

' \> Planned Testing Schedule for the Job Factory and the

S

o,

“Workshop Programs

s

Cycles/f-s-

Cycles

' " Cycles Cycles
1-3 1-2 _1-2
: v . - .+ Post Ist 2nd 3rd e4th b
. - IPP ~P.re-Test STEP Test PCS Fol- Fol-- Fol- Fol--
- L - N up up up up
. ' . . -0 ¥ b weeks | T4 weeks | § weeks™ | 8 weeks
Job Factory - . o o after: after after . | after
Participant © -+ |+3rd day 3rd Program [ . Program | Program 1st 2nd .3rd ..
Group _Enroliment in program. day ° ;xit Exit- | Exit Fol-up. | Fol-up _| Fol-up
c ) ' , . L -1 weeks . 14 weeks | 8 webks | 8 weeks
. Job Factory .| Time Time after,™ |- . after after |after
<o Control 1 7 .| of st of Tste Program 1st 2nd 3rd :
“--"Group s 1 Enroliment Fol-up - . Fol-up s A Exit - Fol-up ~ | Fol-up -| Fol-up
. ° "= N t
S . o . A s . 6 weeks 14 ‘weeks | 8 weeks | 8 weeks °
‘Wilkes-Barre. i . |3rd day ]| 3rd day . after after after after
Participant SN in "L oin Program—}—Pyearam | Program ~1Ist =~ --|—2nd — —13rd--
Groups = “** | ° Enroliment. | Program | Program| Exit, Exit Exit Fol-up- Fol-up Fol-up
» « .)0. o = " /. ' - N
X T ? I B . ’»“ N 188“ *
iy 187 b ' — « -
. - s b . "5\ . -
g g :" . i
£, L R e ¢ -
- P T S » 4, i _t S
. -~ tg . . LK Y * -
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’ N
: - Table A-9 N
. Respondents
. N . - 2
' . (Numbers)
:Cé‘mbridgej Wilkes-Barre : To€a1
» EXP. CONTROL ) '
e 203 T8, 396 . 764
Pré-test Only. . o652 R 132 260 i
Post-test Only .13 /A 6 19 - V.
'C
Matched Pre & Post Test - 106 _N/A 224 . ~330
First Follow-up 29 86 "154\ ir | |
Second Follow-up 83 . 56— 17 256 ;o
. Third F5}low-up 58 ° 41 69 . _ 168 -
Fourth F'o'llow-up' 53 ' 33 N/A - .86
" PCS  Survey N 155 - _ N/A > ) 426
STEP Test 168 67 ‘ 365 600
C e l " ’
Control-’Pre-test : - S
and FirstFollew-up * N/A , 64 H/A 64
‘Pre-Post, First Fol-up 7 > N/A 125 7 196
+PC Survey,” First Fol-up 106 N/A 120 226 i}
¢ , L -7 ) .
LA v . . t o o
. t ) '
. N » - i 1
- - ..‘ hd . k4 ’ ) ’o -Q' .. ‘
.\. . . ‘& ';‘ . . ‘_”_hw_’w_‘, o
! l 4.’. e :}. ".' K . ‘ -. ' ‘0:" ) . L4
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.Supplemental Analysis Tables

. "
'

The Depa(gnent of Labor, through a contractor, the Educat1ona]
Testing Service, has sought to standard1ze program assessment act1v1t1es
funded undeér the 1977 amendment to CETA entitled the Youth Employment

Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) -The goal of the Standard Assessment

System (SAS) is.to-establish a commop data base for a variety of programs

and to encourage generalizations across programs. The ETS/SAS system

descrihed in the text is both a set of research instruments (see

1Y

Appendix E) and a set of common anaf&sdsftahles.° The latter are presented

N /
.
N h ‘

(It.shou]d be .noted that other analyses suggested by the EfS/SAS‘ *

in this Appendfk.

system appear‘in the text of this report. ‘Appendix F therefore provides
additiona] material. Much of the material in Appendix F fnvo]ves dis-

«aggregated data with rather small cell sizes. Extreme caution should

: be app]ied in drawing 1nferences from these data. Another limitation

" stems from thei;;ct that thé two job search programs were funded before.

-
.

Y

the start of ;the ETS/SAS and therefore the present research was not q'

structured to correspond perfect]x to 1ts requ1rements. The most notable

; examp]e is-the fai]ure to post-test contro] group youth in Cambr1dge (see

Chapter(fv Section C for deta11s) on a variety‘of tests, Anather reason.
for caution 1n read1ng these tab]es is that many tab?bs'present simpTe

q)

two Qar{ab]e reﬂationshiﬁs and do not control for other varfab]es. The ; -

mu]tdpje%regress1on procedures in the’ teit of the report do bowever, try

to antro],ior tue effects of'severa] exp]anatory variaples. Nq hdve. in%fr-: A

L

preted shme of the tajﬂes ih th‘l S, Append1x t:hat.5 haﬁeapotewérthy fwinghf 34 '
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Guide to AppendiXF Tables o
N ] Appendix F tables are c1ust’ered 1n thrge categories’ shown below. ’
v . - . a e ’0 ¢
1) AttitudJKnow! edge Areas Tables ) o
Table A-10 Split Ha1yes Reliability - - ."\\\\ .

‘Table: K11 and A-1Z Wilkes:Barre Gain Score Analysts '- S
« 7 2) Employment Impacts .= ‘ . o ‘ - T

. S
. ¢ .

Table A-13A, B EmpToyment Rates by Pr‘e -Program Work Expemence ' -
. g Table A-14 A ‘B Emp1oyment by Hours of Pab‘tm'lpat'lon Ce g N
) . ' Tab1e A-15 A, B ,Empﬂoyment by Schoo1 and Ethn'lc Status ’ caa 5 )
. Tab1e A=16 Mean Wages and Earmngs e » ) : . < .

3) Post-Progran? Activity Status. 8 LY C o . "

. . . - - Y
) Table .A-17 A, B Post-Program Status by Participant Character‘lst?cs . )
a‘ > - . - k4 . Y : K .
Z. > . ° h
. Tab1e A-18 A, B Post -Program Status by Low Réading Le\re1 L TR
., N T i
L Tab1e A-19 A, B Post Program. Status hy H1gh Read'lﬁg;Leve1 e s 7
L A A . ade
) . d C, ' . L . o BT
R . ” . . . o L [ .- ",
. .c . - % ie . . ‘q . a et
¢ N * &, ~ - : : .‘ﬁ = U ety s : ‘ L ','
? “ny ¢ se f. . ' ;; - MR 4
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- ' S
- . b AN -~
1 R Tab]eA]O \ ‘
) . . Spht Halves Rehabﬂﬂ:y o N
’(Number) AR ' '
‘ \‘ Y ()
. s ! ‘
. ' w - \
.l, - , . . . . .~ N ~— . . N ’ .
b ’ .- R - Cambridge Pre-tests Cambridge Pre-tests ~Wilkes-Barre
L 2RY g . G
L ol ' N . (ORI . c
. ETS Measures T Exi)em'mental - Con’;ru]s LT Pre-tests
. Vocational Attitude . .64 (136) .66 (48) < - .78 (301),
" .Job Knowledge - =  47(133) ., .47 (55) .59 (30&$
‘ Job Holding Skills .47 (147) . 40 (59) - * .50 (330)
g | Work Relevant Attitudes .70 (155) .67 (60) .83 (346)
. Job Seekingcsﬂi . .69 (134) . .78 (52) .62 (322)
e Sex Stereotypmg .87 (160} - .89 (60) .93 (351)
o Self-Esteem L .37 (145) 38461) . .61 (330)
et ) M . - . c .
- e ‘ =
. .t * N ,
3 oo -
. 2 \'.' . ¢
- - < s .
A \ -
A - ’ n ’ s
T . VAl - £ .~ ¢
4 .- ’
t L7 ;& 192 v
’ - ‘
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t 2 ’ ’ . .
' Yy Table A-11 Part A S

. %
Wilkes-Barre Gaié Score Analysis--Adjusted Post-Test Means
(List 1 Control Variables--See Below) . /

\

-
.

Group 1 vs. Groups 2 & 3 Group 2 vs. Groups 1 &3 Group 3 vs, Groups 1 & 2

‘Scale - {combined) (combined) . (Comb1neq1

- -Vocaéiohal Aétitudes 22,99 ° 23m05 | 23.23 ‘ 'éé.pz - };’22.84 )/ 23.11.
* Job Knowledge oA aa RTRY: o 23.47 Tmas /) mo

' . Job Holding 30.86  30.64. 31.05 30.52 . 30.16 / 30.96

/ Nork® Attitides ' 5153 51,01 ‘60.71 . 50.9¢ © ’ 50.26 { ' 51.59

Job Seekin.g Skills . 12.95 12.45 . 12.88 12.45 - 11,93 5 12.91

.'Sgax' Stereotyping 47.05 45.60 4.27 - 45,96 " 44,80 ‘ 45.50

. ' Self-Esteem ; 36.04 36.22 .36.17 . 36.16 . 36.28 36.11

’ ( ' ) . -
. 3 - i . . N ] S : " "

* ‘Adjusted for pre-test; public assistance; household status; educatjonqlrstatu§.

N s . N . ’

. 4
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s

Scale ~
- i Ve

\Ioc;itjona;} Atzitudes
. Yob K’riow] e;gé _

Job Holding.
Kork_Aftituq;es :_ ‘
"Job Seeking Skills
~ Sex §ter;eotyping

Se‘]f—-Esteem

s

9 ‘

* Différence\metweén adjusted means divided by

‘ >

' Table A<11 Part B o

.  a
wﬂkes-Bgrre Covgriance Adjusted Gains’

»

B " M N e
Group 1 vs. Groups 2 & 3 Group 2\vs."Groups 1&3 Group 3 vs. Groups 1 & 2
- : ‘(combined) ) "= . {combined) - (combined)
014 . S 72 -.062
- 024 ' - .192* ' : -.235+ ’
073 176 - -.266%
072 o o2 . N5 +185%
185+ - .- 159 A Lt -.363%
261% .03 - -.077
-.055 - 003 e - .051°
. ‘. X i
~ ¢
. / '

L 3 . .

scale standard deviation. Signi'ficance is < .10.

°

]

-
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_ © Table A2 Part A }
wilkes-Bar§e Gain écdre Analyéis--Adjusted Post-Test'Means*
. (List 2 Control-Variables--See Below) _
| , . e . | \
’ Group 1 vs. Groups 2 & 3 . Group 2 vS. Groups 1 & 3 Group 3 vs. Groups 1 & 2
v Scale ' (combined) (combined) (combined)
Vocational Agtitudes /?3.30. 22,77 23.23 - 22.78 22.11 . 23.26 '
Job.Knowlgdge " 23.87 | 23.5? , 24.18 23.35 22.69 " 24.95 ’
Job Holding 30.25 " 30.75 31.36 30.49 29.91 31.17
Work Attitudés 51.85. 51,37 - 52,44 50196 49.86 52.18
Job Seeking Skills 12.81 "12.40 .12.98 - 15.27‘ 11.59 12.90
- Sex Stereotyping . { 46.76 45,34 46.08 (, 45,66 44,32 .46.41
Self-Esteem’ ‘ .o 36.98 36,18‘ " 36.45 ) 35.97 35.82 36.28
r | | - ‘ 8 )
: . ~
'*' Adjusted for, pre-test score, se},';eéding score, income/lower living standarg. . \
S 198




~N

fere]
< ¥ _
' 0 .
129 .
a M LEN

Scale . o

Voéafiona] Af%ituées
Job Knowledge, K
Job Holding
Work Attiéudes

"+ Job Seeking Skills
Sex Stereotypin;

Self-Esteem

»

Group 1 vs. Groups 2 & 3

-

N11kes -Bagre Covariance Adjusted Gains :

Tab]e A-]Z Part B.

»

Group 2 vs. Groups 1 & 3

Group 3 vs. Groups 1 & 2

(comb1ned) - (combined) -~ (combined)
. . i ,' - . ‘ N ,
.123% .105* -.267%
081 224% -.368% 0 C
N .066 — .290* - .420* - 4
R »
066 - _Tu205% -.322%
.151% T L6 - 485*
57 .046 ~ -.232% \
- ’ . 4, . x
-.030 .145% et -139% 0

!

-
-

standang deviation.

Significance is<.10.
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Table A-13A ! ,

Employment_Rates by Pre-Program work Experignce
. Cambridge (First Follow-Up)

\ ™ o

‘%

f Experimental Control

»
-~

Minority Male Experienced a 68.4 56.3 -
¢ "‘ 0(19) (16) )
Minority Male Limited . 50,0 6.2
J. . S . (10) (13)
'Non-Minority Male Experienced ' 60.9 55.6 v
~ - : , (23) (9)
' Non-Minority Male Limited -, 53.3 46.2 -
. o - (s) (13)
Female Minority Experienced ¢ 60.0 50.0
- ' (10) (10)
Female Minority Limited - 50. 0 ' 33,3 .
‘ ~ (22) (6)
) Non-Minority Female Experienced 82.4 40.0
_ X : (17) - (10)
Non-Miﬁbri;y Female Limited - f@.ﬁ .44.4 .
: ' (14) (9)

. ‘ . .
< N .
., -
B -
v

-

\ C . . s
Definition - Experienced: Reported job previous to program
: : (source IPP) at more than 25 hours
. ’ per-week, wage greater than $4.00/hour.

-

. " Limited: >— All else. . -

among ybuth .receiving job search assistance, previous
bY -work experience is associated with'higher employment
N ) rates;\particularly among minority youth.. Among*
. - control \group youth, differences in empioyment rates
' ' between youth with previous work experience ang %
those withqut work experience are also most signifi-
¢ )/ cant for minority youth. - w i €
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Table A-138 (Continued)

Emp1oyment Rates by Pre-Program Work Experience

-

w11kes-Barre (F1rst Follow-Up)

-

11

Cycle . : . 1 III  -All.Groups-
. " Male - Experienced . 750 100.0, ;66;7 ) 80.0
. /ﬁ) M e (29)
‘ Male - Limited 93.3 - 58.8  68.4 73.0
. ) ' (15) (17) (19) . (51)
Females - Experienced 58.3 71.% 77.8 . 68.0
: T , (12) (10) (9) . (31)
Females = Limited 78.6  62.5 - 87.5 73,0
. o (14) - (24) (18) .~ (52)
\ Comment: Cell sizes are small. . Nonetheless, this table
// shows that previous work experience is modestly
- associated with higher emp}oyment rates for males '
‘ -~ but not for females. . ) '
. ’ S/
¥ : :
. Vel .
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Table A-14A !
' fmp]oyéd Youth (Full- or Part-Time) at First Follow-Up
T by Hours of Participation in Progrgm -
’ WilkessBarre . . /
L. . : . . .
° Program Hours Group 1 'Group 2' Group 3. Total Pércent LT '
.+ 1-20 24 25 . 22 71 ' .8.0 -~ . L,
: (29) (34) (24) (87) ' -
. 21-60 - 0 2, ., 2. 670 —
) , (1) - (2)e (3) -
61-80 7 3 3. - 13 o 62:0 .
. (10 . (3). (8) ‘ (21) T .
81-100 77 6 6. i 680 0 s
L (9 (1) .(9) 28 .
¢ 5100 3 '6 4 13 65.0 — -~
(3) (11) (6) -~ (20) g AN
. - ] C - .
/- S
* TOTAL - L,l 118 . 7400 ' N
> ' ' @ N o (159) . ~
. N L= ST se . .
’ oo N L >
LN v Y > . S . "', . _ ‘x
§ > Comment:., Cell siyes ‘are gma]]._‘-Néinethel ess,-this table shows <L
., more job finding,among youth receiving the fewest
* program hours in the Wilkes-Barre program.
R} a0 I o
. . . , ':" ; @ v .
l. (.‘ "“' /'/ € e *
‘. l\ » , A ve
( ~ S ¢
i A o 203 Y . :
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) Table A-14B (Continued) =~ | ~
Employed Youth (Full--or ﬁﬁrt-Time)‘at First Eollow-Up .. *
by, Hours ¢f Participation in Program ”
¢ - Cambridge Job FaEtofy
' & '; . . e * . l\' - -
. o | Pyogrém Hours  Number  Percent
1 ‘ N 4 * N : . |
L 12 14 - . 67.0 -~ ~
- . ‘ " (21) ) . - >
e [ +30 7m0
AN ‘ (3.9) ) .
. - - 77-110. 20 610 - :
: S @) o
O 111-169 21 54.0 L
. D (39) . .
[ ; . - .
. ‘ -

Yy . P: ™

Comment: Cell sizes are small. Nonethéless, the table shows-more

© . job finding among yeuth in the program 1-76 hours than
among youth jn the program 77-qr,moré hours, ° ;

A%

v

-




TabTe A-15A

-

"wilkes-Barré

Percerit Employed Full- or Pa;t-Time at“First Follow-Up

. by School and Ethnic Sfatus

'

f- —  (Number) . :
. : | : Total -
N e ‘ Group 1% Group 2 - Broup 3 Percent

Male Dropout , 50.0  100.0 50,0 63.0
. : (4) (2) (2) ~ (8)

Male.Graduate 87,5 85,7 66,7 820
S @ .6 @ an e

Female Dropout .. 100,8°." . 100.0
i , ‘ "(2) ' - (2)
Female Graduate 100,0 * 83.3 .. 71.4 83.0 .
(5) (12) - (7) (28) .

_ Male & Female Dropouts ~ -~ 66,7 100.0 50,0 75.0
. : (4) . -{2) (2) (8) .

Non-Dropout 8.7 66.7  .77.1  74.0
. (47) (60) (48) . (155)

v

!

Cell sizes are small. Nonetheless, -the table shows that in .
Wilkes-Barre, the employment rates among .graduates and
drop-outs are similar. Females have higher employment rates
than males. - -
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Table A~158(Continued) .
Cambridge ‘
Percent Emp]oyed Full- or Part-Time at First Fo]low-Up N
by,School and Ethnic Status
(Numbér) . .
_Gontrol Experimental
Non-Minority Male Graduates ~ 50.0 50,0 -
- (14) (20)
Non-Minority Male Dropouts °  50.0 57.1
o ] . (6) (14)
§ ) ' ' ! L -
Minority Male Graduates - 52.6 52.6
, - (19) . -9
"Minority Male bropouts 50.0 " 80.0
{7 ‘ ~ .
; Non=MInority Female Graduates 42.9 . 82.6
~ - (14) (23) .
Non-Minority Female Dropouts 25,0 * 66.7
(4) ’ + (6)
Minority Female Graduates 36.4° 56.5 o
- , 1) - (23)

D e A . , . . ' ’ . )
Minortty.Female Dropouts - - 60.0 44.4
N € (9)

: r .
- £ '
s . "' "Tﬁ"
* < A1l Minorities 48.9 - 57+.4 ,
- .(45) - 61) o
A1l Non-Minorities 44.7 65.1
S (38) (63)
A1l High School Graduates ~  63.3 47.5
: .~ (90) -(61)
" AIT High School Dropouts - 62.5 48.0" :
. (40) " {25) .
® é .
206 ° E 4
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-

Cell sizes are small.. Nonetheless, the tabTe~shows' the
following for Cambridge.. First, both minorities and non- -.
minorities who went through the jab search assistance (JSA) -
have higher employment rates than control group members;

the differences between JSA and control group members *

are larger among non-minorities than minorities. Second,

by school status:alone, there is no advantage to JSA.

Third, combining “school status with ethnicity, the
following-notable patterns are evident: Employrient rates
are higher among non-minority female graduates than among
minority female graduates.- In the case of dropouts, >
male minorities do better than other groups. In terms of
experimental-control group differences, the largést .
advantdge among males is for minority male dropouts.‘
Minority female graduates do benefit from JSA over: their
control group counterparts, while minority-female dropouts

in the control group actually do petter than their JSA -
counterparts.

D
s

f Y

»0
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: o S B " (Table A-16A" ’ .
o ’ éém;ri,dqe; Mean Nage;s, an; Earnihgs at First Follow-Up .
. : .Cycle -‘Cc;ntrolp Cycle Control Cycle Control Cycile Control
R o1 .1 2 2 3 3 4 4
Wages ($/hour)  $ ‘3,15.-“ 3:36 T °3.78  3.46  3.84  3.59 7‘3.81 "~ 4.68
Hours - - 36.8 R v34."85 L1l 3660 38.6 3.2 29.4
" Earnings $ 115,92 . _’10@_;..49 ~131.73 “107.64  140.89 138.57  134.11 137.59°
S N= a1 . a 9 16 10 5 . 5
° ! ) , . s
Experimental  Control - ) -
.Cambridge Total Wages - $ 3.8 '~ ~3.64 .
S Hours - 3617, 365 |
. © . Earnings . $129.49  T122.49 \

- " n ‘ 3B
. ¢
l\ - Table A-"‘{B_

- .
Wilkes-Barre: Mean Wages and Earnings at.First Follow-Up ‘ ¥
e Mean Wages ($/hour) . $ 3.00  2.98 . -3.14 o
' \»Mean Hours ) 24.6 261 . 25.24 )
"Mean Earnings $ 73.80 77.718 ~ 78.25
. ‘o '

L ’ Yo N= " 1 . 3% 3 .

N u

Comment: ‘The text reporfs median. earnings. This table Afresents mean values. The ‘
latter are consistent with the interpretationAn the text of thé report.

‘~. . ‘\‘ | \ [ 4 . ‘
'3 _ ( - Tt ERC

A .
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. . Table A-17A S -
.FirsE“Follow-Up: Post2Program Status by Participant-Characteristics o S -
Cambridge L S
B 4 ' N ¢ ‘
ALL__ . . . “ '_ (’J —~—
Full-Time  Part-Time Part-Time .  School ~  No Work -
No School

Work ‘In School Out of School -’ Only

)

» Experimental

QS i

28

N 54 P8 7 8 - \
ROW % 53‘.5 f’ v 4.0 6.9 ) 7.9 27.7
Col % 67.5 ji  66a7 53.8 57,1 48.3
Control fﬁ?
N 26 - 2 6 - 6 30
Row % 37.1 2.9 8.6 8.6 42,9,
Col % 32.5 ¢ 33.3 46.2 42.9 51.7
Total N 80 6 Tt 14 58"
% Total 46.8 3.5 s 7.6 8.2 33.9 -
X2 = 5.458 |
Al
#sig. = 0.2435
7 .”
MALES e S
. —_— . N s - Vew
* ? . - <
AN . Full-Time = PartsTime Rart-Tiﬁe School. ' .No Work
W : '/“' " Work~ . In*SEhoolﬂ‘ Oqt of §ghool " Only “ ‘No School
Experimental _ S "
N 21 1. ¥, 2 ‘¢ 7 16
Row % 50.9 1.9 . 38 ™ 13.2 . 30.2
Col- % 64.3 . .. 33.3 . .33.3 63.6\___ 53.3 .
Control a , N
.. N 15 2 g . 4 14
LR . Row %_ ° 38.5 . 5.1 . 10.3 '10.3 35.9
Col % 3b.7 66.7 v 66.7 36.4 46,7
Total N G DO 6 + N 30
% TOté] 45.7 3.3 . 6.5 12.0 > 32.6
X2 =3.327 - - "
. ‘ 4 dofo. . e *
o - sig. = 0.504F ' )
) (]
i . 209 ‘
. ‘ ’/ )
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. F&rst Fol]ow-Up: Post-Program.Status-by Participant Characteristics
‘ Cambridge (cont'd) ‘ '

| .
, FEMALES .
- Full-Time Part-Time Part-Time School .No Work
Work J1n School Out of School Only No School
- " : . .
..*. Experimental . :
: N 27 3 5 1 12
Row % 56.3 6.3 . - 10.4 2.1 25.0
Col % 71.1 100.0 71.4 33.3 42.9
Control ) \ '
N 11 0 2 2 16
Row % 35.5 0.0 " 6.5 6.5 51.6
Col % 28.9 0.0 28.6 66.7 57.1
Total °N 38 3 7 3 28
% Total . 48.1 ?.8 8.9 3.8 35.4
X% = 8.67
4 d.f. -
Sig. = 0.069 .
v ‘ © WHITES
R © Full-Time  Part-Time Part-Time .  Sch&l .  No Work
Work In School Out of School ¢ ° Ondy No’ Schaol
- - - . '\ N . . * .'.’
_Experimental . o :
<N 24 "2 4 3 lly .
~ Row % 54,5 4,5 9.1. 6.8 25.0
.Col % 66.7 - 100.0 80.0 100.0 37.9 .
" . Control p o —- v - R -
N \ 120 0 1 : 0 18
L Row % 38.7 , - 0.0 N PV 0.0 58.1
’ Col.% . 33.3 . 0.0 zofb 0.0 - 62.1
Total N . 36 2 "5 . 3 29
, % Total . 48.0 - 2.7 6.7 4.0 38.7 «
X% « 10.553
4 d.‘_fl
. Sig. 0.032

©E




First Follow-Up:

N *

Expérimenta]

. N
Row %
- Col %
. Cont}o1("“
‘ "
Row %
, “Colgl

Total N =
% Total

V

o s
’

. e -177-.._

~

‘Cambridge (cont'd)

. v e LT
. Post-Program Status by Participant Characteristics

Experimeﬁfa]
"N

Row %
Col %

Control

N
Row %
Col %

Total N
% Total

*. MINORITY
Full-Time .Part-Tihe Part-Time Sthool No Nork‘.
- Work I meSchool OQut of School Only No School
" als ‘ a
27 BN 3 4 16 -
51.9 . . 3.8 5.8 7.7 30.8
67.5 - 50,0 37.5 40.0 61.5
13 - 2 5 6 10
. 36.1 - 5.6, 13.9 16.7 27,8,
32.5 . 50.0 62.5 . 60.0 38.5
40 - 4 .- 8 " 10 -26
45‘5 ' RS A 9“1 11‘4 29.5
X2 = 4.422 : >
4 d.f. v
$ig. = 0.352
C e . a ‘ : g
LOWER LIVING STANDARD EQUALS 70% OF DMB' STANDARDS
- FOR FAMILY INCOME 5
Full=Time Part-Time Part-Time . School No Work
. Work. In School “Qut of School ’ Only ’ No School
24 1 1 3 16
53.3 2.2 2.2 6.7 35.6
60‘0‘ 33‘3 50‘0 75‘0 59.3
Y16 2 1 1 - 1
51.6 © 6.5 3.2 3.2 35.5
40.0 66.7 50.0 25.0 40,
40 -, 3 -2 4 27
52.6 3.9 2.6 5.3 35.5
p .
X2 - 1.32%5 -
4 d.f,
Sig. = 0.857
l’ /\
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' ¢ f‘ Cambridge (cont'd) - ,f

P .

LOWER LIVING STANbARD Ié GREATER THAN. 70% OF OMB_STANDARDS

o5

FulléTime

FOR _FAMILY INCOME .

Patrt-Time
*In School -

A
Part-Time

,S¢hool

w

" No Work

< - Work

-

Experimenta]

N i
Rows
§o1 % '

Control B

N 1
Row % 2

Col % 8.
Total N 12
% Total

o %= 7,957
- . 4d.f.
- Sig. = 0.0932

.: /7:.,."

COMMENTS ON TABLE A-17A * -

Cambridge: The shdrt-term advantage in employment attributable to JSA is-
mary A higher proportion of JSA youth ‘work
full-time than control group youth. .About equal niumbers of J A -andy control
group youth are out-of-school and working part-time.
. control group youth, ‘nearly equal nutibers of youth go to school full- or
..part-time (although the program was not intended to return youth to school).
Finally, the categbr§>of "neither working nor in school® (some have referred

evident from this summary table.

to this as a "high ripk" group)’is considerably lower among JSA youth. Thus,
JSA increases full-time work.:yd reduces the "a;~risk"égroup in the short-run.

Consider now the post-program activities by sex, minblﬁiy statu¥, and

Out of School

N

-

. ’ ~
: . »

-5

Onlg;; ’

Compari

No School '
P . ’

.
N
22.7 .,
45.5

>

~
»

,

JSA to '

* lower. 1iving standards. There dre some important variations. Most- notably,

- JSA's advantage in reducing the "high risk" category is more .pronounced for
females than males.. Also theschool effects appear to be concentrated among --
males. There“are no important differences, hgwever, by sex r ethnicity in the
full~-time working category. More mino®ity youth, however, appear to fall into
the "at risk" category, regardless of JSA treatment. Finally, by OMB lower

; 1iwing standards, it is evident that proportionately more- JSA 'youth
.« 7 th:%\:?ntro1 group.youth fimd-full-time jobs from higher family
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“income backgrounds (greater -than 70% of Lower Living StandardJ than _
JSAscontrol comparisons among youth with low family incomes. AT youth
in the study were CETA-income eligible. _These experiments. refer to )
* variations: w1th1n the lpwer 1income popuTat1on. ,Similarly, comparing

»

the propor of JSA" youth relative to. control youth who de1tﬁér ‘work
- nor attend, school, shows that JSA does not reduce the "neither" category
if they~come from very TQw fam11y incomes. s s
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First Follow-Up:
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_ - Table A-178 (Continued)__

‘Post-Program Status by Participant Characteristics

|

b2y,

Wilkes-Barre
’ ' TOTAL '
W, - Full-Time Part-Time ‘Part-Time Schobl No Work .
' Work - In School Qut . of §choo] Only - ‘N'o School , .
Grou';; a .‘,./
- N 11 12 - 0 13 2
~  Row % 28.9, - 3l.§ 0.0 4.2 5.3
mpto} % 30.6 - 34, 0.0 37.1 12.5
Groups 2 & 3 _ B ' iy
N 25 23 7 6 22 14 -
Row % -27.8 . 25.6 6.7 24.4 15.6
Col % 69.4 65.7 100.0 62.9: 87.5\
Total N 36 18.0 6 35 16
% Total 28.1 27.3 . 4.7 27.3 12.5
2 soer aaee s L0 |
X© = 6,097 4d.f; Sig. = 0.192
Group 3 ) . ] :
' N 11 " .14 L3 8 8
Row %. © 25.0 31.8 6.8 18.2 18.2
Col % 30.0 40.0 50,0 22.9 50.0
Groups 1 &2 .§ X AN - ]
TN © 25 21 . 3 27 g =
Row % 29.8 25.0 " - .3.6 32.1 9.5
Col % . 69.4° 4 60.0 " .° 0.0 77.1 50.
Total: N .~ 36 3% 6 35 16,
% Total 28.1 27.3 /8.7 .27.3 - 1250
5 . . 2R ” Ve .
v X = 5.163- ATdf. Sig. = 0.271 - S
. < '
- P /'b ; A
~3 e . .
. e ] )
) _’\. ‘ ‘ . R s I}
; _lq - ,
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First Follow-Up:
- .

Post-Program Status by Participant Characteristics
Q- -

Witkes-Barre (cont'd)

“

.

N : MALES * .
© Full-Time  Part-Time  Part-Time  School  No Work |
Work In School Out of School Only - No School
G.Y‘ol.li) 1 . IS . ¢
N -6 ¢ 6 L0 5 ‘-2
; Row % 31.6 31.6 £0.0 26.3 10.5
Col_% 33.3 33.3 0.0 - 45.5 22,2
Groaps 2 & 3
N 12 i2 1 6 7
Row % 31.6 _ 3L.6° 2.6 15.8 * 18.4
c01 % 6‘6.7 N 66.7 109.0 t ‘54.5 77.8
Total N - 18 18 . I B ¥ - 9
% Tota]l N 31.6 31*.6 '_1.8 19.3 : 15‘08
R X2 21727 4 d.f. Sig, = 0.786 5
Group 3 "' '
N 5 -9 F0 2 5
ROW % 23.8 42.9 " 0.0 9.5 23-08
+Col % 27.8 50.0 | 0.0 18.2 55._5\-\
Groip'l &2 - - 7 .. % : o
" N ‘13 9 1 9 - 4,
Row % 6.1 /4 25.0 | 2.8 . 25.0 11,
. Col % 72.2 50.0 100.0 81,8 44.4.
Total N 18 - - 18 i 11 9
© % Total 31.6 31.6 1.8 T, 19.3 15.8~.
K = 5.5 4d.f Sig. =023 . -
. ‘ R
- " l\b
1 - . . ' .
A . ‘021 5
' ﬁeﬂs ‘ T . .
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First Follow-Up: Pos}‘?Prbgram Status by Pa‘rt'iciﬁant Characteristics \

Wilkes-Barre (cont'd) =
FEMALES «
. - . 4 -
Full-Time  Part-Time™  Part-Time S¢hool No-Work—
Work »In School Out of School Only < No School
G-r:oup 1 I .
N - .5 6 0 8 . 0,
Row % - . 26.3° 31.6 0.0 42.1 0.0
Col %= —727.8 35.3 0.0 33.3 0.0,
Groups 2- & 3 Lo o
N 13 11 - -5 16
'Row % 25.0° 21.2 9.6 , 30.8 13,5
Col % 72.2 64.7 -+ 100.0 66.7 00.0
Total’ N 18 - 17 ' 5 24 7
% Total = 25.4° - 23.9 7.0 33.8 " 9.9
X2 = 5.555 . 4 d.f. Sig. = 0.2350
- /‘. “ ~ ’
« - Group 3 )

N - 6 5 3 . 6 3
ROW'% i 26-1 * 21-7 13-0 (_26-1 R 13
___Col'% 33.3 ¢ © 29,4 60.0 2556 42.9

Group I & 2° oo s
: , ,
"N - 12 12 2 18 4
ROW % 25_..0 25-:0 4-2 37-5 8- 3
Col % 66,7 . » - 70.6" 40.0 75.0 57.1.
Total N~ .18 7 5 24 7
% TOta] . 25-4 . 2309 /Z-O >. 33-8 . 9-9 N
R X2 = 2,765 .4 d.f. Sig. = 055978
. ‘ ) - - R @
216 . .
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First Follow-Up: Post-Program Status by Participant Characteristics _

‘ Ni]kes-Barre (cont'd)

I * -

* s

.~ LOWER LIVING STANDARD EQUALS.70% OF OMB_STANDARDS
“—_QWTO—FOR.FAMIL COME -

~

AN

Full-Time  Part-Time - . Part-Time School No Work
Work~ ° In School OQut of .School Only No School

.Group 1

N
Row %
Col %

Groups 24 3
N 10
CO] % * 66.7 4 JB.3

Total -N .15 - 12
* % Total 31.3 25,0

4

-

X2 =4.6610 4 2.f., 519, & 0323

Gfoup 3 )

. N

- Row %
o Col %
Groups-1"& 2 «

N § -
. Row % .26.8 . .29.0
-~ Col % 63.3 75.0".

Total N 15 12

-% Total 3.3 © 25,0 4.2
. x2 23,01 4 d.f. §i:>0.556

A

.
¥ -+




* Fifst Follow-Up: Post-Program Status “by Participant Cﬁaracferiétst
. wilkes-Barre (cont‘d)

LJ

LOWER LIVING STANDARD IS GREATER THAN 70% OF OMB- STANDARDS
FOR_FAMILY TNCOME

N Full-Time . Part-Time Part-Time School No wérk
__JWork In School  Qut of School - _Only No_School
Group 1 ' .
"S ‘ N - o 7 2
Row % 14.3 2k.4 0.0 50.0 14.3
Col % | 25.0 27.3 0.0 . 53.8 66.7
Groups 2 % 3 T Z: ! .
N = . 6- - 8 2 - 6 1
Row % 26,1  34.8 8.7 " 2.1 4.3
’ Col % 75.0 72.7 100.0 . 46.2 33,3,
e Total N 8" 11 2 13 3
* % TOta] 21'.6 ) £907 5.4 * 391 8.1
X2 = 4,776 4d.f. sig. = 0.3110
8 o .
Group 3 ' _
N 2 . 3 - 1 “ 4 1
Row % 18.2 27.3 9.1 s 36.4 9.1
Col % 25.0 = 27.3 50.0 . 30.8 33,3
Groupsl & 2 .
N .6 8 1 = 9 2
Row % - 23.1 30.8 ‘ 3.8 34.6 7.7
Col % 75.0 72.7 . 50.0 69.2 66.7
Total N -8 11 2 13 , 3
% Total 21.6 29.7 5.4 35.1 8.1
x2 = 536 4 4.f.sig. = 0,97
N
t : .
i L]
£ , ¢
~— . -
* w} 218 s q
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‘ Table A-18A. . ... . . |
< - I. ' . ‘ . K ‘\‘
First Follow-Up: Post-Program Status by Low Scoring Readers
- Cambridge ' ' '
S _Full-Time  Part-Time, - Part-Time  School  No Work
: Work In ‘School Out of Schopl Only No School-
Expérimental - o -
N . 29 1 3 5 20
Row % 50.0 1.7 5.2 "8.6 ° 34.5
Col % 54.7 33.} 33.3 45,5 42,6
Contro] . , - ' _
N 24, T2 6 6 i 2]
RW % 3609 . w ,301 ’ . 9.2 9.2 41.5
~ Col % 45.3 66.7 . " 66.7 54,5 57.4
‘Total N ' 5 . ¢ 3 9 1 a7
T % Total 43.1 2.4 7.3 8.9 _ 38.2

x2 = 2,55 4 ¢.f.Sig. = 0,636
Y

-

Comment: In Cambridge, among -poor readers,the JSA succeeds in having-more
treatment group youth find jobs than control group youth. Simi-
larly, receiving the JSA reduces the risk"of entering the. "no -

” work, no school” status. it .

®
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Table A-18B

First Follow-Up: Post-Program Status by:Low Scoring Readers

Wilkes-Barre .. , (\ . Cot .
. Full-Time, Part-Time  Part-Time  School  No Work
p Work In School  Out of School Only No_School
Group 3 .
N 7 11 1 5 7
¥ Row %. - ~22.6 - 35.5 , 3.2 & 16.1 22.6 "
Col % 31.8 6l.1 33.3 25.0 63.6
Groups 1 & 2' .
N 15 7 2 15 , 4
Row & 34.9 16.3 4.7 ~ 34,9 9.3
. Col% 68.2 ' 38.9 6647 - . 75.0 36.4
Total -N 22 18 ‘3 - 20 11
% Total 207 ~ 243 4.1 2.0  14.9
. X% =8.21970 4 d.f.sig. = 0.0839
Group 1 ) - . 4
N . 8 5 0 5 1
ROW % . 42.1- 26.3 ’ 0.0 26.3 503
Col % 363 . 27.8 - 0.0 25.0. 9.1
Groups 2.& 3 K . , o I g
C N /1. 13. 3 . 15
Row % 25.5 23.6 5.5 . ., 27.3
Col % 63.6 72:2 -100.0 i ,.75.0
Total N 22 ””j/;;&\\ 3 3',320:_
% Total, 29.7 J 24.3 4.1 . 27,0
. . ~ V2 o ‘ ' ‘
= ¥ =3.99 4ar §ig. =o0.4080 | -
- 4 o .
”
- T 22()
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Table A-19A

First Follow-Up: Post-Program Status:by High Scoring Readers

z

Experimental

N
Row %
Cpl %,

Control

N
Row %
‘ Col %

Total N
% Total

Cambridge
i}un-ﬁme Part-Time Part-Time Schoot~ No Work ..
Work .. In School Out of School Only No School
£ - i -
25 ‘ 3 : 4 3 8
58.1 7.0 9. 3 7.0 18.6
92.6 100.0 100.G , 100.0 72.7
2 0 0 0. 3
40.0 0.0 s 0.0 0.0 60.0
7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.
27 3 4 3 11
56.3 . 6.3 . 8.3 6.3 22.9
X2 = 4774 4d.f. Sig. = 0.3113
8 ’
$ :
‘ . et
. | ¢
. ‘. 2 LY
o ' ' > =
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) ‘ TabTe.‘ A-198B NG

RIS ~
Lot

Y

. ?ost-Progfam‘Statbs‘by High Scoring Readers -

v
. First Fongw-Up:

\d

ilkes-Barre Z
» -
Full-Time  Part-Time . Part-Time ' School  No Work .
Work "In School . Out of School Only No_Schoel
: -
Group 3 . .
N 4 3 2 3, 1
Row % 30.8 23.1 15.4 23:1 1.7 —
Col % 28.6 17.6 66.7 20.0 - 20.0.
Groups 1 & 2 . ) -
N , 10 14 5 1 12 4
Row % 24.4 38,1~ 2.4 29.3 9.8
Col % 71.4 82.4 _ 33.3 80.0 80,0 .
Total N 14 17 . 3 15 5 .
% Total 25.9 31.5 5.6 27.8 © 9,3
2 . LA
X =3.698 4 d.f. Sig. = 0.448%
4
Group 1 \ '
N 3 7 0 8 1
Row % > 15.8 36.8 0.0 42.1 5.3
Col %, 21.4 41.2 0.0 53,3 20.0
Groups2 & 3 o A~
COON 11 10 3 7T 4
Row % - 31.4 28.6 8.6 20.0 11.4
Col % 78.6 58.8 100.0 46.7 80.0
Total N 14 27 3 15 ° 5
< % Total 25.9 31.5 - 5.6 27.8 9.3
' . 4 d.f




