ED 217 209
AUTROR

TITLE
INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
CONTRACT

NOTE
AVAILABLE FROMH

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

CE 032 795

Richards, James M., Jr.; And Others

Comparison of Outcomes for Youth Apprenticeship
Projects and Youth Career Development Projects.
Supplementary Report. ’

CSR, Inc., Washington, D.C.

Employment and Training Administration (DOL),
Washington, D.C.

Apr 82

DOL-99-9-2224-33-57

56p.; For related documents see CE 032 791-794,.
CSR, Inc., Suite 500,.805 15th St., N.W., Washington,
DC 20005 ($5.00).

MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. :
*Apprenticeships; Comparative Analysis; Demonstration
Programs; Educational Research; Employer Attitudes;
*Employment Patterns; High Schools; High School
Students; Job Satisfaction; *Outcomes of Education;
Out of School Youth; Participant Satisfaction; School
Business Relationship; *Student Characteristics;
*Student Participation; Vocational Education

Impact; Impact Studies; New Youth Initiatives in
Apprenticeship Study; *Youth Apprenticeship Projects;
*Youth Career Development Program

r

The New Youth Initiatives in Apprenticeship Program

(YAP) was compared with the Youth Career Development Program (YCD).
Data for 1979 and 1930 came from an evaluation of YAP projects by
CSR, Incorporated, and an evaluation of the YCD projects by the
Educational Testing Service. A multiple regression approach was used
to compare student characteristics, effects of participating in YCD
and YAP, and effects of participation on a variety of outcomes. Due
to program focuses, YAP and YCD had different client groups. YAP
clients were predominsxtly male and white, YCD clients--female and
black. YAP participants were likely to have a substantial advantage
in obtaining empioyment. Analyses indicated participants' sex and

race were mors Strongly associated wit

employment outcomes than

differences in program impact. YAP and YCD participants with
employment experience exhibited relatively high job satisfaction
scores and the lowest level of satisfaction with their pay. YAP
participation did seem to lead to greater job satisfaction.
Supervisors of both groups appeared to give approximately equal
ratings to participants. Comparative analyses did not provide strong
evidence of program impact by either demonstration concept, nor did
comparisons reveal sharp differences in program impacts. (Nineteen

. data tables are provided.) (YLB)

AR R IR AR A AR KRR AN ARRA R AR AR ARk R ARk hhkhkhhhhhhhhkhhkhhhhhhhhkk

*

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

from the original document. ) *

*************************************t***************%a****************




SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT

- COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES FOR
YOUTE APPRENTICESHIP PROJECTS AND

U S. DEPARTMENT OF EGUCATION YOUTH CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EQUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

>

CENTER (ERIC) Contract No. 99_9__2224_33_57‘

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

This document has been reproduced as

recened frOm ihe person o Orgamzaton, April 1982 56{('0&%( R D(‘w};?
of gnating 1t

Mino: changes have been made to improve
reproduction quanty

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
Points of view of GmMons stated in this docu INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).

ment ¢o Not necessanty represent offical NIE Pr epa r ad fo r
positon of Policy
Employment and Training Administration
U.S. Department of Labor
Washington, D.C.

Prepared by

James M. Richards, Jr., Gerald D. Williams,
and Edward B. Davin
CSR, Incorporated
Suike 500 "
805 15th Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005

¢

This report was prepared under z contract with the Office of
Youth Programs of the Employment and Training Administration, U.S.
Department of Labor. Organizations undertaking such projects
under government sponsorship are encouraged to state their find-
ings and express their judgments freely. Therefore, points of
view or opinions stated do not necessarily represent the official
position of the Department of Labor.

s
PP

TR R AR
. oyt ais e e .o .
R BT R R T N

2N o
B Tl

CSR, lncorporoted_.___




E TABLE QF CONTENTS -

Page No.
; Chapter 1: Introduction and Background . . « « « o « o o « « o « & 1
i -
| Chapter 2: Procedure Used to Make Comparisons. . « « « « ¢ « & « « ., 5
! .
) i Chapter 3: Characteristics and Employment Outcomes
i for Total Comparison GLOUPS « « « « « o « o o o o o & 16
| .
g Chapter 4: Employment Outcomes feor YCD and YAP Participants
: With Some Employment Experience . . « « « o 4+ o+ & o & 30
!
; Chapter 5: Job Satisfaction Scales and Supervisor
Ratings of YCD and YAP Participants . . « « ¢« « « « & 40
! Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions . . . « « « & o o o o o o & « & 47
Appendix a: List of Repcrts on the YAP and YCD Damonstrations . . 52




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

’

High rates of unemployment among young people, especially_téose from
disadvantaged groups, have been a per;istent problem in the United States.
One wav devised to attack this problem has been to attempt to improve the
school-to-wbrk transition. Accordingly, the desire to egfeép improvement in
this area has given rise to a variety of programs and approaches. The range
of programs operating in this area include vocational education, cooperative

education, career education, and varied programs implemented under the Youth

Emplovment Demonstration Projects Act of 1977.

The impetus for the present report grows out of a desire on tY: part of -

the Office of Youth Programs (CYP) of the U.S. Department of Labor to make

\

available comparative information on different school-to-work intervéqtions.
B \

[

. . - © . \
Specifically, this report summarizes an effort to compare the New Youth Ini-

tiatives in Apprenticeship Program (YAP) with the Youth Career Developmen%

, Program (YCD). Data for this comparison came from an evaluation of the YAP
projecté'conducted by C&™, Incorporated (CSR) and from an evaluation of the
¥CD projects conducted by the Educational Testing Service (ETS).* To maxi;
mize comparability, data analyses were restricted to YAP and YCD demonstra-

tions conducted in 1979 and 1980.

*A list of the CSR and ETS reports on the YAP and YCD implementations, LA
respectively, is provided in Appendix A at the end of this report. 3
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Althougn YAP and YCD both involved efforts to improve the school-to-work

“ransition, there were differences in the scope of the YAP and ¥CD imp. emen-

-

tations. These differences reflected, in part, differences in orientation.

The YCD demonstrations had an instructional focus, e.g., instruction in

career decisionmaking, job seeking skills, etc. Also, YCD demonstrations
involved both in-school and out-of-school programs. Some of the YCD Jdemon-
strations seem to have involved a work component while others did not.
Finally, some of the YCD demonstrations were directed at particular arget
groups, <.g., women, Spanish-American youth, inner-city youth, and so on.
By contrast, the focus of the YAP demonstrations was on emplovment and

&

i
) ! on-the-job c«raining (QJT) in apprenticeable occupations. All YAP implementa-
1
i
|

tions were in~school projects that involved formul registration and employ-

-

ment of high school seniors in apprenticeable occupations. any instruction

£or YAP students in the area of occupational information and career decision-

making was incidental. Finally, most of the YAP demonstrations involved both

inner-city and suburban youth, including both economically disalivantaged and

non-economically disadvantaged students.

Despite the differences in orientation, the two programs (YAP and ¥YCD) -
iid have some” common objectives, increased vouth employment in particular.
) Consequently, one criterion for program gnd policy deliberations by DOL could
be the relative effectiveness of the different interventions in increasing
youth employment. For example, a positive outcome in terms of employment
) might be defined in terms of the career potential of the occupations'in which

the participaﬁts were employed, the numbér of hours worked, hourly wages, or

v
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Ia a more generic sense, the different demonstrations aiso shared a
common objective in that they all were designed to help ease the transition

of youth to the world of work. Tfor the in-school demonstrations, the focus

would be on the transition f£rom school to work. For the out-of-school dem-

onstrations, the focus would be on the transition from unemploym?nt or under-
2mployment tc full-time work, or from one type of work to another. Conse-
Juently, the different demonstrations also might be compared on measures of
participants! pergeptions of how helpful the demonstrations have been in
2asing the problems of transition, e.g., measures of satisfaction with the
projects, measures of job satisfaction, etc. Thus, evidence of impact, if
any, oﬂ emplovment is not the only criterion upon which demonstrations shoula
te compared. Rather, for DOL program and policy purposes the YAP and YCD
iemonstrations should be compared on as many criteria as possible (within the
constraints of'the ETS and CSR data). ”
Fortunately, several of the outcome variables examined in the CSR svalu-
ation are similgr to outcome variables examined in the ETS evaluation. This
similarity of ocutcome variables provides the opportunity to conduct the pres-‘
ent comparison study. Both evaluations collected followup data about current
employment:; weeks and hours-per-week worked; wages (both current and start-
ing); and stabilitydof employment. Both evaluations also administered job
satisfaction measures that appear similar. Finally, both studies cbtained
supervisors' ratings that provide roughly comparable measuras of actual job
performance. : ' i
At the same time, the necessity éo limit the analyses to variables that

wer2 available in comparable form in the CSR and ETS evaluations produced

considerable selection of cases, and that selection’may have produced groups
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that were considerably different from the samples that were us:d in the pri- '
mary analyses for the two evaluations. Theréfore, any discrepancy between
the results of 'the primary analyses of ETS and CSR and the results cf this,
comparison almost certainly are attributable to such differential selec:ion

of cases.

ror these reasons, the groups used in the analyses for this report will

be referred to as "comparison groups" rather than as samples. A distinction
! will e made between the "Total Group of Participants" (i.e., those students
: who actually underwent the YCD and YAP experiences) and the "Total Comparison

e Group” (i.e., participants plus students in the control groups).

In the ETS study, followup data were collected at two points in time, 3

montns and 8 months after each student completed the YCD experience. Because

the 8-montn YCD data are more comparable to the CSR data for 1979 YAP parti- >

cipants and the 3-month YCD data are more comparable for 1980 YAP partici-

dants, comparisons reported nere involve these two follow-up periods.

1
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CHAPTER 2 - *

PROCEDURE USED TO MAKE COMPARISONS

B

Any comparison that attempts to integrate data from different studies
must seek a "lowest common denominator" of methodology. In the present zase,

the characteristics of this lowest common denominator were determined by

. 7 -
_considering what should be involved in a comparison of YCD and YAP demonstra-

tions. First, sucg a comparison should provide information about the extent
to which YCD and YAP serve different XKinds of students. Second, such a com:
parison should provide informaticn about the effects of participating in ZCD
and in YAP, controlling for‘differences, if any, in the kinds of students
served. Third, such a comparison should provide information about the ef=-
fects of participation on a variety of outcomes.

The designs of the CSR and =TS evaluations most appropriately can be
jescribed as "quasi-experimental." Therefore, the most appropgigée lowest
common denominator of methodology appezied to be a multiple regression

approach following the simple conceptual model shown in Figure 2=-l1. Although

this diagram could be viewed as a "path model," the statistical procedure of

vath analysis 4id not appear appropriate for the present comparison. The

E]

primary interest is in the effects of program participation, especially when
variation in student characteristics is coutrolled. Thus, the most appropri-

ate statistical analysis appeared to be simple multiple regression, treating,

both student characteristics and measures of program participation as antece-

~

dent or "predictor" variables, and outcome measures as criterion variables.

ERIC
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Student

Characteristics

Outcomes

Participation

in YAP or YCD

Figure 2~1. Conceptual Model Underlying Comparison of YAP and YCD.

Demonstrations.
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Jnce the methodology had been determined, the next step involved search-

ing zhe data f£iles from the CSR and ETS evaluations to identirfy variables

tnat were similar enough to be trezted as common variables in parallel mul-

tiple regressions. The variables identified in this search are listed 1n

»

Table 2-1 and are aescribed in detail below.

Background Variables

1.

D

4.

Sex - This student characteristic was treated ¢3 a dummy variable

in which scores of 1 were assigned to males ind scores of 3 to
females. This scoring system insures that a positive correlation
corresponds with the expected direction of most sex bias.
Race - This characreristic also was treated as a dummy variable,
with the scoring system insuring that a positive correlation would
correspond to the expected direction of any race bkias. Scores of
1 were assigned to whites and scores of 0 to members of other
races. ~
Age - Scores were the difference getween the year of birth aad
198l. Because students began their participation at about the same
age, use of this scoring system should yield an average age for
1979 participants that is about a year older than the average age
for 1980 participants.
Framily Size - The actual ﬁeasure of faﬁily size used in the present
comparisoh was the total number of family members inciudigg the
student. This variable, like the next variable, points to some

14

important problems that were encountered in attempting to develop

common variables for the CSR and ETS evaluations. These problems

- CSR, Incorporated |




f
|
l
'
i
\
|
1
i
,
o

TABLE 2-1

VARIABLES COMMON TO CSR EVALUATION OF YAP‘DEMONSTRATIONS

AND ETS EVALUATION OF YCD DEMONSTRATIONS

Background Variables

Sex
Race
Age
Family Size

Academic Potential

Participation Variables

6.

7.

Participation vs. Non-participation

=Xtent of Participation -

Outconre Variables

8.
s,
0.
11.

12.

Current Employment

Still Employed in First or Apprenticeship Job

Heexs Worked

Hours Worxed Per Week

Starting Hourly Wage v
Current Hourly Wage

Job Satisfaction Ratings

Supervisor PRatings
N
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have implications for the ways in which DOL can work with contrac-
"tors in developing future evaluations in a way that will facilitate ]
lateg integration and compariéon of different-evaluations. Family
background, espedially family socioeconomi~ status, is strongly

. related to many different student outcomes. For exampls, low

school performance and high unemployment are associated with low

"socioeconomic status, particularliy if socioeconomic status s low

enougnh to justify designation as ;economicallv disadvantaged.

, Consequently, it would seem important to include measures of
family background and socioeconomic status, at least as control
variables, in all evaluations like those of CSR and ETS.

, Unfortunately, family size was the only weasure of family

, background that could be identified as common tc the ETS and CSR

) evaluations. The results of social science research generally

o indicate that family size has a weak to moderate association with

other family background characteristics (for =2xample, there is a

weak negative relationship between family size and socioeconomic

status). Thererfore family size nas enough value as an indicator

f of family background to be included in the present comparison

study. It must be viewed, however, as a relatively weak and

e . 4

inefficient indicator. .
The main point of this discussion of the family size variable
is that the present comparison would have been much more rigorous
- and potentially valuable if the CSR and ETS evaluations had in- ;

cluded a common core of .tems dealing with family hackground,

" | 12




especially socioceconomic status. Therefore, in planaing future
evaluations, consideration should be given to establishing a common
core of background items. This common core would be especially

useful if the items were taken from studies such as the DOL fundeg

National Longitudinazl Survey or the National Center for Education

Statistics national longitudinal studies. If this approach were
employed, sample survey results could be compared with estimates
) of the population values for the United States as a whole.

3. Academic Potential =~ Another important student characteristic

involves the set of skills, behaviors, aptitudes, etc. that are

! involved in school grades and scores on achievement and aptitude
tests. "Academic potential" appears to be a relatively objective
and neutral way of referring to this student characteristic. Both
) the CSR evaluation and the ETS evaluation included a measure of

academic potential. In the CSR evaluation this measure was the

student's hign school GPA. In the ETS evaluation it was the stu-

dent's score on a specially constructed version of the Sequential

Zest of EZducational Progress (STEP) Reading Test. Aithough tesé
| scores typically are highly intercorrelated, ig is not legitimate
| ' simply to transform one of the measures to thé meéric equivalent of
the other and use the transformed scores as though tney actually
had been obtain=d £rom the other. '

Nevertheless, an effort was made to develgp a measure that

would yield at least roughly comparable estimates of academic

potential for the two evaluations. This effort involved devel~

£ el gn 33 35 et StV A 2 s 4 e

oping a dummy variable in which each measure (grades and STEP
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scores) was split at a cutting score corresponding to the mean

LL a nationally representative norm group. Students above this,

4
S

cutting score would be assigned a score of 1 on the dummy variables

and students at or below the cutting score would be assigned a
score of 0 on the dummy“variable.

In the case of grades, this cutting score could be made easily
and unambiguously by referring to the results of the National Cen-
ter for Educa;ion Statistics' National Longitudigal Study of the
Iigh School Class of 1972 (although it would have been more rigor-—
ous if the GPA ite; used by CSR had been identical with the GPA
item used in the national survey). In the case of STEP scores, no
national norms were available because a special version of the test
was involved. Therefore, the cutting scoﬂe wds computed by summing
the item "difficult®es” (i.e., percentage of caéég in the norm
group who answered each item correctly). This procedure would have
been rigérous if the same norm group had been used for computing
all item difficulties. Unfortunately, ETS took items from STEP
tests for several different grade levels. Thus, the cutting scere

for the ETS measure of académic potential must be regarded as an
.arbiérary dichotomization that caﬁhot be interpreted as comparable
to the cutting score for the CSR measure c¢f academic potential.
Once again, this discussion reemphasizes the desirability of
comparable (ideally identical) measures when comparing evaluation

rasults. Since DOL may wish to compare different gets of evalua~-

tion results, it would be desirable to use a core of identical

11
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items in all evaluations. In the case of academic potential, the
simplest and most straightforward approach is to include a GPA
item. - -

Participation Variables

6. Participation - This measure is a dummy variable in which scores

of 1 were assigned to students who'actually went through part or
all of the YCD and YAP experiences and scores of 0 to students in
the control groups.

7. Amount of Participation - Not every participant went through the

entire YCD or YAP experience, and it appeared important to measure
the actual amount of exposure to these interventions. (In a more
jeneric sense, it seemed important to measure the extent to which
these programs were implemented for each student.) Because the YCD
demonstrations involved in-school activities, the most appropriate
measure of amount of.participation appeared to be tgtal program
hours. On the other hand, the most appropriate measure for YAP
demonstrations appeared éo be number of weeks of apprenticeship.

Qutcomasariables

3. Current Emplovment - This measure involved a dummy varidkle with

scores.of 1 assigned to students who were employed at the time of

followup and scores of 0 to students who were not employed. Stu;
dents in the YCD group were classified -as employed only if they

were working "full~time" (e.g., 30 hours or more per week), while
students in the YAP group were classified as employed if they had

any employment. The original intention was to use any employment

12 -

~CSR, Incorporate

-

r

v
. . 3ot
ded
- -
A
‘ 4
v

©

* .
R T RV

N
PR




e

- for the YCD groups too, but this procedure was precluded by prob-
lems with the ETS data for part-time employment. Since the purpose
of YCD and YAP was to aid the transition to the pérmanent labor
force, being employed at the time of the follow;p appeareé to be a

more appropriate outcome measure than having been employed at any

time since. completing YCD or YAP.

9. Still in First or Aporenticeship Job -~ This measure also involved

a dummy variable. For YCD students, scores of l_were assigned to -
students whd were still in the first job they had oktained afﬁer
completing YCD and scores of 0 to other students. For YAP stu-
dents, scores of 1 were assigned to studengs still in the job in

- which they served. their apprenticeship and scores of 0 to other

students.

10. Weeks on Job - Scores involved the number of weeks students had

“

workeé on their present or most recent job.

11. Hours Per Week = Scores involved the number of hours students

typically worked at their present or most recent job.

12. Starting Hourly Wage - Score for YCD students was the hourly wage

they received in their first job after completing YCD. Score for

3 >

YAP students was the salary they received in their apprenticeship

job. Students who had never received a salary because -they had

never worked were eliminated.

- -

13. Current Hourly Wage - Score was the hourly wage students received

in their current or most recent job.

14. Jobh Satisfaction Ratings - YCD students rated their satisfaction

, " with: (a) how the job went, (b) their feelings about their work,

13
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{(c) pay, (d) the worthwhileness of their work, and (e) their
experiences with the YCD program. Ratings were made on three
category écales, with the alternatives adapted to the characteris-
tic being rated. For example, the threé categories (and the scores
assigned to these categceries) for pay were: (1) less than worth,
(2) about right, and (3) good for job. In all cases, higher scores
‘in§icated greater satisfaction. YAP students rated their satis-
faction with:« (a) pay, (b) opportunity for advancement, (c)
supervision, (d) recognition f£or doing a good “job, (e) on thé job
instruction, and (f) sense of accomplishment in the job. Ratings
were made on the follpwing four-category scale: (1) very dissat-

isfied, (2) dissatisfied, (5) satisfied, and (4) very satisfied.

Work Supervisor Ratings - YCD participants were rated by their

current supervisor on the followihg characteristics: (a) puts in
good day's work, (b) gets along with others, (c) would promote,
(d) wo;ld rehire, and (e) whether their rank compared to that of
others is satisfactory. These ratings were made on the following
three-category scale: (1) definitely not, (2) generally, and (3)
definitely. YAP participants were rated by their current super-'
visor on the following characteristics: (a) work attitude, (b)
skill level, (c) ability to learn, (d) cooperation, (e) punctual-
ity, (f) following instructions, (g) relations with co-workers,
(h) self-initiative, (i) pride in work, and {j) overall job
performancé. These ratings were made on the following four-

category scale: (1) poor, (2) fair, (3) goo&, and (4) excellent.
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Data from the ETS evaluation of the 1980 group were unavailable for the
present comparison until very late. Therefore, results for both the ETS and

the CSR evaluations were analyzed separately by year (i.e., 1979 and 1980).

This procedure provides a check on the stability of any trends that might

appear in the data.
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CHAPTER 3

CHARACTERISTICS AND EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

- FOR TOTAL COMPARLSON GROUPS

The most'basic questions asked in comparing Yqb and YAP are those that
pertain to the kinds of students served-by thesé two prograns and the extent
to which participation in these two programs influenced employment. The
‘first get of analyses for this report examined these issues.

Table 3-1 suqmarizes the characteristics of the YCD and YAP Total Com~
parison Groups on the ﬁive background vari;bles and on the percentage of the
comparisod'groups who were demonstration participants (rather than in the
control groups). The results in this table indicate that YCD and YAP served
different types of students. YCD students were predominantly female and ~
non-white (i.e., predominantly black), while YAP students were predominantly
male and white. Statistical tests of the differences in the proportions of
whlies and males indicated that these differences were‘highly significant.,

In view of the moderate to0 strong relationships of race and sex known tO’
exist in the present data, the observed pattern of differences between the
two groups suggests that YAP participants are likely to have a substantial
advantage over YCD participants in obtaining emplqyment. It becomes doubly
important, therefore, to use a statistical procedure that "controls" for the
influence of background characteristics wﬁen examining the influé;ce of pro-
gram particip;tion. The multiple regression procedure used in this study
provides such a control. When differences exist as large as those betwyeen

>

¥YCD and YAP in Table 3-1, however, it is doubtful whether such statistical

-




TABLE 3-1

CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPARISON GROUPS

FOR THE YCD and YAP DEMONSTRATIONS

YCD
1979 1980 1979 1980
(N=954) (N=517) "(N=493) (N=529)
14

% Male 31.6 36.0 87.0 88.7
% White 16.9 13.7 82.0 77.9 .
Average Age 18.3 17.3 19.3 18.2
Average Family Size 4.7 4.9 4.8 4.6
% Above Cutting Score on Measure .

of Academic Potential 7647 68.7 55.6 56.3
% of Total Comparison Group

Who Were Participants . 54.9 60.4 58.4 50.3

Note - The Total Comparison Group includes both participants and members of
the control group.
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controls really equate tne two groups. In other words, comparing ¥YCD and
7AP may resemble the proverbial comparison éf apples and oranges, and no
amount of statistical sophistication can be completely sﬁccessful in convert-
ing the two into a comparable form of fruit. On the other hand, the average
ages and family sizes of YCD and YAP participants are roughly comparable.

The differences in academic potential are more likely to reflect differences
in the measures rather than genuine differences between the groups.

Table 3-2 summarizes the results of an analysis of the relationship of
the background characteristics to participant veréus control status, and pro-
vides a check on the extent to whicﬁ the YCD and YAP had econtrol groups that
were comparable to their participant groups. This table also illustrates the
£ormat that will be followed in all subsequent regression tables for this re-
port. There are three elements in this format. The first is the zero-order
correlation between each antecedent variable and the outcome variable in
quéstion (in Table 3-2, being a participant). The second element consists of
the standardized (partial) regression weights. Any given standardized weight
can be interpreted, roughly. as the correlation between that antecedent vari-
able and the criterion when the other antecedent variables are held constant.
The final element consists of the metric (i.e., "unstandardized" or "raw
score") regression weights. Aany given metric weight can be interpreted as
the amount of change in the criterion that would be produced by one unit of
change in that antecedent variable when the other'antecedent variables are
held constant. When the criterion is dichotomous, as is the case in Taﬁie

3-2, the metric weight can be interpreted, very roqghiy, as the change in the

probability of being in the top group of the dichotomy that would be produced

.

.

PRI A .1 7ox provided by ERIC

€
+
K
3
¢
iy
hy
I
3

N v

Ay f Y K et




TABLE 3-2

RELATIONSHIP OF BACKGROUND CHZ.RACTERISTICS

0 PARTICIPANT VERSUS THE CONTROL STATUS

Zero-Order Regregsion Weights
Correlations Standardized Metric
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1380
YCD ) (N=954) (N=517)
Sex .02 .06 .02 .07 .020 072
Race -.09 -.16 -.08 -.17 -.11i* -=.244*
Age 01 -.06 .00 ) .08 .000 -.062
Family Size -.01 .01 -.91 -.01 -.003 -.002
Academic Potential -.07 .04 -.06 .04 -.073 0045
Multiple r .1l .19
7aP (N=493) (N=529)
Sex .05 -.03 .06 -.03 ,083 -.051
Race .03 -.01 .02 -.01 026 -.016
Age -,07 - .04 ’-.06 .04 -.016 .014
Family Size .03 -.02 .03 -.03 .010 -.010
. Academic Potential .G8 07 07 .07 074 073
Multiple r .12 .09 ’

.-

* Metric regression weight at

19

least twice its standard error.




by one unit of change in that antecedent variable. A consensus appears to be

emerging among social scientists and policy researchers that the metric

~

weights provide the best tool for answering the kinds of questions of concern
in the present comparison study. Accordingly, the present comparison follows
convention by testing for statistical "significance" by determining whether

each metric weigﬁt is at least twice 1ts standard error.

The results in Table 3-2 suggest that the ICD and YAP control groups
generally were comparable to the participant groups. The only significant

bias appears to be that the YCD control group had a larger proportion cof

whites than the YCD participant group. The implication of this bias for the
interpretation of subsequent analyses which include both participant and con-.
trol ‘groupg is uncléar. However, the more important analyses described in

this report. involved comparison of the YCD participants with the YAP partici-
!

vants, and did not involve the control groups associated with these two

groups. Consequently, the racial difference between the YCD participant and

control groups would have no relevance to those analyses which were based upon

conparisons between the two participant groups.

.

It is an oversimplification éo_classif& a student as a. YCD or YAé "par-
ticipant" because theoretically participati;n could range frcm a single day
of intervention to completion of the entire program experience. Iﬁ seems im
ortant, therefore, to examine variation in the extent of participation in the

YCD and YAP demonstrations. Table 3-3 summarizes the characteristics of YCD

and YAP participants, by year of participation, with respect to the background

©

variables and the two different measures of amount of participation. Simi-

larly, Table 3-4 summarizes the regression analysis of the relationships

(SR, lncorporo,te.d._‘;_:;z—‘,
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TIBLE 3-3

CHARACTERISTICS OF MEMBERS OF COMPARISON GROUPS
WHO ?ARTICIPAfED IN YCD AND YAP DEMONSTRATIONS
1979 1980
|
YCD
(N=324) (N=312)
3 Male . 32.4 38.1
3 White 14.9 9.3
Average Age lc.3 17.3 !
Average Family Size 4.7 4.9
i %3 aAbove Gutting Score on Academic Potential ) 74.1 70.2
Average Number of Hours in Progran 110.5 123.9
| S . YAP
(N=288) (2=266)
3 Male 88.5 87.6
 White ' 83.0 77.4
Average Age 19.2 18.3
Average PFamily éize , ’ v4.8 i 4.6
% Above Cutting Score on Academic Potential 59.0 59.8
Average Number of Weeks of Apprenticeship 32.3 33.3




between background characteristics and amount of participation. These two
analyses are linmited to members of the Total Coqparison Groups with.scme par-
ticipation. 1In othe¥ words, the control groups are eliminated from these
a;alyses.

The results in Table 3-3 confirm the differences between YCD aad YAP on
sex and.xace’composition that were revealed in Table 3-1l. Therefore, no fur-
ther comparisons of the YCD and YAP groups with respect to the background
variables age included in this report. In geneval, the regression analysis
in Table 3-4 indicates little relati'ship between the background variables
and amount of participation. There are 29 metric regression weights in Table
3-4, and it is %o be expected that one of these weights would be "significant”
at the .05 level through chance alone. Hence, little importance can be at-
“ached tc the single metric weight that is wore than twice its standard error.

Table 3=~5 summarizes the outcome measures that were analyzed for the
comparisons reported in this chapter. Two outcoies were used as criteria in
regression analysas in which simple program participation was used as the
relevant antecedent variable, namely current employment and current (or most
recent) hourly wage. The hourly wage analyses are restricted to those who
wad received an hourly wage at some time, or, in other words, to those who
had some employment experience. Current employment also was used as the
criterion in regression analyses in which amount of program experience was
the relevant antecedent variable.

The results in Table 3-5 reveal a substantially lower employment rate

and a somewhat lower pay rate for YCD participants. It is tempting to inter-

pret these differences as indicating that programs, such as YAP, that focus

22
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. TABLE 3-4

\

RELATIONSHIP OF BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS TO AMOUNY OF PARTICIPATION

AMONG THOSE IN COMPARISON GROUPS WITH SOME PARTICIPATION

———— it — ettt et e e e

|
: Zero-Order . Regression Weights
: Correlations Standardized Metric
E 1979 «3980 1979 1980 1979 1980
%
YCD (N=524) (N=312) j
- Sex -.04 -.03 ' -.04 -,03 -8.504 -io.zls }
Race .01 ~.08 .01 -.08 3.430 -37.474 i
Age -.03 .13 .. -.03 21 -4.448 26.913
Family Size .08 .03 . « .08 .00 3,172 0.319
Academic Fotential .08 -.15 .08 -.14 17.604 -44.888*
Muitiple x <12 .21
YAP (N=272) (N=257) e
2 Sex : .08 .07 .08 .07 5M49 4.265 7
: Race ’ -.08 .00 -.07 .01 -45281 0.714 %
~  Age .03 .03 . .01 .04 5:128 1.160
Family Sizé .03 .06 .05 .07 0.708  ..893 :
Academic Potential -.13 -.06‘ -.12 -.07 -=5.606 -2.849 é
HMultiple x «17 .12 . ) )
= :
* Metric regression weight at least twice its standard erxror. . ‘
R E
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TABLE 3-5

AND TOTAL GROUP OF PARTICIPANTS

SUMMARY OF OUTCOME MEASURES FOR TOTAL COMPARISON GROUP

YCD
1979 1980
$ of Total Comparison Group Working
Full-Time ‘ 25.0 , 31.1
X
Current Hourly Wage for Members
of Total Comparison Group With
Some Employment 3.69 3.84
% of Participants Working Full-Time 26.2 31.4
YAP
1979 1980
% of Total Comparison Group Currently
Zmplcoyed 85.5 83.8
Current Hourly Wage for Members
of Totdl Comparison Group With
Some Employment 4.98 4.09
% of Participants Currently Employed 87.2 84.6

the control group.

.

Note: The Total Comparison Group includes both participants and members of




3

"

specifiéally on 2mployment are more likely to succeed in furthering employ-
ment. fhe temptation to make this interpretation should be resisted. The
observed differences in employment patterns are more likely to be the conse-
quence of differences in sex and race composition rather than differences in
program impact. Most of the YAP group who are employed at all are employed
full-time, so variation in the definition of current employment probably had
_gglatively little in@luencef .
; ‘The regression analysis relating participation vs. control group status
tec currént employment is,summarize§ in Table 3-6; the regression analysis
relating participation to current wages is in Table 3-7; and the regression
analysis relating amount of participation to current employment is in Table
3-8. These tables provide general confirmation of the fact that males and

whites have an advantage in terms of both employment and pay, but almost no

evidence for any impact of participation in YCD and YAP on these outcomes.

The only metric weight exceeding twice its standard error had the opposite
sign from the same (nonsignificant) regression weight in the other year. 1In
the absence of evidence that either YCD or YAP had any impact on employment

outcomes it is meaningless to try to compare their outcomes.

These generally negative results should not be interpreted, however, as
invalidating the more positive results reported in both the CSR evaluation of

YAP and the ETS evaluation of YCD. 1In both evaluations the selection of cases

~

and the choice of variables wereJoriented to the specific purposes of the YCD

and YAP demonstrations tather than to finding a lowest common denominator of
23

methodology in order to attempt comparisons. For example, the YAP evaluation

found that positive outcomes were strongly associated with demonstration

-
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TABLE 3-6
RELATIONSHI®? OF BACXGROUND VARiABLES AND PARTICIPATION

TO CURRENT EMPLOYMENT FOR TOTAL COMPARISON GROUP

Zero~Order Regression Weights

o

Correlations Standardized Metric

1979 1980 1979 1980 1973

1980

YCD

Sex

Race

Age

(N=954) (N=517)
.08 .12 .08 .12 .970*
.06 .17 .07 .17 .083*

.07 -.01 .05 -.01 .041

Family Size ’ .06~ -.04 .09 .00 -.0l6*

Aacademic Potential -.03 .00 -.03 -.02 -.036

Participation .03 .01 .03 .03 .029

Multiple r .15 .21 -

{N=493) (N=439)
11 -.01 .11 -.02 «113*

.07 +25 . .04 .24 . .037

re

12 -.03 .13 -.01 .024*

Family Size .01 ~-.03 .00 -.03 .001

Acadenic Potential .08 .15 .09 - .13 «065

Participation .06 .02 .05 .02 .038

Multiple r « 20 .28

.114*

«229%

-.010

-.000

-.016

.026

-.024

. 209*

-.003

e 007

.098*

.011

* Metric regression weight at.least twice its standard error.
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TABLE 3 -7

RELATIONSHIP OF BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND PARTICIPATION

TO CURRENT WAGES FOR MEMBERé OF TOTAL COMPARISON GROUP

W

ITH SOME EMPLOYMENT

Multiple x «25

Zero-QOrder Regression Weights

Correlations Standardized Metric

1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
L (N=340)  (N=269) )
Sex .25 .13 .24 .12 .458*  ,232*
Race .09 .02 .09 .00 217 .009
Age .04 .10 .02 .09 .035 .153
Family Size -.03  -.06 -.01  =.07 ' =-.003 -.028
Academic Potential .10 ~.04 .08  -.03 177 -.063
Participation .02 -.05 .02 -.05 .036 -.096

Multiple r .28 .21 .

YAP (N=406) (N=388)
Sex 24 .15 .24 .14 1.275* .479%
Race . .06  -.06 .04 .05 .174 .128
Age .06  =.08 .00 -.07  =.001 -.055
Family Size .02 -.04 .04 -.03} .037 -.023
Academic Potential .02 ~-.04 .03 -.04 .088 -, 077 .
Participation 04  -.04 03 =.03 .096 -. 063

«19
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**Metric regression weight
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27 ,» . ; N B s

ERIC.

CSR, Incorporate

A e g

bt e

2



TABLE 3-8

. RELATIONSHIP OF BACKGROUND Vmwnzs AND AMOUNT OF p_z_xmxcxmﬁon
TO CURRENT EMPLOYMENT FOR TOTAL GROUP OF PARTICIPANTS
1 Zero-Order " Regression Weights

Correlations ' _Standardizéd Metric-
1 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
| :
YCD ' (N=524) (N=312) . c
i Sex U 09 .12 .10 .12 .089* J117% g
Race ' i .05 .14 .06 .13 .079 .20*
| Age .03 -.03 .03 -.02 .020 ~.018 '
Family Size .09  -.08. . .10 -.06 .018*  -.012
i AcQademic Poteatial .03 -.06 .01 -. 06 .008 -. 063
{ Total Program Hours .07  =.03 .07  -.02 .000 .000 )
’ MultipJ:e r ’
|
l
l YAP . (N=257) (N=228) . ‘
E Sex ) .07  -.08 .08  -.10 .083 -.111
i Race .06 .26 .03 .24 .023 .207*
x . ;
i Age 14 =06 .16 -.02 .022*  Z,013
!
} Family Size ~04 =09 -.06  =.10  -.012  -.023 1
| Academic Potential- .10 -.19 .13 .19 . 089 J142%
t Weeks of Appren- | . '
}: ticeship . -.03 .10 o =.02 12 -.003 .002*
}‘ Multiple r .21 .36
it .
* Metric regression weight at least twide its standard error.
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characteristicsg, whereas the present comparison study combined data from

demonstrations that varied substantially in their impact on outcomes. The

‘.

positive results obtained in the CSR and ETS evaluations probably should be

interpreted as correct, and the inconclusive results obtained here as the

consequence of using a lowest common denominatcr methodology.




CHAPTER 4

2

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES FOR YCD AND YAP PARTICIPANTS
WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCE
The contingencfes of data collection in the CSR ;pd ETS evaluations made
it inevitable that data on some outcome variables would be missing for one or
both groups. Similarly, some variables, such as continuation in the first or
apprenticeship job, by definitiou are available only for students with scme
employment. Thus, ;everal of the analyses were regtricted not only to parti-
cipants but also to participants’who had been employed at some timevgince
completing their participation. Sgch analyses are presented in this chaptex.
These analyses also used amount of participation as the relevant measure in
the regression analyses.
Table 4-1 summarizes the varioﬁs overall outcomes. Limiting the analysis
to participants with some employment markedly increased the proportion of the
YCD group currently working (full-time), but this trend did not eliminate the
difference between YCD and YAP. Although the control groups have geen elim-
inated, it still appears more reasonable ?o attribute this difference to dif-

ferences in race and sex composition of the YAP and YCD demonstrations rather
than to differences in program impact.

-

. The number of weeks on_the job, number of hours worked per week, and
starting hourly wage are lower for ¥YCD participants than for YAP participants.
Conversely, the proportion of the YéD participants still in their first job is
nigher than the proportion of YAP participants still in their apprenticeship

job. These data hint at the possibility that attrition over time (as re-

flected in the 1979-1980 differences) is greater for YAP participants. This
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; .
i TABLE 1-1 ) -
SUMMARY OF AMOUNT OF PARTICIPATION AND OUTCOME MEASURES }
FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME E@LOMT
YCD
1979 logg
(N=238) N {N=168)
Average Number of Hours in Program 109.8 |, 125.8
% of Participant Group Working Full-Time 61.3 59,5
$ Still in First Job ‘ 61.3 71 .4
Average Number of Weeks on Job 13.8 14.0
' Average Hours Per Week 34.8 37.9
Average Hourly Wage in First Job ' . 3.35 " « 3.43
Average Current Hourly Wage 3.71 il . 3.80
- Y3
1979 1980 ;
(N=249) (¥=205)
f Average Number of Weeks of Apprenticeship 32,7 33.9
% of Participant ‘Group Currently Empl:)yed 20.0 - ) 94.6 ]
% Still in Apprenticeship Job 42.3 62.2 !
Average Number of Weeks on Job ) 57.9 40.7 “
Average Hours'Per Week . i ) | 41.5 \ 40.2 ‘
Average Starting Hourly Wage . ) . 3.94 . 3 3.46 ,
Average Current Hourly Wage R 5.03 . 4.05 {
e
- 31 v ]
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difference, like many other differences ébserved, may be attributable to the
snarp differences in the race and sex composition of the two groups. addi- -
tionally, this difference alsq may be aitributable to the marked differences

in the role of employment within the structures and processes of the two dif-
ferent demonsération concepts.

Table 4-2 summarizes a regression analysis for current employment that
closely parallels the analyses in Tablaz 3-6 and Table 3-8. Although one
metric regression weight for amount of participation did exceed twic; its
§tandard error, in general the resultsnin Taﬂle 4-2 confirm the results in
Tables 3-é and 3-8. That is, little eviéence was obtained for any consistent
| influence of amount of participation in either YCD or YAP on current employ-
mént. Certainly, the data presented in Table 4-2 do not provide a basis for
comparing the impact of these programs on employment.

The regression analysis Tor continuation in the first or apprenticeship
job is summarized in Table 4-3; fo. weeks worked in Table 4-4; for hours per
«eek in Table 4-5; for starting hourly wage in_?able 4-6; and for current

hourly wage in Table 4-7. A few of the metric regression weights presented

in these- tables exceeded twice their standard errox, but these significant

results are scattered, and do not reveal any strong, consistent associations

between the antecedent variables and the different criterion variables.

There are indications that the race and sex composition of the groups,

as well as the duration of participation, have some association with the rele- ;
vant outcomes. In addition, the assogiation with outcomes exhibited by the

demographic characteristics and by the level of participation both appear to

be somewhat more consistent for the YAP group. However, it is important to

reiterate that the statistically significant results included in Tables 4-2 3

3 E
i 2
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TABLE 4-2

RELATIONSHIP OF ANTECEDENT VARIABLES TO CURRENT EMPLOYMENT

FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT

-

Zero-Order Regression Weights
.Correlations Standardized Metric

1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980

YCD (N=238) (N=168)
Sex -.02 .03 -.01 .01 -.012 .013
Race -.04 «20 -.05 .18 -.059 .288
Age .00 -.06 .02 -.04 .186* -.038
Farily Size .15 -.13 <14 ‘-.10 .028%* -.024
Academic Potential ~.06 -.06 -.07 -.08 -.081 -.081
Total Program Hours J11 ° -,05 '.12 -.05 .00L* .000

Multiple r «20 .24

YAP (N=249) (N=204)
Sex -.01 -.03 -.01 -.04 -.008 -.029
Race .08 «15 .07 .16 .055 .092
- o )
Age .16 .05 .18 .08 «024* «035
Family Size -.02 -.06 -.04 -.06 -.008 -.008
Academic Potential .08 .08 .09 ° .09 .052 .044

Weeks of Appren=- }
ticeship -.07 .03 -.06 .04 -.001 .000
Mulgiple 'y 22 .21 .

* Metric regression weight at least twice its standard error.
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TABLE: 4-3 :
RELATIONSHTYP OF ANTECEDENT VARIQABLES TO CONTINUATION IN
FLRST OR APPRENTICESHIP JOB FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT
-
Zero~Oxder Regression Weights
Correlatipns Standardized Metric
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
¥CD ' (N=238) (N=168) °
Sex ~.02 -.03 ~.03 ~.03 -.034 ~-.024 .
Race -3 =05 -3 =05 ~.163%  ~.082 )
Age -.01 -.11 ~.01 -.11 -.007 -.,010
Family sSize .0‘7 .01 .05 .01 i .010 .002
'Academi‘c Potential .00 .09 .01 .09 .006 .089
'I‘otall.‘r Program Hours =.02 .02 -.01 .06 000 .000
Multiple r .15 .20
YaP (N=242) (N=201) “
Sex .07 .08 .07 .07 .119 .102
Race .05 .14 03 s .48 .180%
Age .08 .06 ~08 .10 .0l8 .090 l
Family size -.02 .00 ‘ ~.03 .00 -,009 .001 %
Academic Potential .04 .15 C w06 .16 .058 .156% -
Weeks of Appren~ . - ‘ ' : ,:
ticeship .00 .01 00 .01 .000 .000 ‘
. Multiple r .12 .24 .
: M ;
‘ * Metric regression wei?ht at least twice its sta;xdard error. ;
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TABLE 4-4

FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT

RELATIONSHIP OF ANTECEDENT VARIABLES TO WEEKS WORKED

! Zexro-Order ~ RegresSion Weights
| Correlations Standardiced Metric
| 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979\&\_\73980
¥CD (N=206) (N=124) ’/
Sex . .-.06 .09 -.06 .08 -1.148 1.425
Race .01 .11 .01 .10 «240 3.024
Age -.08 -.15 -.07 -.13 -1.094 -2.244
Family Size ) .10 -.08 .09 -.086 .391 -.244
Academic Potential .01 .05 .01 .03 .156 .692
Total Program Hours .03 -.02 .02 .01 .002 .001
Multiple r .14 .21
P 3 ' _ - -
YAP (N=246) (N=204)
Sex .05 .07 T .03 .05 5.029 6.475
Pace .03 .15 .05 .17 6.488  17.182*
Age .08 .09 .04 .11 786 °  8.450
Family Size -.02 .01 -.03 .02 -.88l +452
Academ%c Potential :.02 -« 086 .01 .07 l.188 5.904
Weeks of Appren- .
ticeship .?0 .10 T .20 .09 .378* «179
Multiple r .21 «23
* Metric regression weight atleast tv;ice its standard error. '
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TABLE 4-5

|
|
|
|
|
|
l
RELATIONSHI? OF ANTECEDENT VARIABLES TO HOURS WORKED
| PER WEEK FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT
' |
Z~ro-Order ’ Regression Weights J
Correlations Standardized Metric l
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980 i
ZCD {N=238) (N=i63)
Sex .04 .07 :04 .08 1.1656 1.901
Race -.03 .05 -.03 .05 -l.198 1.830
Age .04 .09 .03 11 .778 2.318 '
Family Size -.01 -.02 -.01 -.02 -.049 -.117
Academic Potential -.06 =05 -.06 .06 2.13%1 1.569
Total Program Hours .01 -.03 .02 -.02 .004 -.002
Multiple r .09 .15
YAP .(N=245) (N=200) _ t
Sex .19 .19 .17 17 5.094~* 4.323*
. Race - .07 11 .08 .11 1.749 2.242
age .08 .Og .08 .07 . 280 1.051 é
. Family Size -.01 -.04 ~. 32 -.03 :
Acadenic Potential .00 -.01 .04 .01
Weeks of Appren-
ticeship . 17 .12 .17 .10
Multiple x .27 .23
* Metric regression weight at least twice its standard error.
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TABLE 4-6

RELATIONSHYIP OF ANTECEDENT VARIABLES TO HOURLY WAGE

IN FIRST JOB FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT

Zero-Order’ Regression Weights
Correlations Standardized Metric
*+ 1979 1980 1979 1940 1979 1980
ZCD (N=70) (N=36) ~
Sex .15 .04 .14 .02 .219 .025
Race «17 .02 .21 .00 .401 .031
Age 14° -.16 .12 -.16 «139 -.155
Family Size =12 .01 -.97 .03 -.023 .008
Academic Potential 11 -.09 11 -.16 «193 -.184
Total Program Hours -.12 ;.17 -.14 -.18 -.001 -.001
Multiple .35 « 27 |

YAP (N=226) (N=193}
Sex .11 .11 ‘.ll .12 T .566 «262
Race .01 -.11 .00 -.12 .01l -.124
Age .05 -. 01 .04 -.04 .026 -.064
Family Size .09 -.01 .09 -.01 .076 -.003
aAcademic Potential .03 -.03 .03 -.02 .098 -.039 .
Weeks of Appren-

ticeship .04 .06 .04 .06 .002 .002

Multiple r .16 .18

.

* Metric regression weight at least twice

37

its standard error.
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TABLE 4-7
RELATIONSHIP OF ANTECEDENT VARIABLES TO CURRENT HOURLY WAGE
: FOR PARTICIPANTS WITH SOME EMPLOYMENT
ZeFo-Order . Regression Weights
Correlations Standardized . Metric
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
YCD (N=209) (N=163) -
Sex .26 .13 .26 .12 .533* .242 N
Race ‘ .04 .06- .06 .04 .159 .140
Age .00 .02 ‘ -.03 .04 -.044 .066:
Family Size -.08 -.10 -.07 -.09 -.029 -.043
. aAcademic Potential 11 -.07 .09 -.08 .226 -.177
. | Total Program Hours -.04 -.07 -.04 -.09 .000 -.001
Multiple ¢ .30 .20
It
| YAP {(N=245) (N=202)
L Sex .21 .13 .21 A1 11674 .274
Race .03 .09 +02 .08 .085 .158
Age ~ =.02 -.01 -.03 -.02 -.021 -.040 :
Family Size .06 -.06 ‘ .07 -.06 .070 -.028 {
Academic Potential .03 -.05 .04 -.03 .152 -.057 ‘
2
Weeks of Appren- . fé
ticeship .10 ' .16 .09’ .16 .006 .007* _ ‘;
Multiple r .25 .23 | :
* Metric regression weight at least twice its standard ;rror. 5
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through 1-7 are scattered with respect to the antecedent variables, the two
program concepts, and the two yeéars of graduation, and that, consequently,
no clear pattern car be discerned based upon these results.

In summary, these results dc¢ ot reveal any clear relationship between
the relevant outcomes and.participation in either YCD or YAP. Therefore,
the results of these analyses are not particularly enlightening for policy
felevant comparisons of YCD impact and YAP impact. Once again it should be
remembered that the primary evaluations of both YAP and YCD yielded more
positize results. The inconclusiveness of the present results seems to be
primarily a consequence of the lowest common denominator methodology which
was emploved in these comparisons, and not a consequence of a lack of impact

by the two i1ndividual programs.
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CHAPTER 5
JOB SATISFACTION SCALES AND SUPERVISOR RATINGS
FOR YCD AND YAP DARTICIPANTS

The fin;l set of analyses conducted for the present comparison involved
job satisfaction scales and supervisor ratings. Like the analyses reported in
Chapter 4, these analyses were limited to participants with some employment.

;n each instance the analyses were further iimited’to cases with data available
for the specific scales and ratings in question.

Table 5-1 summarizes the overall outcémes with regard éo the job satisfac-
tion scales and Table 5-2 presents the regression analyses for thqe data, To
conserve space and avoid information overload, Table 5-2 reports only thé‘results
for amount of program participation as a predictor of job satisfaction, elimi-
nating tine correlations and regression weights for the background variables.a

The resuits in Table 5-1 suggest that both YCD and YAP participants are
reasonably sati;fied with all aspects of their jobs (althougn both groups are
least satisfied with their pay). When the differences in the job satisfactian
scales are considered, it seems likely that the absolute level of satisfaction
is about the same in the two groups. The regression analyses in Table 5-2
vielded several metric regression weights‘that exceeded twice their standard
error. A%l of thése statistically significant netric regression weignhts in-
volved YAP participants, and some such significant weights were obtained in each
year. These results suggest, but do not prove, that participation in YAP was

somewhat more likely than participation in YCD to lead to greater job satisfac-

tion (or perhaps to a job that is inherently more sati;factory).  Scme of the ’

-

" results of the primary evaluation of YAP are consistent with this conclusion.

’
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TABLE 5-1

AVERAGE JOB SATISFACTION SCORES

FOR YCD AND YAP PARTICIPANTS

How Job Went

Feelings About Work
Pay

Worthwhileness of Work

Program Experiences

Pay

Advancement Opportunities
Supervigion

Recognition for Good Job
On-the~Job Training -

Accomplishment

¥CD
1979 1980
(N=189) (N=142)
2.38 2.35
2.30 ‘ 2.36
2.13 ) 2.12
2.35. 2.46
2.39 2.37

Yap

1979 1980
(N=280) (N=255)
2.66 2.76
2.81 2.87
3.07 3.10
3.01 2.98
3.19 3.23
3.24 3.36
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. TABLE 5-2 R
‘ RELATIONSHIP OF AMOUNT OF PARTICIPATION
TO MEASURES OF SATISFACTION
Zero-Order Regression Weights ;
Correlations : Standardized - Metric .
1979 1980 1979 1980‘ 1979 1980
YCD . (¥=189) (N=142) ’ . ~ )
Satisfaction With %
How Job Went .06  -.02 " .05 -.08 .000 .000
Feelings About Work .10 ~.03 .09 -.06 .001 .00¢
Pay .oé -.10 .07 ~.12 .001 -.001
Worghwhilenéss of .
. Work . -.06 ~.08 -.08 -.12 -.001 .000
i ) Program Experiences .03 .10 | .02 .08 000 . 000
YAP ’ (N=280) (N=255) ’
Satisfaction With ‘;
© Pay .03 .07 .+ 05 .06 .002 .ooé ‘
Advancement .10 :17 .12 .16 .004* ’;006* ~ Q
Supervision .05 .22e .05 .21 002 .007*< é
. Recognition .05° .14 .06 ~ .l4 _.002' .006* :é
. On-the-Job Training .02 .2l i .. 04 .21 .00l  .008*:
Accomplishment T2 .11 12 .11 ¢ .004% .004
: * Mé;ric regression weight at least twice its standaré error.
“ g5 |
&,

132



-

[N

' The overall outcomgs for supervisor ratings are summarized in Table 5-3,
and the supervisor rating regression analyses are presented in Table 5-4.
The overall outcomes suggest thatﬁéupervisoré of both YCD and YAP partici-
pants are generally satisfied With‘the participants' work. Since these data
were based upon randoé samples of all participants, regardless of current
employment status, these data provide some evidence of positive impact by
the programs, as judged by the supervisors of the participants.

The regression analyses relating amount of participaéion to supervisor
rating levels igciude three metric regression weights which may be considered
statistically significant. ;ll three of these significant regression weights
involved YAP‘participanﬂs and all three of them also involved participants
who graduated from high school during 1980. The difference between the two
program concepts may be explained by the stronger emphasis of the YAP concept
on employment. The difference with respect to the years of graduation may
be attributable to the fact that fqur of the sévén YAP projects were in thé
initial stages of implementation during the 1978-~79 academwic year. Other
data available indicate that goth the level ana the quality of participation

were very uneven during that year in the newly implemented demonstration

projects. -
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TABLE 5-3

AVERAGE SUPERVISOR RATINGS FOR

YCD AND YAP PARTICIPANTS

>

'¥CD
1979 1980
(N=50) (N=284)
Puts in Good Day's Work 2.88 2.86
Gets Along With Others 2.90 2.93
Would Promote - ‘ h 2.76 2.60
Would Rehire 2.86 2.82
Rank Compared to Others 2.62 2.59
YAP
i 1979 1980
(N=1622 (N=149)
Work Attitude 2.93 2.97
Skill Level 2.78 2.76
Ability to Learn ) 2.93 2.99
Cooperation 3.12 3.14
Punctuality 2.95 2.97 /
Following Instructions 2.88 2.94 /
Relations with Co-workers 3.10- 3.2?"’
Self Initiative 2.72 27: 0
/
Pride in Work 2.88 /2.88
Overall Job Performance - 2.86 / 2.91
' Ry 4’7
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TABLE 5-4
RELATIONSHIP OF AMOUNT OF PARTICIPATION

TO SUPERVISOR RATINGS

. Zero-Orxder Regression Weights
Correlations Standardized Metric
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980
p{s (N=50) (N=284) .
Employer Rating of: v E
Puts in Good Day's . ‘
Work ‘ .05 -.05 .06 -.06 .C01 . 000
‘Gets Along With Others .03 -.02 .01 -.04 .000 .« 000
Would Promote ’ .05 -.06 .04 -.04 .000 .006
Would Rehire .06 =.04 .07 -.02 .001 . 000
Rank Compared to )
Others -.04 -.01 -.08 .01 -.001 - . 000
YAP (N=162) (N=149)

Job Performance
Rating of :

Work Attitude. .08 .12

5 Skill Leval .07 .15
Ability to Learn .03 .16 .

‘ quperation -.02 «05

Punctuality .04 .05

FPollowing Instruc-
tions .00 .04

CSR, Incorporated_.
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TABLE 5-4 (CONTINUED) *
Relations with Co- s .
workers .02 <11 .03 <14 .001 .005
Self Initiative .05 .16 .06 17 .003 «0G8*
Pride in Work .07 .08 .09 .11 .004 . 005
Overall Job Per- -
formance .07 .12 .10 .14 .004 . 006
* Metric regression weight at least twice its standard error.
/
y
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CHAPTER &

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The YAP and YCD projects differed markg?ly in program design{ YAP
focused upon epployment experience for in-school youth. YCD focused upon
providing career developmené information and job-seeking techniques in a
classroom setting for both in-schoolr and out-of-school youth. In its ori-
gins, the YAP concept was not target 4 upon the economically disadvantaged.
By contrast, the YCD concept was oriented, from the outset, toward the
economically disadvantaged population, and toward specific subsets of the
economically disadvantaged population with additional barriers to employ-
nent. These differences in program design priﬁarily acrount for the sharp
differences in the race and sex composition of the YAP and ¥YCD client groups.

Basgsically, tie YAP client group was predominantly male and white, while the
YCD client group was predominantly female _and black.

The analyses presented in this report also revealed some other interest- .
ing featur=>s of the YAP and ¥CD demonstrations. First, the analyses clearly
indicate that, for both the YAP and YCD demonstrations, the participants' sex
and race were mere strongly associated with the various employment outcomes
than were either of the measures of prcgram participation. In short, males
and whites served by both types of demonstrations fared better than females
and blacks, whereas the analyseslaid not provide conclusive evidence that
participation in either demonstration had a positive impact upon employment.

outcomes. For the association between race and sex and employment outcomes,

and also for the association between participation and employment outcomes,

N
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a greater number of statisticdally significant relationships were observed for

the YAP demonstrations.

Participants in the YAP and YCD demonstrations who had some employment

.

experience generally exhibited relatively high job satisfaction scores. Both
groups of participants exhibited the lowest level of satisfaction with their
pay. Ffor YCD participants,.there were no statistically significant relation-
ships between any of thé job satisfaction measures and the level of partici-
pation. For YAP participants, there were a number of statiét{cally signifi-
cant relationships between the individual measures of job satisfaction and
the level of participation. It does’ appear, therefore, that YAP participa-
tion does lead t» greater job satisfaction, perhaps by helping participants
to gain access to and retain employment in somewhat taxgetted (apprentice-
able) positions that are inherently more satisfying for the types of
students involved. :

In addition to examining differences in job satisfaction écales, this
study also examined differences in the ratings given to participants by‘job
supervisoré. In general, the supervisog; ;f both participant groups appeared
to give approximately equal ratings to the participants. As with the jog
satisfa;tion scores, there were no statistically significant relationshipg
between the individual supervisor rating items and the level of participa~
tion, for YCD participants. This may be attributable to the lack of an
emphasis upo; employment in the YCD demonstration. For the YAP participants,
all the statistically siynificant relationships ‘between supervisor ratings

and level of participation were observed among the participants who graduated

in 1980, with no significant }elationships.for participants who graduated in

.
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1979. This difference by year of graduation may be attributable to the fact
that four of the seven operating YAP projects were in the start-~up phase of
operations during the 1978-79 academic year. ‘ .

In general, the comparative analyses presented in tlLis report did not
provide strong evidence of program impact by either of the demonstration con-
cepts, nor did the comparisons reveal sharp differences in program impact
between the two different demonstration concepts. It is important to note
once again} as has been done at the relevant junctures within fhe body of
this report, that the absence of evidence in the comparative analyses for
program iapact should not be regarded as dgﬁinitive. This lack of evidence
of program impact is not censistent with the findings of tne two separate
evaluations oflthe YAP and YCD deéonstrations, which examined program impact
in a much more specific and detailed fashion based upon comparizons with

carefully selected control groups. Therefore, it may be concluded that the
%
relative lack of impact revealed by the analyses presented in this report is

attributable to the lowest common denominator methodolegy emplcyed for these
comparisons.

The precent comparative effort ;as undertaken despite a relatively high
level of incompatibility between the demonstrations in three key areas.
First, the two demoustrations involved very different treatments. Second,
tne two demonstrations served very cifferent client groups. Third, the
evaluations of the two demonstrations lacked comparable data in several key
areas. Therefore, the results of this comparative analysis should be viewed
more in termg of their cqntribution to the advancement oé methodologies

designed to compare results derived from different evaluations. If more

- (SR, Incorporated
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comparable data had been available from the two evaluation efforts, it still
would have been difficult to separate the effects of‘the differences in prc—
gram treatments from the effects of the differences in client characteris-
tics. However, it is much more reasonable to expect that concern for im-
proved evaluation would lead to an increase in the cowmparability of evalua-
tive data than it is éo expect that concefn for improved evaluation would
lead to enhanced incorporation of experimental design within prograa con-
cepts. Therefore, a few conclusions and suggestions regarding data compara-
bility are offered below.

The present comparisons were handicapped because data concerning student
background and academic performance or potential were not collected in iden-
tical form in the ¥YCD and YAP evaluations, and also by the lack of outcome

data collected in identical form. Therefore, DOL should consider establish-

ing a relatively small set of core background and outcome items that all
contractors conducting evaluations would be regquired to include in their
questionnaires and other data collection instruments. Although contractors
would need to supplement these items with items relevant to the purposes of
the 'particular evaluation in question, the common core items always would be
included. 7o the extent feasible, it should be possible to relate these
common core items to some nationally representative sample; The presence of
such a common core of items should produce a much more rigorous, generaliz-
able "lowest common denominator" of methodology. With such data available,
the usefulness of the results derived from a comparative methodology such as

.

that employed here should be enhanced considerably.

s - tomn s s
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It is important to note that this suggestion is not intended to support
imposition of a standardized methcdology or data collection battery across
a variety of program concepts. Rather, this suggestion is limited to stan-—

dardization of specific key items with appropriately different evaluation

methodologies and data'collection approaches. Further, this suggestion is
not intended as a criticism of past practices.‘ Rather, this suggestion is
intended as a very modest contribution to the development of evaluation
strategies for the future which will encompass the considerable diversity of
program purposes and. processes, on the one hand, and which will provide wider
opportunities for comparison of results across different evaluations, on the

/

other hand.
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Appendix A

List of Repcrts on YAP and YCD Demonstrations

CSR, Incorporated

Davin, E.P., & Williams, G.D. Study of New Youth Initiatives in

Apprenticeship: Vol. l: Summary and Issues. DOL Contract No.

99-9-2224-33-57. (October, 1981).

Davin, E.P., & Williams, G.D. Study of New Youth Initiatives in

Apprenticeship. Vol. 2: Site Visit Reports. DOL Contract bo.

99-9-2224-33-57. (October, 1981).

"

Williams, G.D., Davin, E.P., Barrett, B., & Richards, J.M. Jr. Report

on Impacts: Study of New Youth Initiatives in Appfenticeship. DOL

Contract No. 99-9-2224-33-537. (Auqust, 1981).

Martin, S.T., Williams, G.D., & Davin, E.P. Apprenticeship - School

Linkage Implementation Manual. DOL Contract No. 99-9=2224-33-57,

(October, 198l1).

x

Educational Testing Service

13
Rock, D., & Freeberyg, N.E. Assessment of the Youth Career Developmen;

Program for School-to-Work Transition: A Phase I Evaluation Demon-

stration Stu&y. Technical Report #2. DOL Contract No. 27-34=78-04

{September, 1980).

35

52 . .

[

(SR, Incorporated_

wefs s o e A

v
v d S

S

b
a2

AN

Ny
XNRRY



E

Rock, D., & Freeberg, N.E. Addendum to Technical Report #2. DOL

Contract No. 27-34-78-04 (February, 1981).

Rock, D., & Freeberg, N.E. Assessment of the Youth Career Development

Program for School-to~Work Transition: A Phase II Evaluation Demon-

Stration Study. Technical Report #19. DOL Contract No.

< 27-34~78-04 (January, 1982, [In review by DOL].
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