DOCUMENT RESUME

'ED 236 301 -UD 023 191
AUTHOR Farkas, George; And Others
. TITLE Impacts from the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot
Projects: Participation, Work, and Schooling Over the
Full Program Period. .
INSTITUTION Manpower Demonstration Research Corp., New York,

SPONS AGENCY

N.Y.

Employment and Training Administration (DCL),
Washington, D.C. Office of Youth Programs.;
Employment of Training Administration (DOL),
Washington, D.C. Office of Research and

Development.

PUB DATE Dec 82

GRANT 28-36-78-36

NOTE 328p.

PUB TYPE Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

EDRS PRICE MFOl Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.

DESCRIPTORS Black Employment; *Demonstration Programs;
Disadvantaged Youth; *Dropout Preventioun;
Economically Disadvantaged; *Education Work
Relationship; High School Graduates; High School
Students; Hispanic Americans; Job Development; *Low
income Groups; Out of School Youth; Program

- Effectiveness; Program Evaluation; Reentry Students;

Secondary Education; *Student Employment; *Welfare
Recipients; Youth Employment

IDENTIFIERS *Youth Entitlement Incentive Pilot Projects

ABSTRACT

The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects

(YIEPP) demonstration, which was in full operation from 1978 to 1380,
was established to test the efficacy of work combined with education
as a remedy for high unemployment, low labor force participation, and
the excessive school dropout rate of teenagers. YIEPP offered Federal
minimum-wage jobs (part-time during the school year, full-time during
‘the summer) to 16- to 19-year-olds from low-income or welfare
"households, with the condition that they complete their high school
education, either through traditional or alternative education
programs. Analysis of the impact of the demonstration found that (1)
over 56 percent of the eligible ycuths participated in YIEPP at least
once; (2) YIEPP increased the employment/population ratio for
eligible youth by 67.5 percent over the ratio expected in the absence -
of the program; (3) YIEPP was particularly successful with black ‘
youth, whose employment, increased by 102.8 percent, became nearly
equal to the employment percentages of white male youth; and (4) the
smallest statistically significant YIEPP effect was found for
Hispanic females, and there were no significant effects for Hispanic
males. Additional effects were that total school enrollment increased
significantly, the dropout rate decreased, and the rate of return to
school (whether in traditional or alternative programs) for
out-of-school ycuth increased. Finally, YIEPP caused a pesitive joint
increase in schooling and work behavior among the key groups of
program youth. (CMG)



.'*

Manpower |

Demonstration
Research
Corporation

IMPACTS FROM THE
YOUTH INCENTIVE
ENTITLEMENT

PILOT PROJECTS |

"PARTICIPATION,

‘WORK, AND

' SCHOOLING |
.~ OVER THE FULL. |
"PROGRAM PERIOD

3 HASBEENGRANTEDBY R . This document has been reproduced as

| TM Oc’z 3/9).

 TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES '
::;-:mronumon CENTER (ERIC)-"

IJ.S. DEPAHTMENT OF EDUCATION Dony '

. NATJONAL INSTITUTE OF £pUC, e K
PERMISSION T0 nspnooucs THIS‘ EDUZATION UCATION “-." W
_ MATERIAL N micROFICHE ONLY B / N nren eEs INFORMATION ..

;. . receiv ed from the person ’ '
8& YN B Bi\nson originating it of organization
.. DMWhagEshavebeenmad .
%Ma%agt "~ reproduction quaty. o morove.
Resaarch Gor : ‘%x.——- :
optnions 1 i i
.. mentdo not n rily ry i e

(;C()‘i‘gc I
D. Alton |

CErnst W

Gail Tras
Robert Je
ABRT ASS

Decem

N

~




- BOARD OF DIRECTORS

"RICHARD P. NATHAN, Chairman BERNARD E. ANDERSON
Prolessor : Director .
Woodrow Wilson Schoolof . Social Sciences Division

Public and International Affairs Ruckefeller Foundation

Princeton University . ]
JOSE A. CARDENAS

M. CARL HOLMAN, Vice-Chairnman Dircctor
President Intercultural Dev clupmcnl Association
National Urban Coalition | ALAN KISTLER ;
PAUL H. O'NEILL, Treasurer g;:rzcé;)(l)ol Organization and Field Services
Senior Vice-President
International Paper Company RUDOLPH G. PENNER
' Resident Scholar
ELI GINZBERG, Chairman Emeritics Amecrican Enterprise Institute for
Director ' Public Pulicy Rescarch
Conservation of Human Rcsounccs
Columbia University DAVID SCHULTE
Vice-President
Salomon Brothers
ROBERT SOLOW
Institute Professor
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
1
e GILBERT STEINER

Scaior Fellow
Brookings Institution

PHYLLIS A. WALLACE

Professor

.Alfred P. Sloan School of Management
Massachusctts Institute of Technology

NAN WATERMAN
Treasurer, Board ol Directors
Children’s Defense Fund

EXECUTIVE STAFF

BARBARA B. BLUM, Presideint

JUDITH M. GUERON, Executive Vice-President

GARY WALKER, Senior Vice-President

ROBERT C. PENN, Vice-President _ 2T e
MICHAEL R. BANGSER, Vice-President




Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation

IMPACTS FROM THE YOUTH INCENTIVE ENTITLEMENT PILOT PROJECTS:

PARTICIPATION, WORK, AND SCHOOLING OVER THE FULL PROGRAM PERIOD

George Farkas

D. Alton Smith

Ernst W. Stromsdorfer
Gail Trask

Robert Jerrett, III

Abt Associates Inc.

Prepared for:

Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation

December 1982

LAY 023191




This report was prepared pursuant to the Youth Employment and

Demonstration Project Act of 1977 (PL-95- -93), Title II, "Youth Incentive

Entitlement Pilot PrOJecte.

Funding for this national demonstration was provided. by the Office
of Youth Programs of the Employment and Training Administration, the U.S.
Department of Labor, under Grant No. 28-36-78-36 from the Office of
Research and Development of ETA.

Researchers undertaking such projects under government sponsorship
are encouraged to express their professional judgments. Therefore,
po1nts of view or opinions stated in this document do not necessarily

represent the official position or policy of the federal government
sponsors of the demonstration.

L7

Copyright 1982 by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation

-11-



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author for thé Executive Summary and Chapter 1 was Ernst W.
Stromsdorfer. Robert Jefrett wrote Chapter 2. The analysis for Chapters
3 through 6 was designed by.George Farkas and D. Alton Smith, in con-
sultation with Messrs. Stromsdorfer and Randall J. Olsén. Data manage-
ment , variable creation, and associated compﬁtér‘and statistical w&rk was
performed by Gail Trask, who was assisted by Jane Kulik and Linda Sharpe.
Computations in Chapters 3 and 4 were caEried out by D. Alton Smith, who
also wrote these chapters in association }ith George Farkaé. Combuté—
tions in Chapter 5 were carried gut by Trask and by Smith in Chapter 6,
while both chapters were written by Farkas. All material was édited by
Ernst Stromsdorfer énd Felicity Skidﬁore. Annette Butler produced the
report.

Valuable technical criticism and editorial advice were provided by

Judith Gueron, Robert Cook, and Sheila Mandel of the Manpower Demonstra-

tion Research Corpration and Alan L. Gustman of Dartmouth College.’



- YIEPP SITES AND CETA PRIME.SPONSORS

Tier I

Site

Baltimore, Maryland

Boston, Massachusetts

Cincinnati, Ohio
Denver, Colorado
Detroit, Michigan

King County, Washington

Southerr Rural Mississippi

Tier I1
Alachua County, Florida
Albuquerque, New Mexiuoﬂ

Berkeley, California
Dayéon; Ohi.o

Monterey County, California
Nashua County, New Hampshire

New York, New York
Philadelphia, Pennsleania

Steuben County, New York

Syracuse, New York

Prime Sponsor

Mayor’s Office of Manpower Resources

Employment and Economic Policy
Administration )

City of Cincinnati Employment and
Training Division

Denver Employment and Training
Administration

Employment and Training Department
The King County Consortium

Governor’s Office of Job Development
and Training

Alachua County CETA
City of Albuquerque Office of CETA

Office of Employment and Community
Programs

Office of the City Manager
Manpower Planning and Management

Monterey CETA Administration

Southern New Hampshire Services/CETA

Department of Employment of the
City of New York

City of Philadelphia Area
Manpower Planning Council

Steuben County Manpower Administration

City of Syracuse Office of Federal
and State Aid Coordination



PREFACE

A number of studies have documented the'employmeﬁt problems faced
by low-income, often minority, youths who are growing up‘with'minimal.

exposure to the work world. Many of these same youths have either

droppéd.ﬁﬁt of school or are at risk of doing so. Thesﬁfpatterns
threaten te severely undermine their aspirations for a positive work
future.

Although the past decade has witnessed a number of efforts designed
to help these youths find a place in the labor mafket, there have been
some important gaps in the nation’s overall approach to this problem.
First, many éuch programs gave young people jobs, but faiied to address
their schooling; there was even the danger that, rather than reinforce
their learning expe;ience, some programs would draw youths away from
school., Anothe:-cénsequence, too, was that the two institutions most
intimately involved with the improvement of skills among young pedple -

the employment and training system and the schools -- were often given

little reason to work together. Finally, these programs were usually not

implemented on a scale sufficient to have a major impact on the youths”’
opportunities. o
The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP) provided en

unusual occasion to learn about the feasibility and outcomes of a’large,

coherently defined program designed to link schooling and work. The

MDRC. is publishing simultaneously the full impact and implementation
findings on the operational period of the Youth Incentive Entitlement
Pilot Projects demonstration. This preface introduces both this impact
report and its companion volume, Linking School and Work for Disad-
vantaged Youths: The YIEPP Demonstration: Final Implementation Report.

-



YIEPP demonstration introducad_two major innovations: the program model

itself -- where 16- to 19—year-old disadvantaged youthsﬁwere offered a
part—time job during the school yéar and a full-time jop in the summer on
.’the condition that they stay in school ana meet academic and job-related
performance staqdardé -- and the scale of implementation, where the job
‘offer was extended to all eligible youths in 17 designaﬁed demonstration
areas. Over 76,000 &ouths joined and were éiven jgbs'during the full
»demonstration period.

In 1977, the Department of Labor's‘Office of Youth Programs contract-
ed with the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) to conduct
the research and oversee the operations of the YIEPP demonstration.
Based on an agenda identified in the" 1977 Youth Act, a.large, four-part
research program was designed to address: (1) }he number of youths to
participate from among those eligible and the programfs short; and longe:;
fun impacts on employhent aﬁd schooling behavior; (2) the feasibility of
the pr;gram model and other operational lessons; (3) the cost of the
demonstration and its replication or expansion; and (4) a number of
special issues, incldding the quality of Qork provided to the youths and
the significant role of businesses in an unprecedented private sector job
creation effort.

Reports issued to date have covered the initial period of program
implementation, early impacts,‘and many spéciai'issues. The two réports
published at this time summarize the implementation and impact lessons
from the full 30-month demonstration period and pfovide>cost data. -A

final report scheduled for 1983 will examine whether YIEPP had longer-

-vi- E;
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term, post-program effects on the youths’ educational and employment

behavior.

The two current volumes‘contain significanﬁ findings about the YIEPP
approach. ‘ Somewhat surprisingly, the impiementation repo;t indicates
that the pfiﬁe sponsors did not encounter major problems_in meeting the
difficult chéllenges of delivering on a job‘guaraﬁtee. -What.proved more
troublesome was the enforcement of the schopl performance conditions, a
responsibility shared with the scﬁool systems involved. Howevérg‘despicé/
start-up difficulties, the report suggests that the demonstration's
overall record was one Sf significantAmanagerial acﬂiévement.

Pe;haps the most compglling pért of the’program’s record, as seen in
both of these reports, is its success in attracting black youths: they
are seen joining YIEPP in greater numbers and staying in it longer than
any other group. This finding is particularly significant in the context
of the exberience of khe past 25 years, when theré has been a consistent
and dramatic declime in minority youth employment, particularly for
males. Thus, while in 1955 black male youths were employed at the same
rate as whites, by 198l their employment rate had been cut in half, while
that of white youths remained cdnstaﬁt or improved. A similar, though
soméwhat less dramatic, story holds true for young minority women.

While these facts are clear, -the explanation is not. Before the
YIEPP demonstration, there had been relatively 1little évidence to help in
sorting among the conflicting explanations of job shortagés, discrimina-
tion, lack-of motivation, unrealistic w&ge expectatioﬁs,~or the attrac-
tion of more profitable extraflegal alternatives. YIEPP, with its job

guarantee, provided a unique, direct mechanism to test youths’ interest

L.



‘in working. The striking finding in the impact;.'-‘"study, where YIEPP. is
éeen to double minority youths; school-year employment rates —- bringing‘
them e‘.ssentialvly equal to or exceeding those for white youths —- spggests
that the pre.vailing low employment rate is not volunt.ary. YIEPP ‘s’
impacts on v‘school- enrollment, while mwore m.odeét,' a.re also positive. -
While the program did not revérse. declining enrollment as youths’ pro-
gressed through high school, it slowed this down, through both reducing
the drop—out rate and increasihg‘“-ﬁ-\e numbérs of y’ouths rgturning to
'schooll..

From the varied lessons in both reports, YIEPP emerges as a program-
matic intervention that encouraées schoél completion and the compilation
of a work—history. Moreover, the program proved feasible to implement on ..
an extremely large scéle. The management record of the YIEPP prime
sponsofs is testament to the fact that large numbers of jobs}ycan be
developed t:"é allevia‘te youth unemployment, and that these jobs can
provide a meaningful work exper.ience. Perhaps, most of all, ,YIEPP‘ has
shown that, when ‘jobs are available, young people do want to work -- éveri_
at the minimum wage, and even while still continuing in school.

While a job guarantee as a solution to large-scale labor bmarket
weaknesses may not seem currently a‘ffordable, the lessorlls on the YIEPP
model itself are of pointed relevance. The guai?fr.antee itself was not
essential to the rest of the program model. YIEPP. c‘c Lld be oéerated as a
slot program while still retaining its other featt;f“_\'s; in fact,v this
occurred in a transition year immediately followiqg t‘e demonstration
period. Much of the YIEPP experience should be of intéf‘st in view of

“

the new Job Training Partnership Act, which reflects L*e country’s

. | ‘
4 ~vii i-l 1 | .
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continued focus on preparing youths for employment -and on models that
link school and work, demanding performance from the youths in exchange
for a job. Iﬁ’gﬁgrt, these twc reports provide many lessons that future

planners of youth programs will find instructive.

Judith M. Gueron
Executive Vice-President:

Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation
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OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP) demonstration
was established to test the efficacy of work éémbined with education as a
remedy to high unemployment, low labor force particiéation, "and the
exgessive school dropout rates of teenageré. vThe demonstration began in
the séring of 1978, and the period of full operations. -—— the focus of

this report —- extended through August of 1980.

Description of the Program

The YIEPP program wag targeted to youths aged 16 to 19, from low-
income‘or'welfare“householdsj‘who‘hadfﬁbt‘yet‘gfhﬂﬁated'from high school.
Its primary feature was an offer of a guaranteed, fedéral minimum wage
job, part—-time during the school year and full-time duripg thg summer, on
condition that youths remain in or return‘to school or pursue a General
Equivalency Diploma (GED) through an alternative educational program.
For YIEPP participants,v getting and keeping this s;bsidized job was
conditional on satisfactory schooling aﬁd job perférmaﬁcé.

An impertant difference between this and previous prpg;aﬁs intended
to draw youtﬁs back to school was that both school and work performance
standards were to be met as a cpnditibn of :emaininéﬁih the prpgraﬁ. The .
schooling requirement eliminated the possibility that some youths

would quit school to take advantage of a subgidized job -~ a potential

problem in other subsidized employment programs and strategies (such as a

youth subminimum wage) designed to increase employment for this popula-

tion.

-xvii-
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The program was bgsed on the empirically suggested premise that
youths who are both in the labor market and attending school fare better
in terms of earnings and~employﬁent after leaving school than those'who
drop out of either school or the labor market. In particular, yQutps who
are nei;her in the lgbor ﬁatket nor in schobl appear to suffer longéterm

economiﬁgdisabilities.thile such yduths are a prime target for this

.program, YIEPP concentrated as well on providing work experience for an

in-school population.

The short run.goals of YIEPP were to:

) Reduce the school dropopt rate

° Increase the high school graduation rate
° Provide work experience

. Provide income

The long-run goal was to increase labor productivity and thereby improve
life-cycle employability and earnings. In addition, participants might
acquire additional postsecondary education.

These goals were to be accomplished through the participants”’

 improved performance in school and a meaningful work experience. The

operational objectives of the demonstration were to document the poten-
tial demand for the program by youths and employers and to demonstrate

its administrative feasibility.

The Social Problem

The social problem addressed B& YIEPP is chronic youth joblessness.

This joblessness has developed and worsened over the past several

deczdes, pafticularly‘among black youths, who represent the core of the =

problem.
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The evidénce is striking. During the past 25 years, the employment/
population ratio1 for white teenage males (aged 16 to 19) has remained
at about 90 percent of that for all workers. In contrast, the émploy-
ment/population ratio‘for black male ;eénagers, which was comparable to
that “for white teenage males in 1954, has declined by about 50 percent in
the last 15 years, even falling below';hat of white teenage feﬁaies in
1968. For black teenage females -~ the group with the worst experience
of all ~~ the employment/population ratio dropped in 25 years from 48 to
39 percent of that for all workers. The story is similar for labor force
participation and uneﬁployment rates.

1 [School dropout statistics are equalxy discouraging. While dropout
rates at ages 16 and 17 are similar for .blacks qnd whites, boﬁh‘male and
female, by ages 18 and 19 biack males and females experience drdpout
rates ranging as much as 37 to 58 percent higher than.18- and 19-year-old
comparable white youths over the 1977 to 1979 timé$period. Hispanic
youth dropout rates are even worse when coﬁpared to rates for white
youth. _________

The potentiai cauéés for thgse'pheqomena are multiple and inter-—
acting.‘ First, much of the high level of unemployment (looking’for but
unable to find a job) and ncnemployment (not looking éor a jéb), regard-
less of sex and'faée, is attributable tovnormai life cyclé patterns of

work activity for this age group. Business cycle adjustments also

fall disproportionately on new labor force entrants and persons with

The employment/population ratio is the number - of employed indivi-
duals in a given group divided by the total number of individuals in that
group. o '
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sliort job tenure. Second, the geographi; Aisé;ibution of employment
demand is a contributing factor, exacegghted by the movement of jobs from-:j'
the central city. Finally, the minimum wage requirement may play a
negative role in the hiring of entry-level young-unskilled workers (Wise
~ and Meyer (;982)).
Howeve:: these factors alone cannot' explain youth' joblessness.
For example,‘the‘employment situation for white female teenagers has
improved‘dramaticaily_despite relatively depressed economic g;owth over
the past decade. Factors that go beyond the characteristics and condi-
tions that affect available jobs (the démaﬁd side of employment) and deal
with the special characteristics of the teenager labor force (the supply
side of employment) are also at work. fét while these factors are
explored below, it is important to note that the demand and supply
conditions operate jointly to.account for the.joblessness problem.
Among the significan; supply side factoré is an increase in-the
population size of young pérsqns which has led to more cbmbetition

for jobs and, in addition, dépressed their wage rates in comparison
. \

to adults. Ironically, the similarity of waée rates for this age group

may work against blacks to the. extent that'éome empioYers may diseri-

mingte racially in their hiring in favor of white youths.

A second set of factors involveé iﬁadequate education, skills
and motivation levels of youths, as we11 as broad so;ioeconomic problems
associated ‘with inner-city 1life. -'.The specificafion:,and measureméﬁﬁ
of these‘factors are diffiéult but it is clear that;drug and alcohol"
abuse; youth crime, broken homes, high teenage-pregnapcy fafés, and poof ,u

schooling and work hzbits contribute in the aggregate to YOuth jobiesé-<
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ness. The increased level 6f welfare éaymenps, which may lower the
incentive to work at current wage ‘rates, is seen as another contributing
factor.

The YIEPP policy response to both demand and supply side factors
is a joint strategy: it deals with the demand side problem of job avail~
ability by directly providing jébs; it deals with the structural and

supply side problem by enhancing educational and jocb-related skills.

The Potential Significance of YIEPP

The YIEPP demonstration, among all the programs and demonstrations
fostered by the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projgcts Act of 1977
(with the possible exception of the Job Corps), offered the mosfvcohefent
and focused attack on the joiﬂt problems of youth joblessness and school
dropout behavior.

Analyses of previous youth employment and traiﬁing programs suggest
the following lessons in policy and design (Stromsdorfef 1980):

K Work experience alone may not,imptové the long-run employa-

bility or school attendance of youths, especially if ‘the jobs
are ill~defined, with low-quality supervision.

° Work experience may be more effective when it is combined with
other services such as job placement, skills training, or basic
education.

° Though poorly tested, services aimed at changing personality.-

traits and personal values have not yet been shown to be
successful. Of all the services offered to youths other than
skills training and work experience, job placement services
appear to be the most effective. ~

@  Success 1in the workplace is directly related to basic wrltlng,
communication, and computational skllls.

™ Successful program admlnlstratlon requires the development and
maintenance of minimim behWavioral and program performance
standards., Effective management 1is a necessary condition for’
an effectlve program.

In response to these lessons, the YIEPP demonstration incorporated the

1
i
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following positive features:

° A job at the federal minimum wage was prov1ded to all eligible
youths who wanted one.

o While the program itself only provided employment, work experi-
ence and schooling (or participation in a GED program) were
joint requirements for participation; one could not occur
without the other.

® Work and school performance standards were eatablished, and
efforts were made by program managers to enforce them. -

e The emphasis on return to, and completion of, schooling (or
acquiring a GED) implied an emphasis on basic language and
computational skills.

° >Serv1ces were directed mainly toward the successful completion
of school and a meaningful work experience. '

® The quality of »rogram management was relatively high, in
part, because of an extensive third-party monitoring.

This combination of features created a relatively straightforward and
coherent program model. The "treatment" provided was explicit; it
attempted to combine work and school experiences. for youths in a comple-

mentary and mutually reinforcing way.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design underlying the impact ana1y51s had two maJor

characteristics. First, 1t made use of matched comparison sites, chosen

" to help measure net pfogram effects. .Second, it focused ~on program

e11g1b1es, not Just part1c1pants;

Comgarlson 81tes. " The matched pairs on which the evaluatlon was

based were:

Pilot Site . . . Comparison Site °
Denver, Colorado ... Phoenix, Arizoha
Cincinnati, Ohio Louigville, Kentucky
Baltimore, Maryland . Cleveland, Ohio - .
Mississippi " Mississippi '

(elght rural countles) (six rural;counties)'
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These eight sites were paired on the basis of similar economic:and
demographic characteristics, and in each one, a random sample of program-
eligible youths was identified. The study sample of youths eliéible for
YIEPP in June, 1978 shortly after its inception was Veighted heavily‘(over
35 percent) toward youths aged 15 and 16. This strategy allowed a iarge
portion of the youths to age into eligibility during the dcmonstraticn
and attain the maximum potential period of exposure to the program. -The
behavior of youths in this cohort would thus approximate the experience
of an ongoing program.

A series of four questionnaives was administered to che sample,
covering the youths”® schooling, work, and related experiences. The first
examined their preprogram period behavior, the Second and thicd, the
period during program operacicns, and 'the fourth, their postcprogram
experiences. This document is based on an analysis of the first three
waves of interviews, and thus uses longitudinal data from January, 1977>
through the fall of 1980.

The data indicate that the sociodemographic characteristics of pilot
and comparison site" youths, while not perfectly matched, were quite.
similar. Multiple regression analysis was used tobadjust for recidual‘
diffecences.across sites, but the  four pilot sites still must be re-.
garded as four histinct experiments in program adminisccatipn. This
impact evaluation tﬁerefoce considers each,cilot site or pilot/comparison
pair on its.own terms as revealing what happens when a prcgr;ﬁ such‘as
YIEPP is introduced into a carticular cnvironﬁent. FoUrrsitecéhd three-
site'aggrégationé (thc latter exclude the Denver—Phoenig bair}fcc reaéons :

discussed below) are used to express aVerage program impacts.

IS
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The Focus on Eligibles. In an entitlement program, it is not

possible to assign youths randomly to program and nonprogram groups and
to systematically deny YIEPP services to the latter group. The alterna-
tive strategy chosen, therefore, used comparison communities, as noted
above, and program—eligible youths:in both pilot and comparison sites.
While this approach risks the possibility.of attributing effects to the
program that really result from‘diffETEnce;famong communities, it has a
key advantage in that it can _ignore competition for Jobs in the pilot
site between participants and nonparticipants =+ an important fact in a
program where participants are entitled to a jn~ guarantee.

| One additional policy reason for foc.. '+ on cligibles nas the
CongresSional mandate to measure program taka-up rates, the composi-
tion of' prsgram participation, and the factors that influenced partici-

pation.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATIONS

The program and research has been coordinated throughout by the
Manpower Demonstration 'Research Corporation (MDRC), 'yhich made major
efforts to impose a uniform program on the pilot sites. Participant
eligibility was carefully checked, and standards were set for the verifi—
~ cation . and reverification of age and income .ellglblllty,v on-the—Job
performance, and school enrollment and performance. ;

Over the period of full operations -- from the spring of l978
%#through August of 1980 - almost 82 000 youths enrolled in 17 pilot areas
' of various Sizes in different geographic regions.. Seven large Tier I

R

sites,_each encompassing a full or partial City or a multi—county region,y.

”enrolled a total of 72 OOO youths.' These sites tested the feasibility of SN
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operating YIEPP under large-scale conditions, where sufficiert jobs had

to be found to meet the demand. The remaining ten Tier II sites,

.typically covering less populated areas or small sections of a city, were

chosen to allow broader program innovation.

Five key program characteristics could be expected to affect the

relative success of the program: the scale of operations; management;.

recruitment; job development; and enforcement of standards. Each is

discussed briefly to establish the operational context of the program.

Timing and Scale of Operation. The program began enrolling
youths during the spring of 1978. After an initial recruitment
drive, almost 30,000 youths had enrolled across sites by June
1978, over one-half of them at the four pilot sites selected
for the impact study. Cumulative enrollment increased to over

~= 59,000 (over 31,000 in the four sites) by September, 1979, and

to almost 82,000 by the end of August, 1980, when full opera-
tions ended. = Youths actively participating, or working,

“" numbered 76,000 over the entire demonstration period. YIEPP

reached a roughly steady state participation level of about
20,000 youths per month by June, 1978.

Th= overall level of program operations, however, encompassed
some major site distinctions. Of particular importance to this
evaluatio:: was a Series of management difficulties encountered
in Denver. For a tiumber of reasons —- including organizational
problems, negative publicity, and a breakdown of relationships
with the public schools -~ the program was never fully imple-
mented in that site, Program intake was closed down in June,
1979; with ngw enrollments frozen, the participation level
remained low.

As a result, Denver cannot be considered an entitlement program
in the same context as the other sites because while partici-
pants in Denver did receive program treatments that may have
resulted in impacts,  the program, as implemented there, was
basically a limited slot program after Juna, 1979. The impact
findings on participation, school retention, and employment in -
Denver must be regarded in this light. When aggregations of
impacts across study sites are shown later in thig report, we

See Diaz, et al. (1982) for a full discussion of these issues.

2. See Diaz et al. (1980).
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show them, when it makes a difference, with and without the
Denver/Phoenix pair. '

Managemert. Baltimore was an effectively managed project, with
strong central control and mayoral support.. Denver, as indi-
cated above, was the least effectively managed. While Misgis-
sippi was a rural site, with a large number of separate politi-
cal jurisdictions, its management was ‘relatively effective,
despite some initial cenflict between the State Employment
Service and the Governor’s Office of Job Development and
Training, the CETA prime sponsor. Here, toc. however, there
were some problems obtaining sufficient jobs for youths and
delays in job assignments.

The Cincinnati situation reflected a prime sponsor that had

. difficulty managing various aspects of the program. However,

even with management functions spread among six subcontractors
and mixed implementation results, some nine-tenths of its
enrolled youths were placed in jobs.

Recruitment. Recruitment efforts were generally successful in
reaching a high proportion of program eligibles. By the end of
the demonstration in August, 1980, 94.2 percent of in-school
eligibles and 75.3 percent of dropouts had been informed of the
program. Of the in-sckool youths who knew of the program, some
85 percent applied; of the out—-of-school youths, 61 percent.

 This difference is generally attributable to a combination of

prime sponsor recruitment emphasis on the easier to reach
in-school population, and the relatively lower interest among
dropouts, especially older dropouts, in returning to school.

0f the four pilot sites, the dropout participation rate was
highest in Baltimore, where it reached 36 percent and lowest in
Denver, at 11 percent. Recruitment efforts generally tapered
off after the first year of program operations, and word-of-

mouth thereafter generally accounted for new .enrollments.
: ]

~ Job Development. For the most part, job developeré success?

fully - found adequate numbers of jobs for the youths enrolling
in YIEPP. Over the course of the demonstration, the 17 YIEPP

‘prime sponsors assigned some 76,000 youths. to subsidized work

experience with 10,816 work sponsors. About 93 percent of all !

enrollees received work posifions. The large proportion of

jobs developed were in the public or nonprofit sectors, but as
time passed and available job slots in the public sector were
inceasingly absorbed, emphasis ‘on private sector placement
increased at most sites. '

The average proportion of hours worked in the private sector
doubled from the first months of the demonstration to the last
full year, from 10 to 23 percent. Among evaluation sites,
Denver developed the highest proportion of private sector
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jobs. Private sector firms accounted for 28 percent of the
total hours worked in that site. In the other three sites, the
private gector was responsible for between 12 to 14 percent of
the hours worked.

Overall, there appeared to be little difference in the quality
of the jobs batween the private sector and the public and
private nonprofit employers. A research study has found that,
for the most part, jobs in all sectors were meaningful ones.
Over 86 percent of the worksitef were judged adequate or better
by independent field assessors.

° Enforcement of School and Job Standards. One major operational
. 1ssue facing YIEPP was an inherent conflict between the program
operators and school administrators. For their part, prog-:~:
operators were charged with the obligation of setting up &ud
enforcing school standards which, if not met, could result in
a youth®s dismissal from YIEPP. The consequence of such
standards, somewhat ironically, could be a reduced incentive to
school retention, even though the conditional offer of a YIEPP
job was intended to spur a youth’s school attendance. Any
such discouragement effect would be antithetical to the philo-
sophy of educators who see schooling as a right and are gener-—
ally opposed to any institutional device that denies that right
or otherwise discourages school attendance. :

In practice, this potential conflict was muted, in part, be-
cause the school performance and attendance standards were not

- set high, Additionally, once the schooling standards were
established, they were haphazardly enforced, especially at the
large Tier I sites, primarily because of a variety of coordina-
tion problems between the schools and prime sponsors. Enforce-
ment tended to increase over the demonstration period, but was
never satisfactory. The basic condition, requiring youths to
be enrolled in school, however, appears to have been effective-
ly enforced. '

Standards for job performance and attendance, on the other
hand, appeared to be satisfactorily enforced, primarily because
of the self-interest of employers in seeing that poorly per-
forming or attending youths were removed from their work-sites.
While employers were provided with some guidance by prime
sponsors,' they were generally left to define standards of
atteadance and performance for themselves. If these standards
were violated, employers usually turned to the program, which
- enforced the appropriate sanction, wither suspension or termi-
nation, : '

See Ball, Gerould and Burstein (1980).
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KEY FINDINGS ON PARTICIPATION, EMPLOYMENT AND SCHOOLING

The following key questions are addressed in this report:

o What were the levels and determinants of progrg@mggsgigipgti9n21“ -
° What was the during-program impact on yduth employment?

e What was the during-program impact on school enrollment?

° What was the during-program impact on the tradeoff betwéen

school enrollment and employment?
This study puts forth the following geueral conclusions:

° The program participation rate was very high (56 percent),
suggesting that the youth unemp loyment prpblem‘waslmore on the
‘demand side than on the supply side of the labor market. The

. effects occurred even at the federal minimum wage.

° In the presence of YIEPP, employment rates of black males
approached those of white males and the employment rate of
black females exceeded that of whise females. This indicates

that these youth want jobs and” may suggest that there is
discrimination in the demand for black youths.

° Displacement was su;ficiently low so that large net employment
effects resulted. This also suggests that demand side
constraints are a significant contributing factor to the youth
employment problem;

. There was a small, but significant}“iﬁbréase'in school enroll-
ment for the sample as a whole in the fall of 1979, and an even
more significant increase for the younger teens and black
youths, those groups most likely to participate in YIEPP.

. Youths did not substitute work for school. - The direction of
the YIEPP school enrollment and substitution effects is in
contrast to other youth employment programs where recent
studies suggest that an increase in employment opportunities
without a school enrollment requirement may result in a drop in

school enrollment.

Program participation is defined as enrolling in YIEPP and holding a
program job for at least two weeks. '

2 . [ . ’ - |
Job displacement occurs when an otherwise qualified youth loses his

or her job or is not hired because a subsidized program-eligible youth -
is. : : o

1
]
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The findings presented below assess the effects of the YIEPP program
during itz full operational period and offer an initial indication of its

potential impact. These during-program issues of participation and

program impacts are particularly important since YIEPP must first demon~ -
strate its ability to'attract participants and place them in appropriate
jobs and in school before later postprogram effects can be found. FWhiie
the full sample of participants is discussed, primary attention is
focused on the iS— to 16~year-old cohort since this'group's expérience:’
are mqst likéiy-to reflect those of youths participating in an ongoing

national program.

Participation

The extent of program pafticipation and the charactérisfics of
participants are important determinants of- YIEPP’s impacts. If few
youths join the program, it can exert relatively littie impact on
area~wide youth employment an& school dropout rates, Alternativeiy, if
program participation is high, but participants age eligible youths who

would have been enrolled in school and working in the absence of the

program, YIEPP’s impact will be sméll, and social resources misdifected
to that degree. Hoﬁever, if YIEPP is successful in returning dropouts to
school and retaining potential dropouts in school, in providing useful

work experience for youths, and in employing otherwise unemployed youths,

then the program will have exerted a positive impact én the target
population during the program petéod. The stage is'éhen set for possible-
ﬁostprogram impacts., ‘ ' - | o

first, Fhis study presents estimates of the.brogram‘partiqipation

rate: the‘number of youths ever holding a program job for at least two

. s .
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weeks divided by the number of program—eligible YOuths. Youths not
working for a minimum .two-week period can be considered as never having
received the basic YIEPP treatmént of simultaneous school and work.
For participating youths, the extent of participétion is measured by the
nuﬁber of weeks worked in a program job relative td the total ‘weeks
_eligible. Underlying this is the youth’s own evaluagion of the costs and
benefits of program participation.

Participation Rates. Table 1 displays estimated program participa-—

-

- tion rates by site, cohort, sex, and race. ; T

T

Across the 32-mon£h period of full program operations, over 56

percent of the eligible youths participaped at least once in YIEPP.
Participation reached a high of 68.8 percent in Baltimore, where a strong
program with aggressive outreach was combined with a weaktlabor market.
The rate was lowest in Denver (38.8 percent), where truncation of the
entitlement.provision was combined with a stroﬁg labor market.

i

The 15- 16-year-old Cohort. Because of the dynamics of program

participation explained earlier, the behavior of the 15- to l6-year-old

cohort is the best predictor of a participation pattern that might result
as successive cohorts age through an ongoing national program. The 15-
to l6-year-olds in YIEPP show a cumulative participatioﬁ rate of 65.8

percent -— 9.6 percentage points (about 17 percent) higher than the rate

for the sample as a whole, and almost 20 percentage points (43 perceﬁ;;
greatér than that fo% the 17- to 20-year-old cohort. This indicates that

.. demand for and participatiqn in YIEPP was very high among this target
popuiation of youths.

Other Groups. Participation differences by race are large and




Table 1. Program Participation Rates and Durations
by Site and Selected Characteristics—-Cumulative:
Spring 1978 through Summer 1980

Percent of eligible ' Average weeks par-

youths ever partici- ticipating, for
pating in YIEPP participant
All Sites 56.2 56,1
Denver K 38.8 47.8
Cincinnati 49.3 ) 50.4
Baltimore 68.8 . ' . 64,6
Mississippi . 56.2 47.0
Years of age in
June, 1978
15-16 65.8 --57.3
17-20 ‘ 46.0 54,2
‘Male ~55.3 ‘ 54.9
Female 57.1" - 57.1
White 3 ' 21,5 46,3
B1ack 63.4 | o S 56.7

. Hispanic 38.3 ' : : 54.2

Source: Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3.
Note: These ¢umulative rates are estimated from a sample that is

continuously adjusted to reflect program eligibility with
respect to age, location, and high school graduation.
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significant. Over 63 percent of eligible blacks participated at some
time, compared to only 21.5 percent of whités. Though'nop shown in Table
.1, black females,  at 64;8 peréent,Ahad theAhighest-participation rate
while white females, at 19.4 percent, had the lowest. Young women
partiéipated at a marginally higher rate than young men once one adjusts
for such factors as race.

A youth’s previous schooling.and‘employment experience —- key policy
variables for this program -- had‘significan§ effects on participation
rates over time. Over the first 18 months of program operation, for
example, 57 perceﬁt of the eligible youths already enrolled in school at
the program;s inception joined YIEPP. In contrast, about tﬁree out'ofi
ten (29 percent) of the eligible dropouts participated in YIEPP ‘and
returﬁed to school. Obviously, the schooling réquirement tied to the job
offer.represented less of a barrier ﬁo students than to the dropouts at
progrgm iqception; a return to school would represent a major change in
their 1i§es, given their pfior decision to drop oﬁt. Additionally,
employed dropouts were even less likely to enroll .over the first lé
months: only 22 percent. (Farkas, et al. '1980: Table 2.3.)

Finaliy, in tracking participation experience ove;‘ytime, it is

ob, they had a
i .

much higher absolute and relative probability of persisting in program

notable that once individuals were employed in a program j

participation over successive time periods compared to those youths who",
were employed in a nonprogram job or not working at all.

Duration of Program Participation. On average, participants were '

employed by the program for 56.1 weeks, or 51.2 percent of the weeks they

were éligible, ranging from an average of 64.6 weeks in Baltimore to
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47.07 weeks in Mississippi. Denver youths had the loweét duration of
all -- 40.6 percent of eligible weeks. The 15- to 1l6-year-old cohort
participated 57.3 weeks, on average, in contrast to the 17- to 20-
year-olds, who participated 54.2 weeks.

Black females registered the highest mean weeks of participation aﬁd_m
the highest participation rates for the availaﬁlé time -— 57.8 weeks and
a 53.6 percent pa;ticipation rate. White males were the lowest, particif
pating 43.8 weeks, dn averaée, and they participated for only 40.7
percent of the availabie time...This contraéting experience may refleéf

the relative ability of "these two groups to find non-YIEPP employment.

Impact on Employﬁent ) —_

Pfogram participation implied that a youth was holding a jobf Ho&-»
ever, high participation rates ;annot. automatically-‘guﬁraﬁﬁee a hiéh
level of increased employment for eligibie youths. . At least.some:parti-
cipants would have been employed’in the absence of the program, and qu
those persons, there could, by definition, be no net increase in the
employment rate due to the progrdm. In addition; some employers might
substitute YIEPP participants for other unsubsidized youths. Emplqueﬁt
in the pilot sites could thus.not simply increase by the total number of
YIEPP jobs.

Given these general”caveat§;’thé“aéta”iﬁdibéte”tﬁét"YIEPPWdid hévé'
a significant net positive effect. (See Table 2;) The total during-
ﬁrogrmm effect of YIEPP was to increasé the eﬁploymént/population iatio
for eligible youths by 67.5 pé:cent‘oVer the ratio exéected iq the
absence of the program. YIEPP was‘particularly successful with black

youths, especially during the school year; for black male youths alone,
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Table 2. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratiés b& Total Sample,
Sex, Race, and 15— to l6-year-old Cohort for Summary Time Periods

Estimated pilot Program effect as

e ‘{-.’.:‘,\:'r..,..‘._S,G'.l.M.',.“. R,

Pilot site ratio in : a percent of ratio
site the absence of Program in the absence of
ratio the program effect the program
“Total sample
School-year avSragea 40.3 21.5 18.9%%% 87.9
Summer average 42,7 30.9 11, 8%#% 38.2
Total during-program average 41.2 24.6 16, 6%%* 67.5
White male
"School-year average 46.6 34.5 12, 1%%* 35.1
Summer average 47.0 42,6 4.4 10.3
Total during-program average 46.7 37.2 9.5% 25.5
Black male
' School-year average 43,0 21.2 21, 8x%x 102.8 -
Summer average 46.5 3.4 12, 1%%% 35.2
Total during-program average 44.1 25.6 18, 5%** 72.3
Hispanic male
:School-year average 51.3 47.9 3.4 7.1
Summer average 55.1 50.0 5.1 10.2
.Total during-program average 52.6 48.6 4.0 . 8.2
‘White female -
FSéhool-year average 29.1 25.3 3.8 15}0
"Summer average . v 30.8 29.5 \ 1.3 4.4
- Total during-program average 29.6 26.7 2.9 10.9




Table 2. (Continued)

Estimated pilot Program effect as .

Pilot site ratio in. “a percent of ratio
site the absence of Program in the absence of
ratio  the program ' effect the program

Black female

School-year average: 38.5 13.8 24, Tk 179.0

Summer average 39.0 23.3 15.7%%%k 67.4

Total during-program average 8.7 17.0 21, 7H%% : 127.6

H{spanic female

School-year average 33.3 30.3 3.0 ‘ 9.9

Summer average 41.8 27.3 14, 5%% 53.1

Total during-program average 36.2 _ 29.3 6.9% ‘ 23.5

15- to l6-year-old cohort

School-year average 139.6 18.4 21, 2%¥%#% 115.2

Summer average - 42.8 29.3 13, 5%%* 46.1

Total during-program average 40.7 22.1 18, gukx 84.2

e e

Source: Tables 5.3, 5.4 and 5.6.

)

, School—year average includes the periods of fall 1978, sprlng 1979 fall 1979 and
spring- 1980,

Summer average includes the summevrs of 1978, 1979 and 1980.

D w

= gignificant at the 10 percent level
k% = gignificant at the 5 percent level
**% = gignificant at the 1 percent level
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employment, increased by 102.8 percent (to 43.0 percent), to hecome nearly
equal to the emoloyment/populstion. ratio of white male vyouths (46,6
percent). YIEPP also decreased the overall youth unemployment rates in
the areas where it operated, and its impact on the 15- to 16-year-old

cohort was the largest of any on the age'cohorts.

As implemented in the pilot’sites, YIEPP achieved, to a substantial
degree, the goal of providing an appropriate federal minimum wage job to
all target population youths who desired one. Adequate numbers of jobs
were provided in a timely manner, andijob sssignments werebrelatively
typical of the employment ooportunities awailable to wouths in general.
There was also considerable private sector involvement, ‘and most jobs,
whether public or private, were.of.goodvquality. Finally, as reported in
this document, the overall net' job creation rate was relatively high
-(that is, the displacement of unsubsidized by subsidized workers was
low). Every one and two;thirds jobs subsidized by YIEPP achieved one net
job addition for the té%;etfpopulation youth.

As discussed previously, psrticipation rates were rélatively high,
and if net job creation were‘also‘high, these two factofs,‘among others,
wouldvcreate lsrge employment effects.' This. was, indeed the result.-
_As Table 2 shows, during the two school years of full program operation,
YIEPP is estimated to have raised youth employment in the. four 81tes from.
21.5 percent (1n the absence of the program) to 40.3 percent -- an

increase of 87.9 percent.

Effects by Race. In many ways, YIEPP 'served* bléck youths most S

effectively: they had the highest participation rates"and their em?f -

ployment/population ratio dur*qg the school year esSentially doubled
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The largest effect by race -- a 127.6 percent employment increase (or

21.7 percentage points) for the during-program period -- 'is found for.

black females, suggesting that this occurred because of the large gap _; 

’

for thisdgroup'betweén minimum wage supply and demand in the gbéeﬁcéFOf.
the program. For black males, discussed previously, the results wéte
also dramatic. These findings suggest.that racial‘discriminatipn>may,be h
operafing in.the labor markét in the absence of YiEPP.
| The gmal}egt statistically significant YIEfP effeqplﬁQSifound £0£ 

Hispanic females, and for Hispanic males, there were no significant

effects at all. These results are probably‘due to the faé; that~a1mo§t ;[?

all Hispanics were located in Denver, Vheré there was both a gproﬁg 1ab6r _
market and a limited program. However, a 25 ﬁenéentf ihcreasel inl théf “'
employment of white males can be seen over the btotalgldﬁfiﬁg;pfqé;hm‘ij
period,ralthough there Qe;g no significant‘impacts for white femglés;:

The 15- to 16-year-old Cohort. As noted beforé, ‘the employment

effects for this cohort are stronger than for the sample as a'whoie.'
Over the full program period, the incrémental employment effect is”IB.6
Apercentage points, or an iﬁ?rease of 8%4.2 percent in contrast to 16.6
percéntage points for the sample és é{whole. Oﬁittiné:DenQér‘from the
estimation resulés in an employment effect bf‘21.3 percep;agé»poipts‘fqr
this cohort -- a relative increase.of 28 percent.

Program Effects by Period. Program effects during the summers were

large, positive, and statistically significant, although they were
smaller than those for the school year. Thislsmallef summer‘effect is

“due, in part, to the competition of other summer youth programs. Across
. "+ " )

the three summers, the YIEPP employment effect avéraged 11.8‘perceﬁtage ¢ w'
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.éoints higher than youth emﬁloyment in.fhe absence of the program -- a
38.2 percent increase;- The gchool year and summer effects combined to
yield an increase in employment from'24.6 percent (in the absence of the
program) to 41.2 percént ~- a 67.5 percent increase.

Tesfs for 'statistical bias du; to sample attrition indicate that
aﬁtrition does not significantly change these résults. - Thus, YIEPP
was meeting its goal of significantl& increasing youth emplbyment.

" Program Effects on School Enrollment

fhe YIEPP school enrollment requirement, one of the major innova~
fions'offthe demonstration, had several possible goals. One was to
remove the potentially negative effect of ‘an employmeﬁt offer on school
enrollment and'attenaance, and instead offer a job as an inducement to
the youths” increasgd school enrollment and performance. This contrasts
with sﬁch completely demand-oriented programs as the Targefed‘JobéyTax
Credit or phe youth subminimum wage, which could create iﬁCentiyes for
the_YOUths'fO_léave school. .S;cond, at a minimum YIEPP was intended
.not to draw youths out of $ch061, but to keep them'therejand gégfﬁhat
schglasfic pefformance was maintained. Another goal was -to' benefit
}ouths.already in'schobl by providing fhem with an employment experience.

_An_ important YIEPPybu;come, therefore, was whether the subsidized

job offer caused school enrollmgﬁts'to suffer.
YIEEP increased total schobl;enrollment byv4.8 percentage points in

the fall of 1978 aﬁﬂlbyFZ;S.pe:centage points in the fall of 1979. 'These 

- ‘statistically - Significénp" increases were, respectivelyéj 7.0 and 4.3

“pércentwof the ééhool-eﬁrbllment'1eVe13;expéqted.in_thé'abéence‘of the

program. Regular school'éhrdllmént increased by 2.9 percentage points
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during the fall of 1978 and by 0.9 percentage points during the fall of
1979. GED enrollment increased by“2;4 percentage points, or by 72.7
percent, dUriﬁg the fall of 1978. For the fall o£,1979, the effect was
1.7 percentage points, or an increase of 37.8 ﬁefcent. These.findings
suggest that alternative éducatioﬁ programs —— those leading toka GED —-

played a significant role in the bveréll YIEPP schbol enrollment: effect.
Tests for possible biases suggest - that attfition is no problem and, in
fact, that the program‘éffects may be understated.

The schooling effects on the 15; to l6-year-old -  cohort were more
__éignificant, with the voverall school enrollment rate of this cohort
increasing by almost 5 percent in both 1978 and 1979. As Table 3 ghows,
these effects can be broken.out into separate effects on the r%ﬁe at
which youths dropped out of school and the return—to-school. rate of
out-of-school youths. TFor this younger cohort, during the full demor-
stration period, YIEPP 1is estimated to have sigﬁificantly lowered the
dropout rate by 3.3 percentage points; representing a 12.0 peicent
decrease in the rate expected in the absence of the program.‘ Thus, in
the fall of 1979, 27f6 percent of the eligible youths would have dropped
out of sciﬁélﬂwithout YIEPP compared to 24.3 percent in areas where fhe
prograﬁ was in operation.

The effect on the return-to-school rate among out-eF-schoél youths
was even stronger, with YIEPP increasing it by 9.0 pércentage points, an
increase of 63.4 pércent over the raté,expected in the absence of the
program. This larger effect occurs, in part, because of the smallinumber

of 15- to l6~year-olds who were out of school when the demonstration

began and the fact that they had been out of school for a shorter period



Table 3. Program Effects on School Enrollnent, Cumulative Dropout and

Return-to-School Rates for the 13- to l6-year-old Cohort, Fall 1979

Estimated
pilot gite

Progrem effect as

Pilot . rate in the . percent of rate o
site absence of Program . in the sheence of
rate the progran - effect the program
School Enrollnent Rate 7.1 1.4 AL '  X
Cunulative Dropout Rate 2.3 21,6 3.3 -12.0
+ Comlative Return-to-Sehool Rate' .2 1k 9.0 6.4
|
Source: Tables 4.5 and 4.6
* Return-to-school rates are for 79 respondents out of school in the fall of 1977,
* = gignificant at the 10 percent level
‘i b v

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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of time, However, an analysis_on a year—by-year basis suggests that the
impact on both dropout and return-to-school rates was concentrated in the
first 18 months'of'program operations. For all youths in the sample,
there was a significant reduction of 4.4 percentage points in the dropout:
rate and an increase of 6.6 percentage points in the return-to-school
rate in the first.year of the program; There were no significant effects
for the full sample in the second year. | |

Effects by Site, Race and Sex. The largest program effects were

observed in Cincinnati;«but these may have been due, at least in part, to
an unusual (and unexplained) school enrollment decline in Louisville, its
9
matched comparison site. Based on our Judgment of program operations and
the stability of economic and educational conditions in the sites, the
estimated effects in Baltimore and Mississippi are generally the most
reliable, and these resemble the overall effects discussed above. )
Effects for blacks generally resembled those for the seample as a
whole, which is not surpriaing.since black youths constituted over
ﬂthree—quarters of the analysis sample. White youths, though partici-
. pating at a lower rate, experienced larger than average, positive effects
on school enrollment. The reported school enrollmez: #£fects for His-—
panic youths were estimated as essentially zero. Both of these setslof
findings, however, must be interpreted carefully since we are not confi-
dent that we hayeufufcessfully disentangled site effects —- most uhites
were in Cincinnati and Louisville, most Hispanics were in Denver and
Phoenix -- from race effects.

Program effects were similar for the full sample of males and’

females during the fall of 1978, but there are 1mportant differences 1n
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the estimated effect; for the fall of 1979. For 1978, the program
contributed between 4 and 5 percentage points to the enrollment levels
for each sex. For the fall of 1979, the effects on the feturn4to—school
and the dropout rates for females were 6.3 and —4.0.percentége'points,
respectively (trénsléting into a relative effect of 11.0 percent and 22.3
percent). The 1979 effect'for males, inAcontrast, was essentially zero
for the return-to-school rate and actually positive fof the dropout
rate.

Program Effects On School Enrollment and
Employment, Jointly Considered

The findings described thus far have estimated program effects on
education and work considered separately., A more comprehensive test

is to analyze the program’s effects on schooling and work considered as

joint occurrences., This is particularly important since, as hoted,

recent studies show that school disincentives can resﬁlt when policiég to
increase the employment demand of youths from 1oﬁ—incomebhouseholds are
implemented without attention to schoél enrollment (Gustman.and Stein-
meier 1981). 1In describing the jqint effects in YIEPP four policy groubs
are of particular significance:

Youths ?fimarily enrolled and employed in tﬁe preprogram
period.

Youths primarily enrolled and not employed in the preprogram
period.

Youths primarily not enrolled and employed in the preprogram
period.

Youths primarily not enrolled and not embloyed in the prepro-
gram period.

Of these four groups, the last two are of the greétést poliéy‘

concern, with the fourth group constituting the hard core within the
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YIEPP target population. This is the subgroup in greatest risk of
reduced future employment and earnings, made up of about 17 percent of
the study sample; only 4 percent of the sample falls iﬁto the third
grouping. By far the major part of the sample was. enrolled but not
_employed (about 74 percent), while the first group contained abogt 5
pzrcent of the sample. Both proportioﬁately’and in terms of likely
program behavior, this first group, composed of youths both enrolled and
_employed prior to YIEPP, is not a major concern. (See Table 4.)

As Table 4 shows, YIEPP had important effects in changing thé

‘behavior of these groups. For the group most at risk, school enrollment
increased by 3.2 percéntage points, or by422.1 ﬁercent, while employment
increased by 7;0 percentage points, or 35 per;ent.-'(See pang%‘D.) in\.
effect, the trade-off between schooling and work was'defeated;

Youths already in school tend to remain in schdoi, éo the programk
had less latitude in which to affect their schooling Eeﬁavior. Thus, for.
those youths ;nrolled but not employed (panel B), school enrollment rose
by 3.4 percentage points, a modest:6.0 percent increase over the estima-
ted rate in the absence of the program. YIEPP'B‘iﬁbact on this gr0up's‘“
employment, ﬁowever, was very large, increasing it by,19.0.percéntage
points, or 87.6 percenf.

Among youths who were primarily in school and empioyéd prior to
program eligibility (ﬁa&el A), emploxyent was increased by one-fifth.
More imporéantly, there was. a significant (14 percent) increase in school -
enrol lment among tﬁis.group.

Finally, YIEPP exerted no statistically significant effects on

those youths who were primarily employed- and out of school in the



Table 4. Progrsm Effects on. School Enrollment and Employment,

by Primary Preprogram Enrollment and Employment Status

Percentage of Estimated rate in
. program-eligible Observad the absence of the Program
time spent: rate program effect

Program effect as
a percent of rate
in the absence of

_ 'the program

A. Youths primarily enrolled and employed
in the preprogram period (N=194)

Enrolled 61.5 ' 53.9 7.6%

14.1
Employed 56.2 47.0 : 9,2% 19.6
B. Youths primarily enrolled and not
employed in the preprogram period
(N=2995) '
Enrolled © 60.1 56.7 | AR 6.0
. Employed ' 60,7 21.7 19.,0%** 87.6
C. Youths primarily 3¢ enrolled and
employed in the preprogram period
(N=147 '
Enrolled 11.1 j 10.3 0.8 7.8
Employed 52.9 56.2 - 3.3 .- 5.9
D. Youths primarily'ndt enrolled and
not employed in the preprogram period
(N=697)
Enrolled 17.7 14.5 3.2%% 22.1
Employed 27.0 20.0 7. 0kdk 35.0

Source: Table 6.2,

* = gignificant at the 10 percent level
*% = gignificant at the 5 percent level
*%% = gignificant at the 1 percent level
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pre-program period (panel C). These are .the individuals forfwhom
the program-tied school end work offer can be expected to be least
attractive.

In summary, these findings indicate that YIEPP caused a positive
joint increase in schooling and work behavior among tﬁe key groups
of program youths, resembling the Job Corps by acting positively on
both schooling and employment. It resembles less closely the simple
demand-side policies, such as the Targeted Jobs-Tax Credit or the youth
subminimum wage, which are likely to exert some negative effects on

school enrollment.

CONCLUSIONS

The findings reported in this summary represent the impacts of YIEPP
on its eligible youth population during the entire period of full program:
operations. These findings establish the conditions under which post-
program impacts can be analyzed, for without a respectable partieipation
rate, plus impacts on school enrollment and employment during the pro-
gram, the possibility of postprogram impacts on labor productivity and
the employment of youths is negligible.

Given this set of conditions, the following conclusions are re-

levant and important:

° In terms of program design, YIEPP s incentive structure clearly
and consistently induced program-eligibile youths to partici-
pate in the program, and to work and enroll in school. The
program produced dramatic increases in employment and modest
overall increases in school enrollment within the target

population.

° The empleyment increases were most dramatic for black youths.
Employment of black males increased from two-thirds that of
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white males to become essentially equal to this group. The
employment rate of black females increased from half that of.
white females to one-third more than the rate for white
females. For males and females, the school-year ~“employment
rate more than doubled.

YIEPP substantlally achieved the goal of prov1d1ng an approprl-
ate federal minimum wage job to all target population youths
who wanted one. Overall, for the summer and school years
combined (fall, 1978 through summer, 1980), employment in the
total sample increased 16.6 percentage points. This represents
a 67.5 percent increase .due to YIEPP. This employment effect
was high, in part, because YIEPP overcame labor demand problems
that afflict minority youths.

Net job creation was relatively high. Every one and two-thirds
jobs subsidized by YIEPP achieved one net job addition for the
target population youth. Thus, YIEPP clearly met its primary.
short-run goals. -

The likely effects of an ongoing national program are best
indicated _by the experiences of the 15~ to l6-~year-old cohort,
among whom the demand for and participation in YIEPP, studied
longitudinally, was higher than for the sample as .a whole.
The cumulative participation rate of this cohort was 65.8
percent: 9.6 percentage points or about 17 percent higher
than for the sample as a whole, and almost 20 percentage
points, or 43 percent, greater than that of the 17- to 20-year-
old age cohort. .

The net program employment effect of 18.6 percentage points for
the 15- to 16-year-cld cohort was 12 percent higher than for
the sample as a whole. During the school year, the employment
rate of this group increased by 115 percent. In. general; a
program like YIEPP can be expicted to have larger effects on
younger individuals who are still in school or have recently
dropped out and to whom a minimum wage job is more attractive.

For the sample as a whole, total school enrollment increased -
significantly, by 4.8 percentage points in the fall of 1978 and
2.5 percentage points in 1979. The increase for the 15- to
l6-year-olds was 4.1 percentage points in the first year and
3.3 percentage points in the second, representing an increase
in both years of almost 5 percent over the enrollment rate,
expected in the absence of the program, :

For the 15- to 16—year-olds, YIEPP led to an overall cumulatlve

‘12.0 percent decrease in the dropout rate, expected in the o

absence of the program (27.6 percent ‘dropped out without YIEPP
compared to 24.3 percent in the program sites). - In addition,
the rate of return to schpol for out-of-school youths increased




by 63.4 percent (14.2 percent without YIEPP. compared to 23.2
percent in the program sltes)

Alternative educational programs -- those leading to a GED =— "
played a 31gn1f1cant role .in the overall school enrollment
effect, accounting for most of the increase in. return-to-school
rates. Such a finding suggests that more emphas:Ls on thls B
aspect of the schoollng cholce could increase the'lmpact on;
school enrollment. : : :
Finally, the evidence on’ partlclpatlon ‘rates and employment
impacts suggests that a program such as YIEPP should be target-
ed to relatively weak labor markets.
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IMPACTS FROM THE YOUTH INCENTIVE ENTITLEMENT PILOT PROJECTS:

: PARTICIPATION, WORK, AND SCHOOLING OVER THE FULL PROGRAM PERIOD
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROGRAM AND ITS NATIONAL POLICY CONTEXT

For more than a generation, policy .makers, concerned citizens,

dropOut rates and worsening trends in the labor market performance of -

teenage youths. In response to this critical situation)'the’Youth:Incen-

by the Youth Employment and .Demonstration Projects Act of 1977, was estab-
lished to demonstrate the efficacy of work combined with education or
training as a partial remedy to. high youth unemployment, low labor force
participation, and excessive school dropout rates.: |

The YIEPP demonstration was targeted on youths aged 16 to 19 11v1ng

in poor and/or welfare households, who had not received a hlgh school . . -

diploma or its equivalent. ' For YIEPP participants, gettingvand‘keeping
a subsidized job at the federal minimum wage was str1ct1y cond1tlona1 on

school part1c1patlon, as well as satisfactory performance on ' the job.

The Department of Labor was given the respons1b111ty for the-YIEPP

demonstration, and it, in turn, selected the Manpower Demonstration Re=-

search Corporation to design and carry out the extensive research connected'

with the demonstration. The impact analyses, of which is report is part,
are being conducted under subcontract by Abt Associates Inc: MDRC's
direction also included oversight of local program operatlons, carr1eu out
by ‘Comprehensive - Employment and Tra1n1ng Act (CETA) prime sponsors at 17
sites across the country, and other aspects’of the research. ‘The two and a

half year demonstration began in the early spring of 1978.

The Policy Problem

Serious youth unemployment and high school.dropout-problems'have

" been developing for almost three decades, and public prograns;to alleviate

them have been 1n existence for almost as long. The first major policy

effort d1rected toward youth employment was the Econom1c Opportunlty Act of

1964, which established the Job Corps and the Nelghborhood Youth Corps.

- The Job Corps program offered tra1n1ng and employment to youths, who were
also housed by the program dur1ng thelr participation 1n 1t. The Nelghbor-,.ff

hood Youth Corps was the. h1stor1ca1 antecedent - of YIEP ;and 1nc1uded‘,fj7;j

Cr

~ and educators have been aware of the serious social problems of«high‘school i

tive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP)' demonstration, originally‘enactedv-




in-school, out-of-school, and summer youthmemployment components. Both
the Job Corps and the Summer Youth Employment Program continue to operate,
although the latter may be eliminated when the Comprehensive Zmployment and
Training Act expires in 1982. In spite of these and subsequent policy
efforts, however, the youth unemployment and dropout problems have- become"
increasingly serlous.

By the.end of the' 1970s, as shown in Table 1.1, school dropout
rates for 18- and 19-year-olds ranoed between 15 and 25 percent. - While at
ages 16.and 17 dropout rates are-similar for blackrand yhites, males and
femalee, by ages 18 and 19, dropout rates for black males and females were
as much as 10 percentage points higher than their white counterparts..'
These phenomena existed even in an environment where school enrollment
rates for black.youth aged 16 to 19 were higher than for‘whites the same_;
age.1 | ' .

' Blachs are also in a worse situation than whites with'respect to
clabor'market activity. As shown in Figure 1.1, during the past 25 years‘
the employment/populatlon ratio for white teenage males has rema1ned
at somewhat over 90 percent of that of all workers.% For black male‘
youths, however, it has dropped in 25 years from 95 to 48 percent. For
. white teenage females the rmployment/popukatlon ratio as a proportion’ of
all workers has rlscn over whe same tige yeriod from’ 67 to 82 percent, but

for black, teenage females, the group-wlﬁ% tHe worst experlence of all,_thls

figure has dropped from 48 to 39 percent, Figures 1. 2 and 1.3 present a. - .

similar story for the labor force part1c1patlon rate and the unemployment .

rate. Thus, it is evident that the youth schooling and employment»problems

1See Grant and Eiden (1981).

For 1978, the most‘recent available year, the dropout rate for Hispanic
youths aged 16 and 17 was 14.1 percent, while for those aged 18 and 19, it
was 38.2 percent- See U S. Department of Commerce (1979).

The employment/populatlon ratio is the total number of employed persons
in a given group dlv1ded by the total number of persons in that group.
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Table 1.1. Percent of High School Dropouts among Persons 16 to 1§’Years 0old,
by Age, Race and Sex: United States, October, 1877, 1978 any 1979

16 _and 17 18 and 1Y
1977 1978 1979 1977 . 1978 1979
All Races:
Total 8.6 8.8 8.6 16.6 6.7 . 16.8
Male 8.3 8.9 8.0 17.7 174 . 18.4
Female 9.0 8.6 9.3 15.6 6.2 15.4
White:
Total 8.8 9.1 8.7 15.9 15.6 16.0
Male 8.6 9.6 8.4 17.0 " 16.3 17.7
Female 9.1 8.7 9.0 14.8 “15.0 14.3
Black:
Total 7.6 7.3 7.9 21.9 24.2 22.9
Male 6.9 5.2 4.9 23.8 25.8 24.5
Female 8.4 9.4 10.9 20.3 22.8 21.6

Source: Digest of Edutation Statistics, editions of 1979, 1980 and 1981.
National Center for Education Statistics. Table 62, 60 and 60,
respectively. :
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Figure 1.1. Employment/Population Ratios by
Demographic Characteristics, 1955-80 ’ , )

(Annual Averages)
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Figure 1.2, Civilian Labor Force Participation Rate by
Demogra c Characteristic, 1955-80

{Pexcent: Monthly Data Seasonally Adjusted)
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Figure 1.3. Unemployment Rates by Demographic Characteristics, 1955-Bo
{(Percent: Monthly Data Seasonally Adjusted)
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are severe, protracted and of apparently worsening dimensions, and focus
sharply on black teenager's.1 C

The problems of school dropout rates and disaiu"r.rigimg labor market
éxperience take on a larger meaning as the youths 4ge owver their life .
cycle. National evidence suggests that teenage youths who are neither in
the labor force nor attending school suffer lower employment and earnings

over their life cycle compared to all other youths. The losses are propor-

t;onateiy and absolutely worse for blacks than for whites, and especially
severe for black males.2 In consequence, these individudls are more
likely to be members of single parent households and are disproportionately
represented on welfare and other transfer. programs. They also have higher
rates of criminal activity. Finally, these negative consequences, which

contribute to the perpetuation of a cycle of poverty and correlated social

ilis, are magnified when they are concentrated in particular neighborhoods™ -

in poverty.. L
Many possible explahatigﬁé have b-en advanced for this increasingly
serious problem, but understanding the causes and designing effective

. . . . 3
policy solutions have so far remained elusive.

The Features and Goals of the Youth Incentive Entitlement Project

In 2 new effort to understand the problem and find policy solu-
tions, the Youth Employment arnd Demonstration Projects Act of 1977 autho-
rized three programs: the Youth Employment and Training Program (YETP),
the Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects (YCCIP), and the

Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Prwjects . (YIEPP).

TThe situation for Hispanic youths is much less well documented at this
time. The Congressional Budget Office notes that zhe unemployment rate
for Hispanic youths tends to be only slightly higher than that for ail
youths and much lower than for black youths. Substantial differences in
unemployment exist among Hispanic youths. The unemployment rate of Puerto
Rican:youths is similar to blatk youths. Mexican~American youths have an
unemplcyment rate similiar to all youths, while the unemployment rate for
all other Spanish origin youths is lower than the average for all youths.
See Congressional Budget Office (1978). ;

2See Stevenson (1978); Elwood (1982); and Corcoran (1982).

3See, for example, the papers in Anderson and Sawhill (1980); and Freeman
and Wise (1982).
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A The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects demonstration, the
subject of this report).was the most focused of the three, narrowly tar-

geted as it was on low-income.youths aged 16 to 19 who had not yetigrad-

-~ uated from high school.  Its primary feature was the offer of a guaranteed,

federal minimum wage job--part-time (up to 20 hours a week) during the
school year and full-time (up to 40 hours a week) during the summer--on the
condition that youths remain in or return to school, or pursue a General
EducationADegree (GED) through an altermative educational program. Youths
were also to maintain certain school and job performance standards .

 Two key features of the YIEPP demonstration differentiate it from
any previous youth program. First, the YIEPP program was available to any
eligible youth in the catchment area. It was thus designed to virtually
eliminate demand-side constraints on youth employment at the federal
minimum wage, helping to answer a crucial question in the policy' debate
about the causes of youth unemployment: To what extent is youth unemploy-
ment high because too few jobs are available? That is, to what extent is
youth unemployment a demand-side problem? ]

Calculations of the employment increment created by YIEPP meagure,
for the first time, the "employment gap" caused by insufficient demand for
tatget population youths at the federal minimum wage.1 This "“gap" must
be considered a lower-bound estimate, however, since it does not count the
bbtential labor supply of youths who are unemployed but do not wish to
return to school. Nevertheless, with this caveat, and used in conjunction
with program participation rates and program operation costs, YIEPP employ-
ment effects can help to compute the cost of certain policy strategies for

reducing or eliminating major youth unemployment.

1See Chapter 5 below. Such a calculation can also be based simply on
national statistics of the number of youths who, report themselves to be
unemployed. However, youth self-reports that they are "looking for work"
are notoriously unreliable and fail to account for discouraged workers who
enter the labor force only when jobs are available. Thus, the best test
of the minimum number of target pdpulationﬂyouths who would work at the
federal minimum wage if sufficient jobs were available is provided by the
only instance in which sufficient jobs have been available, that is, under
YIEPP. See for instance, Freeman and Medoff (1982).
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YIEPP's second unique feature was the " requirement that program
participani’. --’rolled in school and make satisfactory progress toward a
high school &@gxec or its equivalent. Never before had a school enrollment
requirement been used to minimize the potentially adverse impacts of an
employment program} Vhich could in some cases cause youths toldrop out of
school to obtain jobs. Although the stringency with whi;h the ongoing
schocol performance and attendance standards were enforced varied by site
and over time, the school enrollment requirement appears to have been a
meaningful operational component of YIEPP-1 |

The short-run goals of YIEPP, as reflecﬁed in- the 1978 amendments
to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. (Public Law 95-524.
Title IV, Part A, Section 411), were to:

e Reduce school dropout rates, A
e Increase higﬁ”school graduation rates,
e Provide work experience and on-the-job training, and-

e Provide income during the program participation period;

The long-run goal was to increase labor productivity‘and thereby increase
yﬁegrnings‘poteﬁiial and improve life cycle employability.

A\ This report, which encompasses the entire program period of full-
scale operations from March, 1978 through August, 1980 focuses on the
program's short-run éoals. yeasurement of YIEPP's effect on high schoql
graduation rates and the scholastic performance »# participating .youths is
an analysis that will be provided in the final impéct repoit. -

Since 1977, the policy climate has changedAdramatically.' Programs
established by the Comprehensive Eméloyment and Training Act have come
un&é; severe criticism, and- legislaéive proposals currently being ‘con-
sidered eliminate all earlier yputh programs except the Job Corps. They
focus on youth training; the érévision of subsidiéed public service jobs in

an entitlement context is certainly not part of the current policy agenda.2

1For further discussion of the adminigtration of the schooling requirement
see Diaz et al. (1982).

2New England Council of CERA pyise Spongors, Inc. (1982); also Congres-
sional Budget Office (1962)» .. = ‘

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Analyses of previous youth employment and training programs suggest

the following lessons for policy and program design1:

(]

In

features:

Work experience alone does not appear to improve the
long run employability or school attendance of youth,
especially if the JOBS are ill-defined, with low
quality supervision.

Work experience may be more effective when combined
with other services, such as job placement, skills
tralnlng, or basic education.

Though poorly evaluated, services almed at changlng
personality traits and personal values have not yet
been shown to be successful. Of all the services
offered to youths other than skills training, job .
placement services appear to be most effective.

Success in the work place is directly related to basic
writing, communication, and computation skills.

Development and maintenance of minimum behavioral and
program performance standards is a must. Effective

management is, thus, ‘a necessary condition~for—an
effective program.

response to these lessons, YIEPP had the following operational

A job at the federal'minimum wage was provided to all
eligible youths who demanded one.

The program involved work experience combined with
schooling.

Both work and schooling performance and attendance
standards were established and enforced. .

The emphasis on return to, and completion of, schooling
implied the acquisition of basic language and computa-
tional skills-. 7

Services were mainly dixected at the successful comple-

tion of work and schooling.

1.See Stromsdorfer (1980).

2There may

be a causal relationship between work experience in one period

. and the probability of working and receiving higher earnings in future

periods.

This relationship is not well understood. See Elwood (1982).
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e The quality of program management was relatively high,
due in part to careful selection of prime sponsor gites
through a competitive bid process plus extensive third
party, nongovernmental, monitoring.

The YIEPP demonstration included seven large-scale (Tier I) pro-
jects, four of which form the basis of the evaluation reported here, and
ten smaller (Tier II) projects. The Tier I project sites variously encom-
passed entire central cities, large poverty' neighborhoods, or sets of
counties. . As a group they averaged 3,000 working participants per month
and enrolled 72,000 youths overall. The Tier II projects covered smaller
cities or‘school district areas. As a group they averaged 240 working
participants per month and cumulatiﬁely enrolled 9,000 youths overall.

Four of the larger sites were selected as the forﬁm for a large-

scale study of program impacts:1

Baltimore, Maryland, a partial city site-
penver, Colorado, a full city site

Cincinnati, Ohio, a full city site

Mississippi,_a rural site composed of 19 counties that
encompassed 28 separate school districts ‘(only eight of
which are included in the impact analysis: Adams,
Claiborne, Covington,- Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne
and Wilkinson). -

The experiences of program-eligible youths who lived in these sites were to
be compared in .this impact study, as is explained in detail in Chapter 2,
with technically eligible youths from other areas where the program was
not available. These comparison sites were matcbed to the evaluation sites
as closely as possible on a number of different characteristics, as is also

described in Chapter 2. The four comparison sites were, respéctively:

e Cleveland (for Baltimore)

o Phoenix (for Denver)

1The Tier I sites not chosen for study were Boston, Detroit, and King-
Snohomish counties in Washington State. The Tier II sites, at which
smaller YIEPP programs were conducted, were located in Alachua County.,

. Florida; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Berkeley, California; Dayton, Ohio;
Monterey County, California; Nashua County,. New Hampshire; New York, New
York; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Steuben County, New Yprk; and Syracuse,
New York. ‘ - '

11



® Louisville (for Cincinnati)

~-o»-—'Miss.i.ssipp:i. (the six rural counties of Clarke,'
Humphreys, Lauderdale, Sharkey, Smith and
Washington)

Implementation Factors

Five key site characteristics could be expected to affect the
interpretation of the impact analysis and the relative success of the
program- the timing and scale of program- operatlons, program management,'
part1c1pant recruitment, job development, and the enforcement of standards.
Because of their importance, each is discussed briefly‘in turnvbelow, but
these and other operational features are covered in detail in a series of
implementation and special reports issued by MDRC.1

Timing and Scale of Operation. The program began enrolling youths.

during the spring of 1978. After an initial recruitment drive, almost
30,000 youths had enrolled in YIEPP by June, 1978, over one-half of them: at

the four evaluation sites selected for the impect study. Cumulative

enrollment had increased to over 59,000 (over 31,000 in the fpur evalhatiop;mmww“

sites) by September, 1979, and to almost 82,000 by the ena.of.August, 1980,
when full operations ended. Youths actively participating, or working,
however, numbered 76,000 over the entire demonstration period. Table

1.2, showing the total of working participants by month, suggests that

Table 1.2. Number of Youths Assigned in YIEPP Projects

Evaluation . Total YIEPP

Study Sites Demonstration
March 1978 ' 2,562 3,541
May 1978 9,076 13,654
June 1978 12,559 21,204
July 1978 14,371 25,099
September 1978 11,954 19,877
December 1978 12,371 21,038
June 1979 . 11,247 21,443
September 1979 11,142 20,485 :
December 1979 11,582 22,080
June 1980 12,001 _ 24,595
August 1980 . _ 7,450 : 17,787

Source: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation,
Entitlement Information System data.

1
See Diaz et al. (1982).
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YIEPP had reached a roughly steady state participation level by June, 1978,
with the exception of several summer or spring months when active partici-
pation exceeded 20,000.

The four evaluation sites accounted for close £O_66 percent of
active participants in 1978, a proportion that declined to less than 53
percent by the end of 1979. ‘

The overall level of program operations, however, masks Some major
site distinctions. '~ Of particular importance to this evaluation was a
series of management difficulties encountered in YIEPP operations in
Denver. For, a number of reasons--including erganizational problems,
negative publicity, and a breakdown of relationships with the public
schools1--the program was never fully implemented in Denver. . . Program
intake was closed down in June, 1979 and by the end of the summer, en-board
enrollment was less than 1,400 fand active participants below 706)-
Thereafter, new enrollment was frozen and the number of active participants
remained low.

As a result, Denver cannot be considered an entitlement program in
the same context as the other sites because while participants in Denver

- did receive program treatments that may have resulted in impacts, the

program, as implemented there, was basically a limited slot program in ‘the
last 14 months of operation. When aggregations of impacts across study
sites are shown later in this reporﬁ, we_show them, when it makes a differ-
ence,‘with and without the Denver-Phoenix pair.2

Management. Baltimore was the most effectively managed of the
projects, with strong central control and mayoral support. Denver, as
indicated above, was least effectively managed, with the management prob-
lems there resulting in a truncated intake period and an abridgement of the

project. While Mississippi was a rural site, with a large number of

1See Diaz et al. (1980).

2Combined cross-site impact measures, whether including or excluding the,
Denver-Phoenix pair, must be regarded with great care. For reasons

explained later in this chapter, such measures represent neither the aver-

age impact of an entitlement program for youths nor the impact that would

be expected if the program were implemented nationally. They are a short-

hand way of summarizing the average impact of the program at the desig-
nated evaluation sites.
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separate political jurlsdlctlons, management was vrelatively effective,

despite some initial confllct between the State Employment Service and the

_Governor's Office of Job Development and Training, the CETA prime sponsor.

Here, too, however, there were some problems in obtaining suff1c1ent jobs
for youths and delays in job assignments; The Cincinnati situation re-
flected a prime sponsor that hadAdifficulty managing various aspects of the
program. However, even with management functions spread among six subcon-
tractors and mixed implementation results, some nine-tenths of its enrolled
youths were placed in jobs. . ‘

Recruitment. ‘Recruitment efforts were generally. successful in
reaching a high proportion of program‘eligibles. By the end of.the demon-
stration in August, 1980, 94.2 percent of in-school eligibles and 75A-3
percent of the dropouts had heard of the program. Interest in joining it
was high. Of the in-school youths who knew of the program, some 85 percent
applied; of the out-of-school youths, 61 peroent. This difference between
in-schoel and out-of-school eligibles is generally attributable to a
comdiinhaiion of prime sponsor recruitment emphasis on the easier to reach
1n-sché°3‘population, and the relatively lower interest among dropouts,
especially older dropouts, in returning to school. '

Of the four analysis sites, the dropout participation rate was
highest in Baltimore, where it reached 36 percent and lowest in Denver, at

11 percent. It is also worth noting that. recruitment efforts generally

tapered off after the first year of program operations,pand v.ord-of-mouth

thereafter generally accounted for new enrollments.

Job Development. For the most part, job developers successfully .

found adequate numbers of jobs for the youths enrolling in YIEPP. About 93
percent of all enrollees received work'positions. Over the course of the
demonstration, the 17 YIEPP prime sponsors assigned some 76,000 youths to
subsidized work experience with 10,816 work sponsors.

While the large proportlon of jobs developed were in the public or
nonprofit sectors, prime sponsors were aliowed to offer private employers
100 percent wage subsidies if they employed YIEPP enrollees. Many agreed

to do so, and as time passed and available job slots in the public sector

- were increasingly absorbed, emphasis on private sector placement increased

at most sites.




Enforcement of School and Job Standards. One major operational

issue facing YIEPP was an inherent conflict between the’ program operators
and school administrators. For their part, program operators were charged
with the obligation of setting up and enforcing sghool standards which, if
not met, could result in a yoﬁth's dismissal from YIEPP. The consequence
of such standards, somewhat ironically, could be a reducea incentive to the
youths' staying in school, even thoughlthe conditional offer of a YIEPP job
was intended to spur a youth's school performance. Any such discouragement
effect would, of course, be antithetical to the philosophy of educ;tors who
see schooling as a right and are generally opposed to any institutional
device that denies that right or otherwise discourages school attendance.
In practice, this potential conflict was muted, perhaps in part
because the school performance and attendance standards were not set high.
Further, once the schooling.staﬂdards were established, they were haphaz—b
ardly enforced, especially at the large Tier I sites, primarily because of

a variety of coordination problems between the schools and prime sponsors.

Enforcement tended to increase over the demonstration period, but was never

'satisféctory. The basic school enrollment condition, however, appears to
have been effectively enforced.

The work exéerience standards for job pérformance and attendance
were also satisfactorily enforced, primarily because of the self-interest
of employers in seeing that poorl; performing or attending'y0uths were
removed from their worksites. While employers were provided with some
guidance -by prime sponsors, they were generally left to define sﬁandards of
attendance and performance for{themselvesl If these‘standards were vio-
latéd, emgloyers usually tgrped to tHe program, which enforced the appro-

priate sanctions, either suspension or termination.
1 .

Plan of the Study: Expected Effects of YIEPP During the Program Period

S As already noted, this report focusses on . the program effects of

YIEPP for youths_aged 16 to 19 during the period while they were in the

program. Postprogram effects on employment, earnings, and postsecondary

school attendance will-be the subject of the final impaét report. .
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Chapter 2 discusses the structure of the analysis sample~-those

'study participants for whom there exists a full set of local field survey

interviews--and sets forth the key analytic‘issues and research strategy
Chapter 3 1is cdncerned .with program participation rates and patterné.
These' are not, strictly speaking, effects .df the program but, rather,
prerequisites to a progfam effect. .~ Chapter 4 reports oﬁ‘the effect of.
YIEPP on drnpout and return-to-échool;rateé, qs_&ell as on school enroll- .
meﬁt_ by type of program and advancement ‘thrbﬁgh‘ the grades of. regular
school. Chapter 5 presents estimates of the short-term pfogram'effects on
employment, labor force participation, and unemployment, as wellkas a briéf
look at the effect of YIEPPvparéicipation on wage rates.. Chapter 6 com-
pletes the report with an analysis of the effects on schboling and }abor

force experience combined.
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CHAPTER 2

- RESEARCH DESIGN AND SAMPLE ISSUES

This chapfer’?resents the design and sample dimensions that are
important to an understandingnbf the énalysis_and findings discussed in
later chapters. The first section discusses four critical issues in the
research design: the focus upon eligibles, the choice of a comparison
group, cohort effects, and time effects. The next section describes the
longitudinal ;urvey tEkat collected the data on which this ewaluation is
based. The éharacteristics of the sample on which the analysis for this
reéort’is based are khen presented and compared with relevantvportions‘of

the national probablllty sampla being followed by the National Longitudinal

Survey of Young Amerlcans- This is followed by a discussion of the match -

between pilot and fomparison sites, considering both site and sample
characteristics. The effects of attrition on both the sample and impact

estimates are then examined. Finally, we take a preliminary look at the

‘way the program-elfgible population changed over time, in preparation for

the analysis of participation in Chapter 3.

Research Design

Focus on eligibles. Very early in the development of the research

design, a decision was made to focus the analysis upon program eligibles,

not s£imply pregram participants. There were two reasons for this decision.

Tke first was a policy réason. The Congressional mandate indicated

a strong interest ‘n;how well the program would attract eligible youths,

whe #ligible population would participate, and what

faétoré would influence participation. The interest was particularly
. appropriate, because YIEPP was the flrst employment program both - / gned
and funded to bz an entltlement program, meaning that all ellgibl» ;Jﬁths

were entitled to participate and that the program was obligated to serve

"all eligibles who applied- This feature contrasts with all prior >mploy=

ment policy initiatives which, in one way or another, were limited slot

programs.

A second reason to concentratﬁ apon eligibles (as diss:ssed in moﬂ&_

detall in the next section) ‘was metnodological--to av01d tx” possihkﬂ

selectlon bias problems that are inevitable if the focus is on participamkﬁ 3:”

-+
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alone. Those who choose to participate can be expected to differ from
those who choose not to, and in ways that cause the observed effects of a
program to be distorted measures of the true effects..

The YIEPP treatment group being evaluated, therefore, consists of
the youths who were eligible for YIEPP at some point during the demonstra-
tion period.1

The Comparison Group. The choic¢i. of & comparison group is very

important to any program evaluation design, because observation of the
comparison group provides estimates of what would have happened to the
individuals eligible  to participate (i.e., thy w¥s:i%ment group) if there
had been no program. Program impacts can then.,:.iz: -jﬁeasured by subtracting
the values of variables observed among the comparison group from those
observed among the treatment group. For example, if a program were found
to increase employment amonrg the treatment group by 15 percent, this
finding could not necessarily serve as a valid measure of— impact. ' If,
however, one found that the comparison group also_ increased employment, say
by 10 percent, the true employment impact of the program, other things
keing ‘equal, would be 15 percent minus 10 percent, or 5 percentv.

The best comparison group is one that, on average, is similar to
the treatment group in all respects except for not having received the
treatment. In most 'cases, the preferred method of achieving this.simi-
larity is random assignment. If eligible youths in a program-site are
randomly assigned to two groups--those participating in YIEPP and those not
allowed to--we could be pretty confident that, in the absence of the
progrem, these groups would be similar both in terms of measured and
unmeasured factors. The Congressional mandate creating YIEPP, however,
effectively _preverktéd the use of random assignnient by requiring that all

eligible ymiths in a2 pilot site be given the opportunity to participate.

1Ibflthough youths only became eligible for YIEPP after turning 16, the
baseline sample included 15-year-olds whose 16th birthday was prior to
January 1, 1979. This provided a cchort of youths in the sample who,
although too young to be eligible at the start of the program,. would
become eligible during the demonstration period. This group as well
as the 16~year-~olds could then be observed as they ."aged" through the
program. longitudinal observations of this type increase the resemb-
lance of a demonstration's target population to that of an ongoing nation-
al program.

18
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In the absence of random assignment, there were two other possible
options for a comparison group: (a) eligible youths within the pilot
sites who did not choose togparticipate in the program, and (b) technically
eligible youths from other areas where the program was not available.
The first choice, commonly called a participént/nonparticipant design,
suffers from the problem of self-selection biz=. Participa&ts may differ
from nonparticipants in unmeasurable ways that affect the obsexved treat-
ment effect. For example, eligibles who chooiz to participate in the
program may be more motivated or more interest¢d in employment than non-
participants. In a participant/nonparticipant comparison, the effects of
differences of this sort, if indeed -they can ever be measured, will be
confounded with the impact of the program itself-1

The second strategy for choosing a comparison group, and the one
used in the YIEPP evaluation, is to select a group of technically eligible
youths who are similar to the eligible ¥wuths in the pilot sites but
who reside in nonprogram areas. This approach is not vulnerable to the
selection bias of a participant/nonparticipant design. Moreover, it has an
advantage over all other strategies, including random assignment withih .
program. If both pilot and comparison groups fgcg the same labor market,
for instance, the job®development efforts by prog;am operators for partici-
pants could make it harder for nonmprogram youths in the comparison group to
find employment. As a result, the employment effects of the program would

be overestimated because the program would have reduced the employment

—

1Although it is conceptually possible to correct for the effects of se-
lection bias through the u se of a variety of statistical procedures,
the success of these adjustments <depends critically upon assumptions about
the appropriate form of thir ztatistical models. . To the zixtent that
selection bias is related to vhaagvable characteristics, it <an be reduced
by using simple regression  mechods. However, the unobservable differ-
ences, as in the text example about employmani . are often the problem.
Models that correct for these differences reifuice assumptions about the
distribution of unobserved variables, and these assumptions cannot be
tested. If the assumptions are wrong, these models will not make the
appropriate correction. For more information on selection bias, see
Stromsdorfer and Farkas (1980). .
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opportunities for the comparisos group youths. However, since youths in

o

the YIEPP pllot ‘and comparlson Si*ﬂﬁ were separated geographically, there
was no danger that the comparison group could be affected in any way by the
program. 4

When the pilot-comparison site differences "are used to measure
program effects, it is important to make sure thet they do not reflect
site diffe{ences.(such‘as the local unemployment rate or the distribution
of occupationalremployment) rather than effects that are the result of the
program. In the YIEPP evaluation, the danger of site diff{- rences con-
founding the results was reduced by chooosing comparison sites that matched
the evaluation sites as closely as possible on a number of different
characteristics, as described later in this .chapter. 1In addition,.all the
program effects quoted in this report are regression-adjusted to take
account of remaining site differences that are not program-related.

Comparison sites were selected‘during the period from December,
1977, through January, 1978, for each of four evaluation sites. As

noted before, the pairs of sites on which the evaluation is based are:

Pilot Site Comparison Site’
Denver, Colorado Phoenix, Arizona
Cincinnati, Ohio Iouisville, Kentucky
Baltimore, ryland Cleveland, Qhio
Mississippi Mississippi

(eight rural counties) (six rural counties)

Table 2.1 displays the relative sizes of each of the four pilot

sites as well as their average rate of assignment to jobs.

1'I‘he eight rural pilot site counties for the evaluation are Adams, Clai-
borne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne and Wilkinson. These
eight counties were part of a 19-county program area spanning the southern
portion of the state from the Alabama border to the Mississippi River.
The comparison counties for the evaluation include Clarke, Humphrays,
Lauderdale, Sharkey, Smith and Washington, located north of the target
area but still in the southern half of the state. Because there are
pronounced demographic differences between eastern and western Missis-
sippi, both pilot and comparison sites are composed of separate clusters
of southeastern and southwestern counties.
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Table é.i. Number 6£“§oﬁths Working in YIEPP Jobs

Number of Percent

youths assigned
Pilot Sites enrolled to jobs
Baltimore L 17,764 ‘ 93.3
Cincinnati 5,632 o 90.5
Denver 4,301 84.0
Mississippi Pilot 13,291 ' 95.2
Total 40,988 o 91.8

" Source: Diaz
This
jobs

~data

et al. (1982: Table IV-1).

ratio is the number of individuals who participated in
divided by the number of individuals enrolled. These
are derived from the Local Field Survey.

<
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Cohort Effects. A principal goal of this analysis is to use data
from the YIEPP projects in the four pilot sites‘between 1978 and 1980 to
estimate the effects of a potential national program. This national
program can be imagined in a steady state (having passed beyond start-up
difficulties), which yoﬁths below age 16 can count on as beiﬁg available to
them as they pass through ages 16 to 19 until they graduate from high
school . Ideally, one would.like“télpredict_various-outcome méasures--
pfogram participation, school enrollment, high school graduation, employ-
ment and unemployment--on the age profiles for youths as they‘agg into and
through program eligibility. This is a difficult undertakiné; however.
The sample was constructed in the spring of 1978 and included youths aged
15 to 19 at that time. 'Since program operatioﬁs were also beginning at
that point, much of the sample was beyohd the age of initial eligibility
when the ybuths first heard of it. Thus, they may already have made
decisions and undeftaken actions that would have been different if YIEPP
were available or if they had known it would at least be availgble to them
when they turned 16. For this reason, the cohorts aged 15 and 16 at
baseline provide the best indicators of the effects of a continuing na-
tional prdg:am- Particular attention is paid to these cohorts in the

chapters that follow.

. The Longitudinal Survey

Samples of youths who were eligible for YIEPP, or.would have been

eligible had a program been operating in their area, were selected at each

of the four pilot and comparison sites. The evaluation sample was drawn
during February and March, 1978, at which time a stratified random sample
of over 130,000 households was screened to identify eligible ycuths.
Subsequent baseline interviews were completed during the period from March
through August, 1978, with 7,510 eligible youths at the eight sites.
Interviews were also completed with the parents of these youths .

. After the baseline wave of interviews had been completed, there was
further change in the composition of the longitudinal sample because
Congress extended the YIEPP demonstration beyond its original 18 months. A

fourth wave was added to the originally planned three-wave survey, allowing
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the sample to be followed for & longer period of time and permitting a T 77
substantial posiprogram period of observation. In order to add the
additional wave, however, withbut a correspohding increase in budget, the
original sample was reduced in size. Youths who had glready become ineli-
gible for YIEPP by June, 1978--either by aging out .of eligibility or by
graduating from high school--were eliminated from the follow-up survey
wave. This brought the size of the baselineA10n§itudina1~samplevto—6,501,
which was not a serious curtailment from a aesign point of view. The
youths eliminated had had only three monthé to join YIEPP and, even if they
had jeined, there w2y %00 brief a program experience for any effects to be
expected. ' )

The first follow-up survey (Wave II) was conducted ih the fall
of 1979, with the second follow-up wave of interviews (wave III) taﬁing \
place in the fall of 1980. A final interview wave (Wave IV) was conducted
during the fall of 1981. ’

By the end of Wave III, the total completed. sample of youths was
4,749 (73.1 percent of the original baseline), with most of the attrition
occurring at the time of the Wave II survey. The completed Wave III sample
was, in fact, three subsets of the original longitudinal sample. B& far
the largest group, numbering 4,033 youths, had remained in the target areas
either of the YIEPP pi;ot sites or comparison sites throughout the research
period. These youths maiﬁtained their program eligibility during the

—entire demonstration_period,-at_least on the geographic criterion. In each
follow-up year, they completed an extensive local field survey instrument,
creating the continuous longitudinal history from January, 1977, to Septem-
ber, 1980, on which this report is basé¢d.

The second group consisted of 388 youths in the sample at baseline
who had moved out of one of the evaluation sites at some . time during the
demonstration. These youths had completed the regular questionnaire as
long as they lived in the site. Although their move caused them to lose

" their eligibility for YIEPP, these youths were administeréd a telephone
follow~up questionnaire (the Remote Movers Survey) which, though somewhat
. briefer than the field instrument, also provided a continuous longitudinal
history of the critical dimensions of employment, schooling, and other

experiences.

/
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The third group was a subsample of nonrespondents to Wave II, who
were reinterviewed in Wave III. A total of 1,674 youths failed to respond
to Wave II, but 378 of them completed the Wavé III questionnaire focusing
upon the key aimensions of experience over the two-and—-a-half-year period.
Thus, a continuous history has also been constructed of a nonrespondent
sample, which is particularly important > a consideration of nonrespunse
bias issues. Since resource constraints made it impossible to reinterview
z11 the.nonreépondents to the Wave II survey, the subsample chosen for
reinterview focused upon the principal sample target groups eiigible for-
YIEPP. It includes (a) black youths from Baltimore (the largest study site
with the largest number and concentration of black youths) and its compari-
son site (Cleveland); and (b) Hispanic yoﬁths from Denver and its compari-
son site (Phoenix), that together were the sites where the overwhelming
majority of sample Hispanics resided at baseline. ‘

In addition to the longitudinal survey data, school records were
collected on the analysis sample at two points during the demonstration:
summer through fall of 1979, and summer through fall of 1980. The informa-
tion was assembled for a four Yyear period beginning with the 1976-1977
school year and ending with the 1979-1980 school year. These data included
attendance and tardiness information, courses pursued, grades and standard-

ized test score results.

Analysis Sample

The analysis sample for this report is the group of 4,033 youths
who completed the first three successive interview waves and-iemained in
the siteé. The apalysis is restricted to this group in order to provide a
study sample that has an invariant_composition among the extensive inter-
related analyses presented bslow. Comparisons can thus be made with less
ambiguity. The effecf_of this strategy %s to reduce the sample size on any
given subgroup or sample period as well as contribute to the possibility of
attrition bias. However, the reduction in sample size is generally too
small to affect statistical precision. Tests for attrition bias are also
performed throughout the study.

The basic demographic characteristics of this sample at baseline

are presented in Table 2.2. As shown in the table, minority representation
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Table 2.2, Characteristics of the Analysis Sample at Baseline

~ Race:

White
Black
Hispanic

Sex:
Male
Female

Age as of June 1978:
15
16
17
18
19

School status as of

March 1978:
In~school
Out-of=-scheol

Type of school:
Regular public
Alternative public
Private or parochial
Other

Type of program:
General
College preparatory
Vocational, commercial
or business
Other

Degree sought:
High school deqree
GED
None

13.7%
76:2%
10.1%

46.3%
53.7%

19.3%
32.0%
24.8%
13.7%
10.2%

76.8%
23.2%

90. 1%
4.0%
1.6%
4.3%

80-2%

4.6%

11.4%
3.9%

90,78
40y

5:3%

Highest grade attained:
¢ 8th ‘
9%h .
10th
- 11th
12th

Mean grade attained,
June 1978:

Worked at all, Janvary

1977 - March 1978:
Yes
No

Percent of time working,

January 1977 - March 1978:

Marital status,

March 1978:
Married
Separated or

divorced.
Never married:

Number of children
March 1978:
0
1
2
>2

Living with neither

natural parent,.
* March 1978:

1977 family income

I R

22.1%
22.5%

BOUB% i

RS
9,44
19.2%
50.8%

14.4%

58

- 0,5%
98.0%

85.9%
1.8
2,0%
0'3%

R 11-7% ;

$5,305

9~ ALl statistics in this table are based on the 4,033’obse:vatiqns in‘the‘Analysisjsémplé.  ; ;”\ 1ﬂffa5j 0




in the sémple was very high--86.3 percent-—-a factor partly caused by the
inner city or southern rural location of sample sites, but élso a function
of the greater representation of minority families among the low income
(and thus YIEPP-eligible) pbpulation. More than three out of four sample
members were black youths. Black youths far outnumbered other groups in
all the evaluation sites except Denver and Phoenix. Denver and Phoenix,‘by
contrast, jointiy accounted for over 93 pefcent of the Hispanic youths in
the analysis saﬁple.

More of the analysis sample were young women (53.7 percent) than
would be suggested by national population data. The reason for this, as
discussed later in this chapter, is that sample attrition was somewhat
higher among the young men than among the young women.

Over three-quarters of the sample was enrolled in school in March,
1978. The median age was just over 17. School attachment at baseline was
strongly and consistently related to age, with almost 92 percent of the 15-
and\JG-year-olds, but only 46 percent of the 19-year-olds, attending
schgol. Consistent with national trends, school attachment was highest.
among black youths and lowest for white youth§: Most youths who were
enrolled in school attended regular public schools in courses leading to a
high school diploma. About one in eight was taking a commercial, voca-
tional, or agricultural piogram. Only 4 percent of the school enrollment
periods reported during baseline interviews were leading to a 'GED degree,
and only 1.5 percent of the sample was in private or parochial schools.

Although school attachment in the spring of 1978 was reasonably
high, grade attainment was léss impressive. Almost half of the analysis
sample had completed no more ¢han the ninth grade, while only about three
in ten had completed eleventh grade or better by June of 1978. Grade
attainment, A;”gne would expect, also varied by age. F;fteen-year-olds,
who in the nation as a whole have typically attained at least the ninth
grade, had a mean attainment of 8.8 grades, with about one-quarter of
- the group having less than a ninth grade education. As age increased,
relative grade attainment decreased. The mean grade attainment for 16-
through. 19-year-olds was 9.3, 9.7, 9.8 and 10.1, respectively, w%th the

effects of reduced school attachment increasingly influencing grade
i .
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achievement. There were some small differences in grade attainment atv
baseline by race, with Hispanics (at 9.7 years of schooling) having ad-
vanced marginally farther than both blacks (with 9.4 years) and whites
(with 9.2 years). Moreover, females had a slightly higher baseline grade
attainment of 9.5 years compared to the male baseline grade of 9.2 years,
even though female sample members were slightly younger than their male
counterparts. ' '

'Overall, more than one-half the sample wae_below expected grade
level by June, 1978, including three~guarters of the 18-~ and 19-year-olds.
Over 24 percent of the sample were at least two full grades below normal
level, including over 40 percent of the 18- and 19-year-olds. Not sur-
prising, in-school youths had a higher grade attainment than those not in
school, with mean grade completed ranging from 1.4 to 1.6 grades higher,
depending upon the age cohort. Even among in~school youths, however, 34
percent had not completed the grade level usually expected for their
age. . ‘

About one~half of the sample had worked at some job during the
period prior to baseline (January, 1977 - March, 1978). Work experlenceb
during . this period was particularly likely for youths in Denver (68.6
percent), Phoenix (63.2 percen%), and Cleveland (63.4 percent). It was
.also unusually frequent among Hispanics (65.1 percent)-~-most of whom
resided in the strong labor markets of Denver and Phoenix--and for males.

If a more comprehensive way of looking at labor force attachment is
used--the total number of days worked as a proportion of the total number
of days available for work--the picture of preprogram employment is not
greatly altered. Overall, the average sample member worked 14.4 percent of
the *ime in 1977, a bit more than one day per calendar week. Labor force
attachment was highest in Denver and Uhoenix, but was also above average in-
Cleveland and Cinclnnati. Prior work experlence during 1977 was a direct
function of age, with 15-year-olds worklng only occaslonally (8.6 percent
of the time) and 19-year-olds working somewhat more (24.8 percent of the

time). Males worked almost twice as much as females.

1A job was defined as working for pay for at least 10 hours per week for
at least two consecutive weeks.
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_ "Whites and Hispanics spent substantially more of their time working
than blacks--22.3 percent and 21.3 percent, respecpively. ‘The liispanic
figure, however, is almost entirely a function of Hispanic concentration in
the two strongest labor markets, Denver and Phoenix. At the other sites,
Hispanics worked considerably less~-only 8.3 percent of the time. Overall,
black youths worked only 12.1 percen£ of the tim=, a phenomenon that is
related in part to the higher degree of school attachment among black
youths. '

Total family income for the sample was low, averaging $5,3ds per
year in 1977. Mean annual family income was highest in Denver and lowést
in rural Mississippi. It was also lower for black youths than for whites
or Hispanics. ‘ V

Less than one in eight sample members was living with heiﬁher of
his or her natural parents. As would be expected, the frequency of this

family living condition was also directly related to age. Only 2 percent.

who had been married were already Separated or digzi?gd. Marriage was
particularly rare among blacks. At baseline, only 0.4 percent of the black
sample members were married, compared to 3.9 percent of Hispanicsaand 6
percent of whites. The infrequency of marriage;, however, is not ﬁnusual in
a sample of youths whose median age was only just over 17, .and in which
over three?quarters were 17 or less. More surprising is the number of
parents. Aimost one out of éeven already had children in the spring of
1978, and one in six of these teenage parents had more than one child. The
incidence of children was not stréngly related to race, but'@as strongly

reléfed to sex and age. Only 4.3 percent of youths aged 15 or 16 had
children, but over one-quarter of those aged 19 were parents. Likewise,
females were more than four times as likely to report having had children

as males. The rate of repérted parenthood was highest among 19~year-old

-females, at 45 percent-1

s

1'I‘he high incidence of childbearing among female sample members should

- be kept in mind when considering the findings presented in later chapters.

Because of the pilot/comparison group design, the estimated effects of.
the pregram will not be affected. However, the high incidence of child-
bearing may affect the absolute levels of such behavior as school and
labor force attachment. :
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,}J for demographic variables that change over time, it is informative
to eXumrne changes over the three survey waves, as shown in Table 2.3. By
the fall of 1980 {(when the medlan age of the analysis sample was 19-1/2
years old) ‘more than 90 percent had Stlll never been married, but as the
sample aged, more had become married and/or d1vorced.‘ The ratio of
marriage to divorce or separatlon was about four to one. Childbearing

increased more dramatlcally w1th age., By Wave IIX,. over one-third of the

:sample had children. Aimost 9 percent of the sample had two or more

children. Also, by the fall of 1980, more than one-quarter of the sample
was no longer living with either parent. .

It is helpful to have a point of comparison in-an interpretatioh of
the results of the YIEPP analysis sample in light of these sample chavac-
teristics. Comparisons with the National Longitudinal Survey of Young
Americans (NLS) national probability sample--both for 15- to 19—year-old

poverty youths in their national probability sample and for all youths in

that age group——are presented in Table 2. 4.1

As can be seen, the YLEPP eligibility criteria caused its sample
characteristics to be different from those of the general youth population.
Two factors stand out.” First, the minority proportion of the YIEPP sample
was much -higher than for youth or poverty youth_nationwide. The YIEPP

difference reflects the deliberate selection of YIEPP sites in areas with

concentrations of minorities as well as residents below the OMB poverty

level. second, the YIEPP sample was noticeably younger than either of its:
NLS counterparts. -~ Both this and the sharply different distribution hy

grade attainment were a consequence of YIEPP sample truncation due to

1ne1191b111ty of hlgh school graduates or possessors of GEDs.

members were less 11ke1y to be married, less frequently 11v1ng separately’

2

from parents, and more likely to ge,in school. This is consistent with the

relationships ‘already» observed in the sample between age ‘and race, on

1We are 1ndebted to Dx. Mlchael Borus, Director of the_Center’for Human.h
Resource_Research at Ohio State ‘University, for providing these data and
for 1nterpret1ng them to our 1esearch staff. '
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- Table 2.3,

".,
Marital and Parental Status of the Analysis Sample over Time

Wave III

natural parent.

Median age of sample

‘ Wave 1 WEV@ II
N Spring 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1980
Marital status:
Married L 1,58 4.4% 7.7%
Separat¢d or divorced 0.5% Co &% 1.9%
Never married 98.0% 9%, 9% 90.4%
_Parental status: o "
No children 85.9% 16.6% 66.3%
~ 1child - 11.9% 18,18 24.9%
> 2 children 0.2% | 1.28% 2.0% :
Living wits neither 3
11.7% 19,44 21.2%

17 yrs, t month 18 yrs, 6 moaths 19 yrs, 6 months

—,

—
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Table 2.4. The YIEPP Sample Compared with the
Nationz:l longitudinal Survey of Young American Samples
¢

YIEPP a

— 2nalysis 1978 NLS Sample
sample Poverty youths All youths

) Race:

White 13.7% 48.2% 80.0%

Black 76.2% 38.3% 13.7%

Hispanic 10-1% : 13.5% 6.3%

Age:

. 15 19.3% . 20.2% 20.3%
16 32.0% 21.0% 20.7%
17 24.8% 21.0% 19.9%
18 13.7% 17.8% ‘ 19.5%
19 10.2% _20.0% 19.6%

Sex:
Male 46.3% 49.4% 51.3%
Female 53.7% 50.6% 48.7%
School status
March 1978:
In school 76 .8% 71.3% 77.7%
Not in school 23.2% 28.7% '22.3%
Highest grade attained,
June 1978:
<8 24.3% 12.8% 4.7%
9 o 22.1% 16.0% 11.5%
10 22.5% 24.3% 23.7%
11 30.8% 15.8% 20.9%
212 or GED 0.3% 31.1% 39.2% )
Mean grade attained,
June 1978 9.44 9.45 92.96
Marital status, .
Spring _1978:
Married 1.5% 5.2% 4.5%
Not married 98.5% 94.8% 95.5%
Children:
Yes 14,18 12.6% 4.3%
No £15.9% 87.4% 95.7%
Living with neither 2 b
natural parent 11.7% 31,787 20.4%
Mean family income® $5,305 $4,228 $20,975

aSpec:lal run of data from Wave I of the National Longitudinal Survey
of Young Jwiericans by the Center for Human Resource Research at
Ohio Sta‘- 'I?nivers:lty.

bIncludes yoﬁt’j\s in college, which are 4.4 percent and 7.2 percent,
raspectively, ¥ tha two NLE samples.

cHean family im,-:v:;:;i'figures are for calendar year 1977 for the
YIEPP sample, calurdar year 1978 for the NLS sample.

d
The “poverty" sample of ths NLS was derived by applying the 1978 OMB

poverty standard to the sample. This is also the standard used in the
YIEFP sample. However, it was only possible in this run to apply the
OMB standard for urban familieam. Thus, rural members of NLS Youth
samples are somewhat overrepresented in the poverty sample, since OMB
poverty standards for rural areas are lower than for urban areas.

o : o : 31
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the one hand, and school attachment c:° marriage on the other. Despite
their youth, YIEPP sample members were parents more frequently than either
of the NLS samples. The concentration of the YIEPP sample in poor innér
city areas may explain this difference, as well as the fact that the
incidence of childbirth increas2s rapidly over time.

Total family income for the YIEPP sample was 25 percent higher than
for the NLS poverty youth sample, although it was about four times lower
than the mean for youtl's nationalli¥. The difference is, in fact, greater
than that shown in Table 2.4, because the NLS data are for the calendar
year 1978, while YIEPP data are for the calendar year 1977, although
‘the overestimate is somewhat muted by the fact that the YIEPP estimate
included the value c«f. Food Stamps while the NLS figures do not.1 The
explanation of any remaining difference is not entirely obvious, but it
probably rests heavily on.the fact that minorities were overrepresented in
the YIEPP analysis sample. It may also be, however, that YIEPP sites were
not representative of the national poverty propulation on total family

income. , _—

‘Pilot and Comparison Sites

. MDRC and the Department of Labor chose the pilot 3ites for the
evaluation in December, 1977, based upon several general criteria. Firét,
since the research focus was upon broad-scale implementation to test an
entitlement model, the sites had to be chosen from the larger-sized Tier I
group. Second, at least one rural site was considered important, a crite~
rion leading to the choice of the rural Mississippi program« Third,
geographic diversity was desired, increasing the likelihood tha* ore east
coast site (Baltimore or Boston), one c¢anrtral site jcincinnati or Detroit)
or one western site (Denver or Kimg-Snohomish) woulé be included. Fourth,
the projected costs of data collection were important, playing a part in
screening out sites where family income made it likély that eligibility
rates would be relatively low, thus increasing the screening costs of
sample selection. Denver'é strong labor market was therefore a negative
factor on that point, but the fact that Denver had the only Hispanic

population concentration among Tier I sites and was a site with a strong

-

1Food Stamps accounted for $784 of total annual family income of the YIEPP
analysis sample at baseline. :

— 2
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labor market made it desirable for purposes of representativeness and
brought Denver into'the_sample. Boston was eventually excluded from finni
consideration because, at the time sites were selected, there was still
major uncertainty on how long the Boston program could be funded. The
exclusion of Boston helped screen in Baltimore, which was also attractive
because it was a partial city site (it was desired thaE%one study site be a
partial city) and was thought to have dynamic leadership. The choice of
Cincinnati nver Detroit as the geographically central site was influénced
by the fact that Detroit was a partial:city site anq the partial city site
of Baltimore had already been selected.

The four YIEPP pilot sites chosen for the evaluation were not,
therefore, chosen to be closely representative, either of the YIEPP demon=
stration as a whole or of thes nation. How they, in fact, compared on the
dimensions of unemployment rate and racial composition is shown in Table
2.5. The four-site average is similar in unemployment rate to the national
average in 1977. However, the racial cbmposition of the sites varies to a
significant degree both within the four évaluation sites and in comparison
to the national average.

Generalizing from the results reported in subsequent chapters‘to
either the demonstration ox-ghe‘natibn as a whole, thereforé, should be
done cautiously, especially as tiizse results will be shown t¢ vary both
with local labor market conditiciis and for different racial groups. With
this in mind, the impact evaluation considers each pilot' site (or pilot/
comparison pair) on its own terms as revealing a great deal about what
happens when a program is introduced into a particularvenvironment.
Thrée—site or four-site aggregations are used mainly as the most straight~
forward way of expressing the average program impacts at the designated
evaluation sites. _

‘The selection of comparison sites was systematically aimed at
obtaining the closest possible match for each of the YIEPP sites chosen for

the evaluation. Pairs were matched on the following dimensions:

e Population
e Size of labor market

o Population growth, 1970-75

33.
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Table 2.5 YIEPP Evaluation gites Compared to YXZPEF Total and the Nation

-

——

Racial composition of

Site : Unemployment rate population
Baltimore ' c.3% (1976)2 15% white, 85% nonwhite (1977)
Cincinnati 7.08 (1977)° 72% white, z8% nonwhite (1970)
Denver 6.9% (1976)° 91% white, 93 nonwhite
17% Hispanic (1978)
Mississippi 4.2% (1977)c 60% white, 40% nm;uhite (1975)
YIEPP evaluation sites 7. 18 ' I

(unyeight:ed average)

Boston 9,.8% (‘|977)b 77% white, 22% nonwhite
18 other (7370)
Detroit 13.1% (‘|977)b 30% white, 70% nonwhite (1977)
King=-Snohomish 6.7% (1977)b 90% white, 10% nonwhite (1979)
d

Total non-study Tier I sites 8.8% ——
(unweighted average) .

Tier II sites (unweighted average) 9,.9% —
Tural program (unweighted average) B.6% -4

Ration 7.08 (1977) 89% white, 11% nonwhite (1970)
' 5% Hispanic .

Suurces: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (1977, Table 1)} uU.s.
Department of Commerce ( 1978); and U.S. Depsartment. of Labor (1%11).

—— e

#pates shown are for the city. -
bRates shown are for the prime sponsor area-.
cRat:es shown are for the state. 1

dNot: estimated.
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e Unemployment rate
e Labor market distribution of jobs
e High school dropout rate

e Ethnic distribution of population, particularly the
youth population

e Characteristics of the poverty ropulation

In Table 2.6, a number of these characteristics that are arrayed
for the pilot ard coméarison sites are relatively close. In Mississippi,
for example, the pilot and comparison sites hardly differed along any
measure except size. The size difference should not to be surprising,
given that more weight was attached to the match on ethnic mix, percent of
families below poverty, and unemployment rate, than on size of pepulation
and labor force. Particular attention was paid to the institutional and
procedural similarities of the match, particularly ag§ these applied to
school systems. »

The Cincinnati-~Louisvilie match—was—a good cne oﬁ p&?ulation
change, percent of families in poverty, ethnic mix,i -«tceni. of 16~ to
17-year—olds in school, unemployment rate, and labor mﬁ'%ef ﬁi&%ribution-é
although there were differences in the proportlon of ole ousths in SChool
(in 1970) and in size. The Bal=h~nv¢“”2eveland match was somewhat less
close, though still good. Both st ﬂuﬁllnlng industrial cities in the
eastern portion of the country Wi )uu«u«ntlal black populations and about
the same size labor forces, proporth.m,of families in poverty, and percent
of wruths in school. Baltimore, however, had a larger central city, a

W:siower rate of population decline and a higher black population, especially
in. the YIEPP target area. The only alternatrve as a comperison site,
however, was Washington, D.C., which was ruled;bpt because the government
sector so heavily dominates the labor force. ‘ihere were also differences
between Washington ©.C. and Baltimore in percent in poverty, school enroll-
ment, and the unemployment rate.

The Denver-Phoenix pair was an unsatisfactory-.match_in terms.of
both size of population and rate of growth. However, they are both young
sunbelt areas with very similar proportions of Hispanics (at least in

1970). The match was also not"entirely satisfactory on the unemployment

, | 35
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. Table 2.6, Selectﬂed‘charactermicn of the Pilot and Couparison Sites

Fan{lien with Parcent

Population money ncome  Percent Spanish Percent enrolled Unemlowent Poployment’

fopelation  change belov poverty black  surname in school, 1970 rate, 1977
July 1, 1975 15701975 level, 1969 1970 1970 16+17 18=19 S48A

Wholesale
Total Manufacturing & ratai} Govarnment

Denver 484,500 =59 9.4 1.0 168 894 2.8 5-9 610,200 15,7
Phoenix ‘ 664,700 12,9 8.8 10 W 860 8. 14 90,300 17
Cincinnat! 42,600 9.0 12,8 6 06 8.6 60.0 56 6,00 8.0
Loujsville 336,000 =Tt - 0.8 04 83 6.2 52 man  an
* Baltisore 851,700 = 600 1@.0 64 0.9 B 49,6 6.7 64,900 18,6
Clevelend 638,600 =149 145 38 1.9 86 46.8 549 - 580,906 '30.71
Kisalssippt piot” 167,200 2N 185 84 01 n wt 30 45
Wiaaisaippl Cmpuiwnb 195,000 L0 N3 63 01 m nal 71t 42,500 319
Inited States 213,030,000 4.8 L A TR N B F R w56, 2

i)

5

an

2.

a8

2.9

A0

N

18,2
18,3

[N}

TR

a.n
by
1.2

18.24

Y]

o’

=1

Hote: Unleas othernise noted, statistice in the above table are for the central clty or; for Mesiesippt, the cluster of countles,

9% aau.

b'ma Hisalusippl pilot counties are: Mdags, Claiborns, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne and Wilkingon, The Misslsslpps control
countien are: Clarke, Huzghrays, Laderdale, Sharkey, Suith and Washington.

®ror the six cities, reported eaploment {s for the SNSK for 1977 for the Missleuippl countles, employsent i measured ov those workers
covered hy Sorfal Security, by industry sector, ag of March 12, 1975, ‘

dDm are for ¢alendar year 19%,

- "&t;_;n for Ealandar year 1977,

Source: 1.8, Departnent cf Comnerce (1978); U.S. Department of Labor (1981) -»nd UsS Dwpartment of Labor (1981}
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rate. The school enrollment data were very similar. In any case, San
Jose, the closest alternative to Phoenix, was a much worse match. San Jose
was smaller, faster growing, locaﬁed in a different region, more heavily
Hispanic, and with a different schdol enrollment profile;

In addition to aréa matching, it is also important to match charac-
teristics of the sample members. Table 2.7 below shows basic demographic
information on the ana1y51s sample. '

The two rural MlSSlSSlppl site samples matched extremel» well,
particularly on ethnic mix,, age, school status in March, 1978, mean grade
attainment, marital status, énd‘parenthood- Mean family income in 1977 was
higher ip the comparison site, but both samples had lower “incomes than
their urban counterparts (except for Louisville). Both Mississippi samples
were also slightly younger, more school attached; and had less recent work
experience than sample youths at other sites. The one diffexence between
the two sites in Mississippi was that the comparison sample was strongly
dominated by female eligibles.

The Denver and Phoenix samples wére quite similar in sex composi-
tion, age, percént of time working,.mean grade attainment and parenthood.
They were also reasonably similar in March, 1978 school status and income.
The racial compositions of the two were not very similar, but they both
had a majority of Hispanics and together accounted for almost 95.percent of
the Hispénic eligibles in the analysis sample. The two site samples were
also similar in having more work experience, a higher rate of marriage, and
higher income than the eligibles at the other study sites.

The samples in Baltimore and <Cincinnati were both dominated by
black eligibles whose &ge, school status, marital status, and 1977 total
family income profiles witre very similar. Both sites had more school
attachment and a higher proportion of blacks than samples at the other
urban sites. The Baltimore sample, however, was_peavily female, and, as a
consequence, had less preprogram work experience and was more likely
to have children than the Cleveland sample.

The analysis sample match was least close in Cincinnati and Louis-
ville. Family income was reasonably simiiar, but in comparison to Louis-

ville, the analysis sample in Cincinnati had a higher proportion of blacﬁs,
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Table 2.7, Analysis Sample Characteristics of Pilot and Comparisonisiteaa

: - 8-site 6-aiteb
: Mississippi " Mississippl Total  Total Total  Total
Cenver Phoenix Cincinnati Louisville Baltimore Cleveland Pilot Comparison  Pilot Comparison Pilot Comparison

Race: ’ .
White 1©®.2 20,5¢ 6.0 KR} 4. 12,08 1.4 10,4y 11,08 19.9% 10.2% 19.6%
~ Black 30.8% 18,4\ 82.9% 68.2% 94.3\ Bb. 1% 86.6% 89,24 78.8% 70,4 89.0% 9.3
Hispanic 55.00 61,1y 0.9 0.4% 1,08 1.9% 0.0% 0.4% 10,28 9N 0.8% 0.9%
Sex: . ‘ : : _
Male 8.1 46.0V AN BN 44.8% 49.24 51.8¢ 4.4 46,4\ 46.0v 46.0% 46.0%
Fezals SILV 540V 5650 53w 55,24 50.8¢ 48,24 58,69 53.60  54.00 54,00 54.00
Age, June 1978: .
15 17.00 23.9% 20.9% 14T 20.3% 19.7% 20,9 16.2% 20.0% 1.8 20.6% 16.6%
16 32.9v  28.8y I3 BN 29.2¢ 2.0 WUy 38.5¢ NN BN 31.0v 4.5
Ry 25,18 6.1 24,60 21,3 239 26,30 2.1y 26,54 24,9¢ 2.5 24.9% 4.
18 14.2% 10.38 3.8 15.8% 15.9% 1N 1.4y 1.9 14.0v 12,9 . 14,00 13.3
19 10.8% 10.9% 10.1% 14.5¢ 10.7% 10.8% 6.4% 6.8% 9.8¢ .24 9,5 1.3
School status,
‘March 1978;
In school 7138 65.4 76,98, 6.5 80.7% 83.68 83.5¢ 81.8% 78.6% 72,8y 80.0v Y1)

!

lNot in school 28.7v 34,60 2.0 N5 19.3% 16. 4% 16, 5% 18,2 A28 20,00 25,9

Worked at all,
January 1977

March 1978:
Worked 60,68 63,20 SI.Q\ 40.8% 1.5 6.4y 0.1 4.4 48.9¢ 0.0 . 9.1
Percent time
vorking,
January 1977~
March 1978; 21,88 22.0v 17.8¢ 13.00 10.71% 17.9% 5.08 LRI L YR T P9 [ 15. 24 2.40 14.0%
Mean grade ]
attained; 9.8 9.7 9.2 10,2 9.3 9.7 9.9 9.8 9!5 9.5 9.4 9"1
Marital statusy,
March 1976; ‘
'Harried 203\ 5.4 0.9 3.5 0.8 003\ 1N 138 1.0% 2.5 0,8y 2.08
Separated or
divorced 1,00 0.0 0.9% 0.9y 0.1% 0.08 1.8 0.0 0.6% 0.3 0.6% 0.4%
~Never married 96.7%  94,6% 9.2 95.6% 99.6% 99,7 97.2% 98. 7% 98.4% 97.2v 98,60 - 97.60
Number of
children,
March '1978;
0. 88.7% B9 M 85,64 79.4% 83.5% 90,24 89. 2% 86,5V 8618 85.4%  85.5% N
1 10.18 9.4 .44 16.0% a1 19y 8.2% 10,18 11.6% 2.1 12,08 12,84
2 1YL 118 2.5 2.4 1.8¢ 1.6 2.6% YAl 2,08 Y 2.8 2.0
b Y] n.0% 0.0% 0.% 0.2% 0.8 018 0.0% 0N 0.3% 02 0.3% 0.3%
Mean family
income for '
1977 $5,796 55,365  $5,1m $5,170 55,402 $5,349 §4,696 §5,212  $5, 18 $5,274  $5,159 - §5,244
N ! 48 185 692 456 1060 n 539 297 2,18 1,255 2,291 1,070

P—

a . .
The V4'a&blvu v b tabbe pef bt byseline charactorsties of the analysis sample. E) 23




was slightly younger and more attached to school in March, 1978. These
youths also had more prior work experience, the lowest mean grade attain-
ment of the sites (Louisville had the hiéhest), and were less likely
to be married.

The four-site pairs were, thus, reasonably similar along severi .
though not always the same, dimensions. They were not, however, identical,
and the inevitable differences that remain have to be adjusted forx in théw
analysis so that the results do, in fact, reflect differences attributable
to the YIEPP treatment. The results reported in the rest of this repor£
are thus regression-adjusted estimates. N

In Chapters 4 and 5, for example, all the results labeled "program
effects" were obtained in the following manner: A regression model was
estimated using the sample of youths from both pilot and comparison sites
who were eligible for participation in YIEPP (or, in the case of comparison
sites, would have been eligible if a program had been operating there).
The outcome measure--for example, the employment/population ratio--was
specified as a-function of three sets of variables. The first set included
such demOgraéﬁzé variables as age, race, and sex. The second set contained
person-specific variables related to the outcome measure. For example, in
the case of tne employment/population ratio, a person's preprogram employ-
ment/population ratio would be used. The third set included a constant and
a site variable that equalled one if the youth lived in a pilot site and
zero otherwise. Program effects were estimated by the coeii” - - on the
0-1 pilot site variable. This method controls'for differences in the other
variables (e.g. age, race, sex, preprogram employment/population ratio
etc.). Results of such analyses are presented . in this report as "regres-

sion édjusted“ findirigs.1

1In‘the example of the employment/population ratio in the fall of 1979,
the estimated program effect is adjusted for differences between the sites
in 1977 in the demographic variables and employment/population ratios.
The coefficient on the pilot site variable measures the average differ-
ence in the outconie measure between youths in the pilot and comparison
sites, controlling for differences in the other variables in the regres-
sion equation. Using lagged values of the outcome variable is particu-
larly important to the goal of reducing, site effects that can be won-

ks S )
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Attrition from the Baseline Longitudinal Sample

The analysis sample of 4,033 youths, on which this report is based,
is 38 percent smallei than the baseline longitudinal sample of 6,501. As
noted above, this attrition is principally -due to nonresponse in the
Wave II and Wave III surveys (32.8 percent), soﬁe of which was caused by
the elimination of some interviewgd sample meﬁbers fror: :he analysis frame
because they had moved out of the evaluatien areas (5.2 percent). Whi, @
this attrition caused some changes in the composi;ign of the sample, tests
for attrition bias generally indicated that ‘there either was no bias
or that the bias may have resulted in some (small) understatement of
program effect. '

As illustrated in Table 2.8, the sample became somewhat younger,
blacker, and more female over time. This is é consequence of the fact that
the longitudinal response was poorest in Denver and‘Phoenix (heaVily
Hispanic, with more than an average proportion of white youths). Longi-
tudinal response has been best in Mississippi and Baltimore (where blacks
were most heaVily represented and where séﬁples were slightly younger and
more female than the average). The different longitudinal response rates
by site also' caused the distribution of the saPple to alter across sites.
Baltimore, Louisville, and the two Mississippf sites gained, while Denver,
Phoenix;>éiﬁéihﬁé£i, and Cleveland lost. The pilot-comparison ratio of the
sample, however, did not change noticeably. In the longitudinal baseline
sample, 68.4 percent of the youths were at pilot sites; the comparable
percentage of the analysis sample was 68.9 percent.1

The énalysis sample was somewhat more attached to school in March,
1978, than the baseline longitudinal sample and had slightly less prior
work experience. - The diffefence in each case, however, was modest: Grade
attainment (both its mean and distribution) and childbearing behavior were

virtually identical for the two samples.

founded with program effects. - To--the extent, for example, that unem=-
ployment rates are consistently diffsrent between pilot and comparison
sites, these differences in aggregate demand would be reflected in pre=
program employment/population ratios and, therefore, adjusted for in the
estimates. of program effects. '

1See Bafclay et al, (1979: Chapter 3). -
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Table 2.8. Characteristics of Baseline Longitudinal
and Analysis Samples

- Baseline o
X longitudinal " Analysis
Characteristic cs . sample sample
Race:
White 17.2% 13.7%
Black S 69.9% 76.2%
Hispanic : 12.8% 10.1%
Sex:
Male 49.2% 46.3%
Female 50.8% 53.7%
Age as of
June 1978:
15 14.7% : 19.3%
16 . 30.6% 33.0%
17 ‘ 26.9% 24.8%
18 o - 15.7% 13.7%
19 oo 12. 1% 10.2%
site: \
Denver 16.0% 12.1%
“hoenix 6.8% 4.6%
Cincinnati : 18.8% ©17.2%
Louisville g 9.9% 11.3%
Baltimore 22.9% 26.3%
Cleveland 8.3% 7.9%
Mississippi Pilot 10.9% 13.3%
Mississippi
Comparison 6.4% 7.3%
School status
as of March
- 1978: -
In school 72.6% 76.8%
‘Out of school 27.4% - 23.2%
Highest grade
attained, June
1978: .
48 i 24.0% 24.3%
9 23.0% 22.1%
10 22.5% 22.5%
11 . 30.2% 30.8%
212 or GED 0.3% . 0.3%
Percent time
working, January :
1977-March, 1978: 15.8%  14.4%
Mean grade
attained, June - A
1978: o 9.49 . 9.44
. Children: D :
. Yes . 14.4% 14.1%
No - : 85.6% .. B5.9%
N ] , ) 6,501 5 4,033

_ 3For more detailed statistics on this original sample, see
— - .Barclay, et al. (1979: cChapter 3).
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Whether changes in fhe sample composition may have affected impact
estim?tes is a testable hypothesis. Attrition bias may be estimated, as
mentiohed, by ﬁsing data from the sample of wave II nonrespondents who were
interviewed inbwavebIII. The effects of this attrition have been noted
above. The specific analysis of attrition bias as it affects estimates of

participation, schooi enrollment, employment and labor force participation

is presented in Appendix C to this volume.

Program Eligibles

_ “Méﬁémdyhamics of eligibility, and how this report deals with:them
are complex and worthy of attention. Indeed, fundamental to an understand-
ing of this evaluation is a clear comprehension of what is meant by the
term "eligible“ youth and an awareness of the difference between eligibles
and longitudinal sample members.

A stratified random sample of eligibles was selected early in 1978.
This encompassed youths from iow income or welfare families, 15- to 19~
years old, residing in a program target area or defined comparison ares:,

who had not yet graduated from high school. Sample members were followed

‘Over time with successive survey waves, even though their eligibility.

status may have changed. For example, sample members who were less than 16

years old at baseline were not yet eligible for YIEPP, but aged into
eligibility. As they did so, the size of the program gligible populatzbn

in the sample increased. Also, some youths, over time, moved out of

»Program'siteg or designate@_cdmpatison areas, becoming ineligible for that
.reason, althéugh the Remote Movers Survey continued to collect data on

them. This;kind of geographic movement, however, reduced the size of the

sample 'eligible population. Finaily, since high school graduatioh or
becoming 20 yeérs'old‘made a youth ineligible for YIEPP, both graduation
and aging further reduced the size of the eligible population in the
sample.1 The nﬁﬁber'of eliéibles in the sample,.tﬁus, changed constantly

over time.
&

1There are‘;hree limitations to a literal application of the program
definition of eligibility to the evaluation. First, one of the study
sites--Baltimore~-had .a target area that did not encompass the entire
city. Movement of residency of sample members between the target area’
~and the nontarget area in-Baltimore is not detected in the survey. It
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The data base used In this report'eﬁbompasses all sample members
who completed local field interviews in each of the first three survey

waves.1 Different proportions of these youths were eligible for YIEPP at

different points in time, depending upon age and high school graduation.

For example, Table 2.9 shows the size and basic characteristics of the
eligible sample members at several poiﬁts since the spring of 1978. The
numbers presented in this table adjust for aging in, aging out, graduating,
and moving out of YIEPP program eligibility.

The first observation of interest in Table 2.9 is the fluctuation
in the number of eligibles in the sample. Eligibles increased in number
through the fall of 1978, with very little drop-off in the spring of 1979.
During this period, sample members who were less than 16 at baseline aged
into the sample. There was little aging or graduating out, since ybuths
who had graduated or turned 20 by June, 1978, had already been eliminated
from the sample after baseline. At the peak, in the fall of 1978, over 95
percent of the Wave III analysis sample was eligible. Afterlthe“spring of

1979, however, the number of eligibles declined regularly, as a function

is, therefore, possible that some youths in the Baltimore sample became
ineligible by dint of residence, but are not considered such in the
evaluation. Available evidence suggests that movement of this sort was
trivial. Second, since the sample was selected at one point in time, it
missed youths who may have become eligible later. This could happen in
two ways. First youths who were 14 and under in the spring of 1978 were
not sampled. Some became eligible for YIEPP late during the period of
program operations. Second, youths who may have moved into a designated
sample area after the sample was drawn are not included. Finally, family
income was only gathered during the baseline. Thus, it is possible that
youths who were eligible at baseline became ineligible because of family
income changed sometime after the spring of 1978. To the degree that this
occurred, it is not detected in the evaluation. Equally undetected is
income movement in the opposite direction. Youths who were ineligible on
"income grounds at baseline, but may have later become eligible because of
income, were not sampled. While the magnitude of these movements cannot
be quantified, we believe that ncne of them could substantially affect the
results contained herein.

1The analysis sample thus encompasses 85 percent of the sample of 4,749
who completed Wave III. It does not include 338 remote movers, who will
be examined as part of post~program impact analysis. It also does not
include 378 wWave II nonrespondents with whom interviews were completed in
wave III. These two groups, are, however, included in the analysis of
attrition bias presented in this volume.
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Table 2.9. Program Eiigibles, Spring 1978 -~ Summer 1980

Spring Summer  Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer
1978 1978 1978 - 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980

Number of \
_eligibles : 3,118 3,428 3,840 3,759 3,377 3,037 2,890 2,403

Percent of Wave III
‘analysis sample (4033) 77.3% = 85.0% 95.2% . 93.2% . 83.7% 75.3% 71.7% 59.6%

Pilot sites 68.4%  68.5% 69.1% 69.3%  69.9%  69.4%  69.2%  70.1%
Comparison sites 31.6%  31.4%  30.9% 30.7%  30.1% 30.6% 30.8%  29.9%
Sex: .
Male 45.9%  46.6% 46.3%  46.4%  47.3%  48.2% 48.1%  48.8%
" Female 54.1%  53.4% 53.7% 53.6%  52.7% 51.8% 51.9%  51.2%
Race: ‘ .
White 14.3%  14.0% 13.7%  13.5%  13.0%  13.4%  13.1%  12.9%
Black - . 75.7%  76.0% 76.0% 76.4%  76.6% 76.2%  76.4%  76.1%
Hispanic 10.08  10.08  10.3%  10.1%  10.4%  10.4%  10.5%  11.0%

Age at the time:

16 43.6%  37.9%  38.4% 26.5%  16.2%  6.8%  1.1% 0.7%
17 ' 29.6%  31.0% 30.5% 33.1%  36.9% 42.7% 33.7%  20.0%
18 .~ 16.2%  17.7%  18.3%  24.2%  27.0% 28.9%  36.0%  43.1%
19 10.6%  13.4%  12.8%  16.2%  19.9%  21.6%  29.2%  36.2%




“‘cf aging, graduating, or movingIOut of eligibility, and the fact tha{ the .
sample no lenger contained many youths who were aging into eligibility.
Thus, by the summer of 1980, less thén 60 percent of the analysig sample
was still eligible, and by the summer of 1981, it is uniikeiy that much
more than 20 to 25 percent of tke analySis sample wWas still eligible.
Since the final analysis f YIEPP focuses on postprogram impécts, however,
most of the sample can bi¢ included in that analysis.

The eligible sample size pattern is mirrored by the changlng age
‘profile of eligibles. Through the fall of 1978, a majorlty of the eligi-
bles (between 68.9 and 73.2 percent, depending on the time) were 16 or 17.
As time passed, the age of the eligible sample population . increased such
that, by the summer of 1980, almost 80 percent of the remaining eligibles
were at least 18.

In other key respects, the composition of the eligibles has changed
only slightly. In the spring of 1978, 68.4 percent of the eligibles were
at pilot sites. Two and one-third years later, pilot sites contained
70.1 percent of the remaining eligibles, a negligible change. The eligible
sample became slightly more male over time, but again the change is margi-
nal. The racial composition of £he eligible sample was very stable over
time, th0ugh the white proportion dropped a bit. Overall, the eligikle -
population remained remarkably stable since the spring of 1978 on the basic

demographic characteristics of sex, race, and site.

Summary . | ' .

’ The design for this evaluation is bhased upon a comparison of
eiigibles at the four YIEPP pilot sites and four comparison sites, relying
on longitudinal data from those sample members (4,033) who completed local
field questionnaires (LFS) in three successive waves of interviews: the
spring of 1978 (Baseline), the fall of 1979 (Wave 17) and the fall of 1980
(Wwave III). The pilot and comparison sites aitd samples match, on the
whole, relatively well, increasing covfldence that estimates based upon
pilot-comparison differences are not confounded by other effects. The
models that produce these estimates further control for, and thus net out,
differences in demographic and key site variables. while there has been

attrition in the sample since baseline, bias due to attrition does not
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alteszignificantly the estimétes presented in this report. Characteris-
ticstéf the sample of youths for this evaluation show that YIEPP was well
,targeted on those likely to experience the problems it was desigied to
address. Almost seven—-eighths of the sample was composed of minority
youths, a much higher proportion thgn the national probability sample of
youths and of low income youths reflected in the NLS. As such, the YIEPP
target group is extremely vulnerable to the complex problems of high
unemployment rates, smaller earnings, and underachievement in education

discussed in Chapter 1.

Wﬁile school.attachment (as of March, 1978) was not below national
norms, this is probably a result of the fact that the YIEPP sample was
younger than average, due to the YIEPP eligibility criteria. Grade attain-
ment, however,-was behind national norms, falling further behind as age of
the youths increéased. Last, there was an unusually high incidence of
childbeariﬁgwémong sample members, a phenomenon which undoubtedly exacer-

bates the difficulty of educational progress and employment for this

group.
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CHAPTER 3

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Introduction

In programs where sufficient funds are available to serve all
eligibles, as was in principle true for YIEPP, the extent and composition

of program participation takes on more than usual importance. Which youths

"are employed in YIEPP jobs and the pattern of their subsequent program

experiences are key determinants of program impacts. Participation pat--
terns also determine program costs. In our previous“analysis (Farkas et
al. (1980: Chapter 2)) we found that YIEPP participetion varied across
sites, over time, and by individﬁal characteristics. 1In particular,
in-school youths were more likely than ‘school dropouts, and not employed
youths were more likely than employed youths, to participate;in YIEPP.
These and relsted findings are an important aid in comprehending the
mechanisms underlying the.program impacts on school and work reported in
Chapters 4 through 6 below. In this chapter we extend the analysis of
partiCipation to the two and one-half years of full-scale YIEPP operations.
The discussion here complements the discussion in the 'MDRC Implementation
Reports (Diaz et al. (1982)), and definitively summarizes our partiCipation-
results for the period of YIEPP operations from the spring of 1978 to the
summer of 1980.

In this evaluation we are studying data from four of the seven Tier
I YIEPP sites. Of course, both local conditions and program implementation
success varied across these sites.. As summarized in Lhapter ‘1, the MDRC
implementation studies suggest that Denver iran a relatively poor YIEPP
program, Baltimore ran an effective program, and Cincinnati and Mississippi
fell between these extremes. As we shall see, participation and other

site-specific findings strongly support this ranking.

Measuring Program Participation

YIEPP had four eligibility rules=-=the participating youth must
reside in a program area, must be between 16 and 19 yeérs of age, and must

not have graduated from high school or completed the GED, and family income
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must be below the poverty level. (See Chapters 1 and 2 ébove.) In this
report we restrict attention to youths wvho completed all three waves of the
196a1 field survey in order to maintain a complete and consistent longitud-
inal data set for the anaiysis sample. While this results in differenti&l
attritionbfbr each time perioa analyzed and somewhat smaller sampie sizes,
we conducted tests for attrition bias1, which indicated that sample éize
redaction was too small to affect the statistigal precision of our esti-
mates. We then further restricted attention to program-eligible youtls on
a peribd—by-period basis, separately for each season; from the spxing of
1978 through the summer of 1980. Oniy youths who were incomém aﬁd loca-
tion—eligible at the time of the screening interview in the spring of 1978
'and who had not graduated from high school by the summer Of 1978 were
included in the survey sample. In the analyses for this report we also
eliminated youths who subsequently moved out of the progrém (or comparison
site) area,2 plus those who were ineligible due to age or high school
graduation on a period-by-period basis- That is, we "aged" youths into and
out of eligibility separately by period,3 and youths "graduatgd" out cf
eligibility in the period following the one in which they recgived a high
school diploma or its equivalent. This restriction of the study sample to
program eligibles is more elaborate than the effort ‘undertaken in our
previous report, so that the results reported here supercede previous
findings-. ;

Program participants are defined as youths holding a YIEPP job for

at least two weeks.4 We do not count as participants youths who enrolled

1In order to test for potential bias due to sample attrition, we also
analyze data from an "attrition sample" of youths who failed to respond
to Wave II of the local field survey, and were then found and administered
Waves II and III at a later date. These results are discussed as appro-
priate in the text; the underlying calculations are reported in Appendix C.

2'I‘hat is, youths who moved sufficiently far from their city or town of
residence to receive a "remote movers" questionnaire.

k] - . s .
“Youths aged 15 or less in the spring of 1978 became eligible in the
period during which they reached age 16; older youths became ineligible
in the period following the one in which they turned 20.

4For a description of the survey methodology used to identify YIEPP jobs,
see Farkas et al. (1980: p. 12 and Appendix A2). ’
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but for some reason neve;%worked at a program job for the minimum period.
These individuals never’fecei@ed the basic YIEPP treatmeﬁt, a program job.
Therefore, the program is unlikely to have had any impact on their behav- |,

ior.

Program Participation Rates

This s€ction reports program participation rates, defined as the
percent of program eligibles ever holding a program job for at least two
weeks during a particular analysis périod. This measure is identical to
that employed in our previous report (Farkas et al. 1980: Chapter 2),
and where time periods overlap, our results are generally close to the
findings reported there.1 in addition, these methods yield program
participation levels which are consistent with data' from the YIEPP manage-
ment information system (EIS).2 .

Program Participation, Separately by Period. Table 3.1 displays

estimates of program participation rates for youths in the study sample
during each of the periods of full-scale program operations# Of course,
fhe age distribution and other characteristics of these youths change over
time, but the sample was fully representative of the eligible population at
the time i% was selected in the spring of 1978, as wéll as during the
remainder of 1978 and the beginning of 1979, when 15-year~old sample
members were aging into eligibility. Further, by restricting attention to
youths aged 15 to 16 in the spring of 1978(~énd following their behavior.
for the two and one half year period, Sub;;éﬁént ahalysis (Table 3.2) will
permit examination of tﬁé participation pattern exhibited by a cohort of
youths as it Aged through the program. This, then, will yield estimates of
participation that - most closely represent what one would observe in an

ongoing national program.

1Smail remaining differences are due to data cleaning and changes in the

study sample. In this report we restrict attention to youths who com=-
pleted three waves of the local field survey, and focus more elaborately
than in previous work on those youths who were eligible for YIEPP during
each analysis period. '

2See Appendix A, Table A3.1 and Farkas et al. (1980: Appendix A2, pp-.
131-132). Note that the EIS comparison is a test of the reliability of
local field survey self-reports, rather than a methodology for deter-
mining participation-
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Table 3.1. Program Participation Rates by Site and Pericd .

Qumulative:

Spring 1978 . : o . .

through Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer

Summer..1980 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980

All sites . 56. 2 a 24.8 33.4 34.4 37.8 38.8 30.0‘ 32.1 28.4
(2,778)" (2,13%2) (2,353) (2,652) . (2,605) (2,362) (2,107) (2,000) (1,685)

Denver 38.8 16.9 24.7 23.2 25.0 25,2 15.1 *.1 12.5
(487) (384) (433) (475) (452) (425) (372) - (357) (319)
Cincinnati . 49.3 14.0 22.4 28.1 30.4 31.7 23.1 26. 1 26.31
) (692) {527%) (577) (658) (649) (600) {541) (509) -~ (461)
Baltimore 68.8 41.8 45.3 45.5 50.1 50.0° 42.1 43.2 39.0
(1,060) (815) (894) (1,002) (988) (926) (794) (759) (664)

Mississippi 56.2 12.1 32.3 31.1 34.7 38.2 29.0 3.7 24.5
(539) (412) (449) (517) (516) (411) (400) {375) (241)

Note: Throughout this chapter, the sample includes youths whe have completed all three waves of the Local Field Survey

in all four pilot sites- See Chapter 2 for further details.
ever holding a program job for at least two weeks
are defined as being program-eligible in a particular per
have not graduated from high school or received the GED.

rosidential eligibility requirements as of the spring of 1978.

;aNumber of eligible youths.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

104

divided by the number ever eligible in each period.
iod if (1) they are age 16 through 19 and (2) they
All youths in the sample met the family income and-

The participation rate is the number of youths
Youths
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First, hgwever, we focus on . Table 3.1, which.indicates participa-

tion levels at different points in time, as well as inte:sitévdifferences

in these levels. The first column of the ﬁable shows cumulatiﬁe partici-

pation rates--the percent of. (ever eligible) sample members who held a
YIEPP job for at least two,weeks.b Among 2,778 sample members responding to
three waves of the local field survey, 56.2 percent pérticipated in YIEPP
at some time. This is a weighted (by site sample size) average of 68.8
percent in Baltimofe, 56.2 percent ih Mississippi, 49.3 percent in Cincin-
nati, and 38.8 percent in Denver. These ‘are high participation rates, and
suggest that the program achieved significant visibility and some impor-
tance for a lafge percgntﬁge of target population youths. They also lend
support>to a key premise of the program, that many target population youths
wish to work but in the absence of YIEPP are unable to find jobs at the
minimum wage. |

Also important in this table is tbe“low participation in Denver.
This is at least partly due to poor program implementation in.fhis site
and the fact that intake ceased June, 1979 (see Chapter 1). 'These factors
are important determinants of the low or nonexistent program effects on
schooling and employment reported for this site in Chaptg;s 4 and 5 below.

Thus, discussion of the special circumstances surrounding Denver will recur
AL prS,

e

throughout the analysis.

Reading across the first row of Table 3.1, we find period-specific

rates rising from 24.8 percent in the spring of 1978 to a high of 38.8

percent in the summer of 1979, and falling thereafter to 28.4 percent.in

. the summer of 1980. This pattern is largely due to the aging of the

sample, although variations in program administration over time also play

some role. The pattern over time is similar across sites, with period-

‘specific rates rising to a peak in the summer of 1979, and declining

thereafter in each site. Relative site participation rates are generallf

stable over time, with Baltimore showing the highest rates, usually fol=-"

lowed in order by Mississippi, Cincinnati, and Denver .

The Effect of Sample Attrition. It is useful to assess the effect

of sample attrition on these results. This can be done through study of

the attrition sample data. As described in Chapter 2, these data were
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‘collected by restricting attention to Hispanics in Denver/Phoenix and

blacks in Baitimore/Cleveland, and undertaking special efforts. to locate

youths who dropped from Wave II of the survey. The resulting attrition

 sample was administered both Wave II and Wave III interviews at a 1aterx

date. Progfam participetion rates for these and-matching youths who -
completed all three survey waves are reported in Appendix C, Table C2.1.

In all cases, program participation rates are estlmated to be lower
for the attrition sample than for youths who completed all three waves of
the local field survey. Among Hispanic youths in benver, 36.9 percent of
local field survey sample.members participated in YIEPP at some time,
whereas for the matched attrition sample, the rate was 18.7 perceht. Since
sample attrition was high in Denver,'the estimated participation rate in

the absence of attrition (a weighted average of these two rates) is 27.8

_survey rate. However, the participation pattern over time is the same for

the two samples. .

Black youths from the Baltimore attrition eample also.show lower
rates than those for the comparable analysis sample, but here the dis-
crepancy is smaller. Cumulative program participation rates are 70.5
percent for the local field survey, and 61.7 percent for the attrition
sample. When these are combined with the lower Baltimore sample attrition
rate, the estimated participation rate in the absence of attrition is 68.4°
percent, a decline of only 2.1 percentage points from the local' field
survey rate.‘ Again, the time pattern;is similar in the two samples. Since
it is the Baltimore rather than the Dénver experience which was typical of
data collection as a whole (see Jerrett et al. 1982); we are confident that
although correction for attrition somewhat lowers estimated participation,
it does not disturb the overall finding of high YIEPP participation.

Program Participation by Cohort. Table 3.2 displays participation

rates separately for sample members aged 15 to 16 and those aged 17 to 20
on June 1, 1978. This is useful because -the beh2vior of the 15- to 16-

year-old cohort suggests the pattern that would be observed as successive

52
1ne



."Table 3.2. Program Participation Rates by Cohort and Period

) Cumulative:
Spring 1978 ) o ) )
through Spring Summer . Fall Spring © Summer Fall Spring Summer
Summer 1980 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 . 1979 1980 1980
Agé‘in June 1978:
. 15-16 65.8 a 128.4 36.0 35.6 41.0 44.1 36.5 38.8 33.0
(1,435) (789) (1,032) (1,377) (1,413) (1,368) (1,322) . (1,318) (1,191)
17-20 46.0 22.7 31.4 33.1 34.0 31.6 18.9 19.1 17.4
(1,343) (1,343) (1,321) (1,275) (1,192) (994) .{785) (682) 2 1494)

See note to Table 3.1.

2Number of eligible youths.

O
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cohorts aged through an ongéing national program.1 For this group, the

cumulative participation rate is 65.8 percent, 9.6 percentage points higher

than the cumulative rate for the total analysis sample shown in Table 3.1. .

This higher wvalue is a tmﬁter estimate of the true "longitudinal“ iéte
experienced'by‘térget population youths in an on—goingvnatioﬁal program.
Each period-specific rate for this group also ‘reflects these elevated
participation levels, but the time pattern is as before, rising to a peak
during Summer, 1979, and declining’thereafter. The peak occurs when these
youths are 16 to 17 years of age, supporting previous findings and program
MIS results suggesting that YIEPP is most attractive to younger indi-
viduais.

Not surprisingly, participation is lower for the 17- to 20-year-old
cohort, a significant peicentagelof whom have dropped out of school and/or
found non-YIEPP employment. The much higher rates for the 15- to 16-year~-
old cohort are ﬁost'appropriate for generalizing to a potential national
program. These rates leave the qualitative impressions of Table 3.1
unchanged-—demand.for and participation in YIEPP was very high among target

population youths.

Program Participation by Sex, Race, and Cohort. The first column

of Table 3.3 shows cumulative participation rates for sex and race groups.

Females were slightly more likely than males to participate in the program
(57.1:percent versus 55.3 percent), and blacks (63.4 percentffgg;g much
more likely to participate than Hispanics (38.3 percent) or whites (21.5
percent). However, since almost all Hispanics were in Dénver, participa-

tion 'rates for this group are confounded with the Denver site effect.

In the full race/sex breakout, black females show the highest

participation rate (64.8 percent) followed by black males (61.7 percent),
Hispanic females (39.3 percent), Hispanic males (37.0 percent), white males
(24.1 percent) and white females (19.4 percent). These results are consis-
tent with the observafion that in the absence of federal assistance,
minority and female youths experience the greatest difficulty finding

employment.

1In Appendix A, Table A3.3 these data are used to estimate annual program
participation in an ongoing program, thereby providing results which can
be used to estimate the costs of a potential national steady state pro-
gram. ‘

2For period-specific rates for these groups, see Appendix A, Table A3.2.
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Table 3.3. Program Participation Rates
(Spring 1978 - Summer 1980) by Cohort,
Race and Sex

-

All - Youths age 15 to Youths age 17 to
youths 16 in June 1978 20 in June 1978
Male 55.3 a 65.9 ’ 44.3
(1,290) (656) (634)
- Female 57.1 65.7 47.5
(1,488) (779) (709)
White .21.5 31.8 11.2
- (303) (151) (152) -
Black 63.4 72.5 : 53.4
(2,190) (1, 147) (1,043)
Hispanic 38.3 47.5 : 29.7
(285) (137) (148)
White male 24.1 37.7 . 9.4
(133) (69) : (64)
White female 19.4 26.8 - 12.5
(170) (82) (88)
Black male 61.7 71.3 51.4
(1,022) (530) -(492)
Black female 64.8 ° 73.4 55.2
(1,168) (617) (551)
Hispanic male’ 37.0 49.1 28.2
© (135) (57) : (78)
Hispanic female 39.3 . 46.3 31.4
© (150) (80) (70)

See note to Table 3.1.

%Number of eligible youths.
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The second column of this table shows similar participation pat-
terns across sex/race groups for the 15~ to 16~year-old cohort. The
principal difference 1is that rates for the younger cohort are shifted
upward by 9 to 10 percentage points. Rates for the older cohort are
shifted downward, typically by a like amount.

Table 3.4 presents regressionfadjusted estimates of the net gffects
of site, cohort, sex, and race; for each of these variables the effects of
the others are (statistically) removed, and fitted participation rates are
shown as the variable in question chahges value and the remaining variables
are held constant at their sample means. The key point here ié;that the
15~ to 16-year-old cohort shows almost no change in its participation rate
after statistical adjustment, which gives further emphasis to the repreéen-
tativeness of its behavior in an ongoing national piogram.

The remaining results of Table 3.4 simply reinforce findings from
the unadjusted rates of Table %.3. Females are more likely to parﬁicipate
than males (56.7 percent versus 55.5 peréent), blacks are more likelyvthap
Hispanics, Hispanics are more likely than whites (61.5 percent versus 48.5
percent versus 24.4 percent), and.the sex/race categories show rates
similar yo their unadjusted values.

‘frggram Participation by Sex and Family Status. Table 3.5 shows

the effect of family status on YIEPP;participatiQn. This table is con-
structed as follows. First, for the period of the spring of 1978 to the
sumﬁer of 1979, we identify those females who were (a) living with neither
natural parent, (b) married, or (c) had their own children at the beginning
of thé period. (These categories are not mutually exclusive.) Thén,
restrictiﬁg attention to program eligible youths, we calculate program
participation rates for all females, and for.females in each of these
categories. These calculations are repeated for males. Finally, the
entire set of calculations (including recalculation of family status at the
beginning of the period) is repeated for the period of the fall of 1979 to
the summer of 1980. . .

We find that each of the statuses-~living with neither natural
parent, married, or having children--depresses YIEPP participation. The
strongest depressive effect is associatéd with marriage, which reduces

YIEPP participation rates from the 35 to 50 percentage point range down to
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Table 3.4. Adjusted Program Participation Rates

Cumul ative:
Spring 1978
through

Summer 19280

Denver 46.3*%*
Cincinnati . ) 49.6%*
Baltimore (reference group) 65.5

Mississippi ‘ 55, 1%*

Age in June 1978:

15-16 65.6%%

17-20 (reference group) . 46.1
Male (reference group) 55.5
Female ) 56.7
White 24.4%*
Black (reference grcup) 61.5
Hispanic - © 48.5%%
White male T 26.9%*
White female : 22.5*%
Black male (reference group) 60.2
Black female : : 62.8
Hispanic male . 48.3**
Hispanic female ' | 48.7**

Note: The probability of ever participating from Spring 1978 through Summer
1980 was estimated as a function of site, cohort, sex, and race. Pre-
dicted participation rates for each characteristic are calculated at the
overall sample mean values of the other characteristics. See Appendix B

; for the parameter estimates and sample means.

¥ ¥
Participation rates for these groups are significantly different from

the rate for the reference group at the 5 percent significance level.
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Table 3.5. Program Participation Rates by
Sex, Family Status and Period

Spring 1978 Fall 1979

Sex and family status ag through ) through
the start of the period Summer 1979 Summer 1980
Female: Sj.9 b Lo "38.8
(1,481) (1,090)
Living with neither - 40.5 24.3
natural parent (190) (214) .
Married 12.5 9.5
(40) . (42)
Has own children 36.6 | 27.2
(328) (361)
Male: 49.1 35.1
(1,284) (1,017)
Living with neither 45.1 ~22.8
natural parent (122) (123)
Married : 0 7.4
(7) (14)
Has own children 50.0 21.6
(8) - (74)

See note to Table 3.1.

aFamily status is determined as of the spring of 1978 for the Spring
1978 - Summer 1979 period and as of the fall of 1979 for the Fall
1979 - Summer 1980 period.

bNumber of eligible youths.
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zero to 12 percentage points. These results occur for both males and
females, which supports the credibility of the finding despite the small
sample sizes involved.

Living with neither natural parent and having one's own children
depress participation by similar amounts. For females, they each decrease
participation by approximately 13 percentage points in both periods. For
males, neither decrease participation much in the earlier period, but both’
decreasé it approximately 13 percentage points in the later period. Of

course, these results are based on simple tabulations and are, therefore

. suggestive rather than definitive. In conjunction with previous findings,

they portray YIEPP as most attractive to younger individuals, still living
as minors prior to their transition to adulthood. This is consistent with
the YIEPP offer'of entry level employment, paying no more than the minimum
wage. '

Program Participation by School and Work Status in the Previous

Period. Table 3.6 .displays period-specific program participation rates
according to whether the youth was enrolled in school and not employed,
employed at a nonprogram job, or-employed at a program job in the previous
period. The counté for the,cells of this table follow a pattern explained
by Ehe obéervation that youths are very unlikely to be in school, and more
than usualiy likely to be employed during the summer. Thus, during each
fall most observations are in the "not enrolled in school" rows of the
table (because these refer to the previous summer period), wh?reas dufing
spring and summer the majority of observations are in the ﬁeﬁ;olled inl
school" rows. It is encouraging to observe that the "not enrolled in
school/employed at a program job" row exhibits large counts only during
each fall, which is consistent with YIEPP regulations. »

Not surprisingly, the highest participation rates--often as high as
80 to 90 percent-—are found in the first and fourth rows of this table.
These individuals were employed by the program in the previous period, so
that persistence of .such employment is not surprising. This persiétence
also is generally higher for youths enrolled in school in the previous.

period, and declines over time whether enrolled or not. Perhaps the most
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Table 3.6.

Program Participation Rates by School and

Work Status in the Previous Period

hool and work status Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summex
1 the previous perioda 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980
irolled in school:
Employed at a program job ——- 93.3 84.2 89.2. 86.5 55.0 90.3 78.1
. (551) (57) (854) (836) (60) (587) (517)
Employed at a nonprogram job  28.2 b 0. 21.4 1.9 5.3 6.7 3.8 5.1
. (209) (332) (14) (177) (169) (15) (133) (118)
Not employed 29.3 20.7 " 13.8 15.6 20.1 10.0 1.5 12.5
(1,484) (1,004) (58) (911) (710) - (50) (522) (345)
t enrolled in school: o
Employed at a program job -—— 92.9 83.2 70.8 60.5 61.2 64.0 62.1
o ‘ (14) (778) (48) (43) (756) (25) (29)
Employed at a nonprogram job 3.7 0.7 8.3 1.2 0.5 9.3 1.9 0.0
(107) (152) (386) (168) (190) (334) (211) ' (227)
Not employed ‘9.3 5.0 12.8 531 3.6 - 11.0 5.0 1.8
(332) (300) (1,359) (447) (414) (892) (522)

(449)

ote to Table 3.1l.

previous period" for Spring 1978 is Fall 1977; for Summer 197%, iﬁris Spring 1978; and so on.
ified as enrolled if they were ever enrolled in school during the period,
so employed, and as employed at a nonprogram job if ever <

cipant.

r of eligible youths.-

Youths were
as employed at a program job if

mployed during the period but never a program
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striking example of this decline can be seen by comparing the fall of 1978

with the fall of 1979 for youths who were not enrolled in school and were
employed at a proéram job (the fourth row of the table). Between these two
periods, participation declined from 83.2 percent to 61.2 percent. That
is, many youths left the program after the summer. of 1979, many of them as
a result of high school graduation. '

The next highest set of participation rates is observed for youth51
who were in school and not employed at a program job in the previous perlod
{(rows two and three). These are in the 5 to 29 percentage point range, and
decline over time, with participation rates typicélly higher for the not
employed than for those who have found a nonprogram job. k

The lowest rates--zero to 13 percent-—are for youths who were
out-of-school and either employed at a nonprogram job or not employed in
the previous period (rows five and six). As in the previous cases, each of
these participation series_tends to decline over time, and at any point in

time, not employed youths are more likely to participate in YIEPP than are

~ youths holding a nonprogram Jjob.

Participant Program Experiences and the Duration of Program Participation

This section focuses on YIEPP participants, examining their
program experiences and durations of participation. For related material
and a more extensive treatment of program experienceas and program opera-
tions, see Diaz and Ball (1982). |

Participant Program Experiences. Table 3.7 reports participant

program experiences. With all sites combined, 45.3 percent of participants
held only one program job, 39.3 percent held two.program jobs, and 15.4
percent ﬁeld more than two jobs. Thus, program job hopping appears to have
been relatively minimal. These distributions are similar across sites.
Baltimore shows the smallest percentage of participants holding more than

two jobs, a finding which is consistent with other evidence regarding

successful program implementation in that site.

Overall, 29 percent of sample. program Jobs were 1in the prlvate
sector; 45.7 percent in Denver, 39.1 percent in Cincinnati, 27.5 percent in

Baltimore, and 10.6 percent in Mississippi.
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~Table 3.7. Participant Pfogram'Experiences by Site

’ All sites Denver Cincinnati Baltimore Missiésippi
{N =1,562) (N = 189) (N = 341) (N = 729) (N =-303)

rcentage of participants
lding a total of:
One program job 45.3 49.2 43.7 45.0 45.2
Two program jobs 39.3 35.4 34.0 42.8 39.2
Three or more program jobs 15.4 15.4 $22.3 12.2 15.6
rcentage of program
bs in:
Private sector 29.0 45.7 39.1 27.5 10.6
Public sector® 71.0 54.3 60.9 72.5 89.4
rerage number of meetings
th Brogram counselor per S
nth 1.8 2.3 3.1 0.9 1.4
rcent of participants
ceiving special services:
Orientation meeting 66.5 43.4 65.9 73.1 . 66.4
Educational or aptitude
testing 25.3 28.8 37.4 21.2 19.0
Employment counseling 539 57.1 65.3 47.2 56.3
Reimbursement of : ‘ e
transportation expenses 14.8 8.5 17.4 12.4 18.7

1ig



ble 3.7. {(Continued)

LR

All sites Denver Cincinnati - Baltimore Mississippi

(N = 1,562) (N = 189) (N = 341) (N = 729) (N = 303)
Tutoring BEEETR: 17.0 " 0.3 ' 0.4 13.8
Child care 5.0 4.2 3.8 3.6 11,2

te: These figufes include all youths who were program participants from the spring of 1978 through the
© summer of 1980. '
‘ncludes not-for-profit organizations.

xPprpximately'30 percent of the participants did not report the number of meetings held with a progfam coun-
selor. These youths are deleted from the calculations. » ' '

darticipants can receive more than one service.
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A variety of sEEVices was provided to the YIEPP participants across
the sites, thou§h no particular set of services was required. Differences
in services thus reflect individual program operator choice. On average,
youths met with a program counselor 1.8 times per month; this varied from a
high of 3.1 tiﬁes.per month in Cincinnati to a low of 0.9 times per month
in Baltimore, which ran a very .large program. The special program service

most often reported was an orientation meeting, mentioned by 66.5 percent

of the sample. The next most common service was employment counseling,

mentioned by 53.9 percent of the sample. The remaining services, from the
most to the least frequently reported, were educational or aptitude testing
(25.3 percent), reimbursement of transportation.expenses (14.0 percent),
tutoring (11.8 percent), and child care (5.0 percent). Site profiles show
Denver concentrating on employment -counseling, but also providing the
greatest amount of tutorlng. Clnc1nnat1 offered the most employment
counseling, and also a relatively‘large‘amount of educational or aptitude
testing and transportation reimbursement. Baltimore offered fewer special

services (beyond orientation) than the other sites; Mississippi offered

transportation and child care services.

The Duration of Program Participation. Tab;ew3,8'shows mean weeks

of program eligibility, mean weeks participating, and the percentage of
eligible time participating by youths who were ever program participants.
These youths were eligible for an average of 114.4 weeks, and participated
for 56.1 weeks, or 51.2 percent of this time. This (reasonabiy high)
percehtage varied from 58.6 percent in Baltimore, te apprqximately 46
percent in Cincinnati and Mississippi, down to 40.6 percent in_Denver.'
These results further confirm our impression of the relative'efficacy of
YIEPP implementation across these sites. | ' v
Table 3.9 decomposes these results by cohort, sex,'and race.

Reading down the third column of this table we find the :15- to 16-year-old
cohort part1c1pated for a somewhat higher number of weeks but in propor--
tlonal terms 1t‘part1c1pated sl;ghtly less than the older cohort., Males
participated slightly less than females. Across race'g:oups, blacks
participated the most, followed by Hispanics'andrwhites. For joint race/
sex categories, black females showed the greatest,'and white males the

!
o



Table 3.8. Duration of Program Participation by Site, for Program Participants

Mean weeks Percentage of

program=-_ Means weeks eligible time

eligible participating - participating
All sites (N = 1,562) 114.4 56. 1 51.2
Denver (N = 189) 121. 1 ‘ - 47.8 40.6
Cincinnati (N = 341) 116.7 ‘ 50.4  46.3
Baltimore (N = 729) 114.4 64.6 58.6
Mississippi (N = 303) 107.5 47.0 ' 45.3
Noté: These figures include all youths who were ever j +m participants,

" from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 19+,
%eeks program-eligible equals total number of weeks in all seasons for.

which a youth was eligible to participate.

bWeeks participating equals total number of weeks employed in program jobs.
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Table 3.9. Duration of Program Participatioﬁ by Cohort, Race and Sex,
for Program Participants

Mean weeks Percentage of

program=_ Mean weeks eligible time
eligible participating participating
Age in June 1978:
15-16 (N = 944) 197.8 57.3 50.0
17-20 (N = 618) 109.2 54.2 52.9
Male (N = 713) " 116.3 54.9 49.1
Female (N = 849) -~ 112.8 : 57.1 52.9
( :

White (N = 65) 110.5 46.3 45.4
Black (N = 1,398) 114.2 ~ 56.7 51.8
Hispanic (N = 109) 119.6 54.2 47.0
White male (N = 32) 113.4 43.8 40.7
wWhite female (N = 33) 107.7 48.7 49.9
' Black male (N = 631) 115.2 : 55.3 , 49.6
Black female (N = 757) 112.7 57.8 53.6
Hispanic male (N = 50) 123.1 . 56.3 47.6
'Hispanic female (N = 59) 116.6 52.4 : 46.6

Note: . These figures include youths from all four sites who were ever progran
participants, from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1530.

%weeks program-eligible equals total number of weeks in all seasons for
‘witich a youth was eligible to participate.

?H&eks participating equals total number of wieks employed in program 4obs.
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least, YIEPP attachment. This is consistent with the relative ability of
these groups to find non-YIEPP employment. Of further interest is the
relatively strong program attachment of those white females who parti-
cipated at all. The low total participation rates for white femaies
reported in Tables 3.3 and 3.4 were due to low rates of initial partici-
pation. White females who did jein the program showed stroag attachment to
it. | | , |
These findings are refined by the regression-adjusted ¥ates of
Table 3.10. With these adjustments, the site, cohort, and sex results are
essentially unchanged. However, the race and sex/race rates are consider-
ably altered when adjustment is made for differential site effects, par-
ticularly the low overall participation rate in Denver, where almost all
sample Hispanics reside, and the high overall participation rate in Balti-
more, that contains a plurality of the sample observations’aad is heavily
black. After adjustment Hispanics showed the strongest program attachment;7
with blacks only slightly more attached than whites. The highest rates
were for male as well as female Hispanics, with the next highest rates for
black and white females. Next in order were black males, and finally white
males showed the least program attachment. These results differed from the
cumulative (ever joined) results of Table 3.4; after regression adjustment,
blacks were more likely to join YIEPP, but Hispanics who joined remained
more attached to the program. Whites were particuiarly unlikely to join,
but once they did join, their attachment behavior was relatively similar to

that of the other groups.

Summary

YIEPP participation was quite high, varying from 68.8 percent of
eligibles in Baltimore, down to 38.8 percent of eligibles in Denver, for a
sample average of 56.2 percent. Intersite’variation was consistent with
reports of the relative success of program implementation in these sites.
Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old-cohort (youths who aged through the ~
program) were higher, averaging 65.8 percent of elxgibles. These higher
rates are an 1ndication of what mlght be expected in an ongoing national
program. The experience over time of thls young cohort also suggests that
participation peaked at ages 16 to 17 and dropped off thereafter. This is
consistent with the relative earnings opportunities of the entry level,

minimum wage jobs offered by the program.
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Table 3.10. Adjusted Duration of Program Participation
" by Site, Cohort, Race and Sex, for Program Participants

Percentage of
eligible time

participating

Denver ‘ 36.5**

Cincinnati ' 46.9%*
Baltimore (reference group) 59.0

Mississippi 46.3**

Age in June 1978:

15-16 ' 50.5
17-20 (reference group) 52.2
Male (reference group) S 49.4
Female 52,7
White 49.0
Black (reference group) 50.6
Hispanic ‘ 59.8
White male - 45.7
White female ' 52.2
Black male (reference group) ° ) 48.7

. Black female 52.2%*

_. Hispanic male A 59, 7**
Hispanic female 59.9

Note: The percentage of eligible time participating, for youths who were
ever participants from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980,
was estimated as a function of site, cohort, sex and race. Predicted
percentages for each characteristic are calculated at the overall
sample mean values of the other characteristics. See Appendix B
for parameter estimates and sample means.

* ‘ /

Percentages for these groups are signifigantly different from the per-
centage for the reference group at the 5 percent significance level.

*
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Females were slightly more likely than males to participate in
YIEPP. Blacks had the highést participation rates by a wide margin,
followed by Hispanics and then whites. The highest rates were for black
females, and the lowest were for white females. Race/sex participation
differentials can be explained largely by recourse to group differences
in the ability to find non~YIEPP employment.

Youths who were living with neither natural parent, married, or
had their own children were less likely to participate in YIEPP than the
rest of the sample. The effect was strongest for married youths. This
reinforces the finding that the entry level, minimum wage nature 6f program
elnployment made YIEPP most attractive to youths who were living at home,
and had not yet made the transition to adulthood.

In-school youths were moré likely than dropouts to participate in 4
the program. . Within each group, youths previously employed in the program
were very much more likely to participate in the current period. Also
within each group, not-employed youths were more.likely to participate than
were youths employed at a nonprogram job. These results ére consistent
with the YIEPP school enrollment requirement, and the relative attractive-
ness of the program to youths who cannot otherwise find employment .

When the focus shifts to YIEPP participants, we find reasonable

stability of employment—-—only 15.4 percent of participants held more than

two YIEPP jobs. Fully 71 percent of these jobs were in the public sector,
with strongest private sector representation in Denver and the weakest
in Mississippi. Overall, participants spent 51.2 percent of their program-
eligible time employed on & YIEPP job.

AhOng participants, program attachment was st;ongest for black
females and weakest for white males. Combined with previous results,
this flndlng means blacks were the most likely to join YIEPP, but Hispanics
who JOlned remalned more attached to the program than any other group.
Whites were particularly unlikely to join the program, but once they did

join, their attachment behavior was relatively similar to that of the other

groups.
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Measurement Issues

CHAPTER 4

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

These results suggest, however, that a successful policy
to reduce unemployment among dropouts might well have the
side effect of encouraging boys to drop out of school
before high school graduation.

Duncan (1965, p.134)

This quotation identifies a problem which has too often been

neglected by policies directed at the youth unemployment problem. Recent:

 studies support the notion that labor market interventions designed to

increase youth empioyment may have the undesirable side effect of de-.
creasing school enrollment among youths from low income households-1 In
the context of a subsidized employment program, a poténtial solution is
to permlt program participation only among youths who are enrolled in
school. This school enrollment requirement was one of the major‘lnnova-

tions of YIEPP.2

The potential school enrollment effects of YIEPP can be looked at
in two ways. First, the program can be regarded as an opportunity to
increase school enrollment within the target populafion, using program
jobs as the inducement. From this perspective, the program is successfdl
only if it exerts a significantly positive effect on school enrollment.-
Second, the program can be 1egarded as one more subsidized youth employment
program, this time with an attempt to avoid negative school enrollment
effects. From the second perspective, the absence of such ﬁegative éffects

is a' significant accomplishment. In this chapter we report on YIEPP's

" success from each of the two perspectives.

1See'Ehrenberg and Marcus (1982), Gustman and Steinmeier (1981), and
_Chapter 6 below. ' '

¢

2Such a requirement is, however, an operational part of the residential
component of Job Corps.. - ‘

Fes
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Implementation Issues with Respect to Schooling. The YIEPP school-

ing requirement is usually described as "enrollment and satisfactory

.;performance in a program leading to a high school diploma or GED" without

reference to the implementation issues assoc1ated with local standards and
their enforcement. In this section we briefly review some of ‘these issues
to provide a more realistic backdrop for the school enrollment effects
analysis of this chapter.1 .
Enforcement of schooling standards was a new task for the CETA
prime sponsors administering YIEPP. This task called for a good working
relationship with the local school administration and required much

effort. The  demand for monthly school performance information was felt to

- be'particularly burdensome, 'even though, for their part, the schools were’

asked only to monitor enrollment and performance; enforcement of standards
was the responslblllty of YIEPP prime sponsor managers. While local
standards varied across s1tes, relatively uniform standards for the purpose

of program ellglblllty were negotiated by the fall of 1978. These typi-

~cally called for a D grade average, and for a maximum number of unexcused

... absences which varied from 4 to' 5 to 20 or 25 days per semester. For YIEPP

participants enrolled in a GED program, the school requirement was typi-
cally the teacher's assessment of "satisfactory performance.“2

As for actual, as opposed to desired, reporting of school'atten-
dance and performance--data collection procedures began only after the‘fall
of 1978, and in some sites lagged until the fall of 1979. School atten-
dance data were, in general, collected monthly, but data on,grades were
collected on the basis of the school's reportlng period. Since there were -
delays in acting on negative individual school performance reports, atten-
dance problems were more often the cause of terminations than grade perfor-
mance problems. An‘even larger reason for'termination‘was the relatively

large number of youths dropping out of school; 17 percent of all program

EMC“"

1The implementation information that follows is summarized from various
chapters in Diaz et al. (1982). ’

O . ' ,
2The availability of GED programs{varied significantly across sites;’ for
example, Baltimore had a strong GED program, whereas Mississippi initially
did not have one at all.
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terminations were due to this . factor. Participants were, however, gener-
ally terminated only after several intermediate steps--warning letters,
temporary suspension from YIEPP employment, and so forth.

Despite these difficulties, enforcement of the school enrollment
requirement appears to have been good, although, as suggested, school
enrollment requirements were more characteristically enforced @han were

attendance and grade requirements. In a study conducted by MDRC, 21

"percent of participants were found to be ineligible for YIEPP, but 85

percent of these case of ineligibility were due to the youths' ﬁailuie to
meet the income tests. In ;ddition, analysis of locai field survey data
showed very fewleligibles répé;ting YIEPP employment while not enrolled in
school . (See Chapter 3, Table 3.6.)

Finally, it must be kept in mind that the schools played important

roles in both' recruitment and job placement under YIEPP. ‘Outreach efforts

" were strong in the schools, reciuiting large numbers of youthS.Whohwgre

already in school. Furthermore, public schools provided the greatest
number of jobs for the demonstration, a situation which tended to help

create ties between prime sponsors and local school administrators . In

sum, reasonable working relationships were'usﬁally débéibéédﬂQifﬁ‘iébéi MHmm

school systems, and these aided the reasonably careful enforcement of the
YIEPP enrollmént requirement. At the implementationllevel, the program
model of a school-enrollment-constrained, guaranteed minimum wage Jjob,
éppears to have had a fair test.

Estimating Program Effects on School Enrollment. The main outcome

measures in this chapter are "enrolled ip school or not" for the fall of
1978 and the fall of 1979. A youth was considered to be in school in a
particular fall if he or she reported in response to survey questions that

he or she was enrolled at any time from September . through December.1 We

1Because school enrollment is the social norm for youths in this age
bracket, self-reported enrollment data could overstate the true  enrollment
rates. In the previous impact report, enrollment data’ from the survey
were compared with enrollment information obtained from the school records
search (Farkas et al. (1980)). Self-reported enrollment rates were four
to five percentage points higher than rates calculated from school rec-
ords, but this is not all response error. The school records did not
reflect enrollment in alternative educational programs. More important to
the estimation of program effects, both pilot ‘and comparison sites showed
approximately the same amount of disagreement between the two measures of
school enrollment. Consequently, we discount the fact of self-reported
enrollment data as a source of bias in programﬂeffect estimates.
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summarize these outcome measures as enrollment rates, i.e., the percentage
of the sample'of youths(who were enrolled.
The central methodological problem in measuring program effects on

school enrollment rates is to estimate what the school enrollment rate in

"the pilot sites would have been in the absence of YIEPP. In particular, if

the comparison site school enrollment rates are to represent the pilot site

rates in the absence of YIEPP, the actual comparison site rates must be

adjusted to reflect the demogiaphic characteristics.and preprogram school-

ing experiences of pilot Site youths. With this adjusted estimate in hand,

. the program effect is simply the difference between the pilot site enroll-

ment rate actually observed and the estimated rate in the absence of the
program. 1
The following procedure was used to adjust the comparison site
enrollment rates. For each fall a multivariate model of enrollment was
estimated using a sample of youths eligible for the program in that period
from the pilot and comparison sites-1 Program eligibility was defined by
age and graduation status, exactly as in Chapter 3. Included in the model
as right hand side variables were a dichotomous variable indicating whether
a youth was from a pilot or comparison site, dichotomous variables repre-
senting race and sex groups, age in months, school enrollment status in
the fall of 1977, and highest grade completed as of the summer of 1977.
The coefficients in this model-estimate the independent effeéﬁ of the right
hand side variables on the probability that a youth is enrolled in'school;~m
' Using the estimated coefficients, an enrollment rate was predicted,
assuming that youtﬁs were not in a pilot site but had the average demo-
graphic cheracteristics and preprogram schooling experiences of the pilot
site“sample.2 ‘This adjusted comparison site enrollment ratelis the

estimate of what enrollment rates in the pilot sites would have been in ‘the

absence of the program. e

K

1Because the dependent variable in the model, enrolled or not, is dlcho-
tomous, problt models were estlmated.

2Coeff:.c:.ent estimates from the enrollment models and the pilot site means
for the demographic and preprogram variables can be found in Appendix B4.
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The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. The next
section reports program effects on total school eqrollment and enrollment

by type of program (programs leading to a regular high school diploma or

‘the GED). The third section presents the estimated program effects on

school enrollment for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. This is followed by
an examination of program effects by site and by race and sex subgroups of

the population. The final section summarizes the_key.findings of the

. chapter. .

Program Effects on School Enrollment by Type of Degree Program

As a guide to understanding the educationalzcontext in which YIEPP
operated, Table 4.1 displays unadjusted school enrollment rates, separately
for pilot and control sites, for the preprogram and during-program periods.
In the fall of 1977, over 80 percent of the youths in the sample were
enrolled in school, and almost all of the enrolled youths were in a program

leading to a regular high school diploma rather than the GED.1 As the

‘youths age, enrollment rates drop. Two years later, in the fall of 1979,

had fallen to the 50 to 60

enrollment rates for program-eligible youthi
percent range. Also as the youths age, GED enrollment becomes a'signifi%N
cantly higher fraction‘of total enrollment.

How do these enrollment rates,K for the YIEPP sample compare with

national enrollment rates: for 16- to 19-year-old youths in the Unitéd

'Stétes? As described in Chapter 2, youths in the' YIEPP sample are not

b

typical of high school age youths in general. To remove the gross incom-
parabilities, school enrollment rates during October, 1978, for YIEPP

sample'youths and for all United States youths were calculated separately

" for age; race and sex groups. These rates are shown in Appendix A, Table

A4.1. Holding age, race, and sex constant, youths in the YIEPP sample had
substantially lower enrollment rates than the averages for all youths in
the United States. The differences are greatest for white males and white

females and smallest for Hispanic youths.

1Enrollment rates in GED and regular high school programs may not sum to
the total enrollment rate because youths can be enrolled in both types of
programs during the same fall. = ’ '

o

v
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Table 4.1. School Enrollment Rates by Type of D gree Program
and Pilot or Control Sites

Preprogram - . During:p;qgram'
Fall 1977 Fall 1978 @ Fall 1979

Total school enrollment:
" _pilot sites 84.2 73.8 61.3

Control sites . _ 80.9 . 66.0 56.7

Regular school enrollment:2
Pilot sites 80.9 68.3 © 55.2

Control sites 77.5 . 62.9 ' 52.5

GED enrollment:b
Pilot sites 3.3 5.7 6.2

Control sites ‘ 3.3 ‘ 3.2 . 4.2

Sample sizes:©
Pilot sites 2,778 2,652 2,107

Control sites : 1,255 1,188 930

%Enrolled at all in a progf;m leading to a regular high school diploma.
bEnrolled at all in a program preparing students for the GED examination.

SThe sample includes youths who have éompleted three waves of the local
field survey and are eligible for the program during the perlod in
question. See Chapter 2 for further detalls.
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Estimates of YIEPP's effect on the school enrollment rates of
program-eligible youths are shown in Table 4.2. . .

In_the fall of 1978 YIEPP is estimated to have increased total
school enrollment by 4.8 percentage points from an enrollment rate of 69
percent in the absence of the program. This finding is statistically
significént at the 1 percent level. It is also very similar to the esti-
mated program effect reported in the previous volume on program impacts‘.1
The effect on total enrollment was due to almost eéual increases in enroll- .
ment among youths in regular high school and GED programs. In thé_fall of
1979, the estimated program effect'drbps from 4.8 to 2.5 percentage
points. This drop is primarily éompoéed of a deéline in the program effect
on regular school enrollment, which gbes from 2.2 percentage points in 1978
to 0.9 percentage points in 1979. The program effect on GED enrollment .in
the fall of 1979 drops less dramatically from the 1978 result. (The
reasons for this decline in the estimated regular school enrollment effects

(and its components--the dropout and return-to-school rates) are discussed

on pages 81-32 below.)

Tests for Attrition Bias. An additional potential source of evr:or

in measuring program effects from panel data is sample attrition biwiz. i%
the pilot/comparison site research design used in'this study, the lost of
ofiginal sample members to follow-up surveys introduces bias into the
measurement of schooling effects when the average enrollmeht rates of these
individuals differ between the pilot and comparison sites. In the previous
impact report, statistical tests for sample selectionvbias in the school
enrollment effects were performed. These tests found that attrition bias
was not a problem.z In this repdrt program effects on total school

enrollment rates have been estimated for a special attrition sample of

1The previous finding was a program effect of 4.8 percentage points added
to the enrollment rate of 70.4 percent in the absence of the program
(Parkas et al. 1980). The small differences between the findings are
due to differences in the samples and statistical methodology used.

2The results are reported in Farkas et al. (1980). The discussion there

also includes a more detailed discussion of the relationship between sam-
ple attrition and the bias it can introduce into the measurement of
program effects.
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Table 4.2, ' Program Effects on School ‘Enrollment Rates
by Type of Degree Program -

Bstinated »
pilot site. ~ Program effect as
rate in the percent of rate
Sample  Pilot site  absence of Progran in the absence of - .
size  rate ‘the progran’  effect’ the program = .
Total school enrollment: ,
Fall 1978 3,840 B8 R X!
Fall 1979 3,097 61,3 58.8 25 43
Reqular school enollment: . . | -
" Fall 1978 3,840 68.3 G54 2%
Fall 1979 30085 3 09 0
G enrollment: ‘ : |
®  rllwm 380 I X P WS o
Fall 979 RN Y 6.2 4.5 B ¥

e sample includes youths who have completed three waves of the local field survey and are e11g1ble ‘
mmwmmmmNMWMm@mm.mmmuuwmmmmm.

b
This is a regression-adjusted comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal characterlstlcs

and preprogram school enrollment, 'Means of the right hand 51de varlables and probit coefflclent estl-
mates are reported in Appendix B.

“Ihis 15 the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statlstlcal s1gn1f1cance computed from the
t=-statistic on the pllot site dummy variable regression coeff1c1ent.

* = 51gn1f1cant at the 10 percent level.
** = gignificant at the 5 percent level.
*** = significant at the 1 percent level,
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Hispanic youths in Denver/Phoenix and black youths in Baltimore/Cleveland

who did not respond to the wave II suryey but who were reinterviewed at a

later date. School enrollment effect estimates for these and matching

youths who completed all three surv~y waves are reported in Appendix c,
Table C2.2. '

For Hispanic youths in Denver; the program effects in the attrition
sample are lower than the effects estimated for the analysis sample in the
fall of_1978 and higher than those in the fall of 1979. But the differences
are small in magnitude, and insignificantly different from zero. In
Baltlmore, the program "effects on the " school enrollment rates of black
youths in the attrltlon sample are much larger than the program effects
estimated for the analysis sample. But, because of the small size of the
attrition sample, the differencevbetween the program effects is not statis-
t1cally significant. When the program effects for the two samples are
comblned in a weighted average based upon the attrition rates, th1s summary

measure of program impacts is twice ‘as large as the estlmates from the

.

~analysis sample alone--suggesting that, in Baltimore at least, estimated

program effects based upon the analysis sample may underestimate the true

program effect.

'Effects on Dropout and Return-to-School Rates. The discussion

above focuses on a ‘key reason as to why the program effect decllned 1n the
second year. To answer this question further and understand more about the

way YIEPP acts to increase the schooling activity of elingible- youths, we

-now ask how the .program affected the probability of school enrollment'for

youthgs who were and were not previously enrolled in school. Participation
in YIEPP was an option for all eligible youths, regardless of»their pre~
vious school enrollment status. For youths who were previously in school,
the program can increase school enrollment rates by reducing the number of
dropouts. For youths who were prev1ously out of  school, the program can
increase school Pnrollment rates by 1ncreas1ng the probability that these
youths return to school. o .

Table 4.3 displays -stlmated program effects on dropout and return-’

u107school rates. The dropout ‘rate is deflned as the percentage ‘of youths

"enrolled in the prev1ous fall who were not enrolled in school in the fall a



Table 4.3. Program Effects on Dropout and Return-to-School Rates

Estimated S
pilot site Program efi- st as
rate in the percent of iate
Sample Pilot sita ~ absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program effect the program
a ~
ropout rates: e
Fall 1978 3228 16.8 21.2 —4.q¥kH -20.8
Fall 1979 2215 23.6 23.3 0.3 1.3
b :
eturn-to-school rates:
-Fall 1978 612 18.7 12.1 6.6%* ~54.5
Fall 1979 822 15.3 13.9 1.4 10.1

See notes a, b, and ¢ to Table 4.2 for definitions of the sample, the estimated pilot site rate in the
absence of the program, and the program effect as percent of rate in the absence of the program.

Of youths who were enrolled in the preceding fall, the percentage currently not enrolled.

Of youths who were not enrolled in the preceding fall, the.percentage currently enrolled.

*%

ik

significant at the 5 percent level.
significant at the 1 percent level.
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year later. For example, a dropout in the fall of 1979 is a youth who was
enrolled in the fall of 1978 but not enrolled in 1979. The return-to-
school rate is defined as the percentage of youths not enrolled in the
previous fall who were enrolled in school the next fall.

Looking first at the fall of 1978, the average dropout rate in the
pilot sites was 16.8 percent. This rate is estimated to have been de-
creased by 4.4 percentage points as a resul£ cf the operation of YIEPP.
Also in the fall of 1978, the program increased the return-to-school rate
in the pilot sites by 6.6 percentage points from the 12.1 percent expected
in the absence of the program. Both effects are statistically significant.
Thus, YIEPP had a positive influence on the enrollment rates both by
keeping in school youths who were previously enrolled (that is, by reducing
the dropout rate) and by inducing youths who were previously out of school
to return to an éducational program. Note that, although the program
effects on dropout and return-to-school behavior are of similar magnitudes,
the largest contribution to increased enrollment in the fall of 1978 comes
from the reduction in the dropout rate. This follows from the fadt that
most of the youths in the sample were enrolled in the fall of 1977 and
therefore subject only to program effects on.the dropout rate.1

Program effects on dfopout and return-to-school behavior disappear
in the fall of 1959. YIEPP is estimated to increase, rather than reduce,
dropout rates in 1979, although this estimate is not significantly differ-
ent from zero. And, although the prcaram is still estimated to iﬁcrease
the rate of return-to-school activity, this finding, also, is not statis-
tically significant. _ v

How can YIEPP have essentially no effect on dropout and return~to-
school beﬁavior in the fall of 1979 and still show a positive effect on
total school enrollment? The answer lies in the conceptual differences
between the enrollment, dropout, and return-to-school rates and the age

composition of the sample as it changes over time. The dropout and return-

1A similar finding was reported in the previous impact report (Farkas et
al. 1980).



to-schdol measures for the fall of 1979 take as given the observed enroll=-
ment rates in the f£all of 1978. Fdr example, the dropout rate in the fall
of 1979 is calcuiated from the sample of all youths enrolled in the fall of
1978, regardless of whether their enrollment was due to the program or not.
This means that the program effects on the dropout and return-to-school
rates in the fall of 1979 represent the incremental change in school
enrollment from 1978 to 1979. As reported in Table 4.3, this change was
small. But enrollment in the fall of 1979 is also affected by what the
program did to enrollment in the prév;ous‘fall. This is because, on
average, youths enrolled in one perlod are more likely than youths not
enrolled to be in school in the following period. Therefore, the program
effect on total school enrollment in the fall of 1979 is 1éss than-th§t in
the fall of 1978 because of a decline in the effect on dropout and return-
to-school behavior, but it is greater than zero because of the ‘lagged
effects produced by YIEPP-induced increases in enrollment in the fall of
1978. |

Why do the estimated program effects on the_d:opout and return-to-
school rates decline from 1978 to 19797 As noted above, part of the answer
lies in the nature of the YIEPP analysis sample. To produce incremental
enrollment gains in the fall of 1979 the program must have enlisted
new program participants during the preceding year. This is particularly
clear in the case of return-to-school rates. By'définitiOn, the program
effect 6n return-to-school rates is generated by increasing the school
enrollment of previously out-of-school youths, or by drawinglnew partici-
pants from this population. But the potential for obtaining new partici-
pants in 1979 is more limited among the youths in the analysis sample than
among the actual youth population eligible for YIEPP. Thi# < because the
analysis sample contains proportionately fewer youths who could age into
program eligibility from the fall of 1978 to thg fall of 1979 than were in
the eligible population. In other words, the analysis sample contains
proportionately fewer youths who were 16 years old in 1979 than the actual
eligible population in the pilot sites. It is these youths, as shown in

Chapter 3, who were most likely to participate in YIEPP.

FETREE
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This argument abbut_the relationship between the estimated. school
enrollment effects and the age composition of:the.analysis»sample is
confirmed by the findings on dropout and return—to—gbhool fates for the
15- to 16-year-old cohort to be presented in the next section. This cohort .
includes all the youths in the sample who are not initialiy eligible, but
who can age into the program sometime after its start-up. Program effects
on enrollment rates for this cohort are only slightly smaller in the fall
of 1979 than in the fall of 1978, and there is a significant effect on
return-to-school rates in 1979. These results suggest that at leaét part
of the explanation for the estimated decline in program effects on school
enrollment is the age structure of the analysis sample.

Enrollment by Type of School and Curriculum. Table 4.4 shows the

type of schoel and curriculum chosen by enrolled youths in the pilot and
control sikms during the program. Over 90 percent of students were enroll-
ed in public schools in both the pilot and control sites. The remainder
attended private or special-purpose schools-with either private or public
support. In both the fall of }978 and the fall of 1979, the major differ-

ence in enrollment patterns between the pilot and comparison sites is in

the percent of students in alternative education either operated by the. '

public schools or by community-based organizations. Most of these prog;ams
prepare students for the GED exam. This difference is consistent with;the
previous finding that YIEPP effécts on enrollment in GED proérams contrib-
ute a significant proportion of the overall program effect on‘school
enrollﬁent. In terms of the type of educatioﬁ program, 70 percent of the
students in the sample were enrolled in general stuaies programs with
another 15 to 17 percent participating in vocational or technical training
programs. Pilot site youths favor commercial and vocational prdgrams over
the general studies or coliege preparatory programs, but those pilot/com-

parison site differences are relatively small.

Program Effects on School Enrollment for the 15- to 16—year-old Cohort

The 15- to 16-year-old cohort is of special interest in the assess-
ment of program effects. It consists of youths who age into program
eligibility when they turn 16, the earliest age at which youths can parti-
cipate in YIEPP. These youths provide the best estimatés of what would
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Table 4.4. Enrollment Characteristics by Pilot or Control Site

K ‘ | Fall 1978 Fall 1979
Pilot Control Pilot Control
sites sites sites sites

(N=1,739) (N=592) (N=872) (N=406)

Type of school (%):

Public school--reqular .
currictlum 84.1 89.2 80.4 86.9

Public school—--alternative

curriculum 11.2 8.6 13.6 9.7
Private/parochial school 1.7 1.2 1.8 1.2
Special school for handicapped 1.2 0.5 0.3 0.7

Community-based school or
street academy 1.8 0.5 3.9 1.5

Type of program (%):

General studies 70.2 70.3 70.5  72.0
College preparatory ' 5.8 9.3 4.9 7.1
Commerical or business 5.7 4.8 5.6 3.9
Voca;ional or technical 17.0 14.5 14.6 14.4
Agricultural . 0.1 ‘0.3 0.3 0.2
other® 12 0.8 4.1 2.4

{ ‘ :
Note: ‘The sample includes enrolled program-eligible youths who responded
to the survey questions. ’

aThis category includes all other proérams-

pres
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have happened to cohorts;of youths as they aged through the period of
eligibility for the program and the best indication of what would happen in
an on-going national program. In contrast, the full analysis sample
includes youths who could only begin their program participation at age 17
or later because the program had just started. 1In an ongoing program, the
older cohort wouid have had the opportunity to participate at an earlier
age; therefore, the program effect on school enrollment at ages 17 through
19 could be different from that observed here. While one or two years of
difference in age may not be important in an older population, the rapid
changes youths experience in school and work activities as they move from
16 to 19 years make the distinction important for this age group.

Table 4.5 reports the estimated program effects on enrollment,
dropout and return-to-school rates for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. 1In
ﬁhe fall of 1978 about 38 pé}cent ofi;the younger youths in the pilot sites
were enrolled in a regular degree or GED pngram. Out of this 88 percent,
about 4 percentage points are estimated to have resulted from the operation
of YIEPP in the pilot sites, a program effect that is similar to the effect
estimated for all youths in the analysis sample. This increasé in total
échool enrollment conﬁfﬁks of both an estimated reduction in the dropout
rate and an increase in xéturn—to—school rates. 1In comparison to the total
sample, the program has about the same proportionate ‘effect on dropouﬁ
;Ates for the 15~ to 16-year-old cohort in the fall of 1978. But YiEPP has
a much larger effect on return-to-school behavior, again in proportion to
the estimated rates in the absence of the program, for the younger coﬁort
than for the full sample. Fewer members of the 15- to 16-’year-old cohort
were already out of school in the fall of 1977; and, because they were 14
to 15 years of age at the time, these youﬁhs had probably only recently
just dropped out of school. The largef return-to-school effects for the
15- to 16-year-old cohort is consistent with the hypothesis‘that partici-
pation in YIEPP, and re-enrollment, is more attractive to younger persons
who have only recently left school. o

As noted in the previous section, the estimated program effect on
total school enrollment for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort does not decline

as rapidly from the fall of 1978 to the fall of 1979 as it does for the
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- Table 4.5. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and
Return-to-School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort

Estimated

pilot site : - Program effect as .
Pilot rate in the S ..a percent of rate
Sample site absence of " Program ~in the absence of
size rate the program ‘effect the program' .
tal school enr¢llment rates:
Fall 1978 2,005 88.2  84.1 : 4. . 49
. Fall 1979 1,920 75.7 72.4 : 3.3% o 4.6 ¢
pout rates: - - .
Fall 1978 1,924 9.6 12.9 33k 25,6
Fall 1979 . 1,544 7.3 16.8 0.5 o3
urn-to-school rates:
Fall 1978 81 . 34.4 8.6 | 25.g*+ 300.0
Fall 1979 276 27.3 C161 11,2%% | 69.6
wlative dropout rate:

Fall 1979 1,920 24.3 27.6 . =3.3% - ’ -12.0 .

notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3. The sample is restricted to youths who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978.

= significant at the 10 percent level.
significant at the 5 percent level. o PR »
significant at the 1 percent level. _ . o : oL 13};) A

1
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sample as a whole. Unlike estimates for the;full sample, there is a
. positive and significant effect on this younger cohort's return—to-school
rate in 1979.1 Additionally, while the program effect on the drepout
rate in the fall of 1979 is about zero, which is similar to the finding for
the full sample, YIEPP had, by the fall 'of 1979, reduced the cumulative
dropout rate of this younger group. As seen in the bottom panel of Table
4.5, the cumulativeidrop-out rate decreased from an estimated 27.6 percent
in the absence of the program to 24.3 percenf: a 12 percent‘reduction.

In summary, the major difference between program effects on the
schooling behavior of the 15- to-16—§ear—old cohort and on the behaviox of
the full analysis sample is the larger effects on the return-to-school
rates of the young cohort. Thus, YIEPP, for thi; cohort, has an important'
impact on drawing younger teenagers_baek into school, a major objective of
YIEPP. .

Cumulative Effects: A Longitudinal Perspecti!g. Because the 15—~

to 16;year-old cohort most closely represents the experiences of a typical
cohort aging through an on?going national program} examining program
effects.on scheol enrollment in a longitudinal perspébgive is éarticularly.
appropriate. In Table 4.6 program effects on total school enrollment in
‘the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979 are considered jointly.2 B

The first panel of the table preéents estimated program effeete fof:
youths who were enrolled in the preprogram period, Fall 1977. This‘group

comprises over 95 percent of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. Let us first

1A program effect on return-to-school rates in the fall of 1979 depends
on the recruitment of new program participants in the preceding year.
But, due to operational difficulties, the Denver program was not allowed
to enroll new participants after March, 1979. To check the impact this
might have on estimated school enrollment effects, Table 4.5 was re-
estimated excluding youths in the Denver and Phoenix sites. (The results
are presented in Appendix A, Table A4.4.) The estimated program effect on
return~-to-school rates in the fall of 1979 rises to 12.5 percentage
points. :

2The sample used in estimating the results for this table includes youths

in the 15- to 16=-year-old cohort who were eligible for YIEPP in both the
fall of 1978 .and the fall of 1979. Program effects on enrollment rates
in the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979 are estimated jointly in - a
bivariate probit model in which the covariance parameter is allowed to
vary between pilot and comparison sites. B '
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Table 4.6. Cumilative Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates
for the 15- to 16-year—old Cohort

) - Egtimated pilot Program effect as
Enrollment status Pilot site rate in the percent of rate in
in Fall 1978 and . sit:ea nbsencebof the Prograg the abaence of the
Fall 1979 rate program effect program
- For youths enrolled in school,
Fall 1977 {(N=1,766):
Enrolled Fall 1978 and .
not enrolled Fall 1979 15.2 13.9 1e3%* 9.4
Not enrolled Fall 1978 o ' y
and enrolled Fall 1979 3.3 ‘ 2.4 i 0.9* 37.5 .
. i
Enrolled Fall 1978 and : , by
enrolled Fall 1979 ! 74.2 71.6 2.6%% 3.6 v
For youths not enrolled .
in school, Fall 1977 R
{N=79):
Enrolled Fall 1978 and
not enrolled Fall 1979 15.2 . ] 11.9%* 360.6
Not enrolled Fall 1978 : .
and enrolled Fall 1979 3.2 Y7 =8.5 -72.6
Enrolled Fall 1978 and
enrolled Fall 1979 18.4 1.7 16.7 982.3
Cunulative return-to-
school rate, Fall 1979
(N=79):. . 23.2 ide2 9.0 63.4

Note: The sample is restricted to youths who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978 and who were program=eligible
in both Fall 1978 and Fall 1979. :

8 aken from the cross-tabulation of enrolled Fall 1978 by enrolled Fall 1979 for the pilot sites. See
Table A4.5 of Appendix A for the full set of results.

bTaken from the adjusted comparison site cross-tabulation, fit at pilot asite averhge personal character=

istics (also found in, Table A4.5 of Appendix A).
Cpifference between columns 1 and 2. Statistical significance has been approximately determined from the
t-statistics of the parameters in the adjustment model measuring pilot=comparison site differences.

* = gignificant at the 10 percent level.
#* = gignificant at the 5 percent level.
#** = gignificant at the 1 percent level.
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consider estimated pilbt sité rates in the. absence of the program. Without
_YIEPP, an estimated 14 percent of these youths would have stayed enrolled
in school for one more year and then dropped out by the fall of 1979. An
additional 2 percent would have been out of school in the fall of 1978
but would return to school in the fall of 1979. By far the largest percen~
tage of the youths would have continued to be enrolled through £he two year
period. Finally, the remainder of the group, less than 10 perceht, would
have dropped out of 5chodl in the fall of 1978 and remained ‘out in the
following year. (This residual category is not listed in Table 4 6.)

The program is estimated to have had positive and statistically
significant effects on all three enrollment patterns shown in the table.
It increased the percentage of youths who were enrolled in both falls by -
2.6 percentage points, while it increased the percentage of the group
enrolled in just one of the falls by 2.2'percentage pointé (1.3 + 0.9 =
2.2). These longitudinal results can also be summarized in a different
way: For the two complete school years during the operation of YIEPP,
pilot site youths in the 15- to 16-year—-old cohort were énrolled an
average of 1.7 years, as measured by eprollment'status in the fall.
It is estimated that, in t@e”absencé of the program, these youths would
have been enrolled an average of 1.6 years. The:cumulative program effect
over the two years is 0.1 years, then, or an additiohalvyearfof school
enrollment for every 10 program-eligible youths. |

‘Purning to the small group of youths who were not enroiled in fhe
fall of 1977, note that enrollment rates in the absence of "the ﬁrOgram wére
much lower for these youths. Most of the youths were not enrolled in
either the fall of 1978 or the fall of 1979. The only statistically
significant finding is a positive program effect on the, pe;centage of |
youths who returned to school in the fall of 1978 and then.dropped out
again by the fall of 1979, In terms of program effects on the cumulative
number of years enrolled, pilot site youths in-'this group were observed to

be enrolled an average of 0.6 yéars over the two year period. In the

This average is calculated as follows. There were 7.3 percent youths
who were never enrolled, 18.5 percent who were enrolled in one fall, and
74.2 percent who were enrolled in both 1978 . and 1979, for a Welghted
average of 1.7 falls of enrollment.
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absence of the program, the average number of years enrolled was estimated
to be 0.2 years, lmplying a program-induced increase of 0.4 years. This
larger effect for youths wno were out of school in the preprogram period is

probably not statistically significant, but it does agree with the propor-

tionately large return-to-school effects already reported.

Finally, the bottom panel of Table 4.6 presents ‘the cumulative
program effect on the return-to-school rate of youths who were dropouts in
the fall of 1977. In the absence of the program, over the two-year period
only 9 percent of these youths would have returned to school. YIEPP ra1sed‘
this rate to 14.2 percent, an increase of about 63 percent. This differ-

ence, however, is not significant.

Program Effects on School Enrollment by Site, Race and Sex

Average program effects can mask considerable diversity. In this
section, program effect estimates are presented for the key subgroups’
of the‘eligible population. The methods for measuring program effects
remain the same, but attention is restricted to subsamples defined by
site, race, or sex.

.-Effects by Site. Even with a relatively uniform program model,

differences across the s1tes in program operations and in the general
educatlonal cllmate suggest that YIEPP's effects on school enrollment will’
vary among the four sites studied. Table 4.7 presents the estimated
program effects on total school enrollment separately by site. In Denver,
positive program effects are observed, but they are small in magnitude'and'l
insignificantly different from =zero. Small program effects on school
enrollment in Denver are consistent with the Jlower program partlcipation
rates in this site, as descr1bed in Chapter 3. .

The largest program effects are thcse estimated for C1ncinnat1, but
these estlmates must be interpreted with caution, because corollary evi~
dence suggests that the reported findings for the C1nc;nnat1 site are -
probably overestlmates of the* ‘true program effect. First, program parti-
cipation rates in Cincinnati were average compared to the other s1tes-

While the correspondence is not likely to be exact, one would expect hlgher"'

".school enrollment effects to be associated with higher program participa=-

tion rates. Second, the Cincinnati school enrollment effect is at least

149
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Table 4.7. Program Effects on Total School Enrollﬁént Rates by Site

Estimated

pilot site Program effect as
. - rate in the percent of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of -
size rate : the program effect the program
Denver:
Fall 1978 654 67,4 6.0 0.4 06
Fall 1979 506 52,4 ST W 3.4
Cincinnati:
Fall 1978 1,085 726 6445 8, 1hre 126
Fall 1979 881 62.9 56,0 B Q¥+ 12,3
Baltimore:
0 . .
‘ Fall 1978 ' 1,299 74.8 70.9 3.9* 5.5
Fall 1979 1,037 64:2 618 04 3.9
Mississippi:
‘Fall 1978 . 802 79,3 75.5 3.8 : 5.0 .
Fall 1979 613 62.0 64.7 =27 4,2
All sites but Denver: o
© Fall 1978 o318 752 69.6 5,64k 8.
Fall 1979 S8 633 606 27 45

‘See notes to Table 4.2.

) = gignificant at the 10 percent level.
‘ Q S : .
][Elz\[(: ?ff ‘ s;gnif;cant at the 1‘pergent 1evel

WA FullToxt Provided by ERIC
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partly due to an insxplicably rapid decline in the school enrollment rates
for Cincinnati's comparison site, Louisville. From the preprogram period
in-the fall of 1977 to the fall of 1978, school enrollment rates for
eligible youths in Cincinnati declined by less than 10 percentage points
while the rates in Louisville declined by almost 2( percentage pointm « The
size of the enrollment decline in Lou:.sv:.lle is larger than in any of the
other comparison sites, and it may be related to changing educational
conditions in the Louisville public schools, particularly the implementa~-
tion of busing for racial integration. Over the period from 1977 to 1981,
total enrollments in the ILouisville public 'schools fell by 16.4 percent,
while enrollments fell only 9.3 percent in the Cincinnati public schools.1

The estimated school enrollment effects in Baltimore and Miesis-

.sippi are similar to each other and to the summary findings presented in

the last section. 1In the fall of 1978 the school enrollment rates were
about four percentage points higher as a result of the operation of YIEPP
in these sites, but they were lower for the second year of the program.

Effects by Race and Sex. Table 4.8 displays program effects on

enrollment, dropout and return-to-school rates separately by the race of
eligible youths. Black youths have estimated program effects that are
similar to the summary effects for the whole sample, which is not surpris-
ing~~they constitute over three-quarters of the analysis sample. On the
ether hand, white youths are estimated to eéxperience relatively large,
positive effects on school enrollment, and the reported school enrollment
effects for Hispanic youths are estimated as essentially zero. Both of
these sets of findings have to be interpreted carefully. Most of the white
yoeths in the comparison sites sample, for instance, live in Louisville.
Vhatever is depressing the school enrollment rates in Iouisville, there-
fore, disbroportionately affects the estimates of school enrollment effects

for white youths. BAnalogously, almost all of the Hispanic youths in the

1These enrollment numbers are takez from an unpublished MDRC repoxt on the
conditions in the publie¢ school environments of the urban sites in the
YIEPP analysis sample.



Table 4.8, Program Effectson Enrollment, Dropout and
Return~-to~school Rates by Race

Estimated
pilot site Program effect as
| rate in the percent of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of I'rogran in the absence of -
size rate the program effect the program -
Total school enrollment rates: | | R
White: | b
Fall 1978 25 %69 4.9 10,044* 213
Fall 1979 40 R I V' 1, THer 51,8
Black:
' Fall 1978 2,917 8.1 , 13.9 4,2%%% 5.7
Fall 1979 2,313 6642 65.7 0.5 0.8
Hispanic: |
Fall 1978 | BRc 59.8 5.8 20 3.5
0 Fall, 1979 R TR R X 1.9 R
Dropout rates:
White: -
- Fall 1978 | 362 23.2 38.5 =15, 3%%% "¥ =39.7
Fall 1979 R I s ~13.0
Black: | | |
Fall 1978 2,564 14.7. _ 18.2 X N1 ~19.2
Fall 1979 1,814 211 20,4 0 3.4
Hispanic: |
Fall 1978 302 28.1 2.2 1.8 6.9
Fall 1979 ; 190 38.0 29,8 73 %2 .
LRIC153
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ble 4.8. (Continued)

_ Estimated :
i pilot site Program effect as
rate in the . percent of rate .
Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program . effect the program
turn=-to~school rates:
White: ‘
Fall 1978 163 8.9 10.3 -1.4 . -13.6
Fall 1979 196 . 8.7 2.7 6. 0** : 222.2
Black: _ ‘
Fall 1978 ' 353 22,2 12.8 9.4%* 73.4.
Fall 1979 - 499 7.0 9.1 w217 1.0
Hispanic:
Fall 1978 96 18.6 ‘ 6.7 11.9%+ 177.6

Fall 1979 127 15.0 11.6 3.4 29.3

> notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3.

* = significant at the 10 percent level.
significant at the 5 percent level.
significant at the 1 percent level.
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sample live in Denver and Phoenix. It is therefore difficult to disen-
tangle a purely Hispanic difference in program effects from the operational
problems of the Denver site.

The bottom two panels of Table 4.8 show that the positive program
effect on the school enrollment of blacks in the fall of 1978 occurs as a
result of both a program-induced reduction in the dropout rate and an
increase in the propensity to return to school. In proportionate terms,
the return-to-school effect is larger, but it operates on just over 10
percent of the éample.‘ Therefore, the largest contribution to the school
enrollment effect comes from the program's success in keeping eligible
youﬁhs in school. As with the summary findings, the incremental effects on
school enrollment, represented by the impacts an dfopout and return-to-
school behavior in the fall of 1979; are insignificantly different from
zero. '

Table 4.9 presents sSeparate program effects on enrollment, dropout
and return-to-school rates for males and females. In the fall of 1978,
total school enrollment in the pilot sites was approximately the séme for
both sexes, with the program contributing between four and five percentage
points to the enrollment levels for both males and females. These effects
on school enrollment rates were the result of program effects on both
dropout and return—-to-school behavior; however, the reﬁurn-to-school effect
for males.is not significantly different from zero.

while program effects on males and females were similar in the fall
of 1978, there were important differeﬁces for 1979. The most striking
difference is that the estimated program effect for females in this period
is both relatively large and statistically .significant, while the effect
for males is essentially not different from zero. Thus, the overall
program effect on total school enrollment in the fall of 1979--2.5 percen-
tége points (Table 4.2)--is the weighted average of a small negative effect

for males and a large positive effect for females. The higher school

.enrollment effect for female youths in the fall of 19792 is, in part, due to.

the fact that YIEPP is estimated to have significantly‘decreaéed the
dropout rates of females in this period while increasing the dropout rates

of males-1 Unlike some of the other differences in estimated program

1It seems unlikely that the program acﬁually induced male youthélﬁo drop
out of school in the fall of 1979. With reasonably careful enforcement



Table 4.9. Program Effec'ts on Enrollment, Dropout and
Return-to-School Rates by Sex

Estimated _ S
pilot site ’ ~ Program effect as
‘ rate:in the ' percent 'of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program -  effect the program.. -~
»tal school enrollment rates: ]
Male:
Fall 1978 1,776 73,1 68.7 4,4%% B Y
Fall 1979 1,463 59.0 60.4 L -4 -2:3
Female: ‘ .
- Fall 1978 2,064 74.5 . 69.2 . 5, 3%%% : - 7.7
Fall 1979 . 1,574 63.6 - 57.3 - 6. 3%%% 11.0
ropout rates:
Male: L
Fall 1978 1,534 18.7 o 23.2 -4,5%¢ - =19.4 -
Fall 1979 1,068 25.6 20:9 4,7%% ‘ 22.5
Female: v
' Fall 1978 1,694 15.0 19.3 L =4,3% -22.3
Fall 1979 R WP 21.7 5.7 -4.0% -15.6




ble 4.9. (Continued)

Estimated ~
pilot site Program effect as
rate in the , percent of rate .-
. Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence.of
T size rate the program effect the program
turn-to~school rates:
Male: c
Fall 1978 242 16.0 12.6 3.4 27.0
Fall 1979 395 . 13.1 13.9 -0.8 -5.8
Female: :
Fall 1978 370 20.5 1.7 B.8** ‘ 75.2 
427 17.4 14.1 3.3

Fall 1979

o 23.4

e notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3.

* = gignificant at the 10 percent level.
significant at the 5 percent level.
significant at the 1 percent level.
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effects across subgroups of‘tﬁé eligible youth population, this difference
in program effects on dropout rates for males and females cannot be ex-
plained by the composition of the sample. The male and female subgroups
are similérly distributed across the sites and age groups. This differ-
ence, therefore, must be related to sex differences in the attachment to

school and work activity.

Summary

The schooling aspects of YIEPP may be judged minimally successful
if the school requirement simply prevented negative school enrollment
resulting from the increased employment of eligibles. A more socially
valuable program achievement would be a significant.'positive effect on
school enrollment and performance. We find that, overall, both of these
objectives were met on a modest scale.

Effects on Total Enrollment. With respect to total enrollment for

the sample as a whole, YIEPP produced modest but statistically significant.

program effecté. YIEPP increased school enrollment by 4.8 percentage
points in the fall of 1978, and by 2.5 percentage points in the fall of
1979. These effects are, respectively, 7.0 and 4.3 percent of the school
enrollment rates expected in the absence of the program.

Regular school enrollment increased by 2.9 percentage points during

the fall of 1978, and by 0.9 percentage points during the fall of 1979.

GED enrollment increased by 2.4 percentage points during the fall of 1978;
and by 1.7 percentage points during the fall of 1979. These findings
suggest that alternative educational programs (programs leading to.a GED)
played an important role in the overall YIEPP school enrollment éffeqﬁ.

The school enrollment effects can be decomposed into separate

effects on the dropout rate of in-school youths and on-the return~to-school . .....

rate of out-of-school youths. During the fall of 1978, YIEPP is estimated

to have decreased the dropouu rate by 4.4 percentage p01nts.. This reﬁre-

sents a 20.8 percent decrease of the rate expected in the absence of the

of the school. enrollment requirement, the program, at worst, might have
been expected to have no effect on school enrollment. But dropout rates

could be higher in the pilot sites because youths who were marginally * "
attached to school were brought back or kept in school in the fall "of = -
1978 but have left both the program and school one year later, thuaf%

1ncrea51ng the pilot site dropout rates.
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program. The program exerted no significant effect on this rate during the
fall of 1979. ’

YIEPP increased the return-to-school rates by 6.6 percentage points
during the fall of 1978. This represents.an increment of 54.5 percent
over the rate expected in the absence of the program. ‘However, as with the
dropout rate, the YIEPP effect on return-to-school during the fall of 1979
is not statistically significant. Thus, YIEPP exerted a much stronger
percentage effect on return-to-school than on dropout‘rates, although since
at any point in time most yogths are in-school, the total enrollment effect
is primarily determined by the effect on the dropout rate.

Finally, we find no statistically significant effect on either
dropout or'return-to~school behavior during the fall of 1979. ,

The estimated program effects on the dropout' and return-to;school
rates decline‘from 1978 to 1979 partly due‘to the nature of the YIEPP
analysis sample. To produce incremental enrollment gains in the fall of
‘1979, the‘program‘would hame had to enlist new program participants during
the preceding year. But the potential for obtaining new participants in
1979 was more limited among the youths in‘the analysis sampla than among
the actual youth population eligible forxr YIYEPP. This is because the
analysis sample contained proportionately few=r vouths who were 16 years
old in 1979 than the actoal eligible population in the pilot sites. It ls‘
these youths who are most likely to participate in YIEPP. Accordingly,
program effect estimates for the 15- to .16-year-old cohort are a better
estimate of program effects in an ongoing national program. To these we
now turn.

Effects for the-15- to 16-year-old Cohort. Program effects on

total school enrollment rates are approximately as large as those estimated

‘for the total sample in'the'fallfof‘1978;‘and do“nothdecline’as rapidly'in~--7~~¥

the fall of 1979. This difference can be traced, in part, to the finding
that ‘program effects on return-to—school rates for the 15- to 16-year-old
cohort in the fall of 1979 are much larger than those est1mated for the

full sample. Th1s difference in program effects on return-to school

'_‘behav1or\ along with a s1m11ar result for the fall of 1978, is probably

related to the fact that members of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort are

influenced by the program at an ear11er poxﬁt in the1r educational careers.




That iﬁ} dropouts in the 15- to 16~year—old cohort have, for the most part,
just ieft school and may be more easily induced to return, a most desirable
outcome that conforms to the intended program design. Similarly, while the
program had no effect on the dropout rate of the full sample in the second
year, for the 15- to 16-year-old cbhortAthe cumulative dropout rate had
been reduced by the fall of41§7§ by 3.3 percentage points: ~a 12 percent
reduction. | ’

Cumulative Program Effects. By restricting attention to youths

' ~eligib1e for YIEPPYduriné %oth the fall of 1978 and the fall of'1979, we
find the: following lonéitudinal program effects: YIEPP increased the
percentage of youths wh&iwere enrolled in both falls by 2.6 percentage
points, while it increased the percentége of the group enrolled in just one
of the falls by 2.2 percentage points. The cumulative program effect over
the two years is 0.1 yea¥s, or an additional year of school enrollment for
every 10 program-eligible youths. Finally, among ' the 15- to 16<year-old
cohort youths who were out of school in the fall of 1977, YIEPP increased
the return-to-school rate by 9 percentage points: from an éstimated 14.2

percent in the absence: of the program to 23.2 percent.
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CHAPTER 5

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

The principal YIEPP treatment is a guaranteed, federal minimum wage
job. It constitutes the most direct response to the youth unemployment
problem. Here we report the effect of thiwm guaréntee on increasing
the employment and decreasing the unemployment (job search) of target

population youth.

The Context of the Analysis

Before we present our estimates of the effec£87ﬁf YIEPP on employ~-
ment and labor force participation, it is useful to discuss certain aspects
of the enviromment within which the YIEPP demonstration took place, and
certaih definitions that are important for our analysis.

Labor Market Conditions in the Study Sites. Our findings are bound

by location and time. They apply to youth labof market conditions .as they
existed in eight sites during the period from January, 1977 to August,
1980. Several factors must be considered when generalizing beyond these
findings to infer changes in national youth employment and training policy.
On the supply side of the labor market, the behavior of our sample .
members is likely to be broadiy:géneraiiZable across areas and over time.
Tastes and demographic composition change sl@wly. Along these dimensions
our sample has representation from Southwest and Far West central cities
with a significant Hispanic presence (Denvervand Phoenix), older Midwestern
and Puastern <central cities (Bzltimore, Cleveland, Cincinnati, louisville),
and Southern rural areas (Mississippi Pilot and Comparison). There is good
reason to believe that the labor supply schedules (the willingness of
individuals tc:Wer at each potential wagé tate) of our sample members are
similar to those that existed for target population members earlier in the
1970s, and which will exist for such youths during the 1980s. ' The
personal characteristics accounted for by our.regréssion equations further

increase the generalizability of our resulks.

1Of course, comparisons of labor supply schedules over time presume
adjustment for wage rate changes necessary to maintain purchasing power
during inflation.

101

1R85



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

We are not so sanguine about the stability over time of conditions
on the demand side of youth labor markets. First of all, demand is inher-

ently volatile. The demand for youth labor is particualarly sensitive to

. business cycle fluctuations. Employer demand schedules for target popula-

tion youths (the number of such youths the employer would like to hire at
each potential wage rate) may have a shape that i:* welatively constant, or
only slowly changing over time, but these .demand schedules shift up and
down as business conditions change. Table 5.1 show: the effects of the
business cycle on total unemployment rates (individuals of all ages) in the
study sites. We see that unemployment uniformly increased during the
recession of .1974~75 and uniformly fell during 1978-79, only to rise again
with the recession of 1980. During 1978-79, th:: Denver/Phoenix and Cincin-
nati/ Louisville pairs appeaf to have been well matched, although the
Baltimore labor market was consistently worse off than fhat of Cleveland.
Our regression analysis strategy uses individuai preprogram (1977) employ-
ment histories as well as other personal characteristics to adjust these
site differences, but there is still some possibility that the Baltimore
program employment effects will be underestimated as a result of this
mismatch. Published data for the Mississippi pilot and control counties
are not available separately, but our knowledge of the counties involved
suggests that they were reasonably well matched.

Another potential problem arises from non-YIEPP public sector
employment in pilot and comparison sites during the evaluation period. At
this time, publicly funded youth employment and training programs were at
an &ll time high. These programs existed both in the comparison sites and

pilot sites, in competition with YIEPP. Many of these programs were funded

¢y ‘the same Youth Employment and Dexsriatiration Projects Act as YIEPP itself

and enrolled youths who were also #ligible £or YIEPP. Thus, we seek to
extrapolate from a period of laryge scale support for publicly subsidized
employment to a period in which such piograms hawé ween scaled down or
eliminated.

The danger is that we will underestimate YIEPP employment effects.
That is, pilot/comparison site employment differences attributed to YIEPP

may underestimate those that would have occurred in the current world with



Table 5.1. Total Unemployment Rates (Individuals of All Ages)

in Pilot and Control Sites: Annual Averages, 1975-1980

1975 1976 1977 1973 1879 1980

Denver 6.9 5.7 5.9 5.1 4H.4 5.1
Phoenix 13.2 2.9 7.4 5.3 4.4 5.9
Cincinnati 7.3 6.3 5.6 5.0 5.3 7.0
Louisville 7.7 6.8 5.2 5.2 5.2 8.0
Balt imore 7.3 7.4 6.7 6.3 6.5 T
Cleveland 7.9 7.1 5.9 4.7 5.0 7.2
Mississippi? 8.3 6.6 7.4 7.1 5.8 7.5

Source: Employment and Training Report of the President, 1981,
Table D-8, pp. 243-246. The 1979 estimates for the cities are
revised estimates. The 1980 estimates for the cities are pre-
liminary estimates. :

3State~-wide rates from Employment and Training Report of the
President, 1981, Table D-4, p. 232. ‘
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lower levels of comparison site public employment. However, to the extent
£hat competing programs in pilot and éomparison sites balance each other
out, the pilot/control comparison will accurately estimate the employment
increment attributable to YIEPP. Since this analysis is based on before/
during-program comparisons of (total) pilot and control site employment,
there is reason to believe that such balancing out does indeed occur.

YIEPP Employment as a Labor Market Intervention. The timeliness

and nature of the jobs provided under YIEPP éignificantly affect the
empléyment increment due to the program. The following information on
these matters is provided by the MDRC final implementation report (Diaz
and Ball (1982)).

. First, adequate numbers of jobs were in general provided in a
timely manner. MNext, job assignments were generally typical of the employ-
ment opportunities available to target population youths. Third, there was’
significant private sector involvement. Fourth, almost all YIEPP slots
invoived employment at the minimum wage, and were fﬁlly reimbursed (100
percent subsidy) to the employer. BAnd, finally, work sites were generally
of good quality.

Thus, as implemented.in the sites, YIEPP>appears to have approxi-
mated the goal of providing an appropriate minimum wage job to all target
population youths who desired one. (A major exception occurred in Denver,
where program intake was halted in Juné, 1979. See Chapters 2 and 3 of
this report and Diaz and Ball (1982).) If none of these jobs were avail-
able in the absence of the program, the YIEPP participation rate would have
been identical to the program effect on employment. This effect, however,
can fall short of the YIEPP participation rate, an issue to which. we now
tura.

YIEPP Employment, the YIEPP Employment Effeét, and Digplacemegg.

Where did the jobs to provide 76,051 youths with 45 million hours of wérk
experience come from? If these were all "new" jobs that would not have
been available in the absence of the program, then employment in these jobs
represented a net addition to previous employment, and the site-wide YIEPP
employment effect would be equal to total YIEPP employment. Unfortunately,

this is unlikely to be the case. For YIEPP administrators, the needifo
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find a large number of good quality jobs in a short span of time provided a
strong incentive to permit the shifting of pre-existing jobs onto the YIEPP
payroll. This might occur for previously unsubsidized jobs or foxr jobs
that would have been paid for by a non-YIEPP subsidy proéram- It could
occur in either the public or private sector. From the employer's perspec-
tive, such displacement of a portion of one's wage bill by YIEPP funds is
desirable, with particularly strong incentives for such displacement in the
private sector, in spite of tge fact that legislafion authorizing subsi-
dized employment expressly forbids such disélacement.

The conceptual relationship among YIEPP embloyment, the YIEPP
effect on employment in the pilot site as a whole, and the magﬁitude bf
aisplacement is displayed in Figure 5.1. fThis figure portrays the labor
market for target population youths, who may be thought of as relatively

‘homogeneous, entry~level workers, whose total labor supply exceeds.-the ..

pre-YIEPP demand at the federal minimum wage;1 This diagram also sets
forth the basis for the estimation of the displacement rate (and net job
creation rate) preéented later in this chapter.

In this diagram, the effect of YIEPP is to provide a horizontal
(infinitely elas;ic) demand curve at the minimum wage, permitting all
target population youths who wish to work at this wage to do so. .As a

consgiitence,  total employment shifts from its preprogram level of E, to

0
. s T ;
its during-program level of El' The YIEPP effect on total site employment
. T . .
is thus E; - E_ . The magnitude of the YIEPP effect on total site

1 0
employment is independent of any displacement that may occur.

The effect of displacement is to shift the non-YIEPP labor demand
curve to the left. That is, fewer non-YIEPP jobs are now available in the
pilot site, the number of such jobs at the federal minimum wage now being

T
E1. Since El youths still wish to work at the federal minimum wage,

T .
YIEPP employment equals El - E1. . Displacement, the number of non-YIEPP

jobs transferred to the YIEPP payroll, is given by EO ~ E1.

N . ' . .
Evidence for supply in excess of demand is high unemployment rates for
the target population, and the high YIEPP participation rates reported in

Chapter 3.
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Figure 5.1. The Mechanisw of Program Effect on
Toial Employment for {he Target Population
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To repeat, the total inctease in site-wide employment'due to fIEPP
is (EI - Eo): If there is no displacement, this is also total YIEPP
employment. If there is displacement, with non-YIEPP labor demand shifting
back to E1 displacement is (E - E ) and total. YIEPP employment is
(El ~ E.. When a program such as YIEPP is put in place, ‘total employment

1
shifts out to ET, youth labor supply at the minimum wage, regardless of

whether displace;ent is present. However, Je extent of displacement
determines the number of program jobs that must - be funded in order to
achieve this effect. 1In this chapter we estimate both quantities: the
total YIEPP effect on the employment/population ratio (the percent of
target population hours spent in employment) and net job creation rates
(the ratio of the total YIEPP effect on the employment/populatlon ratio to-
the total YIEPP employment/population ratio, that is, (El - E )/(El
E1)). The former is the program effect. The latter measures the effi-
ciency with which this effect was created.

Definitions of Measures Used to Estimate Program Effects. For each

of the seasonal periods between the summers of 1978 and 1980, we define a
youth's employment/population ratio as the percent of days employed rela-
tive to the total number of deys available for employment. The principal
outcome variable in this chapter is the site-~wide mean of this employment/
population ratio, calculated sepa;ately for those target population youths
who were eligible for YIEPP during each of the periods in question.

Later in this chapter we also estimate program effects on labor
force participation, employment, and unemployment rates. Following stan~
dard conventions, a youth is in the labor force if he or she is either
employed or looking for work. We define the period-specifio labor force
part1c1pat1on rate as the percent cf days a youth spends in either activ-
ity. Employment and unemployment rates are then, respectively, the percent

of a youth's labor force days spent employed, and the percent of those days -

' spent unemployed. These measures’ for YIEPP are then compared with those

reported by the Bureau of Labor Statlstlcs, U.S. Department of Labor.
As in the prev1ous chapter, program effects are estlmated by
comparing pilot site ratlos or rates with those to_be. expected in the

absence of the program. where appropriate, we also test for and discuss
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the possible alteration in these estimates due to sample attrition.
Pgogram effect estimates are reported in the principal tables of this
chapter. Supporting tables are provided in Appendix A, Tables A5.1-A5.11,
means and regression coefficients for the program effect estimates are
reported in Appendix BS5, and the attrition calculations are repoited in

Appendix C.

Program Effects on the Employment/Population Ratio

Table 5.2 displays employment/population ratios for each of the
preprogram and during-program periods, separately for pilot and control
sites. That is, for those sample youths who were eligible for YIEPP during
the period in question (youths aged 16 to 19 who had not as yet graduated
from high school),‘we compute the percent of days employea dﬁring this
period. These pilot and control site employment/population ratios were
relatively close to each other in the preprogram period, but thé pilot site
ratios significantly exceeded those in the control sites during the pro-
gram, indicating a positive YIEPP employment effect. In addition, summer
employment/ population ratios were generally higher than those during the
school year, suggesting that the ratios from these two periods be treated
in two distinct groups.

Program Effects, Separately by Period. Chapter 3 revealed rela-

tively high YIEPP participation rates. As discussed already, if displace-
menf is low, these translate into large employment effects--as shown in
Table 5.3.

. This table shows program erfects of 21.1, 23.0, '15.5, and 15.7

.percentage points during the school-year periods, for an overall school-

year average of 18.9 percentage points. That is, during the two school
years of program operations, YIEPP is estimated to have raised employment
on average from 21.5 to 40.4 pesrcent, an increase of 87.9 percent over the
level in the absence of the”'progrém. These effects .are statistically
significant at better than the 1 percent level. ‘
Program effects during the summers of 1978, 1979, and 1980 are élso
large, positive, and statistically significant. at better than a 1 percent
iével, but are smaller than those observed for the school year. Across

| ‘ .
three summers, the YIEPP employment effect averages 11.8 percentage points, -
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Table 5.2. RAverage Employment/Population Ratios, by
Pilot or Control Site, and Period

Total Sample Size
Pilot Control Pilot Control
Preprogram
Spring 1977 7.0 7.6 2,778 1,255
Summer 1977 - 22.7 26.2 2,778 1,255
Fall 1977 10.6 12.7 2,778 1,255
During-program
Summer 1978 40.6 26.4 2,353 1,075
Fall 1973 38.2- 17.7 2,652 1,188
Spring 1979 ' 42.2 19.8 2,605 1,154
~ Summer 1979 45.2 34.5 2,362 1,015
Fall 1979 39.1 24.0 : 2,107 930
Spring 1980 . 41.3 26.2 2,000 890
Summer 1980 ) 42.3 32.8 1,685 718
a
Summary
Preprogram
School-year average 8.4 9.8 - ——
Sunmer average 22.7 26.2 - -—
Total preprogram
average 12.1 13.9 - -—— ——
During-program
School-year average - 40.4 22.0 - - ——
Summer average ' 42.7 31.2 -— -
Total during=-program
average ‘ 41.2 25.1 - -——

Note: The sample includes youths who have completed all three
waves of the local field survey and are eligible for the -
program during the period in question. See Chapter 2 for
further details. ' The employment/population ratic is the
number of weeks employed during a particular period,
divided by the total number of weeks in that period.
This provides an estimate of the "steady state”" employ-
ment/population ratio for the period. Unadjusted pilot
and control site averages are reported in this table.

aThese are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above,
weighted by the length of each period.
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Table 5.3. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios

Estimated pilot
site ratio in

Sample Pilot site the absenceaof ‘ b=
size ratio the program e

School year

fall 1978 ) 3,840 38.2 17.1

spring 1979 3,759 - o 42.2 19.2

rfall 1979 - 3,037 39.1 23.6

5pring 1980 2,890 41.3 25.6

School—year'averagec — 40.4 ‘ . 21.5.

jummer

jummer 1978 3,428 40.6 26.0

summer 1979 . 3,377 45.2 34.4

Summer 1980 2,403 42.3 32.2

Summer averagec — 42.7 30.9

Jotal during—program averagec —— 41.2 24.6

'This is a regression—-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site a
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side varia
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. ’

’This is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical signifi
t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient.

These are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighte
each period. : -

*** = gjignificant at the 1 percent level. l.ﬁ
: i
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raising the 'employment/population ratio from 30.9 percent in the absénce
of YIEPP to 42.7 percent--a 38.2 percent increase. - Since YiEPP program
participation is relatively constant between ' the’ school year énd summer,
the lower summer employment effect is likely to be due to increased dis-
placement during this season. This and related issues are diécussed
further in the next section.

With school-year and summer periods combined, we find an overall
YIEPP employment effect of 16.6 percentage points, increasing‘employﬁent
from 24.6 percent to 41.2 percent. This 67.5 peféent increase over the
employment/population.ratiq expected in the absence of the program is a
very strong result and indiéates that YIEPP met its goal of significantly
reducing youth unemployment. (Explicit estimates of prOgramv effect on
labor force pérticipation, unemployment, and employment rates are presented
later in the chapter.) '

At this point it is useful to assess the effects of sample attri-
tion on our estimates, using the attrition sample data. As noted in
Chapter 2, these data were collected by_restricting attention to Hispanics
in Denver/Phoenix and blacks in Baltimore/Cleveland, and'undertaking
special efforts to locate youths who dropped from Wave II of the survey;
The resulting attrition sample was subsequently administefed both Wave II
and Wave III interviews. Program effect estimates for ﬁhese and matching
youths who completed all three survey waQes are reported in Appendix C,
Table C2.4. '

In almost every case, program effects are estimated to be smaller
for the attrition than for the local field survey sample, a result consis-
tent with the observation ‘that attrition sample members exhibited lower
program participation rates than youths who completed all three local field
surQey interviews;\ In the case of Denver, this reduces already low program
effect estimates even closer to zero. (SeevTable 5.5 and the associated
discussion.) Howevér, the result is not tewiibly striking in Qiew of the
previously noted skrong labor market and poor program implementation in
Denver. ‘

The Baltimore/clevelana attrition sample also shows a reduced YIEPP
employment effect. When this is averaged together with the local field

survey effect estimates for this site, using the attrition rate of 24.4



percent, the result is to reduce program éffects,estimates by two to fout
percentage points. Since this does not Signifiéantly'alter,the overall’
finding of strong program effects-—-in the 10 to 20 percentage point range--
we feel confident in discounting sample attritibn as a significant source

of error in these employment results.

Y

Program Effects for the 15- to 16—X§ér-old Cohort: 1 Evidence for

an Ongoing National Program. Recall that‘our study sample was constructed

in the spring of 1978, by choosing youths aged 15 to 19 at that time who
had not yet graduated from high schdol. Thus far, we have focused_onJ
those youths who continued to meet these eligibility criteria, separately.
for each of the during-program periods, from the summer of 1978 to the
summer of 1980. However, this procedure averages together the effects
experienced'by youths who aged through the program (those who were 15 to 16
years of age at program start-up) and the effects experienced by youths who
were beyond age 16 at program start-up. Since effects may differ across
these two groups, and since, if they do, the responses of the former group
alone are most relevant to an ongoing national program, Table 5.4 shows
the employment effects for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort.

Comparison of Tablés 5.3 and 5.4 shows that restriction to the
15- to 16-year-old cohort raises YIEPP employment effects from 18.9 to 21.2
percentage points during the school year, and from 11.8 to 13.5 percentage
points during the summer. Over the full program period, the average
employment effect increases from 16.6 to 18.6 percentage points, a rise of
12 percent. ’

As a final step, we have computed effects for'the 15- to 16-year-
old cohort, with Denver and Phoenix deleted from the sample. This yields a
measure of progr&n effect for an ongoing national program, fully imple-
mented in distressed.labor markets. As reported in Appendix A, Table AS5.4,
these effects are larger still, averaging 24.6 percentage points during the
school year and 14.4 percentage points duriﬁg the summer, for an ovefallv
average of 21.3 percentage points during the program period. This is an
increment of 109.2 percent over the employment/population ratio expected in

LEERE

the absence of YIEPP.



- Tahle 5.4. Program Effects on Emg;gxgént/Pogglation Ratios
- for the 15— to 16-Year-old Cohort, Separately by Period

Estimated pilot Program effect as f

. site ratio in a percent of ratio
Sample . Pilot site the absence of Progr in the absence of. .
size . ratio the program effect ‘the program ’
sSchool yeer
-Fall 1978 2,005 o 34.7 11.3 ) 23 4% %% 207.1
Spring 1979 2,053 | 39.4 ' 15.9 23.5% %% 147.8°
Fall 1979 , 1,920 . 40.5 v 21.5 - 19.0%** 88.4.
Spring 1980 1,914 43.0° 24.2 18.8%** ‘ 77.7
School-year average® B — " 39.6 ' 18.4 21.2%%% ~115.2 :
'Summer
Summer 1978 1,515 39.5 22.5 17.0%%r 75.6 -
Summer 1979 ' 1,980 . 45.4 . - 34.3 ' 11 1%*% ‘ , 32,4
Summer 1980 . 1,685 43.6 31.1 . 12 5xk* 40.2
‘Summer averagec - ——— 42.8 ©29.3 13 .5%** 46.1
Total during-program averagec _— 40.7 22.1 18.6%** ) 84.2

‘a . . . h . . . . - o

“This is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-‘:ﬁy
teristics and preprogram-:employment. ' Means of the rlght-hand—slde variable and regresslon :
coefficient estimates ‘are reported in Appendlx B.

bTh:Ls is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with stat1st1ca1 significance computed from ehe
t-statlstlc On the pilot site duminy variable regression coefficient.

These are averages of - the perlod-spec1f1c rates reported ab0ve, weighted by the length of
each perlod- ,

**¥ = gignificant at the 1 percent level.
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Program Effects, separately by site. AS Pr&?iously oted, the

pilot/comparisorn site pairs differ significantly in labor, market conditions
and program implementation, SO that it is useful te digarggregate the
program effect estimates by Site. These results are displayed in %able
5.5, which shows school-year, summer, and total progyil effects, calawmlated
from reéression—adjusted, period~specific mean differenced for each &f the
during-program periods, from the summer of 1978 to thZ summer of 1980
These are then averaged, following the precedure empioyed ip Table 5.3.
(The sample sizes underlying these calculations are r.eE%"'}‘.-l'teﬂ in Appendix 3,
Table A5.%.  The regression calculations are reported in Appendix B.)

. The most obvious finding in this table is that the Denver YIEPP
employme;t effects are very much smaller than those %or’ the other sites.
This is probably due tb two factors. First, as noted in f¥evisus chapters,
total labor demand was considerably stronger in Denver/Phewnnix than in the
other sites. where demand is close to meeting suPply at theé federal
minimum wage, the program effect will pe small. (Recyiv‘.-";l Figure 5.1.)
Second, as also noted in previcus chapters, prograr Ximplemeritation in
Denver was relatively éoor, leading to a» freeze cn i*‘nta..ke f ﬁew partici-
pants in June, 197%. To the extent that the program Was never properly
implemented in Denver, results from this si‘te_do not accurately estimate
prbgram effects, Of course, it may be that poor implementation was at
1east partly due to a lower level of epthusiasm for the program, in turn,
perhaps because of the strong local 1labor market that mage the progxam
appear to be less necessary. In any case, the results suggest that future
YIEPP-like programs should be concentrated in areas with relatively dis-
tressed local labor markets.

The three remaining sites in Table 5.5 show very strong and similar
effects. In each case the school-year effect is significantly larger than

the summer effect, and all are statistically significant at better than

'gvidence on the relative strength of labor demand in Denver/Phoenix
includes the unemployment rates of Table 5.1, estimated target population
pilot site employment/population raties in the absence of the program
(column 2 of Table 5.5), and the relatively high target population wage
rates -in Denver/Phoenix during the pre-program swmmer (Barclay et al.
(1979); ‘Farkas, Olsen and Stromsdorfer (1981).
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Table 5.5. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios., Separately by Site

Estimated pilot Program effect as
site ratio in a percent of ratio

Pilot site the absenceaof Progra in the absence of

ratio the program effect the program
Denver
School-year avsragec 39.6 37.3 2.3 6.2
Summer average c. 45.3 38.6 ‘ 6.7% 17.4
Total during-program average 41.5 37.7 3.8 10.1
Cincinnati A
School-year average 35.5 : 18.6 16.9%** 90.9
Summer average 36.4 26.1 10, 3*** 39.5
Total during-program average 35.8 21.1 14.7%** 69.7
Baltimore
School-year averaée 47.2 22.6 24 ,6%#%* 108.8
Summer average 47.6 36.3 17.3%%* 31.1
.Total during-program average 47.3 27.2 20. 1*¥** S 72.9
Mississippi |
School—-year average 34.2 16.4 17.8%** ' 108.5
Summer average 38.5 27.2 11, 3%%* 41.5
Total during—program average 35.6 . 20.0 15.6*** 78.0

a_ . . . . . . o : .

~-This is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression
coefficient estimates are reported-in Appendix B.

b . .. . g .
Prhis is the difference between columns 1 and 2, with statistical significance computed from the
" t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient.

®These are averages of the period-specific ratios weighted by the length of each period.

*

significant at the 10 percent level.
*** = gjgnificant at the 1 percent level.
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a 1 percent level. The three summer effects Tre at the 10 to 11 percentage

point level; the school-year effect is 16.9 percentage pointz in Cincin-

nati, 24.6 percentage points in Baltimore, and 17.8 percentagé points

in Mississippi. These results are consistent with our previous finding of
a stronger school-year than summer employment effect (Farkas et al. 1980).
This finding may be due to the narrowed gap betwean summer minimum wage
supply and demand in the absence of YIEPP, resulting from subsidized
employment provided by the federal Summigr Youth Employment Program (SYEP)
during the summer pericds in question. Thus, it is possible that if YIEPP
were to be implemented in the years ahead, with the reduced funding for
othe: subsidized employment programs that current legislative proposals
suggest, summer YIEPP emplcyment effects would more closely approximate the
school-year effects ¥f Table 5.5.

In sum, with the excebtion of Denver, YIEPP employment effects are

uniformly large and significant. As & result of the program, summer

employment for target population youths increased bty 31 to 42 percent,
while school-year employment for these youths increased by 91 to 109
percent. '

Program Effects by Economic Sector. A potentially important YIEPP

innovation was the placement of some youths in subsidized private sector
jobs. The extent of sﬁth placément varied by site and over time, with
greater use of private sector positions occurring toward the end of the
demonstration. However, since the long run goal of the demonstration was
to increase postprogram employment and earnings, and since dur ing-program
private sector employment may be more efficacious than ‘similar puhlic
sector empioyment, the during-program sectoral employment impacts of
YIEPP are of some interest. ‘

1

These impacts are reported in Table 5.6. It is immediately

clear that private sector employment effects are significantly smaller than

1Youths are coded as employed in the private sector if they described
themselves as "an employee of a company or business for wages, salary, or
commission,” or as "an employee of an individual or family for wages or
salary.” Youths are coded as employed in the public sector if' they
described themselves as "a federal, state, or local government employee,"
or as "an employee of a church or charitable organization.”
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Table 5.6. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, Separately by Sector

Estimated pilot
site ratio in

Program effect as
a percent of rati«

Sample Pilot site the absence_of Progra in the absence of

© size . ratio the program effect the program
A. Private Sector Employment
School year ’
Fall 1978 3,840 16.3 12.6 3. T7%*% 29.4
Spring 1979 3,759 18.5 14.0 4.5%%* 32.1
Fall 1979 3,037 21.5 18.3 3. 2%* 17.5
Spring 1980 2,890 22.8 19.2 3.6%%* 18.8
School~year averagec - 19.9 16.1 J.E¥NX : 23.6
Summer .
Summer 1978 3,428 16.3 5.4 0.9 5.8
Summer 1979 3,377 21.3 21.4 - 0.1 - 0.5
Summer 1980 2,403 26.1 21.8 4.3%** 19.7
Summer‘averagec e 27.2 19.5 1.7 8.7
Total during-program averaggc - 20,3 17.2 3. 1x** 18.0
B. Public Sector Emplovment
School year
Fall 1978 3,840 22.0 4.5 17.5%%* 388.9
Spring 1979 3,759 23.7 5.4 18.3*** 338.9
Fall 1979 3,037 17.6 5.3 12, 3%%* 232.1
Spring 1980 2,890 18.5 6.4 12, 1*%* 189. 1
School-year average - 20.5 5.5 15.0%** 272.7
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-Table 5.6. {(Continued)

—

Estimated pilot
Ssite ratic in

Program effect a
a percent of rat

Sample Pijot site the absence of Progra in the absence o

Yize ratio the program effect the program
‘Summer
Summer 1978 3,428 24.3 10.9 13.4%%*: 122.9
Summer 1979 3,377 23.9 13.2 10.7%%* 81.1
Summer 1980 2,403 16.2 10.3 5.9%*% 57.3
Summer average —— 21.5 11.5 10.0*** 87.0
Total during-program average -—--— 20.8 7.5 13.3%** 177.3

a,. . . . S qs . . : . . . ’
This is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-

teristics and preprogram employment.
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B.

Means of. the right-hand-side variables and regression

bThis is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the

t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficiéfiz.

cThese are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighted by the length of

each period.

** = gignificant at ti.».. i percent level.
*** = gignificant at the 1 percent level.
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those in the public sector. ﬁuring the school year, private sector effects
rangefbetween 3.2 and 4.5 percentage points, with an overall average of
3.8 percentage 'points. This effeéﬁ is statistically significant,‘ and
increases private employment by 23.6 percent over the level expected in the
absence of the program--a respectable, but not overwhelming effect, espe-
cially in éomparison to the pubiic sector effect of about 273 percent.

The private sector effect is smaller still during the summer,
averaging 1.7 percentage points, an increase of 8.7 percené»é%er the level
expected in the absence of the program. However, this effect is not
statlstlcally significant. With school year and summer combined, the total
private sector employment effect is a statistically significant 3.1 percen~
tage points, an increase of 18 percent“OVerﬁéﬁe level of 17.2 percentage
points expected in the absence of YIEPP:

Public sector employment effects are very much larger, averaging 15
percentage points during the school year, and 10 percentage pudnts. duaring
the summer--incresses respectively of about 273 and 87 pe%ﬁugt’cveinthe
levels expected in the absence of YIEPP. With school yém;dahﬁg@ﬁmmer

YoESe=-an

combined, the public sector employment effect is 13.1 percer.:

increase of about 177 percent over the letrs] evpected in the a‘iyﬂCé of the

program.

The disparity between the ma3 4w,y of the public and private
sector employment effects has two llkegj sﬁhées.' First, YIEPP Eob hours
were predopinantly in the public rather <tuan the private sector. Second,
privats wector displacement appears to be higher than public sector
displacement;wuihese~fimdings are examined in the next section.

Program Effects., Separately by Race and Sex. YIEPP enrolled black

youths most heavily. The consequences of this ey program employment
effects are shown in Table 5.7.

All effects are positive, but not all are statlstlcally significant
and they vary widely across race/sex groups= The largest effects are for
black females--24.7 percentage points during the school year, and 15.7
percentage points during the summer. Overall, the black female employment
effect is 21.7 percentage points--an increase of 128 percent over the level

expected in the absence of the program.



Table 5.7.

Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios Separately by

Period,

Sex, and Race .;

Pilot site

Estimated piloﬁ
site ratio in

the absence_of Progr

Program effect as
a percent Of ratio
in the aksence of

ratio the program” effect the program
White male
School-year average® 46.6 34.5 12, 1%* 35.1
Summer average c 47.0 42.6 4.4 10.3
Total during-program average 46.7 37.2 9.5* 25.5
Black male
School- . ear average 43.0 21.2 21.8%k* 102.8 "
Summer average 46.5 34.4 12, 1%%* 35.2
Total during-program average 44.1 5.6 18.5%** 72.3
Hispanic male . _—
School~-year average 51;5 47.9 3.4 7.1
Summner average 55.1 50.0 5.1 10.2
Total during—-program average 52.6 58.6 4.0 8.2
White female
’ . . ‘\
School-year average 29.1 25.3 3.8 15.0
Summer average 30.8 29.5 1.3 4.4
Total during—-program average 29.6 26.7 2.9 10.°
Black female
School-year average 38,5 13.8 ' 24, T%*% 179.0
Summer average 39.0 23.3 ’ 15.7%%* &7.4
Total during~program average 38.7 17.0 . 21, 7%%* 127.8
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Table 5.7. (Continued)

Estimated pilot
site ratio in

Program effect as
a percent of ratio

Pilot site the absenceaof Progra in the absence of
ratio the program effect the program
Hispanic female
School-year average 33.3 30.3 3.0 .
Summer average 41.8 27.3 14, 5%* 53.1
Total during-program average 36.2 29.3 6. 9% 23.5
White
School“sear average- 37.0 29.4 7.6%* 25.9
Summer average 38.1 34.9 3.2 9.2
Total during-program average 37.4 31.2 6.2% 19.9
Blaék
School-year average 40.7 17.3 23, 4%** 135.3
Summer average 42.6 28.7 13.9*%%* 48. 4
Total during*program. average 41.3 21.1 20, 2%%* 95.7
Hispanic
School-year average 41.8 38.3 3.5 9.1
Summer average 48.0 38. 1 9.9* 26.0
Total during=program average 38.2 5.6 14.7

43.8

et
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Table 5.7. (Continued) -

Estimated pilot Program effect as

site ratio in ' a percent of ratio
Pilot site the absence_of Progra in the absence of
ratio the program effect . the program
Male
School~year average 44.2 26.7 17.5%** '65.5
Summer average 47.4 37.6 - 9.8%** 26.1
Total during-program average 45.3 30.3 : 15.0%** 49.5
Female
School-year average 36.9 17.3 19, 6%** 113.3
Summer average 38.4 24.7 13, 7%** '55.5
Total during-program average 37.4 . 19.8 - 17.6%** 88.9

Thls is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the rlghtwhand-51de variables ‘and regressict
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B.

b
This is the difference between columns 1 and 2, with statlstlcal significance computed from the
" t—statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient.

These are averages of the period-spescific ratios weighted by the length of each period.

* = gignificant at the 10 percent level.
*x significant at the 5 percent level.
significant at the 1 percent level.
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Next in magnitudé are the effects for black males, 21.8 percentage
points during the school year and 12.1 percentage points during the summer,
for an overall average of 18.5 percentage points, an increase of 72.3
percent over the rate expected in the absence of the program. It appears
that both black males and females were sﬁrongly attracted to the program,“

with black females experiencing the larger employment effect because of the

" larger gap Lketween minimum wage supply and demand in the absence of the

program for this group. This result also suggests, but does not confirm,
the p0551b111~y of racial discrimination in the absence of the YIEPP
program. (See columns 1 and 2 of Table 5.7, and recall Flgure 5.1.)

The other statistically significant effects are for white males
dur ing the scrool year and for Hispanic females during the summer. White
males are present in our study sample in ail eight sites, and we therefore
have no reason to doubt these findings. Some white males did join YIEPP,
probably because employment in the absence of the program was more diffi-
cult to find during the school year than during the summer. The absence of
a statistically significant effect for white females is also understand-
able-—-these youths were the least likely to join the program.

The effects for Hispanics are less trustworthy, since almost a11
Hispanics were in Denver/Phoenix, and Denver's project was imperfectly
implemented. However, the significant effect for Hispanic females can be
understood in light of two general observations. First, Hispanics of both
sexes weré reasonably attracted to YIEPP. Second, female Hispanics, like
females of all reces in our sample, experienced particular difficulty

finding employment in the absence of the program.

Net Job Creation

As discussed at the beginning of the chapter and portrayed in
Figure 5.1, the difference between YIEPP program employment and its effect
in increasiang site-w*de>éﬁployment is the extent of displacement, that is,

YIEPP fundlng of jobs that would ‘have been availaile even in the absence of

"the program.  The complement of the displacement rate is the net JOb

‘creation rate, which is defined as the ratlo of the YIEPP employment

effect to YIEPP program employment. The net 3ob creation rate measures the

efficiency with which the YIEPP =mployment effect was achieved. 1If this

1231 ¥
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rate were equal to its maximum attainable value, 1.0, every YIEPP job hour
would have led to a full one-hour increment for site—wigg employment over
the regular employme§£ level in the absence of the program. If this rate
were equal to itsxminimum, 0.0, there would have been no net job creat: ...
YIEPP would have simply subsidized jobs available in any event. Between
these two extremes, the net job creation rate measures the percent of each
YIEPP employment hour that provided employment that would not have been
otherwise available. This is a straightforward measure of program Jjob
creation efficiency.

Table 5.8 reports these net job creation rates for total and
sectoral employment. For total employment, the school-year net job crea-
tion rate was 66.8 percent, and the summer net job creation rate was 43.5

percent, leading to an overall dﬁring—progranl average of 59.5 .percent.

‘Although the programs are not strictly comparable, it is instructive to

note that the resulting displacement rate of 40.5 percent is higher than
that of previous field-monitoring estimates of CETA Public Service Employ-
ment (PSE) (Nathan et al. (1981)). It is also lower than previous aggre-
gate data econometric estimates of CETA (PSE) displacement (Johnson and
Tomola (1977)). Of course, our estimates only measure YIEPP displacement
for the target population, and so provide a lower bound on total YIEPP
displacement. In addition, our estimates cover a different time period
and, as noted, a different program. In particular, YIEPP, unlike CETA PSE
during the 1970s, involved significant private sector job placu:s - As
shown in Table 5.8, such private sector subsidized employment is apparently
accompanied by higher displacement than is subsidized public sector employ-
ment. .
~ The second panel of this table shows school-year private sector
embloyment with a net job creation rate of 52.8 percent, 14 points below
the overall school-year average. During the summer, net private sector job
creation fell to 26.6 percent, leading to an overall private sector
average of 44.9 percent. By contrast,'net public seétor job creation
was 80.2 percent during ‘he school year and 54.6 percent during the summer,
for a public sector average of 71.5 percent. . |
Put in different terms, only 1.40 jobs had to be created ox iden-..

tified in the public sector in order to employ one YIEPP participant,fWhile'

4
. ¢
b e e s e
1
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Table 5.8. Net Job Creation, by Season and Period

. Program Effect Program
— on Employment/ Employment/ Net Job
Populgtion Populgtion ~Creation
Ratio ‘ Ratio ’ Rate
A. Total Employment
School year
Fall 1978 ' 21.1 28.9 73.0
Spring 1979 23.0 31.7 72.6
Fall 1979 ., 15.5 26.1 59.4
Spring 1980 15.7 26.1 60.2
School~year averaged 18.9 28.3 66.8
Summer
‘Summer 1978 14.6 28 .4 51.4
Summer 1979 10.8 31.8 34.0
Summer 1980 10.1 21.1 47.9
. Summer averaged 11.8 27 -1 43.5
Total durigg—program :
average = - 16.6 27 .9 59.5

B. Private Sector Employment

School year

Fall 1978 3.7 6.0 61.7
Spring 1979 4.5 7.6 59.2
Fall 1979 3.2 7.5 42.7
Spring 1980 3.6 7.5 48.0
Scﬁool—year averaged 3.8 . 7.2 - 52.8
Summer
Summer 1978 0.9 4.6 19.6
Summer 1979 - 0.1 rex - 1.3
Summer 1980 4.3 7.0 61.4
Surmer averaged 1.7 6.4  26.6
Total during-program

averageq 3.1 ' 6.9 44.9




Table 5.8. (Continued)

Program Effect Program

on Employment/ Employment/ Net Job
> Populgtion Populgtion Creagion
Ratio Ratio Rate

C. Public Sector Employment

School year

Fall 1978 17.5 20.1 < 87.1

Spring 1979 18.3 21.8 83.9
Fall 1979 : 12.3 16.2 75.9
Spring 1980 12.1 16.4 ' 73.8
School-year averaged 15.0 v 18.7 80.2-——
Summer

Summer 1978 13.4 20.5 65.4
Summer 197 . 10.7 21.8 . - 49.1
Summer 1980 5.9 ' 12.8 46.1
Summer Averaged 10.0 8.3 54.6

Total during-program : .
average 13.3 18.6 71.5

aReported in Tables 5.3 and 5.6.

bThis is the employment/population ratio in program jobs; the
average number of weeks Spent by eligible 'youths in program.
jobs during each period divided by the number of weeks in that
period. These ratios have been calculated from the data also
used for the &nalyses reporied in Chapter 3.

CColumn 1 divided by column 2.

dThese are averages of the period-specific ratios reported
above, weighted by the length of each period.




2.23 such jobs had to be created in the private sector to employ one YIEPP
participant.1

The message for policy seems clear. Private sector placements may
lead to better poétprogrmm\BﬁECOmes than public sector placements, but.
private sector placements are achieved at .a higher cost to the program
budget because of displacement. There is a tradeoff between higher quality
jobs {closer to "real” jobs rather than "make-work") and net job creation.
(See also Ball and Wolfhagen (1981); Dlaz and Ball (198?\v and Welch et al.
forthcoming.)

Program Effects on Labor Force Paxrticipation, Employment, and Unemploy-
ment Rates -

L

Table 5.9 dlsplays labor force parth}patlon, employment, and
- unemployment rates for pilot and control sites in the pre-program and
Quring-program periods. The labor force participation rate is the percent
of days employed or looking for work, and the employment and unemployment
rates are, respectively, the share of these dayslsbént at each activity.
" The generallimpr;ssion is one of increasing labor force participation and
employment and decreasing unemployment for our sample over time, accom-
panied by a positive program effect onlthe former two rates, and a negative
program effect on the latter rate. These effects aré shown in Table
5.10. | .

Program Effects; Separately by Period. Table 5.10 shows a positive

YIEPP labor force participation effect of 17.5 percentage points during the

school year and 12.1 percentage points during the summer, for an overall
effect of 15.7 percenfage points, an effect statistically significant at
better than the 1 percent level. This represents an increment of 44
percent over the labor force participation rate expected in the absence of
the program. B

as the téble also shows, employment rate effects are large and
pbsitive, ayeraging 19.7 percentage points during the school year and 11.7
percentage boints during the summer, for an oVérall average of 16.9 percen-

tage points, an increment of 53 percent over the level expected in the

absence of YIEPP.

41The 2.23 figure, for example, is calculated as follows: 100.0/44.9 =
o 2.23. : :
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.. Table 5.9. Eﬁerage Labor Fofce'Participation, Employment, *
and Unemplo1ment Rates, by Pilot or Control Site and Perlod

te

“Labor force a Employmgn » Unemploygent R Sample‘“
participation rate rate rate - : Size
Pilot Control Pilot Control  Pilot Control  Pilot Contro:
Pregrograﬁu . o
Spring 1977 9.5 11.3 9.8 12.4  90.2  87.6 2,778 1,255
Summer 1977 v 35.7 39.8 29.7 35.4 70.3 64.6 2,778 1,255 ¢
Fall 1977 , 14.0° 16.0 - 18.6 20.6 81.4 79.4 2,778 1,255
. d ‘ . . o ‘ i S
. During=program ' ) i _ _
Summer 1978 T .49.2 . 34.9 50.1 35.5 49.9 64.5 2,353 1,075
Fall 1978 - 46.7 ] 27.2 45.2 24.1 54.8 75.9 2,652 -1,188
Spring 1979 50. 9& 29.8 . 50,0 " 27.3 50.0 72.7 2,605 1,154~
Summer 1979 54.6 ,/M43 «3 53.7 45.0 46.3 55.0 2,362 1,015~
Fall 1979 50.7 -~ 38.0 44.4 28.5 55.6 71.5 2,107 930
Spring 1980 v 52.8 38.8 48.5 32.9 51.5 67.1 © 2,000 890
Summer 1980 '55.2 45.9 50.4 40.2 49.6  59.8 1,685 718
Summarxe ‘ '
Preprogram
.School-year . o
- average 11.5 13.4 - 20.7 25.0 79.3 " 75.0 — ===
' Summer average © 35.7  39.8 29.7 35.4 70.3  64.6 — -—
Total preprogram . .
average 17.6 20.1. 32.9 39.3 67.1 60.7 -— -—
During=-program
School~-year ' _
average , 50.5 33.6 47.3 28.4 - 52.7 71.6 -—— ===
Summer average 52.9 41.3 51.3 40.2 48.6 59.7 -— -—-
Total during-program
average 51.3 36.2 48.6 32.3 51.4 - 67.6 —— L m—

aThe labor force participation rate is the number of weeks either employed or looking
for work during a particular period, divided by the total number of weeks in that
period. Unadjusted pilot and control site averages are reported in this table.

bThe employment rate is the number of weeks employed during a particular period,
divided by the number of weeks in the labor force (employed or looking for work)
- during that period. .

The unemployment rate is the number of weeks looking for work during a particular
period, divided by the number of weeks in the labor force durlng that period.

dPreprogram unemployment (and, consequently., labor force part1c1patlon) rates were
measured differently from during—program rates. In the latter period each youth ‘was
questioned about job search for each of his nonemployment periods. In the earlier =
period, not employed youths-who were enrolled in school were assumed to be.not
looking for work.. As a result, when other things are equal, our during-program
unemployment will be measured as higher than preprogram unemployment. However,
since this will be true in both pilot and control sites in the preprogram perlod,~

it 1ntroduces no blas 1nto program effect estlmates.

©These are averages of the perlod-spec1f1c rates reported above, welghted by the ' "1
length of each perlod., e ; : v
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Table 5.10. Program Effects on Labor Force Farticipation,
Employment, and Unemployment Rates- - o

i , Estimated pilot : o ' Prograﬁ:efﬁeci

. ; site rate in the = a percent of ‘r:

Sample  Pilot site absenceaof the Progra in the absence

size rate program - effect the program
A. Labor force participation rate®
School year
Fall 1978 3,840 46.7 26.5 20.2%%% 76.2
Spring 1979 3,759 50.9 29.1 21.8%*% 74.9
Fall 1979 3,037 50.7 : 37.7 . ' 13.0%** 34.5 .
Spring 1980 - 2,890 52.8 38.2 . S 14.6%%* 38.2
School-year averaged -— 50.5 33.0 . 17.5%%* 53.0
Summer
Summer 1978 ' 3,428 o 49.2 34.4 . 14, Gax 1 43.0
Summer 1979 3,377 54.6 43.0 . 11.6%** 27.0
Summer 1980 2,403 55.2 45.2 10, O%** 22.1
Summer'averaged _ —— 53.0 40.9 12, 1**x 29.6
Total during-program averages —-- 51.3 35.6 15, 7xxx 44.1
é. Empioyment ratec . : .

R Fenn .

Sdhobl xeafw. A
Fall 1978 | 3,840 45.2 23.4 < 21.8%x ~ . 93,2
Spring:1979 . + 3,759 50.0 26.2 23.8%x** . . 90.8
Fall 1979 3,037 44.4 ) 27.9 . 16, 5%** © 59.1
Spring 1980 ' ' 2,890 48.5 . 32.2 16, 3% ** : 50.6

‘School-year averaged_ —_— 47.3 » 27.6 19, 7*** 71.4




‘Table 5.10. (Continued)

S .

.fstimated pilot
- sitée rate in the
Pilot site . .

_a percent of ratio

Proéram effeétias g

Sample .absence;of the ?iogga' . in théfqbsenceiofﬁﬁ
size rate program effect-  the program .- = o
Summer
Summer 1978 3,428 50.1 34.7 15, 4wwx 4404
Summer 1979 3,377 . 53.7 44.9 8, 8%** 19.6
Summer 1980 2,903 50.4 39.6 10, 8%*x* C27.3
R . ‘ R
Summer averaged e 51.4 39.7 IR P A 29.5"
Total duiingfprogram average —— "48.6 31.7 16.9%** 53.3 J;
’ c N
C. Unemployment rate A
School year T ’
Fall 1978 3,840 54.8 76.6 (=21, 8% . -28.5
Spring 1979 3,759 50.0 73.8 ‘-23,8%%% -32.2'}}.
Fall 1979 3,037 55.6 72.1 =-16,5%** -22.9
Spring 1980 2,890 51.5 67.8 -16.3%%% " -24.0
s;hob;-yearmaveraged — 52.7 72.4 —19, THx* -27.2
Summer
Summer 1978 3,428 49.9 65.3 —15.qxxn -23.6 .
Summer 1979 3,377 46.3 - . 55.1 - B.8¥k* -16.0
Summerw1980 2,403 49.6 60.4" =10.8%** -17.9
Summef,averaged ——— 48.6 60.3 =11, 7%** v =19.4
Total during-program averaggd —— §1.4l 68.3 =-16.9%** -24.7
"""See notes to Table 5.2. .
: Lo ) ——— . ‘ a
“ ©see notes 1-4 of Table 5.9. ' < ]_8-£ . _
ﬁTthese'aré averages of the period-specific rates reported above, weighted by the length of each .
. period. - S : - : e RS AT
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'Unemployment.T Since the~employment”andvunemployment rates must

' always sum’ to“1 0, any. program efiect on_ one of these quantltles is neceB-

sarily accompanled by an equal and oppos1te program effect on ‘the other.

Accordlngly, we find that YIEPP decreased school—year unemployment by 19 7

‘percentage polnts, and decreased summer unemployment by I R percentage

\\,

points, for an overall unemployment rate decrease oﬁ 16.9 percentage~

. points. This lowered target populatlon unemployment by 24 7 percent below

\\

the level expected 1n the absence of the program.

Pr;gram Effects for thn 15- to 16—year—old Cohort e

Table 5.11 shows that restr1ct1ng the sample o the 15~ to 16—year—

old cohort increases labor force part1c1pation rate effects from 17.5 to
=19, 6 percentage polnts during the school year and from 12.1 to 13 7 percen-

tage polnts durrng the summer. Employment rate effects increase from 19.7 .

to 22.5 percentage points during the school year, and from 11 7 to 12.5
. percentage points during the summer. (Of course, unemployment rate effects
change by equal and opposite amounts.) o
When Denver and Phoenix are excluded,; schooléyear‘labor force
participation rate effects increase to 22.7 percentage points, and summer
labor force participation rate effects increase to 17.7 percentage%points,
while school-year employment rate effects Jncrease to 26. 2 percentage
points, and summer employment rate effects remain at 12.5 percentage
roints. ‘(See Appendlx A, Table AS 9.) Once agaln, we find a small but
noticeable increase in the effect for the younger cohorts, whlch suggests

that the program effect for an ongoing national prOgram w1ll have a large

and significant effect on the target populatlon of dlsadvantaged youth.

‘JNote again that the unemployment rate is the total weeks looking for work
during a period divided by the total weeks in the labor force for that
period. The measured unemployment rate is somewhat higher than that
officially “calculated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department
of Labor since job search 1s, in effect, smoothed over the entire period
of labor force participation. The relative levels and absolute dlffer—,

ences in the unemployment rate between pilot and the comparlson s1tesu;s

should, however, be free of bias.

pcy
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Table 5.11. Program Effects on Labor Force Pafticipation; Employment, and
Unemployment Rates for the 15~ to 16-Year-old Cohort, Separately by Period -

Estimated pilot . . " Program effect as .
<o : _ ‘ ‘ : ' site rate in the .. . a percent of rate -
—— ' ' Sample Pilot site ~ absence of the Program . in the absence of

size rate | program . - effect  the program .

\

\  Labor force participation rate

S
School year

Fall 1978 . B 2,005 " 43.0 . 20.3 L22.7% . 111.8
Spring 1979 : N 2,053 47.8 - - 25.0 © 1 22,8%%x ©91.2
Fall 1979 B ’ o 1,920 51.0 35.0 - 16,0%** . 45.7
Spring 1980 1,914 - 53.4 36.7 16.7%** . 45.5
School-year averagec , — 49.0 : - 29.4 O 19.6%%% 1 66.7 .
Summer

Summer 1978 o 1,515 47.5 ‘ ©30.2 T 17, 3%k 57.3
Summer 1979 ... . 1,980 53.9 415 12, 4% ©29.9
Summer 1980 1,685 55,7 T 44,5 11, 2%%% 25.2
Sﬁmmef}aﬁeragec o . —_ 52.4 38.7 13.7*** - 35.4
fotal during:prggram averagec' —— 50. 1 , 32.5 17.6%** R - 54.2
., Employmeﬁf"rate . ' o s ﬁ
School zeaf S . ' : ' .

Fall 1978 , 2,005  42.0 7.4 2406%

Spring 1979 - 2,053 @ 47.2 - 22.2 | 25,0%*x

Fall 1979 ‘ 1,920 4670 . ) 26.0; , 20.0%**

Spring 1980 v 1,914 © 51.0 o 30.6 . 20.4%%
échodl-year_aver_age4 : —— » 46.8 ) - . 24.3 o ‘ .22“5***

{
O3
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sble 5.11. (Continued) - T R T
SR : : . Estimated pilot ~~ .~ .- Program effect as..
D ... . site rate in the = . - = a percent. of rate:
. Sample =~ Pilot site absenceaof<the __-Program ' -in the absence off
s size - rate =~ . .~ program- .. = . effect” 3the program ‘

nmnerﬁ..~ : |

mmer 1978 1,515 - 4B.6 it 31.8 T Tt 16.8%%x '52.8 -

immer 1979 ‘1,980 54.2 o ot 46.6 . T o T.6%¥% L1643 7

ummer 1980 1,685 52.3 ° o 39.2', 13 1%%x - 33.4

smmer average” - 1517 39,2 o azusesc o319

otal during:program a\ieraged - ~ 48.5 ' ' 29.3 19.2%%% . 65.5

. - Unemployment rate

chool year

111 1978 2,005 58.0 . 82.6 -+ =24.6%%% -29.8

pring 1979 2,053 . '52.8 - - 77.8 ‘ - =25.0%%* o T=32.1

all 1979 . 1,920 " 54.0 74.0 : =20.0%%*" -27.0

pring 1980 ' 1,914 1 49.0 . 69.4 =20, 4*%* - S =29.4

chool-year averaged - 53.2 S 75.7 (=22.5%%x . =29.7

ummexr

ummer 1978 - 1,515 51.4 68.2- .—16.8*** -24.6

ummer 1979 1,980 45.8 '53.4 - 7.6%%x | -14.2

ummer 1980 1,685 47.7 .. 60.8 ESER =215

ummer average'-- - 48.3 © . 60.8 - =12.5%%% . -20.6

otal d\iring-programaveraged - - 51.5 ' , 70.7 C =19, 2%k ">”';27.2

[bl | »4

d'I‘hese are averages of the perlod-spec1f1c rates reporten above, welghted by the length off;

each perlod.

| *%% = gignificant at the 1 percent level.

. See notes to Table 5. 3.
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Program Effects, Separately by Slte.f The total program labor forcev‘c

part1c1pat1on, unemployment, and employment rate results reported above"

Jgenerally rep11cate those fo” employment/populatlon ratlos.‘ ) These arc"

strong pos1t1ve effects, w1th larger magnltudes dur1ng the school year than,i

.'durlng the summer. Slmllarly, when these effects are examlned Separately:

by s1te, they generally reullcate the s1te-spec1f1c results for the employ-.'

ment/populatlon ratlo. Thus, ‘as shown in Appendlx A, Table AS 5, laborﬂ

~force part1c1pat1on, employment, and unemployment rate effects are small,”“l"
‘,.and not stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant for Denver. The other three sites show_:

'.rstrong, pos1t1ve and similar effects, the ‘only" departure from the patternllaf

of prev1ous results reported on the - employment/populatlon ratlo be1ng a f

‘. somewhat smaller .YIEPP labor force’ part1c1pat1on effect 1n Clnc1nnatl-'

Program Effects, Separately by Race and Sex. Effects for race/sexyk

subgroups also generally rep11cate those " reported above-.» As shown in.

Append1x A, Tables A5.6, -AS. 7, and AS. 8, very large and p0s1t1ve effectSf

are found for black females and black males, w1th strong effects also for‘, »

H1span1c females dur1ng the summer- Smaller effects are found for white

and Hispanic males, and no s1gn1f1cant effects are found for wh1te females.

Employment/Populatlon Ratios ‘and Wage Rates for Employed Youths

it
br1efly the employment and wage character1st1cs of employed youths.ﬂ

ERIC

Hav1ng found strong, positive, labor force and employment effects

‘of " the YIEPP program on- the sample "as 'a whole, 1t ‘is- useful to examine"'

'lv .
‘AS‘
Pw

shown in Appendlx A, Table AS. 10, even in the absence of YIEPP (in,the‘
il

preprogram perlod and in control s1tes), perlod-spec1f1c employment/nopu-‘

lat1on ratios for youths employed“at all dur1ng a partlcular perlod are,

quite hlgh--ln the 60 to 70 percent range. In the p11ot 51tes during the:

- program these ratios 1ncrease by an add1t1onal 5 to 10 percentage polnts.j

This suggests that the pr1nc1pal YIEPP employment effect acts throuch

.1ncreas1ng the rate of trans1t1on from the "not employed” to the employLd'

state, but that there is also an add1t1onal, though smaller, YIEPP effect
in increasing the percent of tlme employed by work1ng youths. .

»A As for wage rate. effects of the program, Table A5.11 in Appendzx-
A suggests that ~ these are m1n1mal or nonexistent. During the program‘

period,'in both pilot and control sites, during'the school Year and the




,summer,‘medlan wage rates: are c1ose to the mlnlmum wage, w1th 11tt1e7*

_ev1dence of ‘an effect due to” YIEpp. However, these wages are much more“fvﬁ-"*

ftlghtly clustered around the medlan for 1n—school than for out—of—schoo1

;YOuths, suggeotlng that as target populatlon youths age 1nto thelr post-'5“

Progran perlod, greater - wage varlatlon W1ll be 911denced.o This w1ll befl:

explored in the Flnal Report to be completed in 1983.' d_ /ﬁ[

;Comparlson w1th United States Average Employment and Unemployment Statlstlcs:

“As is we&. khown, ﬁmployment and labor force’ act1v1ty rates often

‘dlffer slgnlflcantty across surveys, partlcularly for youths. (See Freeman~v

and Medoff (1982).) - Iin ‘the interests of compar1ng our survey results w1th‘
‘the Current Populatlon Survey results used to report Unlted States averagesi
by the Bureau -of Labor Statlstlcs (BLS), we attempted to. approx1mate Ble
'methodology with our data. That is, for all sample youths aged 16 to 19
(not - just the program-eligible subgroup), we counted as employed ‘those
youths who reported working at all during the week ‘that. 1ncluded the 12th
day of october, 1978. From this we computed pilot and contrgl site

,emPIOYment/population ratios for race/sex groups. Then, among-youths not,i‘

employed according to thls measure, we counted as unemployed all those Whof

~reported looking for work durlng this or any of the precedlng four weeks.

From this we computed pllot and control site Unemployment/populatlon

ratlos for race/sex groups. - (For “a descr1pt1on of this. methodology as“

applled by the Bureau of Labor Statlstlcs, see the Appendlx to any 1ssue of ﬂb

" Employment and Earnings.) Our results, along with those of the BLS, are |

: reported in Table 5.12. B

A

States averages, we find generally the same race/sex pattern but different

Tovera11 levels in the two sets of results. That is, hoth'we and the . BLS
find the highest employment/populatlon ratios for white males, followed
in order by white females, black males, and black females. For unemploy_
ment/populatlon ratios the order is reversed.vthe hlghest rates are  for

black females, followed by black males, white: females' and white males.

(We fina hlgher unemployment for white females than for white males,‘

e

~ however, whereas the BLS finds thL reverse.) : , ‘ eguh,”

iﬁ:ljs‘ » o o
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.-Table 5.12. Employmen Pnoulatlon and Unemployment/Populatlon S
Ratios for 16~ to "19-year-old: Youths by Race and Sex: o
YIEPP Sample and United States’ Averages for_iﬁ[;'_gaﬁ o
: October. 1978 R ERRE "

'.‘Whlte'r Black - White  -, Black -

Tt S """ males - males - ',females~vn females
- e . ) . a - -
Employment ratlo .
. Pilot sites . 47.4 419 2902 38.7
- Control sites . o 31.4 18,6 F 20,9 ' 10.6
- United States . . 54.9  28.1 48.7 - 22.1°
kUnemployment‘ratioa
Pilot sites . (' . . 20.3. 316 ~  27.3 - 29.7..
Control sites ~ . - -~ 18.6 ~ 41.4 = '28.7 .. 45.6.

United States . v o 8f5,f.'“12 4;“i;, K7l4s.;.f!i1334~ﬁk;

Note: To increase comparability with United States averages
calculated from the Current Population Survey, employ-
ment/population and unemployment/population ratios were
calculated for this table as follows. Attention: is-
restricted to youths 16 to 19 years of aoe durlng the
relevant period, who completed all three‘waves of the
local field survey;-this includes youths who' were pro-
gram ineligible due to hlgh school graduation. . A youth '
-is’ consldered to be- employed if 'he -worked at-all- ‘during e s b
‘the week which included the 12th day of: October. 1978. N
Of not employed youths, those who looked for: work dur1ng
this or any of the preceding four: weeks are considered to
be unemployed. United States averagns were calculated
for the civilian populatlon from statistics. reported in -
the November, 1978 issue.of Employ;ent and Earnings. For
blacks we use ‘the statistics for "black and other." '

®pecause these employment/populatlon and unemployment/
population ratios have been specially calculated using. S 4
a methodology designed to maximize comparablllty with ~ : [
{ national (CPS) statlstlcs, they are not directly compa=:-
_rable with the other measures in this chapter. . However,
they could be used to calculate labor force participa- o
tion, employment, and unemployment rates’ based on CPS
methodology:~evg;- labor force™ partlclpatlon rate =
employment/populatlon ratio + unemployment/populatlon
ratio; employment rate = (employment/populatlon ratio)/
” . . labor force: partlclpatlon rate; unemployment rate =
- (unemployment/populatlon ratlo)/labor force part1c1pa-
tion rate- :
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. Our control slte employment/populatlon ratlos are from 10 to 28
vpercentage p01nts lower than those reported by the BLS, whereas our control
vs1te unemployment/populatlon‘rat1os are from 10 to 30 percentage po1nts
h1gher. , Slnce our study sample was drawn from dlsadvantaged youths 1n'l”*'h
”weaker than average labor markets, these d1fferences 1n level are 1n the
dlrectlon expected.- -No doubt, however, they also contaln at least some
resldual dlfferences “associated - Wlth dlfferent survey and measurement
'methodologles. : o . .'~, o o S o ] o “"‘* R
Summary v
The results of th1s chapter conf1rm that YIEPP exerted a very
'strong posltlve effect on the employment of target populatlon youths 1n the
s1tes “where” 1t was 1mplemented._ On average, the percent of tlme employed ‘
”(employment/populatlon ratio) by these. youths durlng the school yearruls;;..
llncreased from 21 5 to 40 -4 percent, an'18 9 percentage polnt 1ncrease*~; g
that represents an 1ncrement of 87.9 percent\over the ratio expected in the .-
absence of the program. Durlng the summer,- ;- YIEPP 1ncreased the percent of
tlme employed from 30.9 to 42.7. percent, an 11.8 percentage polnt 1ncrease
‘representing an .increment of 38.2 percent over the(ratlo expected)ln the
absence of the program. Overall, YIEPP increased employment from 24. 6Vto ‘
41.2 percentage points, an 1ncrement of 67 5 percent.. Youths who aged
-through the ~program-— (the 15-- to- 16-year-old cohort) -show -~ somewhat stronger*r—“~--“
effects. Overall, these effects on 15- to - 16-year-old youths suggest that . '
'an ongo1ng nat1onal program w1ll have large . and s1gn1f1cant. employment
effects on dlsadvantaged youth. ‘
YIEPP slgnlflcantly 1ncreased pr1vate as well ‘as publlc sector
employment, although the public sector effects are very much the larger.
Employment effects are strongest for ‘black females and black males,
3and are not statlstlcally c':Lgn:Lf:Lcant for whlte females.
» Vet jOb creatlon rates (the percent of YIEPP program employment
hours that translated into net addltlons to the stock of employment

'opportunltles) averaged 66.8 percent during the school year. and 43 5

percent during the summer, for. an overall average of 59. S’percent. That

. 1.68 jobs had to be identified or created in order to employ one YIEPP

participant. This measure ‘of program,,Job creation: efficlency results’
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;durlng the program . perlod.ﬂ__,ﬁ”f = ,f.'_ 'J

’as a welghted average of s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher efflclency 1n the creatlon ofg
‘fpubllc sector Jobs,vand s1gn1f1cant1y lower eff1c1ency~1n“the creat1on off
pr1vate sector Jobs., Average net jOb creat1on rates were 44 9 percent 1n;
’:fthe pr1vate sector, and 71 5 percent in. the publlc sector.: Of courseLf

"'these results may be partlcular to the tlme perlod and pollcy env1ronment"

(program regulatlons and competlng programs) of the demonstratlon.

YIEPP strongly 1ncreased p11ot slte labor force part1c1pat1on and”

”employment ratesp and strongly decreased p11ot 51te unemployment rates.:

meet1ng program requlrements decreased jOb search by target 1popu1at1on
f'youths -in the labor force from 70 7 to 51 5 percent, a 19 2 percentageﬁ

f“polnt decrease that represents 27 2 percent of the rate 1n the‘absence of\

-

vthe program.

Flnally,~ YIEPP exerted 11tt1e d1scern1b1e effect on~‘wage rates:_

vj’0vera11 the prov1s1on of a guaranteed federal mlnlmum wage jOb for youths}"

- In sum, YIEPP succeeded in dramatlcally 1ncreas1ng the employmentf~'.:

’experlence of target populatlon youths. The extent to wh1ch thls experl-“,mg.,

ence translated 1nto posltlve postprogram effects on employment and”

‘earnlngs w111 be 1nvest1gated in the .Final Report.

2y hE)
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PROGRAM EFFECTS ‘ON SCHOOL. ENROLLMENT AND EMPLOYMENT,““ .
' - JOINTLY - CONSIDERED DR

o At the natlonal pollcy-maklng level two pr1nc1pal strateg1es havei
1 been cons1dered to 1ncrease youth employment.» he f1rst,-subs1dlzed youthil
: employment programs, typlcally at the/ federal mlnlnmml wage,. have beenuf

1mplemented under nmny rubrlcs relat1vely cont1nuously 51nce the 1960s;Q‘
///

Such programs have occaslonally 1nvolved employment durlng the school year, e

but rarely w1th exp11c1t attention. to the potent1ally negat1ve schoolz o
, enrollment effects of such employment-1 The second, a youth submlnlmum
'wage, has been much d1scussed but rarely w1th attentlon to the potent1allyf‘
_negatlve school enrollment effects of such a pmllcy.g b A general youth}ff,

submlnlmum _wage. has_never.. been successfully passed into._ law.,f“““

. Recently analys1s has found ev1dence of school enrollment d1s1ncen-v;¢f

5-

tlve effects in response to 1ncreased employment demand for. youths (Gustman'”'

~ and ‘Steinmeyer (1981)) Whlle this analys1s ‘does not dlrectly measure theyxv,‘;*
Y & PO
school enrollment dlslncentlve effects of spec1f1c programs des1gned to,,;fu"

»1ncrease " the demand for youth labor, the 1mp11cat1on of the analysls 1s'
clear—-lncreased employment demand for youth in the absence of any 1nst1-li,‘

I

tutlonal or prOgram constralnt ‘to’ the contrary, Wlll most llkely result 1n

"reduced school enrollment.3‘ In d1rect contrast,'as w1ll be seen below,ffgi
YIEPP reverses this effect--1nduc1ng youths to rema1n in or return to,.uéﬂ”“

‘school even whlle saturatlng the demand for Jobs by these youths-45jﬁ_ibéffp'"

%)

Bl : . pa—

. ' ‘." L ‘

1Programs that prov1ded subsldlzed .mployment to youths dur1ng the school =
year include the Nelghborhood Youth Corps, the Youth Conservatlon Corps,,.
and the Youth Employment and Tralnlng Program. :

2Exceth.ons include Welch (1974) and Mlncer (1978)

3In partlcular, for youths aged 17 to 18 who are both in school and not in . SREEED
.the labor force, a s19n1f1cant~-more than’ 4.2 percentage po1nt—-reduct1on] o

.~ in the youth unemployment rate (used as a proxy for 'youth - labo¥ ;demand) - . - -
—r—decreased—the—school—enrollment—rate—of—nonwhtte—males—about—%—perteutage' ]ﬂk,,
'\p01nt ‘and about 5 percentage-points for nonwhite females. - White males and“"j=”'
‘ females reduced their school enrollment rate ‘between -3 and 4 pe;centage;[f
points.: ' See Gustman and Stelnmeyer (1981.- P 556) S

TN

4A study of the Job Corps, a res1dent1al subsldlzed employment program for : e
dlsadvantaged youths, in whlch tra1n1ng and schoollng is ‘an 1ntegra1 Part:'[ﬂ‘“
“of the program, also found strong positive effects on both employment andf"‘
h1gh school graduat1on (Mallar et al. (1982)). e i
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" what was desired from YIEPP

Against this background, the YIEPP success in-linking‘school’and‘l

work, inducing youths to be involved in both activities durlng the school

year, takes on added 1mportance. As mentioned above, the results of

——

9Chapters 4 and 5 suggest thatithe YIEPP program effect is similar to that
‘of -the Job Corps, acting positively on both school enrollment and employ-.:

"ment. In this chapter, by analyzlng school and work behavior  jointly, we:

clarify that on a net bkasis, school enrollment is not sacrificed fcor the

‘added beneflt of working.

.This is done by defining for each youth the time period in whlch he -
or she is eligible to participate in YIEPP according to the ellglblllty

determlnatlons employed in previous chapters. For each period, we then

compute the percent of days the youth spent in each of the following school

and work states: enrolled‘and employed, enrolled and not employed, not
enrolled and employed, not enrolled and not employed.  These variables fcr’
the during-program eligibility period form the outcome measures for the

analysis.

Total Program Effects

Table 6.1 reports the total YIEPP effect on the percent of days

'spent by target population youths in each of the four school/work states.

As in the analyses of Chapters 4 and 5, these are regression-adjusted mean_ﬂ
differences; in this case the regression adjustment also accounts for the
percent of preprogram days spent in each of the school/work states.

In the absence of the program, approximately egual shares of time
during thP program were spent enrolled and not employed or not enrolled
and not employed--38 percent 'in each case. (See column 2 of. Table 6.1. f

Fourteen percent of sample youths were not enrolled and not employed, and >

10 percent of sample youths were both wnrolled and employed. That,ls,t“

without the program, slightly less in-school than out—of-school time is

spent worklng. _The YIEPP program changed this behavior 51gn1ficantly.

e

The’ largest program effect was to increase. the percent of time

" spent both enrolled in school and employed. . This rate increased by 13.2

percentage p01nts, which was more than 100 percent of the 10 0 percent rate

expected in the absence- of the : program. Thls effect was statlstlcally

significant at better Lhan.the 1 percent level and was, of ‘course, exactly
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Table 6.1. Program Effects on the Percentage of Proéram-Eligible
Time Spent in Different School and Employment States

Program effect_as‘.
a percent of the’

Estimated pllot site . ‘ percentage in the
rcentage of program- ‘ Pilot site percentage in the . c _absence of the
L.gible time spent: percentage - absence of the. program " Program effect program
rolled; employed 23.2 10.0 L 13.2%%% _ 132.0
rolled, not employed 28.2 ' 8.0 - g.g¥** . -25.8
- enrolled, employed 16.3 14.2 ] 2.1 14.8"
 enrolled, not employed 32.3 B 37.8 = - 5.5k © - 1.6

y

1

te: The sample includes youths who have completed all three weves of the:-Local Field Survey. N=4033.

:

youth's program-eligible period begins with January 1978 or the date he turns 16, whichever comes later, -
nd ends with his graduatlon date, the date he turns 20, or the date of the Wave III 1nterv1ew, wh1chever

omes first.
2

his is a regression-adjusted comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal characteristics and
reprogram percentages of time spent in the school/employment states. For a discussion of this methodology
ce the text of Chapter 2. Means of the rlght hand side variables-and-the-coefficient. estlmates are_

eported in Appendix A... - - : ;

his is the difference between columns 1 and 2 with statistlcal significance computed from the t-statlstlc on
he pilot 51te dummy varlable regression coefficient.

** = gignificant at the 1 percent level. ’ ‘ - .

e




Note that the increased time ébZHE both enrolled and employed is
subtracted from two other states: time spent enrolled and not employed
decreased by 9.8 percentage points; and time spent not enrolled and not
employed decreased by 5.5 percentage polnts. " Both of these'effectskare
statistically significant at better than the 1 percent level. vThey indi?
cate that the _program exerted a larger absolute effect in adding employ-
ment act1v1ty to time already occupled with schooling than ‘in addlng both‘
schooling and employment to t1me prev1ously unoccupied.. However, in the
current' form, these changes :L_n actJ.V:Lty should not be taken as measuring
effects for 1n-school youths and dropouts, since tlme spent not enrolled’
and not employed is at least partly accounted for by the summers of in-
school youths. When the effects 1n Table 6.1 are added together so ‘as to
prov1de summary effect measures for either schooling or work, the results'
closely approxlmate those already reported in Chapters 4 and 5. Flnally,:vb
the. third row of this table shows no stat1st1cally significant program;'
effect on the percent of time not enrolled but employed. The small (2;1‘;#;

_ percentage point) increase in this state is due primarily to the increased 8

0

1summer employment of in-school youths.'

T Program "Effects by’ Prlmary School and WorA Status-in- the PreProgram Perlodff*4

i

Table 6.2 presents these effects separately for subgroups def1ned‘
by the school/work category in which the youth spent the greatest amount of
his or her time. durlng the preprogram perlod. This results in four sub-

‘groups:

- Panel A: Youths primarily enrolled and employed in
the preprogram period; youths already involved in the
desired program activity (joint school and work) prlor

to the program. . L
. ’ ‘:
- Panel B: Youths primarily in school but not employed
in the preprogram perlod--the great majorlty of’ youths.

- Panel C. Youths primarily not enrolled ‘but employed in
the preprogram period; out—~of-school youths who have
successfully found employment prior to the program.

- Panel D: Youths passing most of their time neither in e
school nor employed prior to the program--the "hard
core" cases at which the program is partlcularly tar-
geted.

;, For each of these groups, we estimate the progrmm impact on the

percent of time spent in each of the school/work states durlng the program.'
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ercentage of program-'

Time Spent in Different School and Employnent States,

by Primary State in the Preprogram Period

Estimated pilot site

Table 6.2. Program Effects on the Percentage of Program-Eligible

Erogram‘effecf*as'
a percent of the =
percentage in the

Pilot site percentage in the _ absence of the  -V~;7
ligible time spent: " percentage absence of the'program Program effect - - program '
. Youths primarily enrolled and
employed in the preprogram i
period (N=194)
Enrolled, employed 36.9 26.2 10.7%% - 0.8
Enrolled, not employed 24.6 27.7 3.1 - 12
Not enrolled, employed 19.3 20.8 - 1.5 7.2
~ Not enrolled, not employed 19.27 25.31 - 6.1% - 24.1\
; Youths_Erimarily enrolled and
~ not employed in the preprogram
period (N=2,995)
Enrolled, employed 26.5 9.9 T e T I A
Enrolled, not employed 33.6 46.8 =13, 20w - 28.2
Not enrolled, employed 14.2 11.8 2.4%%¥ 20.3
25.7 31.5 - 5.B%*% ‘- 18.4

Not enrolled, not employed
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able 6.2. (Continued)
T ' Program effect as.vﬂ

8 L ‘a percent of the 'g{

' Estimated pilot .site - o percentage in the .

ercentage of program-  Pilot site . percentage in the : - absence of the
ligible time spent: "+ percentage absence of the program Program effect pProgram’
. Youths primarily not enrolled o o
axd employed in the preprogram . ) e
period: (N=147) - Co : e
.Enrolleg,_employed , ' 4.8 ' 4.4 .. - 0.4 0 .i,'_- o 9.1
Enrolled, not employed 6.3 : 5.9 S T R -1 N
~Not enrolled, employed . 48.1 N . 518 . . 2307 '.> - 5,1ﬁ';]i?
_ Not enrolled, not employed  40.8 31,9 S aeh g

. Youths primarily not enrclled
and not employed in the pre-
- program period (N=697)

Enrolled, emplexed . _ g3 ) 4.6 . '. : , ‘§.&***' |
- Enroiled, not emgloyed N _ 9:4. 4_._;.‘”m;'.‘ 9;9 ?"‘_ . 'e‘ - 0.5: ‘ {'2 RN
_f“ﬁgt‘enroiled, employed 4.’ o 4m;§:5p = . ’ -.15;4 ,‘ '  ~ s MTE.Q*
4 Not enrolled, not employed - 63-6 e ?Q-f‘ 3 ;,if" L 6;5***“g_t."€"“‘

ce notes to Table 6.1. A youth's preprogram perlod beglns w1th January, 1977 and ends with December, 1977 ;
r the date the youth turns 16, whichever comes later. The primary school/employment state in the prepro- 'j
ram period is the state. in whlch the youth spent most of hlS or her tlme.v', . Vo

)

* =g 51gn1f1cant at. the 10 percent level.‘ h
*%

significant at the 5 percent level.' o . ) R R - s - o S 2 11
*** = significant at the 1 percent level. - : B T L Lo ke




Readlng the f1rst ‘row of panels (n) through (D) we f1nd a pos1t1ve YIEPP‘
 effect of 10.7 percentage points for group (A), 16 6 percentage points for
group (B), 0.4 percentage points for group (C), and 3.7 percentage points
for group (D). The first, second, and.fourth of these are statiSticallyi
significant, and indicate effects that are largest in absolute value for

previously in-school youths. | '

‘ Expresslng these effects as a percent of the rate expected 1n
the absence of the program, the strongest effects are for youths enrolled
and not employed in the preprogram per1od ( group B) and for youths- not
enrolled and not employed' in the preprogram period (group D). The effect
on this hard core group is noteworthy as an indication of the program's
ability to reach the most critical group in the target'population.-vAlso
noteworthy is the lack of any statistically significant programpeffect on
group C-—youths not enrolled but employed in the preprogram period, It is
exactly these 1nd1v1duals who have the least to ga1n from YIEPP.

The_second row of these panels—renrolled, not employed-—generally
shows a negative program effect, but this is statistlcally significant only
in panel B and represents appropriate behavior relative to'thevYIEPE

‘design. Notﬁsurprlslngly, among ycuths primarily enrolled and employed in

v
1

‘“*“the”preprogram'period,*thewpercent~of‘time spent,in~this-status~isustronglyfﬂwfwm
decreased by the avallablllty of the YIEPP jOb offer. '

.The third row of these panels shows a stat1st1cally Slgnlflcantt
'increase in panels B and D. This is largely due to 1ncreased summer
_employment under YIEPP. ' '

. Finally, the fourth row of these panels——not enrolled, not em-
»ployedf-shows a ,relatlvely large and stat1st1cally 51gn1f1cant negative

effect in panels A, ﬁ, and D. That is, the program decreased the percen-
tage of time spent neither- enrolled nor employed by approxlmately 6

percentage poJ.n*Ls.~1 In conjunctlon with the increase in the flrst row of.
these panels, this f1nd1ng prov1des an 1mportant summary of the YIEPP'
effect. That is, as a consequence of the program, target populatlon youths.
spent more time engaged in both school and’ work, and less tlme engaged 1n7
ne1ther of these act1v1t1es. ' These effects are generally true of allL* E

[
1

1Thls is estlmated as the effect for. each youth subgroup, welghted by the ,,j;
relative slze of that subgroup. T o . e - i

’

u,ci4$rt2‘}‘,yiatifzip:;:”‘
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youths, with the exception of youths primarily out-of-school and employed
in the preprogrmn period. In short, there was no net trade-off between

school and work due to YIEPP.

Summary

These findings suggest that YIEPP exerted positive effects on

school enrollment and employment, Jolntly consldered. The program, thus,

generally resembles the Job Corps in actlng positively on both schoollng'

.and employment, and resembles less closely slmple demand s1de pOllCleS

(such as a youth submrnlmum wage), which may exert some‘negatlve effects on

school enrollment.

4
q—%‘

Overall, YIEPP increased the percent of time enrolled and” employed

by 13.2 percentage p01nts—-and decreased the percent of time enrolled and3

not employed, as well as not enrolled and not employed, by 9.8 and 5.5

percentage points,’ respectively. Relatlvely large and statistically

significant effects in increasing the percent of time both . enrolled and

employed and decreaslng the time engaged in nelther ‘of these act1v1t1es

occurred across all preprogram school/work statuses, w1th the exceptlon off

youths primarily not enrolled but employed in the.preprogram perlod. ~For

'thls latter group, there were no statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant .program effects

.of any kind. = . ‘ o S .
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. Table A3.1. Correspondence of-Entitlement Information System (EIS)
T f and Local Fleld Survey (LFS) Measures of Program Part1c1pat1on :

.

e

Ever a participant in. YIEPP, Spring 1978 through Summer 1979:°%

I .o e
According to LFS: -

No »f, . ‘¥es
- Accord%ng to program No 43.7 469
(EIS): ) : '
. . 609 R 44.5 51.4
Yes | . T o
49.4 . 100.0 ¢

G~

The sample includes pilot site youths who were ever program—eliglble,
Spring 1978 through Summer 1979, and who' completed the .first two waves
of the. local f1eld survey- (N =.3,219). ~

: bSample members were considered part1c1pants if they were enrolled
in the YIEP:: management informatlon system (EIS) and worked at a program-:
job. ‘,; : ,

Part1c1pants are youths rsportlng that a job they held (for at
least two weeks) was sponsnrnd by YIEPP or had school performance
requlrements such as those imposed by the program. :

T
i
7
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~ Table A3.2.

£

S

13

These" fiqures 1nc1ude youths from a11 four pilot sites.
youths_ever holding a program job in a particular period divided by the number programrellglble-,

note-to Table 3.1 for definitions. Numbers of eliglble youths are shown 1n parentheses.~ S

The program part1c1patlon rate is number of
See o

- Program Participation Rates by Race, Sex and Period
Spring Summer Fall Spring .  Summer ' Fall - Spring ' Summer
1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980
Male 23.7 32.8 31.9 35.5° 37.2 28.1 30.1° 28.3
. (980) (1,092)  (1,234)  (1,219)  (1,117) (1,017)_.-- (964) ___ (819). . - .
Female - .. 25.8 33.9 36.5 39.8 40.3 317 33.9 - 28.5
(1,152 (1,261)  {1,418) - (1,386) (1,245) . (1,090)  (1,036) (866) - -
White 7.9 9.5 2.5 13.9 10.5 9.3 . 10.6 [ 10.17
(241) (262) (289) (281) © (247 (227) - (208) - - (168)
Black 28.0 37.9 39.0 42.4 44.0 34.3 37.1 32.8.°
(1,670)  (1,847)  (2,084) (2,089)  (1,865) ' (1,657) (1,579)  (1,324)
Hispanic 19.0 25.0 22.9° 27.2 - 28.0 . 18.4 16.0 VR
(221) (244)  (279)  (265) (250)  (223) ©  (213) . (193) .
White male 7.8 2.3 15.8 __ 14.3——115- 9.3~ 10.4_._.__10.1
(102) - ——(114) (127) (126). . (113) (107)  (96) - (79)
- White female 7.9 7.4 9.9 13.6 . 9.7 9.2 10.7 _ 10417
(139) (148) (162) *©  (155) (134) (120) . " (112) (89)
- Black male 26.9 37.1 35.4. 39.1 41.5  31.5  34.0 - 32.0
(771) (858) (975) (967) (887) . (807) (768) ~  (653).
Black female 29.0 38.6 42.1 . 45.3 46.3 37.1 40,0 - °33.5
(899) | (989) (1,109  (1,092) (978) (850) _ (811)  (&71) »
" Hispanic male 15.9 21.7 22.0  29.4 29.1 21.4 - 19.00 472
(107) (120) (132) (126) (117) (103) (100) . (87)
Hispanic female | 21.9 28.2 23.8 25.2  27.1 15.8 13.3 12,3
: | (114) (124) (147) (139) .. (133) (120) (106) -




Table A3.3. Estimates of Annual Program participation
in an Ongoing Program

A. Estimated e§peziences of a cohort of 1,000 youths aging thzough )

the pzogram ) R . .
— A ’ Numbez of
- ‘ ' full-time
For the year Number ofb Number of equivalent
starting at age eligibles Eazticigantsc ) participants
16 1,000 573 369
- 17 992 . s34 161 T
18 o 132 272 178
19 568 , 103 - . 58

B. With cohorts of equal size, a popuéation of 1. 000 youths age 16
through 19 would have an estimated :

number of eligibles per year : © 823
number of participants per year - 37

R - number of full=time equivalent participants
per year [ 242

C. Estimated from actual participation rates for eligible youths, _. o
""" by cohort, for the two years beginning in Fall- 1978, as follows - . - -

Age of youth in . Fall 1978 - Fall 1979 =

Fall 1978 Summer 1979 Summer 1980
Participants/
eligibles : ' ) v
16 : 57.3 51.5
— V] . 56.0 34.6

18 39.6 T 18.1:

Full time equiva=- .
lent participants/’

eligibles:
16 36.9 . . 34.1
17 . 38.7 . 22.1

18 : 2645 o 10.2

T 3211 estimates are based upon three site averages, excluding
penver, using the sample of youths completing all three waves
of the local field survey. .. .

bEstimated from the cohort of youths turning 16 in Fall 1977,

using the propertions of youths who had not graduated from
high school or completed the GED in Fall 1978, Fall 1979 and
Fall 1980.

Cro simulate the.number of pazticipants foz a cohort aging
*hrough the pzogzaﬁ_rcolumn‘3‘in‘panel‘A)-—the—followiug -
participants/eligibles rates were multiplied times the ) -
number of eligibles in column 2: .16 year olds = 57. 3.0 ' . R, -
17 year olds = 53.8 (average of 51 5 and 56.0)," 18 year '
olds --37.1 {average of 34.6 and 39.6) and 19 year- -plds -
N | : T E YO The following full-time. equivalent participants/
e T eligibles rates weze “multiplied by the number of eligibles
N o form column 4: - 16 year olds -.36.9, 17 yeaz olds - 36.4
o " 7" (average of 34.:% and 38.7), 18 year olds - 24.3 (avezage of . .
,22.1 and 26. 5),’and 19 year n»lds - 10.2. e oo

dIf the nohorts are of equal size, the numbers of eligibles
and participants are the sum of the columns in panel A divided
) by 4. . .o S R
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Table Ad«1. School Enrollment Rates for the 16— to 19:year—old
Youths by Race and Sex: YIEPP Sample and
United States Averages for October 1978

Pilota -Control . Unite
. sites sites States
White male -y s.0  34.8 - 65.0
: (115) " (104)
Black male | 67.4 59.4 . 73.1
' (896) (344) ‘
Hispanic male 51.9 49.8 .  56.9
(1200  (56)
White female 45.6 . . 33.4 58.8
: : : '(154),. (115) '
' Black female v 68.2°  '57.3 _ 65.0
(1024) . (a18)
Hispanic female 513 '”r 50.5  T53.8 CoTTTE
—— ’ (131) v (54) . E B :

Note: |The school enrollment rate is defined as the percentage'
-~ 7" of youths without a high school diploma or GED certifi=-
' cate who are enrolled in school. To adjust for differ-
ences in the age distribution between the YIEPP sample
and the United States population, school enrollment rates
were calculated separately by year of age (by the 16 to
17 and 18 to 19 age- groups for the U S. data) and averaged.

4The sample includes youths who have completed all three o
waves of the local field survey. _Sample sizes are in . v
parentheses. ‘
e bUn:Lted States rates were calculated from the data 1n the
‘ ‘Current Population Reports (U.S.- Department of - Commerce,
. Bureau of the Census), Series P-20, Nos. 333, 346, and
365. ‘ '

oy et




" Table A4.2. Total school Enrollment Rates
by Site, Race and Sex

Preprogram - . Lo _During-program
Fall 1977 _ ~ _ Fall 1978 . _Fall 1979
Pilot  Control Pilot - Control :Pilot Control

(2.'..778)-. (1,255) - (2,652)- (1,188).. (2, 10.’7).4,}'_’;(.93_0)
Denver/Phoenix o 7941 76.2 67.0  63.7 . 52.2  47.8
, (487) (185) - (475) (179) = (372)  (134)’
Cincinnati/Louisville 83.1  73.9 72.5  55.5 62.7 " 50.6
: : 1 (692)  (456) (658) (427) - (541)  (340)
~ Baltimore/Cleveland 86.2 89.3 ,74.7 . 73.4 . 64.1 63.41
B N ' (1,060) (317) (1,002) . (297) (794) - (243)
Mississippi - 86.1  85.5 78.9  75.4 62.0  64.3
o (539) _(297) (517) = (285) - (400) . (213).
Male . | ' 86.0  83.2 '72.7 6.1  58.9  59.0
(1,290)  (577) (1,234) = (542) (1,017)  (446)
Female _ 82.6 78.9 . 74.3 65.9 = 63.3  54.6
- ' (1,488) (678) (1,418) (646) (1,090)  (484)
White . 69.0 66.4 - 56.8.  44.5 - 42.7  21.8.
(303) "(250)  (289) -(236)  (227)  (180)
Black : 87.4  85.8 77.8  73.4  66.1  66.2
(2,190)  (883)  ..(2,084) (833)  (1,657)  (656)
Hispanic ,. ’ 75.4 7406 . 59.1 i 57.1 44.0 . _ 45.7

(285)  (122) (279) -~ (119) . (223).. (94)

Note: Percent of youths enrolled at all in a program leadlng.to a reqular
high school diploma or GED certificate. The sample includes youths
~who have’ completed three waves of the local field survey and were’
eligible for the program ‘during the period in question., Number of -
eligible youths in parentheses..
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Table A4.3. rTotal'Schoo1~Enro11uent Rateé_ , :
for the 15~ to .16-year-old Cohort by Site, Race and Sex

R U

Preprogram. ' Purin

-grogram
‘Fall 1977 . Fall-1978 - Fall 1979
. Pilot . Control __ _Pilot .  Control Pilot _mControZ
All youths 96.3  95.7 88,2 82.3.  75.7 . 69.4.
(1,435)  (648) (1,377) (628)  (1,322) (598
Denver/Phoenix 95.5 ' 91.8 88.0 79.2 69.9  63.6
- . (243)  (98) (241)  (96) (229) ,w(aay
Cincinnati/Louisville 95.6  95.5 88.6  73.2  78.8  61.0
) - (364)  (221) (351)° - (216) ~ (339)  (213)
' Baltimore/Cleveland 97.5  98.8 - 86.2 . 92.3 ' ©76.4 78.6
e . (529)  (165) (500) - (156)  (491) " ‘(154)
e MigSiSSApPA- e i e 95T 29501 nl 91,6 86.9 . 75.7 . 7555
. : (299)  (164) - (285)  (160). (263) :(143)
Male 97.1  97.4 87.0  81.4 :73.5  69.8
- (656)  (302) (632) (290) (627) . (285)
Female 95.6  94.2 89.3  83.1 77.7 . 69.0
(779)  (346) - (745) (338) (695)  (313)
White 89.4 — 90.2 81.0  62.5.  60.4  40.0
' (151)  (123) (147) (120) »(139)' (110)
. Black _97.5  98.1 S0.2  89.3 . 79.5  78.3
g (1,147) (464) (1,095) © (448) (1,051) . (429)
. Hispanic N 94‘2""" "8‘8‘5 "“'—""""i>8000""" ~70‘0~-~61 ‘4 o 59‘3
(137) (61) (135) (60) - (132) - (59)
LI ! ‘ : - . ' ' . l,
Note: . Percent of youths enrolled at all in a program leadlng to a regular fv

"high school diploma or GED certificate.._The sample includes youths .

who have completed. tnreé*waves—of—the—ioca%—f1eid—survey,—whobwere__;___
15 or 16 in June 1978, and who were eligible for the program during r Ko

the period in question.

Number of ellgible youths in parentheses.
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Table Ad.4. Prbgram Effects on Enroilﬁent,’broéout, and
Return-to=School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort
° (Excluding the Denver and Phoenix Sites) - ‘

- L BT SR - Estimated | T

' . - . pilot site : R '+ Program effect as"
o  ratedinthe i . :percent of rate:

sample  Pilot site ~  ‘absence'of ' Program  'in the absence of:
size rate = - the program . . effect ~ ' the program . -

1 school enrollment rates: - - - S LT L :_ R
Fall 1978 S ess 83 B4 37w

Fall 1979 | . 1591 R T - X S Rt

out rates:.
Fall 1978 . 1593 9.3 . o125 v =328 ]

Fall 1979 ) R 1365 1640 15,6 0.4

, - PO - B g P AU

rn=-to-school rates: ) » ) . S - o S '€ ;” *

Fall 1978 62 267 - 65 - 20.2%

Fall 1979 o : 226 0 26.8 - 143 7T 125w

notes to Table 4.2 and 4.3. The sample‘is restpicted;to white and black:youths:from all sitesqutvpénVéfyf.y
Phoenix who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978. o T P

= significant at the 10 percent level.
‘= significant at the 5 percent level.
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Table A4.5. Program Effects on Total SChooi Enrollment in
Fall 1978 and Fall 1979 for the 15- to 16-Year-old Cohort

bl Broan 2

Pilot site total school enrollment rates

Enrolled Fall 1977 o . yes -
Enrolled Fall 1978 . no . yes . .. . no, Yes
o no 63.2 | 15.2 - 7.3 | 15.2
Enrolled Fall 1979 ~
: yes | ‘3.2 18.4 21.6 3.3 |74.2|° 77.5

33.6 100.0 . 89.4 . 100.0 -

)

Estimated pilot site school enrollment rates in -
the absence of the program -

Enrolled Fall 1977 = . no . . yes
Enrolled Fall 1978 ~no yes o no::vyes
_ no | 83.3| 3.3 : 12.1 | 13.9
- Enrolled Fall 1979 ) - : ‘
' o _yes | 1.7 107] . 13.4. _m,v:Té°4,.7135.u”74'9n”"””.
5.0 100.0 . 85.5 '100.0

Program effects on total school enrollment rateéb

Enrolled Fall 1977 ’ no : . - _yes
Enrolled Fall 1978 no yes - . no yes.
' : "no | =20.1}11.9 ‘ - 4.8 | 1.3
Enrolled Fall 1979 . : C :
" " yes | =8e5]|16.7], 8.2 0.9 | 2.6 3.5
28.6 . ° 0.0 o 3.9 0.0
 (N=79) ' (N=1,766) . -

‘ ﬁ;té: The sample'ia'iestzicted to youths who were 15 or 16 1h Juﬁe,

1978 and who were program-eligible in both the fall of 1978
and the’ fall of 1979. ’ . - .

" [ s

3, pivariate probit model of enrollment in the two periods was esti-

mated separately for youths enrolled and not'gnzolléd 1h‘the fall of
1977. Right hand side variables included a pilot site dummy variable,
age in months, dichotomous variables for race/sex groups, and highest

O
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- in panel A and panel B.

grade completed as of Sammer 1977+ In addition; the correlation
pazametér was allowed to differ for pilot and control sites. The
rates reported in panel B are fitted values from this model, using
the pilot site mean pézsonal,chazact:ezistics. Means and coefficients
are reported in Appendix B4. : : : o )

bProgzaﬁ ef:gégp are the difference beh@meﬁ thé:enfbllﬁéht rates .
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Table A5.1.  Sample Sizes (Number of Program Eligible Youths)
for the Program Effect Estimates of Table 5.4

-

i

N

Denver/ Cincinnati/ Baltimore/ - ,Mississippi

Phoenix Louisville Cleveland™ = Pilot/Control:
. Fall 1978 654 1,085 1,209 = - . 804
' Spring 1979 626 1,054 1,279 ) 802
Fall 1979 506 . 881 1,037 615"
Spring 1980 485 o 833 : 992 , 582
Summer 1978 578 o 976 1,170 . 706
Summer 1979 571 o 957 1,204 : 647

Summexr 1980 418 e 711 884 N . 392
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Table A5.2. Average Employment/Population Ratios, by Sector,
Pilot or Control Site, and Period

Private Sector Public Sector Sample Size

Pilot Control Pilot Control - Pilot Control
Preprogram
Spring 1977 N 5.6 5.9 1:4 7 1.7 2,778 1,255

‘Summer 1977 - 10.7 15.8  12.0 10.4 2,778 1,255
Fall 1977 ’ 7.9 10.4 2.8 2.3 ‘2,778 1,255
'During-program i
Summer 1978 . 16.3 17.3  °  24.3 9.2 2,353 1,075
Fall 1978 : . . _ 16.3 14.1 22.0 3.5 2,652 1,188
Spring 1979 18.6 " 15.4 23.7,, 4.4 2,605 1,154
Summer 1979 L 21.3 22.7 23.9 ""11.8 2,3562°1,015
Fall 1979 = - 21.5 19.4 17.6 4.6 2,107 930
Spring 1980 22.8 20.6 . 18.5 5.6 2,000 890
Summer 1980 26.1 23.7 - 16.2 9.1 1,685 718 .
summary
Prepfogram
‘School~-year average 6.6 7.9 2.0 - 1.9 : e
Summer average 10.7 15.8 12.0 10.4 ' D e e

" Total preprogram - : C '

" average . 7.6 9.9 4.5 4.0 —— e
During-program i _
School~-year average 19.9 17.4 ' 20.5 4.6 : - _-4-

. -‘Summer average 21.2 21.2° 21.5- 10.0 ——— e
Total ‘during-program » ‘ o i

average 20.3 18.7 20.8 6.4 ; ——— ==

iyt

Note: .The sample includes. youths who have completed all three waves of the
locé}?field survey and are eligible for the program during the period
in question.. See .Chapter 2 for further details. The‘empléyment/-
population ratio is the number of weeks employed during a particular
period, divided by the total number of weeks in that period. This
provides an estimate of the "steady state” emploYment/population ratio
for the period. Unadjusted pilot and control site averages arg‘feported
in this table. S i ' : ‘ '

: (

4These are averages of the‘period—specificlratios repbrted above, weighted-by
the length of each period. ’ ' . ' =

161 ,229




Table A5.3. Swmpié Bizes (Qumber of Program Eligible Youths)

for the #kogram Eiffect Estimates of Table 5.6

"Females

Malen s
White Black Hiepanic White Black Hispanic
Fall 1978 239 1,349 188 286 1,568 210
Spring 1979 232 1,331 180 274 1,542 200
Fall 1979— 194 1,121 148 . 213 1,192 169
Spring 1980 178 1,067 144 201 1,140 160
Summer 1978 217 1,208 169 263 1,396 175
Summer 1979 206 1,226 166 233 1,362 184 -
Summexr” 1980 149 903 121 160 925 145
?“ ‘|‘




Table A5.4. Program Effects on Employment/Populatlon Ratios for the 15-to 16—year-old Cohort,
o . Excluding Denver and Phoenlx, Separately by Perlod - SO L

Estlmated pilot. : SR

, Estimated pilot. . .. Program effect a

. o . | .site ratio in .. - ' '~ a percent of rat

- . ‘ _Sample; .Pilot site .  the absenceaoff’, Prograg in the absence ofﬁ
T size ratio = the programv‘fp-'*'effect the program

School-year:
pall 1978 1,668 340 - 9.1 - 28.9%sx  273.6
Spring 1979 - ; 1,714~ .39.1 1201 L 27.0%xx 0 223.1
Fall 1979 S © 1,603 41T T 18.6 ot 23 TR 12402
Spring 1980 1,600 . 444 00 211 G 23.3%% 0 11044

School-yearvaveragec~"g: T e ',,;v'-40.0 "y'.fy 15.4 Tff24}6tffnf:ff7f1:15§;7

Summexr o . .
Summer 1978 S maes a6 2120 w774
Summer 1979 - - 1,652 . 0 45.5 318 o 37w o 4341
‘Summe r—-1980———— ——1,402 ~43.8 e~ 30.6—— —13. 2***—f4%—f44%%43;1

Summer average® " . — 42,3 . 27.9 . 7'914 4*tf~';l:ff7 ‘51,6

St Do 109.2 0

Totaliduring-program averacjec —--v:” ' 40.8 . - %'.N‘h19‘5 o

o x 51 ; ) e B O P .
Thls is a regre551on-ad3usted,.comparlson 51te mean, flt at pllot 51te average personal charac-
'terlstlcs and preprogram: employment. ' Means of the rlght-hand-slde var1ables and regre551on e
coeff1c1ent estlmates are reported in Appendlx B._' : : T e RIS

;Thls is the dlfference between columns 2 and 3, W1th statlstlcal 51gn;f1cance computed from the
_t-statlstlc on the p11ot 51te dummy varlable regre551on coeff1c1ent S o e

vwelghted by the length of

.These ‘are averages of the per1od-spec1f1c ratlos reported'above,
each perlod. . : L P
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. Table A5 5. Program Effects on Labor Force Part1c1patlon, Employment, and Unemployment Rates
during the Total Program Period, Separately bXASlte AT

Estimated pilot'“_lbb L Program effect’as

_ o site rate in the ... - . a percent of rate

Pilot site = absence of the . * ‘Program in the absence of

rate - program .~ - . effect = the program S

‘Denver ‘

- Igbor‘force participation v - S : ' “*;;?fff}a
_ rate 48.8 : 44.0 4.8 ©10.9
. Employment rate 52.1 . - 47.7 . ¢ S 4.4 9.2
Unemployment rate _ - 47.9 ' 52.3 ~4.4 -8.4

Cincinnati "
Labor force participation : . )
' rate . 42.8 ’ 33.9 8.9%** . 26.3
Employment rate T 43.3 26.9 o 16.4%%* 61.0
Unemployment rate : 56.7 S 73.1 . =16.4%**x -22.4
Baltimore : ‘ o - P

Labor force participation . : g o . o

‘ rate o 57.8 41.0 _ : 16.8*** ' 41.0

Employment rate . 53.6 35.5 ' 18, 1#*x - 51.0 -~

Unemployment rate 46.4 64.5 ~18.1%*x* . = -28.1_ .

Mississippi , ‘ , o 4

Labor force participation = , S T

rate ‘ 45.6 - 27.0 _ 18.6%** . -  68.9

. Employment rate - 42.6 25.4 S 17.2%%x 67.7 .

Unemployment rate , 57.4 74.6 S=17.2 =231

_See notes a and b to Table 5 3.
ik = smgnlflcant aL tu—<ﬁ¥percent level.




pable AS.6. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, .
. Separately-by. Pexriod, Sex, and Race : : - :

. ' Estimated piloé " Program effect as

e site rate in the a percent of rate
Pilot site absence of the - Program in the absence of
rate program - effect _ the program
white male
school}~y=lr .avgzagea- 57.8 48.1 9.7* ‘ 20.2
summer ayerage o a 59.3 . 54.5 4.8 - BB
Total Juring-program &ve€ragse 58.6 50.2 8.4% - 1647
Black male -
school-year average 54.3 33.9 | 20.4** - 0 60.2°
Summer average . 58.0 © 442 ) 13.8%0% : 31.2
Total duxing-program average 55.5 37.4 T 18, 1ewe o 48.4
Hispanic male . . .
School-year average ' © 59.2 ’ 55.6 3.6 6.5
Summer average 62.9 60.1 " 2.8 4.7
Total during-program average 60.4 T 57.1 3.3 5.8
White female °
Scl:xoo],-year average . 36.9 . 32.5 . 4.4 T 13.5
Summer average . o 39.2 36.6 2.6 . ‘ 7.1
Total during-program average 37.7 . 33.8 3.9 -~ 115
Black femsle ' . . ’ o . - o
school-year average - : 48.7 . 25.9 “ 22.8*** " 88.0 .
Summer average . 49.4 34.3 15, 14w - 44.0 -
Total during=-program averags 48.9 28.7 S 20.29% . 70.4 f};’
' Hispanic female v o . ) AU
school-year average -—— . 37.8 33.5 4.3 . 12,8
Summer average 46.1 - 32.4 13.7%* ~ 42.3
T¢tal during-program average 40.5 33.2 ) 7.3* 22.0
white . b '
'School-year average . 46.4 . 39.5 , 6.9% 115
Summer average o 48.3 44. 1 ' 4.2 ) 9.5
Total during-program average - 47.0 41.0 . 6.0% 14.6
-Black .
school-year average 51.4 29.8 21.69%¢ © 72.5
Summer average 53.5 39.2 71 14e3WE8 - 36.5
Total during-program average 52.1 32.9 19.20%% 58.4
Hispanic _ o ,
School-year average 47.8 43.2 ' 4.6% . 10.6
Summer average . 53.9 45:1 8.8* - 19.5
Total during-program average 49.8 43.8 © 6.0 . 1367
Male
School-year average . 55.2 38.4 16.8%%* ' 43.8
Summer average o . 5846 47.4 11.2%%* , 23.6
Total during-program average 56.3 41.4 14.,9% " L. 36.0
Female - » ‘
school-year average ' ‘ h 46.2 ' \ 28. 1 o 18,1y C L‘-4 )
Summer average ) . 47.9 .. 34.8 o 1341w 0 1376 . N
- Total during-program average . . 46.7 o 30.3 o 16,4%*% . . - 54.1: e

See notes a and b to Table 5¢3. . - o T S
> 3 mese are averages of the petiod-speéitic rates, weighted by the lenjth of each period. . .- =l
© ¢ = significant at the 10 pexcent level. ' .
“#% = gignificant at the 5 percent level. .
Coeer = significant at the 1 percent level i

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e



, __Table A5.7. ongg Effects on mploment: Rat:es. Separat:ely by Peziod.' Sex. and Race

] _Estimated pilot: . : Program effect: as
- gite rate in the .~ a percent of rate
Pllot site absence of the Program . in the absence of
' rate program effect - the program
e —
White male o " o
School-year avgzage‘ _  54.8 41.2 13600 ' 33.0
Summer average . a 56.4 50.7 . S5.7* S 1.2
Total during-program average 55.3 - . - 44.3 C 11.0% 24.8
Black male ) ) :
School-year average 49.7 . 28.3 21.4vee - 75.6 .
. Summer average 55.0 44.7 10.3%¢* - 23,0
‘fotal during-program average 51.5 33.8. 17,700 52.4
Hispanic male . N o »
School-year average 62.0 © '55.1 . 6.9* ) » 12.5
Summer average . 68.6 : 60.5 . 8.1* 13.4
Total during-program average 64.2 56.9 7.3* . - 12.8
White female ,
School-year average 36.2 i 34.1 2.1 5.2
Summer average - 37.8 36.6 1.2 3.3
Total during-program average 36.7 34.9 1.8 5.2
Black female » ‘
School-year average 44.7 17.9 26.8%% 149.7
Summer average 46.9 31.7 15.,2%e* 47.9
Total during-program average 45.4 22.5 ' 22.9%e¢ 101.8
Hispanic female ' : . ' o
school-year average 42.0 39.9 2.1 5.3
Summer average ’ 54.2 33.9 20.,3vee 59.9
Total during-program average & 46.0 ‘ 37.9 8. 1* . 21.4
White .
School-year average 44.7 37.3 T.4v* . 19.8
Summor. average . 46,2 42.3 3.9 . 9.2
Total during-program average 45.2 ' 38.9 6.3* 16.2
Black T ) il T '
Scheol~ytar average 47.1 ' T 22.9 24,208 105.7
Summer &varage © 50.8 - 38.0 : 12.8%¢ 33.7
~--.Total during-program average  48.3 27.9 20,40 o 73.1
Hispanic : » . LT
school-year average - 51.4 46.4 - 5.0 . 10.8
Summer average 60.9 : 46.1 _ 14.8vre T 3201
Total during-program average . 54.6 .. 46.3 _ 8.3ner © 7 17.9 :
School-year aveza§e . 51.5 l 33.2 . 18,3 - - 55.1
Summer average . . ' 56.6 . 47.4 - © 9.2wee 19.4
Total during-program average 53.2 ) 37.9 . 15,300 " 40.4
school~year avéx‘age o 43.5 . 22.7°.7 20.8%** - 91.6
Summer average : - 46.6 - 32.7 . . 13,9%er . 42.5

" Total durihg—progtam average 44.5 12640 : 18.50e . . 71.2

See notes a and b to Tabls 5.3.. - . .
These are avezages of t:he peziod-speciﬁ.c zates, weighted by the lenqt:h of each peziod-

’ : *m liqn!’licnnt: at the 10 pezcent: level.
e - ligniticant; at the 5 percent level.
et u. liqniticant: at the R pez‘cent"level.‘ L

erlc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table A5.8. Program Effects on Udemgloxggnt Rates, Separately by Period, Sex, and Race

Estimated pilot | : Pfogzﬁm effect as

site rate in the . i a percent of rate
Pilot site absence of the " Program - - in the absence of _
4 rate ' program - effect the progran .
5 . \ .
. o - . - . A
¥White male - ‘ . o . . .
School-yeait average" 4s5.2 t 5.8 -13.6%% "-23.1
Summer average - " a 43.6 ) 49.3 o= 5.7 -11.6
Total during-program average 44.7 . . " 5547 T =11.0%% -19.7
Black male ' ‘ .
School-year average 50.3° 71.7 T m21.4%%r =29.9
Summer average 45.0 . 55.3 - =10.3%%% - =18.6
Total during-program average 48.5 66.2 =17, 7%%% ~26.7
} o | T,
! Hispanic male ) B i )
L School-year average : 38.0 44.9 - 6.9% ,315-4'
Summer average - : 31.4 39.5 - 8.1* . =20.5
- Total during-program average 35.8 43.1 - 7.3% - _ ~16.9
“wo  vhite'female = ‘ R ’
School-year average 63.8 © 65.9 - 2.1 . -3.2
Summer average . 6242 . 3.4 - 1.2 - 1.9.
Total during-program average 63.3 65.1 -.1.8 - 2.8
Black female - ' o ) 7 %r o . :
School-year average $5.3 .. 82,1 .  =26.8%" . " -32.6
Summer average © 5341 T 68.3 -15.2%%# T =22.3.
Total during-program average 54.6 77.5 -22.9%%% -29.5
"Hispanic female ‘ R
School-year average 58.0 ©60.1 -2.1 © . = 3.5
Summer average . 45.8 6641 =20, 34%w v =30.7
Total during-program average 54.0 62.1 - 8.1* - 2'=13.0
¥White . )
School-year average' 55.3 62.7 - 7.4%w -11.8
Summer average - . 53.8 57.7 - = 3.9 - 6.8
Total during-program average 54.8 61.1 - 6.3% . =10.3
Black o i ' _ o
School-year average : 52.9 77.1 | =24.2%%% -31.4
Summer average ) 49.2 62.0 =12.8%** . ~20.6
Total during-program average 51.7 . 72.1 ‘ ~20. 40" | =28.3
Hispanic o
School-year average i 48.6 53.6 ) - 5.0% - - 9.3
Summer average - . 39.1 53.9 T =14.8%%* D «27.5
_ Total during-program average 45.4 | 53.7 - B.3%* G -
Male ) ) .
School~-year average. E 48.5 66.8 . : ;18-3"' ) ~27.4
Summer average 43.4 52.6° - Q,2%% =17.5°
Total during-program average . 46.8 62.1 =15.3%ww ~24.6
Female . . - )
School-yeéz average : 56.5 77.3 - =20.8%** -26.9
Summer average R : 53.4 . 67.3 . =13.9%ew ] -20.7
Total during-program average  55.5 : 74.0 ] =18, 5%%w’ © =25.0

See notes a and b to Table 5.3.

aThese'aze'avezages of the period-specific zhtes, weighted by theliengtp of each period.

* = significaht at the 10 pezcent level.’ v '
*%* = gignificant at the 5 percent level. o o S e
**% = gignificant at the 1 percent level. . - ‘ L S

ERI!
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Table A5.9. . Program Effects on L

Dt ) o , . ,'v,
abos+«Force Participation,

Employment, and Unemployment Rates for the .15- to 16-year-old -

Cohort, Excluding Denver and Phoenix, Separately by Period- v"fU

Sample

Pilot site"

..Estimated pilot
site rate-in the.

FProgram

PiograﬁlefféctFASfﬁ

‘a percent of rate” .

: absence of the in the absence of "
size - rate program . effect - the program ' " il
A. Labor Force Participation Rates
:School year
‘Fall 1978 1,668 43.0 18.4 24.6%x °
‘Spring 1979 1,714 47.8 21.9 25.9%%%
Fall 1979 . 1,603 52.5 32.8 19, 7%*x
‘Spring 1980 - 1,600 54.8 34.4 20.4x**
‘School-year average -—- 49.7 27.0 22, 7%wx
- Summer f,l
‘Summe£™1978 1,264 46.5 S 29.0 17.5%x 60.3
‘Summer 1979 1,652 54.3 38.9 C15.4%kx 39.6
-Summer 1980 1,401 56.3 44.8 11, 5%%% 25.7
TS“' er averagea - 55.3 - 37.6 117.7*** :47.1
1Total'durihg-pfagram averagea — 51.6 30.5 21.ﬂ**?, 69.2
B. Employment Rates _:i
:Séhool year S
Fall 1978 1,668 4.3 7 14.3 | 26.0%%%
:Spring 1979 . 1,714 46.0 - 17.2 28.8%**
‘Fall 1979 1,603 46.6 22245 0 it 244 1%%x
‘Spring 1980 1,600 . 52.1 _ 26.6 . L 25.5%%x
o > ' L : e LR e
¢h991-3(ear averagea 46.6 . 2Jb 20.4 26 2%** 0

0




Table A5.9. (Continued) “ ST SR
: Estimated pilot ' Program effect as
- : - site rate in the .- . .- a.percent of rate’ B
Sample. ... Pilot site = absence of the = - Program- in the absence ‘of
size - rate ' program , effect " »the»program
Summer T » B e ol
Summer 1978 _ 1,264 . 45.2. 3004 14.BEes 48.7
Summer 1979 -~ 1,652 53.4 o 43.8 L 9.6%kx 21,9 e
Summer 1980 _ 1,401 . 52.0 ©.38.8 - . 13.2%%x . '34.0
Summer average® ' _— 50.2 37.7  U.T 12.5%%x e 33}2>f_,mfj
Total during-program average® --- 47.8 26.1 2. 7R ooe3a1
C. Un4¥ployment Rates ¥
School year - ‘
Fall 1978 , . 1,668 59.7 - 33,7 -26.0%** | =.77.2
Spring 1979 1,714 ! 54.0 S 25.2 . =28,8%** S =114.3.
Fall 1979 v 1,603 - 53.4 29,3 =24.1%%x’ . =823
Spring 1980 1,600 47.9 . 22.4 | =25.5%%% R -113,8
.$¢hool-year_avera9ea, : - : 53.4 27.2 ‘ - =26, 2%%% L - 96-3- e
.. L ) . . . . - e T
Summer T
Summer 1978 | 1,264 ~  54.8. 40.0 . | El4.ewsx - 37,0
Summer 1979 1,652 - 46.6 37.0 ' L= 9. ER Nk =259
Summer 1980 1,401 © 48.0 ' 34.8 L =132 - =37.97 L
;Sﬁmmér averagea - - 49.8 . 37.3 . ' -12 5*** T - 33;5' f"*’
Total during-program average- =—- " 52.2 ‘ 30.5 -21. 7***»,'__ - 71;1" B

_See notes a‘and b to Table 5.3.

&




Table AS5.10.

by Pilot or Control SJ.te and Per:.od S

i EmplIOYmeht"/" '

Total = : TR :
Employment/ Percent ~ Average weeks Populat:.on
Population ___ -employed ‘worked by ©  ratio for'

" "Ratio” . T “at all’ employed youths . employed youths

Average Jloyment/PopulatJ.on Rat:.os for Employed Youths, ,

Pilot Cont;'ol

Pilot Control

- Pilot' Control -

*Pilot .Control " -

’reprogram

pring 1977 7.0 767 10,3 13.5 .6 12,1 ST
urmer 1977 22,7  26.2 3. 38.2 9.4 . 8.9 - 72.5 6846
all 1977 0.6 12,7 -, 19, 21.5 S 9.3 10.2 53.8  59.1°
)ﬁring-grogram . —

ummer 1978 40.6  26.4 53.0 37.2 10 0 9.2 ‘,76'.6

all 1978 38.2 . 17.7 48.0 - 27.1 13.8  11.3 79.6

pring 1979 42,2 - 19.8 53.6 . 30.2 17,0~ 14.2 78,7

ummer 1979 - 45.2 34,5 57.9 . 48.8 - 101 9.2 78,17

all 1979 39.1 24,0 - 47.3 315 14,3 13,2 82,7176,

pring 1980 41.3 . 26.2 :53.0 36.9 16.9 ~ 15.4 77,9011

ummer 1980 42,3. 32,8 56.5 " - 46.2 9.7 9.2 74,9 1,

. b

,ummagg

reprogram - e

chool=year average 8.4 9.8 .5 . 1701 12,2 0113 57,9 5.3
ummer average 22.7 26.2 <31, 38.2\ S 9%.4. - B.9 . 72.5° ' ' 68.6. . ...
otal preprogram average 12.1 13.9 - 18, 22,3 * 11,5 10.7 64.0 - .62.3.
)ﬁr'ing-grogram o fi -
chool-year average 40.4° 22,0 50.8 31,7 157137 795 69.4
ummer average 42.7 312 55.8 - 44.1 9.9 7 9.2 - 76,5 7 70,7

otal durlng-program average

4.2

S22 B

Reported J.n Table 5.... 1

’I'hese are average ‘of ‘the perJ.od-




Table A5.11. Wage Rates of Employed Youths, Spring and Summer 1979,
: By Pilot/Control and School Enrollment Status

¢

Out-of-School Youths® ' L In-School Youths

Wage Rate, Spring 1979 Wage Rate, Summexr 1979 » 'W@ge Rate, Spring 1979 Wage Rate, Summer 1979

Pilot Control  Pilot .- Contrxol. ' Pilot - Control - Pilot - . Control .

11.4 12.1 13.3 . 9.8 1.7 . 11.9 - 20,5 1.4
.59 1.2 4.3 1.5 5.3 1.8 1.7 2.1 1.3
.69 7.3 5.7 3.4 6.1 20.6 6.4 . 8.9 7.5
.79 2.4 4.3 2.5 3.0 2.3 0.6 . 2.5 2.3
.89 2.8 4.3 1.5 3.8 5.5 0.6 . 1.8 2.3
.99 26.0 24.3 29.1 31.1 46.4 43.5 . 50.6° 3.6
.09 11.0 7.1 -10.8 3.0 . 2.4 9.6 .. 2.4 6.2
.19 4.5 6.4 4.4 4.5 X 1.0 2.8 0.9° 2.3
.29 6.1 5.7 7.4 - 5.3 1.0 1 1.4 - 2.9
.39 1.2 1.4 1.5 2.3 0.9 . 2.8 0.7 0.3
.49 1.6 1.4 1.5 0.8 1.0 A 0.3 1.6
.59 4.5 5.0 4.4 6.1 0.9 S 1.2 1.0
.69 . 2.0 2.1 - 1.0 3.0 0.3 L 2.3 0.5 1.0
.79 2.0 2.9 1.5 3.0 0.3 . 1.1 0.3 ~ 1.0
.89 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.5 043
.99 2.0 1.4 1.0 0.8 0.0 - © 0.6 - 0:5 - 0.3
' 13.8 0.7 14.8 12,1 4.4 2.3 T 4.8 4.6

$3.18 © o -$3.08 . §3.18 o831 §2.83 1 - $2.83 . §2.81

'$2.95 $2.90  §2.95 $2.90 © . $2.90 0 $2.90 . $2.90 - us2

246 140, 203 w132 1,083 T U770 o 0996 o nd

Enrollment status as of’ Sprlng 1979.-

r to reduce- the importance of outliers and mlscodlngs on mean wage estlmates, wage rates above $7 50/hour 1l'
liminated from the sample. ‘ S
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Loerricient

- #ﬂmSample.meahw<:u~~m—g(t—statistic)m—»~~~e—-~
-Constant 1.00 " «253
' (4.53)
Denver - «175 : -.537 ‘ e .
(5 56) '
Cincinnati 1a249 -.449
: : (6.82)
Baltimore .382 0.0 -
( ).
' Mississippi Pilot .194 -.298
(4.30)
Age in June 1978:
15-16 517 .548
‘ (10.9)
17-20 .483 0.0
//"« s (_) .
» o ¢ L e e
White male .048 - =.926
‘ : . (6.93)
Black male .368 0.0
o ' (=)
Hispanic male '-049,e - 7.3202_
: - (2. 24)‘
. B T <]
White female w61 o0 o
Black female .420 072
T (1.29)
"Hispanic female " 054 - -.308 7
L ' (2.25)
N 2,778 —-

A

Note: The eamplefinCludes‘yeuths>whoféomple£edzthfee)webesfof theepdgggjep[

' Field Survey and were ever program eligible,’ from the spring of

11978 ‘through - the summer ' of 1980...

7;holding a program jOb (fbr at least two weeks) or not.:'f;¢;u

The dcpendent varlable is ever .




f':T&bié”és;é.f Duration of" Program Participation (Table 3 10)

OLS Coefficients and Sample Means

Coefficient

'Sample‘meen" i.t» ; (t-statistio) R

Cooetant

Penver

Cinoinnati
raitimore”
'Missiseippi filot

-Agepin June 1978:

~15-16

- White male

Qiack'male
1Hispanio malet;
ﬁwhite femaiev
elackffeﬁéleeﬁn

“']rHispahio‘feﬁale

ae7 0.0
| o

o (

C.021 =030
032

. .485 .

L .038

©ote0 .~.576

(30 3)

'_.i21 R ;". “~--.225f.*'

(6.20) . - -

ca218 0 =a20 =

. (5.44)
.194 ' =126

.604 | . 3 'v+.017f”,

,,,,,,

) H

«403

021




Table B4.1.

Probit cOefficients and Pilot Site Means - -

' COefficients (t-statistics). ot

Program Effects on School. Enrollment Rat:es by Types of Degtee Pr \gram (Ttble 4. Z)

Pilot site means: -

. Total enrollmeiif " Regular enrollment R f\}éED enfollﬁéhﬁ e o : e
Variable Fall 1978 .. Fall 1979  Fall 1978  Fald 1979  Fall 1978  Fall 1979 - Fall 1978  Fall 1979 -
Constant 5.493 . 8.680 - . 5.983 . - 9,097 . - ~3i907-- T---3.591 - - 1,000 - - 1,000
o . (12.21) - :_(15.12) 130 (16.39) -~ . (5.961) ... (4.460) - , R
Pilot.sites ' St .ose 27 032 ' EARTI 10000 1000,

o (3.777) (1.521) . ° (2,217 . T (.545) (1.710) ~ :
Age in Juwne 1978 JTa3.952 . +5.200 ~4.623 ;5 921 1490 2,050 - 2010 -
{manths/100) LoTge) o (19.48) (205) . (20.63) (3.720— o L
white male i, = 4566 L= 0739 - 512 = .662 © =362 . 1,048 - .051

' . 7{5.351) (6.560)"  (4.709) (5.708) ' (1. 10) N IR

Black male . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 .368 83
(=) =) (=) =) B I S
Hispanic male - 490 = 4549 .- =533 ~ 572 12 008 C L .'oso_’-f 089
R (4.480) ' (4.693)  (4.754)  (4.841) L{a721) 0 (.556) S A
White ferale - 489 - .668 = .423 - - -= .53 -.23) =530 .061
~ * (4.620) "(6+294) - (2.825) (5 181) = (1.4686) (2:420) - '
Black female T 076 2068 075 076 T.003 . - .019 Lat8
(1.244) (1.136):  (1.240) - (1.265) LL031) G218 o
Mapanic feale - e 486 ———=-1625 —-.a59 643 — e 043 072 055
(4.807) (5.249) ¢ (4.292) (5.213) - (.257) (+447) L
Enrolled, Fall 1977 ' 1._186 .2 1.506 1,298 = .086 = 4095 - .851

T L (15.94) (8.460) (16.80) - (10.05) (,932) (.867)

Highest grade completed, R B 12 .323 o L - 125 6.520 . 6.480 .- .
7 Sumner 1977 (9.278) " (5.587) - (11.11) (7.154) (3255) (2.590) e
Grade missing, Summer 1977 1.920 . 1.113° 2.263 ‘ 1.413 - .959 - ,853 ) T e258 o ‘7236 T

: (7.451) . (4.201) (8.717) (5.285) ... s 491} (2,068) - S e
N 3840 - 3037 337 3s0 3037 2652 2107

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table B4.2. Program Effects on Dropout and Return-'td‘-SChool Rates (Table 4.3):
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Coefficients (t-stat:lst:lcé): Vi o Pilot site means:

Total enrollment for  Total enrollment for ~ = . ' RS B
- youths enrolled in youths not enrolled . = ' - Youths enrolled . - . Youths not enrolled
. previous fall in previous fall ' ‘ in previous fall - ~——in previous fall- S
Variable © "Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978  Fall 1979 . Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Farl 1978  Fall 1979 . ..~
Constant. 7.188 8731 2643 . 4279 ST 0000 1,000 1,000 d.000 %
o {15.735) (11.091) (2.121) (3.967) V. - :
Pilot sites T e - 009 302 (085 - L 1,000 1006 1,000 1000
‘ (3.190) S (4122) (2.038) .  (.529) o . o o
Age in June 1978 _ -4.349  =4.552 -1.894 2411 202 . 198 219 - 209
(months/100) (17.968) (13.485) (3.396)  {4.476) : C
White male - 630 - .587 L BN 71 © 082 2040 . .08a . B2
(5.366) (4.108) (.562) . {2.920) - L
Black male 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 .393 C .39 .49 .36
(=) ) (=)’ (=) : | N
Hispanic male _ - 537 - .445 - 197 -3t .046 .040 R £ T VR
* (4.328) (3.087) {.748) (1,231), : L . .
White female - " - 512 - .581 -~ - 316 - .485 S .049 04k a3 097,
(4.288) (4.082) (1.340) (2.281) N o
Black female .058 .027 .184 120 : 827 ‘431 368 . .21
: ' (.878) {.389) (1.122) " (.881) ‘ : e e e
Hispanic female - 541 - 632 - .42 . =083 - .043 " .046 - 4096 SLe090
, ‘ T(4.799) T (4.279) (.568) . (+245) s : ERE
Highest grade completed, . «309 +144 +058 -.019 . ‘:709 ' «704 - 321 Y [:1} ‘ _
Summer 1977 (9.786) (3.997) {.730) {.272) e N
Grade missing, Summer 1977 - . 2.264 917 139 - 4253 .193 73 o629 apr
o (8.000) (2.934) (.198) (.423) , 2
N B 3228 2215 612 822 - mse 53 - 3% Tma

1’:['h.ls: mbdel predicts the school retention rate which equals one minus the dropout rate. |
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Coefficients (c-icui-tics) 3

Pilot site means:

. Table Bd4.3. Program Effects on School Enrollment ﬁten by Site (Table 4-7): o
- R . Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Total Enrollment

Variable

Denver youths

Cincinnati youths

Baltimore youths )

Hississiggi xouchﬁ .

Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Fali 1978 — Fall 1979 ~ Fall 1978 . Fall 1979  Fall 1978  Fall 1979 . Fall 1978 - Fall 1979 ..
Denver/Phoenix 5.758 8.760 1.000 1,000 .000 ~.000 CL09 L .000 .000 - .000
R - (11.889) (15.811) c Cen T o
Cincinnati/ 5.332 . 8.649 .000 -000 1.000 1,000 S0 " .000 - 000 -.000
Louiarille ..“(11.685) (15.859) - - : - - CoL
Baltimore/ 5.492 8.708 .000 .000 1,000 T 000 1,000 === 44000 - - mime s 000 om0 000 i L
Cleveland (91.619) (15.802) B S A o
Missisaippi pilor/  5.584 8.793 .000 .000 $000 .000 .000 .000 - 1.000 Cq.000
compariaon (12.081) (16.071) : ‘ S . : .
Denver .015 .054 1.000 ., 1.000 .000 .000 000 -000 .000 . Jo00 G
. (.109) (.391) A . S : 4 ‘
Cincinnati . ' .332 .238 < .000 .000 1.000 1..000 .000 .000 .000 T.e00 G
. (3.513) (2.388) : : o L
‘Baltimore .170 . 083 .000 .060 .000 .000 1.000 - 1.000 .000 "~ .oo0
~ ’ (1.461) (.756) ‘ : e
Mississippi pilot 191 - .095 .000 ., -000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 1.000
PR , (1.506) (.750) S . : T
Age in June 1978 -3.876 -5.213 2.05 2.01 2.05 2.01 2.05° 2.01 " 2.04 24000
" (months/100) (17.411) (19.368) : : : SR
‘White iale - .569 = 2729 .063 . 069 .063 ' .063 019 .023 .069
D (5.229) .. (6.328) : S
'Black male 0.000 0.000 .162 170 .370 -390 .422 " .33 .449 .am
e =) =) ‘ ’ ’ o ¢ - -
panic male - .61 - .525 .261 .261 .003 .004 .006 .00S
PR (4.285) (3.802) e
‘White female - .48 . - .668 .076 . 065 .099 092 * .028 029 .
SN . (4.488) (6.200) ' R IR
"Black female .079 . 061 145 .129 460 - -447 ".520 .505 -
: - (1.298) (1.027) ) : :
spanic female - .610 - .603 293 ~ .306 ~.00s .004 1 H . .005
; : (4.358) (4.223) . e
"Enrolled, Fall 1977 1.189 812 * .02 . .sse .847 .880 872 .901
P (15.877) (B.426) ~—+ :
“Highest grade com- . . .251 171 7.000 7.440 5.500 5.430 6.600  '6.530
" pletec, . Summer 1977 (8.438) (5.410) . K C o :
: S N - S
Grade 'migsing, . ..  1.778 1.101 .229 L1644 71369 .357 234 212"
" Summer 1977 (6-692) . (4.006) - S ' S -
3840 3037 475 372 "658 541 1002 - 794

O
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Program Effects on School Enrollment: by ‘Race (Table 4.8, first panél) :
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means .

Table Bd.d4.

f

Coefficients (t-statistics): Pilot site means:

X B Total Enrollment White youths Black youths Hispahicjoﬁths
 Variable Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Fall 1978 - Fall 1979 -° Fall 1978 . -Fall 1979  Fall 1978 - Fall 1979
'White male . 4.826 7.731 439 471 000 5 ° .000 .000. L
L (10.796) (14.187) I S . R
.Black male ' 5.498 8,760 .000 .000 .000 .
e : (12.151) (16.146) " o "
. . . - . . L ol ° P

 Hispanic male 5.095 - B.264 . .000 .000 5000 ©+000 473
L (10.870) . (14.857) "~ -~ ‘
' white female 4.901 7,790 .561 .529 .000 -+000 - J000
- (10.929) (14.404)
. ‘Black femalé 5.573 8.828 000 . -7 .000 532 - ___.513 000
L : 20 (12.372) (16.306) SR o
. Hispanic female -~ 5,103 8.191 .000 . 000 .000 . .000 .527.
P , ' (11.052) (14.961) : S o7
- pilot site .388 .523 1.000 1,000 .000 ~.000 . +000 -
- white youth (2.894) (3.656) ' . -
. pilot site — 4192 .019 ".000 .000 1.000 - . 1.000 w000
<" black youth (2.844) (.286) ~ -
" Pilot site - .073 - .061 - .000 000 .000 ".000 " 1.000
“Hispanic youth (.484) (.351) ) , ‘ -~ _—
" Age in June 1978 -3,934 -5.208 2,060 2,020 2,050 2,000~ Z.060

: (ponths/lOO)f (17.735) £19.465) R i : : : v
' Enrolled, Fall 1977 = ° 1.183 817 .706 .758 © .883° .910 4763

‘ N (15.877) (8.488) . ,
- Highest grade com- .265 (169 . 6.5107-- - ~5.,480- - -~ —- 6630 -~ 6,530 - o 60720 -
./ 'pleted, Summer 1977 (9.167) -(5:.517) R C . .
' Grade m‘ssing, 1.893 ~ 1,092 ( .370° .352 T .243 .228 251
" Summer ‘1477 T(7.326) - (4.121) f ST '
N 3840 — 3037 289 - 227 2084 1657 279

O
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s

ongram Effects on Dzopout Rates by'Race (Tnble 4 8,‘second panel).

' Table B4.5.

- Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Heans o

Coefficients (t-statistics):

Pilot site means:

ToA) “”'Gz‘ment for wWhite youths’ ,Black youths :Hispanic youths
y*' SEAL enrolled in’ enrolled in enrolled in: -

T gtev*“m previous fall i previous fall “ " previous fall -
‘Variable Tl 1978 . Fall 1979 Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Fall 1978 . Fall 1979  Fall 1978  Fall 1979
'White male 6.402 8.022 = - . .461 .481 .000 .000 ‘.00 . -
T (13.941) (12.768) ' K ‘ . o ’
“Black male ——75210— 8:781 e 000 — . 000 476 -.481- — .000—

- (15.658) ~ (14.103) ' o
‘Hispanic male " 6.833 8.496 .000 .000 ".000. . .000 - .88
e (14.255) (13.050) ‘ ' Lo ‘ : S
‘White female 6.50 - 8.008 ) .539 2519 .000 000 ©.000 -
Pt (14.204) (12.810) : » ‘ L

Black female 7.265 8.811 ~.000 .000 524 _.519 © .000
sl (15.794) (14.154) - : v Coel
'Hispanic female . 6.838 8.309 . .000 .000 .000° .000 ., 5120
RN (14.426) (13.040) - ‘ SRR
TN N . 4‘ ; o L e
‘Pilot site ©.509 .283 - 1,000 1.000 .000° ' .000 0 7J000
‘white youth T (3.325) {1.480) : ’ i B - ‘ L
‘Pilot site <165 - .029° ~.000 .000 1.000 . 1.000 - - .000
‘black youth (2.263) (.363) - : . ST —

‘Pilot site - .05 . - .246 ~ .000 4000 - .000 +.000 1.000
uispan;c youth - (-389) ! (1.119) : S .
: ge ~Tn June 1978 © ~4.344 ~4.563 . 2.010 1.960 2.030 . . 1.980 2.020

¢ 7 {months/100) . (17.836) (13.498) ' v : ' o
‘Highest grade com- .306 142 * 6.980. 6.640 7.070 . 7.01077T77 7400 T
‘pleted, Summer 1977 (9.668) (3.960) " ' ' PR A
éiaae‘miésing, 2.234 . .89 = .201° 21l .195 L. e
Summer 1977 T (7.862) " (2.864) ‘ co
,g’s"\_ 3228 - 2215 206 0 133 d Dsan S 4313 213

i?@hié:hodei pzedicts the school retention rate
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.. B . . . .

~ Table B4.6. Progzam Effects on Retuzn-to-School Rates by Race (Table 4. 8 thizd;panel). ff‘
onbit coefficients and Pilot 51te Meany - )

Coefficients (t-statistics). L . : ‘Pilot site means:
‘ Total enrollment for. AA White youths . g v Black youqhs'p i} Hispanic youths
youths not enrolled not enrolled- S not enrolled . - v ) not enzo;ledvin
e : , in previous fall . in previous fall i -in previous fall .. ' previous-fall:
variable = . - "Fall 1978  Fall 1979 . Fall 1978. Fall 1979." Fall 1978  Fall 1979 ' Fall 1978 -.: Fall: 1379
shite male : 2839 ©  3.407 & .388 - . .457 ©.000 . c - Sl000 0 hUT.0000 ot
L e— , (2.334) (3.005) C ST : SO e
Black male 2.700 . 4.573 ' .000 . .000° 403 o 512 . - UL.000- 7
IR : (2:116) (4. 145) . . S L T e T
Hispanic male . 2.310  4.081- ~ .000 - .000 ' .000 - .000 424
L ' (1.729) "~ (3.746) ‘ : C
white female - . 2.624 3.671 612 .543 .000 - .000  .000
~ (2.066) (3.217) S R
PR . o S - : . o Co
Black female . 2.884 = 4.689 - .000 000 597 488 .- ..000
(2.303) (4.239) : ’ _
Hispanic female . 2.360 4.388 . .000 .000 .000. ' . .000.7 .576
v (1.834) (4.029) ' T Co
Pilot site . - .092 607 - 1.000 1.000 T .000 - © w0000 L0000
white youth . © 7 (.282) (1.995) s o
Pilot site 392 - .084 : .000 .000 1.000 °  1.000 .000
black youth . (2.155) (.564) . - ' ’ ‘ ‘ o
Pilot site 639 - 173 .000 000 .000  .000 1.000
Hispanic youth (1.677) (.536) : : S : -
Age in June 1978 -1.969 ©  =2.517 2,190 2.100 - 2.190 - .2.000 2.190..
.- (months/100) - , (3.471) (4.435) : ' ' ‘
Highest grade com=- ' - . .061 C - .030 2.000 3.740 3.280 .- - 4.680 . 4.530
pleted, Summer 1977 e 77Y) © T (.439) S : .
Grade missing, T L1860 - - .343. .. .76 - ..553 609 . T .430 515
Summer 1977:. (. 266) (.565) : \ - : '
N : e R : _ e _
N T 612 . "B22 . , 85 94 - 283 - T 384 . " 66
¥

O
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— . !~
. Table 84.7; ongzam Effects on SChOOl l-:nzollment by Sex ('I'able 44, fix‘st: panel). O
’ : ! Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Heans :
COefficients (t:-st:at:ist;ics) s e Pilot: sit:e means:
. ) - Total énrollment : Hales o Femles :
Variable Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Fall 1978  Fall 1979 __-ra11 1978 - Fall 1979 .
“White male .0 4,927 . B.049 2103 .05 - .000 ;‘f‘—~j.ooo,:»V'
. ©,(11.605) . .{14.802) : Lo i . S
Black male 5.499 CB.B11 L ¢ .T790 794 . .000
T (12.179) (16.239) -~ ° ' S o
" Hispanic male 5.013 8.257 .107 Sa101 0 h oo
. o (10.941) - {14.981) Lo s
' White female 4.973 ©7.971 © .000 000 .114
(11.094) {14.832) - B :
' ‘Black female 5.532 '8.690 000 .000 .782
' ‘ (12 276) . {16.110) o U
" Hispanic female 4,977 .7.992 .000 000 CiioJ108
‘ . (11.030) . (14.786) o B
" Pilot site 179 . - = .048 1.000 "71.000 . -7 .000
male youth R (2.240) («593) o e B
"' Pilot site 4 .2a1 7 216 000 . 7.000 i 1,000
female youth . i (3.102) " {2.730). - S : : e
Age in June 1978 -3.938 - -5.217 - 12,050 L2 pJo 2,050
{months/100) (17.780) (19.530) SR RRIEE AR
Enrolled, Fall 1977 o t.188 0 815" ..871 “.902 ¢ g3
RV : 7 (15.896) '(8.459) i S N
" Highest grade com~ .266 S170 . 16.430 6.370 . ' 6.590 :
' pleted, Summer 1977 - (9.227) (5.576) o ,
Grade missing, - R 1.115 .258 .2a2 0 . Tu2sa
Summer 1977 {7.407) - (4.203) o A o
N " .3840 3037 1234 ... 1017 i1a18]
) o
1 21_) I
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‘Table 34;8;

ongzam Effec-s on Dzopout ‘Rates by Sex (Tahle 4. 9, second panel)'

- Probit Coeffiuients and Pilot site Heans ,‘;~1;‘;

Coefficients. (t‘SCGtistics);rf“"*-

Pilot site means~‘7’“ o

- Total enrollment for
"youths enrolled in’
previous fall

" Male. youths
-enrolled in .
pzevious fall.

. Female youths
i_enzolled in
- previous - fall

" Fall 1978

“Fall 1979 -

,jra11,197e‘;,

_Fall 197

' variable . Fall 1978 _ Fall 1979 - -
' White male 6.531 8.350 ©.087 . ..084_ 4. . ..000 -
Lo R (14.296) % (13, 325) S ST
‘Black male '7.162 8.933 ~.816 831
o : (15.686) - (14.266) Lo S
Hispanic male - 6.625 8.488 .097 084 C.000 -
: (14.281) .. (13.319) ' .
White female 6.641 8.137 .000 1.000 . 4003
: - : {14.566) (13.154) ’ S
‘Black female  7.210 8.731 ~s000 .000 ' .815 "
. (15.714) (14.079) P
Hispanic female 6.621 8.064 000 . .000 .092
; . (14.361) (12.954) o
 Pilot site .187 - 172 1.000 1.000 C.000 L
- male youth . . (2+128) (1.716) __ PR
) Pilot site .202 <146 -000 .000. 1.000
L female youth - (2.395) (1.492) - C R
Age in June 1978 -4.340 -4.583 - 24030 1.980 2:020 "
(months/100) (17.920) (13.584) :
.. Highest grade com- _...308 . 141, 64880 . 64850 .. i 74290 . ..
eriernranPleted, .. Summer. 1977 (9.762) " (3.926) ‘ :
Gradé missing, = '2.258 . 900 © 206 187 182
Summer 1977 (7.976) - (2.879) ' : :
N 3228 2215 1075 759 1183

- 1This'mcdél predicts the school retention

ERIC
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Tablg B4.9.

Progzam Effects.on Return—to-Sehool Rates by Sex (Table 4. 9, thizd panel).

.. i onbit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means
: Coefficienta (t-statistics). Pilot site means:
B ‘Total enrollment for ~ Male youths Female youtha
o youths not enrolled "not enrolled - - not enrolled in’
: " ) ; in previous fall in previous fall ' previous fall-- . °
: variable oo Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Fall 1978  Fall 1979 Fall 1978 .  Fall 1979.
" . ¥hite male - 4 S 2.639 3.582 .208 " 167 ~.000 “. '+ 000
‘ (2.210) (3.241) - - : - :
Black male _2.814 4.358 616 .82
. NS (2.239) (4.012) ‘
: Hispanic male 2,613 © 4.402 .176. <151
S - (2.017) (3.684) o
" wWhite female 2.341 3.756 - .000 ~ .000
: (1.885) (3.389) ‘
' Black female 2.825 4.349 ..000 | 000
i : - (2.303) " (4.018) ‘ ';f“““v
" Hispanic female 2.495 4.174 .000 .000
' (2.028) (3.878) ‘ S
Pilot ‘site - .159 = .040 1.000 1000
male youth - (+751) («217) o .
Pilot site .394 45 T .000 000
femaie youth o (1.878) (.895) - o
'Z'Age in- June 1978 -1.936 -2.479 n - 24190 '2.090
(months/100) (3.451) (4.472) " -
'Highest grade com- L .060 . = J017 3.400 4.970
. pleted, Summer 1977 . (.763) (.252) v ’
Grade missing, 162 - .238° 610 .403
Summer 1977 - (.230) (+396) .. "
TN e12  e2 - % 159 . -~ 258

O
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- Table 84.10. Progras

Pfo ran Effects on Enrollment, broédui and Return-to-school Rates

for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort (Table 4.5):

Probit Coe!ﬂcientn and Pilot s!.te Heanl

- Coefficients’ (t--nu-uc-) ]

Total enxb_ll:nent
for youths en—

Total enrollment
for youths not -

Pilot ulte means:

" Youths enrolled

Youths not enrolled n

Total rolled in pre- enrolled iy pre- S
enrollment ° vious fall vious fall All youths in previous fall ~ "in previous fall
rall Fall Fall Fall . Fall Fall Fall - Fall Fall - Fall " . Fall . Fall
1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978, - 1979 1978 . 1973
 6.958  B8.951 . B.083 . B.640.  18.06  B.664° . - 1.000 . 1.000 1.000 ~ 1.000 . 1,000 1.000°
(4.584) (B.196) (5.268) (6.888)  (2.473) (2.665) .. o o ‘
2240 119 200 - .023 1,343 . .44 1.000 1.000 1,000~ - 1.000 . . 1,000 1.000
(2.760) (1.631)  (2.238)  (.279) - (2.553) ° (1.936) . o . :
Age in June 1978 . =5.556 = ~6.088  -5.371 =5.067 ~ =12.40 -4.991 1.940 © 1.930 - - 1.940  1.930 " 1.980 © 1.950
(6.931) (10.77)  (6.509) (7.378) - (2.982). (3.053) : :
-~ (498 - .666 - = .591 = .540 .049 . .049 .045 .046
(3.339) 14.689) (3.716) (3.483) N - :
Black mala '0.000  0.000 0.000 0,000 n " .370 . .383 +.376 .384
. (=) =) (=) (=) . : ) : ’ )
lispanic male - .551 = .573 =529 = .483 .0e1 .02 4042 | - .040
P : (3.080) (3.924) (2.241) (2.796) . . ‘
Whits female - 77 T~ 668 - 4496 = 1497 . .057 -056 .054 °  .049°
S (3.129) - (4.912) ° (3.164) (3.026) : ‘ : .
Black female «102 .063 .082. = .001 .426 .a12 .429 .430
RN (.998)  (.800) - (.735). (.015) -
" Hiapanic female - .689 - = .607 _« .760 ' - .610 057 .058 .054 . .051 )
‘e o (4.617)  (4.343) (4.625) (3.697) : :
0.000  0.000 \358 . .506
=) =) . R
" : .632 .2a3 642 - .494
» (1.323) . (1.263)
ezt . . oo K
¥hite .403 = .941 .302 175
o - “—— (.804) (3.263) .
’ Black .- w 0.000  0.000 #5477 662
(=) (=) . -
| Hispanic < .421 = J3ZATE _ 151 .163
(.713) " (1.241) : o
“gnrolled, 1.425 - 1.044 _ 962 .961
’ (8.108) (5.765) " ‘
.51 0323 .449 .280  .575 - .025 6.990  6.780 . 7.110  7.060 4.000  4.830 -
' (9.009) (8.099) . (8.722) . (6.144) ' (1.668)  (.231) . ' » o S
N . ] - b
3478, 2,141 -3.172- . 1.891 1TIN = 203 .13 L182 = L1607 - 156 491 T.367
T (7.739) (6.399)  (7.497) (4.911) (1.415) (22313 - . e Lo C
2005 ] 19§o w0 a4y 1648 T 'alf ;'~, 2760 a1 1322 32 1560 83186
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Table B4.11.

Cumuln:.lvo Pxogxm Effects on School Enxollmant Rates N -

for the 15-16 Year 0ld Cohort (Tables 4.6 and Ad4.5):

Bivariate Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Pilot site means::

' ‘Coefficients (t-statistica):

Youths not onrolled Pall 1977 (N=79)'

\ g Youths enrolled Pall 1977 (N=1766) \ Youths Youths not-
. g ) . . enrolled enrolled
RPN Total enrollment . Correlation® Total enrollment Correlation- Fall 1977 Fall 1977
Variable Fall 1970 Fall 1979 of errors ~ Pall 1978 Fall 1979 of errora (N=1214) (N=52)
constant 9.232 11,35 3.0 23,03 14,00 - 130 1.000 wooo [ ._.”
e (6.028) (8.629) (3.594) + (2.950) (1.219) (.078) T
Pilot site - .184 1128 ~1.729 2.000 409 14.34 . 1.000._ 1.000
- ‘ (2:042) (1.622) (2.004) (1.744) (.658) (+120) :
Age in June 1978 “=5.832 - ~6.960" " ~15.47 - 8.01 1.935 1.977
(months/ 100) (1.102) (9.754) (3.478) (1.332) ’
‘White male - .590 - .680 s .046 .
S (3.537) (4.787) A
Black male 0.000 0000 «390 W
e . ! (=) (-) B -
Hispanic male .50 -~ .63 .044
co (2.825) (4.142) -
white female - .489 - .676 . * 4052
(37021) (4-449)
Black female .06 .03 . - cAn .
R . (.593) (-426) “
Hispanic female - .780 <~ .654 ""' 056
P (4.717) (4.234) :
Male 0.000 0.000 - .365 - ‘
). -3 : s ,
Yemale C e .896 Lo - 635
: (+404) (.970) ; : ‘
.120 - .66 . .308 .
(.181) (.783) A
. . ‘ ‘ L e
Black. . - 0.000 0.000 v - L B39
Hispanic - 352 - .359 © o154 "
. (.444) (.579) A o
Highest grade 417 .367 .689 .054 69317 T3.0923000
completed, (7.762) - (8.259) (1.503)~ - ©  (.242) : S Loel
Sumnmer : 1977 ' : . . . v . ‘
Grade missing, 2.907. 2.481 4.308 - .138 el el ".500
Summer 1977 (6.632) (6.641) (1.286) (.069) SR s

1Becauas of the mall ‘sample atze,

llkelihood ea:.lna:o:-
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“Variable

Table BA4.12." Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and Return-to-gchool Rates for the ... . =~ . -
15-16 Year Old Cohort, Excluding the Denver and Fhoenix Sltes ('l’nble Ad.4): - - T ey e
Probit Coe!ficientn and Pilot Site Heann et P IR

caot!icientn (t-statiatics)x L _:i . . Vo e 'Pilot‘ Bite means:
' 'l‘otal enro.llment 'xbtnl enrollment
“.% . .. for.youtha en- ' ' for youths nnt_' O
Total - - ¢ - rolled in. qre- .- enrolled inpre-". .. :
‘enrollment - " vious fall ‘vious fall = - L An youths .
Fall - .-Fall- -* Fall .. Fall- . Fall . . Fall " “Fall . Fall-
019781979 . 1978 . 111979 L1 1978 ... 1979 - . ;1973,,_;;1979,”,;;

“Youths enrolled . ‘.'.Your.hs not enrollac
'“in previous fall .".n_prevloua fall

.- Fall. el Fall.
Caere A e

- Constant

Pilot. site -

Age in June 1978
(months/100)
;Hhite‘mlle‘ e
Black male -

" White female -
"»Bl»ack teﬁale :

Y Male

B mrolld&, :
Fall 1977

. Highest qnde
completed,

'jSumme.r 1977 :

: ‘i,dfédé missing,
' Summer 1977

(2. aoe) (1.481) (1.964) .

(3:273) (4 947)  (3.654) " (3.37)

2,536 =720 - .580 i = 529 s .055
| 3.353) " (4.970) . (3.514) (209001 -
1230 0 .058 .o .103 T= L0230 T .e89 Ja7an
(1.179) . (-663) . (.975)"  (.246) - L 9

(7.342) . (5.462)

(7.749) . (7.759) 7 (7.622) (6.298) . . (1.384)

" 1. (64377) . (6.053),

U 6.502 1
C(1.836) -,

- 11.418

8.589 . 8.796 - 105165
(13 442)

(5-104)‘ (7.190) : (6 031)

0o | - 1,000

1,160 . .4B1

223 w123 .. 198 g A
(1.634) "(1.828)

-6.262 | =6.106 - =6.294 -5'192 . =8.775 - -4.062 .-
(7.123) (9.930) (5. 990) " (6. 928) . (1.896) ' (2.293) .
o (8+930) (6,550 - A1.896) 7 (2.293) .

- 529 = .762 - .637 ~-A.soz

0.000 .5 0.000 . 0,000 S o.080 LTt s T gy e et aza
(=) (=) S (=) =) - | S s T 2

e

0.000 o, 000 o
A=) =) 3?‘f”":’

© 560 v‘..zzo
(:904) © (1.031) .

T 420 <1.046 . -
( 669)5'(3.159). R

0.000

0.000
‘ )

1497 1190 L0 ot
411 . .330 . 414 1305, ".516 ..

2.756 z.u7ff{znea‘”é 070 - * 3.368
(6-272) (5.083) 7 (1.177)

1655 - 1591 11365
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Table 85.1. 7:ogrnm E!hc:s on_Emolovment Ratics. Semzn\:ely bLetind (Table 5 s
: R OLS Ccefficients and Pilct Site Means . L
.  ral: : Fall '’ . S;zinq‘ Suzmer Suzmer Summer
1978 1979 : 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 -
Coefficients (t-statiseics): . e -
Canstant T -1225.36 -1056.00 -75.69 -392.35 ~627.69 -631.82 "2370.47
S . (-7.99) (-5.98) _ - (=0.3¢) . " (=1.32) (~3.47) t-2.83) ‘- (=0.95)
Pilot dummy f 21013 23.05 15.73 14.60 10,29 - 10.09
: (14.63) (15.52) (9.00) (9.48) (6.67) .- (5.32)
White zale 6.74 845 7 4.98 6.95 3.46 - 2,06 5.16
: (2.31) (2.81) (1.48) (1.97) (11 (0.63) (.3
Black nale 0.00 0.00 0.00. 0.00 0,00 0.00 _0.00
: - =) - =) =) (-} )
“aispanic pale 7.82 23.95 12.84 S11.42 " 8.94 8.07 9. 11
(2.44) (4.20) (3.42) (2.98) - (2.60) “(2.27) (2.23)
White female - .68 - 6.30 R - s.86 . - 10.18 - 15.97. .42
‘ (~1.74)  (-2.30) (=2.10) (-1.76) (=3.57) (~5.19) (-1.16)
. . o R . ) ) ‘
Black female - 2.46 - Tt - 6.22 - 5.81 - 4.n - 7.04 -9.46"
‘ (~1.60) (=0.95) (-3.47) (-3.15) (-2.48) (=4.14) (~4.76)
Hispanic femala =~  3.40 - .7 - 8.87 - - 7.69 - 1.23 - 7.95 ~10.25
. (-1.12) (~0.54) (=2.51) (-2.11) (=04 36) (=2.35) L (=2.72)
Age (montks) 11.66 10.25 1.08 4.38 6.16 6,61 . 4.23
{791 (5.98) (0.43) (1.47) (3.60) (3.02) (1.08)
Age squared. - 0.03 - 0.02 - 0.00 Z70.01 - 0.01 © = 0.02 . =0.01
(=7.51) (~5.89) (-0.38) . (~1.53) (~3.60) (-3.04) =1.12)
Buployment ratlo, . 9.04 0.0% - 0.04 - 0.m - 0.04 ~ 0.05 . 0.03
Spring 1977 (1.09) (0.803" (-0.87) (-0.30) (~1.06) - (~1.09) . (0.67)
Buployment ratio, = 0.08 0.06 0.08 ‘ 0.1 0.03 "+ 0,07
Sumzer 1977 (3.87) (2.46) S (3.0 (7.90) (4.00) -'(2.60)
Bmployment ratio, 0305 0.0 ‘0.1 0.08 0.0 0.07 0.06
rall 1977 (1.83) #3.40) _(2.98) (2.11) (.58) . (2.10) (1.51)
r? .094 100 .050 . .050 -067 .043 .041
N 3840 3759 3037 2890 3428 3377 2403
-
pilot Site Means: !
_#hite male .48 . .048 .051 .048 .048 .048 . .047
Slack zale .ma .372 .383 .33 7 .. 365 375 . .387. .
Hispanic male - . .USO +048 .049 .0S0 «031 .050 .052
White female .061 .057 .056 .063 - +.087 .053
Black femela .18 +403 -+ .40, 420" .41 -398
mspanic ¢smale T .053" A 087 .057 .053 .056 ©.063
Age (months, : ..204.87° 205.62 200.59 199.48 207.99 202.14 197.99
* Ags squarad 42154.1% 4182192 40362.37 39901.23 43423.01 41001.52
: Employment zatio, 5.84 6.42 5.64 5.31 7.78 6.03
Spring 1977 . 3 Ehe
' ,’ . ,' . . A o
Exployment ratioc, . - 22.78 22.€9 - n 21,07 23.91 22.40
Sugmer 1977 C .
Poploynent racto,  10.53 5 B.94  9.00 11.92 9.67
rPail 1977 . - oo T ~ '
o v )] . . .
o 2652 605 2107 {2000 2353 2362 / 1685,

‘o




wable B5.2. Program Effects on Employment Ratios, Separately by Period for Denver/Phoenix (Table 5.5
. o OLS Coefficients and Pilot Eite Means ) e .

Yall Spring

" spring

" ‘Summer

rall | Busmer
1978, . 1979 1979 © 1980 - 1978 1979 1980
, Coefficients (t-statistics): o~ )
Constant - " -466.82 -294.04 116. 19 =727.64 ~149.90 - -438.49 723.315
~ (=1.28) (=0.68) ' («0.17) (=0.88) " (=0.33) (=0.79) (-0.66) " .
Pilot dummy . 9.01 5.71 ~2.00 -.3.10 - 1.74 - 0.39 8.68 "
(2.43) (1.53) (~0.47) - i=0.69) e (2.08) (=0.10) (1.76) ..
White male 13.92 18.72 18.91 " 20.76 11.98 5.13 15.18
(1.82) (2.46) (2.28) (2.32) (1.48) (0.64) (1.57)
Black male . 0.0 ..., .0.00. 0.00 0.0¢ " 0.00 o
! = . . (=) (=) (=) )
- Hispanic male 9.85 : 20.02 22.88 10073 .95 T 19.86
. < (1.81). (3.68) " (3.82) < (1.84) (2.08) TTT . (3.03)
; White female o3 10.31 6.16 9.83 - 1.64 2.62 1.92 -
(0.43) (1.42) (0-74) (1.12) (-0.22) (0.33) (0.20) °
Black female - 3.42 0.38 3.33 3.69 - 2.58 - 4.01 .69 - ¢
e (=0.54) (0.06) (0.46) (0.49) (-0.38) . (~0.59) - (0.09) .
Hispanic female = 1.80 4.45 2.50 2.27 - 0.66 - 4.97 0.60 .
: {-0.34) " (0.83) (0.42) (0.37) (=0.11) (~0.88) (0.09) -~
Age (months) " 4.46 3.02 - 1.00 7.32 1.81 4.72 - 7.00
(1.27) (0.72) (~0.15) (0.89) (0.42} (0.87) (=0.64)
Age squared - - 0.01 - 0.01 0.00 - 0.02 - 0.00 - 0.01 0.02
(-1.20) (=0.71) (0.16) (=0.87) (-0.46) (-0.83) " (0.63)
Enployment ratio, 0.13 0.05 0.01 - 0.02 0.02 " 0.00 0.08 .
spring 1977 (1.94) (0.78) (0. 16) (=0.20) (0.22) . (0.03) (0.88) .
Enplegmunt ratio, 0.11 0.17 0.20° . 0.20 0.16 0.11 0.15"
Summer 1977 ~ ™ (2.16) (3.57) (3.72) ° i (3.59) (3.21). (2.12) (2.49)
Employment ratio, - 0.02 0.14 0.10 0.02 0.03 0.13 " 0.06
Fall 1977 -(0.30) - (2.35) (1.39) (0.28) (0.51) (2.00) " (0.81) .
- R : .070 0 .10 -103 .082 _e071 -059 .086 -
o N 654 . 626 506 a8s 578 57 a8
’ Pilot Site Means:
b white male . .063. K . 066 .070 .061 .069 .068 e, 053
dleck male 162 . 167 169 175 .160 .163 .178
Hispanic male .261 T 261 . 261 .263 .259 .259 257, -
white female 076 - " .05 068 .067 .085 .075 .060
Black female s T a3 129 .134 .150 139 135
[w 7 Hispanie fena 203 -292 ".306 «300 .277 e 0296 Ta317
Age (months) " 205.45 - 203.89 201,13 .,3;@6..36 207.99 T 202.59 198.72 .
‘Age squared ° 42398.93 41729.53 40565. 17 { 40242.79 43438.89 41172.81 .|, 39566.57 .
R : L . . T ’ .
* gmployment ratio, ~ 12.42 . 11.62 "10.60 13.76 11.07
| spring 1977 : } )
'mpioymn: ratio, - ,35.50 35.53 7 36.64 35.33
Summer 1977 . ¢
.+ . pmployment ratio, 19.20 . 18.10 ©20.74 17.41
s Fsll 1977 L ' S
E ST T ars . 462 ) 157 433 425

o
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Table BS.3.

ey S

Cincinnati/Louisville (Table 5.5):

.

Program Effects on Employment Rntiol,;siegaratélj .bx'Period, for

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Fall Spring rall Spring ) Saraer Summer Summer. -
~—1978 1979 1979 “1980 N 2370 - 1979 1980 -
Coefficients (t-statistics)s
_Constant “-841.38 -1114.02 © ~318.26 -508.66 -223.27 -862.60 367.64
; (=3.13) (-3.50) - (=0.74) (-0.96) (=0.73) (=2.12) (0.51)
Pilot dummy 15.87 18.00 17.13° 16.55 10.70 |, 9.08 11.05
(6.49)_ ",  (6.99) - (6.06) (5.56) (4.13) (3.17) (3.28)
White male 1.60 0.77 3.76 . tes 478 - 2016 1.43
. o (0:37) (0.17) (0.74) . . _(0.30) . > (=0.42) (0.24)
Black male 0.00 - 0.00 c.00" .0.00 0.00 0.00 °
=) - =) -) ) =) (- =)
Hispanic male - 29.98° - 8.9t .0.88 - 18.69 - 26.90 7.13 ‘< 31.66
(-1.34) (=0.39) (0.04) (-0.78) (=1.20) (0.29) (-1.07)
white female - 5.94 - 8.72 - 2.89 - 4.94 - 10.82 - 14.45 Ce ta72
(-1.52) (=2.11) (=0.65) (=1.04} (-2.64) (=3.17) (~0.33)
Black female - 4.89 - 6.84 - 12.37 - 11.34 - 6.68 - 12.01 -7.58
' (-1.80) (=2.41) (<3.99) (=3.47) (-2.32) (=3.84) (=2.11) . .-l
Hispanic female ~ - 1.49 i 0.74 - 3.1 0.08 - 22.60 11.39 - 5.06 -
B, {=0.08) (0.04) (=0.13) {0.00) =, (0.82} (0.54) (-0.21) -
Age (months) 8.10 . .. 10.84 3.32 5.47 ' 2.25 " 8.69 - 3.08
- (3:14) (3.51) (0.78) (1.08) (0.78) (z.18) (-0.42)
Age squared - 0.02 - .03 - 0.0t ° - 0.01 - 0.0t - 0.02 0.0t
- (~3.09) (=3.46) - (=0.77) (=1.07) (-0.77) (=2. 16) (0.38)
Employment ratio, 0.1 0.03 - 0.01 .0.01 0.0t - 0.07 0.03
spring 1977 (1.92) (0.44) (~0-10) (0.10) (0.24) (=0.91) (0.31)
Employment ratio, 0.12 0.15 - 0.00 0.04 0.15 0.08 - o0.01
Summer 1977 (3.10) (3.83) . (=0.08) (0.84) (3.86) (1.81) (~0.14)
' Employment ratio, 0.06 0.11 0.16 0.14 - 0.05 0. 11 0.18
ral1 1977 (1.24) (2.05) (2.58) (2.04) (0.94) - (1.75) (2.32)
, ; R
&2 «100 —— 116 075 .072 .075 .053 .046 . :
N 1085 1054 ss1 - 833 976 957 m
_Pilot Site Means:
white msle 064 865 063 .059 .062 .062 .056
Black male .369 .372 390 .393 , 370 .385 .400’
Hispanic male -003 " .003 - .o0a ° .004 .003 .003 .002
¥NI% famale .099 094" 092 099 .093 . .089
‘Bhiren’ Zemale .460 T iate . .46k .452 .49
Hispanic female .. +005 .005 , 004 .004 . .002 '.005 .004
. Age (months) 204.60 .203:77 .. - Z00.B4 " 199.51 8. 18 202.33 1%8. 10
Age squared 42038.94 41681.7% 40468.90 39913.66 43507.46 - 41977.84 39331.57
. % pxployment ratic, 9.08 8.93 7.88 16.80 8.18 7.10
- Spring 1977 .
Employment ratic,  26.38 24.08 * 28.45 25.35 24.53
Summer 1977 . . o
Luployment ratio,  12.42 12.17 10.19 1670 11.28° < 9.71
_ ral1 1977 S ‘
658 577 600 461
" :
S
v = =T SO}




Table B5.4. Program Effects on Fmployment Ratios, S-pa&tglz by Period, ‘for Ealtimoregclevéland (Table 5.5)s = ...
) OLS Coefficiesrsy andl Yilot Site Means o Lo T

- . c

Sunmer . ‘Summer . -
1979 0 - 1se0

. Pall Spring Pall’
": . 1978 1979 1979

Coefficients (t-statistics):

Constant - =3047.82 " -1442.51 70.09 -385. 31 Z1167.86. T
(~7.42) . (=4.65) ... (0-16) (-1.02} (-1.86) .
. Pilot dummy 27.17 32.44 © 19.07 %2423 : 7.9
: (5.27) - (10.85) {5.64) (5.54) ) (4.45) S(3.99) - (2.29)
White male 0.10 " .58 11.68 1322 . - 608 - . 8.81 14
(0.01) (1.03) (1.47) (1.64) . ., (=0.79) (1.16) (0.51)
Black male .. - 0.00 0.00 0.00" - 0.00 0.00 . 1.3t 0.00
=) ;{’f -) =) =) . =)y L=y LT '
A . . : : . R
Hispanic male = 4,107,770 = 0.7% 4.01 2.26 - 3.76 -20.91 . . 5.6
: (-0.20) {~0.05) © {0.24) © o (0.13) C=0.26)7 . (=1.35) {0.34)
White female - 5.65 - 11.48 - 9.99 - 6.25 - 9.67 . -27.64 . . 351
(-0.84) {-1.66) (-1.29) (-0.78) (-1.35) S (=3.1) ©(0.43)
Black female 0.45 © - 3.54 - 2.75 - 324 . - 0.57 , = 2.25 T = 9.7 .04
: (0.18) (1.38) - {-0-94) (~1.09) {(=0.21) . -~ - (=0.85) T (=3a20)
Hispanic female - 7.41 . -, 4.66 -14.28 - .- 23.01 4.36 7 - - 310 “- 20,75 .
‘ (-0.48) {~0.20) (~0.84) (-1.25) (0.24) {=0.19) (=1.06)
Age (month) 19.54 14.03 0.03 - 7.08 . 16.51 a.55 12.50 ©
: (7.37) . (4.66) {0.01) . (1.42) (5.47) L (1e23) . (1.99)
Age squared - 0.05 -  0.03 © = 0.00 - ‘- 0.02 - 0.04 - 001 - .= 0.03F .
(=7.24) (~4.61) (=0.11) (=1.53) : (-5.52) (-1.34) (-2.05)" "
pmployment ratio, = 0.09 0.03 - 0.4 - 0.09 - 0.01 - 0.10 . - 0.03
_Spring 1977 (-1.28) {0.40) (-1.51) {-0.€9) (=0.13) (-1.23) (<0.30)
Employment ratio, 0,05 . 0.03 0.05 . 0.05 . 0.18 0.09 © ' 0.06
Summer 1977 (1.33) (0.88) (1.20) C(1eom) (4.42) © . (2.35) C(1.25)
pmployment ratio, 0.06 0.06 - 0. 11 0.14 : 0.02 " .06 - - ' 0.04
Fall 1977 (1.12) . (0.87) (1.60) {1.88) (0.43) - {0.91) R
- 4 . } - . S
r? 114 " .10 ) .040 .053 " .063 ' .043 - .032
N © 1299 1279 1037 992 170 9204 - 7 ese
Pilot Site Means: T ) ) ' c N e
T Twhite male o e 4G e m e O 1@ e om0 e @022 e 0020 Le019 -
Black male e N+ X .433 ".436 T a2t © o .a22. . 430
Hispanic male .006 .006 005 .005 ‘ 007 o005 L .006
White female . .028 .027 ~ 028 T .029 : .028 .025 027
Black female 520 - .. .524 .505 503 - © .s29 .. 525 Lnes09
 Hispanic female 005 .004 .005 - .005 .003 S .04 T .05
" Age (months) - 205.42 . 203.95 200.53 199.50 208.76 . . 202,61 . 197,62
Age squared . 42367.41 41765.09 40343.86. . 3991253 . 43757.43 . 41193.20 39138.56
Employment ratio, 4.25 .3.82 3. 19 2.97 oo 4.72 T 3.0 ! 2.56
Spring 1977 . : : : . . S
‘Employment ratio,  19.79 19.68 © -y 17.27 . 17.03 '20.60 T 1.8
Summer 1977 : " . ) L L
i pmployment ratle,  7.70 7.18 6.08 | " 5.36 8.76 1707

Pall 1977

S w TR 1002
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Leie

I

'nbie B5.5. ongtam Effects on ployment Ration ngaratelx bLPeriod, ‘for Mississ ippi Pilothonu'ol ('rnble 5. 5): :
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

‘Fall spring Corany spring - Summar - 'mmmer L. ‘Summer ”

1978 1979 - . 1979 - 1980 I i) {: R 1979 - - .. 1980
N Coefficients {(t-statistics): . . - K oo I
Constant -1172.22 -953.43 © ~526.28 ¢ =110.53 .. 431.92 " -849.57 . -B74.65
b ‘ (=3.50) * (=2.60) (-1.00) . (~0.17) : (1.03) - (=1.68) (=1.00)
= - Pilot aummy 19.79 20.96 .,  13.61 6.4 - 1182 . 12.31 . 9.59"
Cen _ » (6.95) (7.20) (3.82) C (4.42) (3.76) - (3.64) (2.24)
White male 2118 21.87 .40 ... 9.20 1236 m.s 15.33
- (3.66) (3.67) (0.19)_ ' (1.25) S(1.30) (1-14) . (1.87)
Black malw . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 = 0.00 " 0.00 : < 0.00"
S © (=) ) R O MR ETR SRR U
© 7 White female - zi80 "= 7.68 - 13.55 -14.39 - ‘- 4.63 . =23.85 T -3zt
‘ (-0.66) (=1.30) {=1.77) (-1.71) (=0.72) (-3.22) L =1.32).
_ Black female - 6.1 - 652 . - 9.86 - 8.3 ‘-i8.85 - =13.32 Ceas
(-2.13) (=2.20) (-2.74) . (-2.28) (-2.77) . (-3.85) e oz)
° Age (months) 10.99 © 9.00 5.21 1.10 © e 427 0 . 832 . ‘861
- (3.40) (2.52) - (1.00) ;. een(0.17) T (=1.07) - (167) o (0.98)
Age squared - 0.3 - 62 - 0.01 - 0.0 0.01 - . = 0.02 “"-,' 0.02
‘ (-3.25) “ =2440) (=6.95) (=0.13) T (1.17) (=1.59). " - (=0.91)
Employment ratio, - 0.09 - 0.07 - 0.01 . 0.1 © - 0.26 . 0.02 70407
Spring 1977 (-0.93) (=012} (-0.06) (0.98) - . (=2.59)., . (0.15) * - . (0.39)
. . unployment ratio, 0.03 . 0.06 . 0.01 0.04 0415 008 0 0.3
v Summer 1977 (0.54) (1.18) . (0.23) . (0.56) ©(2.83) - (1.29) 7 - 7T(1.585)
Employment ratio, ' 0.15 ©0.08 0.05 - 0.0% - 0.13 .- 0.10 <= 0.08
Fall 1977 (1.99) . .. (1.20) (0.44). (-0.06) . (1.54) (-1.08} . (=0.68)
&2 - 129 .120 .050 .064 " .080 Bt R TT
v . ed2 800 633 - Co70a . eds e 390
Pilot Site Means: :
Pilot Site Means - _ ' ‘ S
, o . o R
White male . . -070° ©.e70 ¢ 072 2072 T 087 2] . 7.087
A . e T
. . . N N et o e st e !
.448 .45 472 445 ' .476 T 523
.064 .064 - ' .058 . .05% 7 065 056 - .046°
. .418 LT an .398 ;o408 423 .397 o 344
: .Aqe (monthl) A 203.63 202,57 % 199.86 - . .. 198.58 206.22 | 200.38 e 'so;
" hge uqu:red © Y. 41623.83 41178.28°  40066.44 ... 39536.31 42664.78 ... 40281.12 ‘ 3921@ 05"
Employment rat.f.o, . 3.88 - . 3.7 y " 2.79 s 2.23 : " 4.25
Spring 1977 : o : : - : :
Employment ratio, 12,30 ) 12.10 10.70 . 9.58 ©712.39 C1t.27 - .0 11.53.
. Summer 1977 ' ’ R . . B - B
- Employment ratio, 5,65 5.28 4.65 4027 . 612 5.16 - | .. ERTE
' Fall 1977 - ; ' R ‘ v ‘ ‘ S
N L . s © st6 400 . 3 L a9 a0 c2at.
YT
192 L - S el

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Fall . .

. spring .

Table b5.6. Program Effects on Employme

.z

nt Ratios of Private Sector Employment Ratios (Table 5.6):

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall

- Summer K

" spring " Summer " Summer ' " ‘
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-ltatilticl): :
-Constant .-389.03_, - ~143.09 108.09 -108.95 -182.48 - . -30.69 . -293.19
(-3.28) (-1.02) (0.51 (-0.43) (=1.31) . (=0.16) (=0.83)
pilot dummy 3.62 4456 3.22- 1361 " 5.93 - 0.09" 4.32
. (3.22) (3.86) (2.24) (2.4%) . (0.77) (-0.07) (2.51)
white male 13.02 15.05 *12.41 13.99 13.65 14.68 15.27
‘ ) ©(5.73) (6.30) (4.33) (4.63) (5.64) - (5.33) (4.46)
Black male - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(=) (=) =) =) =) (=) =)
Hispanic male 15.63 18.89 20.10 18.83 18239 20.04 18.57
: (6.23) (7.18) (6.33) (5.75) (6.92) - (6.72) (5.01)
White female 4.28 2.64 0.42 SR 1.69 - 1.07 413"
(2.06) (1.20) {0.15) (0.39) (0.50) (-0.42) (1.26)
Black female - 4.33 - 5.08 - 9.05 - 10.07 - 3.39 - 8.95 - 11.91
(-3.65) (=4.09) {~5.98) (-6.40) (~3.45) (=6.29) " (~6.63)
Hispanic female 0.88 2.61 - 1.57 - 2.18 " 1.49 - 0.28 - 4.46
: (0.37) (1.04) (~0.52) (~0.89) (0.5 (-0.10) (=1.31) -
Age (months) 3.60 1.27 - 1.05 1.15 1.68 0.31 3.1
(3.15) (0.94) {=0.50) (0.46) {1.27) (0.17) (0.88)
Age squared - 0.0 - "0.00 . 0.00 - 0.00 - p.00 - 0.00 - 0.0
(-2.93) (=0.76) . "(0.58) (-0.40) (=1.18) (-0.05) (-0.86)
Private sector . 0.05 0-]07 0.00 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.02 : ‘0-'06 »
employment ratio, - (1.61) (2.18) (0.06) (0.51) (-0.61) (-0.62) (1.08)
Spring 1977 ~ e : ) : = oy
Private sector 0.05 -0.03 0.05 0.08 0.10 . 0.05 '0.09
employment ratio,  (2.30) (1.42) (1.69) . (2.48) (4.25) (1.7 (2.49)
Summer 1977 . - . : .
Faixie sector 0.16 0.18 0.16 0.14 0.20 0.17. 0.09 -
s, 4oynent ratio,  (6.06) (6.44) (4.39) (3.51) (1.32) "(4.96) (1.99)
fFall 1977 -0 {7 ~ ) e R
r? .095 .097 .073 .075° - 107 .078 . .077
\ .
N . 3840 3759 3037 © - 2890 3428 3377 . ,2403
pilot Site Means: ' . -
e e ————— i e aeermri e e L iae e e e e R P ; , .
- . : . i e g
White male .048 .048 .051 .048 . ==, 048 .048 047
Black male .368 .372 .383 .383 .365 315 387,
Hispanic male -050 048 .049 .050 .051 .050 ..052
White female .06t .060 . .057° .056 .063 .057 1,053
Black female -.418 .19 .403 .406 . .420 414 " .398
‘Hispanic female 2055 .053 .057 .057 ' .053 056 .063 -

" Age (months) «~—204.87 . 203.62 200.59 Y 199,48 207.99 . 202.14 "197.99 ..
_ Age squared -42154.15 " 41621.92 40362.37. . 39901.23 4342901 " 41001.52 - 39282.71
Private sector . - 5.48 U5.07 - 4.4 420 o2 4.67 Lo ae0t

* " employment-ratio, ~ i - Tl
_Spring 1977° ) , R Sy G
¢ Private Sactor 10.62 10.35 9.76 9.26 135 4 - 9.93
.'; employment ratio, ' . " : ) } C
’ Summer ' 1977 : )
_Privnte' sector 7.72 7.16 6.66 6.18
. employment ratio, ” L
S peld 1977 N , o
'R 2652 2605 . 2107 2000 -




P gram E!!ects on Employment Ratior of Public Sectot mmlment Ratios {(Table 5. 6):

Table BS.7.
: OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means
- Fall Spring Fall Bpring Summer - &'x'mner . Summe;
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 - 1980
. Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant ~840.30 -929.67 -214.79 ~307.56 -480. 62 -625.31 . -87.5
(=6:74) L (=6.32) (=1.17) (=1.39) (=3.19) (-3.36) . " (~0.3
Pilot dummy 17.45 18.26 12.25 T 12.92 12.140 10.77
: (14.86) (14.76) (9.79) (9.29) (10.41) (7.98)
White male 7.42 - 7.55 - 8.67 8.39 - 11.92 -.13.74
g » (=3.155 (~%.03) (=3.51) (=3.20) (=4.62) (~5.08)
: ‘Black nala .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0-00 0.00
e o (=) =) (=) (=) =) =)
' |- Hispanic male 8.77 - 5.33 - 7.60 7.81 - - 10.69 - 12.42
- e ' (~3.37) (=1.93) (~2.75) (=2.73) (=3.75)" -4.21)
. White female 9.00 - 9.5 - 7.62 7.61 =170 - 5.1
) ~ : (=4:11) (=4.11) (=3.21) (-3.06) (=4.91) - -5.88)
S . - o .
E 3lack female 2.39 3.63 2.97 ,4.42. 0.72 - 2.09
(1.92) . (2.79) (2.26) (3.22) (0.53) (1.48)
- Hispanic female a.66 " - 4.67 - 172 5.29 T - 3.20 8.1
- . - (-1.88) (=1.77) (~2.96) (=1.94) (=1:14) (~2.87) 7
Age (months) ° 8.1 9.15 2.44 “3.44 4.84 €.55 1.2
(6.77) (6.41) (1.34) {1.56) (3.40) (3.59) (0.4
Age squared 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.01 0.01 - 0.01 0:02 - 0.0
(=6.77) (~6.48) (-1.49) (~1.70) - " (=3.54) ~3.76) (~0.5
0 . v -
Public sector 0.01 - 0.06 ¢ - 0.15 0.06 - 0.12 . 0.12 . 0.0
employment ratio, (~0.09) (-1.00) (=2.31) (-0.85) - (=1.89) (=1.66) (0.6
spring 1977 S
* -Public sector 0.14 S 0. 9.05 C0.04 J0.22. 0.11 0.0
employment ratio, (6.34) (4.73) (2.37) (1.88) 9521 » (4.64) (1.7
‘- Summer 1977 . ’ X ) o S
Public sactor 0.04 0.12 0.05 0.02 . 0404 0.08 0.0
’ enployment ratio, (0.93) (2.63) (0.98) (0.45) (0.98) (1.53) © (0.2
Fall 1977 ' ’
r? .98 .096 064 .065 .095 072 .04
N 3840 3759 3037 2890 3428 3377 pe 240
Pilot Site Means:
White male  _ * .048 .048 .051 .048 .048 .048 .04
Biack riale " .369 .372 .383 .383 .365 w375 .38
Hispanic male 050 - .048 .049 .050 051 .050. < .05
. <" vhite female .061 .060 .057 .056 .063 .057 - .05
Black female .418 419 .403 .406 L .420 T .44 .39
. - : ko ) o
'Hjlpcnic female .055 .053 1057 - .057 .083 .056 ~.06
“Aga (months) 204.87 703.62 1200.59 199.48 207.99 - 202.14° 197,
’ Age squared .|  42154.15 41621.92 . . 40362.37 39901.23 43429.01 " 41001.52 © 39282.7
S . : . S Yoo
Public sector 1.36 1.3 1.23 A1y S1.se .36 Cis 1.0
employment ratio, .- - ] : B ’ PR
Spring 3977 - - R 4 )
pring X200 : . ) RN T , SR
Public sector 12.17 . 12.35 11.32 11.34 : 2.5 ! 1224770
- employment ratio, CL . o : ! R
* Summer 1977 ¢ ) »
Public sector 2.81 . 5. 2.78 3.5 2.2

ezmployment ratio, . ‘

. rall 1977
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TADLS HAD.u, nog EIISCTS ON LUPIOYMSNT XETLON, DGPSXSTWLY LY FELioup tUs Wilite noews jssoew 20270 Sty

- - OLS Coefficients and Pilot Sits Masns & . R
rall Spring . hll. " szinq S\niuz “Summer Suzmer

. 1978 1979 1979 ~-1980 1978 T 1979 1980
Coefficienta (t-statistics): . - _ ) - "

. Constant -1005.07 -617.88 - -1783.15 c261.21 .=168.93 - =299.54 . 761.75 -

: (=1.55) (-0.81) (-1.58) . (=0.18) (=0.22) . (=0.32) S (0.37) -
Pilot dummy 16.63° ., 12,29 .62 15.06 < 9.8t . - 303 . 6.a5
(2.99) (2.16) (0.57) (2.33) - (1.64) (=0.50)" . ‘(0. 90),‘ :
: P i L i R o
Ags (monthe) 9.61 5,95 ‘17.31‘ - 2406 ...2.08 . . . 3.08 - 7.8 . -
(1.54) (0.80) '(1.57) . (0.14) (0.29) - (0.33) (=0.37) -,
" Age squared - o0.02 - 0.01 < 0.06 "« 0.00 - 0.0t Je 0,01 Cgag2n "
(-1.50) (-0.76) (=1.52) £ (=0.32) (=0.30) (0439
. Pmployment ratfo. -~ 0.09 ' = 0.01 - 0.03° “t .09 - 0.16 - . 0.04 " - 0.06 .
spring 1977 * (=0.96) (=0.06) (=0.27) (=0.78) (=1.67) (0.35) - (=0.39) -
taployment ratio.  0.13 0.21 0. 08 v 0.28 0.15  0.06 - 0.19 "
Suzmer 1977 (1.36) (2.33) (0.36) (2.76) (1.66) ©(0.63) (1.67)
Inployment ratio. 0.23 0.11 0.22. : 0.10 0.26 CRT 0.17

© raly 1977 T (2.62) (1.22) (2.12)° 0 (0.91) - (2.08) ° L 1.14) T (1.48)
Pl .107 098 079 . o138 .081 . ;.02 077
vy 239 232 194 178 217 206 T e

"Pilot Sita Msans: )

" Age (months) 204,90 204.23 201.93 199.77 207,55 - 202.98 198.37
Age squarsd 4216715 41882.69 40921.65 40016.17 . 43246.03 7 T 41363.23 :9::: 78’ -

 Employment Tatic,  18.43 17.85 16.40 13491 22.34 17.28 1.5
spring 1977 - : N o »
faployment ratio,  30.19 29.64 28.53 26.70 . 32.45 28.69 29.06 -
Summer 1977] . .
wpioysent ratto, 2161 20.99 22.39 *18.99 %.73 22.52 . 20.82
rall 1977 . L , -

] <27 126 107 L 96 14 113 79

N ' '!;-511 BS.9. Program Zffecte on Empl Period, for Black Males (Table 5.7):.
. OLS Coufficients and Pilot Site Means -
rall Spring rall sprisng = "™ ' Summer Sumar Sunmer
1978 - 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 . 1980 -
Coafficients (t-statistice):

Conatant - =1212.70 -1135.62 -388.65 -195.86 ~415.02 -587.74 . " —605.88

: (=4.51) (=3.76) 7 (0.96) (-0.41) (-1.36) . T (=1.57) (=0.97)
[

.. Pilot dummy '22.60 25.41 18.92 ‘9.2 14.54 147 t0.a8

- , (8.90) 7 (9.84) (6.50) (6.61) -ia- (5.37) (4-28) ©{3.29)
Age (zonths) . ©  11.40 10.79 - 372 2.26 3.95 s.98 . 6.43 .
. (4.40) - (3.68) (=0.93) (0.48) (1.37) (1.64) (1. oz)
Age squared ~6.03 =TT0703 7 —0:01 -T0:01— ~—0.01 0.0~ e 0,02

. , (=4.23) . (=3.54) (0.95) (=0.49) (-1.29) . (=1.60) (=1.02)
Eaploymant ratio. - 0.06 0.06 - 0.07 - oz -"te0 . .. = 0.2 - 010
Spring 1977 (1.07) (0.97) (=0.94) - . (=1.55) (=0.04) (=1.74) - (=1.27)
mzployment ratic, 0.06 0.06 . 0.03 0.03 0,14 " 0.09 - 0.01 -

Swzer 1977 (1.67) .. (1.7 . (0470) (0.77) (3.88) . (2.51) . {=0. 16)

! ‘miploymant ratic, 0.03 0.03 . 0.11 RV - 0.02 " g.07 T0.18
rall 1977 (0.57) (0.53) (1.64) - {2.00) (=0.31) (1.26) (2.43) -
a2 096 .00 . .063 " .oas 7Ly . .06 Low021

o 7349 1331 1121 1067 L1208 © 1226 903

, Pilot gite Maans; ) . .

Aqo (-onth-) - 204.62 203.67 "200.58 199.50 - zoa 07 - 202.09 197,76 -
Age squared “42048.72 41645.99 - 40359.41 39809.77° 4346084 " cosa: .67 .39192.77
apleyment ratio,  8.19 '7.86 6.7¢ 6.56 9.19 R

" Spring 1977 .. .. » 2 ‘ S

" mployment ratio, = 28.02 . 27.65 24.89 2417 29.33 26.43 -
m.—-r 1977 : . _— g R Lo .
liplaynn: nuo, 1.8t . 1114 . 9.66 " 9.04 . 13.68° 10.63 -
el 9T7_ ' . L S RO e

w 918 961, " 768 . 888 887 653
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-

— ) ~ OLS Cosfficients and Pilot Sits Means ... & . . o

Corall - Spring. . ' mall.. . spring - 7 Summer . | | Susmer . Summer .
' 1978 T T 1979, T 1980, Lo 1978 . 1979 " 1980
Coafficients (t-statietice): B i . - :
. a4 conecase < =279.45 68.83 f0095 . -to32.87 0 120018 . =17.61  -1056.41" -
: ‘ T ‘ (-0.38) © (0.09) (0.03) Lo =0.84) 0 (0.18) 0 T (=0.02) I (=0.48)
‘Ptlot dummy | - 036 3.08 0 6.€8 . - &1 ‘ 315 T TTaen. - 1369
R A=0.08) . . (0.45) {0.82) . 10.49) O 0ade) < (=0.22) 4, D (1.55)
"Age (months) " 2.3 -0.67  ~o0.08. ' - ‘10.88 T Y 1Y e L
. : {0.36) ’ {=0.09) : ‘(=0.00) (0-6?) e - (-.0-11) . {0.05) - ’(0-53.) 'i" -
T Age squared - 0.00 0.00 . ~  =0.00 - 003 . - - 0wo 0 . egw0. = ‘0.03 i -
. . : (=0.28) ‘- (0.14) {=0.02)° . . (=0.70) {0.14) . . {=0.02) - O ge0sm)
" rmployment ratio, '0.09 . 0.06 . . =003 fe 0403~ 0,06 =006 . o.08
" Spring 1977 L H0.71) . (0.83)° . (=0.23) - - (=0.19) T (=0.48) © - (=0.49) . 10.56)
Iaploymenc ratio, 0.06 " 012 o .- 0t R X C .14 ey
Summer 1977 - .- (0.67) (1.321 (1.89) (1.51) U e80) L (1448) (1.2
. Eaployment retio, =. 0.05 . 0.07 S get0’ = 0.02 .. C0.02. - 7L 008 D0 owo0t el
rall 1977 . (~0.46)_ . (0.65) __  {0.78) _ - =0.18) . " . (0.19) . 0.73) : (0.01) "
PO < .os2 . 2067 . .037 - 022 .S 029 L0854
" o R 148 144 o e T e ol T
Pilot Site Mesns: - | - . ) . e e
Ags (months) 207.77 206,03 ~. . 202.49 202.14 209.86 . .204.28 199.76
Age squared 43371.36  42623.95 41124. 02 4097660 - @211.43 - 0 41889.94. | 39992.08
Eaployment ratio, - 1811 16.76 - 1341 . 7 12.5 19030 . 185 o - i3
Spring 1977 . . N S o : . R .
" Employment ‘retio, = 19.49 38.89 ©  © 36.70 - 3s.64 S aa0 0 3B o L 3881 LA
Summer 1977 . : ) : . o - ST
Dnployment rastic,  24.16 L 21.83 2C. 46 20.08 R YT S 20.87 - © 7 20023
ral1 1917 . : : R o : . oo
N I £ ¥ 126 . 103 .7 %0 . . 20 R Tt I -
7able BS.11. Program Effscts ow ; Period, for White Pemales (Table 5.7)3
Lo OLS Coefficients and Pilot Sits Means B Lo . . L
ral . spring - rell < . Spring : | Sumer - Summer Suzmer
. , 1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 : 1979 - : 1980
Coefficients (t—statistics): ] .
Conetant . - , =41.29 © ~506.66 - 916458 ~222.08 - ~106.84 ~499.96 ' . =1329.28
{=0.08) (-0.87) (1.13) (=0.26) . (~0.18) (-0.67) . (=0.97) .-
Pilot dummy T .22 B 7.08 = 1.01 . 2.5 - 0.24 R I I : 227 ¢
i : (1.24) {1.56) (-0.18) / . (0.43) . (=0.08) 7 (0.33) S 0.32) -
Age {(months) 0.50 " 5.06 - C - B.92 - 2,78 " 1.0t 5.17  14.24
: (0.100 (0.91) {=1.12) {0.30) ©0.18) . . (0.7 0 (1.09)
S “Age rod = 000 < e m e+ Qa0 ermr e 00 02 mmmrnenmrm e Q00T sl o e 0000 0000 e 0.CA_ .
. {-0.08) .- (=0.91) (1.1 (-0.33) T (=0.18) . T (=0.72) C(=1.06).
. " tt R A
Euployment ratio, 0.13 0.01 -~ 0.01 © . o.e3 ¢ © 0406 . s 0.1 L.t 0.82
Spring 1977 (.12) 10:10) (<0.05) . {2.35) - (0.56) (0.79) " (2.35) . o
_ Paployment ratio, = 0.10 - 0.05° © el 0.4 0.06 . = 0.1 - 0.09
Summer 1977 {=1.20) (0.10). {1.29) (0.71) D =1.14) (~0.61)
. _ Daployment rstio, 0.27 0.26 . e 0.21 0.26 7 0.38 = 0.03
: rall 1977 (2.67) (1.70) - (-1.22) . 1259y - (3.19) W (=0.17)
il- . B T B N N ) N ) . ’ . N
R : - .064 128 7 .03 _ .uas 98 072 .082
~ v © mee 7 P oz . T 23 o0 ' Tie0
- Pilot Site Maans, )
Ags {monthe) © 207713 . 205.86 . 201.98 " . 200.52 7 210000 203091 oo - 197.68° ‘
‘ Age squared ' 43138.31 _42558.03 | 40940.10° 40327.84 | 44294,19 - . ° 41728.63 " 39141.24 .
. Paployment ratio,  10.41 9.19 B.31 C7a0 0 - 1z C sen - TR
Spring 1977 - R B ) .t : { . N FN
- Enployment ratia,  16.90 . .. 15.73 .. . 15.92 Csaust - we.e1 " . 8.9 12438
Sunper 1977 L e A e s o e
Iwployment ratla,  12.94 T 11469 8.21 o6z
Coral 1977 N o L e
et Sz 188 Taz a8
L R 16z o 188 i e
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pariod, for

¥able'S.12.  Program Effs

OLS Coefficianta and Pilot Sita Msana -

: ral | spring " rany spring . ©.. Sumoer ot Summar
. 1978 1979 1979 1980 . - 1979 . 1979 - 1980
Coefficiants gc--ud-clc-)x : , ‘fi'_ -
Constant . -1551.34 -1272.28 -676.42 -738.22 ~1180.40 . -849.37 L e2.78
: _ (~6.62) (54.67) (=1.73) (=1.61) 1=4.16) o (=2.42) ~. 1(=0.00) -,
rilot aummy - 7.7 30.04 .. '22.07 19.25 R ST N - S 10.20
_ (12.48) (12.91) (8.31) - (6.98) (8.23) - (6.62)". . - (3.33)
Age (months) - - - 14.84 12446 - X B 8.13 RTINS . 8.87. 0.59
o - (6.58) ... (4.71) (1.87) (1.74) (4.29) . (2.37) (0.10)
Age squared | =~ -0.04 2 0.03 < 0.02 - o0.02 - 0.03 ... = 0.02 -0.00°
e (-6.50) (=4.71) (-1.98)° (-1.83) “(54.36) (=2.65) C(=0.15). .
‘Enploymant ratdo, = 0.1 - on - 0.1 - 0.03 - 0.09 - 0.17 ~0.01 B
Spring 1977 {=1.38) . (=1.24) (=1239) (=0.27) -(=1.08) (=171 ee (-0.06)
Iaploysant ratio, 0.13 0.12 0.07 0.0 0.23 _am [ e
Surmer 1977 : (3.71) (3.52) (1.69) . (1.03) (6243) Ygzdm et (2.12)
Daployment ratio, = 0.03 0.06 ! - ¢.03 0.10 - .0.03 L.l = 0e04 - © -0,03 .
rall 1977 (=0.52) (1.08) | - (0.52) (1.39) {=0.52) (-0.56) (=0.33) ..
e ’ e 113 .063 “.035 .084 <047 L20
) T C 13ea 1542 192 1140 ; 1396 1362 925
pilot Sita Mesna:
Age (montha) 204.48 203.09 .200.01 199,01 207. 46 Ta01l67 197.90
 Age squared - 41984.70 41392.54 40125.23 39708.04 - 43200. 34 4080336 39248.67
Inployment ratio, 2.%2 2.33 . 2.07 2.07 2.86 2,28 T .69
spring 1977 ' ’
mmploymant ratio,  15.16 15,57 14,13 C1a.14 15.66 IR E " 1a.89
Summer 1977 R B Vems . .
mployment ratio, 5.50 5.32 4.80 4.4 6.23 5.17 4.72
' rall 1977 . . : o
i . . .
N 1109 1092 850 811 589 98 671
fabla BS.13. tebla 5.7):
Zall ‘ Spring rall’ . Spring Summor Susmer ‘ Sunmer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficianta (t-atatiatica)s _
.Conatant -1317.14 -1101.01 137.73 . 203.14 -710.32 -1409.33 -382.98
. (=2.27) (=1.40) (0.11) (=0.13) (=0.86) (-1.35) S=0.20) -
pilot dumay 14091 - 11,97 - 4.9 - 9.01 25.47 5.06 12024
- . (2.49) (1.89) (~0.70) (=1.23) (3.50) (0.8%) " (1.60) .
Aga (montha) . 12,40 : 11.15 - 1.04 2.52 " 6.92° .6 4.28
o ~ (2.23) (1.45) (~0.09) (0. 16) (0.89) (1.42) (0.23)°
T e =T 0,030 T e 0.0 e Lgugo = 0401 e 0402 - =e 004 .. ... .= 0.01 -7 B
: (-2.18) (=1449) (0.08) - (=0.17) (-0-90) (=1.47) (=0.25) -
taploymant ratio, 0.31 0.12 0.05 0.09 T 0.1 0.1 0.39 .
Spring 1977 (2.02) (0.77) (0.24) - (0.43) (0.86) (0.62) . (1.86)
' foploymant ratio, 0.17 0.22 - 0.29 0.38 0.20 . 0.m .33 <
: Suzner 1977 (1.96) (2.40) (2.85) {3.67) (2.06) (1.09) (3.22) - _
- prployment ratio, = ' 0.02 0.15 - 403 - 0.06 - 0.03 0.09 - 0.09 -
. 7all 1977 (=0.20) (1.40) (0.24) (=0. 46) (-0+22) , S 10.77) (-0.65)
. . K B I :
A TE “.129 .069 - .102 Y a2g .056 Lo
e T a2 200 169 160 s 184 Cas
. - ' Pilot Sita Msana} - )
S ta ) T ‘ ., e e P . L
. ' Age (montha) 204.41 202.30 . 20053 199. 16 207,94 . 201.64 19847
Aga squared 41976. 11 " "31068.72 . T 40331.85 © 39757.55 - 411,09 04078938 39476.25
muployment ratic, - 6.44 5.7 4.57 401 .64 . 3.66°
Sprirg 1977 ’ —— L . ) I
Daploymant ratio,  30.63 30.95 7 29.69 30,36 33.29 s 30.52
Susmer . 1977 : ) ce c R SR S
Doployment ratio,  15.58 . 15.07 ° 12.55 RN Tz T et
rall 1977 . E | e ) . o
o ol 39 " Linae _“«S*'ga L
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Table B5.14.°

. rel)
; " 1978 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics):
" Conatant © T -418.67 “-516.45 ~4.29 -28,75 - .27.98 -390.3¢ - -180. 11
- (=1.01) C(=1.09) (=0.07) . (=0.0&) {0.06) . (=0.85) . - (<0.16)
Pilot dwmy 1 -11.08 9.62 © o o.ss " 8.66 . 4k = 0.58 . 8.80
: , (3.08) (2.63) .. (0.13) (1.95) . (1.16) © (=D. 14) (1e18)
. Age (months) ' 4.08 $.10 . 0.48 0.41 0,02 . 4.9 S 2021
(1.03) (1.12) {0.07) {0.085) (=0.01) . (0.70) {0.20)
‘Age squared . = 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.00 - 0.00 0,00 - =, 0.01 - 0.0t
‘ (=1.00) - (-1.10) (=0.03) . {=0.04) . (=0.00) o (=0.70) (=0.21)
" Eaploypent ratio, 0.02 0.03 ©ew01 | 0.09 _=0.06 - - 010" © L 0.18
- " spring 1977 T (0.23) - (0.48) -. 0,127 ° 7 (0.92) " (=0.86) ©(1e22) . (1e40)
mployment ratio, 0,03 0.12 0.03 0.21. 012 . = 0.00 0.07 .
Suzmer 1977 (0.51) ©(1.93) (0.48) .. (2.81) (1.96) . " (=0.02) (0.80) °
" . raployment ratio, 0.26 . 0.27 0.25 © . 0.08 - 0u? - Toaas S TR TR
ral1 1977 (3.90) (3.99) (2.96) ° (0.67) (617 - 7 (3.28) ooty
2 .080 .108 .086 - .68 T .87 . .063 <7 .oaa’
% 2s 06 407 : 379 . 80 a3 0 30
Pilot Sits Means: ! ’
Age (months) 206. 18 205.13  201.96 200017 208.94 203.49 . 197.98 .
A " Age squared | 42694.72 42255.21 © . 40931.41 " 40183.9%  a3gd@.12 T 41seri46 T 3927880 L
. mploysent ratic,  13.96 - 13.07 . | 1212 10.56 - . 16.87 - Cazen2 1o.1J‘“ ’
Spring 1977 . . . IR SRR
‘Employment ratio, 22.74 21.96 - 21.86 20,14 2438 .. 21.80 - audp
; Sunmer 1977 o R . Co
: mploysent ratio,  16.75 15.06 15.27 13.18 , 19.02 15,94 Coa3ee-
+——""rall 1977 . R ) L
8 - 289 81 . am * 208 22 T 247 ST e’
. . ‘ Table B5.15. nggu ttnctl on Mion, B &ln y by Pariod, for Blacks (Tabls S. 7):
i . . OL3 Coefficiasnts and Pilot Sits Means B ’
rall o épgug el .m)_ o Spring " oumer . - . Sumer ... Sumer
1978 - 1979 1979 .. .1980 - 1576 o 197s UL 1980 -
Coefficiants (te-atatistics): ) - _ . g
- Co o : o BRI S
o Conatant ~1408.78 .. =1202.16 ~91.22. - -436.21 s786.21.. ¢ -668.64 ; | =301.02
Lo ' (=7.95) - (=5.94) . (=0.32) - (=1.30) . _(=3.78) (=2.60)" " ©  (=0.68) "~ .-
‘Pllot dummy © 25.3¢ . 27.95° . . . 20.58 ©oasse T e ez 10.28
(15.13) (16.16) . (10.41) - (9.66) - - (5.48) (7.56) . . (4 51)
Aga (sonthe) 12,39 ° T ez 3 47977 .68 693 RET
) T (7.89) (s.91) . (0.44) ) (1.44) e T (2.78) s (0.79))
S \ - Age squared < . = 0.0 - 0.0 W00 . = 0,01, ° - 0.02. . . = 0.02 - © - 0s01.
_— . : T e7.6T) (-5.81) (~0:49) (=1.51) (=3.87) (-2.78) . - " (~0.82)-
maploysent ratio, 0.02 4 0.01 " - 0,07 - 0.08 - 0,02 - = 0.10 - 0.03
Spring 1977 (0.46) (0.25) . (-1.16) 1 (=1.23) (=0.47) (=1.77) . 7 {=0.31)
maploymant ratio, 0.09 ‘ "0.09 0.06 ' ' 0.08 T o.19 L 0e12 0.06 -
Sumner 1977 S (3.91) (3.81) (2.03) . (1) - (7.46) . (4.39) (1.90)
o ] . aploysent ratio, 0.011 0.0 0.03: 0.12 . - 0.02 © 0.03 < .0.08
v orel1 977 - . 10.30) (1210, - (1.79) D (2.44) . - (~0.42) (0.75) . (1.49)
»? " .10 S03 - a9 . .048 . .oe0 Tz Lemr
W , 2917 <. 2873 2937 . 2207 © " 2608 . . 2s88. " 1828
" pilot _Site Means: .
. age (months) 204.55 . 7203.36 "200.28 199.28 ' 207.74  201.87 - . 197.83
; . Age squared . - 42014. cs,, CL 4181183 40239.29 39806. 16 43321.35 , 40888.64 < : 2110
Ewploypent i-uo, .17 493 . 4.34 €26 . s.80 - T 4.69 . - 3.93
Spring 1977, : B R A : . S IR
. Daployment ratto, 2118 2124 19.37 . 1,01 22,01 - 20,83 7 - 19.98 <
Summer 1971 ! . ) . o, .o ) S . o s
i omploymant nuo. - 8.as 117 6.69 . . g.ea l . 7.7
: | rall 1977 D oL R PhE . »
' 2084 “ves7 . o o1s19 . wmer - T mes . . lt3aenl
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S . S o, . us Coefficisnts and Pilot Sit ans : o
Co- R . rall ~'~'W:.Ln9 : _‘ . . rall . T ' Spring - - aﬁn-r C. .. Supmer | Summer
1oy : T 'R 1979 - . - 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
. . Coefficiants (t-statistice)t =~ =~ : ‘ ' S ) .
: _constant T at017.38 - -535.37 —141.85 1 -683.59 . 34831 - =723.09 ° 1301403 © -
. ‘ (-2.23) - (=0.9%) (=0.16) (=0.61) (=0.59) (=0.99) . (-1.14)
Pilot dumay 8.20 . .. 9.07 ' 0.09 e 322 6720 2434 - L. 1281 S
» (1.77) T1eem (0.02) (=0.58) | (2.91) (08 (2.18) © - s
Age (monthe) - 9.64 s.a2 1.88 N E 383 7 16t 5 1e.s6
S L (2,20 (0.99) - (0.21) (0.65) Cq0.e8) - T(lomy, (1.19)
' Age squared = 0,02 - = 0.01 .- = 0.00° - 0.02 . =0.01 - =ca02 = 0.04
o S(=2.1 | (-0.98) (=0.22) S (e0.6T) - (=0.64) f~1.08) - (-1.2)
Inployment ratio,  0.18 . 0.12 B N TR © 0.03 0.03 " 0,04 ’ 0.20.
Spring - 1977 (1.96)™ (1.32) (0.31) (0.20) (0.34) .. (0.38) (1.7
raployment ratio, . 0.13 : 0.19 . 0.23 Y t 0420 D 0.1 T 0.23
Summer 1977 (2.03) (2.90) L (3e1D) s " (2.89) D207 C(3.0%)
fuployment ratio, =  0.01 C 0.1z . . 0.09 = @02 . . 0.03 0.09 .. - 0.02
rall 1977 (=0.11) (1.62) (0.93) (=0a17) (0.37) (.14 (=0.17)
PO _ .088 .093 .086 .05¢ R 2 © 035 -09¢
: ‘ P e . 09
| I - 98 © o380 a7 304 344 350 . . 266
Pilot Site Meanas ' ] AR
Age (montha) 206.00 - 204.08 201.43° . - 200.56 - 208.88. ' ®202.86 . - 199.08 '
Age squared  42636.23 41808.19 40697.7¢ *°  40329.87 _ 43804.70 - 41290.40 - 39708.77
Eaployment tatio,  11.96 10.97 8.65 8.02 BEEETET NN 9.83 8.22 -
Spring 1977 : . : o oo . )
Exployment ratio,  34.92 M7 3293 32.86 37.62 - 4.1 . 3277
Suamer 1977 o . . . .
Employment ratio,  19.64 18.28 16.20 16.03 Toanat 17.65 15.68° -
rall 1977 T v _ .
" _ 79 268 . 223 . a2 , 244 . 2% BT
Tabla BS.17. ' Program Xffacts on '
- o OLS Coafficisnts and Pilot Site Means
rall Spring © rall . spring ’ Sumer sunur o " Summer
1978 _ 1979 - 1979 1980 : 1978 1979 1980 - -
Coefficients (t-statiatics)s )
o Constant -1063.49 -944.63 9%6.44  -200.80 -338.30 ° . -831.2571 -544.95
(-4.53) . (=3.55)  0e26) (=0.64) - (-1.26) (=1.62) (-0.95)
- Pilot dunmmy 18.45 © 20,09 14.56 " 16.39 T 12012 © T 1.88 T e.es L
- (8.47) (9.05) (5.82)- -, (6.39) (5.25) @ (3.62)
Age (sonths) 10.02 9.00 " e0.82° 3.0¢ o 3.32 I s.a2 - T s.e3
(4.44) (3.49)  (=0.23) (0.70) . - (LN (e - (D)
- Age squared. . - 0.02 - 0.02 ° . 0.00 2 001 = 001 S 0a01 o= 0e01
o - : (~4.25) S (=3.34) (0.26) (=0.69) - ge.28) - 1 o (-1.64) (=te0)
Iaployment ratio, 0.0% 0.07 - 0.04 - 0.06 - 0.05 - - 0.06 . . - 0.03
) Spring 1977 . (1.02) © (19 . (~0.68) (=1.02) - (=1.08) © . (=1.25)" (=0.48)
) Inploymant ratio, 0.06 - 0.08 " .04 - "0.08 . L0414 . o 0,09 o . 0.03
- Sunser 1977 (2.04) (2.70) . (1.23) T2 L el T (2.0) (0.84)
, Employmant ratio, .08 * . 0.08 0.14 . @12 07 0.07 . 0.08 - 0.1
*all 1977 Y (1.98) (1.88) (2.83) 1 42.26) . .64) ~.(1.83) C(2.71)
'S ‘ .082 T 087 a3 .03 T .oe2 Sz e
W B YL : 1743 1463 . . 1aes ST 1594 » ,41 1998 RER Tt~ RO
Pilot Sita Acana: ) ] »
Age (months) . - 204.99 . 11203.97 . °C 1200.91 .- . 199.80 \ 208.21 . . - 202.4% *198.03
LT Aqe squared €2202.39 4177147 . 40496.01 40031.04 . . 43520.90 41113.06 39300.92 -
Ewployment Tatio,  10.31 3.81 S Y IR, X 1) Caeers o saw 0 tes
Spring 1977 [ o : T R AR
1 . Taployment ratio,  29.47 _ - 29.02 - 26.47 © o o2%.61) © aoe L 2m.e0 1 a2e.er
co 8_:_ 1977 e . B e ) : . . B - B o Lo o
L. ' Employment Tatio, . 14.14 . 13.27 2.0 0 e ., tea2 . et Do tanoon
. Tall,1977 i . N o o SR RO PR PR
e BRI 23 L e T L esd w92 o mT
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Table B5.18.

Sy

\

 Suniner

ongzam Effects on Employment Ratios, s~nurntelv<§1 PeriogLifoz Females (Table 5. 7): ;T
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Sice Maana v L

Summér

Fall Spring » Fall spzing X
1978 - - 1979 1979 1980 1979 171980,
"Coefficients (t-statistics): .

Constant’ -1346.24 -1158.93 -351.80 ~602.42 -923.89 -805.60 - 241016 .
c (-6.67) (=4.91) . (-1.04) (=1.49) (-3.78) (=2.64) L . (=0.36) . .
Pilot dummy 23.11 25.13 15.95 14531 17.36 14019 Yeizer

' (1zan (12.72) (7.01) (6.08) (8.45) (6.46) (3.62)
Age (months) 12.88 - 11.40 = .3.95 6.58 9.01 - 8.43 3,00 0
o (6.64) (4.98) (1.18) (1.63) (3.90) (2.81) - Cr(0.57)
Age squared - " 0.03 - 0.03° - 0.01 - 0.02° - 0.02 - 0,02 - - - 0.01 |

‘ (-6.54) (=4.99) (=1.27) (-1.72) (=3.95) (=2.91) (-6.63) .
Employment ratio,  0.04 - . 0.02 - 0.04 . 0.10 - 0.01 - 0.03 0.21
spring 1977 (0.60) (-0.32) (-0.49) (1.19) - (=0.10) (=0.44) (2. 12)
Employment ratio, 0.10 0.1 0.08 0.08 0.22 0.10° © a0
Summer 1977 (3.43) (3.72) (2.23) (2.12) (6.99) (2.86) - (2.65) .
Employment ratio, 0.02 0.15 0,07 0405 0.02° 70.05 - 0,03
Fall 1977 (0,58) (3.30) - (1.35) (0.85) (0.48) (0.98) ‘ ;(-o 49)
L ‘ X . 52 : | | . o
32 : ' .096 © +098 © . 041 .039 <074 ..037»,3 ‘“.026,‘
N 2064 2016 1574 1501 . 1834 RS 1230 -

Pilot.Site Means:

Age (months) . 204.78 - 203431 ©200.28 Ti99.19 - 207.80 209.91 197.94
Age squared 42112.18 41490.40 40237.69 39700.44 43349.44 40901.46 39265.48
3 R : P ;' . o : .
Employment ratio, 3.82 +3.44 3.03 2 89 4.42 3.24 2,39
Spring 1977 ! o
Employment ratio, ~ 16.96 17.13 16.04 15.95 17.72 17.45 16.54
Summez 1977 . )
Employment ratio, 7.39 701 6. 11 5.73 8.19 6.76 5.1
Fall. 1977 - i : ' ¥
N ST a8 1386 1090 1036 1261 1245 866
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gr. ployment Ratios, Separately by ‘Period, for the 15-16 Year 014 Cohort (Table 5.4): .

.?ig am Effects on Emplo

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Meana . -
<1980

,?nllﬁ Burmer ... .. Summer
1978 - VT 1979

spring
‘1979 -

T .. 1980

- Conatant
’ I‘(f2-72)

© 23.33
L (12.31)

Pilot dummy
" White male i ©7.52
to . - (1.97)

.. Black hale ' 0.00
o g . )

'Hiapnnic male g’ 13.35
" © o (2.99)

¥hite female . - 2.32
: (~0.64)

Black female ‘ - 0.49
' {=0.24)

ﬁisﬁnnic female - -~ 3.17
. . » (=0.79)

Age (montha);
rge squared - 0.09
;. - (=2452)

‘Employment ratio, 0.07
spring 1977

Employment ratio, 6.09'

summer: 1977~ {3.26)

‘Employment:rntio, - 0.00
Fall 1977" (-0511)

2

N ‘ 12005

Coefficients (t-statistics):
‘ R

-3718.15 7 °

~ " 36.88
- (2.62)°

{1.21)

. ) ;118

-1555.67. -

" {~1.25)"

C23d1

-{11.83).

9.08."
(2.27)-

"16.53

© £3.53)
- 4.25

(-1.12)

" 2.45
(1.18)

>

- 4024

(1.01)

'15.24

e

- 0.04
(=1.12)

0.04
(0.67)
0.10 .
o (3.51)
';',.
0.08
(1.59)

20097

2053

C(=2.19) 7 (=2.24) 0

i R R
. P L . v o B . . .
-1924.38 © -1989.18 . =5705.52°. =1404.11 . =1229.05

(2.05) " 5’(-1,19) B

g '*-“(“'.1-_37) L

T 97,01
(7.50),

12,42
(5.46)

1109

19,084 - - 18.81 .
i (5432)

. (8.97) . (8.76)

e

. 1.79 74945, = 0.36 T 2049
T8l (=0.08) 0 o (0.55)

000 . e.oo L. 0w00 . 010,00 D 0.00
' ; ¥ i LT

“43.670° . 13.00 11.50 .
$(2.23)

‘ 5.8 . W e.3d
_(2.61) s

(2.91) .- (1.71) .

- B.55. .. . - 5.54 - 11,83 S 17.69 . = 29100
- {=2.08) (=1.33) (~2.67) (~4.32) ~ (-0:67) . ¢
- 337 <l 4 - 10 30 o esT

(-1.51) =R (-0.46) (=1.42) - (=3.68)

7.53 . .= 7.64 ' D141 0 . = 1,92 ., = 857 .
(=1.69) LT A=1.70) {0.28) .., (=0.44) (=1.87) - [ i

U20.23 0 . 77120096 180507 1317 e
(1.19) = - - (1.41)

Cs7.32° o
- (2.22) ooo{2.28) 7 o

(2.02)
0.03 .
A=1.42) ..

.05 =L 0005 . = 0.1 = 0.08 S
(~2.23) ' ' (-1.99) : (~1.16)
[ B . -, .

0.00 T 0.06
{-0.04)

T 0403
(0.50) °

Jleeo2 o oa0s
©(0.36) - . (0.67)

018 ¢ T 0.10 “ 5 0407

. 0.07 . .0.07 ST B
2.19) . - [ {5.39) . .7 (3.14)° (20070

(2.09) - . 4%.

0,03
(0.63)

o{oo.f‘.
i(=0.09)

[

0.06 © = lo.00 . = 0.00
: (-_-0 -‘0:!_) B

7{1.06)  : - (=0.05)

. .057. VUt Lesa .7 .00 037 040}

"

1920 - 0191 1515 1980 - T .. 1685

| Rilot Sité Means:
White male ‘
‘:{; .'.‘Bchknﬁnle
et Qiapnﬁic §n1e

White female

Aqg (monéhéf':

Aqe'lqﬁnred .‘

Employment ratio, ‘ '3;78

' Spring 1977. .

e : .
Employment ratio, .- 18.69 -

:‘Suqmer 1977, o e
. . R

-»Eﬁéib&ﬁént ratio,
Fall 1977 ' - s

N

" Bleck female. - .426 .
Higpanic female .057
, R S R

194.13 .7 193.85°

3771286

1 6.73 0"

.3.68

137608.04 . 37339.60.

.049 . - 051

T3e0 S

.043

v ~,058
'193.15 Ci3ta. 196434

37336.91. 38564.72
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" Table 85.20. #rogram
) GL3 Cae:::.:::.e.—.:s and Palot S:.:e Means !

Fall ) Spring Fall _ Spri::g
1972 . 1979 L 1979 T 1980

Ccefficziencs (’-s:ac:s:xcs 1:

Constant = -958.01 -821.6% -175.27 . -597.67 7%.93

(-6.32) - (-2.77) (=0.73) - - (-2.091 -

Pilot dumoy 26.27 21.81 13.06 L 14.57 |
. (11.26) (15.10) (8.01) (8.71)

White male 8.s9 . 9.81 4.31 6.54
- (2.98)" (3.35) - (1.365  ° (1.93p

.- 'Black male 0.0u 5.00 _ 0.00 - . 0.00

~—

©4.36 . 10536 7.79 7.62
(1.38) ©(3.21) . (2.16) (2.08)

Hiipdnic male -

4

" White female . = = 6.99 - 9.04 - 11.53 - 11.05 S - 12008 T el
: . (=3.33) (-3.731 2T (=3.47) (-4.38) . (~5+61F

- 7.7

- 2.67 .~ 1.0S - 7.13 _
L(=d.23)

‘ Black 5
- ’ (=1.75) . (=4.99) “{=4.04)

- 7.09 - 16.07 - 14.86
(=2.31) T (-4.73) .. (-4.26)
! N ' : » . L.
6.37
(2,22}

- vy
(=3.92)

PR
(2.t8) -

‘Age (méix'ghs)" ) © 9.10
S o (£.25)

Age squared - 0.02 - 0.02. B g.61
» (-6.02) - (-2.25) C(-2.13)

» 0.02
.(-0.55)

Lator force pare: ' 0.01%

ticipation rates, - (0.41)
Sprinq |°77 -

e IR v s .
:Labor Earcn pat- . 0.12 AR PO [ I Z A N P
 ticipation razes, (6.00) L (4e32) o (4.27)
"Summr 1977 L I L o R
! zabor lorce _ur— v Na,08 . . 0.08 Yt 0,08 . T 8.05 0.
) tici;iia:_icn‘ rates, (1.33) . (2.78) ;o (2.27) s (fl*._}:r.n .
Zall 1997 - 0L R 5 e

0.05

s f

w089 o . i .049

030 0 .es3 L . .057

N i ams0 .t vl 3789 7 © 3037 . ¢ 288y - 3s28 - 3377 -0 0 2403 ¢
Pilot Site Means: dre . '

white male 048, . .043 - “loas U ol0a7.

Black male .. - T8 - .am2 315 387

Hispanic male . loso © ' .o48 f.051.' L .050 .052 -

White female . 081~  ©  Joég .. .056 s0e3ry, 087 ilpsac

" Black female. " . .418 419 06 %420 RRIVR o Cvaes
Hispanlc female . ' .CS5- - Jos¥ " .087 . . ' .057 ©oLesac . .086 .oy

", Age (months) . - 204.87 | 203.62.. . . 200.59 T 199.38 . - 207,99 "202.14 "L 197.99

‘Age squared .- 42154.15 ¢ 41621.92 | ¢ 40362.37 7 39901.23 . 43429.01 SAT00tsz 3928271y

“Laber force par< . 9.29 0 . BuS8. . - 7.64 . w709 . gm0 L gz . ie.a2
. :lclpatlon rates, - S e s 2 ’ . L

:apoz force par-' . 35.91 7 < 15.65 | 34.49 . 3a.01 BRS¢ % T ©otas.ar - 3ae2
. ticipation rates, .- - e L <L - . e
. Suzmer 1977 . .

:- Labor. force par- < 13.79 T12.91 0 - 1v.es . o 10.98 . - 15.67 0. . vT12.86 0 7 10.54
=+ ticipation cates,” | .. : R L it i . e
Fall 1977

Co2es2 . - 2605 2107 © 2353~ 2362
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mable 35.71,  proaram Effects on Emolovment Rates, Separately by Period {Tasle 5:100:
: 5 QLS Coefficienrs and Pilot Site Means .

Spring © Fall- - Spring " Swrmer . " Summer Suzmer

1579 1979 v Tsmo 1978 - 1979 . . 1980
Crnfficients (- seatistics): : : : : ’

Cons: 12 -1202. 130 -1125.86 -58.82 -270.98 -687.16 537,69 T azt.s1

T (=7.10) (-5.81) {=0.25) . {=-0.84) (=3.31) (-2.63) " . (=0.76)
Prler | o, 21.82 23.82 16.54 16.30 15.39 - “B.81 10.81
: (13.66) (13.61) (9.01)  (8.64) : (8.92) (4-93) (s.21) .
white zale - T 2000 1011 7.15 7.63 ‘ 0.98 © Lz sels
L . | (2.21) (3.08)- (1.97) (2,01 ) (0.28) [ (0.63) RO (1.80)

" "Black zale Q.00 - 0.00° 0.00 0.00 ' 0.00 - . - 0.00
N =) =) (=3 : t=) . -y =)

 Hispanic sale - 10.40 17.93 15.63 © o 312.20 17.17 8.40
(2.93) (4.92) - (3.85) , “(2.95) (4.48) (2.14)
L e, . . o .
“hite female . - 3.09 - 2.68 - 7.43 - 6.13 - 11.17 - 17.72 .

: (~1.04) (-0.88) (-2.14) . (-1.71) (=3.51) (=5.21)

~Black female = =~ 2.79 - 2.95 - 7.10 - 7.70 . - 3.60 - 8.37

(-1.83) (=1.71) (-3.66) . (-3.87) (-2.50) (4.36)
Hispanic female = 2.79 1.99 - 6.78 - 6.54 0.00 ‘. 6.78
, (-0.83) (0.58) (=1.78) (-1.66) (0.00) (-1.81)

Age (conths) 11.39 10.95 1.0 .26 6.84 o 6.9

. (7.06) {5.82) (0.39) . {1.02) (3.59) : (2.87)
Xge-squaced - 0.0 - 0.3 - 0.00 - - 0.0 < - 0.02 - 0.02

S (-6.38) (=5.71) {-0.43) C-1.100 (-3.63) (-2.93) -

- Eoployment rate, =- 0.03 0.03 L = 0.01 " p.00 . - o0.02 - 0,04

Spring 1977 Cge.omy. (0.9 (-0.a3) (0.12} (-0.73) (=1.12)"
Eoployment ratze, 0.08 0.08 0.06 . 0.0s 0.20 © 0.10
Sumper 1977 (3.03) (4.38)  (2.62) (2.03) .77 (9.44) C . (4.89)

Employment rate, .. 0:09 " 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.06 ] .01
Fall 1377 1 (3.93) S (245D O (2.63), (2.83) - (2.38) (0.56)

R% - .087 092 .052 .051 ... . .om8 038 - .043

N o 3830° ©a7se 3037 2890 " 328 3377 2403

pilot Site Meansg: . . ,
—_— . . &

" white male . = - JETTINN .048 . .051 . ,.048 ’ .048 .odé - .pa?
“Black male o es .am .383- .3&3 7 laes : .375 .. .87
Hispanic male .050 .08 049 .050 - . " Lost R 052

" white female 061 . .060 . .05T .056 - ".osls .057 .03
Black female “.ué : el " a03 s o .a0e 420 P .:41;; L. .398

. Hispanic femdle U .057 057 - .053 .. - ..0% .63
Age (montha) . . 204.87° 200.5%° 199.48 207.99 " 202.14 197.99°
: o . L . . . ) . P
© Age squared 42154.15 .40362.37  '39901.23. 43429.01° . 41001.52° . 19282.71
Employment rate, 9.60 8.35 7.77 - o w72 . 8.0
Spring 1977 T PR . P ) .
. Employment rate, 29.84 . - 27.71 27.24 . .30.92 _ 29.64 -
- Summer - 1977 : . i . -
Bmployment rate, - 18.70 - L18.s1 T 15.83 o v20.81 o 1777
Fall 1977 . ) s . ) e . ' i N
2000-. - 2353 C 2362
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1

OLS Ccefiicients and Pr'~% Site Means

)

Spring Summer

..Tabls BS.22., Program Effects on Unemoloyment Rates, Separatelv by Feriod {Table 5.103:

Surmer

Fall Spring Fall Summer
1978 1979 . 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 .o
Coeff:cients (t-stacistics): . o
-
Conszant " 1288.19 1208.65 155.29 ©.357.93 763.85 739.56 405.64
: (7.60) (6.24) (8.58) (1.12) (3.80) (3.00) (0.96)
Pilot dummy - - 2182 - 23.82 - 16.74 - 16.30 . - 15.39 - 8.8 - 10.81
(-13.86) (-13.61) - (=9.01) (~8.64) (-8.92) (-4.93) (-5.21) .
“hice male’ -~ 7.10 - 1.1 - 7.15 - 7.63 -’ 0.98 < - 2.28 - 5.5 -
S gR2.21) T (-3.08) (=1.97) (-2.01) (-0.28) (-0.63) (-1.40) T
Black nale 0.00 0,05 " 0.00 . © .00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00
=) (=) =y =) L (=) =)
Hispanic male - 10.40 - 17.93 < 15.83 - 12.20 - 17017 - 8.40 -.10.56 = Ll
(-2.93)  (=4.92) (-3.85) (-2.95) (=4.48) . (-2.14) (-2.36) IR
white female 3.09 2.68 7.43 613 11.17 "17.72 6.24
e {(1.04) (0.88) (2.13) (1.71) C{3.51) (5.21) (1.57)"
Blick femole 2.79 2.95 7.10 7.70 4.60 8.37 -10.05

e (1,641 (1.71) (3.66) (3.87) (2.50) - . (4.46) (4.63)

o . L - L . PR - - )

(Bispanic female 2239, i .= 1.99 6.78 6.54 -~ Q.00 6.78 8.97

. w.(~0.58) (1.78) (1.66) (-0.00) (1.81) (2.18) .-

Age (months) - e - .95 - 1.0 "=3.26 - 6.84 - 6.9 - 3.9
(-7.06) . .- (~5.82). {~0.39) (-1.02) (-3.59) (-2.87) {~0.93) .

" Age squared 0.03 0.03 0.00 .0.01 0.02 0.02 0.0t

T (6.38) (5.71) (0.43) (1.10) 7 (3.63) (2.93) (1,00}
Unemployment rate,~  0.03 0.03 - 0.01 - 0.00 - 0.02 - 0.04 0.06
Spring 1977 (~0.91) (0.94) (~0.43) 10.12) (-0.73) (-1.12) . (1.63)
Unesployment rite,  0.08 0.08 0.06 0. 05 . 0.20 0.10 0.06
Suzmer 1977 (4.031 (4.38) (2.62) (0.02) ©(9.44) (4.85) . © (2.56)

" Unemyloyment rate,  0.09 0.06 0.07 0.08 ’ 0.06 0.01 Je.a3
Fall 1977 (3.93) (2.53) . (2.64) (2.83) (2.38) '110.56) (1.09)"

r?’ .087 092 7 .082 .051 .088 .038 .043

o . 3849 2759 3037 2890 3128 3377 " 2403

Pilot Sité Means:
white male .048 .048 .051 048 .048 .048 .047
Black male .363 .372 .383 .383 ©.365 i .375 .387
Hispanic male +050, .048 .049 -050 TS -.050 .052
white female 061 .060 057 .056 2063 057 i .053
Black fezale 418 419 403 . .406 .420 Tt .398

- Hispanic female .055 .053 057 057 ' .05 - .056 .063 .-

o , . - PR = : !

Age (monchs) 204.87 203.62 200.59 . -t 199.43 207.99 i 202.18 197.99

" Age squared 42154.15 41621.92 " 40362.37 39901.23 43429.01 .. 41001.52 39282.7%
Unemplovnent raze, 90. 40 90.79 91.65 .. 92,23 89.28° 91.10 92.60
Spring 1977 | s R . N . :

" Uneoployment rade,  70.16 7013 “ 72,297 '72.76 69.08 " 70.36 . 71,36
Sunmer 1977 o ‘ : AR
Unemploycent rate, 81.30 82.02 - © 93.49° 79.39° ‘82.23
Pail 1977 . : o g 82

. X . R .
N CeT 2652 2605 - 2107 2000 2353 " T 2362




parcicination Rates, Separatelv by Period, f£nr the IS-IGIYéat 0ld Cokore [Table 5.11):

Table 35.23. Program Effecty on Labor force

OLS Coefficients and Pilo% Site Means _ » .
oFalE Spring Fall gpring Surmer " Surmer Surmer
TgTE 1979 1979 1940 1978 - 1979 | 1980
. aeu, 2
Coefficients {t-statistics): . :

Constant -2264.02 1 =921.36 -1433.99 o e1312.034 -3619.22 -881.26 . =1002.56 )
. (-1-65). {~0.76) (=1.70)0 % T(=1.35) - (=1.70) L (=0.79) . . (=1.19) .
Pilot dumzy 22.63 22.77 16.08 o 16.69 L .36 12,48 1.16

. {11.86) T (11.69) 17.87) ©oqea2) (7.88) (6.33) (5.21)
. vhite zale : 9:91 9.52 2,08 72,42 7.89 - T4 .~ 301
. 3 (2.58)° .. (2.42) (0.51) . (0.58) (1.79) ey {0.71)
" Black male © - p.08 e 0.00 0.00 70,00 “o.00 " o.00
~ (=) -y =) -) : (=) R
Hispdnic male 8.66 . 12,28 ©10.28 10.02 10.05 © .- 7.42 L 1031
(1.93) . (2.67) (2,173 _ (2.10) {194 : {1.62) T .82y
_ white female - 3.8 - 6.79 - 10.13 - 9.3 - = 12.30 : -17.81 . 7022
T (=1.04) . (-1.81) {-2.56) (-2.32) (-2.93) T {=4.60) . {=1.76)
Black female 0.30 1.47 . = 4.05 - '4.52 = 1.54 ‘ - 3.0 - 8.13
- (0.15) (0.72) (-1.88) . (=2.09) (-0.66) {=1.50) (-3.66)
Hispanic female = 7.45 “ ooz = 13.30 Lo~thaaz o 0 - v7e L < saa2 0 - 14,02 0
{-1.84) . (-0.20) : - (=3.10) Lo (=1,09) . (~0,35) P R LS YRR O B 23 B
Age (months) 22.15 . 8.83 15,03 s6.40 . 7 ie0ec . 10.72
- (1.57) (0.70) (1.72) (1.68) - (0.79) . (1.22)
Age squazed - © = " 0.05 I =T 0,02 N 0.2V < w2 o~ 0.03 i
: (=1.47) (-0.63) 1=1.89) - (-1.651 . 0 {=0.75) | (=1.20)
v‘ L - ” . . R
' ; Lakor force par- 0.04 0.00 -~ .0.04 9.2 C~-0.07 . . -~  0.03 .
ticipation rate, (0.63) . (0.08) {-0.70) (0.31) o {=1.19) {-0-46)
Spring 1977 N . ) — s _ . »
Labor force par- 0.13 0.13 0. 10 0.18 o 018 : 0.08 -

- eicipation rita. (2-59) (4.58) (s.75) . (5.29) L (2.88)
Sumpmer 1977 . ) ' . C T
labor force par- - 0-00° 0.07 0.01 “0.03 - L
ticipation rate, (-0.07) (1.36) (0.16} " (0.59) - -

Fall 1977 : - UL ‘
2 .109 .096 .083 -7 7 ..085°
N . 2005 ‘. 2083 1515 ) . 1980 "
Pi1lot Sl;.; Moans: .
Whize male . -049 . -049 - ".051 . ) .048 L

" Black male © L3700 - .368 383 ~ .360 RS o
Hispanic male .041 “ .040 . .042 S .043 ' S .082 ..
white temale . .057 © . .os6 086 .056 - .oe0 .oss.

Black femile ..z 430 - a2 a1z 433 ¢ T4

" gispanic female .057 ..057, C.0s7 70 .058 L .053. ' L057
Age {monzhs) - 194.13 : 193.85 - % . 193.15° 193,14 196.34 . 193.56 -

Age squared 17712.86 . 37608.04° 17339.60 . 37336.31 , . - 38564.72 37495.49 . . .37328.65
Labor fmrce par- 4.27 4177 4.24 4.26

* “ticipation rata, . i R : 426

. Spring 1977 : .

e . s S .

_Labar”force par- 31.48 N7
ticipation rate, S .

. Summer 1977 )

" Labor fotce par-. . 7.99 7.79

- gicipation rate,
Fall 1977

IR 13770 L a3
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_'vear Cld Cohorz (Table 5.113:

Table 85.24. '7tojr.l~| £ffect3 on malomen: ?.aces. Separazely bty Per-cd forzoe :
. OLS foefficients and P:lot Site Mears

Si;:r.:ner . Sun;.:e:

. 7 Fala . Spring - Fall Spr:ng
1978 1979 1979 . 1980 1979 1980
Coefficients iyeszatistics):
Corstant - ~4613.67 . ~-gT3.83 =2089.83 . - -2374.97 ..  -5308.99 © . -1753.07 -1354.91
' (=3.23r o (=0.14) (=2.17) o (=2.38) 7 (=1.99) ; L (=123 (-1.37)
Pilot dummy iz 20,04 . 20.42 - - . 15481 7.60 13.00 ©
. (11.54) (8.713’; (8.81) (6.49) (3.27), (5.20)
white male 8.41 3.23 a6 C4.74 .- 0.43. . ¢ - 2,77 -
(1.97) {0.70) . (0.98) (0.93) * §0.09) (0.56)
Black zale © .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00"" © - - g.00 . " v.00 |
L =) ) = RS (=) -y =)
Hispanic zale 19.48 . 23.05 - 16.51 T .07 20.02 : 8.36 RISV
(3.87) (4.36) S (3.10) (2.61) S 3.9 ) (1.54) (2.17)
* white female - o0.84 - .20 - 9.63 - 5.26 . - 14.06 . - 21.85 - 537 .
‘ T~ (-0.21) (-0.29) " (-2.16) T e1a7) (~2.86) {~4.78) (=1.13)
Black female - 1.0 1.74 - a2 - s.53 <2 - 6.37 - 8.60
(~0.49) (0.76)  (=1.82) . (=2.27) (-0.77) S (=2.61) (-3.32)
Hispanic female = 1.30 ° -10.49 - 5.45 ; L e0s i 1.85 . - 0.18 Y- 'B.Bs
_ v (=0.29) (2.273  (-1.13) © (=1.25) © {0.B4) -* (=0.04). ;iz= . (=1] 75) -
Age (months) . 46.09 i 8.16 . 21.66 25.13 63.78- . - . 18.28 o 14.76'.
. _ (2.91) (0.58). (2.19) (2.53) (1.97) (1.33) S (any
- ‘Age squared Seanrt 0 - .02 . ol < g7 0 =Thelie - giesT U 2 fe.oa T
N : (-2.82) 1-0.500 . (=2.20) (~2.55) (-1.98) - (=1.32) T (=1.a6)
Employment rate, =-  0.05 o.01 . - o0.03 0.01 - 0.02 - o8 - . pips
Spring 1977 C{=117) , (0.31) (~6.72) . {0.31) . * | (=0.38) eeeen (~0.80) . . (0.80) -
"Enplayment: rate, 0.10 - - 0.08 0.04 - - 0.03 JeJ o.11 . s odos
Sumner 1977 (4.03; (2.89) (1.51) (0.99) (6.86) © C (a.02) [ & - (1.67)
: /i employment rate 0.04 '6-06 . 0.07 0.06 o 0.02 - g.02 . . 0.04 T
v . Fall 1977 = Y TH1.26) . (1.84) 0 - 7 701.99) (1.59) “(a. sa) . (~0.45). - = . (o.9sy, c]
’ ' nY Yoot L o i " . . g . . . t,
R? .d12 .7 ..o09a . “osg - o - 056 S Taome 035 . .o38
e N Lot - 2005 C-ii2083 1920 1918 - 7 S15- - .. 1980 - . o 1685 -
P
Pilo: Site “edns.
White :rale .049 - .09 . -.049 . .048 TRt
‘Black male - - .370 .368 383 G770 0 e
Hispanic male 081 .040 042 0420 LT €36
Whits female 087 . .05 .. .0s6 L .ose - . .057
0 o " Black female . .26 a0 .412 ' .412 L4330 L .396 ¢
' Hispanic female .057 . ©los7 ’ 057 _.0s8 .. loS3 YT 2 © 081
.Age (zonths) . 194.13 - ¢ [ 193.85 ;7193005 . 193,12 196,34 7 19356 . 193,12
i - . . y Tl . Lo S
Age squared - 37712.86 37608.04 - 37339.60 .0 37336,91 . 38564.72 . 37495.49 1 °37328.65 1
'&ngloymen: rate, 5,93 . -5.85 . 5.74 . T 5.61 ) ©6.91 T 5.9 H
’Sprlnq 1977 ' o : : . : - ' . : - §
Enployment rate. 25.89 . 28.47 . 24.89 . 24.89.. .. 26.58 .. . 25.79 - i

Summer 1977 o : - . " : .

" Employmant rate, L13.387 3.8 7 a3z T 15,980 3.64 .
"-Fall 1977 R < ’ B O LT Lo o ISR

N
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Table 35.1%.. Program Effects on

3 LRl

Emplovzent Ratios. Seoarately by Period..' for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort
Excludifg Denver and Phoen:x (Table AS5.d4): .
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring ] Fall | " spring . Susmer " Summer "surmer -
1978 1979 . ! 1979 ,1980 1978 1979 1980 .
Coefficients {t-statistics): ' . {
Constant -3848.97 “S2105467 -2092.84 -2265.45 -6299.83 -1580.92 -1432.54
- (-2:56) (-1.58) s (=2.27) (=2.44) (-2.08) “(=1.26) (=1.51)
ilor dizmmy 24.39 : 27.02 v 23219, 23.27 e 16,41 13.67 13.13
(12.07) (12.62) (10.02) (9.97) T (6.70) (6.02) (5.31)
white male .70 6.52 0.27 0.07 T s.60- 1.46 0.41"
{1.10) (1.47) (0.06) (0.02) (1.10) (0.31) ' (0.08)
Black zale 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 .
: (=) -)- (=) = =) ), =y
Hispanic male 13.10 - 17.70 - 15.02 - 40.44 1.90 - 23.9a - 31.40 -
: (0.58) (0.75) (-0.61) - (=1.63) (0.08) * (-0.98) (=1.29)
white female. - .a.90 - 6.87 - - B8.42 - " s.14 - 13.85 - 22,23 -~ 2.02
, “(=1.24) " ({=1.57) (-1.89} (-1.15) (=2.91) .~ (-4.98) . (~0.43)
. g . L A L
Black female, ,~- ..0.78 1.93 - 4.7 - 5.7 - 0.96 - 3.3 - 9.55
: 4 (-0.38) (0.90) (=1.81) (-2.22) (=0.39) . (-1.53) (~3.93) -
Hispanic female 4.77 4.67 - -~ 5.48 7 -. 11.90 37.59 . 10.31 - 13.48
' (0.38) (0.36) (~0.38) (=0.83) (2.06) {0.76) (=0.90) -
Age {months) 38.13 20.80 ~21.95 23.86 63.24 16. 31 T 15.26 . 7
‘ . (2.47) (1.51) (2.29)_ . (2.47) (2.05) (1.26)" . (1.55) -
L PRSI vyl e - . - - S “ -
Age squared - 0w - +0.05 - 0.06 ~  0.06 - - 0.16 = '0.04
(-2.37 7, (=1.34) (=2.29) ¢ (-2.43) (-2.01) " (=1+55)
" employment ratio, 0.95 . 0.08 . 0.0z 0.10 - 0.01 0.06 :
spring 1977 (0.67) (1.02) . (0-19) (1.26) (=0.14)
Employment racic.. 0.09 0.10 0.05 0.05 o 0418 C0.05 -
Summer 1977 . (2.89) (3.09) (1.30) (1.55) D 4093 (1.31)
Eoployment razjo, = - 0.04 - . 0.01 0.03 -  0.03 . . 0.02
- pall 1977, (-0.68) $-0.12) (0.44) (-0.42) (0.24) -
SR o <122 .109 068, - - .074 .048 “.036
/ B ’ b b - .
- i . . . Gl )
N 1668 F1714 1603 e 1264 1652 1401
" pilot Site Means:
L T - S o L
white Zale -, .045 .044 .045 © .04a .043 044 o
Black male w6 407 .407 .a24 .398 S e L4377
Hispasie ms .002 .02 - .092 0 w002 .002 .002 002
‘White female .0S5 053 054 o .054 " ..055 " Jos1 057
Black female .485 488 -.470 .469 .80 - coasso
Hispanic female .- ..006 .006 .005 006 006 .005
{ Age (months) 194.12 193.80 . 193.01 193.00 193047 192,96 - .
. e . A o - . vt
v o S Cn I - R I L .
Age squared . .. . 37709.28 37590.40 37284.51 37281.71 ] L3855 19° L - 37461487 - ©37269.44
k jzszoymen: ratio, ' 2.59° 2.52 2.71 - 1 3.04
-spring 1977 - e .
- Employment ratio, 16.41 16.34 15.78 L 17.44

. Summer 1977.°

Imployment ratio, -
. ra1l 1977 :

oL 136
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g‘_a‘blehBS.’.’s. Prograa €tfects on Labor Force Particiration Rates, Seoar;:e).y bv Perind. for Denver/pPhoenix (Table AS5.5):

OLS Coefficients and P:lot Site Means

€

. N Fall Spring Fall Spring ‘Summer Sucmer 'Sumi;z_
1978 1979 1979 1980 15498 1979 1980
Coefficients {t-statistics): “
Constant, -159.79 -349.53 -145.05 -1324.05 -239.41.5. -540.22- 17.52
) (-1.26) (-0.81) (~0.22) (-1.63) (-0.54)° (-1.02) (7.02)
Pilot dumay 9.06 6.69 0.24 - 0.94 12.16 T = 1.53 10.87 .
(2.46) (1.82) (0.08) (-0.22) (3.06) (~0.39) (2.35)
White male .18.03 19:73 19.37 19.12 14.85 6.12 18.66
(2.3 (2.63) (2.40) . (2.19) (1.88) {0.80) (2.04)
Black male ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
) =1 =) =) ) (- =) =)

; Hispanic male 7.81 16.59 20.66 18.14 9.00 12.81 . 18.99
LR (1.1 (3.09) (3.55) . (3.01) (1.58) - 42.33) Y (3.07)
white female - 2,40 4.36 10.16° " 8.57 - 6.0 0.84 2.1 -

: o (=0.33) (0.61) (1.22) . (1.00) (-0.83) (0.11) (0.29) . -
. Black femala - 7.3 - 3.79 2.72 2.74 - 4.1 - 5.85 -2.19 ,
Lo , C (=116 (~0.60) - {0.38) -€0.37) (=0.63) {-0.90) (=0.29) . It
. Wisganic female  =.-7.22 - 1.29 - 2,45 .0 = 4.58 - 2.65° - 7.86° - a.27
o (~1.35) o (=0.23) (-0.43) (=0.77) (-0.47) . (=1.45) (-0.70)
- Age (months) 4.47 3.85 1.9 1358 2.68 '5.76 0.21
o I (1.28) (0.88) (0.26)° wrL.eTy (0.64) - (to11)7 (0.02) -
Age squared - ~ 0.01 - 0.1 - 0.00 - "i0.03 - 0.01 7 0.0 - 0.00 7
Lo (=1.21) (-0.87) (=0.25) (=1.63) (~0.67) Ve {=1.11) (-0.03)" .
co < L S R el
tabor force 0.10 0.05 -~ 0.00 0.02. - 0.01" T gl03 0.95°
" perticipation rate, (1.55) (0.72) - (=0.02) (0.21) (0.09) L (=6.43) 10.62),
- Spring 1977 . . X T e
Labor force 0.1 0.16 0.20 0.22 ¢ 0.13 v . o1
participation rate, (2.13) (3.23) (3.75) (4.00) (2.46). N (3.14)
Sumzer 1977 oo . - . .
) S - : . - . Auayy y
Labor force . 0.10 0.05 .= 0.08 .. 0.08 ©+9.02
. patticipation rate. {1.80) (0.70) ; (-0.62) (1.33)° (0.22}) -
Fall 1977 . : - .
2o .077 105 .104 .099 071 Ll em
N . : 654 626 s06 85 578 Cosm Y 1L
Pilot Site Means: T~ " -
747 unite male . 063 ".066 .070 .062 -.069 .066
Black male " ©.182 187 .169 174 B 160 - 166
. .#ispanic male .2617 261 .261 - .263 " 259 - i2se
" wnite female . 076 .075 065 .067 085 .05
" Black female 145 -139 129 o138 150 13
©_. " Hispanic femalp__—— .293 292" .306 - .300 < .277 .296° - - 317
Tl age (zonths) - ©  205.45 203.89 201.13 200.36 207.99 202.59 ;v 198.72°
“agm squared- 42398.93 41729.53 40565. 17 40342.79 " 43438.89 Tar172.81 39566.57
' Labac, force . - v 14.20 12.95 1.75 10.95 - L. 15.81 4202 10,107
participatiun zate, - : " ) o : .
“Spring 1977 . ) : -
' Labor forze s :-43.43 Ta3.47 - 43.43 43.32 43,78 ' a3.42
U participation rate. v . ’ . oy :
. Summser 1977 S0 zr X Z
" Labor fnrce 20,365 " 19.23 “18.61. T 3.s2 19.50

par:icipdtxonv:aié
Fall 1977

{
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I oy i’
:
\ ‘rabl.a BS 27. Prnqran Et‘ccts Oofs Emolovmn: Rates, Senaruely by Period, ‘nr Denver/Phcenxx (Tab].e AS. S). : Ny R
o . . OLS Coefficients and Pilor Site Means . :
. Fall spring Fall _spring Sumser " Summer Sucmer
) 1978 1979 1979, - 1940 1978 - i979 1980
i
Coefficients (t-statistics): . )
L o ) . . . .
Constant -199.32 -361.23 -319.13 -1005.35 -170.12 -260.28 1026.98
. (-0.48) (-0.74) (-0.42) (-1.11) - (-0.135) (-0.42) (0.86)
‘Pilot dummy 8.50 5.32 -~ 0.37 - '5.33 16.48 - 0.02 11.91
' .. (2.02) (1.27) (=0.18) (=1.09) (3.74) (51, 081 (2.21)
‘White male. 10.46 16.27 19.27 - 23.10 9.23 T - 0.06 19.74
, : (1.21) (1.91) (2.09) (2.36) ~(1-05). -0, 01)" (1.87)
‘Black zmale 0.00 0.00 ~0.00 U.0 0.00 “0.00. . 0.00
(=) (=) (=) (=) (=) =y - - - (=}
© -~ Hispanic zale 6.01 19.77 20.55 17.87 18,18 N R R
e ‘ (0.98) (3.23) (3.07) (2.63) (2.40) ©(1.29) {2.50)
CWhite female 0.75 .. 10.22 2.84 5.29 - 2.32 EERE- T T AP P - B
(0.09) (1.2%) (0.30) (0.55) (=0.29) (0.29) O (=0416)
' Black female - 6.95 - 181 - -3.67 - 4.99 - 5.94 - 2 - 2.82°
. (-0.97) . (-0.25) (-0.35) (<0.61) {-0.81) (-0.38} (-0.33)
_ Hispanic female = 7.70 . 4.25 - 1.08- - 0.2 - 3.95 - 7.89 <119
(=1.27) (0.71) (=0.17) (~0.02) . . (=0.63) (=1.25) {=0.17)
‘Age {zonths) 2.04 3.82 3.35 710420 2.10 3.18 -~ 8.95
. : (0.313 (0.81) (0.43) (1.13) {0.45) (0.53) (-0.83) "
Age squared - 0.00 = 0.01 - 0.0t - 0.02 -% 0.01- - .0.01 Jg.02 .
o {-0.46) - - (-0.81) (-0.43) - (=1.11) © (=0.50) (-0.55) (0.82)
Eoployment’ zate, - 2.0, olo7- - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.01 . - 0.03 - 0.07°
- ~stan 1977 {~0.16) (1.29) (=0.17) (~0.12) (-0:24y - (~0.57) © o (0.91)

- mpxn-,men: rate~ * ' 0.07 0.1 0.15 {0009 - g.19 . o.08 - 0.09
“Suzmir 1977 - (1.36) {2.49) (2.98) Yoy (4.12) . (1.74) (1.72)
Employment rate, 0.10° 0.09 .07 ©0.07 0.08 = - 0405 0.09
Fall 1977 (2.21) (1.97) (1.31) (1.35) (1.79) (1.02) - . (1.55) _
‘g2 ‘. oss .080 .087 .071 .124 Tlos2 .088

654 626 - S06 ° 485 5718 - s aw
priot Sitw Mesns:' ’
wnite aale. .063 .066 .070 .062 .069 .068 053
B Bldck Male’ 162 169 174 .160° . 166 .18
I C . :
’ .261 1261 .263 .259 .259 -257
! . . . ‘ . e

“white” female .076 .065 ©.067 .08S .075 .usu
Black female' 2135 .139 .129 ".134\ L150 ¢ 136 RETE
Hispanic female " .293 .292- .306 .300 .277 296

(mriaths) '205.45 203.89 201.13 ~ "200.36 T207.99 07 T '~‘~'_'2o’z.'59
squared - 42398.93 41729 53 40565.17 - 40242.79 43438.69 " 4117281 - 39566157 . 0
yment rate, ..~ 18.51 RN’ 17.18 s 15455 2054 17.49 3.7
fing 1277 o . . R ‘
arpxoymn: rate, 1 37.30 41,10 - 46.76 1 37.59 46.85 -

Summer 1977

31.26 30.50 . “30.38 N 2859 " 30.87

as2 - a2t v st 33 T a2s

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tazle 85.29. Proaram Z£fects nn Labor Force Par=icizaticn Ra:es; Seéara:ely by Pericd, for Cinscinnati/lLouisville (Table A5.5}: .

QLS CoefZicients ang Pilot Sice Means ) .
- ' Falit Spring © Fall .. Spring - © © - Summer - Sussmer " Sumcer
1978 1979 > 1979 <10 . 1978 1979 - - 1980
Ccefficiencs (t-statigticsi:
constan: © . =412.76 -355.83" -418.24  =302.18 . 28,75 -3@s.10 o - -91.96
(=1.51) (-2.06) (=0.97) . (=1.55) (0.09) (-0.98) (-0.13)
Pilot dusay 13.27- 115,93 15.06 16.33 T 9.6 . . g.54 . 1.2
) (5.75). (6.25) 15.39) - (5.85) C(3.72) 0 ., 3.1y : (3.66) .
white male " z.80 1.58 3.04 T2 s a.25 . v1.04 : 1.25
. (0.63) © (0.34) (0.60) (0.32) - 10.92). . (0.21) . (0.22)
- Black male 0.00 .  ©0.00 o.c0 . 0.00 “0.00 - 0.00 . 0.00
- = - -y =) ‘ (=) SN T R N N O I
Hispanic zaie - 29.60 © - raas - 12.57 - - 35.01 27,51 - o s.38 .. -am.30
' (-1.30} (-0.50) - (-0.55) t-1.51 t=1.22) . q0.am t=-1.72)
white female - 6.20 == 11.72 - 8.88 - 10.26 . =11.50 - 14.85 " - 8.90
{-1.56) (-2.85) (-2.00) . (=2.22) (-2.78) C(=3.39) . . (=1.7T)-
Black female = 4.20 - - 8.35 - 13.62 -39 . -7.20 " ‘= 10.31° - . =10.33 "
(-1.53) (-2.26) (=4.46) (-4.18) (-2.49) (=3.44) S (-3.03)
. dispanic fezale g4t - 6.9 0.99 0.6 . " .24.69 Coaear. D = 5.9
Y (0.43) (0.135) (0.04) . (0.04) (0.89) : (0.65) . (-0.24)
'L Age (montzs) 6.37 . 4.4t 8.42 - 0.9 3.99 ., Ciase
: (2.07) " - {1.04) (1.63) 7" (=0.06) SN S PY L) o (0.23)7
Age squared . - 0.01 - - 0.01 - 0.01 . = 0.02 0.00 L= 0.01 o =0.000 "
T =1.40) (-1.98) (~1.02} (-1.88) (0.12) : v (-0.99) - . . (-0.26)." .

" Labor force 0.08 0.06 - 0.5 - 0.05 ' 0.04 =007 . =o0.04 -
participacion rave, (1.45) (1.03)- (=0.73) . (-0.72) -{0.70) " - (=1.08) o (=0.42)
Spring 1977 Sl N " . . E . : o o .
‘tabor force - N 0.15 .. 0.14 - T 0.06 0.06 0.17 S ez .03
participation rate, (4.06) (3.63) S (1.49) (1.3 © (40231 Y (3.00) - (0.55)

. Summer 1377 ! . ' i . :
Labor force - . 0.05 . o.08 0.12 0.0 . .05 - oo i
participation raze, (1:03) . (1.66) Coqes) - (1.53), Cesy L I o ey
Pall 1977 : : . : O e ST
a2 <. .095 . 109 075’ 078 . . .08 . .063 Z. . .053
o i T esst ga1 "..7 . - 833 T ete T S AL
i pilot Site Meanss. i - .
white male . .. .0€4 G.oes o0 L083 C s.es9 T 2062 . L0820 .0860 1
Black male .369 ‘ .372 - +390 © 393 ‘ .370 Covlaes T Lado
Hispanic zale .003 : .003 0 - 04 .004 .003 - : Joo3 S - Lo02 i
“hite female . . .099 . 0930 092+ .092 %.093 089"

 Black fenale . 460 NTI 447 .448 .a52 LT la49
Hispanic female ~  .008 .0 .005 7 S 1 .05 - "+ Tlooa

. Age (menths) . 204.60 - 203,77 200.84 - w9e.51° .7 208187 . 202,33 198.10
Age squared’ ~ 42038.94 . 41681.76 "40468.90__ ©  39913.66 . 43507.46 - . 41077.84 2 a9331.87 1

labor force | e 1.3 0 11,084 . T c9.82 0 eus6 a7t 0l 10034

- participation rate, . g o . ! RN S
Sprlng 1977 . N
Litor-force . . 42.01 - . 42.06 © 40078 40.01 TV az.er . aplem -
participation rate, . . RN - T T N A T ;

- Summer 1977 -~
* Labor force .-
- participation rate,:
P21l 1977 10

15.95 . - . 1s.47, SRR P IR P A0S PR -1 ¢ MR P P T S
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: Table 85.29., Program £ffects on fmplovzent Rates. Separately by Period, for Clncinnati/Louisville (Table AS.3):
N ’ : N CLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means : . .
Fall: ‘Spring Fall Spring Surumer Surmer Summer
v 1978 1979 1979 1980 ... " 1978 1979 1930
Coeff:ciencs (t;s:a:is:ics):
Constanc -1124.92 -1310.29 ~258.96 -389.67 -304.77 -982.87 302.75
: (-3.68) (-3.65) (=0.54) (-0.85) (-0.87) (=2.17) (0.38)
Pilot duzay 19.41 19.19 17.78 9.1 13.30 8.3 . © 12491
(6.95) (6.61) (5.72) © o (5.88) 5 (4.47) (2.60) S (3.48)
white male’ 2.56 .23 L 8.45 . 2.35 3.54 2.23 0.93
(0.52} (0.43} (0.98) . .- (0.0} "(0.68) . (0.39) (0.14)° -
Black zald 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 ¢ 0.00 . 0.00
' (=} (=} o T (=} (=) (=) A=)
_ Hispanic zale - 37.30 18,20 - 439 - an - 32.19 23.25 - 36.35
D136 {0.70) (~0.17) (~0.08} (=1.26) 10.86) (=1.12)°
White famale - - 6.15 -  5.85 - 3.33 . - 2,90 - 9.73- ) - 19.58 . . =~ 3.8 -f_
o (-1.43) . (=1425) (-0.68) (-0.56) {=2.07) (-3.86) (-0.67)- :
" Black female - 5.4 - 8.34° - 13.45 - 10.85 - - 6.85 - 12.m - 6.9 '
‘ (-1.72) (-2.60) (=3.94} (-3.04) (-2.07) (~3.63) (=1.76)
 Hispanic femile =  BiLY 2.34 . - 897 L - 5.39 18. 48 10.57 - = 12.49
© (-0.367 (0.10} (-0.23) (=0.21} {0.59) (0.45) {-0.47)
. Ags {montas) 10.91 12.78 - 2.69 5.32 . 3.08 Jw.03 L - 2.200 -
- (3.71) (3.67) (0.57 (0.93) (0.94) (2.26) (=0.27)
Age squared .. - 0.03 - 0.03 - 0.01 - 0.0 - .01 5 . = 0.02 0.00 . .-

v - L 24=3.6) (~3.62) {~0.55) (-0.96) (-0.94) 7" (=2.25) S tol21y

1 eployment rate, 0.10 0.09 "0.04 0.01 0.07 ~ 0.02 0.1
o Spring=1977, (2.01) (1.71) (0.76) (0. 15} (1.36) L (0.42) (1.53)

" mployment rate;’ 0.10 “ o2 - 0.01 .02 . 0.16 [ 0.07 0.00°
Summer 1977 . - (2.82} {3.17) (-0.14) (0.41} (4.01) T (.70} © (0,03} -
Employment rate, 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.1 ‘' o.03 .= .01 0.06
Fall 1977 (1.07) (0.64) (1.90) (2. 10) (0.77) © o (=0.24) +(0.99)

R o TG <100 072 070 085 o 040 046 v

: N © . 1w8s 1054 881 833 975 . 957, v I
B Pillot Sicn Means: ; i
White zale +0€S .063 .059 062 062 © 056

- Black sale S .390 i30T ~.370 .38s | .400"
Hispanic male .003 L0084 - . - .oo04 .003 003 7 - .002
White female o094 €32 T .002 .099 L093 Y 089

i % Black female - . .a61 .447 - .448 464" 452 439
Hispanic female . . .005 .004 " .004 ,.002 © oo - “.004

L Age (moneds). - 208456 ¢ 7203077 h T 2004647 1L 499,081 0 12080180 L H “y98.10° -
- age squared - :.42038.94 " 41681.76 40468490 . - ' 39913.66' . 43507.46 41077.84 . 39331.57

10585~ 1)
- fr

T mpToyaen trates

S 14598 1 0
Spring 1977 Sl Tl e

R A ot o . - oLt
Cimmploymant rate, . 33.99 .- . L 3,22 30.72
_ Summer 1977 . . S C T

. tmployment rate, 19.73
- rall 1977

Tl

13475

107847 ~ 9.6

35.62 -

25035
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' Table BS5.30. Program‘:t acts on . Lmbor Force Particlnd:ion Rates., Secan:ely by Pericd, £ar Balcx..ore/cleveland (Table AS5.5):
. OLS Coefficiencs and Pilot Site Means . . AN
Fall - Spring Fall Spring Summer &mme;'l“__ﬁ_f . Summer
- 1978 1979 1973 - 1980 1978+ 1979 1980
Coefficiunts (t-statisrics):
Constant . -1787.84 -1250.42 -92.14 © -614.97 T -1a67.10 . -242.81 ' -688.49 .
S (-6.78) (=4.22) (=0.23) (~1.32) (-4.95) . (-0.70) . 0 (~1.18)
" pilot dunay ‘25.80 ° ,  28.52. - 1ee 13.87 7 13ies 12,133 B
: (9.29) (10.09) (3.78) (4.38) (4:79) (4.42) iy
. . . B . . i A
white male .5.18 - 8.78 12.76 ' 17.00 - 4,25 . © 8.22 . 7.75
“0.78)  (1.25) ©1.75) (2.28) . (~0.60) (1.18) (0.98)
Black male o.oo 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 .+ 0.00 " 0:00 © w00
-y -y =) =) : -y (=) e
#ispanic zale - 10.19 - 160 1.50 L7 - 1.1 L = 16.93 - 6.32
o P (-0.74) (=0.11) (0.10) (0.1 . (~0.13) C(=1.19) (-0.02) "'~
Whice fobale - 10.84 - 6.7 T 17,21 - 1446 . = 13.09 ° . <-29.54 L- 729 0
t-1.6a) - (m2.54) (=2.40) . . (-1.95) " S g=2.12) (-4.39) | (-0.95) "
Black female - 0.25 1.38 - P 1 - 4.03° - 3.0 . - 3.36 "= 7.99
. (=0.10) (0.56) - (=1.38) (-1.45) (=1.21) . (=1.38) © (=2.81)
Hispanic female = 11.96 . = 6.10 Cov-24l28-. . -22.05 . - @S0, . . -~ 8., = 21.87°
S . (-0.82) (=0.39) . . " (=1.54) 7 (-1.29) - (-0.51). - (=0.59) . A=1.20) "
‘7. . Age (months) . 17.09 12.18 " 1.s0 ’ ‘6.82 | 18320 - 300 - T 7.81 0
S - o . (6.73) . (4.23) (0.38) ... {1.86)cccc . o (S5.10). S -(0.89) C {1429y .
‘ . Agé squared | - 0.04 - 0.03 . - 0.00 - 0.02 - 003 -0 . = g.02, "
o ; (-6.59) A=4.16) . " (=0.41) o =151y (=5.13) . (=0.94) - (=1.31)
tabor fotce 0.07 . © 0.02 - 0.08 "= 0.02 : " p.01 T2 0.07 . o.oe
participation rate, (-1.10), (0.28) ° (=1.04) (-0.24) (0.12) L(=1.0a) .. (o.69)
. .- .. spring 1977 ‘ " . S : e Lo B T e
! . Lo : . i T . ’ o L o
Labor force N R X Y e.07 .. . 0.04 R I T I 0.16 . .0.05" I
parzicipetion rate, (4.18) - - (3.19) - (1.78) ¢ (1.06) - . (S.52) 14,240 L (1.19)
Summer 1977 B S E o S, Lo e s
. Labor force - - 0.00 Se.01 . 0.06 0.08 " - 0.06 - - = 0.02 - 0.00
«. . participation rata, (=0.06)" (0.29) 7 - (0.89) - (1.22) S (=1.17) © U (=0.28) . (=0.01) "
R Fatl 1977 R » .- . e RN - . ST
R <139 o106 .0 .030 . .073 = Les1 LT a2
“2g9 279 Tl semr 1170 h
013 . Lo . .023, .022 .. 020 .
' Black zale ." v a2z C a2 33 Cwa3e o e T 22 o e .430: o
Hispanic :ale © .00 © .00 .005, " .005 " ‘ .007 Co e es : -006
White ferale . 028 © w021 .029 : .029 " 028 CTwe2s - LT .o;v'
oo Black female . .520 . .828 w805 o o w oL803 1. il 0 820 <0 D 828 L 1 .509"
‘ ‘ Mispanic female = . .005 " " .004 ' ';uas © . .ees ... - w003 . .o0a . © .00
" iage (zonth) | . 208.42 203.95 -~ 200. s3 . 199.50 © ‘- 208.76 . o 202.61 - 197.62
| Age squared - 42387.41— T 41765.09 . 40343. 86, . 1991253 43757.43° © _ 'ames.2o '39138.56
 Laboriforce . 0 7.36.. . .. 650 . S.6 C C S.1 o, 8.6, . 6.05
: participation rate, P I ! L L . f P : o
Sprlnq 1977 i : - . o S . Z ™ C- Co :
dehor fotee™ | . .34.08 . .73 L 3201 % 76 T Tasan2
‘participation rata, . . - . R . R et

Sux::e— 1977

R paz"lcl"a’icn rate. ’
-~ Falll 1977 _‘ ’
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Table BS. Jl. qumm Effects on Employment Ra:es. Sena—a:el-/ by Period, ’ox- Bal:inore/(:leveland (Table ‘a5.5) ¢
OLS Coefficients and Pilotr Site Means
Fall . prllnq Fall ) " Spring Suzcier Surmer ) Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 ) 1979 1980
Coefficrents (t-statistics): - - '
Constaat © ~1887.54 -1380.94 ~~228% 35 - =396.56 . =1751.01 . =-199.18 -1047.68
(~6.32) {-4.18) (0.49) (~0.75) (-5.11)% . - (=0.49) ° (~1.55) -
g v a . s . - . . Lo
Pilot dummy 21.91 ~ 32.38 19.24 18,53 9.20 CT.97 5.60.. .
(6.91) (10.18) ;o (5.33) C(5.10) T (2.76) (2:41) (1349) ..
#hite male - 4.29 T e 12013 12.60 TR S 8.97 ' 6.88 .
: (-0.55) (1.46) T (1.51) (1.49) (=1.4n 000 o.es)y (0.78)
Black =zale _ 0.00 © . 0.00 0.00 <-0.00 .. 0.00 .- C0.00° « 0.00"
5 (=) (=) =) =)y = N I R
Hlspanic zale = 1.42 - 2.42 13.00 - 2.4 - 725 . =19.sa L 12.56
{(<0.09) (-0.16) o 0.72) (-9.12) . ' (=0.46) : (=1.17) - (0.71)
whize female - 4.99 - 12.46 -12.12 - 4.59 . - 18.06: - - - 25.67 2,26
. (-0.€8) (=1.70) - (-1.36) . (-0.55)" (-2.34) . (-3.24) el (0.25) -
Black fezale - 0.89 - - ' 2.61 - = 1.3 - 3.7 - 0ea ., - 3.0 - 9.68 "
(0.32) (0.96) (-0.42) (=1.17) (=0.32) , (-1.09) : (-2.94)
Hispanic. fazale = 12.67 - 9.10 < 1.39 - 28.75 5.66 © . - - 5.46 - a2’
(~0.76) (-0.52) (~0.19) (-1.49) (0.29) L. (=0.30) - (=0.58)
Aqe (conzhs) 18.09 13.45 - 1.9 - 4.92 © 17,200 “2.96 1.6
e ) - . (6.30) L (4.19) ..o ... (=0.30) (0.93) oo (5e31) (0.74)
" Age squared ~ - 0.0¢ - 0.03 "0.00 - o0.01. - 004 -7 - 0.0 -
Ce oo (-6.19) © o (=4.14) - T (0.19) (=1.05) (-5.37) . (-0.87) _
‘Employment raze, = 0.11 . = 0.02 - - 0.05 - o0.05 - 0.0 . <. 0.08 . < ooo
Spring 1977 {-1.88) (-0.27) (-0.68) (=0.63) (-0.42) (=1.34) ‘ (-0.00)
“© " poployment sate, 0.04 ; 0.03 © 0.05 " 0.00 ©ea7 il 0.0 0.06°
Sumzer 1977 ©o(1.18) {0.84) . (1.35) (0.04) (4.75). . - (2.90) (1.44)
. Employment rate, 0.09 0.07 © . 0.04. ) 0.13 © 0 0.08 - 0.04 . 0.02
“Fall 1977 . . . (2.08) {1.59) (0.90) . (2.60) (1.48) .. (0.93)
2 o .082 . ‘098 - 046 . .053 -.042"
. N . 1299 1279 - "3t 992" 1204
Pilot Site Means: l
ft o fTHﬁiié”dixe‘f‘“"“' C 019 .018 .023 ) 022" . .020 .023
Black zale ' a22 421 L .43 . 7 o< .43 a1 - “.430
Hispanic male .00 . -T..006 . w05 .o . .00s, . .007 ST R
.0 umite temale . w0287 . .02 S .02 .02 D028
Black female 520 .524 . .505  ..- . .503 s2
Hispanic female .. «00S .. .004 . " L0085 - ©.005 - .003 .014
Age (months) ~_  : 205.42 . ©203.95 200.53 .. 199.50. .- 1'208.76 202561 .. - 1 197.62:
Age squazed 42387.41 . 41765.09 . .40343.86 - - 39912.83 7 43757.43 ° an9s.20 . 39138.56
a:ploymen— ra:e, S v5.7'4‘,ﬂ‘ ol 5.3y " ) & 6.33 : e

'sPanq 1977

: Employmen: rate, - 26.98 | . " 26.97 -
'A__Summer 1977 : . IR - S

’“:uplo,men: rata, BRI 1T R ¥ o L
Fall 1977 - L T -
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Table BS5.312. Program Effests on Labor Force Par

eyl

183 ‘
t:tcipaticn:Rates, Separately by Period. for Missisgsi

op: Pilot/Cantrol (Table A5;5

ients and Pilot Site Means

Sum:ez'-

. Fall Spring Spring Summer Sumner
1978 1979 1980 1978 . 1979 1980
Coefficients (tostacistics)t
Cerstant ~1C08. 50 -799.34 -304.94 - -384.82 .345.84 -707.32 -1227.39
: : (=3.01) (-2.19) (-0.78) (=0.82) (0.85) (=1.46) (=1.48)
Pilot durnmy 22.85 25.41 14.56 17.00 “15.91 19,03 11.85
- (8.05)" (8.81) (4.19) " ' (4.80) (5.25) (5.88)" (2.91)
“hite male 17.86 21.57 0.09 6.46 14.95 . 15.65 - M.7a.
- (3.10) (3.67) (0.01) (0.91) (2.38) (2.33) (1.51)
" slack zale 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00- - " 0.00
=) (=) (=) (=) (=)~ (=) (=) -
white female = = 6.67 - 6.54 - 21.78 - 21.75 -~ 4m - 19.72 - 21,38
(=1.15) (=1.12) (-2.91) . (=2.76) (-0.66) (-2.79) (=2.21).
Black-femasle .= - 8.07 -~ 6.65 - 9.5 - 9.51 - 3.93 - 160 )
- : ‘ (=2.11) (-2.27) (-2.72) (-2.67) (=2.89) (-3.52)° 7,
Age (months) 9.48 - 7.56 4.04 - 3.88 < 3.7 C 677
‘ . E (2.93) (2:13) - {0.79) (0.63) (=0.90) a2y " (1.45) "
" Age squared - 0.02 - 002 - - 0.0 - 0.0 0.01- - 0.02 <. 0.03 .
B ) - (~2.79) L {=2.01) (=0:74) [ (-0.58) (ot C(=1.30) TU=1437)
. ‘labor force - 0.6 - 0.13 c= oo n ‘. 0.00 ~ 0.26. T~ 0.29 < o2 o
v .- participation rate, (=1.85) Gy (=1.48) . - Lo (=0.91) - {0.00) S (~2.81) e o (=2450) o (20.83)
- spring 1977 i : o s . . R - AN
*. . labor force 0.06 ‘0.09 . 0.09 0.0 “oarz = 0a1s
' ;articipation raze, (1. B) (1.97) . (1.73) “(1.78) {2.68) < - -~ {3.05)
samzer, 1977 . oL B . _ : o o :
& Clabor force .22 . 0.13 0.12 " o.04 Ttoae T 0.04
participation race, . (2.97) T {1.65) (1.15) (0.37) (2.29) L7 (0.438)
- Fall 1977 S 37 oo . : S R
'a? " .145 150 . .070 .082° A .133
M 802 800 613 s80 C0a’ 645
) -Pilot Site Means: oot ) '
' White male .7 .070° . .073. 072 .067 CLon . o870
3 e X . 4 . 0 L
_ Black male .448 -, »455 ., 4N <469 - 446 476 .523 .
. white female .064 064 " .0s8 .051 ‘064 LT 046 - |
TP A JUS V2N - ’ . e Tl e
Black female .418 <411 : .398 -.408 e423. ,+397 . e344
" Age (zonths)’ | 203.63° 202.57 . 199.86 198.58 206.22 .- .- 200.38 197.80
Age squared ' 41623.83 . 41178.28 Ca0086.44 7. 39536031 42654.78 40281.12 - 39210085 .
" taboer force T Ie L " s.58 IR 4.04 U e2a 4.83 4.21
rarticipation race. R . - T : T : .
. “Spring 1977 - -
" ‘laber force - 2472 2440 G 22,95 22.87
. participation rate, - ’ ’ L
¢ Sumzer. 1977 ’ BRI
" tabor - force - 7.24° .81

participation
Fall 1977 .;

race, !
o
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Cons:.m:
a ‘Piloc duzmy -
White male .= ¢ . Lo
T : v ot (3.60)
- Black :Mlé
‘white

 Black female - -

Employment rate, ~-.. 0.
‘Spring 1977 - e
_Bnpl.oymein: rate,
. Suzmger 1977

Pall 1977

‘ﬁhi:e‘ ‘male
. Black male
White female
p— h

f Bléck' témale.

: Spring )977 .

" B:iplﬁyman: ‘rate A

' Fall 1977 -

‘Table 85.33.
. i
; e

Fall i
1978’

N

?rogr.im l:f uc:s on Emnl.oxmen: Ratpu. Senaratalv bv Fenod tor ‘usslssinni --lo:/Con:rol (Table AS. 5).

OLS foemtiicienczg dand Pilot Si.te \‘eans R R CEn

Sptihq
T 1979

13 PR
Spr-nq L
11980

Sum'er‘ :
* 1980

':“Sum:ler o
: 1979 .

Coe!ncier 3 { :-s:a:ls:ics) :

T !
~1155.71

‘22.42

. . 0
T %

fe;xa;e

Age (months)

Age squared <

.'0.05
(.12),

“'0.08
(1.41)

Enployment race,’ .

135

' 802
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Table B5.34. Estimated Pilot Site Labor Force Participation
and Employment Rates in the Absence of the Program,
Separately by Period (Table A5.5) '

School-year Summer During-program
average average average
Denver ' s
Labor force parxti-
cipation rate 43.43 45. 1 43.99
Employment rate 47.31 48. 58 47.74
Cincinnati
Labor force paxrti-
cipation rate 31.74 38.23 33.90
Employment rate 23.72 33.21 26.88
Baltimore
Labor furce parti-
cipation rate 37.41 48.04 40.95
Employment rate 29.73 47.18 35.55
Mississippi
Labor force parti- o
cipation rate 23.87 33.34 27.03
Employment rate - 20.53 35.06 25.38

1See notes to Table 5.3
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‘ Taile BS5.35. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period,

for White Males (Table A5.6):

0LS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Summer. .
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
" Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant ~810.11 -414.38 ~397.32 ~248.86 76013 =555, 41 BL0.74 -
"'1027) ('0057) ('0038) ('0.18) (0011) ("0064) (0043)
pilot dwmy 15,47 13.48 - 0.13 9,10 12.84 - 0.18 1.54
Age (months) ° 7,67 3.81 3.77 2.16 - 0.57 5,49 - 8.06
Age squared - 0.02 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0,00 0.00 - 0.0¢ 0.02
: ('1118) ) ("0046) ('0031) ('0011) (0011) ('0059) (0045)

‘Labor force par- = 0.13 - 0.06 - 0.14 - 0.18 = 0.21 - 0.14 - 0.08‘_
tiCipation rate, ('1042) ('0063) ("1034) ('1062) ("2025) ("1039) ('0063)_
Spring 1977 '
tabor force par-  0.13 0.22 0.22 0.34 0,21 0.16 0,22
ticipation rate, (1.42) (2.43) (2430) (3.49) (2432) (1.75) (2.07)
Summer 1977 ‘

‘Labor force par= 0,17 0.06 0.10 0,03 0,16 0,07 0.04
ticipation rate, (2-01) (0466) (1.10) (0029) (1086) (0-74) (0034)
Fall 1977
G .093 .100 +082 17 . .079 .048 \055

T ~239 232 194 178 217 206 149

Pilot site means:

‘Age (months) 204,90 204,23 201,93 199.77 207.55 202.98 198,37
Age squared 42167.15 41882.69 40921.65 40016, 17 43246.03 41363.23 19433.78

‘Labor force par= 21,57 20,95 ! 19,47 16.23 25.12 o 20.59 17.02
ticipation rate, - $ -
Spring 1977
Mbor force par- 410&8 40093 40049 39054 42083 40053 41092 )
ticipation rate, _
" Summer 1977
Labor force par-  26.28 25.70 26.99 23,87 29,25 27,26 26.39

“ticipation rate, '
“Fall 1977
N © 127 126 107 114 113 79

-ERIC
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Table B5.36. Program Effects on Labor Force Partiqipation Rates, Separately bx_Period, for Black Males (Table AS 6) e
OLS Coefficients and Pilot-Site Means - ‘ ‘ : '

Fall Spring Fall ‘ | pring Summer - ‘Sumier ,Nf;, Summé; f
1978 1979 - 1979 1980 it 1978 1979 ;:mw 1980 -

Coefficlents (t-statistics):

%

‘Constant ~930.07 -809.85 69.72 | ~469.52 -246.71 144,45 ~650.57
a ' ("3-57) (-2079) (0-18) K""1105) ('0085) ("0'042) ('1015’
Pilot dummy 21,9 23,37 0 952 5.7 B R L1246
(8.90) (9.40) - (6+38) (6.66) (6012) (5.16) A
Age (months) ~ 8. 64 7.62 - 0.62 486 . 2.3 1,49 6.75 -
| (3.44) (2.70) 720.16) (1.09) (G.85) (0.44) (1.18)
hge squared - 0.02 - 0.02 0.00 - 0.01 - 0.00 - 0.00 - 002
(=3.21) (=2.52) (0.24) (=1.05) (-0.73) (~0,34) (=1.13)
Labor force par= 0.0 0,02 006 - 0,06 0.00 - 0.12 - 0.06
ticipation rate, (0.08) (0.42) {«0.95) (~0.82) (0.07) (=2.11) (=0.88)
Spring 1977 : o
labor force par- 0408 0.08 0.05 L0401 SN RT N
ticipation rate, (2. 40) (2.40) (1.28) (1.08) (2.72) (3.19) {0.85) .
Summer 1977 -
Labor force par=- 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.07
ticipation rate,  (0.67) (0.62) (1.10) (0.77) (0.12) (0.69) (1.02)
Fall 1977 o
R 104 .103 046 046 052 042 029
N 134 1331 1121 1067 1208 1226 93

Pilot site means:

Age (months) 204.62 203.67 200.58 199,50 208.07 202.09 197.76
Age squared 42048, 72 41645.89 40359. 41 39909.77 . 43460.84 40982.67 “39192.77
Labor force par=- 11.36 10.76 - 9.21 8.78 13.18 9.90 7.99

ticipation rate,
Spring 1977

Labor force par=- 41.42 40.86 38.44 37.79 42.91 39,75 38.93n;
ticipation rate, ‘
Summer 1977

Labor force par- 15,31 14,39 12.56 11.62 05 17,77 172 10,76
ticipatisn rate, J ‘
Fall 1977

o ‘ P - ‘ e
975 | %7 807 ' %8 858 - g8l . 653




Table BS.37. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period, for Hispanic‘Males (Table A5.6):
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means :

Fail Spring Fall .. Spring Summer Summer - Summer
1978 1979 1979 - 1980 1978 1979 1980

: Coefficients (t-statistics)s

Constant 58.28 152,53 558.79 687,77 130,88 524,92 178,54

(0008) (0020) (0-44) ('0-46) (0-16) (0-&8) ('0-09)

Pilot dummy 0.95 3.38 6404 4.09 4.81 - 66 11,30
c : (0-14) (0052) (0-80) (0-51) (0-71) ('1 17) ‘ ‘(1-41)
Age (months) - 0,90 - 1459 - 4.7 7,55 - 1,20 - 5.0 T 2.9
SRR (0. 14) (~0.22) (=0.38) (0,51) (=0.16) _ (=0.57) (0.15) .
Age‘équared 0.00 0.01 0.01 - 0.02 0.00 0.01 - 0,01

\ ' (0.25) (0.29) (0.35) (-0.53) (0,21) (0.62) (=0,19) -
Labor force par- = 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.05 0.05 - 007 - 013 003
ticipation rate,  (=0.07) (=0, 14) (-0.34) (0.38) (-0.61) S (=1.21) (0:22)
Spring 1977 ‘ ‘ ;
Labor force par- . 0.18 021 020 0,20 0.14 0419 0.18
tICipation rate, (1087) (2-41) (2-00) (1-88) (1!48) (2-19) (1-80)
Summer 1977

.Labor force par- - 0009 0-05 ‘0|11 - 0-01 . 0.02 0-08 ) 0-09
ticipation rate, (=0.89) (0.48) (0.88) (=0.06) (0.22) (0.84) - (0.77)
Fall 1977 A |
F% | .088 .102 052 038 041 072 078
N 188 180 148 144 169 166 21

Pilot site means:

‘Age (months) 207.77 206,03 202,49 202,14 209,84 \ . 204.25 199.76
Age squared 43371.36 4262395 41124.02 40976.60 - 4421143 41859.94 3999208
‘Labor force par- 2081 18.88 15,62 14,83 22.27 1676 15,17

ticipation rate,
spring 1977

‘Labor force par-  49.39 48.70 47,42 46,53 . 52,12 48.44 46,34
‘ticipation rate, ' ' '
Summer 1977

iabor force par- 27-97 25!18 23-95 23-32 30-64 L * 24-02 ‘22|57‘
“ticipation rate, ' : , T
Fall 1977

N O 122 12 103 00 120 1" 87




,‘Table B5.38, Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period, for White Females (Table~A5.6)if‘5

Spring

0LS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

spring

Summer

Summer'ﬂ

Fall Fall B Summer ‘
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 - -
- Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant BERTRY ~695. 63 . 175,97 -972,34 ~65.06 721,19 223340
(0.02) (=1, 15) (0.21) (=1.03) (=0.11) (=0,93) ~(=1467)
pilot dumny 7,61 0. 15 - 1.9 1,31 2.4 6.04 - 0.5
(1.60) (2016 (=0.33) (0422) (0.48) (1.13) (=0.07)
Age (months) 0.06 6,92 - 1.36 10,29 9,63 7.2 23,51
| » (0.01) (1.19) (=0,17) (1.09) (0.11) (0.96) (1.73)
Age squared - 0.00 - 002 0.00 - 0,03 - 0,00 - 0.02 - 0,06
('0000) ('1:19) (0016) ‘ ("1012) ('0007) ‘ ('0094) ’ ('1077)
Labor force par- 013 0-10 - 0n 0.34 005 011 0:50
ticipation rate,  (1.15) ~ (0.88) (=0.64) (1.91) (0.46) (0.9) (2.47)
Spring 1977 , . ‘
1abor force par- = 0,01 - 0.0 0.13 0.13 0.09 009 - 0.0
ticipation rate,  (=0.15) (=0.09) (1.36) (1.34) (1.15) (1.00) (~0.36)
Summer 1977 o
‘Labor force par~  0.18 0.28 0.20 - .22 KT 0.18 - 013
ticipation rate,  (1.69) (2+80) (1.30) (=1.30) (1.66) - (1.42) (-0.69)
Fall 1977
% 054 089 032 034 074 064 058
N 286 274 213 201 263 233 160
Pilot site means:
‘Age (months) 207,13 205.86 201,98 200,52 210,00 203,91 197.64
Age squared 43108.31 42558.03 40940, 10 40327.84 44294.19 41728.63 39141.24
tabor force par- 12,58 1145 10.96 10,25 14,43 10,60 8.22
ticipation rate, .
Spring 1977
‘Labor force par~ 21:.41 26478 27.33 25.49 30.07 27.04 2381
ticipation rate, ,
-Summer 1977
Labor force par-  16.29 15,20 12.64 ot 00 18,33 14,28 9.38
‘ticipation rate, C J— o
162 155 120 12 ug 1% 9




Table B5.39. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period,

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

for Black Females (Table A5.6): .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Fall Spring Fall Spring summer Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics):
° . s L
Constant -1158.88 “:980.28 -642.66 -840.28 -918.52 -710.93 —177.23'3
(-4.94) (=3.65) (=1.65) (-1.84) (-3.29) (=2.12) (—0.30)3
Pilot dummy - 26.07 27.72 18.28 18.59 18,50 17.32 9.39
' (11.86) (12.18) (6.97) (6.94) (7.92) (7.10) (3.16) -
Age (months) 11.16 9,69 6.84 8.94 9,05 7.47 2,34
: (4.94) (3.71) (1.78) (1.96) (3.42) (2.27) (0.39) .
Age squared - 0.03 ~ 0.02 - 0,02 - 0.02 - 0.02 . - 0.02 - 0.01 ..
. (-4.87) (-3.70) (-1.83) (~2.02) (-3.43) (=2.32) (-0.42) .
Labor force par— - 0.02 - 0.03 - 0.06 - 0.07 - 0,01 = 0.15 - 0.06 .
ticipation rate, (-0.23) (=0.46) (=0.67) . (-0.69) (-0.15) (-1.78) (=0.52)
Spring 1977 . ‘ L
Labor force par- 0.18 0.14 0.10 0.08 0.24 0.17 0,09
ticipation rate, (5.61) (4.37) (2.61) (1.99) (7.18) (4.88) (2.21)
Summer 1977 ' : :
.Labor force par— - 0.02 0.08 0.05 0.13 - 0,02 - 0.00 ‘0.05
ticipation rate, (-0,.,34) (1.46) (0.72) (2.04) (-0.37) (=0.07) (0.64)
Fall 1977 -
‘Rz «114 +«106 .+ 049 . 054 .087 057 .018
N 1568 1542 1192 1140 1396 1362 e 925
pPilot site means:
Age (months) 204.48 203.08 © 200.01 199. 01 207.46 201.67 - 197.90
Age squared 41984.70 41392.54 40125.23 35708.04 43200.34 40803.36 39248.67
Labor force par- 4.41 3.84 3.51 3.31 5.14  3.66 2.62
ticipation rate,
Spring 1977 . .
/, ; :
Labor foz;e par- 30.01 30.03 29.27 29.10 30,63 30.17 29.81
. ticipation rate, '
Summer 1977
Labor force par- 8.56 7.98 7.44 6.86 9.78 7.75 671
ticipation rate,
Fall 1977
N 1109 1092 850 _ 8n 989 978 671
O



Table B5.40. Program Effects oh Labor.Force Participation Rates, Separatn_y by Period, for ﬂggpanic Females (Table A5 6).

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

- Summex

R

Fall Spring Fall Spring - Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 .
Coefficients (f?étatistics): s
Constant -1513.26 ~1245.85 3510 -68.99 102054 1724445 284,91
; (=2.53) (=1.60] (0.03) (~0.04) (=1.25) (~1.68) (=0.16)
Pilot dummy 13.89 11.89 - 3.14 - 5.32 21,41 3.74 15,93
"Age (months) 14.49 12,65 0.02 1,09 10.00 17.% 3.37.
| ' (2.52) (1.66) (0,00) (0.07) (1.29) (1:76) (0.18)
- Age squared - 0.03 - 0.03 -‘0.00 o = 0.00 - 0.02 - 0.04 ~ 0.01
) ("'2!48) ("'1:70) (-0001) (-0008) (-1132) ("1081) (-0021)
- Labor force par- 0.22 0.14 - 0.07 - 0.06 0.13 0.04 0.20
“ticipation rate, (1.67) (1.02) (=0.41) (=0.35) (0.89) (0.28) (1.14)
Spring 1977 - B
Labor force par= - 0.13' 0.21 0.29. 0.45 0.18 0.13 0,39,
“ticipation rate, (1.41) (2.39) (2.87) (4.37) (1.85) (1.32) (3.81)
' Summer 1977 A
labor force par= - 0.00 0.10 - 0.04 - 0.18 - 0.01 0.06 - 0.21
‘ticipation rate,  (0.01) (0.92) (=0.29) (=1.38) (=0:10) (0.52) (=1.60)
-Fall 1977 .
R’ 109 15 056 119 100 054 44
N 210 200 169 160 175 184 145"
‘Pilot site means:
Age (months) 20441 202,30 200,53 199. 16 207.94 201.64 198.47 .
Age squared 41976. 11 41068.72 40331.85 39757.55 43411.09 40789.39 | 3947625
Labor force par= 7.8 6.94 5.62 4.87 9,59 6.1 419
‘ticipation rate, o B
~Spring 1977
Labor force par= 36446 36.83 35.50 36.28 39.25 37.68 35,73
‘ticipation rate, o L
Summer 1977
‘Labor force par-  16.85 16. 11 13,62 13.46 . 17.85 15,90 12.85-.
‘ticipation rate, | . N ' o
Fall 1977 ‘ 2J \3 p
&) .
147 139 120 M3 124 06

3




" Table B5.41. Program Effects on Labor Force Particlpation Rates, Separately by Period, for Whltes (Table AS 6)'

0LS Coefficlents and Pilot Site Means

i

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer © Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 ' 1978 1979 1980
 Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant -330.72 . ~557.25 63.82 -488,35 7.2 619,50 ~739.89
‘ (~0.80) (=1.20) (0. 10) (~0.63) (0.17) " (=1.08) (-0.70)
L i :
Pilot dummy © 11,28 11.63 = 1.33 5.34 7.23 3.28 2,18
o (3.14) ©(3.24) (=0432) (1.24) (1.96) (0.85) (0.45)
Male 14.78 18,03 14.36 16+39 16.52 20.05 14.77
(4.01) (4.91) (3.39) (3.69) (4.35) (5.06) (2.97)
Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 00 0.00
(=) (=) {=) (=) {=) (=) {=)
Age {months) 3.15 5,31 - 0.53 5.02 - 0.74 '6.07 7.96
: (0.80) (1.18) (~0.08) (0.65) (=0,17) {1.08) (0.75)
Age squared - 0.01 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0 0.00° - 0.01 - 0.02
(=0.74) (=1.12) (0. 12} (-0.64) (0,22} (=1.04) (-0.76)
Labor force par= = 0.02 0.02 - 0.10 0.01 - 0.1 - 0.04 0415
ticipation rate,  (=0.26) (0.25) - (=1.14) (0.11) (=1.54) (=0.52) (1.36)
Spring 1977 ’ :
Labor force par- 0.05 L0.10 0,17 0.21 0. 15 0. 12 0.08
ticlpation rate, (0.89) (1.77) (2.54) (3.03) (2.46) {1.93) (1.01)
Summer 1977
Labor force par~ 0.18 0.15 0. 14 - 0.02 0.17 0.12 - 0.01
ticlpation rate, (2,72) . (2.34) (1.70) (~0.22) (2.66) {1.61) (<0.13)
Fall 1977
g 100 \138 .089 .089 13 15 063
N 525 506 407 379 480 439 309
Pilot site meana:
Male 439 .448 47 ".462 .435 .457 4470
Female .561 .552 +529 .538 : +565 .543 .530
Age (months) 206.15 205.13 201.96 200. 17 208.94 203.49 197.98
Age squared 42694.72 42255.21 40931.41 40183.99 43838. 12 41561.46 39278.80
Labor force par- 16.53 15.71 14.97  — 13,01 19,08 15. 17 12,35
ticipation rate, .
Spring 1977 ‘
Labot force paf" 33.54 33.12 33.53 31.98 35.62 5.2 32.32
ticipation rate,
Summer 1977 '
Labor force par- 20.68 19.91 19.40 16.98 , 23.08 20. 22 17.38
ticipation rate, :
Fal1 1077
S 9
N 269 281 a7 247 168

208234 ‘262



Table B5.42.

Proqram Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, §gparatelz_by Period, for Blacka (Table AS.6)s

Fall

Spring

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Summer - Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficlents (t-statistics):
Constant ' =1082.87 911,36 -266.91 -640.89 -597.41 -412.90 © =432.5
: («6.20) (-4.61) - {-0.98) (~2.00) (~2.96) (=1.71) (~1.05)
Pilot dummy 24.07 25.78 17.72 18.52 16.96 15.22 10.87
(14.63) (15.33) (9.39) (9.60) {9.77) (8.62) (5.26)
Male 3.00 2.97 7,39 7,53 5,72 7.51 10.26
o (1.98) (1,93) (4.30) (4.28) (3.57) (4.68) (5.49)
Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
() (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=)
.age (months) 10.27 8.81 " 2.88 6.72 5.82 4.30 4.68
‘ (6.10) (4.59) (1.07) (2.11) S (3.05) (1.82) (1.13)
Age squared - 0,02 - 0.02 - 0.0 - 0,02 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.01
| (=5.90) (-4.46) (=1.086) (=2.12) (=3.01) (=1.79) (~1.12)
labor force par- =  0.00 0.00 - 0.06 - 0.07 - 0.00 . 0.12 -~ 0.06
ticipation rate,  (=0.04) (0.02) (=1.16) (=1.23) (=0,08) {=2.59) (=1.02)°
Spting 1977 .
Sprds
Labor force par- 0,13 0. 11 0.07 0.06 0.18 0. 14 0.06
ticipation rate, (5478) (4.88) (2.75) (2,10) (7.15) (5.74) (2.23)
_Summer 1977 .
Labor force par- 0.01 0,05 0.06 0.09 - 0,01 0.02 0.06
ticipation rate, {0.35) (1.48) (1.40) (1.92) (~0.26) (0.57) (1.15) .
Fall 1977 .
R 110 .101 ,050 .055 .067 .051 .037
N 2917 2873 2313 2207 2604 2588 [ g2
Pilot site means: L
Male 468 470 .487 486 465 V476 1493
Female .532 .530 /513 514 .535 .524 .507
Age (months) 204.55 203.36 200.28 199,25 207.74 201.87 197.83
‘Age squared 42014.65 41511.53 40239.29 39806, 16 43321,35 40888.64 39221, 10
‘Labor force par- 7.66 7.09 6+29 5.97 8.68 663 5,21
ticipation rate, :
‘Spring 1977
labor force par-  35.35 35.11 33.74 33.32 36.33 34.73 34.31
ticipation rate,
Summer 1977 ,
labor force par- - 11.71 10.99 9.93 9,18 2 35 13.49 10.59 8.70
tlclpatlon rate,
a: . '
EKC | | o
‘n_, T 2084 2059 1657 1579 1847 mes 1324




- Table 8S. 43. Program Effectu on Labor Force Participation Rates, Sepur&telx_py Period, for Hispanics {Table A5.6):
‘ . . OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall . Spring Summer Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant -909.35 =496.34 317.36 ~458.47 . =558.,98 " ~500.36 -487.77
, (=2.03) (~0.92) (0.37) (=0.43) («0.99) (-0.73) (-0.38)
Pilot dummy 8.27: " 9,13 1.48 - 0.3 13.53 - 0.80 13,68
- (1.82) ©(2403) (0.29) {=0.07) (2,77) («0.16) ‘2 55)
. ! .
_Male 12,61 16,37 22,79 21.17 10,57 12,83 21 3
o {2,97) (3.91) {4.87) (4.40) ©(2434) (4+26) (4.39)
Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (400 .00
o (=) (=) (=) () (=) (=) (=)
‘Age (months) 8.53 4,96 - 2,70 5.03 5.49 5.30 5.60
(1.98) {0.95) (=0.32) (0.48) {1.02) (0.79) +(0.43)
Age squared - 0.02° - 0.0 0.01 - 0.0 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.02
- (=1.88) (=0.93) (0.30) (=0.50) {=1.01) (=0.79) (-0.47)
‘tabor force par- 0.10 0.05 - 0.05 0.00 0.01 - 0.06 0.08
ticipation rate, (1.10) (0.61) (=0.47) (0.03) (0.12) (-0.61) (0.78)
. Spring 1977 -
Labor force par~ 0.16 0.22 0.24 0,31 0.16 0.17 0.27
‘ticipation rate, (2.47) (3.58) (3.45) (4.40) (2.45) (2.60) {3.90)
. Summer 1977
Labor force par= =~ 0.03 0.09 0.04 - 0.08 0.03 " 0.08 - 0.04
ticipation ratg, (-0036) (1!21) (0-49) * (-0-87) (0-41) (1002) (-0047)
Fall 1977 .
g2 110 .138 V127 <134 077 S 1 172
N 398 380 317 304 344 350 266
w- - Pilot site means:
‘Haie 473 +475 462 .469 .492 .468 451
Temale . 527 «525 + 538 C 531 0508 532 +549
Age (months) 206,00 204.08 201.43 200.56 208.88 202.86 199,05
Age squared 1 42636.23 © 41808.19 40697.74 40329.87 43804.70 41290, 40 39708.77
Labor force par- 14.00 12.62 10.24 9,55 15.83 11,32 9,14
‘ticipation rate, ' } : :
spring 1977
Labor force par~ 42.58 42.48 41.05 41,09 - —~45.58 42.71 40.51
ticipation rate, o ' . '
Snmmer 1977
Labor force par- 2.1 20.43 18.39 18.09 24,14 19.70 17.23
ticipation rate, ‘ T
Fall 1977
| 219 - 265 223 213 244 250 193
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Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period,

Table 85.44. Program Iffects on Lahor

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

for Males (Table AS5.8):

Fall Spring Fall Spring Surmer Surmier Surmer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-stat:stics):
Censtant -799. 436 -658.79 47. 11 -459.87 =158.41 =138.96 - -182.03
{-3.52) (=2.60) (0.14) (=1.13) {(-0.62) {=0:49) (~0.92)
Pilot ducny 18.67 19 .66 13.21 15.28 13.96 8.94 10.74
(B.77) {9.22) (5.65) (6.35) (6.33) (4.10) (4.30)
whites 8.4‘3' 9.93 4.28 6.98 5.25 4.86 5.48
(2.87) (3.36) (1.32) (2.06) (1.71) (1.58) (1.55)
Blacks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 inad 0-‘00 0.00
(=) =) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=)
Hispanics 4.30 10.49 7.84 7.53 S.44 7.75 5.43
(1.34) (3.25) (2.19) {2.07) (1.63) (2.36) (1.44)
Age {months) 7.4 6.16 .. - 0.35 1.75 1.53 1.54 5.12
(3.39) (2.50) {=0.10) (1.17) {0.63) {0.52) (0.98}
Ade squared - 0.02 - 0.01 0.00 - 0.01 - 0,00 - 0.00 - 0.01
* (-3.13) {(=2.29)} (0.18) {(=1.12}) (=0.51) (=0.40) (-0.93)
Labor force par= - 0.02 0.01 - 0.06 - 0.04 - 0.05 - 0.12 - 0.03
ticipation rate, {=0.45) (0.30) (=1.20) (~0.78) {=1.25) (-2.61) (0.62)
Sspring 1977 T
Labor force gar- 0.10 0.1 0.08 0.09 0.1 0.12 0.07
ticipation rate, (3.21) {3.69) (2.48) (2.69) {3.63) (4.08) {2.07)
Summer 1977
Labor force par= 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.04 0.0S 0.05 0.06
ticipation rate, {1.28) (1.12) (1.83) (0.79) (1.32}) (1.21) {1.13)
Fall 1977
l'l2 .095 - 103 .042 044 .052 .041 .030
N 1776 1743 1463 1389 1594 1598 - nzs’
=5
Pilot site zeans:
wWhite T .103 «103 - 105 +100 - «104 -101 . 096
Blacks .790 N . 794 794 796 T .786 794 .798
Hispanic 107 . 103 101 .104 «110 . 105 . 106
Age (months) 204.99 203.97 200.91 199.80 208.21 202.41 198.03
Age squared 42202.139 41771.47 40496.01 40031.04 43520.90 41113.06 39300.92
Labor force par— 13.42 12.65 10.94 10. 15 15.43 11.70 9.62
ticipation rate,
Spring 1977
H
Laktor force par= 42.2 41.68 39.56 38.87 43.9 40.74 40.00,,
ticipation rate,
Summer 1977 -
Labor force par- 17.79 16.67 15.23 14.05 20.39 16. 17 13.52
ticipation rate,
Fall 1977
N 1234 1219 1017 964 1092 117 819
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Table 85.45.

for Females (Table AS5.51:

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall Spring Surmer Surmer Surmer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statisticsli:
Constant -1061.59 -956.01 ~431.10 -784,.94 =749.52 ~730.50 -522.98
(=5.24) {(-4.09) {-1.31) {(=1.96) {=3.11) {=2.48) (=1.01)
Pilot dumny 21.77 23.436 12.91 13.83 15.88 14.18 9.17
(11.43) (12.01) {5.68) (5.95) (7.85) {6.58) .. {3.58)
Whites - 3.69 - 6.06 - a.00 - 3.9 - 6.08 - 8.a8 -~ 0.74
{=1.41) {=2.25) (=1.28) {=1.23} (=2.22) (-2.87) - {=0.21)
8lacks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
=) (=) (=) (=) (-} =) (=)
Hispanics - 6.19 .= 4.92 - 8.9 - 7.9 - 0.52 - 4.9 - 7.30
{=2.10}) {=1.61) (-2.62) {=2.27) {-0.16)} (=1.53) (=2.00)
Age (months) 10.25 9.50 3.84 9,40 7.40 7.67 5.87
{5.26) {4.19) (1.45} {2.11) {3.25) {2.65) (1.13)
Age squared - 0.02 - 0.02 c= 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.02
{-5.18) (=4.20) (=1.50) (~2.18) {-3.29) (-2.72) {=1.17)
Labor force par- 0.07 0.94 - 0.05 0.01 0.04 - 0.03 0.09
ticipation rate, (1.33) (0.71) (-0.74) (0.20) (0.68) (=0.41) (1.11)
Spring 1977 .
Labor force par- 9.15 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.22 0.15 0.1
cictigation rate, (5.31) {4.58) {3.75) {3.3)) (7.46) {5.043) {2.95)
Sumcer 1977 - .
Labor force par=~ 0.01 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.04 - 0.01
ticipation rate, {(0.31) {2.81) {1.23) (1.03) (0.25) {0.83) {-0.21)
fFall 1977 . .
2
R 095 «098 .039 .043 .078 .053 026
N 2064 2016 1574 1501 1834, 1779 1230
Pilot Site Teans:
“hite » 114 112 .110 .108° JA17 .108 .103
8lacks .782 .788 .780 .783 .785 ,785 .78
Hispanic . 104 +100 L1100 .109 .098 .107 <122
Age (zonths) 203.78 203.31 200.28 199.19 207.80 201.9 197.94°
Age squared 42112.18 31430.40 30237.69 39780.44 43349.44 30901.46 39265.48
tabor force par— 5.70 5.00 4.57 4.23 6.67 3.72 3.39
ticipation rate,
Spring 1977
Labor force par— 30.39 30.35 29.75 29.49 31,41 30.64 29.92
ticipation rate,
Sumzer 1977
Lakor force par— 10.30 9.60 8.69 8.04 11.58 9.32 7.73
ticipsation rate,
fFall 1977 ~
N 1418 1386 1090 1036 1261 1245 866
227



wasie BS.36. Program Effects on Exployzent Rates, Separately by Period, for white Males (Table 35.71:
OLS Coefficients and P:lot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall Spring Supmer ' Sucrer Suzmer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 197¢ 1980

Ccefficients {t-sratistics):

Constan: -1173.81 -920.43 -1964.13 -311.25 -363.37 258.61 1925.28

(=1.71) (=1.13) (-1.63) (-0.20) (-0.33) (0.25) (0.90)
pilot duzzy 17.69 16.27 S.31 14.29 11.17 - 3.2 9.14

(2.99) (2.67) (0.78) (2.10) (1.71) (=0.37) (1.23)
Age (zortks) 11.33 8.96 19.06 2.81 4.09 - 2.03 - 19.11

(1.71) (1-15) (1.61) (0.18) (0.52) (=0.20) (=0.89)
Age squared -  0.03 - 0.02 - 0.05 - 9.01 - 0.01 0.00 0.0S

(-1.68) (=1.12) (=1.56) (=0.13) (~0.57) (0.21) - (0.90)
frmployment rates, -  0.01 0.07 0.04 - $.10 0.02 0.07 0.03
Spring 1977 (=0.13) (0.88) (0-43) (-0.95) {0.243) (0.79) (0.25)
Employzent rates, 0.03 ' 0.07 0.07 .26 0.05 0.06 0.12
Suzzer 1977 (0.43) . (0.95) (0.83) (3.01) (0.62) (0.71) (1.25)
Emplsyzent rates, 0.26 0.15 0.10 c.07 0.23 0.03 0. 16
Fall 1977 . (3.48) (1.95) (1.13) (0.87) (2.75) (0.37) (1.72)
r? .116 .093 .07s <117 .073 .019 .087
N 239 232 193 178 217 206 149

Dilot site means:

Age (uonths) 204.90 204.2]3 201.93 199.77 207.55 202.98 198. 37
Aqe‘;;qua:ed 42167.15 31882.69 30921.65 30016.17 43246.03 41363.22 39433.78
£x o loysent rates, 22.435 21.84 21.05 17.21 25.89 21.70 18.38
Spring 1977

Exployment rateas, is. 16 37.67 36.46 35.44 - 39.88 36.78 39.27
Summer 1977

Employment rates, 28.138 27.81 3o.20 26.94 31.61 30.12 3o. <6
Fall 1977 .

N . 127 126 107 96 114 112 79

Table B5.47. Program £ffects on fmplovment Rates, Separately bv period. for Black Males (Table AS5.7):
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

ey,

Fall Spring ) > Fall Spring . Suzmer Surmer Summer
1978 1979 t"1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant =-1173.436 -1177.36 310.65 -165.58 -404.57 -789.91 =319.98
-{=3.99) (=3.58) (0-%3) (-0.32) . (=1.19)° ) (-1.93) {~0.62)
Pilot duxny 21.44 25.61 19.96 18.32 12.58 8.37 9.89
’ {7.69) (9.09) {6.40) {5.70) (4.17) (2.77) {2.87)
Age (months) 1.1 11.18 - 3.9 2.07 4.02 8.20 3.78
(3.92) (3.50) (=0.91) (0.40) {1.25) {2.05) (0.70)
Age squared - 0.03 - 0.03 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.01
(=3.77) {(-3.34) (0.99) (-0.32) (=-1.21) (-2.05) {(-0.72)
Bmployzent rates, - 0.03 0.00 - 0.0 - 0.01 - 0.00 - 0.06 0.07
Spring 1977 (-0.68) (0.10) (=0.73) {(-0.14) (-0.08) {(-1.26) (1.26}
Employment rates, 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.19 0.12 0.04
Summer 1977 (2.16) {2.28) {1.69) (1.10) {5.40) {3.46) (1.12)
Employment rates, 0.08 0.01 0.04 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.02
Fall 1977 (2.06) (0.23) {0.98) (0.32) (~0.31) (=0.12) (-0.42)
R2 -080 .091 043 -032 .049 .022 .014
N 1349 1331 1121 1067 1208 1226 9013
Pilot site means:
Age (months) 204.62 203.67 200.58 199.50 208.07 202.09 197.76
Age squared 42048.72 41645.89 40359.4’1 39909.77 . 43460.84 40982.67 39192.77
Employment rates, 11.52 . To11.31 9.78 .. 9.51 12.68 10.85 8.76
Spring 1277 . , -
) 4 e . -
Employzent rates, 3s5.82 35.44 .. 31.14 37.04 33.90 32.70
Sumpner 1977
Employment rates, 21.64 20.79 - 18. 16 17.49 24.62 20.10 17.237
Pall 1977 , . N
N ’ 975 967 807 . 768 ass - 8a7 653
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Table 35.48. Program Zffects on Explovment Rates, Sevarately bv Period. for Hispanic Males (Table AS.7):
) OLS Coefficienzs and Pilot Site ¥eans

Fall 7’ Spring Fall Spring Summer Surmer Summer
1978 . 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

Coefficients (t-statisticsi:

Censtant -198.83 -51.50 3.25 -837.17 25.3) 1231.38 -1525.76

{=0.25) {-0.06) {0-00) {-0.50) {0.03) {1.16)} {=0.67)
Pilot dummy - 0.4 3.61 12.19 12.00 11.01 - 1.58 15.07

{-0.06) {0.39) {1.39) (1.35) {1.52) {-0.21) {1.64)
Age (zontts) 1.91 " 0.61 0.53 " 8.9 0-06 - 11.78 16.20

{0.25) {0.07) {0.043) {0.54) {0.01) (=1.12) {0.71)
Age squared - 0.00 - 0.00 - 0.00 - 0.02 0.00 .0.03 - 0.02

{~0.19) {-0.02) {-0.043) {-0.55) {0.01) {(1.13) {(-0.73)
Eoployment rates, = 0410 0.02 - 0.12 - 0.1 0.03 - 0.17 . 0.01
Spring 1977 {-0.93) {0.20) {=1.01) {=-0.95) {0.31) {=1.70) {0.10)
Employment rates., 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.03 0.23 0.14 0.05
Suzzmer 1977 {0.93) {1.27) (0-85) {0.31) {2-85) {1.78) ’ {0.58)
Ezployrent rates, 0.10 0.0S . 0.08 0.1 0.08 - 0.03 0.05
Fall 1977 {1.18) {0.65) {0.85) {1.16) {1.04) {(-9.37) {0.53)
Rz -042 .048 .031 .033 «113 .035 »039
N 188 180 148 144 169 166 121

Pilot site means:

Age (months) 207.77 206.03 202.49 202. 14 . 209.84 204.25 199.76
Age squared 43371.36 42623.95 <211238.02 40976.60 43211.433 . 41859.94 39992.09
Exployment rates. 23.74 22.57 19.43 18.01 25.28 20.89 19.60
Spring 1977 -

Employment rates, 49.61 49.15 47.81 46.45 52.07 48.92 46.50
Summer 1977 .

Employment rates, 40.92 38-61 37.55 37.67 43.235 38,06 37.24
Fall 1977 ’

N 132 126 103 100 120 117 87

o
Table BS.49. Program Effects on Ecolovment Rates, Separately by Period. for White Females §Table AS5.7):
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Pall Spring Fall Spring Surmer Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

Coefficients (t-statistics):

Constant 317.92 -1076.37 743.43 -520.95 271.717 ~438.97 -739.25

{0.51) (-1.52) (0.83) . (=0.51) {~0.40) (-0.51) (-0.51)
Pilot dummy 5.00 0.70 - 3.49 5.43 0.10 - 0.48 3.93

{0.92) {0.13) {-0.55) (0.81) {0.02) (-0.08) {0.52)
Age (months) - 2.98 10.52 - 7.19 5.84 2.56 4.73 8.57

(-0.50) {1.54) {-0.81) {0.57) {0.40) (0.55) {0.59)
Age squared 0.01 - 0.02 . 0.02 - 0.02 < o= 0.0 - 0.01 - 0.02

{0.53) (=1.52) (0.83) {-0.60) {-0.36) {=0.55) (~0.63)
Employment rates. 0.14 0.26 0.02 0.13 0.18 0.22 0.27
spring 1977 (1.50) (2.81) {0.15) (0.94) (1.96) (2.02) (1.81)
Employment rates. - 0.14 - 0.07 0.01 - 0.08 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.20
Sunmer 1977 {=1.68) (~0.88) (0.13) (-0.70) {0.25) (-0.25) {=1.46)
Employment rates. 0.22 0.23 0.08 0.27 0-21 0.09 0.26
Pall 1977 {2.49) (2.57) (0.75) (2.12) {2.30) (0.90) £1.75)
&’ .056 .092 .014 .052 .102 .033 .067
N 286 274 213 201 263 233 160

Pilot site means:

Age (months) 207.13 205.86 201.98 200.52 210.00 203.91 197.64
Age squared 43108.31 42558.0] 40940. 10 40327.84 44294.19 41728.63 39141.24
Employment rates, 14.52 13.24 12.38 11.48 16,26 12.48 10.61
Spring 1977
Employment rates, 22.13 21.41 22.09 20.54 23.20 22.53 18.37
Summer 1977 ' ’
Employment rates, 19.92 18.89 17.33 15.39 21.81 ) 18.17 ' 13.75
Pall; 1977
N 162 155 120 112 148 134 89
)
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Takle 35.50. ragzan Effects aon Faplovment Rates, Separately bv Period, for Black females (Table AS5.7):
OLS Coefficients and P:lot Site *eans

Fall - Spring Fall Spring Summer Sucmer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

Coefficients {(z-statistics):

Canstant -1615.92 =-1263.75 -633.60 =311.00 -1231.41 -952.12 -212.29
(-6.22) (=4.27) (=1.49) (-0.61) (=3.85) (-2.42) (=0.31)
Pilaot Jdumny 29.98 . 32.16 23.64 21.30 20.83 T 1. 10.47
(12.17) (12.72) (8.18) (7.13) (7.68) (4.97) {3.05)
Age (zonths) 15.50 12.41 6-91 : 3.84 12.11 9.99 2.95
(6.20) (12.31) (1.64) {0.76) {4.00) (2.58) (0.43)
Age sguared - 0.04 - 0.03 - 0.02 - 2.01 - 0.03 - 0.03 - 0.01
{(=6.13) ~(=4.31) (=1-76) (-0.87) (-4.08) (-2.66) (-0.50)
Erployzent rates, - . 0.14 - 0.08 - 0.03 0.01 - 0.16 - 0.1M - 0.07
Spring 1977 (=2.34) (=1.38) (=0.37) (0.11) (2.67) (=1.49) (=0.79)
Zzployment races. 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.02 0 25 0.1 0.06
Suzzer 1977 (3.90) (3.80) (0.93) (0.42) TTmeTNTR(7.70) {(3.16}) (1.46)
Employ=ent rates. 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.13 0.01 0.04
fall 1977 {0.91) . (1.34) (1.87) (2.60) (0.28) (0.68)
Rz_ .118 -113 .070 062 - 100 .035 .023
N 1568 1542 1192 1140 1396 1362 925
Pilot site Zeans:
Age (months) 204.48 203.08 200.01 199.01 207.46 201.67 197.90
Age squared 41984.70 41392.54 40125.23 39708.04 43200. 34 40803.36 39248.67
Eoployzeat rates. 3.7 3.49 3.16 3.c2 4.22 . 3.4 2.61
Spring 1977
Employment rates, 20.90 21.49 19.30 19.28 21.56 21.81 20.53
Summer 1977 X
Emplayzent rates, 11.12 10.83 9.72 9.34 11.96 10.67 . 9.61
Fall 1977
N 1109 1092 850 811 989 978 671

watle B5.51, Pragram Effects on Emplaovment Rates. Seoarately bv Period, for Hispanic Fermales (Table AS5.7):
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Surmer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

Coefficients (t=statistics):

Canstant -914.45 -1361.90 25.18 -1467.76 -920.84 -1368.78 . =-842.52

(-1.38) (=1.50) (0.02) (-0.80) (-1.02) (-1.18) (-0.41)
Pilot dummy 15.91 Conl22 - 7.63 - 10.29 31.50 9.17 20.04

(2.34) (1.53) (-0.98) (-1.24) (4.05) (1.14) (2.34)
Age (manths) 8.69 14.06 0.30 15.14 9.1 14.43 8.95

(1.37) (1.58) (0.02) | (0.83) {1.07) (1.26) (0.43)
Age sguared - 0.02 - 0.04 - 0.00 -  0.04 - 0.02 - . 0.04 - 0.02

(-1.32) (=1.64) (-0.04) (-0.83) (-1-10) (=1.31) (-0.45)
Employment rates., 0.14 0.19 0-.11 0.11 - 0.03 - 0.03 0.16
Spring 1977 {1.26) {1.57) (0.79) (0.78) (-0.20) (~0.24) (1.05)
Employment rates. 0.18 0.15 0.25 0.21 0.19 0.10 ) 0.28
Sunmer 1977 (2.41) (1.90) (2.88) (2.28) (2.15) (1.20) (3.13)
Enplayment rates, . 0.04 0.02 0.02 -  0.03 0.09 0.05 - 0.01
rall 1977 (0.46) (0.27) (0-16) (~0.31) 19495) (0.57) (-0.06)
&2 .126 .098 .084 .064 .1s8 .08 .163
N 210 200 169 160 175 184 145

Pilot site means:

Age {months) 204.41 "02.30 200.53 199.16 207.94 201.64 198.47
Age squared 41976.11 41068.72 40331.85 39757.55 X 43411.09 40789.138 39476.25
Enployment rates., 12.17 4 11.43 10.74 9.29 14.43 ’ 11.20 8.44
spring 1977

Employment rates., 40.93 41.85 " 40.30 40.58 43.68 42.98 40.91
Summer 1977 . .

tmplayment rates, 26.65 26.02 22.38 22.88 28.37 25.69 22.74
Pall 1977

N 147 139 120 113 124 ) * 133 106
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Table B5.52. Program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for Whites (Table AS5.7):

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

ziiléz 2é2

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-stafistics):
Constant ' -298.78 -924.23 -143.77 ~323.27 . ~101.55 ~102.34 553.92-
(=0.65) (=1.75) (=0.20) (-0.38) (-0.19) {(=0.15) (0.48)
Pilot dummy 11.05 8.19 - 0.07 9.60 5.55 - 1.38 7.70
(2.76) (2.01) {=0.01) (2.01) (1.31) (=0.31) (1.46)
Male . 9.03 10.77 13.49 11.47 11.21 18.44 10.52
(2.22) (2.60) (2.86) (2.35) (2.59) {4.06) (1.94)
Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=)
Age (months) 2.69 8.98 1.36 3.44 1.17 1,33 - 4.9
(0.65) (1.76) {0.19) (0.41) {0.24) (0.21) (-0.42)
Age squared - 0001 - 0002 - 0000 - 0001 - 0000 - 0000 0-01
(-0.61) (=1.72) (=0.14) (=0.40) (=0.24) (-0.21) (0.40)
Enployment rate, 0.07 0.15 0.05 0.03 0.09 0.13 0. 15
Spring 1977 (1.05) (2.36) (0.66) (0.32) {1.36) (1.92) (1.70)
mployment rate, - 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.11 0. 04 0.02 - 0.00
Summer 1977 (=0.94) (0.17) (0.71) (1.71) (0.66) (0.34) (=0.06)
Employment rate,  0.23 0.18 0.09 0.14 0.21 0.06 0.17
Fall 1977 (4.07) (3.07) (1.30) (1.91) {3.56) (0.90) (2.17)
R ' 082 102 .058 078 .096 071 .073
N ' 525 506 407 379 480 439 309
Pilot site means:
Male N .448 471 .462 .435 457 .470
Female 561 .552 .529 .538 .565 .543 .530
Age (months) 206. 15 205.13 201.96 200,17 208.94 203.49 197.98
Age squared © 42694.72 42255.21 40931.41 40183.99 43838.12 41561.46 39278, 80
Employment rate, 18.00 17.09 16.46 14.12 20.45 16.70 14.26
Spring 1977
Employment rate, - 29.29 28.70 128.87 27.42 30.46 29,05 28.20
Summer 1977
Employment rate, 23.64 22.89 23.40 20.72 26.07 23.64 21.61
Fall 1977 - 4 ,
\.1 Il ‘
N . 289 281 227 208 247 168




Table B5.53.

Program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for Blacks (Table A5.7):

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Spring

Summer

Fall Spring Fall Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics): =
‘Constant " -1431.39 -1222.68 -79.39 -214.38 -820.35 -855.71 .+ *14.87
(=7.33) (~5.54) {~0.26) (=0.59) (-3.52) (=3.02) (-1.65)
Pilot dummy 26.10 29.20 21.80 19.77 16.79 11.49 10.10
(14.12) (15.50) (10.26) (9.03) (8.31) (5.52) (4.16)
Male 3.1 3.38 7.40 8.05 82107 8.63 10.55
(1.84) (1.96) (3.83) (4.04) (2-74) (4.56) (4.82)
Female M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
’ (=) (=) (=) (=) (-) (=) =)
-Age (months) 13.65 11.81 1.14 2.68 8.07 8.90 3.81
. (7.27) (5.51) (0.38) (0.75) (3.65) (3.20) (0.79)
Age squared -  0.03 -  0.03 - 0.00 - 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.01
(=7.11) (-5.40) (-0.44) (-0.83) (-3.69) (~3.26) (-0.85)
Bmployment rate, - 0.06 - 0.03 - 0.04 - 0.01 - 0.06 - 0.07 0.03
Spring 1977 {1.85) (-0.80) (=0.92) (=0.18) (=1.72) (-1.83) (0.59)
Employment rate, 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.22 0.1 0.05
Summer 1977 (4.19) (4.30) (1.93) (1-11) (9.12) (4.65) (1.82)
Ermployment rate, 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.01
Fall 1977 (2.21) (1.09) (2.02) (1.95) (0.54) (0.15) (0.16)
R? .098 . 100 .057 .052 074 .035 .030
N 2917 © 2873 2313 2207 2604 2588 1828
Pilot site means:
Male .468 .470 .487 .486 .465 .476 .493
Female .532 .530 .513 .514 .535 .524 .507
Age (months) 204.55 203.36 200.28 199.25 207.74 201.87 197.83
Age Bquared 42014.65 41511.53 '40239. 29 39806. 16 43321.35 40888. 64 39221.10
Employment rate, 7.36 7.16 6.38 6.18 8. 15 6.95 5.64
spring 1977
Employment rate, 27.88 28.04 25.39 25.05 28.75 27.56 26.53
Summer 1977 .
Employment rate, 16. 04 15.51 13.83 13.30 ), 1784 15.15 13.44
Fall 1977 ' SN
N - 2084 2059 - " 1657 1579 1847 1865 1324
O
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Table B5.54. Program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for Hispanics (Tablé A5.7):

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

Coefficients (t-statistics):

Constant '-732- 10 -649.01 -33.83 ~942.23 -384.07 -47.09 -1724.41

(=1.46) {=1.05) (-0.03) (-0.78) (~0. 63) (~0.06) (-1.15)

Pilot dummy 8.49 9.05 1.98 0.57 2171 4.7 18.17
(1.66) {(1.75) (0.34) (0.10) (4.12) . (0.85) (2.94)

Male 12.36 15.60 21.27 17.94 - 16. 18 . 15.64 18.27
o (2.61) (3.24) (3.99) (3.27) (3.33) (3.10) (3.28)

Female ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0-00 2.00 0.00
-) =) =) (=) -) =) =)

Age (months) 6.95 6.69 ©0.75 3.78 3.93 1.09 17.88
(1.44) (1.11) (0.08) (0.81) (0.68) (0.14) (1.20)

Age squared - 0.02 - 0.02 . - 0.00 - 0.02 - 0.01 - 000 - 0.05
' (-1.38) (-1.12) (-0.09) (-0.82) (~0.69) (=0.17) (-1.22)
Employment rate, '0.00 0.10 - 0.02 - 0.01 0. 01 - 0.1 0.07
Spzing 1577 (0.04) (1.25) (-0.17) (-0.10) (0.08) (-1.39) (0.70)
Employment rate, 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.22 © 0.3 0.18
Summer 1977 - (2.55) (2.42) (2.61) (1.79) (3.74) * o (2.22) (2.78)
Employment rate, 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.09 . &T0.02 - 0.02
Fall 1977 . (1.29) (0.81) (0.83) (0.76) (1.51) - T (0% 26) (0.26)
r? .092 .090 .093 .064 .163 .051 . 137
N 398 380 317 304 344 350 266

Pilot gite means:

Male .473 .475 .462 469 .492 .468 .451

Female © <527 «525 .538 «531 .508 .532 «549
Age (months) 206.00 204.08 201.43 200.56 208.88 . 202.86 199.05
Age Bquared 42636.23 41808. 19 40697.74 40329.87 43804.70 41290. 40 39708.77
Employment rate, 17.64 16.73 iL.76 13.39 ) 19.77 15.73 - 13.47
Spring 1977
Employment rate, 45.03 45.32 43.76 43.34 ’ 47.81 45. 76 43.43
'Sqmmez 1977 :
Employment rate, 33.40 32{01 . 29.39 29.83 35.73 ’ 31.48 29.28
Fall 1977 '
N ' 279 265 223 213 95 244 250 ° w193
= 04 .
O JUx ' ] Y
O
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Table B5.55.

Program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for Males (Table A5.7):

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means
Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Stam ©
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1973 198¢
Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant ~1085.00 -1049.31 139.33 -192.95 -377.08 ~489.40 ~278. 25
N (-4.26) (—-3.66) (0.36) (-0.41) {(-1.28) {-1.38) (~-0.45)
Pilot dummy 18.19 21.59 16.45 16.75 11.89 5.58 10. 28
(7.59) (8.95) (6.11) (6.09) (4.65) (2.16) (3.49)
White 6. 16 9.86 7.12 8.33 0.32 1.89 5.72
{1.87) (2.97) (1.91) (2.16) {(0.09) (0.53) (1.39)
Black 0.00 0.00 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=)
Hispanic 10.00 18.07 15.70 12.41 17.59 8.38 10.57
(2.77) (4.94) (3.79) (2.97) {4.53) {2.158) (2.37)
Age (months) 10.30 9.98 - 1.26 2.26 3.82 5.24 3.33
(4.20) (3.59) (-0.32) (0.49) (1.37) ~(1.50) (0.54)
Age squared - 0.02 - 0.02 0.00 - 0.01 - 0.01 .= 0.01 - 0.01
{-4.05) (—3.43) © {0.36) (-0.49) {=1.35) (~1.50) (-0.56)
Employment rate, = 0.03 0.02 - 0.03 -~ 0.03 0.00 - 0.05 0. 06
Spring 1977 (-0.93) (0.58) (-0.66) (-0.58) (0.13) (=1.24) (1.38)
Employment rate, 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.17 0.12 0. 05
Summer 1977 {2.26) (2.66) (1.94) (1.97) {5.65) (3.90) (1.42)
Employment rate, 0. 11 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.04 - 0.00 0.02
Fall 1977 (3.61) (1.24) (1.73) (1.13) (1. 23) {(-0.08) (0.54)
Rz .079 .085 .047 «040 .068 .020 .024
N 1776 1743 1463 1389 1594 1598 1173
Pilot site means:
White . 103 .103 . 105 -100 . 104 .101 .096
Black 790 «794 794 . 796 . 786 . 794 ’ .798
Hispanic - 107 .103 . 101 .104 .110 . 105 .106
Age (months) 204.99 203.97 200.91 199.80 208. 21 202.41 198. 03
Age squared 42202.39 5847 40496.01 40031.04 43520.90 41113.06 39300.92
Employment rate.' 13.95 13.56 11.94 11.16 15.45 13.00 10.84
Spring 1977
Employment rate, 37.53 37.09 33.92 33.16 38.99 35.76 34.80
Summer 1977
Employment rate, 24.40 23.36 21.39 20.52 Qa= 27.41 23.00 20.74
Fall 1977 GiJJ
. .
N 1234 1219 1017 964 1092 :‘1117 819

O
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Table B5.56. Program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for{ Females (Table AS5.7):
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means
Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Smnx;{ér
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics): '
Constant -1287.58- -1191.01 -332.12 ~402.52 -967.04 ‘ -828. 11 =372.10
(-5.69) (-4.54) (-0.90) (-0.91) (=3.51) (=2.42) (-0.63)
Pilot dummy 24.93 25.61 . 16.60 15.86 18.66 11.73 11.36
(11.64) (11.60) (6.63) (6.13) (7.99) (4.74) (3.88)
white ‘ ’ 0.56 - 0.74 ' - 0.06 1.17 - 5.62 - B8.85: 3.90
(0.19) {9.24) (~0.02) (0.33) (=1.79) . (=2.59) (0.97)
Black 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 . .00
(-) (=) (=) (=) ) (=) ) (=) : )
Hispanic 0.22 .44 0.30 0.64 4.29 1.44 1.91
(0.07) (1.28) (0.08) (0.16) (1.15) (J.38) L ve22)
Age (months) ' 12.34 11.76 .3.84 4.71 9.51 8.77 4.54
(5.67) (4.62) (1.05) (1.07) (3.65) l (2.61) (0.77)
Age squared - 0.03 - 0.03 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.01
l (-5.58) (-4.62) (-1.14) (=1.17) (-3.71) ‘ (=2.70) -0.85)
Employment rate, = 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.07 - 0.06 - 0.01 0.07
Spring 1977 (-0.34) (0.85) .(0.26) (1.12) (=1.25) ©(=0.27) (0.97)
Bmployment rate, 0.09 . 0.09 0.05 ) 0.03 0.23 0.09 0.97
Summer 1977 (3.44) (3.40) (1.66) L. (0.77) (7.75) (2.95) (2.10)
Employment rate, 0.06 ° 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.03 " 0.05
Fall 1977 (1.76) (2.32) (1.89) (2.90) (2.18) (0.85) (1.05)
& ’ ‘ .088 .086 . 040 .044 .093 \ <034 .031
N 2064 2016 1574 1501 1834 | 1779 1230
‘
. Pilot site means: * "
white 114 112 110 .108 117 ‘ -108 .103
Black .782 .788 .780 .783 .785 | . .785 .775
1H15pan1c . 104 .100 .110 .109 .098 107 .122
| Age (months) 204.78 203.31 . 200.28 199, 19 207.80 . \ 201.91 197.94
Age squared 42112.18 41490.40 40237.69 39780.44 43349.44 40901.46 39265.48
Employment rate, 5.82 5.38 " 5.01 4.62 6.63 5.22 4.15
Spring 1977
Employment rate, 23.14 23.52 21.92 ] 21.74 ) 23.93 24,15 22.81
Summer 1977 :
Employment rate, 13.73 13.26 11.95 11.47 ) 14.73 13.08 11.64
Fall 1977 . :
N 1418 . 1386 1090 1036 . 1261 " 866
: MR TR T, 245
[PAVAY)
O
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fakle 85.57. Progras tffects on Labor Force Participacion Rates. Separately by Period,
for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort_ Excluding Denver/Phoenix (Table A3.3):
OLS Coefficiencs and Pirlot Site Means

Fall Spring rall Spring Summer Summer Summer
1978 | 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

Coefficients (t-stamistics):

Constant -2133.43 -1278.57 -1354.96 =1276.15 ’ -4847.74 -380.43 =-1046.21

(=1.42) (-0.97) (=1.53) (=1.44) (=1.64) (=0.74) (=1.17)
Pilot dinmy 24.57 25.95 19.66 20.39 ©17.46 15.44 11.49
(11.85) (12.27) (8.34) (9.14) ' (7.33) (7.21) (4.95)
white zale 6.41 A ) 7.09 0.87 . 0.75 . S.12 6.67 0.10
(1.49) (1.61) (0.19) (0.16) (1.03) (1.49) (0.02)
Black zale 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 : 0.00 0.00 - 0.00
(=) (=) (=) (=) (=) ’ (=) (=)
Hispanic male 8.22 - 3.72 5.52 - 16.34 -  3.07 - :3.56 - 21.99
(0.36) (~0.16) (0.23) (~0.69) (=0.13) (=0.15) (=0.96)
3 i
white female -  S5.61 - 8.77 - 12.18 - 10.48 - 13.28 - 21.97 - 7-94
(=1.41) (=2.15) (~-2.84) (=2.44) (~2.86) (=5.21) (=1.80)
Black female 0.33 1.16 - 4.93 -  s.80 - 1.07 - 3,22 - 9.08
(0.16) (0.55) (=2.22) (=2.61) (=0.44) . (=1.51) (~3.96)
Hispanic female 4.05 4.97 - 9.13 - 11.94 ‘20.15 5.7 - 16.01
(0.32) (0.39) (=0.66) (-0.87) (1.58) (0.45) (=1.13)
Age (months) 20.76 12,41 14.18 13.44 48.69 9.04 1S
(1.34) (0.92) (1.54) (1.46) (1.62) (0.74) (1.20)
Age squared -  0.05 - 0.03 - 0.04 - 0.03 - 0.12 - 0,02 =~ 0.0
(=1.25) (~0.85) (=1.51) (=1.43) (=1.59) (=0.70} (=1.18)
Ltabor force paz- 0.02 0.01 - 0.08 - 0.02 - 0.00 - 0.09 - 0.05
ticipacion rate, (0.28) (0.12) (=1.05) (-0.27) (-0.00) (=1.26) (=0.69)
* Spring 1977
Lakor force par- 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.06 0.19 0.16 0.06
ticipation rate, (4.52) (4.07) (2.82) (1.95) (5.47) (5.02) (1.70)
Sucmer 1977 .
tabor force par- - 0.03 0.01 0.09 0.07 - 0.03 0.02 0.06
ticipation rate, (=0.51) (0. 14) (1.54) (1.10) (=0.51) (0.40) (0.99)
Fall 1977 .
% 118 .107 L0864 .063 .081 .070 .036
N 1668 1714 1603 1600 1264 1652 " 140
Pilot site zeans:
white zale .045s . 044 045 .045 .044 .043 .044
Black male © . .407 .407 .424 .424 .398 .q18 .437
Hispanic male .002 ".002 .002 .002 .002 .002 ) .002
White female .0SS .0s3 .054 .054 .05s 081 .0S7
. I
Black fecale .485 .488 .470 .469 .497 .180 .455
Hispanic female .006 .006 .00S .006 .004 . .006 .00S
Age (months) 194,12 193.80 " 3.0 . 193.00 196.41 . 193.47 192.96
Age squared _37709.28 37590.40 37284.51 37281.7 38595.19 37461.87 37269. 44

Labor force pdr-: 3.17 3.07 3.28 3.29 3.70 3.17 3.26
ticipation rate, '
Spring 1977

Labor force par- 29.91 29.69 29.38 29.43 31.17 30.05 30-26
ticipation rate, .
Summer 1977

Labor 'force par- 6.17 . 6.00 5.84 5.85 7.32 " 6.2 6.02
ticipation rate, '
Fall 1977

N 1136 ARIA] 1093 1091 841 1129 970

o

Uy e |
O
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Table 85.58. Program Effects on Employment Rates, Secarately by Period.
for “he 15-16 Year Old Cohort excluding Cenver/Phoeriix (Table AS5.9):
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Fall Spring Fall Spring Sumzer §ummer Summer
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Coefficients (t-statistics):
Constant -3962.71 ~816.47 -2186.80 -2782.63 ~6738.13 ~1721.67 -1743.91
(-2.36) (=0.56) (=2.19) (=2.79) (~1.95) (-1.23) (-1.67)
Pilot dumnmy 25.98 28.76 24.06 25.54 14.81 9.57 13.24
(11.25) {12.19) (9.61) (10.19) (5.27) (3.77) (4.86)
white male '5.55 7.93 1.41 1.48 1.14 3.28 - 1.26
(1.17) (1.63) (0.28) (0.29) (0.20) (0.62) (~0.23)
8lack male 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(=) (=) -) =) (=) (=) (=)
Hispanic zale 31.51 - 9.97 10.46 - 47.24 - 9.1 - 26.40 - 38.93
(1.26) (-0.38) (=0.39) (=1.77) (=0.33) (-0.96) (=1.45)
White female - 3.7 - 3.38 9.40 - 2.93 - 18.17 - 26.47 - 3.88
(~0.84) (-0.75) {-1.95) (-0.61) (-3.33) (-5.31) (~0.75)
Black female - 1.4 1.34 4.83 - 6.08 - 2.42 - 6.56 - 9.43
(=0.49) (0.57) (-1.94) (=2.44) . (—~0.85) (=2.60) (-3.52)
Hispanic female 0.3 2.7 1.38 - 19.34 40.83 4.94 - 11.87
(0.02) (0.19) (0.09) (=1.25) (1.96) (0.33) (~0.72)
Age (months) 9.3 7.4 ¢ 22.99 29.44 68.03 17.95 18.80
(2.28) (0.49) (2.22) (2.84) (1.93) (1.23) (1.73)°
Age squared - 0.10 - 0.02 0.06 - 0.08 ~  0.17 - 0.05 - 0.05
(~2.19) (-0.42) (~2.22) (-2.87) ¢ (=1.90) (=1.22) (~1.75)
Employment rate, - 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.05 - o - 0.01 0.05
Spring 1977 (=1.12) (0.42) (=0.32) . {0.92) {—1.86) (=0.20) (0.77)
Empioyment rate, 0.1 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.22 0.13 0.05
Surzer 1977 #(3.82) (3.10) (1.11) (1.03) (6.32) (3.96) (1.38)
Employment rate, = 0.01 ~ 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.00 - 0.06 0.02
Fall 1977 (=0.27) (=0.20) (1.30) (1.16) (0.00) (=1.33) (0.41)
r? .10 .100 .066 .076 .076 .041 .033
N 1668 1714 1603 1600 1263 1652 1401
Pilot site means:
white male .045 .044 .045 " .oas .044 .043 .044
8lack male .407 .407 .424 .424 .398 .418 .437
Hispanic male .002 .002 .002 .002 .002 .002 .002
White female .0S55 .053 .054 .054 .055 .051 .057
8lack female .485 .488 .470 .469 .497 .480 455
Hispanic female .006 -006 .005. .006 .004 .006 .005
Age (months) 194.12 193.80 193.01 193.00 196.41 193.47 192.96
Age squared 37709.28 37590.40 37284.51 37281. 71 38595.19 37461.87 37269.44
Employment rate, a.n ~ 4.07 4.02 4.02 4.43 4.15 4.01
Spring 1977
Employment rate, 22.14 22.04 21.17 . 21.21 23.09 22.33 22.21
Summer 1977
Employment rate, 10.69 10.37 10.39 X 10. 40 12.55 10.67 10.77
Fall 1977
N 1136 nn 1093 1091 841 1129 970
237
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Table B6.1.

Program Effects on the Percentage of Program-Eligible Time

Spent in Different School and Employment Stateg (Table 6.1):

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Coefficients (t-statistics):'

Percentage. of
time enrolled,

Percentage of
time enrolled,

Percentage of! time
not enrolled

Pilot site means:

Variable employed not employed employed
Constant - .503 - .034 «248 1.000
(3.796) (.212) (2.083)
Pilot site .132 - +091 - 020 1.000
(17.116) (10.904) (3.212)
Age in June 1978 .699 .722 -~ .264 2.050
(months/100) (5.309) (4.612) (2. 237) '
Age squared - .184 - .216 . 097 4.230
(5.437) (5.460) (3.234)
White male - .027 - .003 . 068 -048
(2.443) (.371) (6.449)
Black male 0.000 0.000 0. 000 <368
(=2 (=} (=)
Higpanic male - .010 - .059 - 104 <049
(.566) (3.073) (7.261)
White female - .037 - .038 - .007 061
(2.556) (2.427) (-586)
Black female .021 "l027 - .059 .420
: (2.535) (3.102) (8.917)
Hispanic female - .021 - .026 - .025 -054
(1.300) (1.492) {1.853)
Proportion of pre-
program time:
Enrolled, employed .229 - .263 034 <057
(9.114) (9.615) (1.682)
Not enrolled, - .135 - .425 <401 -08%
employed ) (5.233) (15.173) (19. 159)
Not enrolled, - .215 - .403 +«038 «282
not employed (2.925) (5.503) (.512)
& . 169 .239 207
N 4033 4033 4033 2778

1P1tted values for the percentage of time not enrolled and not employed are calculated by subtracting
the fitted values for the three egstimated categories from 100.
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Table 86.2.

Procram Effects on the Percentace of prooram=Eligikle Time Spent in Different

School and_Ecolo

bv Prizary Stat

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Coefficients

({t=statistics) :‘

in the Pre-crogram Period (Table 6.2

Youths orizarily enrolled.
erploved in preorogran’ ceriod

Youths primarily enrolled, not
emploved i{n Dreprooram

Percentage of
tize enrolled,

Percentage of
time enrolled,

Percentage of
time not en=

Percentage of

time enrolled,

: Percentage of

time enrolled,

period

epr oA D ————

Percentage of
time not en-

Pilot site =eans:

youths primaraly
enrolled, em-
ployed in pre-

Youths primarily
enrolled, not
employed in pre=-

“Jariable eoployed not: enployed rolled, employed employed not employed rolled, employed program period program period
Constant 1.3 1.802 3.832 =-2.4320 2.9438 -1.257 1.000 1.000
° (.357) (.363) (1.187) (2.511) (2.76S) (2.035) .
Pilot site <107 - 030 - .015 . 166 - <131 .023 1.000 1.000
(2.303) (.788) {+316) (17.562) (12.539) (3.829)
Age in -1.052 - 709 -3.996 2.599 -2.069 1.187 2.080 “2.010
Juze 1978 (.271) (.215) (1.283) (2.773) (1.995) (1.977)
(zenths/100)
Age squared .218 +082 1.033 - .6531 «433 - .253 4.230 .4.060
(.235}) . (.104) (1.1397) {2.867) (1.763) (1.734)
white male .009 - .168 .093 - .033 . - .090 077 .119 .036
" (.158) (3.390) (1.998) (1.537) (3.792) (5.618)
Black male 0.000 0.000 0.900 0.000 0.000 0.000 «488 .384
(= (=) (=) (-} =) (=)
Hispanic male .018 - .152 120 - .02] - .079 . 110 . 104 .040
{.553) (2.623) (2.179) {.988) (3.116} B (7.475)
white fepale - .032 - .017 032 - .035 - 038" - .002 .044 .048
(.309) (.194) (.383) (1.813) (2.238) (.192)
Black fezale .025 - .034 - .051 .026 016 - 044 1913 <433
(.436) {.720) {1.128) (2.741) (1.528) (7.061)
Hispanic .250 - .092 - .033 - 041 - .052 .021 .052 .048°
female (2.901) (1.257) (.479) (1.919) {2.186) (1.517)
Proportion of
pre~program tize:
Snrolled, <116 - 231 153 «409 - .555 .228 .637 .028
employed (.752) (2.006} {1.308) (7.1086) (8.725) (6.192)
Not enrolled,= +106 - .190 +294 - .051 - .510 .194 « 169 .054
employed (.368) {1.132) (1.439) (.660) (6.025) (3.963)
Not enrolled,- .230 «159 .043 - .381 - .401 .046 .058 . 189
not employed (1.80) (.277) {.033) (1.369) (1.352) (.168)
R? .o .15 .098 138 .106 1.06
N 194 194 194 2995 2995 2995 135 2080
Coefficients (:-s:a:is:ics)xl Pilot site weans:
Youths primarily not enrolled, Youths primarily not enzolled, not
erploved in oreprogram period emploved in oreprogram period
Youths primarily Youths prasarily
Percentage of percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of enrolled, em- enrolled, not
tize enrolled, time enrolled, . time not en~ time enrolled, time enrolled, time not en= ployed in pre- employed in pre-
“Zariable enployed not eamployed rolled, employed enployed not employed rolled, employed program period progran period
Constant 1.453 =-4.491 8.299 -1.899 1.563 -4.785 1.000 1.000
(.580} (1.613) (1.126) {1.611) (1.231) (2.645)
Pilot site -004 .005 - 0137 <037 -~ . 005 <033 1.000 1.000
: (2.33) (.212) (.653) (3.001) (.359) (1.707)
Age in -1.189 4.337 -8.076 1.911 -1.085 4.630 2.230 2.190
June 1978 {.521) (1.718) (1.203) (1.766) (.918) (2.749)
{months/100)
Age squared 276 ~1.011 2.012 - .435 <244 -1.074 5.000 4.810
(.534) {1.762) (l..]24) {1.739) (.893) (2.756} .
“hite nale - 061 - 0.021 «207 © -~ «076 - 033 | .046 <230 .053
{2.386) (.732) (2.759) {3.021) {1.613) (1.173) B
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" Table 8.2, (Continued)

Back male 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0.000 Nt m
(=) (+) (+) (=) (~) (=) B
Mepanic 071 001 051 - 0% o 063 156 07
Mite - 1% - 0 176 - 03 - 038 ~ 069 1% o
fenale (1,288) (4618) (477) (3.853) (1.618) (2,3%9) |
Black - .029 - 010 - /0% - 025 022 ~2 33 88
fenale [970) (1306) (1.105) (1.718) (1,350) (5.327)
Mepmic .01 005 - 17 - 1066 - 01 - 01 067 078
fenale (,356) (4105) [4552) (2.891) (564) (2.842) |
Proportion of
pre~program time:
Boolled, 061 A0 011 561 - 216 - 200 0 013
*employed  (.55) ) (037) (4.830) (1.708) (1.111) |
Mot encolled,= 114 - 14 248 - 136 -0 561 T80 g
enployed”” (1.447) (1,819) (1.177) (2,236) (5.659) (5.931) |
Mot enrolled, . 164 - 067 -0 - 45 - 311 015 A 91
not employed {1,86) (119) [ 443) (,603) (1,300) [4061) o
K 064 068 184 126 130 150
N 10 10 1 3 691 o 0 m -
1See note to Table Bg.1.
1)4
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Tests of Sample Attrition Bias
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APPENDIX C

In measuring program impacts for this report, we have restricted
attention to sample members .who responded to all three during-program
interviews: - Waves I, II, and III: Both Waves II and III are required if
our data are to cover the period of full program operation. However, since
a significant portion of.the original Sample did not complete all ;ﬁueg
interviews, this opens the possibility of bias in our results. Such\éftri~
tion bias may occur if pilot site sample respondents are systematically
different from comparison site sample respondents in ways that are not
corrected for in our statistical analyses of the data.

In an attempt to test for the existence and magnitude of such bias,
a special survey of a subset of Wave II nonrespondents was undertaken
during Wave III data collection. That is, special efforts were made to
locate Hispanics in Denver and Phoenix and blacks in Baltimore and Cleveland
who had not responded to Wave II; those located were administered both
Waves II and III.1 The resulting attrition sample was then used to
estimate program efforts for survey nonrespondents; these results were then
compared with estimated efforts for otherwise identical resporidents. The
result is a straightforward calculation of potential attrition bias,
utilizing a methodology which is likely to be more reliable than the
econometric techniques employed to estimate bias in our previous report.

(See Farkas et al. (1980: Appendix A1).)2

 ”Prograﬁ Participation

<

Table C2.1 shows program participation rate estimates for the local
field survey and attrition survey samples, and estimated program participa-

tion rates in the absence of attrition for (a) Hispanic youths in Denver,

1 . . .

Attention was restricted to particulzr race and site g¥roups in an attempt
to use limited resources to provide as much informaticii as possible
concerning the most substantively important program effects.

2The difficulty with econometric tests for attrition bias is that they

rely upon (necessarily) untested assumptions regarding relationships among
the variables in the analysis. It should be noted, however, that our
previous work in this regard concluded that sample attrition was not a
problem for the analysis.

242

314



€geve

Q

Table 2.1, Sample Attrition and Program Participation Rates

Cumplative:

Spring 1978 |

through Spring - Summer Fall Spring  Summer Fall Spring  Summer
Summer 1980 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980

Hispanic youths in Denver:

Iocal field survey sample2 36.9 5 19.1 25.4 232 26.0 26,7 17,5 15.9 13.7 -
(268) (210)  (232) (263) . (250)  (236) (211)  (201)  (183)

Attrition sample3 18.7 1.1 9.5 9.7  10.0 12,3 10,4 8.5 4.3
(150)  (130)  (137) . (144) (140) (130)  (115) (106)  (92)

Estimated participation :

yetes in She absence of 21.8 13.4 17.5 16,5 18.0 19.5 14,0 12.2 9.0

grtrition - ‘ f

Black youths in Baltimore:

Iocal field survey sample  70.5 8.3 4.3 44 519 515 432 445 396
| (999) (770)  (842) (%44) (933) . (876) (745) (712) (624)
Attrition sample 61,7 3.7 M0 343 414 22 219 36 28,8
(107) (86) (94)  (105)  (99) (90)  (79). (76) - - (66)
Estimated participation | .
rates in the absence of 68.4 41.0 4.1 44,2 . 49.3 46.8  39.5 41.4 370
attrition ‘

POV [ Ja TR et
I ey w R LY SR A PR PR R ST Y e -

"mhe participation rate is the munber of youths ever holding‘a.btodféﬁmﬂaﬁulﬁwa*béffédddiQiGE&mByhfﬁé'w'”"""
number ever program-eligible. See Chapter 3 for further details. ' ‘

2The sample includes youths who completed three waves of the local field survey.

‘3The sample includes youths who did not complete the second wave of the survey but were reinterviewed

c

at a later date, using a special questionnaire that collected information about their activities
during both the Wave II and Wave ILI time periods.

4Average of the estimated participation rates for the local fieldgsurvey sample and the attrition sample -
vith one minus the attrition rate and the attrition rate, respectively, as weights, The Wave I - Wave III
sample attrition rate for Denver is .499; for Baltimore, »244. -

"umber of eligible youths. | . 3




and (b) black youths in Baltimore. Estimated rates in the absence of attri-
tion are comphtgd!as & weiéhted average of the respondent and nonrespondent
rates, with thedwgights being the percent of the total sample represehted
by each.

The first panel of this table shows the results for Hispanics in

Denver. Youth completing the first three waves of the local field survey

(LFS) have much higher participation Fhanwéféfifdfé--twice asuﬁigh on a
cumulative basis, and almost three times as high for particular peiiods.
Combined with very high'sample attrition for Denver (almost 50 percent for
the Wave I - Wave III comparison), this leads to a large downward correc-
tion in the LFS participatioh rates--from 36.9 percent to 27.8 percent on a
cumulative (ever participated) basis.
The second panel displays analogous results for blacks in Baltimore.

Once again attritors show lower participation, but in this case the gap is
narrower—-from 70.5 percent to 61.7 percent on a cumulative basis. Since

- sample attrition was much lower in Baltimore (24.4 percent),.the result is
only a small correction to the LFS participation rate--from 70.5 percent
down to 68.4 percent.

What are we to conclude regarding the effect of attrition on

participation rate estimates for the sample as a whole? Not surprisingly,
in all cases examined above attritors showed lower participéidn ;ﬁ&g‘ﬁfgmmmN‘mwm
completers, and we certainly conclude that the LFS estimates of participa-

tion reported in Chapter 3 are biased upwards. As for the magnitude of

this bias, tpe two panels of Table_C2.1 yield conflicting stories—-a large

bias in DenVér, but a very much smaller bias in Baltimore. This difference

is partly attributable to the particularly low participation iates of

Denver attritors, but is even more directly due to the very much higher .
attrition rate in Denver than Baltimore. This latter fact yields a rela-
tively optimistic conclusion for attrition bias in the sample as a whole.

For it is De;ver/Phoenix which show the highest sample attrition--no other
sites come close. Moreover, Baltimore in particular, and blacks in general,
are a relatively large proportion of the samplé as a whole. Thus we

conclude that corrected participation rate estimates for the sample as a

ERIC
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whole would lie between those for Denver Hispanics and Baltimore blacks, but
very much closer to the latter. . This leaves undisturbed our overall substan-

tive conclusion that participation was quite high in this demons‘tration-1

.

School Enrmllment

Table C2.2 shows regre551on-ad3usted, program effect estimates on

«,school enrollment in the LFS and’ attrltlon samples, as well as the estlmated

program effect in ‘the absence of attrition. These are computed from probit
regression calculatlons in which a dummy variable for pllot site, attrition
sample members tests the hypothesis of d:.fferggt program effects for the
LFS and attrition samples. These regression'caléﬁlations are shown in
Table C2.3. -

The most important result from this analysis is that in all cases
the pilot site attrition sample dummy’ variable coefficient fails to-achieve
statistical significance (see the t-statistics for the vafiables in the
fourth row of Table C2.3), indicating no significant difference between LFS
and attrition sample program effects. The estimated program effects in the
absence of attrition calculated in Table C2.2 show an increase over the LFS
effects in thtee out of four cases, so that the LFS finaings fepotteduin“
_Chapter‘4 EEX be downward biased. However, a conservative approach based
on statistical significance must conclude that we have failed to find

evidence of bias.
Employment

mables C2.4 and C2.5 repeat these analyses for program effects on
employment. The pilot site attrition sample dummy variable is significant
only for the summer of 1980 in Denver, and for the fall of 1979 and the
summer of 1978 in Baltimore. For Denver, the estimated effect in the
absence of attrition is generally smaller (or more negative) than the LFS
estimated effect, but this is of little consequence since we have already
concluded that for a variety of reasons (poor program implementation and a
strong labor market, in particular),'pfogram effects were small or nonexis-

tent in this site (see Chapter 5 above).

1It should also be noted that the over—time patterns in Table CZ.1 generally
reflect those reported for the sample as a whole.
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Table C2.2. Sample Attriticn and Program Effects
on Total School Enrollment Rates

Estimated

] .
Local field survey sample Attrition sample2 program
Pilot Pilot effect in
site Program site Program the absence
rate effect rate effect of attrition
Hispanic youths .
in Denver: ) '
Fall 1978 58.9 3.2 39.6 1.0 2.1,
Fall 1979 41.7 -1.1 26.9 6.3 i 2.6
Black youths in
Baltimore:
Fall 1978 75.9 3.3 59.8 14.1 5.9

Fall 1979 64.9 2.4 54.7 14,3 6.3

1The sample includes youths who completed three waves of the local field
survey. The program effect is the difference between the pilot site rate
and a regression-adjusted comparison site mean (fit at pilot site average
personal characteristics, enrollment rates and highest grade completed). -
Means of the right-hand side variables and probit coefficients are reported
in Table C2.3.

2rhe sample includes youths who completed the special attrition survey.

The program effect for this sample is calculated in the same manner as the
program effect for the. local field survey sample. None of the program
effects in the attrition sample are significantly different, in a statis-
tical sense, from the effects for the local field survey sample.

3Average of the estimated program effects for the local field survey
sample and the attrition sample with one minus the attrition rate and the
attrition rate, respectively, as weights.. The Wave I - Wave III sample
attrition rate for Denver is .499; for Baltimore, .244.
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Table C2.3.

Sample Attrition and Program Effects on School Enrolluent Rates (Table €2.2):

Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means

Coefficients (t-statistics):

Pilot site means:

Total enrcllment
for Hispanic

youths in Denver/

Total enrollment
for black youths
in Baltimore/

Denver Hispanics

Denver Hispanice in Baltimore blacks

Baltimore blacks in

- Phoenix Cleveland in LFS sample in attrition szmple in LFS sample attrition sample
— .

. Fall Fall Fall Fall, - Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall—..-.
Jariable 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 ..o 1978 1979
onstant 3.197  B.485  3.794  7.265 1,000 1.000 1.000 :_1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1,000
: (2.635)  (5.455) (4.913)  (8.162) '

\ttrition =-1.827 -2.229 =1.733 =1.590 -+000 000~ 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 1.000 1,000

;ample (1.166) (1.221) (1.415) (1.179)

Pilot site 107 - ,037 <150 077 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000 1.000
(.638) (.201) (1.178) (+627)

Pilot site x = 075 272 328 349 .000 .000 1.000 1,000 .000 .000 1.000 1.000"

ittrition (.218) (.612) (1.267) (1.293) .

sample : X 4_

Age in «2.821 '«5.555  ~3.456 ~4,649 2.060 2.020 2.080 2.040 2,050 2,010 2.080 2.030

Tune 1978 {5.135) (6.456) (9.697) (10.727)

(months/100)

fale 0.000 0.000 :U.DOO 0.000 YA 460 500 530 .448 462 543 570
(=) (=) (=) (=) '

Female 018 1 «002 - .038 529 +540 .500 470 +552 .538 457 430
(.148) (.794) (.021) (.447) - oo '

gnrolled, 1.307 1.2%4 1.216 628 753 .806 .736 «B00 .881 <909 752 4797

Fall 1977 (6.621) (3.343) (8.237) (3.451)

Enrolled' ’ = e 190 - !687 ." -- 267 - -182 «000 -000 -736 -800 -000 -000 -752 -797

Fall 1977 x {.523) (1.176) {.873) (.513)

attrition .

5ampl e ::Nm

Eughe{st grade V191 .150 +360 .238 6.810 7.340  6.830 7.110 . 6.680 6,610 6,170 7 6,130

zompleted, (2.175) (t1.162) (7.814) (4.922) .

Summer 1977 .

nghest grade .169 248 - «130 136 000 .000 6.830 7.110 .000 000 - 0 6,130

zompleted x (1.018) (1.222) (1.016) (.978)

attrition ,

gample

Sgade nissing, 1.740 1. 144 2.434 1.427 243 .M 257 209 226 20, 286 266

Summer 1977 (2.131) {.996) - (5.601) (3.427) ‘ ‘

srade missing,  1.274 2,232 1.757 1.679 .000 000 .257 209 000 000 .286 266

x attrition (.830) (1.223) (1.534) (1.336)

sample

N 553 441 1383 1097 263 21 144 115 - 744 45 05 R
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Table C2.4. Sample Attrition and Program Effects
on Employment Ratios

1 2 Estimated
Local field survey sample Attrition sample program
Pilot Pilot ‘ effect in
site . Program site Program the absence
rate effect rate effect of attrition
Hispanic youths
in Denver:

. Fall 1978 ~39.3 7.3 34.3 2.2 4.8
Spring 1979 46.1 6.2 39.7 0.9 3.6
Fall 1979 40.0 - 1.8 39.3 - 6.7 - 4.2
Spring 1980 41.6 - 4.3 33.8 - 5.9 - 5.1
Summer 1978 49.5 15.5 39.4 9.7 12.6
Summer 1979 47.6 - 0.1 46.7 5.6 © 2.7
Summer 1980 47.9 13.7 . 33.8 ~13.6%** 0.1

Black youths in
Baltimore:
Fall 1978 45.7 28.5 38.1 20.4 26.5
Spring 1979 49.9 33.7 46.6 25.2 31.6
Fall 1979 47.4 21.4 35.1 4.4*%* 17.3
_Spring 1980 47.2 9.8 . 39.7 64 6.5 _
Summer 1978 : 48.7 - 14.8 38.6 1.0* ‘ .
Summer 1979 51.6 12.5 41.3 7.1 11.2
0.6 .

Summer 1980 . 43.8 9.5 37.4

.1The sample includes youths who completed three waves of the local field
survey. The program effect is the difference between the pilot site rate
and a regression-adjusted comparison site mean (fit at pilot site average
personal characteristics and preprogram employment). Means of the right-
hand side variables and regression coefficients are reported in Table C2.5.

2The sample includes youths who completed the special attrition survey.

The program efffect for this sample is calculated in the same manner as the
program effect for the local field survey sample. Asterisks indicate
attrition sample program effects different from local field survey program
effects at the 10 percent (*), 5 percent (**), or 1 percent (***) level

of significance. ' " : ‘ ' :

3Average of the estimated program effects for the local field survey
sample and the attrition sample with one minus the attrition rate and
the attrition rate, respectively, as weights. The Wave I - Wave III
sample attrition rate for Denver is .499; for Baltimore, .244..




Table C2.5. Regression Coefficient Estimates for Sample Attrition
and Program Effects on Erolovment Ratios {Table €2.4)

PRbd Fall 1978 Spring 1979 Fall 1979 Spring 1980 Summer 1978 Summer 1979

Summer 1980

C2.5A. Hispanic Youths in Denver/Phoenix

Constant ' ~1017.1 - 838.0 - 113.8 -1053.2 - 448.7 - 243.7 - 821.9
{2.6) {1.8) {0.2) (1.2) {0.9) {0.4) (0.7)
Pilot dumnmy 7.286 6.22 - 1.79 L. 48,2 15.54 - 0.13 13.74
: (1.5) (1.3) (0.3) {0.8) (3.1} {0.0}) {2.3)
Attrition sample - 1.30 - 3.70 3.67 - 10.81 - 13.72 - 12.11 15.60
ducoy (0.2) (0.4) {0.4) (1.1} {1.5) {1.3) {1.5)
pilot x attrition - 9.41 - 5.35 - 3.89 - 161 - s.a3 5.76 - 27.35
sanple duray (1.0} (0.6) {0.5) {0.2) (0.6} {0.6) (2.5)
Fexmale Dunmy - 15.08 - 13.96 - 18.70 - 16.57 - 11.08 - 19.11 - 16.73
(3.6) (3.8} (4.6} © (3.9} (2.9) (4.9} (3.9)
Age 9.90 . 8.67 1.58 "11.01 4.73 3.09 9. 12
{2.6}) (2.0) (0.2} {1.2) {1.0) {0.5) (0.8)
Age squaréd - 0.023 - 0.021 - 0.004 - 0.027 - 0.012 - 0.008 - 0.024
. {2.5) (2.0} {0.2) {1.3) (1.1} * {0.6) (0.9)
Exploynent ratio, 0.177 : 0.113 - 0.019 - 0.006 0.048 - 0.0M 0.156
spring 1977 {2.0) {1.2) {0.2) (0.1} {0.5) {0.1) (1.3)
Employment ratio. 0.134 0.188 0.208 0.237 0.159 0.159 0.198
Summer 1977 (2.1) (2.9) {2.9) (3.2} (2.4} (2.3} (2.7)
Employment ratio, - 0.049 0.107 0.088 - 0.019 0.010 0.061 - 0.018
Fall 1977 {0.6) {1.4) {1.0) (0.2} (0.1} {0.7) {(0.2)
Employoent ratio, - 0.432 - 0.292 - 0.159 0.031 - 0.125 - 0.259 - 0.352
Spring 1977 x {2.8) (1.9} {0.9) {0.2) (0.8) {1.5) {1.5)
attricion sample
dumny . .
Employzent ratio, 0.078 0.049 * - 0.086 - 0.046 0.172 0.064 - 0.096
Summer 1977 x (0.7) {0.4) (0.7) (0.4) (1.5} (0.5} (0.7}
attrition sample
ducmy .
Employzent ratio, 0.243 0.087 0.095 0.114 0.127 0.143 0.056
Fall 1977 x . (1.8) {0.7) (0.6} {0.7) {0.9) (1.0} (0.3)
attrition sample
dummy
&2 .109 . 131 .102 , «101 .128 .108 .123
N s 553 531 441 420 492 489 364
€2.58. Black Youths in Baltimore/Cleveland
constant -1795.0 -1282.4 150.0 -‘530.3 -1441.8 - 1392.9 - 902.1)
(6.8) (4.2} (0.4) (1.1) (4.7) {1.1) {1.5)
pilot dummy 28.53 . 33.69 X 21.36 19.83 14.81 " 12.50 9.46
(9.2) (20.7) (6.0} (5.5} (4.5) {3.9) {2.6)
Attrition sample - 2.70 3.34 4.10; .81 2.22 - 8.20 1.76
dunmy {0.4) . (0.5) {(0.6) ‘ {0.7) (0.3} {1.2) (0.2)
). .
pilot x attrition - 8.09 - 8.49 - 17.0 - 13.42 - 13.78 - 5.43 - 8.89
sanple dumny (1. 1) (1.2) (2.1} (1.6) (1.8) (0.7) {1.0)
Female Dummy -11.74 0.70 - 5.10 - S5.30 - 2,27 - 5.72 - 10.61
. {0.7) {0.3) (1.9) (1.9} (0.9} {2.3) {3.7)
Age : 17.12 12.50 - 0.74 6.18 14.12 4.68 9.92
(6.7) {(4.2) {0.2) (1.3) {4.8) (1.3} {1.6)
Age squared - 0.040 - 0.030 0.001 - 0.017 - 0.034 - 0.012 - 0.026
“ ‘(6.6) (4.2} (0.1} {1.4) (4.9} (1.4} (1.7}
Employment ratio, = = 0,061 0.067 -0.111 - 0.124 - 0.000 - 0.098 - 0.027
Spring 1977 {0.8) (0.8} {1.1) . (1.2) (0.0} (1.1} {0.2)
Employment ratio, 0.035 0.020 0.047 0.025 0.161 0.097 0.047
Summer 1977 {0.9) (0.5) (1.0} {0.5) (3.9} (2.4} {1.0})
Employment ratio, - 0.020 -~ = 0.009 0.093 0.147 - 0.051 0.006 '0.016
rFall 1977 {0.3) (0.1) (1.2} (1.8} (0.8} (0.1} (0.2}
Employment ratio, = - 0;155 - 0.527 - 0.074 - 0.323 - 0.396 : - 0.248 - 0.058
spring 1977 x (0.8) {2.5) (0.3} (1.4) (1.8} {1.2) (0.3)
attrition sample .
dummy
Brployment ratio, 0.068/ 0.022 0.009 0.062 0.048 0. 101 0.063
Sumner 1977 x {(0.7)— {0.2) (0.1} {0.5)} (0.4} (0.9} {0.5)
attrition sample -
dumny
Employment ratio, 0.206 0.407 0.121 0.255 9.204 0.173 0.008
Fall 1977 x . (1.4) . (2.7 (0.8} (1.5) (1.4) (1.1) (0.0)
attrition sample
dunmy
R? amn " .109 . .08 : ".063 .059 .043 .036
N . 1383 1357 . 1097 . - 1050 . 1250 . : 1278 914
Q T S T I 249

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Employmeht effects for Baltimore are more interesting, since they
are reported to be large and positive in Chapter 5, and although not all
pilot site attrition sample dummy variéblés are statistically significant
in the lower panel of Table C2.5, the negative signs of this coefficient
are consistent across time periods. As é result, Table C2.4 shows a
reduced program effect in the.absence of attrition for this site, wigh the
reduction falling in the 2 to 3 percentage point range. That is, from 28.5
to 26.5 percent, from 33;7 tb 31.6 peréent, etc. (See the second And fifth
columns in the bottom panel of Table C2.4.) Since, as discussed above for
participation, Baltimore blacks more nearly resemble the full sample than
do Denver Hispanics, this encourages us in the correctness of our basic
substantive finding regarding YIEPP employment effects~-they are large and

positive. »
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Table C2.6. Means for Samole Attrition and Program
Effects on Emolovment Ratios (Table €2.4)

Fall 1978 Spring 1979 Fall 1979 Spring 1980 Summer 1978 Surmer 1979 Surmer 1980

©2.6A. Local Field Survey, Hispanic Youths in Oenyer

Female .529 . .528 «540 .532 517 .534 «552
Age 206.1 204.2 201.6 200.5 208.8 203.0 199.2
Age squared 42668.4 41844.6 40748.4 40361.1 43776.0 41339.5 39756.0
Employment ratio, 12.7 11.6 9.1 8.5 14.1 10.4 8.7
Spring 1977 . -

Enployment razio, 36.96 36.5 3.8 34.8 39.2 36.4 34.6
Surcer 1977

Zoployment ratio, 0.2 18.7 16.7 6.6 21.9 18.0 16.1
Fall 1977 v

Degendent variable 39.3 46.1 40.0 41.6 49.5 47.6 47.9
{Employment ratio

in ) s

N 263 250 211 201 232 . 236 183

©2.6B. Atsrition Samole, Hisvanic Youths in Denver

Female .500 .486 .470 .453 .504 .485 .434
Age 207.8 207.0 ) 203.6 202.0 209.2 205.1 200.0
Age squared 43370.6 43004.7 41594.5 40899.5 43952.5 42231.0 ’ 40071.0
Exployment ratio, 13.3 129 1.3 10.3 13.3 : 1.6 8.0
Spring 1977 s

Employment ratio, 41.9 42.43 45.1 45.3 42.2 © 4.2 4.4
Sumcer 1977 ) .

employment ratio, 26.2 26.3 23.9 24.3° 25.6 25.5 23.6 °
Fall 1977 )

Dependent variable 34.3 39.7 39.3 3.8 39.4 46.7 33.8
(Employment ratio .

n ) . .

N 134 140 : 115 106 137 130 92
PPN ST S
c2.6C. local Field Survev, Hisoanic Youths in Phoenix

Female' .s27 .528 .518 .518 .51 .505 . .s38
Age : 204.9 203.3 199.7 199.2 208.8 - Tl g e e 0 198 0 B e
Age squared 42189.8 41490.9 39992.4 39752.4 43752.5 40569.3 40011.5
Enployment ratio, © 13.0. 11.6 . “8.3 7.3 15.4 9.0 7.3
spring 1977 . . Jg}- I
Employment ratio, 28.2 27.4 23.3 22.7 . 31.2 23.0 20.4
Sumper 1977 .
Employment ratio, 18.2 17.1 12.3 11.4 . 22.6 13.8 11.0
Fall 1977
.Cependent variable 30.9 38.1 39.5 13.7 ' 33.0 46.3
(Employment ratio - .
in R] ’ N
N 110 106 :H] a3 92 91 65

Cc2.60. Attrition Sample, Hispanic Youths in Phoenix

Female " .s28 .543 .533 .533 516 .531 .542
Age ) 206.4 206.9 203.7 203.7 209.5 205.2 202.1
Age squared 42797.6 42995.7 41601.1 41601.1 44011.6 42235.8 40938.7
Employment ratio, | 15.0 15.4 1.6 1.6 17.4 13.2 6.2
Spring 1977 .

Employment ratio. 36.2 . 34.5 33.8 33.8 36.9 34.6 .33.8
Sugner 1977

Employment ratio. 18.4 18.9 16.5 . 16.5 18.0 14.8
Fall 1977

Dependent variable 32.6 34.3 . 42.0 34.7 36.3 42.8
(Employment ratio :

in )y o

N ' 36 . 3s 30 . 30 n 32 : 24

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table C2.6. (Continued)

¥all 1978 Spring 1979 [FAYERGYE Epnana s Surmer 1978 Surmer 1979 Sugmer 1980

an e Aafl mea ™ P GRS N e

* C2.6E. Local Field Survev, Black Youths in Aalt vy

Fenale ! 552 ; .555 .82 536 .553 .555 .542
Age 205.4 204.0 200.6 199.6 208.8 202.7 197.7
Age squared 42357.6 41764.5 40360.4 Wddge2 43758.9 41213.1 391768.3
Employment ratio, 4.0 3.7 2.9 2.8 4.5 3.5 2.4
Spraing 1977 .

Employzent ratio, 20.2 20.1 17.6 R 17.3 . 21.0 19.8 . 17.0
Summer 1977 . . :

Employment ratio, 7.6 7.1 5.9 5.1 8.7 6.9 4.5
Fall 1977 . .

Dependent variable 45.7 49.9 47.4 47.2 48.7 51.6 43.8

(Employment ratio
in )
—_—

N ) 944 933 745 712 842 876 624

C2.6F. Attrition Samole, Black Youths in Baltimore

Female .457 .443 .430 .447 .436 ' | la33 .470
Age 208.0 205.9 202.7 201.9 211.0 2040 200.2
Age -squared 43500.3 . 42549.9 41222.8 40881.1 4an7.z 41749.8 40178.4
Employment ratio, 4.7 4.4 5.5 5.7 5:2 4.8 6.5
Spring 1977 . *
Employment ratio, 24.3 23.9 22.8; 22.9 24.5 24.1 23.2
Summer 1977
Employment ratio, 8.8 8.5 8.2 : B.6 ' 9.8 - 9.3 7.8
Fall 1977 . .
Dependent variable 38.1 46.6 35.1 39.7 38.6 ‘ a1.3 37.4
{Employment ratio

. in ) *
w 105 99 79 76 94 ' s &6

€2.6G. Local Field Survey, 3lack Youths in Cleveland

Female .529 .526 .512 Js18 .517 .527 .513
Age ) 204.5 202.6 199.8 198.9 207.0 ’ 201.5 197.8
Age squared 41989.0 41221.4 40029.5 39658.2 430421 40724.0 39217.5
Employment ratio, 5.3 5.5 5.7 4.8 6.3 ‘ 5.7 ) 5.1
Spring 1977 :

Employment ratio, 35.8 ’ © o 36.2 34.9 34.6 e 37,50 35.7 35.1
Summer 1977 .

Employment ratio, 9.5 " 9.5 8.6 ) 7.7 11.0 X . 8.5 7.1
Fall 1977 .
Dependent variable 17.2 . 16.6 27.3 . - 28.6 36.1 41.2 35.4

{Employment ratio .
in )

N 255 249 207 199 238 239 - ’ 187

C2.6H. Attrition Samole, Black Youths in Cleveland

Female .443 .434 © la3e 460 461 ©.425 ' .421

Age 206.9 205.0 203.3 ©o o 202.4 . 208.9 n 204.5 201.3
Age squared 42946.1 42150.5 41461.4 - 41053.5 43791.0 41930.3 '40620. 3
Employment ratio, T 4.5 4.6 5.4 - 4.6 4.2 4.8 C 5.1
Spring 1977

Esployment ratio, 29.6 30.8 30.3 . 30.1 29.9 . 30.3 A
Sunmer 1977 . . . .

Employment ratio, - 9.5 9.9 1.4 10.3 1.2 . 10.3 : 1.4
Fall 1977 : .
Dependent varjiable 20.3 23.7 ' 31.5 " 35.1 40.8 ' ’ 36.0° - . *38.3
{Employment ratio ’ vt

in ) N

N - : 79 © 76 L 66 . . . &3 : %6 . 3 - . s7- "
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PUBLISHED REPORTS ON THE YIEPP DEMONSTRATION

Ball, Joseph; Diaz, William; Leiman, Joan; Mandel, Sheila; McNutt,
Kenneth. THE YOUTH ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION: AN INTERIM REPORT ON
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION, 1979.

Ball, Joseph Wolfhagen, Carl; with David Gerould and Loren Solnick.
TIE PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE BUSINESSES AS WORK SPONSORS IN THE
YOUTH ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION 1981.

Ball, Joseph; Gerould, David M., Bursteln, Paul. THE QUALITY OF WORK IN
THE YOUTH ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION, 1980. ’

Barclay, Suzanne; Bottom, Christine; Farkas, George; Olsen, Randall;
Stromsdorfer, Ernst W. SCHOOLING. AND WORK ‘AMONG YOUTHS FROM LOW-
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS: A BASELINE REPORT FROM THE ENTITLEMENT DEMON-
STRATION, 1979. o '

Diaz, William A.; Ball, Joseph; Jacobs, Nancy, ‘Solnick, Loren; Widman;
Albert. THE YOUTH ENTITLEMENT - DEMONSTRATION SECOND INTERIM REPORT
ON PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 1980.

Diaz, William A.; Ball, Joseph; Wolfhagen, Carl; with Judith Gueron,'

Stephanie Sheber, and Albert Widman. LINKING SCHOOL AND WORK FOR " -

DISADVANTAGED YOUTHS: THE YIEPP DEMONSTRATION: FINAL IMPLEMENATION
REPORT, 1982. :

Farkas, George; Smlth D Alton, Stromsdorfer, Ernst W.; Bottom, Chrls—
‘tine.  EARLY IMPACTS FROM. THE YOUTH ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION
PARTICIPATION WORK AND SCHOOLING 1980 '

Leiman, Joan. QUALITY CONTROL OF ELIGIBILITY RESULTS OF A PILOT PROJECT
YOUTH ENTITLEMENT DEMONSTRATION 1980.

Manpower Demonstratlon Research Corporatlon. THE YOUTH ENTITLEMENT,
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM: A SUMMARY. REPORT ON. THE_ START-UP PERIOD OF-
THE YOUTH INCENTIVE' ENTITLEMENT PILOT PROJECTSY™ 1979.

All published reports  are available from Manpower Demonstratidn‘Researgh
Corporation at a charge of-$5.00 each to handle printing costs and
ma111ng L ' - : '

”;';.325"




SUPPLEMENTAL PAPERS

Ivry, Robert; Wolfhagen, Carl; Van Horn, Carl E. THE ENRIZHMENT PROGRAM:
STRENGTHENING THE SCHOOL-WORK LINKAGE IN THE YOUTH INCENTIVE EN-
TITLEMENT PILOT PROJECTS, 1982.

Joans, Barbara. THE YOUTH INCENTIVE ENTITLEMENT PILOT PROJECTS DEMON-—
STRATION: HOW YOUTHS VIEW THE PROGRAM, AN ATTITUDINAL STUDY, 1981.

Mandel, Sheila; Solnick, Loren. A PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF THE IMPACT OF
YOUTH ENTITLEMENT ON SCHOOL BEHAVIOR, 1979.

’FORTHCOMING REPORTS AND SUPPLEMENTAL PAPERS

Unicon Research Corporation, Measuring Displalement in the YIEPP Demon—
stration, forthcoming in 1983.

Abt Associates, Inc. Final Report on In-Program and Post—Program Impacts,
forthcoming in 1983.
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