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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

~ This report represents the completion of an extensive evalu-

ation of pre-employment programs as potential strategies for
moving disadvantaged youth into private sector jobs. _The report
inspects long-run impacts on participants in five 70081 Pre-

employment Programs, who enrolled in these programs_between

January 1979 and 2April 1984, by analyzing data from follow-up
inteérviews of participant and comparison youth between 24 and 4@

The 78001 Program

78801 Ltd. is a national organizaticn with over 53 locally
operating programs, designed primarily to serve disadvantaged
youth., The progzam couples modest job-readiness and educational

training with job placement in order to help youth gain a hold in
the labar market. Pre-employment training provided y the
ptogram includes but is not limited to such activities as how to

fill out a job application, how to handle oneself in a job

interview,; shaping realistic work behavior, and how to interpet
help-wanted ads:. The average participant receives 32 hours of

such training. Participants also receive career counseling, job
placement, and the opportunity to take GED classés:

70001 participants range in age between 16 and 21. All are

economically disadvantaged; and over 88% came from minority
groups. Sixty percent are women. Practically all of the

cites. The participant group consists of the entire population

of 535 youth who entolled jn the 70001 program between January

1979 and April 1988 in the five directly-operated sites of

Atlanxa, Boston, Richmond, San Antonio, and ‘Tulsa: = The
comparison grewp is made up of 449 similar youth from the same

cities, and for the most part drawn from lists of registrants at

loca: job service offices. It is important to note that the

study used a comparissn group rather than control group

méthodsiogy. = Participant and comparison youth are very similar

irn terms of background characteristics, but they were not
randomly assigned to each group.

 Two previous zeports on this sample -- one bazed on follow-up
data averaging nine months since intake and the second pased on

follow=up datas averaging fourteen months since intake --_ found
that 70081 participants had statistically significantly higher

vii
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catnings than comparison youth. The purpose of this study --
consisting of follow-up interviews_ taken between 24 and 4@ months

since intake -- was to determine if the early positive effects of
the 78001 program persisted over time.

Xey outcomes examined in this report include weekly earnings,
probability of employment; and occupational attzinment. These

oatcomes are studied both at the point-in-time of the 24 to

4g-month follow-up in May and June of 1982 and for calendar year
198%. ThHe outcomes in this third follow-up wave are also

compazed with the results from the two earlier follow-up waves in

order to determine changes over time in program effects: Because
all the interviews in this 24 to 4@-month follow-up took ptace
during a recesSsion, and because the females in the sample are in
an age group characterized by high rates of childbearing, special
attention was paid in_ the report to separating out recessionary

and childbearing effects from change¢ s over time in program
effects.

‘Before discussing results, it is important to note that the

70001 programs that we chose for follow-up interviews fthat is;
the directly-operated ones) per formed better on short term
outcome measures (placement in jobs) than those sites not chosen
for follow-up. This might suggest not only that one caanot

generalize from these five sites, but also that analyses based on

them might overstate the benefits to youth. " on the other hand,

one must be cautious at taking these results (from experiences in
programs in 1979 and 1988) and generalizing to 70681 programs
today since some modifications have undoubtedly been mzde to

strengthen the benefits to youth.

 The following findings are derived from the last wave of

follow-up interviews on 70001:

o After doing various model specifications, we found no

statistically significant evidence taat thie 70001 programs
investigated here have _impacts on the _longer _run

employability of their participants. while positive
effects of the program were found at "9" and "14" months

after intake; by the 24 to 4¢-month post-intake period,
these coffects appeared to have decayed. The effects _in
the 24 vo 40-month post-intake period are near zero for
the total sample and for males, but negative and  statis=

tically significant for females. we found no evidence of
the impact of 70001 on the occupational skill fevel of

patticipants nor on the annual earnirngs of participants in
calendar year 1981, that is, 21 %o 33 months after program
jintake.
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o The apparent decay of program effects in this 24 to 40-

month period appears to result in large part from an

improvement in the labor market position of the comparison
group;,; in the face of a deep recession; at the same time

that the participants are experiencing a slight deteriora-
tion of their position in the labor market: There i5

litcie convincing evidence that the recession was largely
responsible for the decay of program effects. Differen-

tial childbearing by the participant and comparison groups
cannot explain the negative program effects for females,
although childbearing and responsibility for dependents
has clearly been influential in the differential patterns

of labor force behaviors of the male and female
participants.

6 1In this longer term follow-up, 70801 sites investigated
here were shown to have a positive impact on GED
attainment.

o The program is relatively inexpensive when compared with
other treatment modalities.  However, it is one of the

more expensive pre-employment programs.

o When using a "pay-back" analysis, the program is not cost-

cffective for females, as females can never pay back the
cost of the program. The program is quite cost-effective
for males as they pay back the cost of the preogram _in just

over one year,; and is almost, but not quite cost-effective
for the overall sample, as participants come close to but

are never gquite able to pay back the cost of the program-

(Note that this reversal from the garlier report is due to

the fact that early participant gains were offset by

subsequent participant losses retative to the comparison
group.)

In sum, these results suggest that our research has provided

evidence that the 7060091 programs investigated here have a

positive effect in the short run, but no evidence was found_ to
suggest  that 70061 had longer run impacts on youth's
employability.

Implications for Policy Makers

The research confirms that well-run pre-employment programs
such as 70001 can:

o place disadvantaged, out-of-school youth in private sectoer

jobs at a low cost per placement and without offering
direct subsidies to employers (nor do employers take

advantage of tax credits)
o attract same youth to job-readiness training activities
without paying a stipend

ix
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o increase youth earnings, at least temporarily, relative to
a ééﬁpatiébh group

o work for youth under 18 as well as for older youth.

Moreover, it should be noted that the 700801 programs investigated

here have a more enduring labor market impact than many other
such pre-employ“ent programs studied through the Department of
Labor.

employability of youth, as mezsured by subsequent likelihood of
employment, earnings or type of job held at 24 to 40 months after

intake to the program. _(Note, inm this longer term follow-up,

participation in 70081 did positively affect GED attainment.)
Thus, while the prsogram meets many of its objectives; such as

placing youth in private sector jobs and increasing earnings in

employability. In short, the programs place youth in private

sector jobs, allowing them to reap earnings gains; but eventually
comparison group members will get jobs on their own and the

advantage to participants disappears. Despite the fact that the

768061 programs meet many important objectives, one is left

wondering whether pre-employment programs such as 700601 are good

social jnvestments. For while these programs are able to
increase patticipants' earnings in the short run, they do not
appear to be able to increase youths' earnings in the long run.
Additional interventions might be required subsequent to pre-
employment experience to sustain the earnings gains produced by
the program: Especially for youth under 18 years of age, pre-
employment programs like 78801 may be only the first step in a

series of necessary interventions.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

5ince 1978, Public/Private Ventures has been conducting a

multi-site demonstration project for the Department of Labor's
Office of Youth Programs. The project aimed at developing and

assessing a variety of approaches to private sedtor participation
in employment and training programs for 16 to 2% year-old, econo-
mically disadvantaged, out-of-school youth. Gverwhelmingly these

are poor, minority drop-outs who find getting work to be a "mad-

dening, dead-end course.’' The Private Sector Demcnstration em-

compassed six distinct interventions: pre-employment services,

temporary work experience, targeted skills training; subsidized
work experiemce, youth entrepreneurship and small business in-

centives. Fimal reports from each intervention have been com-
pleted.

programs: 786001 Ltd. and Jobs for Youth, Inc. To date, two re~

ports have been written which summarize the results from the

follow-up _ interviews which were collected at "nine" _and

"fourteen" months post-intake (approximately three and eight
months after the "terminatiqn time", which was artificially set
at six months post-intake.)” While these two reports were to

have been the completion of the investigation of the effects of
pre-employment programs on disadvantaged youth, the results from

the second report were such that it seemed appropriate to do an
additional wave of follow-up interviews on one of these programs,

70001 Ltd. This report,; therefore; analyzes these last wave

follow-up data in order to inspect the longer term effects of a
particular pre-employment program. This chapter sets the stage
for the rest of the report by first recounting the earlier

results (and the puzzles therein), discussing the basic research
design used in this third wave of interviews, describing the
70801 model and then outlining the chapters to come.

Results from the Earlier Research

~ The earlier research®’3 on 78001 and the JFY program in
Boston indicated that these programs:

o place disadvantaged; out-of-school youth in private sector

jobs at a low cost per placement and without offering
direct subsidies to employers {nor do employers take

advantage of tax credits).

6 attract youth to job-readiness training activities without
paying a stipend.
6 increase youth's earnings, at least temporarily; in

amounts sufficient to make the programs cost-effective.

14



While these general statements can be made about both programs,

760081 and JFY exhibited different patterns of program impacts

o 7@80 had a positive and statistically significant effect
on the short-run earnings of youth, and the effect
appreciated over time; at least through the "14" mouth

post-intake period,  “Nine" months after intake, _ 70001
youth were earning an average of 514.15 more per week than
their matched comparison counterparts when other factors

were held constant: At "14" months, the difference had
grown to $24.40.
5 JFY Boston had pronounced and statistically significant

short-run effects on the earnings of its participants, but
by month "14," the net earnings impact of JFY over its

comparison group had aécreased,and7ﬁ§§W§6t,§tétisticallj
significant: “Nipe" months after intake; JFY had a net
impact of $28.08 on the weekly earnings of participants

over their comparison cohort: By "14" months post-intake

this impact was §12.62 and was not statistically

significant relative to comparison group earnings.

The JFY effects were not puzzling. Often, in pre-employment

type ptograms which are inexpensive and of short duration; pro-
gram effects “decay" over time as members of the comparison group
eventually find jobs and achieve parity with participants. It
should be noted at the outset that the term "decay" as used in
this report refers to a "lessening of an impact or effect over
time:" Decay does not necessarily imply that participants are

doing worse over time, only that the gap between participants and

comparisons is diminishing. However, 780@}'s increasing effects
over time as well as the divergent patterns for the two programs
were surprising:

We could not account for these surprising findings without

further study. Several potential explanations for these results

were assessed empirically and then ruled out: attrition in the

follow-up sample, differences among the sites in which the pro-

grams were located, the presence of some atypically high earners;

and the differences in the sex composition of the two programs.

Two potential explanations remained. The first related to

the fundamental differences between the two programs. JFY em-
phasized rapid non-individualized placement, and moderate
service levels, which could result in a rapid gain but an equally

rapid decay. On the other hand, 70001 with its more individual-
ized job placement system and more intensive services (and more

post-placement services), might be expected to exhibit a delayed

but more prolonged impact.

N
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‘Yet, it would be incorrect to accept this explanation before

ruling out an "artifactual™ one that could also explain the dif-

ferential patterns of program impact. There is no cfficial time

of termination from either of these programs, so an artificial
termination date of six months after intake was chosen, after it
was determined that participants, by and large, had no further

contact with the program after this point. It is possible that
this artificial termination date is too early for 700601 or too

late for JFY. If this is the case; it is likely that there is a
time lag problem, such that 70861's program impact would 1look
exactly like JFY's (strong early gains with a rapid decay), if
the time lag problem were taken into account.

This explanation could not be assessed without another wave

of follew-up interviews. If 78001's impact has decayed at the
next wave of interviews, then this would provide some empirical

support for the explanation of the earlier surprising results
that the pattern of effects is similar for the two programs, with
the effects for 70001 lagged a number of months (perhaps due to
the artificial termination date). If 70001's effects do not
decay; or decay quite slowly, then we must revert to the

explanation concerning differential program services.

Research_ Questions and Research Design

The basic gquestion to be answered is: what are the longer run

impacts of the 70001 program? Additionally, the follow-up data

help distinguish between stepping stone and aging vat concepts of

gram participants are stepping stones to skilled careers, then

pre-employment programs.. If the minimim wage jobs found for pro-
the 24 to 40-month follow-up data should begin picking up scme
movement in the participant sample to higher skilled jobs. If

the minimum wage jobs are helpful as aging vats for participant
youth, then participants should have higher rates of empioyment

arid labor market participation than comparison youth.

~ To address these basic questions; an additional wave of
follow-up interviews was completed for the five 70001 programs
previously investigated. It was decided that additional
interviewing was not necessary for the JFY participant and

comparison samples; since JFY's effects had decayed by the last
wave of interviewing.

After funds were received from the Department of Labor, all

youths who were in the original 7@081 participant or comparison

samples were scheduled for interview in May and June of 1982,
This was between 24 and 4@ months after their initial entry into

the program (or in the case of the comparison group, from_ the
time they sought services). The Institute for Survey Research at
Temple University conducted the follow-up interviews and obtained

an impressive 86% response rate.



70881 Model

Before outlining the rest of the report, we will briefly

describe the 78001 pre-employment program model. (The reader is
referred to the two earltier reports on pre-employment services
for a lengthier description of the programs.) The term "pre-

employment services" has been applied to career counseling, job-
readiness training, self-directed job search 7iiﬁ§t:ucticni

remedial education, "try before hire" agreements and a host of
other service offerings. In this report, however, the opera-
tional definition is perhaps best conveyed by functionally

synopsizing the 70001 programs investigated here, that is; the
70001 program as operated in five sites between January 1979 and
April 198%. They couple modest job-readiness and educational
training with job placvement in order to help young people gain a
fiold in the labor market in such entry-level jobs as are
available to unskilled workers. They provide youth with

intensive but limited doses of career counseling, _educational

services, and pre-employment training, featuring such activities

as 1) how to fill out a job application, 2) how to handle
oneself in a job interview, 3) shaping realistic work behaviors,
such as punctuality and proper dress, and 4) how to interpret
help-wanted ads.

777§73i3tiﬁgui§hihg,féatﬁié7§?,7ééagfggfthat no financial

incentives are paid. Youth receive no stipend for participating

in the training; employers receive no reimbursement for hiring a

youth. It is worth noting that the term "pre-employment" program

is somewhat of a misnomer for 7@&@l because close contact is con-
tinued with youth as well as employers after placement in pri-
vate sector jobs.

78001 was begun in 1969 and within a decade burgeoned to over

fifty local programs, bound together by a strong national office.
its dominant modus operandi is a network of affiliiated programs,
each administered by a local sponsoring agency and funded largely
via CETA prime sponsors. The central office, comsisting of ap-
proximately fifty staff, supports each local program by providing
technical assistance, help in screening and hiring staff, cen-

tralized staff training, and promotional materialis. The central

office, located in Washington, D.C., is buoyed by an active board

of directors. In addition, a national advisory business group
and a national bipartisan Congressionél advisory associatjon fur=

nish high visibility and close contact witk business and legisla-

tive developments.

The prototypical 78801 delivery agency is by design not

large. Most serve from 75 to 125 youth per year. The typical

participant in the sample studied here was 17 or 18 years eold at
intake, black and economically disadvantaged. pPractically all

youth were high school drop-outs (99%) with one-fifth of these

completing only the eighth grade or less: ~ Not surprisingly, a
large segment read at a level well below chronological age; 58%

of the participants obtained less than a seventh grade equiva-

17



lency score on the Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE): In

terms of previous work experience, three out of ten youths had
never held a regular job:. _Of the youth citing previous jobs,
practically all were secondary labor market positions, with a

third of these paying below the minimum wage.

Sixty percent of the 70001 participants are women. 70001

staff suggest that female enrollees may be attracted to the

Pgééféﬁ!g more traditional édggatiﬁngl7foe;igg§ipggéu§?”t§§
majerity of these women were “forced" to leave school due to

pregnancy and welcome the prospect of 70@0l1's General Educational

Development (GED) course. _ Recruiting patterns have also been
suggested; with the rationale being that the peer grapevine, the
most common source of youth referral; tends to promulgate along
sexual lines:. If early participants are mostly female, later

ones will also be female, and vice versa.

. The typical participant hears about the program from friends;
but 70001 has made good use of media advertising, which accounts
for one in four participants' awareness of 70801. First contact

consists of explaining the program and inwiting yosuth to a small
group orientation. These range in duration across local sites
from a half-day to a full week. Orientation aims at providing
youth sufficient information about program requirements and
activities so that each young person can make a kmowledgeable

decision about entering the formal phase of the program.

For those who proceed, each must successfully complete a man-

dated (16 hours minimum) classroom regimen that focuses on
preparation for labor market entry. This component, dubbed PET
(Pre-Employment Training),; includes such content areas as identi-

fying and responding to job openings; grooming ard proper dress,

workplace requirements such as punctuality and courtesy, filling
out job applications, and the like. Full-time instructors apply

a variety of techniques such as role play, video=tape feedback
and field trips to businesses. From 50 to 80 percent of each

class completes PET, the average participant received 32 hours of

pre-employmen’ training.

Graduation typically is followed by job placement, which

occurs through an individualized process: A roster of employers,
who have shown interest based on previous participation or
earlier visits and mailings, is used in focusing the job search.

Half of the youth who enter the 70001 program are successfully
placed in unsubsidized jobs. As a means to job acquisition,

emphasis is placed on job-readiness training, socialization,
community values and especially education in the form of 4O
study. However, no relationship was evident between degree vur

type of service received and job placement.

While most job development is accomplished by local staff,

some is done with the assistance of the central office; which
solicits local leads and recommendations from national business

Uy
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associations; Staff try to match a prospective employer with a
given youth's interests and abilities: Personal contacts with
firms are made by 70061 staff usually in the form of a phone call
followed by an interview at the place of business._ Although
there is some variance in _approach, staff tend to downplay a

"hite a disadvantaged youth" appeal and accentuate the fact that
the youth desires to work and has successfully completed an

intensive job-readiness program.

Since most staff at 70001 implement all pregram functions, it
is usually true that the staff member who develops the job is

alsoc the counselor who assigns the youth to that job. The 70801
program stresses a young person's retention of his/her original
job placement. Staff at 70001 commonly accompany the candidate
to interviews and use the experience in subseguent counseling
sessions. The 78601 “job coordimator" continues post-placement

contact with youth and employers in order to respond to problems.

_ Education is accentuated at 70001, although it is _not
compuisory in all sites. standardized curricula are used at both
the pre-GED and GED level, and youth who do go on to gain a GED
are cited in 70001's national magazine. Often youth will spend

mornings in the PET seguence and afternoons in formal education

endeavors. For youth who have obtained jobs, evaning classes are
offered so that they can continue studying for their GED certifi-

cate. The educational cemponent is so promounced at 780081 that
in several cities 76001 is perceived by youth and referring agen-
cies as much as an alternative school as ap employment program.
Youth in the sample studied averaged ten hours of pre-placement

education _and the same amount after placement. However, very few
attained GEDs during their program participation. (See Chapter V

for evidence that they are significantly more likely to attain

70801 also places emphasis on the youth secializstion pro-

cess, a distinguishing feature not often found in employment and
training programs. Each local program is required to begin a
SEVCA Chapter (7€@001 Career Association) which is a cross between
a social club and a service organization. Its aim is to provide

peer support for young persons, concomitantly increasing commun-
ity and career awareness. Local SEVCA events might range from a

neighborhood clean-up to a dance, travel to ragional and national
confetences where youth participate in seminats, workshops and
competitions. It is difficult to calibrate SEVCA's contribution
tc youth employment; but it may offer considerable psycho-sucial
support during a difficult time of career and personal develop-
ment. Some staff have suggested that SEVCA offerings are more

appealing to young women than to men, and this could contribute

to 708061's high female representation.

outline of the Report

Chapter 1I continues the ‘discussion of research design

issues. It presents the characteristics of the participant and
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comparison groups, Eﬁérﬁff§§fgﬂ§fm§Ettitibh and several issues
telated to modeling, such as how to control for unobserved dif-

ferences between the patrticipant and comparison group.

~ chapter 11l presents the results from the analysis inspecting
the cffects of the program on labor market outcomes, including

employment status; occupation; and earnings.. ‘We examine these

outcomes both at the point-in-time of the 24 to 4¢-month post-

intake follow-up interviews and for calendar year 198l. We also

in program effects.

Chapter IV irispects two potential explanations for the

effects found in Chapter III. It investigates the possible
effects of the recession on the labor market behavior of these
disadvantaged youth and the potential effects of childbearing.
Chapter V considers the effects of the program on other outcomes.
in Chapter VI, we examine estimates of program costs and compare

these costs to program benefits. Chapter VII reviews the major
findings and makes policy recommendations.



Notes

2)

3)

A more complete discussion of this issue can be found in
the final report on pre-employment services. See (3)
below,

Public/Private Ventures, Second Interim Report: The
fmpact of _pte-employment — Programs _on Disadvantaged
Youth: A Short Term Follow-up Study. Fall 19481.
Philadelphia; Pennsylvania.

Public/Private Ventures; The : _Pr
Services on the Emplovment Earnings of Disadvantaged
Y __th, Final Report, April 19B82. Philadelphia,
bennsylvania.




CHAPTER Il
PARTICIPANT AND COMPARISON SAMPLES

‘The original sample for this analysis consists of 535
participants and 440 comparison gyouth. The participants are the
entire population of youth who entolled in 70001 programs between

January 1979 and April 198@¢ in the five directly-operated sites
of Atianta, Boston, Richmond, San Antonio, and Tulsa. For

purposes of this study, enrollmentr was defined as the point of
intake into the program, which usualiy represented a youth's

second visit to the site.

It is important to note that the 70081 programs that were
chosen for follow-up interviews (that is, directly-operated ones)
performed better in short term outcome measures, such as place-
ment in unsubsidized jobs; than those 78001 programs not chos=en

for follow-up {(see the earlier report): This suggests that one

must be cautious in generalizing to all 7@@8i programs, since

analyses based on our follow-up sites may overstate the benefits
to youth. On the other hand, one must remember that we are

investigating the long run effects on youth who entered these
five 70001 programs during 1979 and early 1980; modifications in
the program since then could alter the long run benefits to
youth.

It is alsc important to note that this study used a compari-=
son group rather than a cont:ol group methodology. The youth

were not randomly assigned to participant and comparison samples.

Rather, efforts were made to collect a comparison group of youth
who were as similar as possible to participant youth, both in

terms of background characteristics and the date at which they
applied for program assistance. The comparison sample, for the
most part, was matched youth for youth with the participant sam-
ple according to city, sex, age; race/ethnicity and month of
participant intake. Virtually all compa:ison youth were eco-=
nomically disadvantaged, unemployed, and high school dropouts.

They were drawn almost entirely from among registrants at local
job service offices. Where this procedure failed to yield enough
youth, additional comparison youth were gselected from lists in
CETA prime sponsor "not enrolled" files and from dropout lists
from schools and community-based organizations. (Note that this

program.) Table II-1 contrasts the participant and comparison

samples on selected background characteristics at the baseline

interview. Few statistically significant differences appear.
(Tables for background characteristics of male and female
participant and comparison samples are shown in Appendix Tables
A-11-1 and A-11-2.)

In the "9"—month post-intake follow-up, 383 participants and

346 comparisoms were interviewed for a completion rate of 66%.

In the "14"-month post-intake follow-up, 246 participants and 264
comparisons were interviewed for a completion rate of 52%. It
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TABLE II-=1

Background Characteristics at Intake
Participant and Comparison Groups

participants Comparisons

n= 535 n= 440
o o s
Average age 17.9 i8.2
Sex

male 41% 49%
female 59% 60%
Ethnicity
white 18% 143
black 62% 63%
Hispanic 20% 23%
High school degree 1% 13
Average reading score 6.8 6.6
(grade level)
Average number B s
of dependents .34 .50
Head of househoid 12% 13%
Family of one 113 10%
Member of family 77% 77%
Receiving AFDC 20% 15%
Ever held pre-program job 71% 75%
Average pre-program wage $7.06 s2:30"
Atlanta 19% 23%
Boston 19% 15%
Richmond 21% 19%
San Antonio 25% 20%,
Tulsa 173 22%

T -
"Indicates difference between groups reaches statistical

significance at the .@5 levels




should be noted that, in the "l4"-month follow-~up; an ecffort was
made tc track only those sample youth who had been interviewed in
the "9"-month follow-up. However, in tne 24 to 49-month follow-
up, an effort was made to reach all 975 youth in the original
baseline survey, regardless of whether they had been interviewed
at an earlier stage. The Institute for Survey Research at Temple

University was awarded the sub-contract to conduct these inter-

views. ISR reached 451 of 535 participants and 392 of 440,compa-
rison youth, for an overall survey completion rate of 86%.

 Statistical tests were conducted to test for possible sample
~tegition bias. Table I1-2 compares the baseline characteristics
for attriters and those followed-up at 24 to 4@ months. ({Tables
for males and females separately appear in the Appendix &s Tables
A-11-3 and A-1I-4.) As is clear in the tables; attrition does
not appear to affect the participant and comparison groups diffe-
rentially.

Controlling for Selection Bias

As is clear in Tazble 1i-1, there are some differences between
the patrticipant and comparisor samples in characteristics such as
age and number of dependents. pifferences between the comparisch
and participant groups causs no problem as lcng as all the dif-
ferences between the groups are okservable: The purpose of the
multivariate analyses in the fcllowing chapter is to control for

differences in observable chayacteristicz such as age; race/eth-

nicity, number of depsndents, and high school degree. However,
in non-randamly chosen ‘samples such as thegeé, there is the possi-
bility that both self-gelection and program selection procedures

could result in uncbserved differences between the participant

and comparison samples. One is only concerned abcut unobservable
differences that would affect outcomes, such as motivation and
self-initiative. Theoretically, the potential biases introduced

by such unobserved differences could operate in either direction;
that is, in favor of or against the program. More motivated
youth may be sttracted to 7¢@061 or; on the other hand, youth with

more self-=initiative may feel they can do better on their own.

In an attempt to take imto accoumt such unobserved differ-
ences between the participant and comparison groups, we used 3
recently developed economeztic procedure which controls for

selection bias i the estimation of program effects. This
procedure involves a two stage methodology which attempts to

capture unobservable characteristivs which affected selection
into the program. 1in the first stage of this analysis, selection
into the program is modeled based on varicus phservable differs
ences between sample individuals. From this model, coaditional

probabilizies of participation based oh observabie characteris=
tics are estimated for each individual. pDifferences between the
predicted and actual participation gtatus of each individual can

then be attribated to unobsexvabls ingividual characteristics.

e
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TABLE 11-2
Attrition in 24 to 4@-Month Follow-up Ssmple

participants ~ Comparisons.
Followed~- Attriters Followed- Attriters
up up
n=451 n=84 n=392 n=48
Average age 17.9%* 17.9 18.2 18.4
Sex o . .
male 40% 16% 39% 46%
female 60% 54% 61% 54%
Ethnicity o o _

white 13% 243 16% 22%
black 63% 57% 63% 63%
Hispanic 24% 19% 21% 15%
High school degree 1% 1% 1% 0%
Average reading o . o o
score 6.8 6.7 6.6 7.1
Average number - - L -
of dependents J34%* ;31 .48 .63
Head of household 12% 11% 14% 10%
Member of Family 78% 74% 78% 65%

o ) o - o
Family of one 10% 15% 8% 25%
Receiving AFDC 21% 12% 24% 22%
Ever held . o -
pre-program job 69% 74% 74% 83%

Average pre- o o o R

program wage $2.04+%¢* $2.19 $2.25 $§2.72
Atlanta sample 18% 20% ' 22% 31%
Boston sample 18% 23% - 14% 23%
Richmond Sample 23% 26% 21% 12%
San Antonjo sawple 26% 173 21% 13%
Tulsa sample 15% 26% 22% 21%

* - o e L
indicates difference between attriters and those followed-up
reaches statistical significance at the .05 level.
k- X e i il a3 mwimp ioARe AF
Indicates difference between participants and comparisons at

follow-up reaches significance at the .05 level:
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In the second stage of this analysis, program effects on outcome
measures are estimated, controclling for observable differences as

well as an add1t1ona1 varxabie, “lambda, repLesent1ng the tinobser-

géiectmon 1nto the program, (Resuits of selection models run se-

parately for the male and female samples appear. in Appendix
Tables A- ii 5 and A-I1I-6. ) To make _these models work, the gelec:

to any of the outcome measures. The variables “used to 1dent1fy

the select1nn equat1on 1nc1ude whether or not the youth was

Eookiplace. Because we control for pre-program _ labor market
experience in our outcome models; it could be argued that employ-

ment status at the point of the baseline interview should affect

program participation but not labor market outcomes two and three

years later. Slm11arly, season of 1ntake should affect program

The results in Table II-3 suggest that the selection model
does a fairly good job of predicting participation in the pro-

gram, The overall model is statistically significant, and the

identifying variables of employment status at intake and quarter

of intake both have statistically significant effects. = Other

variables which are significant in the equations include

neighborhood at intake and educational attainment. For both male

and female samples, comparisons tend to have more education than

part1c1pants., In the feméle select1on equat1on, comparisons tend

Random ass1gnment to part1c1pant and comparison groups was

fiot used. Nonetheless, participant and comparison group samples
are guite similar, in part as a result of the matching procedure

utilized. Sample attrition has not biased the samples for analy-
sis. While there may be minor observable differernices between the
participant and comparison groups, there may be unobserved

61f£§§§h§é§ as well due to the fact that there was no random
assignment to the participant and comparison groups. Because of

these possible differences, a correction procedure will be uséd

in the multivariate models to control for unobserved as well as

oibserved differences between the two groups: It should be noted

that this correction procedure controls for some but not all of
the unobserved differences between part1c1pant and compar1son

13



TABLE 1I-3

Probit Estimates of Selection into 7898081 Program
coefficient t-ratio
Age at intake -.087 -.21
Ethnicity -
black -.09 -.52
~ Hispanic -.37 -1:26
Sex L
male -.13 -1.17
Education level -.59 -9.86*
Head of household .22 1.28
Family of one .85 <25
Number of dependents -:27 =2.99*
Intake in winter . -.28 =1.59
intake in spring -.41 =2.88*
Intake in fall .67 .47
Unemployment rate -.13 -1:32
Ever held pre-program job .19 1.56
Employed at intake -1.20 -6.34*
Atlanta 1.03 2.28*
3oston 1.03 2.78*
Richmond . 55 2.18%
San Antonio 1.44 3.33%
Atlanta neighborhood .33 1.61
Boston neighborhood -1 1.96*%
Richmond neighborhood .23 1.85
San Antonio ne;ghborhood -.31 ~}:37
Tulsa neighborhood 1.37 4.57¢
Constant 2.14 3.17*

Sample size = 814

Proportion of participants in sample = 53%

Chi-square with 23 degrees of freedom = 260*

*Indicates statistical significance at the :65 level,




Notes

1)

See ISR's final report to Public/Private Ventures for
detailed response rates by city, sex, and participant/-
comparison group. In no city was the response rate_ for

either the participant or comparison group below 78%;

93% of the interviews were conducted iu person.

N
)
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CHAPTER III
PROGRAM IMPACTS

the key question that this last phase of the investigation of
the effects cof pre-employment programs was designed to answer was
whether 78081 program effects persist in the long run or whether

they decay as rapidly as did the effects of JFY. This chapter
presents the results of the econometric analysis of program

impacts. Alternative explanations for the effects and empirical

tests of them appear in the folliowing chapters.

Table III-1 presents mean earnings for all members of the

whether they were employed, by participant

group status and by sex; at each of the three follow-up waves.

Inspection of this table suggests that at the first two waves,
participants significantly outperformed comparison group members
in weekly earnings. (Note; however; that this is not the case

for females.) However, in the last wave, when comparing the
samplée aggregated by sex, participant and comparison group

members do equally well. Participants had been increasing their
earnings from the first to the second wave, but this rate of

increase tapered off between the second and third waves, at a

time when the comparison gtoup experienced a marked increase in

their average earnings. An inspection of these means by sex

indicates that male participants are still outperforming their
comparison group counterparts (but only slightly) whereas the
female comparisor group _has slightly surpassed the female

participants at ths 24 to 4@-month follow-up.

After various specifications in the multivariate analyses of

the 24 to 40-month follow-up data, we found some evidence that

the 70081 effects decay over time. Inspection of the means sug-

gests that the “"decay" results from the fact that compariscn

group members are doing increasingly better over time while par-

ticipants are experiencing some slippage in their employnent rate
and earnings.

For the total sample, there is some empirical evidence that

program effects go from being positive and statistically signifi-

cant in the earliest time period to slightly negative in the

final follow-up period. For females; the program effects becomes

negative and statistically significant in the latter time period.

For males, the program effect remains positive; but it is not
statistically significant.
th this chapter, we explain how these estimates were

obtained. The analysis is divided into three parts -- program
effects at the point-in-time of the 24 to 4@-month follow-up;

program effects from calendar year 1981, and program effects over

time using data from all three of the follow-up samples.

ﬁ\
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PABLE III-1

Mean Earnings at Each Follow-up Wave, by
Participant Group status and Sex

"g%_Month® m14"-Month®  24_to 40-Month

Total

participants $46.42" $55.24" $62.23

Comparisons 34.45 39.18 63,32
Males

participants $69.22* $98.74% $101.18

Comparisons 46.23 $3.25 93,38
Females

participants $32.9¢0 24199 $37.04

Comparisons 27.21 33.18 44.16

*Indicates that the difference between participant and
comparison group values reaches statistical significance at the
.85 level.

a1nese numbers may vary slightly from earlier reports because
the samples differ somewhat.

" In this section the program's net effects at the point-in-
time of the third wave follow-up interviews are estimated. As
noted earlier, these interviews all took place in May and June of

1982, and varied from 24 to 4@ months since the time of intake

into the 70801 program. Outcome measures considered include
employment status; weekly earnings, and occupational skill level.

In a later chapter; we examine the effects of participation in

the 78601 program on non-economic outcomes.

. Table I11-2 lists average wages, hours worked per week,

weekly earnings, and likelihood of being employed for the aggre-

gated sample and by sex, of the participant and comparison
samples at the time of the 24 to 40-month follow-up survey.



TABLE I1I-2

Labor Market Outcomes at 24 to 486-Month Follow-up,

Aggregated -Sample

Likelihood of
being employed
Mean wages of
__ those working
Weekly hours of
__ those working -
Weekly earnings including
zero earners
n

Males

Likelihood of
being employed
Mean wage of
~ those working
Weekly hours of
those working
Weekly earnings including

zero earners
n

participants

Comparisons

Ly

b

. .
= W
Lo+ ] [- -2

$62.23
451

W
W

wn
wn

$4.:
10
$101.78
179

42
$4.14
36

$63.32
392

.49
$4.54
38

$93.78
153

Females

Likelihood of
being employed
Mean wage of o
mwﬁﬁééé,ﬁéikiﬁé $3.73 $3.74
Weekly hours of -
~ those working 34 35
Weekly earnings including -
zéro earners $37.914 $44:16
n 272 238

<29 <37

*Indicates statistical significance at the .85 level.




.~ As §ﬁéf§§51§iiﬁagﬁéfés;7§aitiéipéht males are doing slightly
better in the labor market than comparison males, while partici-

pant females are doing somewhat worse than comparison females.

None of these differences, however, are statistically significant

with the exception that comparison group females are more likely
to be employed than participant females.

To sepurate out program effects, multivariate models for

weekly earnings and employment status were estimated. These

mnodels were estimated for the total sample and also separately

for males and females. Models were estimated separately for each
sex because the determinants of earnings are quite different (and

program impacts diverge) for the two sexes, as many of these

young women begin their childbearing during this follow-up

period. The patterns that appear in Table III-1 itself provide

ampie justification for the inspection of models estimated
separately by sex.

individual characteristics which were held constant included

age; educational status at intake,

ca race; Hispanic ethnicity,
whether or not the individual had ever held a job before the

program, number of dependents at intake, whether or not the

individual was a head of household or a member of a family at
intake, as well as whether the individual lived in Atlanta,

Boston, Richmond, San Antonio; or Tulsa. The lambda variable in

these models reflects the attempt to control for selection bias
using the results of the participation equation described in the
previous chapter.

Some could argue that merely inspecting the effects on em-

ployment and earnings is not sufficient for the youth popultion,

who during this transitional time may choose to return to school.
{Therefore, analyses on schooling outcomes appecr in Chapter V.)

The fear is that higher proportions of youth in school could
result in evidence of lower earnings in the short-run, but higher

parnings in the longer run. Inspection of the schooling data

suggest that the program has significantly increased the likeli~

hood of completion of a GED since intake; but differences between

patticipaq;éiéﬁafébﬁpétiébh,qrdupsfpnfcu;:ent enrollment or those
who list education or training as their major activity are at the
24-340@ month follow-up quite small. This suggests that our

decision to analyse the data this way {(and the rejection of

alternative, and yet more troublesome methods) has probably not
seriously biased the findings.

*

Controlling for education and training since intake is
problematic because this may have been A result of program
participation (and therefore is not exogenous in the outcome

equation. Estimating models separately for those in school and
those not in school is equally problematic. _We are unable to

control for differential solution into those two groups through
use of the technique because no instrument was avajlable.
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_ Tables 111-3 to III-5 present the results of the earnings
models. Appendix Tables A-III-1 and A-III-2 report the results
of the probability of employment models.

As is clear in these tables, we have found no evidence that

the program has a positive effect on earnings_ at the 24 tc 40-

month follow-up. For the combined sample; the models suggest

that the program effect is near zero and statistically incignifi-
cant; for males, the models snggest that the program effect is

positive but not statistical v significant; for females, the

models suggest the program ef: ¢t is negativz and statistically
significant.

The earnings models also were estimated both without the

correction for selection bias and with five additional variables

to take into account the fact that participants and comparisons
were differentially gecographically distributed within the five

cities: The conclusions made about the decay of program effects

are not sensitive to whether we control for selection bias.
omitting the correction for selection bias does not change the
program effect for the total sample; but it evens out somewhat

the difference between program impacts on males and females

(although the effect for females is still negative and

statistically significant). __Adding the five neighborhood
variables lowers the program effect for all three samples. The

results of models without the correction for selection bias are

presented in Appendix Tables A-III-3 and A-III-4.

| of the other explanatory variables in these models, it is a
bit surprising that education has no effect for males and is
negative and statistically significant for females. However, it
high school dropouts. For males, there may not be that much

diffaerence between leaving school after 9th; 18th or 11th grade.

For females, the negative education effect may be due to the fact

that women who left school early to have children, now have
chiidren oid enough to permit re-entrance to the labor market.
The effect of most of the other explanatory variables are as

expected.

We also investigated whether there was evidence that for
certain subgroups of the participants; the program stil}l had

positive and stazistically significant effects at_the 24 to

30-month period. Comparisons were made for those of differant
racial/ethnic groups (white/black/Hizp.nic) and participants of

different ages (under 18 at intake versus 18 years of age #nd

older). In none of these groups could there be found empirisat

evidence for statistically significant positive program effects

on employment and earnings in the 24-40 month period:



TABLE 111-3

o adjusted Tobit Estimates. of the Determimants _
of Weekly Earnings at 74 to 40-Month Follow-up, Total sample

independent Adjusted - ] )

Variables Coefficient® t-ratio
Age at Follow-up 1:.15 1.12.
Race (Black = 1) -33.58 -6.99*
Ethniciry (Hispanic = 1) -41.19 -5.25%
Sex (Male = 1) 48.29 12:97*
Education at intake -2.086 -.90
Head of household o o
at intake -7.32 ~1.34
Nct living with family ] -
at intake ) 14.68 S 2.91*
Dependents at intake 3.07 1.03
Ever held pre-program job 16.76 2.98*
Atlanta -9.9% -1.85
Boston _ =1.43 -8.27
Richmond -21.79 -4.05%
Sap Antonio 14.41 1.86
Lanp@gf(Co::ectxon -
_ variable) 3.56 .62
Participation -7.02 -.179
Constant 1.62 -85

Sample size = 828
Mean weekly earnings = $62:72

Proportion with positive earnings = 540

Sigma = 39.78

37he tobit coefficients have been adjusted by the proportion

in the sample with positive earnings.

eIndicates statisticai significance at the .05 level:
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TABLE III-4

_ Adjusted Tobit Estimates of the pDStermipants
of Weekly Earnings at 24 to 4@8-Month Follow-up, Males

Independent Adjusted

variables Coefficient’  t-ratio
Age at Follow-up 3.86 -.92
Race (Black = 1) . ~41.36 -2:07%
Ethnicity (Hispanic = 1) -48.38 --90
Education at intake .95 .09
Head of household o o
 at intake -59.73 =1.48
Not living with family
at intake S 31.24 1.42
pependents at intake 19.89 .98
Ever held pre-program job 28.78 1.91
Atlanta -§8.96 -.39
Boston - 17.66 _«71
Richmond -42.456 =2.40*
San Antonio 50.18 .91
Lambda (Correction o
~ gariable) -19.68 -.84
participation 31.39 -84
Constant 76.12 -:93

Sample size = 324

Mean weekly earnings = §97.22

Proportion with positive earnings = .54
Sigma + 96.09

 2Here, method of moments technique is used to derive the tobit
coefficients as the Fletcher Powell procedur® did not converge.
1t should be noted that the Fletcher Powell touytine produces more

statistically significant effects than the method of moments, a
less efficient routine:
‘Prhe tobit coefficients have been adjusted by the proportion

in the sample with positive earnings.

*Indicates statistical significance at the :05 level.
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TABLE III=5

Adjusted Tobit Estimates of the Determinants of Weekly Farnings
3t 24 to 340-Month Follow-up, Females —

Independent Adjusted

variables Coefficient® t-ratio
Age at Follow-up .51 .54
Race (Black = 1) - -37:69 -8.03*
Ethnicity (Hispanic = 1) -46.19 -6.63*
Education at intake -5.03 -2.4@*
Head of household : - L
~_at intake - 2.23 .53
Not living with family o o
at intake 5.00 .89
Dependents at intake -3.98 -2.05*
gEver held pre-program job 8.61 2.86*
Atlanta 13.38 -2;78*
Boston -3.85 -.73
Richmond -11.91 ~2:37*
San Antonio : 2.50 .37
Lambda (Correction - .
variable) 18.23 3.46*
participation -31.65 ~3.83*
Constant 5%.78 2.59*

Sample size = 584

Mean weekly earnings = $408.5%
Proportion with positive earnings
Sigma = 19.53

.32

3rhe tobit coefficients have been adjusted by the proportion

in the sample with positive earnings.

sindicates statistical significance at the <05 level.
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We also examined the occupational skill distribution of the

participant and comparison samples at 24 to 4@-months after-
-intake. Occupations from the survey were coded into three-digit

census classifications and then ranked by their Specific Voca-
tional Preparation (SVP) score: The SVP index coansists of nine

levels, denoting the time it takes to become proficient at an

occupation once prerequisite education has been completed. The

scale varies from level 1 {(short demonstration only) to level 9

(over 18 years). Here, a skilled occupation was defined as one

requiring at least six months to learn properly (SVP level 5 and
above). Examples of occupatisns classified as skilled under this

definition include car-penters, machinists; mechanics, and appren-

tices in the construction trades. Examples of occupations class-

ified as unskilled include deliverymen, health aides, laborers,
and operatives. Table III-5 lists the percentages of the

employed comparison and participant samples who were in skilled
occupations at the time of their third wave interview.

TABLE III-6

) s of Employed Participants
and Comparisons in Skilled Occupations
at 24 to 40-Month Follow-up; by Sex

participants Comparisons
Males 25% 21%
_n_ 1040 82
Females 5% 19%»
n 8a 81

table I11-6 indicates that male participants in 7080l were
not more likely than male comparison individuals to hold skilled

jobs at the 24 to 4@-month follow-up.. However, comparison group

females who were employed were significantly more likely to be
found in skilled jobs than participant females. A multivariate

model was estimated to explain employment_in gkilled occupations.

From these multivariate analyses, we found ao evidence that

program participation significantly improved the chances of

youth's moving into skilled occupations:

These results are not surprising as most Of the youth in the

sample are employed in low-skilled occupations. For both parti-
cipant and comparison males, most commonly held jobs inmcluded

janitors, food service workers; short-order cooks, deliverymen;

gardeners, and Security guards. For participant and comparison
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females, most frequently held jobs included food service workers,
cashiers, riurse's aides, cleaners and janitor=; and office/cler-
ical workers. Occupational distributions; by participant group
status and by s2x, are presented in Appendix Tables A-1I!-5 and
A-I11-6.

program Impacts Puring the 1981 Calendar Year

In the third wave follow-up interviews, besides obtaining

informatior on current labor market status and earnings, ques-
rions were also asked regarding employment and earnings for cal-

endar year 1981. As participants entered the program sometime
between January i379_and April 1980, calendar year 1981 represen-

ted a period that for tne most part ranged between 12 and 33

months since intake:

We were interested in inspecting calendar year earnings

because at each previous wave of follow-up, we had only obtained
information on weekly earnings and were, therefore, forced to
make assumptions about how these translated into annual earnings
gains. We therefore collected data on annual earnings in hopes
of obtaining more in-depth estimates of program_impacts. A

caveat is appropriate here, however. Since catendar year 1981

was between 12 and 33 months after intake, analyses of annual

earnings will not be directly comparable to any of the wave-by-
wave analyses. 1In fact, the effects might be expected to be

somewhere between those found in the second and third waves-:

Table III=7 lists averages for yearly earnings, weeks worked

full-time, and weeks worked part time, by sex, for the partici-

pant and comparison samples as reported for 1981

As is evident in the table, both participant males and fe-

males did better than their respective comparison groups durin.

1981 than they did in May and June of 1582. While most of these
differences are_ not statistically significant, ﬁélé,gg;tlcipan;s

worked substantially more full-time weeks in 1981 than did com-

parison males. (Note that participant relative to comparison
group ones may be slightly underestimated due to differential

school enrollment;)

' We attempted to separate out program effects on these 1abor

market outcomes through the use of multivariaste analysis. We

Found no evidence that program participation had a significant
effect on 1981 carnings or weeks worked full-time for males or

fematles:

~ We also examined program effects on the skill tevel of the
job held longest during 1981, Table I11=8 lists the percentages
of employed participants and comparisons, by sex, who had skilled
occupations at their longest held jobs in 1981. Table 111-8

suggests that participants were not more likely than comparisons
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TABLE III-7

Labor Force Outcomes Reported for Calendar Year 1981,
by Participant Group Status and Sex

Participants Comparisons

Mean yearly -

earnings $4,486 $3,;891
Mean weeks i . o
~ worked full-time 27.0* 19.9
Mean weeks : . -

worked part-time 5.0 4.8
n 179 154
Females

earnings $1,813 81,727
Mean weeks -
~ worked full-time 13.3 12.3
Mean weeks = o

worked part-time 3.3 3.5

n 272 238

*Indicates statistical significance at the .05 level

TABLE 111-8
Percentages of Employed Participants and Comparisons Wh
Skilled Occupations In the Job Feld Longest During 1981

participants Comparisons
Males 21% 22%
n 132 101

Females _10%

17%
n 131 94
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to be employed in skilled jobs in 1981, No evidence was found

that the program had a statistically significant impact on occu-

pational attainment during calendar year 1981.

~ Thus, we have found no evidence that participation in the
700601 program had a statistically significant impact on earnings

or employment 24 to 40 months after entry into the program Or on

earnings and employment during calendar year 1981, some 12 to 33

months subsequent to entry to the program.

Program Effects Over Time

{n this section, we use data from the three follow-up waves

to estimate changes in program effects over time. Across the

three waves of data, follow-up cbservations range from 7 to 40-

months since intaké. The spread is fairly evenly distributed

throughout the entire range. To test for changes in program ef-
fects over time, the months-since~intake variable was broken into
intervals of six months each.

fable 1II-9 Summarizes the changes over time in program ef-

fects on weekly earnings. There is no "best” method to estimate
effects over time in a pooled data set when the distribution of
the dependent variable requires maximum likelihood estimation

techniques. For this reason, estimates using alternative techni-
ques are presented. (Appendix B explains how these estimates

were derived and the limitations of each.) Table III-9 assesses
the sensitivity of the estimates and conclusions to two factors:

the inclusion of lambda a correction for unobserved differences

between the participant and comparison groups), and whether the
data are pooled or estimated wave by wave. We prefer estimates
corrected for selection bias; but we have no preferred estimation
technique between the pooled and the wave-by-wave, Since the
pooled estimates are uncorrected for correlations of errors

across observations associated with the same individuals.

While the estimates fluctuate considerably, most of the

conclusions drawn from them do not seem to be very sensitive to

the estimation procedure. They are as follows:

o When considering the sample aggregated by Ssex, program

participation appears to have & statistically significant

positive effect on participants in tne early post-program
periods,; but then the effect becomes negative, but not

statistically significant: Thus there is evidence that

the overall program effect exists but decays.

o For males, there is evidence that: the program has a

larger positive, and almost always statistically sig-

nificant effect in the early post-program periods; but the
effect tapers off and becomes statistically insignificant

and negative in some model specifications in certain

3 3
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TABLE III-9

Adjusted Estimates of the Net Effects of the 70881 Program
on Earnings by Months Since Intake and-Sex -

7=12 13=18 19-=23 24=29 3@-35 36-40

Males

for selection bias) 24 52 22 29 39 13
Pooled (corrected for - o - - - B
selection biasj 27% §2%* 3p* 32+ 21 9
Wave by wave (not corrected , o -
for selection bias) 16 53%% 22 -2 11 -15
Pooled (not corrected o o o o o o
for selection bias) 22%% 36%* 25%% 26* le** -14
o
Wave by wave (corrected ~ o [
for selsction bias) 7 =27%* =30** 3%k _43*%x ] g«
Pooled (corrected for - ] - o o —
selection bias) -g* -5 -9 -20%%  _24%% _11°*
wave by wave (not corrected o - . .
for selection bias) 6 19%* 7 =2 -1ae 12%+
Pooled (not corrected - ~ : - .
for selection bias) 5% gk & 5 -5 -g%# 4
55E51D
Wave by wave (corrected = = - ] , - B
for selection bias) 152 13 2 -7 -12 -8
Wave by wave (not corrected = o ) - ]
for selection bias) 1g*+* 29%# l16%* 1 -5 -.4

~ *Indicates statistical significance at the
.10 level.
s*Indicates statistical significance at the .05 level.
PAppendix B describes how these estimates were obtained.
Coefficients have been adjusted by the proportior about the limit.
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time periods: Thus; there is evidence that the effect for males

exists in the early post-program period and then decays.

o For females, there is evidence that the effect is negative
and statistically significant in the later post-program
periods.

the estimates of the effects for females in the early post-

program periods are sensitive to the estimation procedures used.

~ Thus, while the estimates during the latter three time

periods are not sensitive to the type of estimation procedures
used, some of the earlier estimates are. Nevertheless, therze is

evidence of a decay of program effects at 24 to 40 months after

program intake.

Summary

. In this chapter we inspected program effects at the time of
the 24 to 4@-month follow-up, for calendar year 1981, and for the
entire 7 to 40-month follow-up pe:jqﬁif7F6t,ﬁélés;,wefﬁgqn§
evidence that the program effects were positive but statistically

insignificant in the 24 to 49-month post-program period. We
found additional evidence that program effects were found to be
negative and statistically significant for females; and slightly

negative but not statistically significant for the total sample

at the 24 to 4d-month follow-up. _ For calendar year 1981, program

effects i7ere insignificant for all three groups. ~Over the 7 to
40-month follow-up period, there is evidence that program effects

were found to have decayed for all three samples. The effect for

males remains positive but is not close to statistical signifi-
cance. No significant differences in occupational attainment
were found between the participant and comparison groups == eith-
er at the time of the 24 to 4@-month follow-up or during calendar
gear 1981; Three important factors must be kept in mind when

considering these resalts. First, the programs selected for fol-
low-up were not repre&intative of all 706601 programs. Second,;

these results address the longer term effects of 7808081 on enrol-

lees in the programs several years agos it is possible that
modification to the program have altered the pattern of program
impact. Third; while not likely, it is remotely possible that
differential enrollment in educational training programs effects
these results in an unknown fashion. (This tatter possibility is

investigated in Chapter Vi)

*he next chapter investigates pbggibiéAéxﬁiiﬁifi6ﬁs for the

decay of program effects. First, potential effects of the
recession are inspected and then differential childbearing by

participants and comparison group females is assessed.



CHAPTER IV
ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS
In Chapter III, we found evidence that the effects of the

700081 program had decayed over time. One possible explanation is

that thHe latest observations were obtained in the middle of a

deep recession, which hit youth and inner cities particularly

hard., 1In this chapter, we attempt to disentangle the impacts o

the recession on the estimates of program effects. Further, the
program has negative effects on females in the longer rum post
program periods. This is a bit surprising. Therefore, this
chapter attempts to make sense of this finding by ascertaining
whether differential childbearing by participant and comparison
females has produced the negative program impact for females;

After the assessment of alternative explanations, the summary o
the chapter conciudes the anaiysis of post-program impacts.

EFFECTS OF THE RECESSION ON PROGRAM EFFECTS

One concern is that the 24 to 4@-month follow-up interviews
took place in May and June of 1982 in the midst of a deep
tecession. The comparison group methodology should take care of
this ptoblem since participant and comparison youth should be
simitarly affected by the economic downturn. However, a case

could be made that the participant and comparison groups were
differentially affected by the recession: the participant group
could have moved into better paying and higher skilled jobs if it
were not for the bad economic times; or the participant group
went into the recession with higher employment rates and thus had
more to lose. We attempt through a number of different approach-
es to disentangle program decay effscts from the effects of a
recessionary economy.

The most straightforward approach to trying to separate out
recessionary effects is simply to look at the patterns of
employment changes that have occurred in the participant and
comparison samples. Table iV-1 breaks down mean earnings at each

of the follow-up waves into wage and employment components.

When the effects of a program “decay," it canm ‘result from
comparison group gains over time, deterioration in gains of

participants, or both. If the recession was largely responsible
for thie decay of program effects, we would expect to see little
improvement by comparison group meebers and a deterioration of
the participant group position. The patterns exhibited in Table
IV-1 make it difficult to accept a simple recessionary effect

explanation for the decay of program effects. Participants do

suffer employment losses between the second and third follow-up
waves, but a large part of the decay of program effects is due to

comparison gains rather than participant losses. The patterns in
Table IV-1 do not appear _to suggest recessionary effects; but

rather decay of program effect.
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TABLE IV-1

at Each Follow-up Wave,gbygpartlc1pan:,Group Status and Sex

Propor tion Employed®

Follow-up wave

n§N-moRER- - "I4" month ~"24-43 40 month

Males

Participamts .55% .60* .53

Comparisons :37 .43 .49
Females

Participants .32 .33 .29%

Comparisons +25 .31 37
Total

Participants -41* .43 .38

Comparisons .29 .36 .42

Wage Rates for Those Who Are Employed®

Males

participants $3.60 54.04 $4.55

Comparisens $3.60 $3.64 $4.54
Females

participants 53.20 $3.59 $3.73

Comparisons §3:45 $3.53 $3.74
Total

participants $3.40 $3.81 $4.18

Comparisons $3.52 $3.57 $4.14

*Indicates difference between partlcipants and comparison
group reaches significance at the :05 level.

3These numbers may vary slightly from those in earlier

reports because the samples differ slightly.
32
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A second fairly simple test for possible recessionary effects

is to concentrate on particular follow-up waves im looking_ for
prtogram decay. The 24 to 4@6-month follow-up wave took place

entirely in May and June of 1982 in the middle of a recession:

The "14" month follow-up wave had a mean of 15 months since
intake; but spanned a period of 7 to 29 months since intake.
Mariy of the interviews took place before the recession began.
Tabie 1V-2 presents estimates of program effects by sex and
follow-up wave,; by the number of months elapsed since intake.

TABLE IV=2

Adjusted Esti the 78081 Program
on Earnings at the "14" Month and 24 to 4@-Month
Follow-up Waves, by Sex

“14" Month Wave

7-18 Months 19-29 Months
Males 53 25
Females -29¢% ~34*

24 to 40-Month Wave

32-40 Mornths

Males 41 12
Females -35+% -33¢%

. sIndicates that the effect itself reaches statistical
significance at the .g5 level.
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The results indicate that, at least for males, there is some
evidence of decay of program effects independent of possible
recessionary effects. Even though the 24 to 48-month follow-up
interviews took place at the same point in time, the program
appears to have a larger impact on males with shorter times since
intake than on males out of the program a longer period of time.
This holds truc for males in the "14" month wave as well. For

females the trends are less clear.

A third approach to separate out possible recessionary
effects is to examine the occupational and industrial distribu-
tion of the participant and comparison groups for the job they

held longest in calendar 1981. While the 1981 calerdar year was
a recessionaty pericd, the recession was less severe than it was
in May or June of 1982. ‘participant youth may have been in more

skilled occupations QtwinfmpgemgéﬁﬁitiVé,iﬁdust:iggiféﬁaﬁﬁhus
mora likely to lose their jobs because of the recession. Table

}V-3 compares the percentages of employed sample youth, by
participant group status and by sex; in skilled occupations in
calendar 1981 and at the time of their 24 to 48-month interviews

i 1982. Table IV-4 lists the industry distribution of employed

éaﬁplé”yygth;,by,ﬁaiiiéiﬁéﬁf group status and by sex; for the job

held longest during 1981:

TABLE IV-3

job Held Longest Job in May and June

in 1981 of 1982
Males
participants 21% 25%
Comparisons 22% 21%
Females
participants 16% 5%*
Comparisons 17% 19%

sindicates that difference between participants _ and

comparison group members reaches statistical significance at the
.85 level.
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TABLE IV-4

Industey Distribution of Sample Youth at Job Held Longest
in 1981, by Participant Group Status and by Sex

Participants Comparisons

Males
Agriculture; forestry; mining 2%+ 2%
Construction _8% 13%
Durable goods manufacturing 10% 13%
Nofi=durable manufacturing 6% 13%
Transportation and Communications 5% 5%
Wholesale trade 4% 6%
Retail trade 27% 19%
Finance and Insurance 4% 2%
Personial services 5% _2%
Business services S 11% 13%
Entertainment & Recreation Services** 2% a%
Professional & Related Services*# 10% 9%
Public Administration 8% 2%
Females
Agriculture and mining 2% 1%
Construction 13 1%
Durable goods manufacturing 5% 2%
Non-durable manufacturing 11% 161%
Transportation and Communications 1% 2%
Wholesale trade 1% 2%
Retail trade 33% 22%
Finance and Insurance 7% 4%
Personal services 8% 54
Business services 4% 10%
Entertaipment & Recreation Services 0% 3%
Professional & Related Services** 22% 241%
Public Administration 3% 5%

**j.e., Theaters, hospitals, convalescent homes, doctor’s offices
etc.
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~ Table IV-3 suggests no marked changes between 1981 and 1982
in the occupational position of participants relative to

comparisons. The occupational position of female participants

deteriorates somewhat relative to comparisons,; but even in
calendar year 1981 female participants were doing quite poorly in
terms of occupational attainment. Table 1V-4 reveals some
differences in industry distribution between participant and

comparison youth for calendar year 198l. . However, participant
youth were not more likely to be employed in either construction

or durable goods manufacturing -- two industries particularly
hard hit by this recession: Neither of these tables lends

support to the notion that were it not for the poor economy

participants would have been in muchk: higher earning positions.

A fourth approach to disentangling program and recessionary

effects is to look at changes over time in program effects by
city. The recession had differing impacts across the five cities
in the sample. At the time of the 24 to 40-month follow-up

survey, local total unemployment rates for cities in_the sample
varied from 6:1 percent in Tulsa to 9:1 percent in Boston. 1f
the recession had differential impacts ‘on the participant and

comparison groups, program effects should last longer in Tulsa

than in Boston, with the other three cities falling in between.
. rwo modeling strategies were attempted ‘to disentangle
differential effects in cities: First, we estimated models

separately by city at each wave. Second, we interacted program
effects with city at each wave. Unfortunately, the effects were
sensitive to the model specification utilized. Further, effects
for cities were not statistically significant and were highly
variable. The test for differences between cities was not

statistically significant. This investigation did not prove

. fruitful probably because of fairily small sample sizes in cities.
A final approach taken to separate out recessionary effects

was to examine the labor market situation of youth in the general
population during the same time period as the 24 to 40-month
follow-up. 1If the bottom completely dropped out of the labor

market for all non-college ycuth during the spring and summer Of

1982, then a case could be made that 70681 youth had no chance_to
begin meving into better paying, higher skilled occupations. £,
however, Ssome non-college youth still were able to obtain and
then maintain higher skilled jobs even_ in the face of the

recession, 70001 participants should have had a chance at least

to enter some skilled occupations.

To look at youth in the general population, we used the March

1982 Current Population Survey (CPS). For our purposes, tltie CPS

sample is restricted to non-college, out-of-school youth between

the ages of 19 and 23. Labor market outcomes examined include

current eﬁﬁléyﬁéﬂt,§t§tus;7cuztentrocc6§éti6ﬁ, total earnings in

calendar 1981, and occupatiom at job held longest in 193l. We
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also compare outcomes of 16 to 19 year old youth in 1979 with the

outcomes of 19 to 23 year old youth in 1982, The results are

A caveat is appropriate here. We are not proposing the CPS
non-college sample as a comparison group for the 708081 partici-
pants. The CPS sample defined here has a much lower proportion
of disadvantaged, inner-city or minority Yyouth than the 70001
samplé. The only aim here is to examire how the recession in

1982 affected the general labor market situation of non-college;

TABLE IV=5
Labor Market Outcomes of 19 to fli;ijéiihiﬂ
Non-College Out-of-School Youth ip 1979
and similar Youth in 1982, by sex

1979 1982
T ———— Soa——
Males

Proportion employed 83 73
Proportion currently ] B B

in skilled occupations 829 28
Mean earnings last year $9,546 $8,615
Proportion earning more than o )
~ $10,000 last year* <37 33
Proportion in skilled - _

occupations last year <30 .29
Sample size 3,517 3,687

Females

Proportion employed <59 :50
Proportion currently - -
_in skilled occupations . =30 25
Mean earnings last year $6,154 $5,830
Proportion earning more than - .
~ $106,000 last year* .06 .16
Proportion in skilled o

occupations last year =29 <24
Sample size 2,398 1,078
[ E— -4 -

1979 earnings Fave been adjusted to 1982 j&vels to take into
account inflation.
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TABLE 1V-6

Males
proportion employed 76 .73
Proportion currently. .
in skilled occupations . .16 28
Mean earnings last year $3,805  $8,615
Propcrtion earning more than __
$10,000 last year .08 .33
Proportion in skilled - .
occupations last year <15 29
Sample size 3,187 3,687
Females
Proportion employed .67 - 55
Proportion currently o
~ in skilled occupations - sl2 .25
Mean earnimgs last year §2,600 $5;655
Proportion earming more than o o
~ $10,000 last year .42 .14
Proportion in skilled - -
occupations last year «12 .25
Sample size 3,117 4,028

*1979 earnings have been adjusted to 1982 levels to take into
account inflation.

~ Table I1v-5 helps to show the extent to which the recession
has affected non-college youth in the 19 to 23 year oid age

cohort. As compared to 1979, youth in this age cohort now have

considerably lower employment trates and slightly lower represent-

ation in skilled occupations. However, the bottom has not
dropped out of the labor market for these youth. The majority of

youth in the sample were employed as of March 1982, and at least
a fair percentage are in higher-skiiled occupations.

Table {v-§ helps illustrate the movement of the 16 to 19 year

old age cohort in 1979 from their earlier position in_the labor
market to their current position as 19 to 23 year olds. While

the percent employed has declined somewhat, youth have progressed

5,
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to jobs with higher skill levels, in spite of probably being held

back by the recegsion. There is some evidence that the recession

is impacting on the employment opportunities of this age group.

Summary of Recessionary Effects

.~ In this section several approaches were taken in an attempt
to disentangle recessionary and program decay effects. Inspec-

tion of data from the CPS suggests aidététibtétibhgjn,labér mar-

ket position for all youth of this age group: The fact, however,
thet participants were not more likely to be in skilled occupa-
tions in 1981 ~-- nor more likely to be in sensitive industries
such as construction or durable goods manufacturing -- casts some
doubt on the premise that without the recession, participants

would be found in much higher earning positions. Also, the fact
that the position of participant group members is deteriorating
or at least not improving; at the same time as the position of

members of the comparison group is improving substantially,

coupled with all of the findings in this section, suggests that
the recession was not, in itself; the cause of the decay of
prcgram effects.

SEPARATING CHILDBEARING AND PROGRAM EFFECTS

It is troublesome that labor market effects of the program
are negative and statistically significant for females at 24 to
40 months post-intake. It is possible that participant females

had more children in the follow-up period than comparison group
females, and were thus less likely to be found in the labor

market. Table IV-7 shows changes in the mean number of depend-

onts between intake and the 24 to 4@-month follow-up period for
participant and comparison females.
TABLE 1V-7
es at Intake
and at 24 to 4¢ Month Follow-up,
by Participant Group Status

Mean Nu

24=40 Month

iﬁfaf ke Follow- up
participants -49* .97
Compar isons .65 1.87

*Indicates difference between participants and comparisons

reaches statistical significance at the .05 level:
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table 1V-7 indicates that participant and comparison women

had children at roughly the same rate during the follow-up period
with each group adding 8.5 children. Thus, the gap in mean

number of children has closed in percentage but not in absolute
terms. Table IV-8 prcvides more iniormation on childbearing
patterns. It reveals a striking similarity in_childbearing

propensities during the follow-up period. 'The differences that
remain at follow-up are not due to differential childbearing

during the follow-up period, but rather a continuation of the
differences that existed at intake.
TABLE IV-8
Childbearing Statistics for Participant and Comparison Females
at Intake and at 24 to 40-Month Follow-up Period

Participant gg@ggtisah

percent with children o -

at intake 40% 4B%*
Percent having children o

during follow-up period 42% 31%
percent having first child o .

during follow-up period 23% 22%
Percent having more than

ome child during __ -

follow-up period 6% 5%
Mean number of children

per woman born during o

follow-up period .50 .48
pPercent with children o o

at follow=up 63% 67%
Mean dependents per , o

woman at follow-up 97 1.87

*1ndicates statistical significance at the :85 level.

One logical explanation for why participant females had fewer

children at intake than comparisons is that they were simply
younger. ‘Table IV-9, presenting the age distribution of the

women in the participant and comparison samples, shows that this
is the case. While the mean age of the two groups is similar,
the actual age distributions are not: 45% of participant females
were 17 or younger at intake as opposed to 28% of the comparison
group.
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TABLE IV=9
Age Distribution in Percents of the Female Particpant
- and _Comparison Samples at Intake

Age participant  Comparison
15 .6% 33
16 17% 9%
17 27% 16%
18 20% 24 %
19 14% 233
20 13% 16%
21 7% 6%
22 5% 2%
23 .38 .43

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.

It might be of interest to ascertain how childbearing Quring

the follow-up period affected program participation effects and
labor market outcomes; however, this is difficult. On the one

rand, it is standard procedure to use current values of explana-
tory variables only for those factors that could not possibly be
affected by program participation. Theoretically, program parti-
cipation could affect childbearing. Also earnings and employment
can affect fertility causing "endogeneity" problams -- problems
caused by introducing an independent variable that can be
affected by the dependent variable. On the other hand; outcome
models for females using age and dependents at intake as explana-
tory variables will not fully capture the fact that female
participants, being younger, had a lower proportion of children
at intake, relative to comparisons, than they did at follow-up.

To the extent that natural aging effects rather than program

participation caused a narrowing of the differential levels of

dependents present between the participant and comparison groups,
such a model could affect the estimates of the program
participation effect.

~ To test for possible program effects on childbearing, a model
was estimated explaining changes in number of dependents between
intake and the 24 to 4@-%onth follow-up period to investigate

whether program participation had effects on fertility. Explana-
tory variables in the model include age, race, Hispanic

ethnicity, pre-program work experience; dependents at intake,



family status at intake; pre-program & «cation, site, and months
elapsed between intake and follow~up: Program participation did
not have a statistically significant effect on childbearing
during the follow-up period.

. Given that program participation does not appear to be
related to childbearing, there is some justification for entering
current number of dependents rather than dependents at intake in
the outcome models for women. Note, however, that this is not
technically correct since labor market outcomes (the dependent
variable) can cause changes in an independent variable (number of

dependents) . However; even current number of dependents does not

fully capture the fact that participants; having had a greater
proportion of their children since intake, may have children who
are younger on average than the children of the women in the com-
parison group. To try to take inte account possible differences
in children's ages, we ran an earnings model that included both
number of dependents at intake and changes in the number of de-
pendents since intake, The results suggest that even with a

variable included for children since intake, program participa-
tion continues to have a negative and statistically significant
effect for females. (Compare Model 1 and Model 2 in Table
iv-}.ao)

 In a final attempt to deal with the intermingling of child-
bearing and program effects on employment and earnings, earnings

models were estimated separately for women with children at the

24 to 4@-month follow-up pérjéd,angfypméﬁmwﬁfhéat,childtén,a;
that time. 1t should be noted that this does not fully deal with

the problem of possible program effects on fertility. _Instead,
it simply assumes that the program had no effect on childbearing.
Separating the sample into women With children and women without
childten, however, circumvents the endogeneity problem of in-

cluding current number of children (or number of children born
since intake) in a model explaining employment or earnings.

Table 1V-10 summarizes the results of the various attempts to
deal with the issue of childbearing in_the earnings models for
women. Program participation continued to have a negative and

statistically significant effect for _women with children.
However; for women without children at follow=-up, although the
effect is still negative, it lacks statistical significance.

As is clear from the Table IV-10, no matter how we model

childbearing since intake, the program lacks a positive effect on
earnings for females. In all cases, except for women with no
children at follow-up, there is evidence that the effect is

negative and statistically significant,



TABLE 1V-10

~ Derived _
Using Alternatxve Independent VarLablesgandgblfferentgsamples

to Tap Childbearing Effects

Estimate of

Program Effect t-ratio
Modsl 127 b o o
bependents_at _ Intake =31.65 ~3.83*
Sample: all females
Model 2 b
Dependents at Intake
and changes in number o :
of dependents -33.19 -4.04"*
Sample: all females
Model 3°°°

Dependents at Intake
Sample: Only women with

children at follow-up -48.58 =5.27*
Mode1 4c37P7C

Sample: Only women with o o

no children at follow-up -9.80 -.58

*Indicates estimates which are statistically different from
zero at the ;05 level;

3 rhese models also include the full roster of independent
variables.

PEstimates are adjusted by the proportion of the sample
bekiﬁq {above the limit).



1t is possible that we have not fully captured the fact that
participants, being younger at intake, now are more likely to be
pregnant. However, responses in the 24 to 4f-month survey

indicate that the same proportions of participant and comparison
females are currently pregnant (see Table A-III-7 in the Appen-
dix). It is also possible that we have not fully captured the

fact that participants; being younger at intake, now have a

higher proportion of children under six. There is some support
for this in survey responses in that a higher proportion of

female participants report family responsibilities and day care
problems as reasons for being out of the labor force. {Again,

see Table A-II1-7 in the Appendix.)

Ooverall, this section suggests that childbearing (or

differential childbearing on the part of two groups) does not
fully _explain _the ‘negative effects of _the program _on
participants. Even for females with no children during the

follow-up period, we find no evidence of positive effects of the

we found evidence in Chapter 111 that the effects of _ the

program on weekly earnings for both male and female participants
and the combired sample have decayed relative to their comparison

groups. In this chapter, we examined the extent to which the
recession and childbearing among females in the sample may have

been responsible for these pattezns of program effects: While
there is some evidence that both the recession and childbearing
may have affected program results, it appears that most of the
change over time in participant and comparison earnings

diffaerentials is due to the decay of program effects.

The general pattern of effects is fairly easy to explain.
Bath participant and comparison ysuth started out unemployed with
zero weekly earnings. The participant youth were placed by the
program and opened a wide differential between themselves and
comparison youth in both the percentage employed and weekly earn-

ings. Over time, the participant yoiuth gradually left or lost

their jobs and the comparison youth gradually found jobs on their
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effect on participant employability, skill level, or labor force

attachment, the participant and comparison groups =-- assuming
they are roughly similar -- will eventually attain the same level
of employment and equivalent weekly earnings:

.~ The fact that participant females end up doing worse than
comparison females is a little more difficult to explain: One

possibility is that youth, particularly females, do better in the

labor market when they find jobs for themselves, rather than

being placed by a program such as 70@@l. Another possibility is

that there still remain some childbearing effects -- such as the

age of youngest child -- which we have not been able to control

for adequately in the analyses.
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CHAPTER V
OTHER OUTCOMES

Aside from affecting labor market outcomes such as employment

and earnings, participation in the 78661 program could have ef-

fects on a variety of other aspects of the lives of youth. Par-

ticipation in the program could encourage entry into the military

or re-entry to school. The jobs provided by the program could

alter the social and economic situations of youth, and either
speed up or delay marriage and leaving home: The jobs provided

by the program also could help keep youth out of trouble with the

law. Table V-1 summarizes the post-program distribution of par-
ticipant and comparison youth on these other dimensions.

. As Table V-1 indicates, participants are significantly more
likely than comparisons to have GED certificates, while compari-
sons are significantly more likely than participants to have reg-

ular high school degrees at the 24 to 48-month follow-up, Parti-

cipants are alsc more likely (and statistically significantly
more likely in the case of males) than comparison group members
to have either a GED or high school degree. Recall from Table
11-1 that only one percent of the participant and comparison
samples had a high schoo! degree or equivalent at intake: Thus,

nearly all of the youth in either sample who have degrees ob-

This increase in education obtained could be considered a
program benefit. Regression models were estimated inspecting the
effects of background characteristics and program participation
ot years of education completed at follow-up (where GED and high

school degree were both counted as 12 years of schooling). We

found evidence that program participation had a significant and

increases in education, chiefly in the form of

positive effect on
GEDS, suggesting that the program is successful in encouraging

patticipants to continue their education. It should be noted

that this difference between participants and comparisons_ could

in part be simply the result of self-selection. One of the at-
tractions of the 70001 program is that it offers a chance to pur-
sue a GED. Individuals who enroll in the program probably tend

towards placing particular value on having a GED certificate.

Given that program participants are more likely to obtain

GEDs and comparison group members are more likely to receive
reqgular high school degrees, it is somewhat ambiguous as to
whether this is a program benefit. If GEDs and regular high

of subsequent

school degtees have the same payoff in terms

earnings, then the fact that more participants receive some form

of hiigh school degree is a program benefit. 1f, however, the
subsiequent earnings payoff for a GEP is substantially less than

that of a regular degree, then perhaps this is not a program
benefit at all.




TABLE V-1

Characteristics at 24 to 48-Month Follow-up
of Participant and Comparison Youth, by Sex

Males
- Participants Comparisans
Military: Active duty 3t 1 %
Reserves 3¢ 3%
In jail 6% 6%
Have GED 31% 12%*
Have regular high N :
school diploma 3% o9t*
Have either GED or regular -

“high school diploma 31% 21%*
Married 15% 16%
Living with parents 43% 43%
Receiving support . o

from parents 41¢ 42%
n 179 154
Females

Military: Active duty <73 0%
'~ Reserves .4 8%
In jail 8% 0%
Have GED 21% 138+
Have reqular high ~ :
~_school diploma 8% 12%*%
Have either GED or o
regular degree 29% 261%
Married 20% 26%
Living with parents 38% 39¢%
Receiving support -
from parents 33¢ 33%
n 272 238

#Indicates difference between participant and comparison
gtoups reaches statistical significance at the .85 level.
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It is inte. .sting to note that the program does not appear to

increase the _ercentage of male participants entering the

military. Sample Size limitations make it difficult to make a

judgment on the effect of 786l on military enrollment. Simply

looking at yocuth on active duty, three percent of participant

Looking at proportions of those whc have been (or are) on active
duty, reserves and veterans since intake, the corresponding
nembers are seven percent and six percent. In the Job Corps
study, Mathematica found that comparison males had a four percent
probability of being in the military and participant males had a
nine percent probability of being_in the military, with the

difference being statistically significant. Clearly 78001 is not

helping youth get into the military at the rate that the Job
Corps is: In 78801 the actual numbers are quite small and the
differences are~ not statistically significant. For females, five
participants and one comparison were on active duty; in the re-
serves, or a veteran since intake. But the five participants

reflect only two percent of the female participant sample; and so

it can hardly b¢ said that 70081 is moving large numbers of
females into the rzilitary. One of the main reasons the Job Corps
appears to have an endvring effect on the earnings of male

participants is that it increases enlistment in the armed forces.

It is possible that the 76081 program affects the decisions

of youth to enter other educational and training programs. on
the one hand, participation in the classroom training element of

the program may increase awareness of educational options availa-
ble. On t

gram may serve as an alternative to continuing education or
training.

On the other hand, the job placements provided by the pro-

.~ Table V-2 presents school or training enrollment in each of
the thise follow-up waves. Table V-3 examines past participation
in educaticnal and training prograss. Table V~4 inspects the
types of educational and training programs in which the youth
were currently ~nrolled at the third follow-up interview.  Tiue
three tables indicate that there is some difference in the pust

and current errollment of participants_and comparisons in educa-
tional and training programs. The differences in educational at-
tainment, however, do not appear particularly striking, nor are

they statistically significant,

Because a slightly larger number of participants are current-

ly enrclled in school or training, this raises some questions as

to whether this could contribute to a misleading low estimate o
long run program effects on earnings. However, the number of
sample youth who list education and training as their current

main activity is quite small. Only four percent of participant

males, one percent of comparison males, four percent of partici-

pant females, and two percent of comparison females 1ist school
or training as their reason for being out of the labor force.
(See Table A-111-7 in the Appendix).
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TABLE V-2

Enrollment in Educational or Training Programs .

at Each Follow-up Wave, by Participant Group Status and Sex**
participants Comparisons

Males

"g*-month 19% 11%

"14%-month 20% 6%*

24 to 40-month 14% 12%

Females

"9"-month 233 113

"14"-month _ 15% 10%

24 to 4@-month 17% 13%

"Tndicates difference between participant and comparison groups

reaches significance at the .@5 level.

+#t should be noted that enrollment here does not necessarily_
imply full-time student status or that the individual is out of
the labor force: In the 24 to 40-month follow-up wave, only 4%

of participant males, 2% of comparison males, 6% of participant

females, and 5% of comparison females listed education or

training as their current major activity:
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TABLE V-3

Enrollment in Bducational or Training Programs Prior to
24 to 4f-Month Follow-up,

by Participant Group Status and Sex*
Participants Comparisans
Males
CETA o 25% Z5%
Technical or trade o o
courses 40% 34%
Collége courses 10% 6%
Union apprenticeship 3% 3%
Job Corps 13 8%
Other training 7% 10%
n 179 154
Females
cEtA 261 29%
Technical or trade 29% 31%
College courses 1% 10%
Union apprenticeship 1% )
Job Corps 3% 7%
Other training 6% 7%
n 272 238
*This table does not represent “pre-program" educational
attainment, but rather education and training already completed
at the 24 to 40-month follow-up ‘as opposed to being still in.
progress). Since most of the substantive training and education
represented in _the table occurred since the baseline data was

collected, differences between the participant and comparison

groups should not be controlled for in the outome analysis in

Chapter 111 (because program participation could have affected

subsequent decisions to enroll in the Job Corps, a community

college, or a technical school).

cj |
O
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TAULE V-4

~ Current Enroll -ational or Training Programs
at 24 to 4é-Month Follcw-ug,gbygaazticxpant Group Status and Sex

pParticipants Comparisons
Males
CETA 23 11
Reqular high school 132 2%
CED program 5% 6%
Technical or trade school 6% 5%
j-year college 1t 8
2-year college 3t 1%
College courses . 11 13
Union apprenticeship it @
Other training it 13
n 179 154
Females

CETA 3% £}
Regular high school 1% .4%
GED 7% 4t
Technical or trade school 7% 5%
4-year college 4% 4%
2-year college 2% 1%
College courses e 1%
Union apprenticeship 3 ; e
Other training 1t 2%
n 272 ' 238

*Indicates difference between. participant and comparison
groups reaches statistical significance at the .05 level.




Finally, we examined possible program effects on welfare de-
pendency of participants. In integrating these results, it

should be recalled from the prevxous chapter that a slightly
ren of ééﬁﬁéfiééﬁé. Table V-5 contrasts g@g@xg{gant and cop-

parison group members on a variety of measures of welfare
dependency.

Table V-5 indicates no post-program difference in welfare or

foodstamp recipiency between participant and comparison females:

For males, no clear differences between participants and

ééﬁpéti%dh” emerge, although males are much less likely to
receive transfer payments than females.

Summary

The only other benefit of the 70801 program that was found to

be statistically significant is attainment of GED certificates:

31 percent of participant males and 2iI percent participant fe-

males have obtained a GED as epposed to 12 petcent of ccmparison

males and 13 percent of comparison females: It is possible that

this will have longer term effects on participant labor market
outcomes.

_ We found no evidence that the program has cffects on other

outcomes such as military status; criminal &activity, marriage,

enrollment in educational and training programs; or dependency on

welfare or parental support.



TABLE V-5
pependency n_AFDC _and Foodstamps,
by Participant Group Status and Sex

Females
participants Comparisons

AFDC at Intake® 28% 388"
Currently receiving AFDC 35% 33%
Currently receiving .

_Foodstamps 38% 34%
AFDC last year 341 35¢
Foodstamps last Year 43% 413%
Months on AFDC

.ast year, for those o .
on AFDC N 9.8 9.7
Average AFDC per month,

for those currently o o
on AFDC $215. $202;

n 272 238
Hales
Participant Comparison
AFDC at Intake® 7% 27%
Currently receiving AFDC ) 1t
Curtently receiving -
~ Foodstamps 7% S
AFDC last year @ 1%
Foodstamps last year _7% 11%
n 179 154

_ +indicates differences betw-en participant and comparison
groups reaches statistical significance at the .85 level.
2 Note that AFDC at intake inciluded assistance both to the
youth and to their families.




CHAPTER VI
PROGRAM COST-EFFECTIVENESS

In the previous P/PV report on pre-employment programs, we

found evidence that the labor market effects of the JPY-Boston
program were found to have decayad over time. With the foilow-up

data available at that time, it was unclear whether effects of

the 70001 program would be maintained over time or whether they
would also decay. The report concluded that follow-up informa-

tion over a more extended period of time was needed before a

judgment could be made on the long-term cost-effectiveness of the
70091 preogram. With the additional data from the 24 to 4g-month

interviews, it is now possible to make a more definitive estima-

tion of 700081°'s cost-effectiveness.

payers, and individual participants: From the point of view of

the government, the most appropriate benefit-cost ‘analysis is
from the perspective of society as a whole. ~From the societal

perspective; 708@1's costs include (1) the costs of operating the

program at each local site; as well as any administrative costs
at the national level; and (2) the opportunity costs to individ-

uals for participating in the program. Benefits from the pro-
gram, from a societal perspective, include (1) increases in post-
program earnings of participants; and (2) other potential

benefits from the program such as redmced criminal behavior, drug
abuse #nd reliance om ysvernment transfer programs. In the

renefit-cost ratios and payback periocds estimated below, only

post-program earnings, gains of participants are included as bene-
fits. No attempt iz made to include estimates of reduced crimi-

nal behavior since we had not made a concerted effort to obtain

before and after measures on such factors. From the cost side,

we have excluded information on costs at the national level.

The 78001 program is fairly inexpensive in terms of oper-

ational costss: Table VI-1 lays otvt the costs of operation of the
program and calculation of costs per participant. The §$1,351
cost per participant figure is derived from program costs in 1379
and the first quarter of 1980, when the youth in the sample
entered the program.

~ Given that 7989l participants only take classroom training
for a few weeks, the prodgram is also fairly inexpensive in terms

of opportunity costs. Even if half the participants could have

found jobs within the first week of classroom training; the op-

portunity cost would only amount to $190 per participsnt. The
benefit-cost ratios calculated below include 5160 per participant
in opportunity costs. Because opportunity costs are low relative

to administrative costs, the benefit-cost ratios are not particu~

(¥, ]
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TABLE VI-1

~o5¢5 in the 780g)1 Program
(January 1979-April 1980)

Expenditures

Operating $626,493
Administration 198,691
Total $735;184
Number of participants 544
Number of participants placed _. 296
Cost per participant $1,351
Cost per placed participant $2;480

larly sensitive to the opportunity cost figure chosen. Even if

zero opportunity costs are assumed -- or if the $100 opportunity
cost figure is doubled -- the benefit-cost ratios remain roughly
the same.

. In the benefit<cost ratios presented in Table VI-2, the
benefits are derived from the estimates of program earnings

effects over time listed in Table III-9. As alternative esti-

mates of program impact over time were presented in Chapter III
depending on various model specifications, alternative benefit-
cost ratios are presented here depending on the model specifi-

cation and discount rate chosen.

In the past report, positive yet statistically insignificant
values of program impact were utilized as the estimates of pro-

qram effects rather than zero, because the program effect is more

likely to be that estimate than it is to be zero, even though the
estimate is not statistically different from zero. We follow

this convention here as well. This means that positive; yet

statistically insignificant, values are treated as the program

benefit, as are negative and statistically insignificant results;

Last, it should be noted that substitution effects are ig-
nored, therefore potentially overstating the projram's cost~
effectiveness.

 As the results in Table VI-2 indicate, the romewhat crude
cost=benefit analysis provides evidence that benefits from the

700@1 program outwWweigh costs for male participants under all

model specifications. For females; and for the combined sample,

program benefits do not outweigh costs under any model specifi-

cation. The results for females and the total sample derjve from
the fact that early participant earnings gains are offset by

later losses vis-a-vis the comparison group.
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TABLE VI-2
‘Benefit-Cost Ratios uUnder Alternative
DiScount Rates and Modeilng Spaclfications

Model 1 Model 2 HModel 3 Model &

Males

5% discount rate 3.19 2.92 1.32 2.20
1% discount rate 3.d1 2.79 1.38 2.13
Females

5% discount rate -2.1% -1.18 .44 =17
18% discount rate =1.90 =1.11 .42 .18
Total

5% discount rate .29 .49 .95 -993
10% discount rate .33 .47 .54 .97

NOTES:

Model 1 is wave by wave.

Model 2 is pooled. o o _ .

Model 3 is wave by wave, with no correction for selection
bias:

Model 4 is pooled; with no correction for selection bias.

Since pooled models could not be estimated for the total

sample to compute these numbers, these calculations were done By
weighting the male and female estimates by their proportion in
the sample in each wave.

nation of the program's payback period under aitetnative model
specifications. A pay back analysis asks the question, "How long
will it take participants to pay back society for the cust of the
program with the increased earnings resulting from their program
participation?"

As is shown in Table VI-3, males are able to pay back the

cost of the program in slightly over a year: Femalas are never

able to pay back the cost of the program. For the combined sam-
ple; because negative effects for females balance positive
¢ffects for males, the program is not guite able to pay back its

costs under any model specification.
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TABLE VI=3
Pay back Poriod in Years of the 7¢@¢l Program
Under A. ternative Model Specifications
(Zero Discount Rate)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

oy
.
W
[y
.
N3

Males 1.2 1.1

»
»
»
%

Females XX XX

Total XX xx2

®i
»
>
»

XX indicates the program never pays back its costs.

Model 2 is pooled. S _ S
Model 3 is wave by wave, with no correction for selection
_ bias. - , o o

Model 4 .. pooled, with no correction for selection bias.

3 gince pocled models could not be estimatwd for the cotal
sample, these pay back calculations were done by weighting the

male and female estimates by their proportion in the sample at
each wave.

~ In the previous p/PV pre-employment report; we corncluded that
additional follow-up information was needed on the 708@1 program

pefote a final determination on program cost-effectiveness could

be made. The report also stated that if simple deceleration of
program effects over time continued, the 70001 program's payback

period would be 1.0% years. The additional follow-up data shows
that prog:am cffects have decayed much more rapidly than
erxpect-d, and tnat f-r the combined sample, the program is never
guite able to pav hzck its costs.

fummary

Benefit-cost calculations for the 78@@1 program were done

under al;ernative model specifications and discount rate assump-
tions. For males,; ptbgrém,béﬁejj;§7gptggigh,cdéis. For females

ané for thz cumbined sample, program benefits do not outweigh
costs. A pay back analysis also was used to evaluate program

cost-effectiveness. For males, the program pays for itself in
sligiitly over a year:. For females; as for the combined sample;

the program never reaches a point of paying for itself, regard-

less of ~he model specification used.
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is a bit crude and pertains to the five 70@8¢1 sites as operated
from 1979 to early 1980. Changes in the program since then may
have altered custs as well as benefit streams.
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Notes

Because theére appear to be stronger program effects for
males than for females, at first glance it may appear

that the program could increase its long run impact

simply by increasing the number of males relative to

program may self-select themselves because they have

needs the progrzm can fill. A more intensive
recruitment of males may simply bring in individuals who

are not particularjy suited to the program.
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CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

This report represents the completion of P/PV's evaluation of

pre-employment programs as potential strategies for moving
disadvantaged youth into private sector jobs. It has inspected

the longer run impacts of the 70001 program by analyzing data
from the last wave of follow-up interviews of 706081 participants
and comparison group members at 24 to 40 months after intake into
the program. In this chapter, we summarize what was learned from
the 1last wave of follow-up interviews and then make

recommendations:

WHAT WE HAVE LEARNED

The fonllowing findings are derived from the last wave of
follow-up interviews on 78001:

o We found no evidence that the 78001 programs investigated
here have impacts on the 1longer tun employment and
earnings of their participants. While positive effects of
the program were found at “9* and “14™ months aftet

intake, by the 24 to 40-month post-intake period, we found

evidence that these effects had decayed: The effects in
the 24 to 4@-month post-intake period are near zerc for
the total sample and for males, but negative and statis-
tically significant for  females. _ No evidence was
uncovered to indicats that 70001 impacted on the
occupational skili levei of participants nor on the annual

earnings of participants in calendar year 1981, that is,
21 to 33 months after program intake.

o There is some evidence that the pr.gram positively impacts
on acquisition of schooling.

o The apparent decay of program effects in this 24 to 4@~
month period results in large part from an isprovement im

the labor market position of tne comparison gzoup, in the

face of a deep recession, at the same time that the
participants are experiencing a slight deterioration of
their position in the labor market. There i< little

convincing evidence that the recession was largely
responsible for the decay of program_effects.
Differential chiidbearing by ‘the participant and
comparison groups cannot explain the negative program

effects for  females, although childbearing  and

responsibility for dependents has clearly been influential
in the differential patterns of labor force behaviors of
the male and female participants.

o The program is relatively inexpensive when compared with

other treatment modalities. However, it is one of the
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more expensive pre-employment programs that have been
studied by the Department of Labor.
o When using a crude cost-benefit technique (payback analy-

sis), we found evidence that the program is not cost-

effective for females, as females can never pay back the

cost of the program., The program appears to be quite cost
effective for males as they pay back the cost of the

program im just over one year, and does not appear to be

cost-effective for the overall sample, as participants

come close to but are never quite able to pay back the

cost of the program. (Note that this reversal from the
earlier report is due to the fact that early participant

gains were offset by subseguent participant losses

relative to the comparison group:)

This last wave of follow=ups for 70@81 was done because
certain questions remained after completing the earlier "14

month"™ post-intake analysis. JFY and 70061, two roughly compar-

able pre-employment programs, exhibited divergent patterns of

effects. While a number of explanations could be ruled out

empirically, we could not ascertain whether these divergent

patterns were due to differences in the programs or whether the
two programs exhibited the same pattern of effects with the 70001
program effects lagged by a number of months dué to the use of
artifical termination dates. The results from this third wave of

analysis help to resolve the quandary.

. We now have evidence to support the explanation thst 70001
and JFY have comparable patterns of program effects, with 70001

effects being lagged a number of months most probably due to. the

use cf artifical termination dates. Both programs have positive
effects in the short-run but program effects decay quite rapidly

as comparison youth find their own jobs.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY MAKERS

such as 7@001 can:

o place disadvantaged, out-of-school youth in private sector
jobs at a low cost per placement and without offering
direct subsidies to employers (nor do employers take
advantage of tax credits)

without paying a stipend

o increase youth earnings, at least temporarily, relative to
a comparison group
o work for youth under 18 as well as for older youths
62
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Moreover, it should be noted that the 70001 prrgrams investigated

here have a more enduring labor market impact than many other

such pre-employment programs studied by the Department of Labor.

investigated here have permanent or

employability of youth, as measured by subsequent likelihood of
empl oyment, earnings or type of job held at 24 to 44 months after
intake to the program. (Note, in this longer term follow-up,;

participation in 70001 did positively affect GED attainment.)

Thus, while the program meets many of its objectives, such as
placing youth in private sect - jobs and increasing earnings in

the short run, we find no evicence of the akility of these five
70001 programs to permanently affect the youths' longer ru:n
employability. 1In short, the programs place youth in private

sector jobs, allowing them to reap earnings gains, but eventually

comparison group members will get jobs on their own and the

advantage to participants disappears. Despite the fact that the
706001 programs meet many important objectives, one is left

wondering whether pre-eriployment programs such as 70801 are good
social investments. For while these programs are able to

increase participants' earnings in the short run, they do not
appear to be able to increase youths' earnings is the long run.
Additional interventions might be required subsequent to pre-

employment experience to sustain the earnings gains produced by
the program. Especially for youth under 18 years of age: pre-
employment programs like 76081 may be only the first step in a
series of necessary interventions.
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TABLE A-II-1

Chatacteristics at Intake, Participant and Comparison
Samples, Male

participants Comparisons

Average age 17.74 17:91
Ethnicity 7 o
black 54% 59%
Hispanic 27% 20%
white 17% 20%
High School degree 1% 1%
Average reading score 6.9 6.7

Average pre- N S
program wage $2.37 $2.87*

Ever held pre- -

procram job 82% 86%

AV ‘tage number , N
of dependents .12 J27%

Head of household 6% 10%
Member of family 80% 74%
Family of one 14% 16%
Receiving AFDC 83 2%

n 218 176

Tindicates difference between the participant and comparison gIougks

reaches statistical significance at the .05 level.




TABLE A-11-2

SamplesAgEemale
Participants Comparisons

Average age 18 93 18,39*%
Ethnicity o o

biack 68% 66%

Hispanic 2% 20%

white 9% 13%
With High School degree 1% 1%
Averige reading score 6.7 6.6
Average pre- . B

program wage $1.79 $1.93
Ever held pre- ) L

program job 62% 68% o
Average number -

of dependents .49 <65%
Head of household 16% 16%
Member of a family 75% 78%
Family of one 9% 6%
Receiving AFDC 22% 23%
n 317 264

~Indicates difference between the participant and comparison

grouvps reaches statistical significance at the .95 level:.




TABLE A-II-3

Attrition in 24 to 4g-Month Follow-up
~  Sample, Male

~ participants __Comparisons
Followed Attriters Followed Attriters
=Up -Up
Averaje age 17.78 17.56 17.82 18.55
Ethnicity o o o
black 54% 56% 58% 68%
Hispanic 28% 18% 22% 9%
white 16% 21% 20% 23%
with High School N - ~
degree 1% e% 1% e%
Average reading o o o o
score 7.0 6.6 6.6 7.8
Ever held pre- 7 o - -
prugram job 81% 65% 86% 86%
Average pre- o 7 o o
program wage $2.46%* $2.51 $2.84% $3.83
Average numher Ssoo . : .-
of dependents DL .18 :23 .50
Head of household 5% 8% 8% 23%+*
Member of family gzt 77% 78% 50%
Family of cne 13% 15% 14% 27%
Receiving AFDC ge** 8% 1% 5%
Atlanta 118 18% 12% 32¢
Bostcu 16% 18% 21% 32¢
Richmond 25% 21% 20% 9%
San Antonio 308> I3ee 19% Kik
Tulsa 19% 31¢ 28% 27%
n 179 39 153 22

*Indicates difference between those followed-up and attriters

— % -3

teaches statistical significance at tre .85 level.

ss1ndicates difference between participants and comparisons

followed-up reaches scatistical significance at the .85 level.




TABLE A-II-4
Attrition in 24 to 48-Month Follow-up Sample, ¥ %

Participants Corez < sons
Followed- Attriters Zol) swzd- Attriters
up 3]

Average Age 17.99 18:24 18.41 18.23
Ethnicity o o L

black 69% 58% 67% 58%

Hispanic 21% 20% 21% 19%

white 8% 18% 12% 23%
High School B - _

deqgree 1% 2% 1% 4}
Average reading o - )

score 6.7 6.8 6.6 7:2
Ever held pre-. . o - L

program job 62% 641% 67% 81%
Average pre- - - o

program wage §L.77 $1.91 $1.87 £2.46*
Avarage number o - o -

of dependents .50 .42 .64 273
Head of household 17% 13% 17% 2%
Member of family 75% 71% 78% 77%
ramily of one 3% 16% 5% 23%
Receiving AFDC 24% 113* 24% 19%
Atlanta 23% 221 29% 3i%
Boston 20% 27% 9% 15%
Richmond 20% 9% 20% 15%
San Antonio 24% 20% 23% 213%
Tulsa 13% 22% 18% 15%

n 272 45 238 26

'*indxcates difference between those followed-up and attriters reaches
statistical significance at the .05 level.

**Indicates difference betweén participants and comparisons followed-

up reaches statistical significance at the .95 level.
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TABLE A=1I-=5

Probit Esti ;. of Selection
into 70001 Program, Males

coefficient

t = Ratic

Ethnicity

black .268
_ Hispanic -.530
Age at intake -.052
Education level -.584
Head of household 012
Family of one . 222
Number of dependents -.366
Intake in winter -.700
Intake in spring -.511
Intake in summer 2123
Local unemployment rate -.018
Ever held pre-program job _.134
Employed at intake -1.196
Atlanta (Top Zip) 271
Boston (Top Zip) 772
Richmond (Top Zip). -091
san Antonio (Top Zip) -.282
Tulsa (Top Zip) 1.566
Atlanta .683
Boston _ -246
Richmond _.671
San Antonio 1.286
Constant 1.043

Sample size = 392

proportiom of participants in sample =
Chi-square = 142.00* with 22 degrees Sf freedom

*Indicates statistical significance at the .05 level.

81

~1.10
-1.20
-1:01.
-6.81*%
6.03
1.60
-2.11*
-2.54*
«2.51*
-0:5b
“9.12
0.61
-4.96*
2.10*
2.10*
EOZS
-3.83
3.67%
g.99
g.26
1.89
1.87
1.08



TABLE A-11-6

Probit Estimates of Selection
into 70001 Progjram, Females

variables coefficient t - Ratio

Ethnicity

black
_ Hispanic
Age at intake
Education level
Head_ of hoiuse.old
Family of one

Number of dependents

Intake in winter

Intake in spring

Intake in summer

Local unemployment rate
Fver held pre-program job

Employed at intake
Atlanta {(Top 2ip)
Boston (Top Zip)
Richmond {Top Zip)
Sen Antonio (Top 2ip)
Tulsa (Top Zip}
aAtlanta

Bosto.”

Richmond

San Antonio

Sample size = 579

proportion of participants in sample =

<102
~-.838
-.038
-:503
+285
307
~+253
~.117
-:259
<274
~.052
_.231
-1.299
<374
<129
436
--178
1.029
[ §§g
1.062
.g81
779
2.0831

Chi-square = 166.07* with 22 degrees of freedom

@545
~@.12
~9.91
~T.17*

1.59

1.3%
-2,63%
-8.58
~1:56

1:58
~B:46

1375
~5:45%

1.71

8.42

1.63
~0.66

2:68%

2.89

2.36*

g.26

1.61

2.52%

sInsicates statistical significance at the .85 level.




TABLE A-III-1

Estimartes_of the Effect of the 78001 Program on the Probability
of Employment at 24 to 4@-Month Follow-up, Total Sample

Independent Variables Coefficient t-ratio
Ethnicity o
black . -.49 -3.18*
Hispanie -.37 -1.58
Education level -.02 -:32
Ever held pre-program Job .17 1.69
Age at fullow-up -.86 1.76
Dependents at intake -.089 -1.02
Head of household =.ge3 -.82
Family of one -.02 -.13
Eex o
male 37 3.67*
Atlanta -.18 -1.09
Bos ton -.17 -1.01
kichmond -.18 -1.09
san &ntonio .13 .54
Lambda (correction for selection bias) -:91 =.85
Constant -1:99 -1.58

Sample size = 828 _ o
proportion employed = .40 o
Chi-square with 15 degrees of freedom = 62

»|

»Indicates statictical significance at the .@5 level.




Estimates of the

TABLE A-I1I-2

Effect of the 708801 Program on the Probability

of Employment at 24 to 4@-Month Follow-up, by Sex

Independernit
Variables

Efﬁﬁiéiﬁy
black

Hispanic

Education tevel

Ever held pre-program job

Age at Jollow-utp

Dependents at intake

Head of household

Family of one

Atlanta
Boston

Richmond

Lambda (correction for
selection bias)

Constant

sample size
Proportion employed
Chi-sguare with 14 degrees

of

f reedom

Males

Coefficient
(t-ratio)

-.35
(-1:62)
-.01
(-.92)
.84
(.3%)
21
(1.084)
.03
(:61)
19
(:91)
2t
(-:53)
.23
(1.82)
37
(:94)
.13
(-47)
.03
(.12}

- =.29
(-1.289)
.32
(:72)
-.23
(-.88)
-1.46
(~:99)

R4

)
(o X}
I
M
| F
| bl
10
o Pt
D
=
[ad

E

;l§4 -
(=2.92:*
=.73
(-2:33)*
-.086
{-.69)
<16
{1.23)
.86
(l1.36)
- 17
(~126)

.81
(-34)
~_ 15
(=.62)
.40

(=1.87)
-.32

(-1:50)
.23
(=.96)
-.09
(=.43)
-.00
{(-.01)
11
t-61)
~.53
(-:%8)

S5¢4
.33

31+

statistical significance at *he .05 level:



TABLE A~JII-3

&d;usted Estimates of Effects of the 78881 Program

- on Weekly Earnxngs Total Sample
{without Correction for Selection Bias)

independent Vsriables coefricient? t-ratioc
Ethnicity B -
black -35.69 -6:41%
~ Hispanie« -41.15 -4,49¢*
Education level o -1.12 -.56
Evor held a pzeé-program job 11.42 2.68*
Age at follow-up .78 .65
bependents at intaics 2.89 _.8%
Head of household -7.98 -1.23
Family of one 15.54 2.64%
Sex - o
male 43.41 11.08%
Participant =2.12 -.55
Atlanta =10.45 -1:65
Boston -1.55 -.26
Richmond -22.84 ~3 61*
San antonio 13.9¢9 1.54
Constant =2 4 =15
Sigma 39.95 21.85*

Samp'e size = 828 S o L L
Prop~:tion of sampl' wi;hqusitive earnings ({above limit) = (40
Mean keekly earnings $€2.72

3coefficients have been adjusted by the sroportion above the
timit,

®_ e o
I~dicates statistical significance at the .05 level.



TLBLE A-III1-4

—r oot

ongheexkgfsaznings,aig,v "Fo 46-Month Eollow-ug‘_by Sex
1thauggcg,gegLfgngégrgﬁglegtlon Bias)

Males Females
1ndependent Coefficient Coefficient
Variables (t-ratio) (t-ratio)
Ethnicity: black -39.84 -39.39

N (-2.92)*% (-g.62)*
Hispanic -51.23 45,52
(-.97) {-6.52) %
Education level -4.82 -.47
(-0%5] (=229
Ever held pre-program job 28.90 7.73
] o 1.04; (2.61)*
Age at follcw=-up 4,37 .83
. , o (1.7 (:9@)
Dependents at intake 17.36 -2:35
_1.79) (-1:14)
Fead of household -59.79 -.a1
S (-1.19) (-.080)
Family of one 29.58 2,21
o (1.35) (-41)
Particinant 4.30 - 4.93
o (.32) {-1.69)
Atlanta -10.30 -17.87. .
(--45) {-2.78)*
Beston 17.19 - 9.58
o (.€9) (-1.94)
Richmond -42,19 10.66
, o , [-2:37)* (-2.17)*
San Antonio 55.10 -.82
(1.03; {~-.08)
Constant =57.97 22.83
(=272) (1:20)
Sigma 95.74 19.26
Sample size | 324 504
Proportion with nogitive sarniras o
(ahove limit) .54 .32
Mean weekly emrnings $97.22 £40@.53
aCoefficxents have been adjusted by the proportion above the
imit

‘n"

o ’15&i§§;é§ coefficients which reach statistical significance at
the .05 level:
%6




TABLE A-11I-5

Occupations at 74 to 4@-Month Follow-up, Males

participanzs cComparisons
n=99 =82

Food service workers 18% 1€%
office/clerical 2% 13
Health care 4% 43
General labor 37% 18%
Operatives 113 15

Crafts workers 19% i5%t
Other 9% 10%

TABLE A=1II-€

Occupations at 24 to 4@-Month Follcw-up, Females

Participants Covnparisons
n=80 1=81

Food setvV’ ce warkers 38% 2
Office/clerical _ 20% 1
Health care/child care 14% 1612
General iabor 15% 9%
Operatives 14% 11%
Crafts workers 1% 4%
Dther 1% 11%




Males

TABL™ A-V-

1

Labor Force Status at 24 to 4@-month Follow- —up

and Reasons Given for Not Being in the Labor Force

WOrkan

Ouat

Fenales

of the labor force:

~cannot find work

-lacks necessary schooling
or training

-fam;ly reac0*51b111t1es
-in school er training
-i11 health
-no Eiéﬁéﬁéi tation
-in jeii

- » reason given

Workizg
Lookinc “ar work

cut

of the labur force

-beli¢ves no work available

-cannot £ind work

~lacks nzcessatry scheoling or
ttainlnq

-cannct arrange child care

-famiiy responsibility

-in school or training

-11! health

-pregnamnt

~-no tramsporration
-in jail

L VRES

Compar isons

49%
37%



APPENDIX B
POOLING VS. WAVE-BY-WAVE ESTIMATION
77”7I§W§§§§§§iﬁ§@gigﬁéﬁgéé in program impacts over time, there is
some question whether program effects should be estimated using a

employment programs done for the Department of Labor have taken

alternative approaches. The follow-up evaluaticn of the Job
Corps, for example, used pooled data. = The follow-up evaluation
of the impact of supported work on disadvantaged youth used

unpooled, wave-by-wave data.

Using pooled data increases the sample size and thus. lowers
the standard errcrs of estimates. The use of pocled data,
however, restricts the coefficients of independent variables to
be che same across time periods. The use of pooled data also

means that the observations should appropriately be weighted by

an error-components technigue to remove possible correlation in
the variances of the error terms wf different ooservations on the

same individual. This oI rar-components method is straightforward
wnen used with ordinary least sguares estimation: In this

scvaluation, in which the dependent variables for the most, part

require either » maximum likelihood or method of moments estima-
tion procedure; the error-cumpcnents technique presents more of a
problem. If pooled observations are not wzighted, the resulting

estimztes of program effects are still unbiased; but the standard

errors may be inappropriately low.

To take into account possible differences in estimated

effacts using poviled and unpooled duta, we presented the results
in Chapter 1lI! using koth pooled and wave-by-wave data. in the

wave-by-wave analysis, the 7 to 12 month resulis some entirely
from the "9%-month follow-up wave, the 13 to 16 and 19 to 24
month results come from the "14"-month follow-up wave and the 2%
to 29, 30 to 35; and 36 to 4@ month results come from the 24 tc
§d-month follow-up wave;

are usod: The pocled estimates Jdo have lower standard errors.
In part, this is due to the larger sample sizes in the paoled
data szt and in part due to the fact that the standard erzors may
;2 inappropriately low becausz the observations have been ceft
unweighted,

hppendix B=)
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