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PREFACE 

Since its creation in 1974, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) 
has sought to build knowledge about effective strategies to improve the self-sufficiency of 
disadvantaged young people. This issue is commanding increasing national attention among 
business leaders, policymakers, and program administrators. They voice concern about the 
personal and social costs of high youth joblessnes;s rates, particularly among disadvantaged 
school dropouts, as well as the widening gap between the low skills levels of many of ihese. 
youths and the changing requirements of the economy. Unfortunately, there is limited 
information available on proven ways to close the skills gap and improve the employment 
prospects of these young people. 

Against this setting, MDRC launched a demonstration, called JOBSTART, in 1985. It was 
designed to test the effectiveness of a promising, comprehensive program model targeted to 
disadvantaged high school dropouts. The program was implemented at thirteen diverse program 
sites, with operational funding provided primarily through the Job Training Partnership Act 
(JTP A), the nation's federally funded employment and training system. This report is devoted 
largely to a description of the implementation process at the sites, but it also includes early 
findings about the program's impact and suggestions for operating a program like JOBSTART 
within the JTPA system. 

The report's publication coincides with heightened Congressional interest in the youth 
joblessness problem and with efforts by the U.S. Department of Labor, which has endorsed the 
recommendations of an· advisory committee to redirect JTP A toward serving less job-ready 
people. This shift in focus is prompted by both the business community's concern about the 
quality of the future labor force and the JTP A community's reflections on the lessons of the 
past five years. 

Another important dimension of the JOBSTART story is the process by which the 
demonstration was developed and assembled. In the past, most large-scale research and 
demonstration projects were funded by the federal government. Generally, the funding included 
substantial resources to cover both the evaluation and the program costs of implementing the 
model. At the time JOBST ART was launched, however, the federal government was taking a 
less active role in funding such projects than it had in the past. This led MDRC to undertake 
an entirely new, and necessarily unproven, approach to funding the demonstration. It also 
meant that program operators would be joining the demonstration without the inducement of 
significant financial compensation. 

The success of this process is a tribute to an unusual consortium of funders and program 
operators, who shared a common vision and concern about improving the employment prospects 
of disadvantaged young people, while also building a knowledge base that could guide future 
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policy. Many people deserve special credit and acknowledgment for helping to convert a 
promising idea into a full-scale demonstration. 

First is the initial group of public and private funders who ,nade early, substantial 
commitments to supporting core demonstration activities. The leaders were Jon Blyth at the 
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation;' Gordon Berlin, then at The Ford Foundation and now at the 
Human Resources Administration of New York City; James Gibson and Phoebe CottiJ;lgham at 
The Rockefeller Foundation; Roger Heyns at The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation; and 
Hugh Burroughs, then at The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation and now at The Henry 
J. Kaiser Family Foundation. They provided the nucleus of support that enabled the 
demonstration to go forward. They did more than write checks; they offered guidance and 
insights that helped shape the JOBSTART Demonstration. 

Once a critical mass of private 'funding had been secured, it became easier to enlist the 
support of public funders. Both the U.S. Department of Labor and the National Commission 
for Employment Policy joined as funding partners. Patricia McNeil, then at the National 
Commission and now at the Department of Labor, and Raymond Uhalde and Mamoru Ishikawa, 
both a~ the Department of Labor, helped to solidify the public investment in JOBSTART. They 
deserve credit for their farsightedness in recognizing the importance of identifying effective 
programs for disadvantaged school dropouts. 

Lacking special federal demonstration funding to support program activities, MDRC 
depended on state and local JTP A funding for implementation of the JOBSTART model. 
JOBSTART was a more intensive and costly program than was typical during this stage in 
JTP A's evolution. Thus, it was unclear whether the program funding could be generated from 
within the system. Fortunately, a group of innovative and determined JTP A administrators at 
the, state and local levels bucked the trend of short-term, low-cost programs and agreed to 
commit to JOBSTART more than $2 million of JTPA funds. The people responsible at the 
state level included Gerald Kilbert (California State Department of Education); Carmen 
Velasquez (State of Colorado Governor's Job Training Office); John Taylor (Illinois Department 
of Commerce and Community Affairs); Walker Crewson (New York State Department of 
Education); and Cynthia Mugerauer (Texas Department of Community Affail;S). 

At the local level, the people included, Brenda McDuffie (Buffalo Private Industry 
Council); David Gonzales and Betty Sparrow (Denver Employment and Training); Larry 
Kwalwaser and Susan Rosenblum (Mayor's Office of Employment and Training, Chicago); Irma 
Caballero (Private Industry Council, Corpus Christi); Jim Jones (Employment Resources 
Development Agency, Hartford); William Bruce (Community Development Department of City 
Hall, Los Angeles); Gabriel Cortina (Los Angeles Unified School District); Melanie Smith and 
Dave Farley (City of Pittsburgh); Irv Rubinstein (Pittsburgh-Allegheny County Private Industry 
Council); Jane Burger (then at the Allegheny Conference on Community Development and now 
at the Henry C. Frick Educational Commission, Pittsburgh); and Nancy Bunt (Allegheny 
Conference on Community Development). 
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Corporate sponsors were another important source of funding. Their grants offered the 
program sites needed flexibility and provided a vehicle for nonfinancial corporate involv~ment, 
such as donation of equipment and recognition awards; corporate staff to serve as "mentors"; 
and" entree for the JOBSTART youths to the corporations themselves. The individuals 
responsible for facilitating grants f9r site sponsorship include Gail Promboin and Kathy Peak at 
the Aetna Life & Casualty Foundation; Reynold Levy and Charles Evans at the AT&T 
Foundation; Eugene Wilson, Toni Martinez, Russell Sakaguchi, and Richard Ostler at the 
ARCO Foundation; Andrew Fisher at The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A; Leonard Fleischer and 
Wilma McCarley at the Exxon Corporation; and Theodore Lobman at the Stuart Foundat,ions. 

Finally, implementation of the JOBSTART Demonstration would not have been possible 
without the extraordinary dedication and cooperation of a number of other people as well. 
Peter Rell, Director of the Job Corps, deserves special recognition for his willingness to include 
the nonresidential component of three Job Corps Centers in the evaluation. At the thirteen 
demonstration sites, staff showed unusual commitment in agreeing to participate in the demon­
stration, knowing that it would entail sacrifices and burdensome data and reporting requirements. 
They joined the demonstration to help provide answers that could substantially benefit 
disadvantaged youths in the future. The program staff include Kenneth Cowdery and Douglas 
Ruffin (Allentown Youth Services Consortium); Willie Barnes and Lonnie Hall (Atlanta Job 
Corps); Virginia Kwarta and Walter Manley (Basic Skills Academy, New York City); Rosanne 
Singer and Vickie Green (Capitol Region Education Council, Hartford); Russell Tershey and 
Robert Johnston (Center for Employment Training, San Jose); Ric Gudell and Newton Moore 
(Chicago Commons ~sociation's Industrial and Business Training Programs); Alfred Fascetti, 
Deborah Liddle, and Malcolm Taylor (Connelley Skill Learning Center, Pittsburgh); Pete 
Fernandez and Dora-Maria Antillon (East Los Angeles Skills Center); Marshall Holman, 
Antonio Mendoza, and Margarita Ramos (EI Centro Community College Job Training Center, 
Dallas); George Adian, Chris Millius, and Betsy Seifried (Emily Griffith Opportunity School, 
Denver); David Maranville (Los Angeles Job Corps); Don Screes and Oscar Gibbons (Phoenix 
Job Corps); and Mary Lozano (SER/Jobs for Progress, Inc., Corpus Christi). 

The participation of so many different partners in this five-year demonstration effort shows 
a shared recognition of the importance of the problem and a determination to design better 
programs for disadvantaged youths. 

Robert J. Ivry 
Senior Vice President 

-vii-



.... 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . 

Growing concern about the labor market problems. of high school dropouts has led 
policymakers and program operators to seek more effective ways to increase the employability 
of these youths. The JOBSTART Demonstration addresses this concern by testing a program 
of basic education, occupational skills training, support services, and job placement assistance 
for young, economically disadvantaged dropouts who read below the eighth grade level. 

The demonstration, which was developed and is being evaluated by the Manpower 
Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), provides an important opportunity to learn 
about how this intensive combination of services was implemented at thirteen diverse sites, 
operating primarily with funds provided under the Job Training Partnership Act, the nation's 
principal employment and training system for economically disadvantaged persons. In addition, 
the demonstration includes a rigorous study of the JOBSTART program's costs and its impact 
on participants' educational attainment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other key outcomes. 

This report, the second of three, deals primar:~ with issues of' program operation: the 
process by which the sites recruited eligible youtf..: the nature of the services that were 
provided, and the extent to which the youths participated in these services. A concluding 
chapter identifies lessons for implementing programs like JOBSTART within the JTPA system. 

The report also provides an early indication of the JOBSTART program's impact on 
educational attainment, employment, and earnings during a twelve-month follow-up period, which 
for many of the youths was taken up largely by their participation in the program. A more 
complete picture, including post-program impacts as well as a comparison of the program's 
economic benefits and costs, will be presented in a final report scheduled for the fall of 1990. 
The final report will be based on follow-up surveys conducted twenty-four months after youths 
became a part of the demonstration. The impact findings at both the twelve- and twenty­
four-month points should be seen as unusually reliable because the outcomes for JOBSTART 
youths are compared to those for a control group created through a random assignment research 
design. 

An OveraH Assessment or the JOBSTART Demonstration 

Highlights of the evaluation to date are: 

• The thirteen sites were generally able to recruit the youths and to 
implement the program. This included sites unaccustomed to serving 
young dropouts or to offering JOBSTARTs range of services . 

• JOBSTART was a more intensive program than is typically offered 
to dropouts under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), with a 
median participation of 6.0 months compared to 3.4 months for all 
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dropouts served within Title IIA of JTP A Its intensity approached 
that of the services offered in the Job Corps. Males and females 
participated with virtually equal intensity. 

• Implementation of the program model varied considerably. Important 
sources of variation were (1) whether education and training were 
offered concurrently from the beginning of the program or provided 
as a sequence, with education preceding training; and (2) whether 
all services were provided directly by the sponsoring organization or 
participants were referred to other agencies for some activities. 

• Participants at sites offering a sequence of basic education followed 
by occupational skills training received more instruction in education 
than did those at sites providing education and training concurrently. 
Average education hours were highest at sites providing education in­
house and referring participants to other agencies for training 
(sequential!brokered sites). PartiCipants at concurrent sites attended 
more hours of training classes than did those at sequential sites. 
Participation in training was particularly low at sequential!brokered 
sites. 

• Youths given the opportunity to participate in JOBSTART were 
substantially more likely to receive General Educational Development 
(GED) certification or a high school degree than those in the control 
group. However, because JOBSTART youths spent time in the 
program during the twelve-month follow-up period, they earned less 
than those in the control group. Additional follow-up will be 
necessary to see whether this investment had a longer term payoff. 

• While it was possible to operate such a program within JTP A, the 
sites' experience highlighted the constraints created by the JTP A 
system's performance standards and contracting, practices. State and 
local officials had to find creative solutions to the challenges 
presented. 

Policy Significance of the Demonstration 

The JOBSTART Demonstration is significant for three reasons. First, it serves a group 
of youths -- economically disadvantaged, low-skilled, predominately black or Hispanic high school 
dropouts -- who face particularly severe employment problems. For example, in 1988 only 21 
percent of bl~ck dropouts between the ages of sixteen and twenty-four were' employed full­
time. Moreover, long-term poverty, welfare dependency, criminal activity, and unwed 
parenthood are all significantly higher for those with poor basic skills. The potential effects on 
the economy are equally glaring, as the number of young people entering the labor force will 
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continue to decline through the year 2000 and a growing proportion of them will come from 
minority groups with above-average dropout rates and serious educational deficiencies. 

Second, the JOBSTART Demonstration provideS a rigorous test of a promising approach 
to working with these dropouts, for whom very few program models have been proven effective. 
Evaluations of programs for school' dropout~ have produced a few success stories, some negative 

. findings, and many "inconclusive" results. Only the residential Job Corps (providing basic 
education, QCCupatipnal training, and other services to youths who live at centers operating the 
program) has been considered effective over the long term for seriously disadvantaged dropouts. 
In practice, however, the residential Job Corps' services cannot be offered to every young 
dropout; it is a relatively expensive program, operated in §pecialized centers, and available only . 
to young people willing and able to live away from home: for an extended period of time. 

The JOBSTART program model draws on the Job Corps' experience by offering a similar 
set of services. However, these services are provided in a nonresidential setting (as· is the case 
for 10 percent of the Job Corps' participants), and the JOBSTART model does not include the 
full range of support services available at Job Corps Centers. 

The third significance of the demonstration is its operation within the JTP A system. In 
many past demonstrations, local programs have received substantial special funds to implement 
innovative programs. In contrast, JOBSTART was conducted without any special federal 
funding for program expenses. Participating sites had to raise money through existing sources, 
with JTP A being the primary one in nearly all cases. As a consequence, sites operated 
JOBSTART within that system's constraints and performance requirements. 

When the demonstration began, it ran counter to many of JTP A's prevailing practices. 
In the early and mid-1980s, federal regulations and administrative procedures encouraged state 
and local JTP A programs to emphasize shorter term, lower-cost programs and to enrol~. parti­
cipants who were more employable than the JOBSTART target group. The implementation of 
JOBSTART was a major challenge for the participating sites, coming as it did when JTPA was 
less hospitable to such programs than it is now. 

Recently, the U.S. Department of Labor has encouraged greater provi5Jon of intensive 
services to disadvantaged school dropouts. Thus early research findings in this report come at 
a time when many officials in the JTP A system -- federal, state, and local -- are interested in 
devising ways to pursue that goal. 

The JOBSTART Program Guidelines 

JOBSTART was open to economically disadvantaged school dropouts be~een the ages 
of seventeen and twenty-one who read below the eighth grade level. The program consisted 
of four main elements: 
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1. instruction in basic academic skills using individualized curricula that 
allow youths to proceed at their own pace toward competency goals 
in reading, communication, and basic computational skills; 

2. occupational skills trainin~ in a classroom setting that combines theory 
and hands-on experience to prepare participants for job:; in 
high-demand occupations; 

3. trainin~-related support services including assistance with transpor­
tation, childcare, counseling, and, where possible, additional support 
such as work readiness and life skills (practical everyday knowledge) 
training, and neeJs-based payments or incentive payments tied to 
program performance; a~d 

4. job development and placement assistance in finding training-related 
jobs. 

Sites were required to offer at least 200 hours of basic education and at least 500 hours 
of occupational training courses so that the youths would have a real opportunity to become 
competitive in the labor market. The program guidelines defined the core elements of the 
model; however, within this general framework, the thirteen JOBSTART programs showed great 
variation, reflecting the diverse character and operating histories of the participating sites. By 
leaving the guidelines flexible, MDRC increased the number of sites that could adapt th,eir 
existing programs to fit the model and fund JOBSTART from existing sources. . 

The sites, which overall operated the JOBSTART program between 1985 and 1988, are 
listed in Table 1. They included six community-based organizations (CBOs), three adult 
vocational schools, a community college, and three Job Corps Centers that already operated a 
nonresidential Job Corps program. 

Findings on the Recruitment and Characteristics of Participants 

• As was the case throughout the employment and training system, 
the JOBSTART sites faced serious challenges recruiting economically 
disadvantaged young dropouts into their programs. 

Many programs offering education and training for young dropouts have faced recruitment 
problems. These youths often are reluctant to return to a school setting, require extensive 
support services to participate, or seek immediate employment to meet pressing needs. In 
addition, the lengthy eligibility determination process that is a part of many programs (including 
ITPA's) may discourage some of those initially interested. Most JOBSTART sites found that 
they had to increase their recruitment efforts for the demonstration and that they received more 
applications from young dropouts than they had in the past. 
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Agency Name 

Allentown Youth Services 
Consonium 

Atlanta Job Corps 

Basic Skills Academy (BSA) 

Capitol Region· Education 
Council (CREC) 

Center for Employn :::nt 
Training (CET) 

Chicago Commons 
Association's 
Industrial and Business 
Training Programs 

Connelley Skill Learning 
Center 

East Los Angeles Skills 
Center 

EI Centro Community 
College Job Training 
Centerb 

Emily Griffith Opportunity 
School (EGOS) 

Los Angeles Job Corps 

Phoenix Job Corps 

SERlJobs for Progress 

Table 1 
The JOBSTART Sites 

Type of 
Location Organization 

Buffalo, NY Community based 

Atlanta, GA Job Corps Center 

New York, NY Community based 

Hanford, cr Community based 

San Jose, CA Community based 

Chicago, IL Community based 

Pittsburgh, P A Adult vocational 
school 

Monterey Park, Adult vocational 
CA school 

DaUas, TX Community college 

Denver, CO Adult vocational 
schoo) 

l.os Angeles, CA Job Corps Center 

Phoenix, AZ Job Corps Center 

Corpus Christi, Community based 
TX 

Program Structure· 

Sequential/brokered 

Concurrent 

Sequential/brokered 

Sequential/brokered 

Concurrent 

Concurrent 

Concurrent 

Concurrent 

Sequential/in-house 

Concurrent 

SequentiaVin-house 

Concurrent 

Concurrent 

NOTES: ·Concurrent programs offer basic education and occupational training con~rrent)y 
from the beginning of panicipation. Seguential/in-house programs offer basic educa~ion followed by 
occupational training, with both components provided in-house by the agency. Seguentiallbrokered 
programs provide basic education and then serve as a broker for occupational training, referring 
participants to other agencies. 

bIn September 1988 this site was renamed the Edmund J. Kahn Job Training Center. 
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• Participants in JOBSTART were more disadvantaged than youths 
typically served in the JTPA system. 

The JOBSTART programs were designed for youths with serious employment' problems, 
and sites reported that these yout~s were often more disadvantaged than those they normally 
served. JOBSTART participants were overwhelmiDgly members of minority groups (46 percent 
black and 44 percent Hispanic), averaged 18.5 years of age, and were nearly equally divided 
between males and females (53 percent to 47 percent, respectively). At program entry, they 
had completed an average of 10.1 grades in scaool but read at an average grade level of 6.9 
(with 29 percent reading below the sixth grade level). Forty-seven percent had not worked 
within the previous year. About one-half of the female participants were mothers, most of· 
whom lived with their children. One-fourth of the males reported having been arrested since 
their sixteenth birthday. Slightly more than one-half of all participants received some form of 
public assistance. ' 

Nationally, youths served by Title IIA of JTPA, the major funder of JTPA youth programs, 
tend to be more employable than the JOBSTART youths. In program year 1986, for example, 
72 percent of the JTP A participants were either still in school or already high school graduates. 
When compared to the young dropouts served nationally in JTPA, the JOBSTART participants 
appear to have been more disadvantaged: 39 percent of JTP A young dropouts were receiving 
public assistance at entry into the program, 19 percentage points below the figure for 
JOBSTART. 

Findings on the Nature of JOBSTART Services 

Basic education, occupational training, support services, and job placement assistance were 
available to participants at each site. For community-based organizations, operating JOBSTART 
required changing their course offerings, and their programs typically evolved over the course 
of the demonstration. 

As noted earlier, the programs were not identical across the sites. There were various 
types of agencies, as well as differences in the sequence of activities, schedules, duration of 
training, and nature and intensity of support services. Two central areas of variation were: 

1. whether participants began JOBSTART by attending concurrent 
classes in basic education and occupational skills or by attending a 
seguence of classes beginning with basic education and followed by 
occupational training; and 

2. whether the JOBSTART site provided occupational training in-hou~e 
or served as a broker, referring youths to other organizations when 
they were ready for training. 

Research and operational experience did not provide solid evidence about which would 
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be the better course to follow. Proponents of concurrent instruction in basic education and 
occupational skills argue that it motivates students in their educational classwork because they 
can directly apply what they learn to their occupational training. Supporters of a sequence of 
basic education followed by occupational training believe that it builds the foundation of reading 
and computational skills needed tc? take full advantage of training. 

Operational experience also did not yield a definitive answer as to whether training should 
be offered in-house by the organization providing basic education or by another organization. 
Sites offering both education and training could more easily coordinate curricula, entry 
requirement.l;" support services, counseling, and schedules. But many agencies that provided 
basic education to young dropouts did not also offer occupational training in-house. Requiring 
this combination in-house would have eliminated many experienced agencies from the 
demonstration, thereby diminishing the representativeness of the sites and the replicability of the 
program model should it prove to be effective. 

Eight of the thirteen demonstration sites provided basic education and occupational skills 
training concurrently ("concurrent" sites); two provided a sequence of education followed by 
training ("sequential/in-house" sites); and three provided education and then referred participants 
to other agencies for training ("sequential/brokered" sites). As discussed later, participation rates 
by component, participation hours, and the emphasis among JOBSTART components differed 
among these three types of sites, as did the administrative issues that arose. 

Basic Educational Activities 

• The sites implemented the JOBSTART basic education component, 
and both teachers and st~dents liked the instruction provided. 

The education component typically consisted of individualized curricula, which allowed 
students to proceed at their own pace to study reading, mathematics, and other subjects needed 
to pass the General Educational Development (GED) examination. In general, students worked 
on their own, doing exercises. They used computers or, more often, workbooks. At sites 
offering educatiori and training concurrently, participants usually attended two hours of 
education classes and four hours of vocational training a day. At sites operating a sequential 
program, participants generally attended three hours a day of basic skills classes during the 
education phase, with the remaining three hours a day devoted to life skills classes. 

Teachers at sites felt that the individualized, self-paced instruction provided a better 
learning environment than participants had typically found in high school. The 
competency-based courses allowed the youths to see incremental progress as they advanced 
toward what was, for many, a remote goa] of mastering basic skills and receiving a GED. Most 
students preferred this instructional approach because they felt that it made them active 
participants in the process of learning and allowed them to master one topic before beginning 
another. Yet students also valued interaction with instructors, as much for the personal 
attention and motivation it provided as for instruction in specific skills. 
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Despite the overall favorable assessment, two concerns emerged. Some instructors feared 
that students with very low skills or poor motivation might find the work boring and, as a 
remedy, suggested more group activities. One site did shift to this approach, relying· more 
heavily than other sites on class exercises and lectures. In addition, some instructors thought 
that the curriculum should include. more material c:>n critical thinking and general knowledge. 

• There was evidence of educational progress for participants in 
JOBSTART. 

Data on participation in education, GED receipt, and reading gains provide evidence· of 
educational progress. Participants averaged 132 hours of basic education, and 55 perce~t 
attended for more than 100. hours; those in sequential programs attended significantly more 
hours of basic education classes than did youths in concurrent programs. Approximately 30 
percent of participants reported receiving a GED within twelve months of entering the program. 
Rates of GED receipt varied among the sites, depending on the characteristics of the youths 
served, the emphasis staff placed on this as a program goal, and the state standards for passing 
the GED examinations. As expected, youths with higher reading levels at program entry were 
more likely to attain aGED: 43 percent of those initially reading at the seventh or eighth 
grade level received a GED, compared to 20 percent of those initially reading at or below the 
sixth grade level. The one-third of participants who were tested for reading gains showed 
increases of approximately seven-tenths of a grade level (from an average of 6.9 to 7.6) after 
approximately 100 hours of instruction. 

Occupational Skills Training 

• JOBSTART youths studied occupations with skills requirements 
comparable to those for adults served within JTPA nationwide. 

The choices of occupational training available to participants varied among the sites. 
Participants at large vocational schools could choose courses in more than twenty occupational 
areas. The Job Corps Centers and the larger community-based organizations (CBOs) also 
offered a wide range of vocational training. In contrast, smaller CBOs providing training 
in-house typically offered no more than four or five courses. Youths at sequential/brokered 
sites could choose courses from a variety of agencies; however, some courses were unavailable 
to them in practice because they could not satisfy entrance requirements or experienced other 
difficulties in gaining entry. 

As a group, JOBSTART participants were enrolled in training for a broad range of 
occupations -- clerical and service, machine trades, benchwork occupations, and structural work 
such as welding. OcCupational choices for men and women followed traditional patterns, with 
73 percent of the women in clerical fields. 

Using categories employed by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) in a recent 
analysis of JTPA adult training, MDRC classified the JOBSTART training occupations as 
leading to jobs requiring low or low/moderate skills (17 percent), moderate skills (54 percent), 
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and higher skills (26 percent). This distribution of skills ratings for training occupations was 
similar to what the GAO found for JTP A adult programs. This was unexpected, since 
JOB STAAT participants ,faced more barriers to employment than did the typical JTPA adult 
client. The jobs that youths trained for at sequential sites did not appear to require higher 
skills than those at concurrent si~es, despite the presumed advantage' of initial basic skills 
instruction. 

Services to Facilitate Participation 

• A variety of strategies were important in increasing participation. 
Youths especially valued personal attention provided by a committed, 
supportive program staff. 

All sites provided basic support services such as assistance' with childcare and 
transportation, which. helped participants attend the program. In addition, to increase 
participants' motivation and commitment to the program, site staff used a variety of strategies: 
personal counseling, peer support, rewards for achievement, life skills training, time management 
training, and group recreational activities. Youths cited personal attention from staff as a 
crucial aid in helping them move toward self-sufficiency. While agencies that traditionally served 
disadvantaged youths typically offered these support services from the beginning of the 
demOlistration, a number of sites accustomed to serving adults increased this type of activity as 
their programs evolved. 

Job Placement Services 

• The job placement component of tbe program was the least developed 
at many sites. In particular, participants leaviDg JOBSTART before 
completioD of the curriculum received relatively little aid iD fiDding 
a job. 

Sites were required to assist youths in finding training-related employment, but this phase 
of the program typically received less attention than others. Nearly all the sites did provide 
instruction about employe",' expectations as well as job search techniques. About one-half of 
the sites arranged work experience positions for some participants during the program. 
Approximately one-fourth of the participants worked at some point -- in program-arranged or 
self· initiated jobs -- while they were active in the program. Those who were employed worked 
an average of S6 percent of the weeks they were in the JOBSTART program and were employ­
ed an average of 31 hours per week during the weeks they worked. During the months they 
worked, their hours of classes in JOBSTART were lower than were those of non-working 
participants. 

Efforts to find participants permanent employment typically began near the end of training, 
with instructor contacts serving as an important source of information about job openings. 
Since many youths left the program without reaching this stage, it is not surprising that only 
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about one-fourth of participants reported that program staff referred them to a job or told them 
about openings. 

Findings on Participation Patterns in .IOBSTART 

Education and training programs serving young dropouts often have had problems retaining 
youths long enough to make' a difference in their skills and employability. As a result, 
participation patterns were an important issue in the demonstration; unless youths attended 
JOBSTART classes, there could be no program impacts; 

Data available for this report somewhat underestimate participation in JOBSTART. The 
length of follow-up for this report was twelve months after the youths became part of the study, 
and sixteen percent were still active in the program at this point. Those whose participation 
extended past the end of the follow-up period were treated as if their participation ended at 
twelve months and no further hours of participation occurred. 

• The mean length of stay in the program was 6.7 months; the median 
was 6.0 months. Youths participated in program activities for an 
average of 409 hours. Nearly all those who were active attended 
basic education classes, while 75 percent participated in occupational 
training and 43 percent participated in other activities, such as life 
skills instruction, that were optional for tbe sites. 

As shown in Table 2, these average figures mask great variation in intensity of 
participation. About one-third.of the participants exceeded 500 hours of activity, another one" 
third participated for 201 to 500 hours, and the remaining one-third attended for 200 hours or 
less. Average hours for occupational training (238) were almost twice the average· for basic 
skills education (132); Jhe other activities made up a relatively small portion of all class time. 
As for length of participation in the program, 14 percent of participants stayed less than three 
months, 32 percent were still active in the ninth month after entering the program, and 16 
percent were still active in the twelfth month . 

• Many subgroups participated in JOBSTART with similar intensity; 
for example, average participation hours for males were virtually 
identical to those for females. 

Participation hours in JOBSTART did not show statistically significant differences by 
participant age, grade when leaving school, initial reading level, or public assistance receipt. 
Young males, a group of increasing concern to policymakers, participated in JOBSTART 
educdtion and training at rates and in amounts similar to those of females. ~owever, young 
mothers faced special barriers to participation in the program and registered somewhat lower 
average hours of participation than did males and other females. 
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Table 2 
Panicipation Rates, Hours of Panicipation, and Length of Stay, 

for Panicipants 

Activity Measure 

Percent panicipating in 
Education 
Training 
Education and training 
Otber activities 

Average bours· in 
Education 
Training 
Education and training 
Otber activities 
All activities 

Percentage distribution of houn; 
in education and training 

Less than or equal to 200 
201 to SOO 
501 to 700 
701 or more 
Total 

Percentage distribution of hours 
in all activities 

Less than or equal to 200 
201 to SOO 
SOl to 700 
701 or more 
Total 

Length of stay (months) 
Average 
Median 

Percent still panicipating in month 
3 
6 
9 
12 

Number of panicipants 

Panicipants 

96.0 
74.8 
71.5 
42.S 

131.9 
237.8 
369.8 

39.0 
408.9 

39.7 
27.0 
17.8 
IS.4 

100.0 

33.9 
30.4 
16.7 
18.9 

100.0 

6.65 
6.00 

86.0 
58.1 
32.1 
16.4 

999 

NOlES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 
and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART 

,education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment. All 
estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment and apply to the entire 
panicipant sample including those with zero hours in an individual component. Since some 
participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate 
actual panicipation. 
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• The amount of participation and mix of JOBSTART components 
varied among the sites, with local employment opportunities and 
program structure ap'pearing to aUect measlires of participation 
intensity. 

Across the sites, average total hours of participation ranged from a high of 577 hours to 
a low of 167 hours, a spread of 410 hours. This variation could have had several possible 
sources, including differences in the characteristics of the youths at the sites, in local. 
employment opportunities, and in program characteristics. Although differences in demographic 
and other measured characteristics of participants appear to explain only a small amount of the 
variation, strong labor markets were associated with lower participation hours, probably because 
participants left the program to take jobs. Furthermore, in strong labor markli!ts, those youths 
who cannot get jobs and who enroll in programs are likely to be harder to serve. 

, , 

The experience of participants in sequential and concurrent programs differed in several 
ways, as shown in Table 3. Total participation hours were highest for the sites providing a 
sequence of basic education and training in-house (sequentiaVin-house sites) and lowest for 
sites providing basic education and then referring participants to another agency for training 
(sequentiaVbrokered sites). Hours in education also varied: sequential sites placed more 
emphasis on education than did concurrent sites, with the former having a slightly higher 
percentage of participants attending education classes and conside~ably higher education hours. 
SequentiaVbrokered sites had the highest average hours in education. One possible reason for 
greater education hours in sequential sites was that many youths recruited at these sites were 
more interested in attaining a GED than in receiving occupational training. 

Participants at the concurrent site:s received· the most occupational training. In sharp 
contrast, only about one-fourth of the participants. at sequential/brokered sites m~de the 
transition from education to training; therefore average hours in training were low. This 
occurred because of the usual attrition over the course of a lengthy sequen~, problems in 
developing linkages with training organizations, and many participants' greater Interest in basic 
education at these sites . 

• JOBSTART succeeded in providing a more intensive program than 
was typically offered youths in JTPA. 

. JOBSTART participation can be put in context by comparing it to that reported for other 
programs. Length of participation is a measure that permits approximate comparisons among 
several types of youth programs, including JTP A Title IIA programs for young dropouts and the 
Job Corps. Overall, JOBSTARTs median length of participation of 6.0 months greatly 
exceeded the 3.4-month median for young dropouts served in JTP A Title IIA programs during 
the period of the demonstration. Length of stay in the Job Corps program slightly exceeded 
that of JOBSTART. This suggests that JTPA, JOBSTART, and the Job Corps provided 
services of varying intensity to youths of varying backgrounds .... : the socioeconomic status of 
JOBSTART participants and the intensity of JOBSTART services were closer to the Job Corps 
than to JTPA 
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Table 3 
Participation Rates and Hours of Participation 

for Participants, by Program Structure 

Sequential! SequentiaL' 
Activity Measure Concurrent In-House Brokered Total 

Percent participating in 
Education 94.2 98.6 99.4 96.0 
Training 95.0 54.3 25.9 74.8 
Education and training 89.7 54.3 25.9 71.5 
Other activities 14.7 100.0 74.1 42.5 

Average hours in 
Education 107.5 161.8 184.7 131.9 
Training 289.6 221.6 68.4 237.8 
Education and training 397.1 383.3 253.2 369.8 
Other activities 9.9 105.7 63.7 39.0 
All activities 407.0 489.6 316.8 408.9 

Number of participants 621 208 170 999 -
NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 

1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART 
education, training, or other component within ~elve months of random assignment. All 
estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment and apply to the entire 
participant sample including those with zero hours in an individual component. Since some 
participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these measures 
underestimate actual participation. 

Concurrent programs offer basic education and occupational training 
concurrently from the beginning of participation. Sequential/in-house programs offer basic 
education followed by occupational training, with both components provided in-house by the 
agency. Sequential,ibrokered programs provide basic education and then serve as a broker for 
occupational training, referring participants to other agencies. 
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Findings on Early Pgram Impacts 

The analysis of JOBSTART's impacts relied on a rigorous random assignment research 
design. Using this approach, 2,312 youths who applied for JOBSTART were randomly assigned 
to one of two groups: the "experimental" group was offered a chance to participate in the 
program, whereas the "control" group was not offered the JOBSTART program but could 
receive any other services in the community. Since the two groups were created by a chance 
or lottery process, the only systematic difference between them was that only those in the 
experimental group could receive JOBSTART services. Thus, the control group provided 
information on what the lx!havior of experimentals would have been in the absence of the 
program. The research design called for interviewing the individuals in both groups twelve and 
twenty-four months after they were randomly assigned. This report presents results from only 
the twelve-month follow-up survey. 

For two reasons, the program impact findings reported here must be viewed as preliminary. 
First, the twelve-month follow-up period was short; 15 percent of experimentals were still in the 
program at the time of the survey. Second, these findings are based on a partial sample of all 
JOBSTART youths: at the time data collection for this report was completed, the twelve­
month survey had been fielded for the first 1,709 of the 2,312 youths randomly assigned. The 
final impact report will present results for all survey respondents based on two years of 
follow-up. 

The impact results presented in this report are based on the 1,401 people (82 percent of 
the 1,709) who responded to the first survey. The findings compare all experimentals who 
responded to the survey to all controls who responded. As mentioned earlier, participation 
varied and these results are the average for experimentals with little or no participation in 
JOBSTART and those with hundreds of hours in the program. Outcome differences are 
considered statistically significant if there ·was no more than a 10 percent probability that they 
could have occurred by chance. 

• Experimentals had much higher rates of participation in education 
and training programs than did controls. d. 

For the demonstration to be a clear test of the effectiveness of JOBSTART services, a 
much higher percentage of experimentals than controls must have received basic education and 
occupational training. Table 4 shows that this did occur: 95 percent of experimentals 
participated in education or training in the year after random assignment, compared to only 29 
percent of controls .. Over the course of the year, experimentals received an average of 460 
hours of education and training (both within and outside the demonstration), while controls 
averaged only 116 hours. By the fourth quarter after random assignment, many participants had 
left the program, but the difference in service hours remained statistically significant. 
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Table 4 
Preliminary Impacts of JOBSTART During the 

Twelve Months After Random Assignment 

OutCOh'le and Follow.Up Period 

Percent who ever received any education 
or naining in months 1·12 

Total hours of education or training 
received in months 1·12 

Percent who received a QED or bigh school 
diploma by end of 

Month 3 
Month 6 
Month 9 
Month 12 

Percent ever employed in months 1·12 

Percent ever employed in 
Months 1-3 
Months 4-6 
Months 7-9 
Months 10-12 

Total number of weeks 
employed in months 1-12 

Total earnings in months 1-12 ($) 

Total earnings ($) in 
Months 1·3 
Months 4·6 
Months 7-9 
Months 10·12 

Number of youths randomly assigned 

Experimentals Controls 

94.5 29.3 . 

459.7 115.9 

6.6 4.4 
18.6 5.9 
24.9 7.4 
27.5 9.9 

58.2 62.8 

18.4 29.2 
29.0 38.4 
41.0 45.3 
48.2 50.9 

11.8 15.2 

1772.78 2490.25 

193.73 361.67 
353.93 603.08 
561.74 709.53 
663.37 815.96 

714 687 

Difference 

65.2·" 

343.8·" 

2.2· 
12.7··· 
17.5·" 
17.6·" 

-4.7" 

-10.9"· 
-9.5·" 
-4.2· 
-2.6 

-3.4·" 

-717.47·" 

-167.94·" 
-249.15·" 
-147.79.· .. 
-152.59"· 

NOTES: All impact calculations for this repon use survey com pIeters randomly assigned 
between August 1985 and March 1987, including those with values of zero for outcomes and those 
who were assigned to JOBSTART but did not panicipate. 

Statistical significance levels are indicated as • = 10 percent; .. ~ 5 percent; 
..... 1 percent. 

WEducation ot training" includes JOBSTART and non-JOBSTART educational, 
occupational, and related activities. 
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• JOBSTART led to substantially higher educational attainm~Dt 
(especially receipt of GED) for experimentals compared to coLltrols 
during the twelve months after random assignment. There were 
positive impacts on educational attainment for virtually all 
subgroups in the study. 

Clearly, experimentals' investment of time and effort paid off in increased educational 
attainment during the ye~r after random assignment, as shown in Table 4. By year's end, 28 
percent of experimentals had received a high school degree or OED, compared to only 10 
percent of controls, a difference of 18 percentage points -- almost a tripling of the rate for 
controls. Nearly all of this increase came through attainment of a OED; few eXperimentals or 
controls completed regular high school. This impact on educational attainment was similar to 
that found in the Job Corps study, where, within a similar follow-up period, 24 percent of 
participants attained a OED or high school diploma over a comparison group rate of 5 percent, 
a 19 percentage point increase. 

Virtually all subgroups of youths showed statistically significant increases in educational 
attainment, compared to the corresponding control group. Importantly, the educational impacts 
were substantial for both males and young mothers, two groups of special concern to 
policymakers. This was also the case for those who had dropped out before completing the 
tenth grade and those receiving public assistance. 

While these impacts were large, the proportion of experimentals with a high school degree 
or OED was still relatively low, as would be expected for a population reading below the eighth 
grade level at entry into the program. 

• This investment in "human capital" by experimentals came at the 
cost of forgone employment and earnings in the short term. 
However, the employment rate difference narrowed over the follow-up 
period as increasing numbers of experimentals left JOBSTART and 
found employment. 

Since parti~ipation in JOBSTART took up considerable time for many experimentals, it 
was expected that during the first year after random assignment controls would show greater 
employment and earnings. This did occur: 63 percent of controls worked at some point, 
compared to 58 percent of experimentals. Over the year, controls earned $717 more than 
experimentals. (See Table 4.) 

The difference in the proportion of experimentals and controls working declined over the 
follow-up period. In the fourth quarter after random assignment, the employment rate for 
experimentals was nearly equal to that of controls, and the earnings difference had dropped 
from $249 (in the second quarter) to $153. 
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These employment results highlight the importance of longer follow-up in assessing the 
effectiveness of an intensive program designed to improve the long-term employment prospects 
of youths. Short follow-up captures primarily the costs of the program without a full assessment 
of its benefits. 

Operational Lessonsfol' Programs of Education Bnd Training Within ITPA 

While a final decision on JOBSTARTs potential must await more definitive results on its 
impact and cost effectiveness, this report is being issued at. a time when there is an emerging 
consensus that comprehensive programs (similar to JOBSTART) are needed .for low-skilled 
youths, including dropouts. This consensus coincides with increasing pressure to shift theJTP A 
system in this direction. Therefore, lessons on how to operate this type of' program within the 
JTP A system are particularly timely. The report's lessons in this area draw on both the 
demonstration and the experience of other youth programs. For this reason, they move 
explicitly beyond the data and research findings from the demonstration to reflect a more wide­
ranging knowledge base. 

The ability of the JOBSTART sites to implement the program model shows the potential 
for operating an intensive program of education and training within JTP A, even before recent 
changes in performance standards and the new federal emphasis on service to youths with basic 
skills deficits. But experience during and after the demonstration also highlights the difficulties 
posed by the JTP A system's emphasis on high placement rates and low costs, and the central 
role that state and local officials must play in supporting programs like JOBSTART: 

• Lessons for State .ITPA Officials: States can encourage programs 
like JOBSTART through policy statements emphasizing the 
importance of intensive services to young dropouts, through flexibility 
in administering the performance standards used to assess SDAs, and 
through use of discretional)' funds to support this type of program. 
The states should also seek opportunities to leverage other state, local, 
or foundation resources for these programs. 

• Lessons for. Local .ITPA Officials: SDAs can fund programs like 
JOBSTART, using their JTPA formula allocation (the "78 percent" 
funds) supplemented with 6 and 8 percent set-aside funding distributed 
by states. SDAs can also seek out funding partners among local 
schools, community colleges, and welfare agencies. In performance­
based contracts with organizations serving youths, SDAs can designate 
payment points that recognize other program goals besides jqb 
placement, such as program participation by hard-to-serve youths or 
attainment of a GEl:? 
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The demonstration also provides many lessons for program operators providing education 
and training to disadvantaged youths: 

• Recruitment: Sites must actively recruit, rather than rely on 
word-of-mouth and w,alk-ins to the agency. The disadvantaged youths. 
who are the target group for programs like JOBST ART are often 
outside the mainstream of social service agencies and unlikely to hear 
about the programs without an aggressive outreach effort. Intake 
procedures should be streamlined, and orientation and other early 
contacts with the client should emphasize the benefits of participating _ 
rather than eligibility rules. If programs are interested in attracting 
disadvantag~ youths, they should not create extra steps in enrollment 
(such as multiple appointments and unnecessary documentation of 
eligibility) to test the motivatioil of youths. 

• Retention Strategies: Once enrolled in a program, youths need 
extensive support services such as assistance with childcare and 
transportation, counseling, life skills training, and informal activities 
to create a supportive environment and build a commitment to the 
program. Program counselors who can playa continuing role as case 
managers and advocates for participants are an important part of the 
program. 

• Basic Education: In tOOay's labor market, employers increasingly seek 
workers who not only possess basic reading and math skills but can 
also think through problems. These needs of employers must be 
reflected in the content of basic edUcat!ODj programs should move 
beyond the teaching of basic skills to assist students to develop their 
reasoning skills. Computer-assisted, individualized instruction is useful 
in teaching basic skills, but development of analytical skills may call 
for a combination of methods, induding interaction with teachers and 
other students in a group. 

• Occupational Training: Participants should be given opportunities 
to explore different training options early in a program to make an 
informed choice about what courses to take. Course entrance 
requirements should be training-related and not artificially high, so 
as not to exclude those who could do the classwork. Training 
instructors must see their role as extending beyond the presentation 
of technical materialj they can be part of a network of staff helping 
to address the many needs of young dropouts. 

• Job Placement Assistance: Instruction in job search techniques is 
important, but young dropouts also need direct job development and 
referrals to specific jobs. While independent job search will be the 
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norm, group job search may be appropriate for some participants. 
Training instructors can play a crucial role in developing job leads, 
but job development specialists are also needed. Programs should also 
develop ways to help youths who do not complete the program to 
find employment. 

The demonstration also highlighted the tradeoffs associated with three key program design 
issues: 

• Choice or an Institutional Sponsor: Schools and community-based , 
organizations have different strengths and weaknesses in operating a 
program like JOBSTART. CBOs are likely to see such a program 
as central to their organizational mission, to be familiar with the 
interests and needs of disadvantaged young dropouts, and to provide 
the range of support seI'\;ces needed by participants. Schools, in 
contrast, typically have a greater variety of occupational courses and 
more stable funding. Avenues are available for increasing the capacity 
of either type of organization to implement a program like 
JOBSTART. 

• Choice or a Concurrent Versus a Seauential Pl'02ram: Staff at 
concurrent programs must develop ways to include life skills training, 
group activities, and counseling in the busy schedules of participants 
attending both education and training classes. The greatest challenges 
for sequential programs are to motivate youths during the education 
phase (when a job may seem quite distant) and to increase the 
proportion of youths making the transition to training. 

• Choice or a Brokered Versus an In-House Sequential Pl'02ram: 
Operating brokered programs increases the number of agencies able 
to participate in a program like JOBSTART. However, the feasibility 
of this approach hinges on developing ways to facilitate the transition 
from educational services offered by one agency to training provided 
by another. The likelihood of brokered arrangements succeeding is 
increased if training agencies give priority to youths who meet their 
clearly specified entrance requirements. Flexible scheduling to anow 
youths to continue with their basic education even after they have 
moved on to their training provider would increase the appeal of a 
brokered approach. The SDA can play a crucial role by structuring 
contracts to encourage cooperation between education and training 
agencies. 

These operational lessons, discussed in greater detail in Chapter 10 of the report, may 
help states, SDAs, and service providers to better serve young dropouts. 

" 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE NATURE OF THE JOBSTART DEMONSTRATION 

More than 5 million Americans aged sixteen to twenty-four are school dropouts. In many 
large cities dropout rates reach or exceed 50 percent. Inadequately equipped with basic skills 
such as reading, writing, anq simple computational ability, most dropouts cannot earn a decent 
living, especially in a service-oriented economy where high-paying blue-collar jobs are increasingly 
a thing of the past. For eighteen- to twenty-four-year-old males, a key group, the discrepancy 
b~tween the average annual income of a high school graduate and that of a dropout was 31 
percent in the early 19605; by the early 1980s it had increased to 59 percent.l 

The JOBSTART Demonstration is a test of a program designed to give disadvantaged 
dropouts a "second chance" through a combination of basic education, occupational skills 
training, job development and placement assistance, and support services (such as counseling, 
childcare, and transportation expenses). 

This report is about the implementation of the demonstration at the thirteen organizations 
participating in it. The report analyzes the issues encountered in setting up the demonstration, 
the characteristics and experiences of participants in the program, and the nature of the services 
offered. It concludes with a preliminary analysis of the early effects of the program on 
educational attainment, employment, and other measures of economic self-sufficiency, and with 
lessons for implementing this type of program. 

I. The Nature of the Youth Employment Problem 

It is widely acknowledged that the United States has a youth employment problem, but 
it has become increasingly clear that the heart of the groblem is "8, small group of young people 
who remain out of work a large portion of the time." In fact, using data from the late. 1970s, 
the Congressional Budget Office estimated that about 10 percent of all youths accounted for 
61 percent of all youth unemployment.3 Overwhelmingly, they are from poor families and have 
dropped out of school. Many are members of minority groups. For e,~ample, in 1988 only 21 
percent of black school dropouts aged sixteen to twenty-four were employed full-time compared " 
to 39 percent of whites.4 For the same group, only 52 percent of all blacks were in the labor 
force (which is officially defined as those people working or actively seeking work) compared 

lBerlin and Sum, 1988, p. 9. 
2Clark and Summers, 1982, p. 200. See also Ellwood, 1982; Rees, 1986; and Hahn and 

Lerman, 1985, p. 6. . 
3U.S. Congress, 1982, p. 12. 
4U.S. Department of Labor, 1989, p. 168. 
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to 67 percent of whites. Moreover, there may well be lingering, if not lifelong, effects of 
dropping out of school and being jobless. 

The consequences are societal as well as personal.· Strong evidence indicates that the 
incidence of poverty, welfare receipt, criminal activity, and unwed parenthood is significantly 
higher for those with poor basic skills.s Society bears the cost in the form of social disruption 
and increased public services. 

There is a still broader context for the dropout problem. The U.S. Department of Labor 
projects that the number of young people will have declined sharply -- by 38 percent-- between 
1975 and 2000, and that a growing proportion of them will come from groups with traditionally 
higher-than-average school dropout rates and basic skills deficiencies (minorities, recent 
immigrants, youths from single-parent families, and the poor).6 This does not bode well for the 
future competitiveness of the country. 

For all these reasons, attention is now being directed to young, poor dropouts, the target 
group for the JOBSTART program. 

n. The Policy and Research COntext of the JOBSTART Demonstration 

Several conditions made it difficult throughout much of the 1980s to develop an effective 
policy to combat the problem of young dropouts: public attention was diverted to a different 
labor market problem, the need for highly skilled workers; the federal employment and training 
system did not encourage serving young dropouts; and past research efforts had identified few 
effective programs. Looming over all was the federal budget deficit. 

A Responses to the "Skills Crisis" 

The drive for competitiveness in the international economy highlighted the growing need 
for very skilled workers, while the problems of the low-skilled received less attention.7 

Educational reform efforts and initiatives in the employment and training field tended to focus 
on improving the math and science performance of those who had already mastered basic skills. 
Many reforms, such as strengthening curricula and raising required competencies, It:ft those with 
basic skills deficiencies even further behind.8 Recently, labor market analysts have recognized 
that all workers must have math, communication, and reasoning skills. Yet in the United States 
a recent study of young adults found that while nearly all could read simple material, a relatively 
small proportion were proficient with more complex material.9 

sBerlin and Sum, 1988, pp. 24-35. 
6Fullerton, 1987. 
7PublicIPrivate Ventures, 1987, p. 19. 
8MDC, 1985. 
9Kirsch and Jungeblut, 1986. 
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B. JTP A Pro&ram Features 

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982 is the federal government's major 
program for funding employment and training programs for economically disadvantaged adults 
and youths. Th~ manner in which it was implemented during the mid-1980s posed a second 
impediment to developing new programs of education and training for young school dropouts. 
JTP A distributes the majority of its funds to states according to a formula based on the number 
of unemployed and economically disadvantaged residents in states. These funds, in tum, are 
distributed by the states to local administrative entities called service delivery areas (SDAs). The 
federal JTP A statute sets genera) rules for program eligibility and types of services. Within this 
framework, each SDA's staff and private industry council (PIC) -- often operating like a board 
of directors for the agency -- determine the types of services to be offered, the priority groups' 
for services, and how service providers under contract to the SDA are to be evaluated and paid. 

The incentives embedded in Title IIA, the largest part of JTP A and the one that finances 
most youth programs, made SDAs and JTP A-funded education and training agencies hesitant 
to enroll youths with very low basic skills who are in need of intensive programs of education 
and training and support services. In JTP A, Congress mandated a system of performance 
standards -- increased employment and earnings, decreased receipt of welfare -- that were 
intended to measure the "return on the JTP A program investment."lO These standards were 
supposed to hold SDAs accountable for the quality and cost of program outcomes. In designing 
the actual performance measures used during the first five years of JTP A, federal, state, and 
local administrators focused on the proportion of participants placed in a job, their wages, and 
the cost per "success story."l1 This encouraged SDAs and service providers to choose people 
who were most likely to achieve these successes.12 In addition, the 'statute limited spending on 
support services (such as transportation and childcare assistance) and needs-based cash payments. 

lOSee section 106 of the act. 
llFrom the early 1980s until program year 1987 (ending in June 1988), the performance 

of SDAs selving adults was judged by the following standards: the percentage of adults who 
found a job; the percentage of adults who were receiving welfare when they enrolled in JTP A 
who found a job; the average wage at placement in a job; and the program cost per person 
entering employment. For youths, the standards included the percentage who found employment 
and the "positive termination rate," defined as entering employment or other quantifiable 
measures of program success. These included attainment of employment competencies 
recognized by local private industry councils, completion of a level of schooling, enrollment in 
further non-Title IIA training, enlistment in the armed forces, returning to sch~l full time, or 
(for fourteen- and fifteen-year-olds) completing specified program objectives. The youth 
standards included the cost per "positive termination." For each measure, the U.S. Department 
of Labor set national levels which -- at state option -- could be adjusted to reflect the 
characteristics of those served and the conditions in the local labor market. 

12See Walker et al., 1985; Grinker Associates, 1986; Cook et ai., 1985; and Auspos with 
Price, ] 987. 
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Data from the mid-1980s illustrate the effectS of these incentives. During program years 
1984 to 1986, young dropouts constituted only 11 percent of all Title ITA participants and 27 
percent of all youth participants. Among young dropouts who were served under Title ITA in 
1986, only 23 percent received basic education, a service likely to promote their long-term 
success but unlikely to lead to immediate placement in a job.13 : , 

Responding to this problem, the U.S. Department of Labor changed its administrative 
practices and regulations. In late 1987 the department stated that "more emphasis- must be 
placed on intensive investments in youth within JTP A" and recommended that "a significant 
"portion of youths who participate ... should receive competency-based instruction in either 
basic education or occupational skills."14 Soon thereafter, amendments to the regulations 
(effective in program year 1988) encouraged states to choose as the key standard for youth 
programs one which includes measures of increased educational and skills competencies; this 
increased the opportunities to include young, low-skilled dropouts in JTP A An advisory 
committee to the Department of Labor also recommended shifting more resources to harder­
to-serve youths and ending restrictions on the support services these youths are likely to need. IS 

While these changes came too late to affect the implementation of the demonstration, 
they have heightened interest in the project as an early test of a new direction for JTP A and 
have increased the chances that the JOBSTART program will be successfully replicated if the 
research findings are positive. 

C. Re:;earch on Pro~am Effectiveness 

The third barrier to policy development was the scarcity of programs proven effective for 
young dropouts.16 Many had been tried, but nearly all evaluations either found unfavorable 
results, were inconclusive, or were seriously flawed. A common methodological problem was 
the absence of an appropriate group (one that was not served by the program) against which 
the group that was served could be r..ompared. Without such a comparison, evaluators frequently 
confused outcomes that followed a program with the real program impacts. 

The one notable exception to this pattern was the residential' Job Corps, which a study 

13U.S. Department of Labor, 1988. The remaining youth dropout participants were active 
in other classroom training (20 percent), on-the-job-training (12 percent), job search (15 
percent), work experience (8 percent), and other activities (22 percent). 

14Federal ReKister, 1987. Similarly, U.S. Department of Labor officials were urging SDAs 
to spend more money on youth programs, noting that such "investments" have long-term payoffs 
and that the average cost per termination for youths is less than one-half of the allowed 
standard. Moreover, DOL officials were stressing the importance of increasing enrollment of 
at-risk and "hard-to-serve" youth in JTP A programs. This new interest in a more intensive 
program of education to address basic skills deficiencies carried over into Congressionally 
mandated changes in the summer youth employment program under Title fiB of JTP A 

IsJob Training Partnership Act Advisory Panel, 1989. 
16Betsey et aI., 1985, summarizes this literature. 
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found to be effective in increasing the educational attainment and earnings of young dropouts.I7 

The residential Job Corps provides basic skills education, occupational training, life skills 
instruction, job placement assistance, health care, counseling, and' other support services to 
youths who live at centers (often outside urban areas) and participate in the program for up to 
two years. IS About 80 percent of Job Corps participants have not completed high school. The 
residential Job Corps, however. could not be offered to all dropouts; it was a relatively expensive 
program, of interest only to those willing and able to live away from home, and clearly not the 
answer. for all disadvantaged youths. 

One simple approach -- helping youths look for work more effectively -- was tested in a 
demonstration in the early 1980s. The demonstration assessed the effectiveness of a, program 
providing job search assistance through simulated interviews, seminars on job-seeking techniques, 
and assistance in making contact with potential employers. The evaluation found that the 
program produced short-term increases in employment and earnings but that in the long run 
participants were no better off than a comparison group.19 , 

In a careful evaluation, the most common youth employment strategy -- subsidized work 
experience -- also did not show any long-term impacts on educational attainment, employment, 
or earnings for dropouts. The National Supported Work Demonstration, managed by the 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) in the late 1970s, enrolled very 
disadvantaged young dropouts (many with a criminal record) in a twelve~ to eighteen-month 
program of paid work experience with gradually increasing job responsibilities. Program impacts 
for this group were not positive even though the program proved successful for long-term 
welfare recipients.20 This experience led MDRC to develop the Youth Variation of Supported 
Work, which added basic education and skills training to work experience. Early results were 
encouraging (longer participation in the program, better job placement rates), but funding was 
not available for an assessment of long-term program impacts. 

The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP), which offered subsidized 
minimum-wage jobs to high school students and dropouts who returned to school, also provided . 
a negative lesson on program design. While the program did increase the employment and 
earnings of students, evaluators found that the offer did not induce dropouts to return to and 
remain in regular high school. Many of those who did return dropped out a second time.2l 

With this research record the Job Corps stood alone as a program considered effective 
for young school dropouts. Its evaluation found increases in participants' employment rates, 
earnings, educational attainment, and health status, and a reduction in their dependence on 
public assistance and arrests for serious crimes. Moreover, these program impacts persisted 
over a four-year follow-up period. Although program costs per participant were much higher 

l7Mallar et aI., 1982. . 
lBne Job Corps also operates a nonresidential program at some sites, three of which 

participated in the JOBSTART Demonstration. 
19Public/Private Ventures, 1983. 
2OManpower Demonstration Research CorporatiOl'~~ 1980. 
21 Farkas et aI., 1984. • 
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than for most other programs (averaging $6,800 in 1980), the benefits exceeded the costs. 
Especially encouraging was the program's effectiveness for young male dropouts, a group that 
had proven especially hard to serve in many previous programs. Among the questions left open 
was whether the Job Corps mqdel of education, training, and other services could be adopted 

- by agencies (other than Job Corps Centers) that operated nonresidential programs with less 
comprehensive support services. . 

In 1983 the National Academy of Sciences convened a panel of experts on youth 
programs. Their assessment -- summing up research findings -- recommended further testing of 
the Job Corps program model in a nonresidential setting using random assignment to produce 
reliable findings.22 

ID. ~velopment of ~he JOBSTART Demonstration 

MORC began the JOBSTART Demonstration in 1985 to provide a rigorous test of the 
wider applicability of the kind of program already being used in the residential Job Corps. In 
the past such a demonstration would have been specially funded: local agencies operating the 
program would have received substantial funding, primarily from the federal government, to 
support program implementation. In the changed fIScal environment of the 1980s, such full­
scale funding was not forthcoming. Local and state JTP A agencies provided most of the 
operational funding for the JOBSTART sites, but the MORC evaluation was funded by an 
unusual consortium consisting of the Rockefeller, Ford, Charles Stewart Mott, William and Flora 

. Hewlett, AT&T, ARCO, Aetna Life & Casualty, and Stuart Foundations; the Exxon 
Corporation; the Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A; the U.S. Department of Labor; and the National 
Commission for Employment Policy. Funding from this consortium also enabled MORC to 
award a modest $25,000 grant to each site. 

This financial structure powerfully shaped the character of the demonstration at the local 
leveL The JOBSTART program would have to operate within existing agencies and programs 
under the rules of Title IIA of JTPA or, for the nonresidential Job Corps Centers, under Title 
IVB of JTP A It proved a serious challenge for sites to simultaneously follow the demonstration 
guidelines, the rules of Title IIA, and provisions in their contncts with SDAs. Sites could not 
be sure that the local SDAs would continue to fund them under Title IIA, since JOBSTART 
was such a departure from the typical JTP A program. The Job Corps Centers had much less 
difficulty because the program was modeled on their own. 

The lack of special funding also placed limits on what could be asked of the sites in terms 
of changing and standardizing their curricula. Instead, they were given general guidelines. Even 
so, there were major challenges. Some of the sites normally offered only basic skills education 
or vocational training; the demonstration called for both, requiring them either to add a whole 
new kind of activity or to link up with other local agencies providing it. Some sites also had 
to adapt to a younger and less skilled student body than they normally served. 

22 . 
Betsey et at., 1985, Chap. 1. 
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The demonstration was thus a hybrid: part evaluation of existing programs and part test 
of a new program. The basic program differed from site to site in myriad details, but the variety 
did permit a test of how a scaled-down Job Corps-type program could operate under existing 
rules in different kinds of established agencies. If the demonstration showed posi~ive results, 
it would be easier to replicate the program widely. 

IV. The JOBSTART Pro~ram Guidelines 

Drawing on the lessons of the Job Corps and applying them within the constraints of 
JTP A, the demonstration developed a new alternative program. The key elements, shown in 
Table 1.1, include the core components of the Job Corps (basic education, occupational training, 
job search) but a less extensive system of support services. In some respects (the definition of 
the target population and the requirement that certain activities be included), the program 
model was quite specific, while in others it allowed for considerable variation. The model set 
requirem~nts as to the type and intensity of education and training services that were to be 
offered to participants, and it placed strong emphasis on the need for strategies to increase 
program retention. However, sites were given a great deal of flexibility in implementing these 
core requirements. 

Since the program was designed to reach a population largely unserved by existing 
programs, eligibility requirements were quite specific. Participation was limited to school 
dropouts who were between seventeen and twenty-one years of age, did not have a diploma or 
GED, read below the eighth grade level, and satisfied the JTP A definition of economical~ 
disadvantaged (defined primarily by household income or receipt of public assistance). 
Recognizing that program operators needed to meet enrollment and performance standard 
targets, however, the guidelines allowed for up to 20 percent of participants to read at or above 
the eighth grade level. 

The demonstration sought to test an intervention that would be relatively intensive and 
lengthy compared to the usual JTP A activities and would address the multiple deficits in 
participants' skills. As a result, the program model required sites to offer a specified minimum 
amount of both basic education and occupational training. This combination of services, as 
noted earlier, differed from the usual situation under Title IIA of JTPA The two-hundred­
hour minimum of education was based on an estimate of what would be needed to bring 
participants' basic skills up to the point where they could qualify for a GED or enter skills 
training. The five hundred hours of training was a compromise between the very lengthy 
training research suggested was useful and what was practical in most JTP A environments. The 
total time in the program was expected to be a year or less. 

2.3-ro be eligible for JTP A services, a person must be receiving public assistance; have family 
income at or below the poverty line or 70 percent of the lower living standard income level; be 
homeless, under the definition of federal statutes; or, in some cases, be a handicapped adult 
whose own income fits withitl the guidelines but whose family income exceeds it. 
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T.rget Popul.tion 

.aslc E~.tlon Instruction 

Occupational Skills Tr.ining 

Training-Rel.ted Support Services 

Job Development .nd Pl.cement 
AssI.t.nce 

T.ble 1.1 

The JOBSTART Progran Guldel ines 

To be eligible for JDlSTART, Individuals had to be: 

o 17 to 21 ye.rs old 
o .chool dropout. ~Ithout • diploma or GED 
o reading bel~ the eighth gCede level on •• tanderdized testa 
o KOI'ICIIIic.lly disadvant.ged" . 

Sites ~r. to hllpl~t • currlculun th.t ~IS: 

o .el f-paced Md CCIIIIPftenc:y ... ed 
o cOMpUter·..ntgad Md • ••• i.ted, if pos.lble 
o •• Ini.u. of 200 hour. in length 
o focUled on Nading, c...,ic.tion, .nd basic CCIIIPUt.tion 

.kills 

Sites ~re to laplement • curriculun thet: 

o ~.s In • cl ••• r~ .ettlng 
o cOll'bined theory and h.nds-on experience 
o preplred enrollees for jobs in high-deMand occupations 
o provided.t lust 500 hours of tr.ining 
o had been developed ~ith the •• si.t.nce of the priv.te 

.ector to ensure th.t graduates ~ld .eet the entry-level 
requirements of loc.l -.ployers 

Services ~re to be t.llored to Individual need .nd ~re to 
Include, In addition to transportation and chtldc.re, .ome 
c~ination of the foll~ing: 

o work reediness and life skills tr.ining 
o per.anal.nd voc.tional counseling, .entoring, tutori.l 

.ssistance, and referr.l to extern.l .upport .ystems 
o needs-based pa-,-nts or incentive payments tied to length 

of .t.y, pros;ran .ttendance, or perfol'lllllnce 

JOBSTART oper.tors and/or their subcontr.ctors were to be 
responsible for •• si.ting participants In finding tr.ining­
rel.ted jobs 

SCXJRCE: JOBSTART Demonstr.tion Guidelines. 

NOTES: aTo help meet enrollment targets, e.ch .ite was .llowed to enroll Individuals -- up to 20 
percent of its totel JOBSTART enrollment -- who read at or above the eighth grade level. 

bTo be eligible for JTPA services -- KOI'ICIIIic.lly di.adv.nt.ged by JOBSTART .t.ndards -- • 
per.on lUSt be receiving public .ssi.unce; heve family IncCllle .t or below the poverty line or 70 percent of 
the lowest living st.ndard. income level; be homeless, under the definition of federel .t.tutes; or, in.ame 
c.ses, be e handic.pped adul t whose own income fits within the guidel ines but whose fanily income exceeds it. 
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The basic education component offered instruction in reading, communication, and basic 
computational skills, using individualized curricula that allowed youths to proceed at their own 
pace toward required competency goals. The program model also encouraged -- but did not 
require -- . sites to offer computer-managed and computer-assisted instruction. ' 

The occupational skills component required classroom rather than on-the-job training, in 
the belief that participants would benefit from the intensive, closely supervised instruction 
possible in a classroom setting. Recognizing the advantages of applying learning to practical 
problems, however, the program model required that the training include a combination of 
theory and hands-on experience. Seeking to increase chances of placement following training, 
the program model required that the training prepare participants for jobs in high-demand 
occupations and be developed in cooperation with local representatives of the private sector. . 

Attracting and keeping disadvantaged youths in education and training programs is a 
common problem, and the sites were expected to provide assistance with transportation and 
childcare. They were also encouraged to develop a package of other support services to 
facilitate program participation. Finally, the guidelines required sites to identify possible training­
related jobs for participants and to assist them in securing employment. The model did not 
require the use of a specific curriculum in the basic education component, and it left the choice 
of occupational areas for training up to the sites. 

The model also allowed variation in how the core pieces of the program were to be 
linked. For example, youths could be served in the same classes as adults or in separate classes; 
they could be offered basic education classes and vocational skills instruction at the same time 
(a concurrent model) or participate in basic education before entering skills training (a 
sequential model). Youths could receive education and training at the same agency, or the 
agency providing basic education could serve as a broker, helping participants who were 
completing the education phase to find appropriate training at other institutions 
(sequential/brokered sites). 

V. The JOBSTART Sites 

The program model was implemented at the thirteen sites listed in Table 1.2. AIl had 
applied to be part of the national demonstration, had the capacity to implement the program 
model, and had secured funding for its operation.24 The sites, all of which had experience 
running programs similar to the model or working with young dropouts, represented a variety 
of JTP A service providers as well as Job Corps nonresidential programs. Most of the operating 
funds for the demonstration sites were provided through the regular JTP A system under Title 

Urbree other sites initially selected to participate subsequently withdrew from the 
demonstration because of difficulties satisfying the requirements of the demonstration and their 
own existing performance priorities. They were SER/Jobs for Progress in Milwaukee, Wisconsin; 
the Sacramento (California) Job Corps Center; and Stanly Technical College in Albemarle, 
North Carolina. 
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" 

" 

Agency N8IIIe 

Allentown Youth Services Consortium 

Atllntl ~Ob Corps 

lasic Skills Academy (ISA) 

. Clpitol Region Education CCUlCi l (CREe) 

Center for E~loyment Trlining (CET) 

Chicago Conmons 
Association's Industrial and Business 
Training Programs 

Connelley Skill Learning Center 

East Los Angeles Skills Center 

El cen~ro Community College ~Ob Training 
Center 

E.ily Griffith Opportunity School (EGOS) 

Los Angeles ~Ob Corps 

Phoenix ~Ob Corps 

SER/Jobs for Progress 

'. 

" 

Table 1.2 

The ~08START Sites 

LocIUon 

luffalo, NY 

Atlanta, GA 

lIew York, NY 

Hartford, CT 

SIn ~o.e, CA 

Chicago, IL 

Pittaburgh, PA 

Monterey Park, 

DlllIS, TX 

Denver, CO 

Los Ange l es , CA 

Phoenix, AZ 

Corpus Christi, 

SOURCE: PrOilram records Ind staff interviews. 

~TPA Service 
Delivery Arel 

luffalo/Cheektowaga/ 
Tonawanda Consortium 

.. -
New York City 

City of Hartford 

Sintl Clarl County 

City of Chicago 

City of Pittsburgh 

CA City of Los Angeles 

Ci ty of DIllis 

City and County of Denver 

-.. ... 
TX City of Corpus Christi/ 

Nueces County 

NOTES: -Job Corps sites are federally administered'ind Ire not part of Iny service delivery 
Ire6. 

bin September 1988 this site was renamed the Edmund J. Kahn Job Training Center. 
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IIA of the legislation. (The Job Corps, as noted earlier, is separately funded and administered 
under a different title of JTP A) As will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2, the participating 
organizations included vocational schools, a community college, community-based organizations 
that focus on literacy development and OED preparation, community-based organizations that 
focus on occupational skills training, and the nonresidential components of three Job Corps 
Centers. ' 

VI. Evaluation of the JOBSTART Demonstration 

The evaluation of the demonstration is divided into three main parts. The first deals with 
the implementation of the program at the various kinds of sites. Implementation ~gan in 1985. 
LaunchinK JOBSTART, the initial report on the demonstration, discussed site selection and 
characteristics, the operation of the program within JTP A, and early experiences implementing 
it. 2S This second report completes the implementation analysis by describing the content of 
JOBSTART activities, the participation patterns of the young people in the program, and 
operational lessons to be drawn from the demonstration. 

The second part of the evaluation is an analysis of the program's impacts. The research 
was designed to separate out the effects of JOBSTART itself from events attributable to other 
factors (such as other services participants were receiving and events in their lives outside the 
program). To accomplish this, all people who applied for JOBSTART and were found to be 
eligible were randomly assigned to either an experimental or a control group. Those in the 
experimental group were given access to the program services; those in the control group were 
not, though they could receive other services the community offered. Since they were all 
randomly assigned, the two groups were similar except that only the experimental group could 
receive JOBSTART services. 

Individuals in both groups were scheduled to be surveyed twelve and twenty-four months 
after they were randomly assigned to their groups. (The time frame for applying to JOBSTART 

. varied from site to site but ranged overall from August 1985 through November 1987; hence the 
fielding of each wave of the survey also extended over two years.) Using these surveys the 
experiences of the two groups can be compared to estimate the effect of the program on 
educational attainment (the most important early outcome measure), employment, earnings, 
welfare dependency, family formation, and other matters. 

This report includes early impact findings based on the twelve-month survey for a partial 
sample of all youths randomly assigned to the demonstration. It thus presents short-term results, 
which must be interpreted carefully since the findings on employment and several other key 
outcomes are heavily influenced by the fact that JOBSTART youths spent much of this twelve­
month period enrolled in the program. The twenty-four-month follow-up survey of the full 
sample is currently in progress. The final report on the JOBSTART Demonstration, to be 
completed in 1990, will analyze program impacts for the full sample based on this twenty-four­
month survey. 

, 
---,~------------------

25 Auspos with Price, 1987. 
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The third part of the evaluation will compare the benefits of JOBSTART to its costs and 
will ascertain the cost effectiveness of the program. This topic will be covered only in the final 
report. 

Sources of the data for tne evaluation are discussed in detail in Appendix A They 
include enrollment forms completed just prior to random assignment; a management information 
system that provided data on participation in the program; results from the Test of Adult Basic 
Education (TABE) administered to members of the experimental group; follow-up surveys (for 
this report) conducted twelve months after random assignment and (for the final report) twenty­
four months after random assignment; and qualitative data based on interviews with the program, 
staff, field observations of program operations, and focus group discussions with participants. 

VII. Content and Organization of This Report 

The major research questions that this report addresses are: 

1. Who participated in JOBSTART? How did partic"~'ation vary among the 
different versions of the program and among subgroups of participants? 

2. How intensive was the program in itself and in comparison to the usual 
JTP A programs? 

3. Was the program sufficiently well implemented so that the demonstration was 
a fair test of its effectiveness? 

4. One year after JOBSTART was offered to youths, did it make a difference 
in their lives? How did its effects vary awong subgroups such as males and 
females? 

5. What lessons did the demonstration yield about serving young, low-skilled 
school dropouts? 

Chapter 2 of this report reviews the characteristics of the sites and describes their 
programs, including features that varied among the sites and might have affected 
implementation. Chapter 3 describes the research design of the study, client recruitment and 
intake procedures, and participant characteristics. Chapter 4 presents an overview of client 
participation, including comparisons with similar programs; it also analyzes differences in 
participation amoHg demographic groups and among participants in varying types of sites. 
Chapter 5 discusses efforts by the sites to facilitate and encourage continued participation by 
those active in the program. Chapter 6, on the basic skills education componen't, is the first of 
three chapters discussing the nature of the program's activities. Chapter 7 covers the 
occupational skills training component, while Chapter 8 describes efforts of sites to assist 
participants in finding employment after JOBSTART. Chapter 9 presents the impacts of the 
program one year after random assignment. Chapter 10 summarizes lessons for operating 
programs like JOBSTART. 
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CHAPTER 2 

JOBSTART SITES AND PROGRAt\{ VARIATIONS 

This chapter describes the characteristics and program variations of the sites in the 
JOBSTART Demonstration. It discusses site selection, including background information on 
the sites chosen; JOBSTARTs implementation within the JTPA system; the modifications that 
sites made in their existing programs to conform to the JOBSTART guidelines; and the program 
variations and other factors that were likely to have affected participants' experiences. The final 
section provides brief profiles of the individual sites. 

1. The JOBSTART Demonstration Sites 

For reasons discussed in Chapter 1, the sites selected for the demonstration were service 
agencies that were already providing key elements of the JOBSTART program model, were able 
to adapt their programs to the model, and could meet other demonstration requirements. 

A Site Selection 

In selecting sites, two objectives had to be balanced. First, sites had to be able to 
implement the program so as to provide a real test of its underlying design. They needed the 
appropriate capacities and experience, and an ability to comply with evaluation requirements. 
Second, sites could not have such extraordinary resources that the demonstration would provide 
little evidence about whether the program could be replicated on a larger scale. This concern 
led to selecting sites that were at least somewhat representative of the variety of service 
provide~ throughout the country. " 

In this demonstration many sites would be adapting their programs to conform to the 
JOBSTART model. To minimize the effects of evaluating programs that would be ina state 
of change, and thus to assure a fair test of the model, MDRC looked for sites with a history 
of strong program management, effective leadership, fiscal stability, and experience in offering 
basic education and/or vocational skills training or in working with the target population of 
young dropouts who are poor readers. 

The selection and development of sites was, a lengthy process, as described in an earlier 
report. 1 Once potential sites were identified, MDRC staff worked with the program operators 
to secure additional funding and to develop services consistent with the prograoi model. They 

1 Auspos with Price, 1987. 
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also worked with service delivery area (SDA) and state staff to make adjustments in existing 
JTP A procedures to facilitate JOBSTART implementation.2 

Sixteen sites initially joined the demonStration and began random assignment between 
August 1985 and October 1986. ~ Chapter 1 noted, three subsequently withdrew because of 
problems meeting the demonstration guidelines (especially recruitment) while satisfying their 
own performance requirements. The thirteen sites that remained in the demonstration are the 
subject of this report. 

B. Pre-Demonstration Characteristics of the Sites 

While all the sites were experienced service providers, they were by no means aU similar 
in organization, size, type of enrollee traditionally served, or prior service emphasis, as shown 
in Table 2.1. 

1. Tme of A~ency. The thirteen sites represented a variety of institutional 
sponsors. Three were the nonresidential component of Job Corps Centers. The remaining 
sites were four schools (adult vocational schools and a community college) and six community­
based organizations (CBOs). 

2. . Site Size. The participating sites varied greatly in overall size. The largest 
sites (two of the adult vocational schools) had annual enrollments of 1,000 or more, while the 
smallest served only 120 enrollees a year. At SERICorpus Christi, JOBSTART.participants 
made up the entire enrollment during the training cycles in which they were active, but in most 
cases JOBSTART was a small fraction of the site's total enrollment. 

3. Population Traditionally Served. For most sites, the anticipated enrollment 
levels in JOBSTART represented an increase in service levels to young, economically 
disadvantaged dropouts who read below the eighth grade level. Seven of the thirteen sites 
traditionally served both adults and youths. The majority of students at these sites were adults, 
many of them high school graduates, but four of the seven served substantial numbers of young 
people. The three Job Corps sites and the three education agencies -- Allentown in Buffalo, 
BSA in New York City, and CREC in Hartford -- were established to serve youths, and were 
not serving adults when the demonstration started. As for income levels, the three Job Corps 
sites served a low-income group exclusively. Since the six CBOs relied on JTPA or other 
funding that imposed income limits on eligibility, these sites enrolled primarily low-income 
students. The four schools (including the community college) served a broader range of 
students. 

2At the time the JOBSTART Demonstration began, the emphasis in the ITPA system was 
on achieving high placement rates at low costs and on exceeding established standards. In 
addition, performance levels in service provider contracts generally reflected the type of program 
operated (for example, classroom training in occupational skills or on-the-job training) but did 
not differentiate between adult and youth participants. This was the general practice, despite 
the fact that the federal standards did recognize outcomes other than placement in a job as a 
positive termination from JTPA for youths. See Auspos with Price, 1987. 
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TabLe 2.1 

Pre-Demonstration Characteriltics of JOBST ART SiJes 

Site 

Job Corps 

Atlanta Job Corps 

Los Angeles Job Corps 

Phoeni x Job Corps 

Schools 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) 

East Los Angeles 
Skills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

El Centro (Dallas) 

COIIIIU"'I i ty-bas ed 
organizations 

Allentown (Buffalo) 

BSA (New York City) 

CET/San Jose 

Chicago Conmons 

CREC (Hartford) 

SER/Corpus Christi 

. Total Annual 
Enrollment 

Traditional 
Population 
Served 

340 residential Youths 
190 nonresidential 

380 residential Youths 
355 nonresidential 

200 residential Youthl 
200 nonresidential 

1,000 

500 

15,0001l 

500 

400 

420 

775 

220 

400 

120 

AduLtl primarily, 
SOlIe youths 

Adul ts and youths 

Adults primarily, 
lillie youths 

'Adults and youths 

Youths 

Youths 

Adul ts and youths 

Adults primarily, 
lome youths 

Youths 

Adul ts and youths 

SOURCE: Program records and steff interviews. 

Traditional 
Service Emphasis 

aasic adlAiCation 
and vocational 
training 

a .. ic education 
and voc8tional 
training 

... ic education 
and vocational 
training 

Vocational training, 
besic education 
allo available 

Vocational training, 
besic education 
allo available 

Vocational training, 
besic education 
allo available 

Vocational training, 
bes i c educat i on 
allo available 

aasic education 

lasic education 

Vocational training 
which incorporated 
besic Ikills instruc­
tion plus separate 
GED class 

Vocational training 
which incorporated 
basic skills i.nstruc­
tion 

aasic education 

Vocational training 

NOTES: -EGOS is a multi-site school serving many short-term students. Approximately 
2,000 students were enrolled at the main building and the latellite locations at any point in 
time. 
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4. Prior Service Emphasis. As shown in Table 2.1, the four schools and the three . 
Job Corps sites were experienced in offering the type of education and training components 
called for in the JOBSTART guidelines, although, as discu.~ belo~, they differed in the 

. emphasis placed on basic education and the degree to which the two components were 
integrated. In contrast, only one of the six CBOs offered:. tb..e JOBSTART combination of 
education and training. Three CBOs were education providers, whose traditional ~ion was 
to provide adult basic education, literacy training, and/or OED preparation. Because they did 
not offer any vc.~cational training, they had to provide it through other local organizations in 
order to operate JOBSTART. The other two CBOs had to add an education component to 
comply with the demonstration guidelines. 

n. ImpJementinK JOBSTART Within JTPA 

As discussed in Chapter 1, at the time the JOBSTART Demonstration was launched 
there were many disincentives to serving young dropouts within JTP A Sites wishing to 
participate in the demonstration faced two major obstacles: securing JTP A funding and 
developing flexible arrangements within the existing system of performance standards and 
contracting practices. Their experience shows that the obstacles can be overcome when such 
programs are a state or local priority and creative approaches are adopted. JTP A administrators 
did provide special funding for JOBSTARTsites or adjusted performance and contract standards, 
but they did so largeJy because the sites were participating in a demonstration that would be 

. rigorously evaluated. Recognizing the seriousness of the dropout· problem, these officials 
welcomed the opportunity to increase service to these at-risk youths and to learn more about 
effective strategies for serVing them. The responsiveness of the JTP A system to a continuation 
of the program model after the demonstration period is discussed in Chapter 10. 

A FundinK Sources for JOBSTART 

JTP A funds constituted the overwhelming majority of operating support for the 
JOBSTART program. The Job Corps Centers utilized moneys distributed under Title !VB, 
the title authorizing federally administered programs.3 Other sites received JTPA funding from 
several parts of the Title lIA program (as shown in Table 2.2), but most of their JTP A money 
came through contracts with the local SDAs, which distribute the so-called 78 percent funds.4 

The six CBOs, but none of the schools, used 78 percent money. At four of them the 78 
Percent money was new funding secured for JOBSTART, while in two cases it was existing 
funding designated for the pmgram. . . 

3During the operation of JOBSTART, the Jobs Corps received approximately $600 million 
to $650 million annually for its national operations, which provided more than 40,000 annual 
slots for participants at 105 centers. 

4Seventy-eight percent of Title lIA funds are distributed within a state by a formula based 
on the number of unemployed and economically disadvantaged individuals. 
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Table 2.2 

Funding Sources for JOBSTART Progr8mS It Schooll Ind Community-Illed Orglnizatlons 

125,000 
Corporatll: $.nd 

Schools 

Connelley (Pittlburgh) 

East Los Angeles 
Sic ills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

El Centro (Daltas) 

CCIImUlity-based 
orglni zat ions 

Allentown (Buffalo) 

aSA (New York City) 
Pilot Phlse 

ISA (New York City) 

CET/San Jose 

Chicago Comnons 

CREC (Hartford) 
Program years and 2 

Program year 3 

SER/Corpus Christi 

JTPA Title IIA Funding 

78Xb Local ext Stlte n d 

0 x 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

x o 

o 

o 

x o 

o o 

o 

o o 

KEY: x indicates existing funding designated for JOBSTART 
o indicates supplemental funding secured for JOBSTART 

Other 

A,B 

A 

A 

A 

A,B,C 

A,B,C 

C 

C 

A,C 

A Includes in-kind school contributions or other education funds 

Fcu*tit'~ 

Grants 
Awarded 
ThrOl.l9h tIlRC 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

I includes contributions from local foundations or other organizltions 
C includes other federal, state, or l()cal lIIOnies 

SOURCE: Program records and staff interviews. 

NOTES: -Job Corps sites are funded under Title IVB Ind Ire excluded from this tlble. 
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t)-pe of JTPA 
f'~'ltr.et 

~~ ....... _v. __ 

r;o~« 

,." '; '.~ '. "~· • .il'nt 

fI,! h""~i"se::t 
ba!C<,~ 

COlt 
reilllbursement 

Performance 
baled 

Performance 
baled 

Perfol'llllnce 
baled 

Not appl iClblee 

PerfClMllllnce 
baled 

Perfonnance 
based 

Performance 
baled 

Not applicablee 

Performance 
baled 

(continued) 



Table 2.2 (continued) 

b78X of JTPA Title IIA' funds are allocated by formula to states. 

cax of a state'. JTPA Title llA all~ation is reserved for education programs. Local IXfundin; 
refers to that portion which is distributed, at stlte discretion, to locil service del ive,ry area. to spend on 
projects of their choice. 

dstate a~ fundin; refers to the portion of th~ IX educltion set-aside distributed directly by a stete 
to specific programs or projects. 

( 

elSA (New York City) stopped using JTPA ?IX funding snd CREe (Hertford) stopped using all JTPA 
funding whi Ie in the JOBSTART DeIIIOnStrltion. 
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Efforts by site staff and MDRC during the development of the demonstration were also 
sucCessful in obtaining discretionary JTP A funds distributed by the states or, in some cases, the 
local SDAs. This money was obtained from the 8 percent of the JTP A Title IIA funds reserved 
for linkages with educational programs (8 percent funds) awarded by local SDAs and states. In 
all but two cases this money was supplemental funding secured for JOBSTART. Each site also 
received a grant of $25,000 from foundation and corporate sources supporting the 
demonstration. Seven of the school and CBO sites also Secured other, non-JTP A funding. 

In most cases the 78 percent funds were used primarily for the basic education and 
training components, while the supplemental funding was used mostly for the added teaching 
staff, equipment, and coordination, plus some added support services, such as counseling and 
incentive payments. The JTP A funds were distributed through both cost-reimbursement and 
performance-based contracts. Under the cost-reimbursement contracts, a site was paid for costs 

- incurred under an approved budget for activities provided, while a performance-based contract 
paid service providers when participants achieved specified milestones such as attainment of a 
General Educational Development (GED) certificate, completion of training, or placement in 
a job. Performance-based contracts could lead to problems in serving JOBSTART youths if 
intermediate attainments short of placement in a job were not recogniz.ed or the milestones for 
payment were set at a level difficult to attain. 

In fact, two sites originally receiving JTP A funding under a performance-based contract 
did shift to other funding arrangements. CREC in Hartford began its JOBSTART program 
in the middle' of a program year, using 78 percent money, and continued using it in the 
following program year. In the third program year the site switched to non-JTP A funds. In 
New York City, BSA's original contract for 78 percent funds called for the agency to achieve 
educational attainment goals in what program staff felt was too short a time. BSA stopped 
using 78 percent money after an initial pilot phase of the program and shifted to using 8 percent 
funds and non-JTP A sources. 

B. Modifications of JTP A Practices 

In addition to providing funds, some state and local JTP A agencies aided the 
demonstration in other ways.5 SDAs changed their performance-based contracting procedures, 
or usual funding rules for about half the sites in recognition of the fact that the JOBSTART 
operators were working with a harder-to-serve population and in the interest of contributing 
to the development of a knowledge base on effective programs for the target population. Two 
SDAs wrote cost-reimbursement contracts for JOBSTART, whereas their usual policy was 
performance-based contract.s. Three adjusted their placement or positive termination standards 
for JOBSTART operators, reflecting the fact that they were working with a more difficult to 
serve population than were most service providers. A'lother developed a payment and 
performance evaluation system to reward the JOBSTART operator for the trans,ition of youths 
from basic education into occupational training. A few earmarked more money for training or 
suppor~ services than was usual, in recognition of the need to provide more assistance to the 
JOBSTART participants than to the typical JTPA enrollees. 

5See Auspos with Price, 1987, for a full discussion of this topic. 
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Still, certain practices commonly used in SDAs continued to pose problems. Funding 
constraints in the federal statute, particularly. on the use of funds for support services and 
administration, made it necessary for many sites to seek outside funding to operate the program. 
Most JTP A contracts continued t9 hold program operators to higher standards than the SDA 
~ a whole was required to meet under the federal performance standards. Performance-based 
contracts that withheld payment until late in the training period also created short-term cash­
flow problems for some sites. Finally, serious problems were posed by JTPA contracts with 
education providers that stressed placement or failed to reward operators for moving individ1:lals 
into vocational skills training with other organizations. 

ITI. Prow-am Modifications 

A Job Coms Sites 

As would be expected, given the origins of the program model, the three Job Corps 
Centers iIi the demonstration did not make many changes in their existing programs to operate 
JOBSTART. Each conducted more aggressive outreach and recruitment in order to generate 
a large enough pool of applicants to accommodate creation of the control group for the impact 
evaluation. In addition, each designated a coordinator for the demonstration, but in most cases 
this person primarily dealt with collection of demonstration data and did not supplement the 
strong counseling already available. JOBSTART members were treated like regular nonresi­
dential Job Corpsmembers at these three sites, though they were discouraged from entering two­
year training programs because of the one-year limit on JOBSTART participation. 

B. Schools and CBOs 

The schools and CBOs, on the other hand, made a number of changes for the 
demonstration. 

1. Recruitment. All the sites developed plans to expand and intensify their 
recruitment efforts in order to meet the JOBSTART enrollment goals; most hired additional 
staff to carry out the plans. These efforts are discussed in Chapter 3. 

2. Counselor/Coordinator Role. All the sites created a coordinator position, with 
responsibility for monitoring student progress and, with one exception, serving as a counselor 
for the JOBSTART participants. (At CET/San Jose the vocational skiHs instructors doubled 
as counselors.) As discussed in Chapter 5, the counselor/coordinator position was pivotal in 
implementing the program model at the schools and CBOs. 

3. Support Services. The sites made a number of efforts to increase retention. 
In addition to expanding their counseling capacity, they frequently arranged with local agencies 
to provide additional support services. Some provided enriched financial assistance: a few sites 
offered financial incentives to reward participants for attendance or performance; another 
provided needs-based paym~nts to its JOBSTART participants even though it did not provide 
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- -
such assistance to other enrollees and local JTP A policy. was not to pay them. These services 
are discussed in Chapter 5. 

4. Education. Two sites (SER/Corpus Christi and Chicago Commons) developed 
an education component specially for the demonstration. Other sites were in the process of 
augmenting their educational offerings as the demonstration started. For example, three sites 
were using computer-assisted instructional systems that had been installed at the start of the 
demonstration. The details of the education component are discussed in Chapter 6. 

5. Trainin!:. The three education-oriented sites that did not offer occupational 
training prior to the demonstration had to make new arrangements with local training­
organizations to provide it for JOBSTART participants. They also had to integrate preparation 
for vocational training into their educational offerings and establish new procedures for moving 
students into training and monitoring their progress after they made the transition. At other 
sites most of the existing training curricula met the JOBSTART criteria, although a few courses 
were deemed inappropriate for JOBSTART participants because they did not provide the 
required five-hundred-hour mini~um. No site developed a training course specifically for 
JOBSTART. Chapter 7 discusses the training component. 

6. Job Placement Assistance. Most sites made no changes in their job placement 
strategies for the demonstration. Two schools (EGOS in Denver and Connelley in Pittsburgh) 
delegated the primary responsibility for placement to the program counselor/coordinator. 
Placement efforts are discussed in Chapter 8. 

C. Other Activities 

\...-

In addition to providing the components specified in the model (education, occupational 
skills training, support services, and job placement), about half the demonstration sites scheduled 
an additional activity for JOBSTART. Allentown in Buffalo, BSA in New York City, and EI 
Centro in Dallas enrolled JOBSTART participants in existing "life skills" courses coveriI!g such 
topics as personal budgeting, interpersonal relationships, health and nutrition, and employment 
preparation. Participants at the Job Corps sites were enrolled in similar courses and also in 
"avocational" activities including athletics, driver education, and opportunities to leam about 
different cultures and ethnic groups. Because the life skills training constituted a significant 
portion of the services that JOBSTART participants received at these sites, hours spent in life 
skills classes are included in this study, despite the fact that they were not a required part of 
the program model. Some sites also provided opportunities for paid or unpaid work experience, 
as discussed in Chapter 8. 

IV. Key Dimensions of Pro!:ram Variation Amon!: the Sites 

Within the general framework provided by the program guidelines, sites operated 
programs with important differences, which, as noted above, typically arose from their past 
experience and practices. Five dimensions of program variation that seemed particularly likely 
to affect the experiences of participants are discussed below and analyzed in later chapters of 
this report. 
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A Concurrent Versus Seguential Education and Trainin& 

A fundamental design issue in the JOBSTART Demonstration was whether young 
dropouts should participate in both basic skills instruction and occupational skills training from 
the beginning of the program (the concurrent model) or strengthen their basic skills before they 
started occupational training (the sequential model). Since there was no consensus on which 
approach was more effective, the program guidelines did not prescribe one. 

One argument for sequential education and training is that employers value workers with 
solid basic skills because they learn new job skills more quickly and in the long run are more 
productive than other workers.6 While recognizing that young dropouts will not receive a 
broad liberal education in a program such as JOBST ART, proponents of this view nevertheless 
value the type of general knowledge 'imparted in courses designed to prepare students for the 
OED test. They believe that sequential programs are more likely than concurrent ones to 
provide this type of g~neral knowledge because they face fewer time constraints. 

A second, related argument is that youths reading at low levels will benefit if their basic 
education skills are improved before they enter occupational skills training.' In this view, youths 
who enroll in concurrent programs, and read at the level of most JOBSTART participants when 
they entered the program, will find their training options limited to occupational areas requiring 
few basic skillS or, if admitted to more advanced courses, will have to struggle to comprehend 
the material. Sequential programing, in theory, therefore, offers participants a wider range of 
occupational options and a better basis on which to build vocational skills competencies. 

Another presumed advantage of sequential programing is that it eases the burden of 
scheduling classes. Students are freed from the pressure of simultaneously participating in two 
types of intensive coursework, and their daily schedule can allow time for activities designed to 
address a variety of needs, such as life skills training, recreational activities, or part-time jobs. 

Sequential programing is not without problems, however. Students may find the education 
phase similar to past high school experience, since basic skills are not integrated with 
occupational training. Students may leave the program before they get to the occupational skills 
training component, and there may be logistical difficulties in making the transition from one 
component to another. As discussed below, such difficulties are exacerbated if different agencies 
provide the education and occupational training classes. 

Supporters of conCU!Tent programing, on the other hand, argue that since most dropouts 
have had negative experiences in school, being able to combine basic education with skills 
training -- which has a more obvious connection to the job market -- makes the education 
component more appealing.s It is argued, for example, that if students see .that they need 

6See, for example, National Academy of Sciences, 1984; Johnson and Packer, 1987; National 
Association of Manufacturers, 1982. 

7Ha~n and Lerman, 1985. 
8Mathematica Policy Research, 1988. 
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basic math in order to make measurements for carpentry, they will be more motivated to apply 
themselves to learn basic skills. 

Another argument for concurrent programing rest~ on a narrower view of the purpose 
of basic skills education for young dropouts. Its proponents hold that instruction in basic skills 
should focus on the particular skills needed in occupational training rather than on imparting 
general knowledge. This approach supports concurrent programing, even integration of the tWo 
curricula into a single course. The experience of the U.S. Armed Forces in teaching military 
occupations to recruits with poor basic skills is often cited as a successful example of such a 
strategy.9 

Both the concurrent and sequential approaches were represented in the JOBST ART 
Demonstration. Eight sites operated concurrent programs, while five offered a sequence of 
education followed by occupational skills training, as shown in Table 2.3. The differences 
reflected, in part, different philosophies abOut the appropriate relationship between basic 
education and occupational skills training as well as prior experience. At one end of the 
spectrum the three sites that traditionally offered only education (Allentown in Buffalo, BSA 
in New York City, and CREC in Hartford) chose to operate the JOBSTART program 
sequentially, and emphasized educational preparation and GED certification as a goal even if 
it did not lead to entry into occupational skills training. At the other end two concurrent sites 
(CET/San Jose and Chicago Commons) traditionally viewed education as a means to learn the 
basic skills needed in vocational skills classwork and had developed curricula that integrated 
training-specific basic skills into the vocational training. courses. (CET/San Jose also offered 
GED preparation classes, which were used for the JOBSTART youths, but Chicago Commons 
had to add an education component for the demonstration.) Other sites tended to balance the 
two components more equally, although, as discussed in Chapters 6 and 7, there were strong 
differences across the sites in the emphasis placed on GED attainment within the JOBSTART 
program. 

B. Brokered Versus In-House Services 

The second important dimens~on of program, variation studied in this report is whether, 
at the sequential sites, the JOBSTART program operator provided both the education and 
training components on-site, or instead served as a "broker" for the JOBSTART participants, 
linking those ready to leave the basic skills component with occupational training providers. 
Three of the sites followed the latter practice (they are referred to as "sequential/brokered" 
sites in this report), and two provided their own training on-site (referred to as "sequentiaVin­
house" sites).10' Participants at the sequential/brokered sites remained in the JOBSTART 
program while they were in skills training, but they typically ceased to attend classes at the 
JOBSTART operator's site. 

Practically speaking, brokering may be the only way that small agencies' specializing in 

9Sticht, 1987. 
tOOne other site -- SER/Corpus Christi -- brokered its job placement component through < 

another organization, the Texas Employment Commission. 
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Table 2.3 

Program Structure of JOBSTART Sites, by Prior Service Emphasis 

Prior Service Emphasis 

Education only 

Traininsl only 

loth· education and 
traininsl 

Concurrent 

None 

CEl/San Jose· 
Chicago Commons· 
SER/Corpus Christi 

Atlanta Job Corps 
Connelley 

(Pittsburgh) 
East Los Angeles 

Skills Center 
EGOS (Denver) 
Phoenix Job Corps 

Sequential/ Sequential/ 
In· House Brokered 

None Allentown (Buffalo) 
8SA (New York City) 
CREC (Hartford) 

None None 

El Centro (Dallas) None 
Los Ansleles Job Corps 

SOURCE: Program records and staff interviews. 

NOTES: Concurrent programs offer basic education and occupational training concurrently 
from the beginning of participation. Sequential/in-house programs offer basic education followed 
by occupational training, with bot~ components provided in-house by the agency. Sequential I 
brokered programs provide basic education and then serve as a broker for occupational training, 
referring participants to other agencies. 

·CET/San Jose and Chicago Commons offered vocational traininsl which incorporated 
basic skills instruction. . 
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one type of service can provide multi-component, comprehensive programs. None of the small, 
community-based educational providers participating in the demonstration, for example, had 
the capability to develop on-site training facilities offering a variety of training options. Agencies 
with a limited number of training courses might also choose to broker training for some 
participants in order to increase the range or quality of training available to them. . ' 

Brokered programs increase the operational challenges for the program operator, however. 
There are potential difficulties, for example, in ensuring that participants in education will be 
accepted for training by other agencies, in scheduling the end of the education phase to coincide 
with a variety of different training schedules, and in monitoring the progress of students referred 
to other agencies and the quality of the services provided to them. Chapter 7 discusses how 
the JOBSTART operators met these challenges. 

C. Servin~ JOBSTART Youths in Adult Classes 

The three Job Corps Centers and SERlCorpus Christi enrolled only youths in their 
programs during the demonstration, and Allentown in Buffalo and BSA in New York City 
enrolled only youths in the education phase of JOBSTART. The remaining seven sites, which 
enrolled adults as well as youths, had to decide whether to serve the JOBSTART youths in 
separate classes or to combine ("mainstr~am") them in classes with adultsY 

Mainstreaming youths in classes with adults can provide young students with role models 
and a helpful maturing influence. At the same time, however, it can be harder for the youths 
to develop a sense of belonging or to feel that staff take a personal interest in them, especially 
if they entered the program with fewer skills than adults have. Immaturity or lack of seriousness 
on the part of some youths can also pose problems for older students in their courses and for 
teachers, who must try to juggle two teaching styles and devote more time to discipline than 
they might otherwise do. An open question is whether youths respond to different teaching 
techniques than do adults. 

Nearly all the sites that traditionally served adults and youths made a special effort to 
place JOBSTART participants in education classes by themselves or with other youths during 
at least part of the demonstration, but none, except SERlCorpus Christi, operated youths-only 
training classes. (See Table 2.4.) The implications of teaching youths and adults in the same 
training classes are discussed in Chapters 7 and 8; Chapters 5 and 6 discuss the advantages of 
having them in separate classes for other activities, such as education and life skills training. 

D. Intensity of Support Services 

In programs serving disadvantaged youths, the level and type of available support services 
are likely to have an important effect on participation. As discussed earlier, most of the sites 
strengthened their support services for the demonstration. Nevertheless, the level of support 

llCREC in Hartford, which had traditionally served only youths, began enrolling adult 
AFDC recipients while JOBSTARTwas operated. SERlCorpus Christi enrolled the JOBSTART 
youths in separate cycles during the demonstration. 
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Table 2.4 

Characteristics of JOBSTART Activities, by Site 

Fixed Expected 
Cycle or Sepllrate Duration of Scheduled Hours per Day 
Open Entry Classes Occupational 

Site and Exit for Youths Training Educationa Training Other A~tivities Total 

Concurrent 

Atlanta Job Corps Open entry Yes 1 y~ar b Individual ized, Individualized, Usually 2 hours in 6.5 hours 
and exit max 1 mum usually 2 hours usually 2.5 hours life skills and 

at start, more in .~vocationel activi-
subsequent weeks ties at start, less d 

in subsequent weeksc, 

CET IS on Jose Open entry In 600-1000 2 hours, may 4.5 hour's. may None 6.5 hours 
and exit education hours during vary vary 

only 23-37 weeks 

I Chicago COII'IftOI'IS fixed In 500-1380 1-2 hours. 4.5-1 hours, None 6.5-8 hours 
IV cycle education hours dur i ng 3-5 days depending 
(J\ only 22-42 weeks per week on course I 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) Fixed cycle Someti illeS 100-1000 2 hours 4 hours 1 hour of counse- 6 hours in 
with in education hours It ng end other school year 
semesters supports, school 1985-86, 

year 1986-flr: 1 hours in 
school year 
1986-81 

East Los Angeles Skills Open entry No 600-840 2 hours, 4 hours, None 6 hours 
Center and exit hours dud ng may vary may vary 

20-28 weeks 

EGOS (Denver) Open entry In 600-1000 2 hours, 4 hours, Mcnec 6 hours 
and exit with education hours may vary may vary 
semesters only 
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Table 2.4 (cont;nued) 

fixed Expected 
Cycle or Separate Duration of SchedJled Hours per Day 
Open Entry Clesses Occuplltional 

Site end Exit for Youths Treining Educet i one Treining Other Activities Totel 

Phoenix Job Corps Open entry Yes 1 y~"r b Individual ized, Indivi<lJal hed, Usuall y 2 hours 6.5 hours 
end exit max 1 IIU11 usuall y 2 hours usually 2.5 hours in life skills 

lit start. more in and evocetional 
subsequent weeks ectivities et 

" 
stert. less in d 
subsequent weeksc , 

SER/Corpus Christi Fhed Yes 500-660 2.5 hours for 3.5 hours None 6 hours 
cycle hours duri ng first 12-16 for first 12-16 

22-23 weeks weekse weeks, then 
6 hours 

I Sequential/in-house 
N 
~ 

El Centro (Dellas) I Open entry In 720 hours 3-4 hours 6 hours 2-3 hours in life 6 hours 
end exit education over 24 skills dJring 

only weeks educetion phesec•d 

los Angeles Job Corps Open entry Yes 1 y~ar b 3 hours for 6 hours, may 3 hours in l ffe 6 hours 
end exit maXll1U11 first vllry skills or avoca-

10-12 weeks, tional activities 
then indivi- dJri"2 ~ation 

Sequential/brokered dualized phese ' 

Allentown (Buffalo) Open entry In Veried by 3 hours Varied by 3 hours in life 6 hours 
and exit education training treining skills dJring d dJring 
for education. only provider provider education phase education 
varied in phase 
training 

(continued) .. 
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I 
N 
(Xl 
I 

Site 

BSA (New York City) 

CREC (Hartford) 

rilll!d 
Cycle of 
Open Entry 
or Exit 

Separate 
Classes 
for Youths 

Open entry In 
and exit education 
for education, only 
varied in 
training 

Open entry No 
and exit 
for education, 
varied in 
training 

SOURCE: Program records and staff interviews. 

Table 2.4 (continued) 

Expected 
Duration of 
Occupati ona l 
Training Educationa 

Varied by 
training 
provider 

Varioo by 
training 
provider 

3 hours, 
4 days per 
week 

l hours 

Scheduled Hours per Day 

Training 

Varied by 
training 
provider 

Varied by 
training 
provider 

Other Activities 

3 hours in I ffe 
skills during 
education phase~ 
4 days per week 

NoneC 

Total 

6 hours 
during 
education 
phase, 
4 days per 
week 

3 hours 
during 
education 
phase 

NOTES: aEducation hours refer to time spent in a basic education or GED-preparation class end do not inchJde education provided as pert of an 
occupational training course. 

bJob Corps Centers offer a II!I!IxillUll of 2 years of training, but JOBSTART participants were supposed to be enrolled in courses that could be 
completed in 1 year. 

cSome participants workl!d in paid or unpaid worlc experience positions for Umited periods. 

dlffe slcills cl&~ses typically provided instruction in work behaviors, goal setting, personal budgeting, health, end interpersonal relations. 
Avocational activities included physical education and driver education. -

eAdditional hours were available on an individual fled basis after the course ended. 



varied, for fISCal and philosophical reasons. The Job Corps sites offered the most comprehensive 
array of support serviC'e5, including access to health care and recreational facilities; the most 
financial assistance and incentives; and the program best designed to convey a sense of 
belonging. Other sit.es had more modest resources to draw upon and relied more heavily on 
referrals to other providers. Chap~er 5 discusses this variety and describes how sites that initially 
offered little special support to JOBSTART participants expanded their efforts as the 
demonstration progressed. Particular attention is paid to the process by which sites accustometl 
to serving adults adapted their programs to the special needs of youthS. 

E. Hours and Service Mix per Day and ProKI'am Duration 

Sites also varied in the expected duration of the program and the schedule of class hours 
and activities per day, as shown in Table 2.4. The demonstration sites scheduled JOBSTART 
classes in three basic ways. The majority of sites that operated both the education and training 
components themselves scheduled the classes on an "open entry/open exit" basis. This means 
that participants could enter the program at any time, progress through the material at their own 
pace, and complete the course whenever they reached the s~ified competency levels. The 
duration of training was open~nded, but sites anticipated that participants would typically be 
able to complete the prescribed training curriculum in many fields in approximately six hundred 
to eight hundred hours. Individuals who needed additional time to complete competencies could 
stay longer, however. 

Some concurrent sites, in contrast, operated JOBSTART as a series of "fixed cycles," 
meaning that all participants started and completed training together on specified dates and 
the maximum length of training was prescribed. The third variation was the education provider's 
schedule: these three sites operated the education component on an open entry/open exit 
schedule, but the training schedule was determined by the variety of training organizations at 
which JOBSTART participants were enrolled. 

These differences were important because they affected the intensity of the training 
available in JOBSTART. As Table 2.4 shows, the duration of the occupational training 
component (the major source of variation among the . sites) ranged from 22 to 23 weeks at 
SER/Corpus Christi to a year at the Job Corps sites. Even within a site, there could be 
significant variation among the different training options. At Chicago Commons, for example, 
scheduled training ranged from 500 hours in industrial inspection to 1,380 hours in packaging 
machine repair. 

Sites also showed great variety in the number of hours scheduled for activities each day. 
The usual schedule ranged from a low of three hours per day at CREC in Hartford to seven 
to eight hours per day in some courses at Chicago Commons. A typical day can be described 
in terms of three basic models: 

1. COncurrent Sites That Were CBOs or Schools. Students typically 
had six hours of classes per day, five days a week. In general, two 
hours were spent in education classes, with training classes 
scheduled for the remaining four hours. 
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2. Concurrent Sites That Were Job Coms Centers. These sites had 
six and a half class hours per day. Schedules were highly 
individualized and changed frequently, but commonly included two 
hours of education, two and a half hours of vocational training, 
and twp hours devpted to life skills or avocational activities such 
as sports. 

3. Seguential Sites. These also scheduled a six;-hour day du!ing the 
education phase, but the daily distribution of activities was quite 
different. Typically three hours were spent in education classes 
and another three hours were spent in life skills training. The 
training schedules were set by the training providers at the 
brokered sites, but typically involved five to six hours of classes per 
day. Training classes ran for six hours a day at the sequential/in­
house sites. 

The variation in training' duration and in scheduled daily hours meant that the planned 
participation over a period such as six months could also vary greatly. At SER/Corpus Christi 
a participant completing education and training in about six months, as planned, would have no 
more than 660 hours of occupational training. In many of the training sequences at Connelley 
in Pittsburgh, however, participants with such lengths of participation and hours would not have 
neared completion. 

V. Other Factors That Could Have Affected ProfUam Implementation 

A number of other conditions, not intrinsic to.the JOBSTART model itself, were also 
likely to have affected the way the program model was implemented. . 

A Local Labor Market Conditions 

JOBSTART sites operated in very different labor markets. The unemployment rates in 
the metropolitan areas where the sites were located varied from a low of 3 percent in 1987 in 
Hartford, where CREC was located, to 12 percent in 1986 in Corpus Christi, where SER 
operated. Youth unemployment rates varied from 6 rrcent in 1986 in Hartford to 27 percent 
in 1985 in New York City, where BSA was located.t Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the effect of 
labor market conditions on recruitment efforts and participation in JOBSTART. 

B. General Instability and Staff Turnover 

As noted earlier, all the sites selected for participation in the demonstration had shown 
evidence of good management and adaptability. Nevertheless, some sites underwent major 
changes in funding or management over the course of the demonstration, resulting in major 
cutbacks in staffing, reorganization of responsibilities, and/or physical relocation. These changes 

tZu.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, unpublished figures. 
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placed unanticipated stresses on the JOBSTART implementation, which in some cases had an 
adverse effect on program operations. In addition, over the approximately two and a half years 
that the demonstration was in operation at most sites, there was a considerable amount of staff 
turnover among the education instructors and counselor/coordinators who had been hired 
especially for the demonstration. As a result, at most sites the program model continued to 
evolve over the course of the demonstration. 

VI. Profiles of the Sites 

The following sketches are designed to convey further the character of the individual 
sites, their variety, and their accommodations to the JOBSTART Demonstration. 

A Schools 

1. Connelley Skill Learnin~ Center. Pittsbur~h. Pennsylvania. Housed in a 
sprawling, five-story structure in downtown Pittsburgh, Connelley is Pittsburgh's Area Vocational 
Technical School, a division of the Pittsburgh Public School System. It served 1,000 students 
a year, most of them adults, providing occupational skills training in more than twenty fields as 
well as basic education and GED preparation. It operates on a fixed cycle semester basis, and 
no classes are offered during the summer. 

The 109 JOBSTART participants were distinguished from the typical Connelley enrollees 
by their youth, basic skills deficiencies, and ethnic background -- most were black, while the 
staff and other students were typically white. The JOBSTART youths were offered the same 
courses as the others, but their occupational skills training was cut from the usual 6 hours a day 
to 4, io allow for 2 hours of basic education, one of which was devoted to computer-assisted 
instruction. The school tried many other adaptations for JOBSTART: it placed the 
JOBSTART participants in a basic education class of their own but subsequently mainstreamed 
them (they were mainstreamed in training from the start); it first used a staff member to 
coordinate the program but later hired an outside management firm; and it provided special 
supports for JOBSTART participants, including needs-based payments, fmancial rewards for 
attendance and achievement, individual and group counseling, workshops and lectures on such 
topics as family planning and substance abuse, and mentorships with local employers. 
Scheduling these activities within the regular class day was a probl{;m; eventually they formed 
an "after school" component. Representatives from Connelley, the Allegheny Conference on 
Community Development, the local JTP A staff, and several community-based organizations 
formed an ad-hoc advisory committee that helped establish the JOBSTART program at 
Connelley and continued to provide oversight throughout the demonstration. 

2. East Los Angeles Skills Center. Monterey Park. California. Founded in 1966, 
this is one of six skills training centers operated by the Los Angeles Unified School District. 
Located seven miles from downtown Los Angeles, it served about 500 enrollees annually, 200 
of them disadvantaged youths. Typical of the neighborhood in which the center is located, 

. most of the 53 JOBSTART participants were Hispanic. 

The center offers vocational training in electronics repair and installation, auto mechanics, 
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industrial drafting, machine shop, and a variety of clerical courses. It also offers classes in basic 
education, OED, and English as a Second Language (ESL). During the demonstration, the site 
expanded its education programs with new curricula, audiovisual equipment, and staff. It 
operated cn an open entry/open exit· basis, with education and training scheduled concurrently. 

. With the exception of more intensive counseling services, there was little to distinguish 
JOBSTART from the ongoing programs at the skills. center. The site did not provide needs­
based payments, although participants were given bus pasSes and money for gasoline, and 
emergency funds were available to help them pay rent or buy groceries. JOBSTART youths 
were mainstreamed in both their education and training classes. Training classes ran for 6 
hours a day; JOBSTART participants left them to work on basic skills in the learning lab for 
an hour or two, following individualized schedules. 

3. EI Centro Community Colle&e Job Trainin& Center. Dallas. Texas. EI Centro13 

traditionally served about 500 low-income youths and adults per year, using an open entry/open 
exit schedule. The center operated a sequential program for JOBSTARTs 99 youths, two­
thirds of whom were black and one-fifth of whom were Hispanic. The education classes -­
developed especially for the demonstration -- enrolled only JOBSTART youths and emphasized 
small group instruction and use of audiovisual materials. Participants attended education classes 
for 3 to 4 hours a day and spent another 2 to 3 hours in life skills training. Support services 
were expanded "for the demonstration: only JOBSTART participants were provided with needs­
based payments, intensive counseling, monthly field trips, and mentors from local businesses. 
Bus passes, emergency payments, and referrals for childcare were also available. 

Students continued to work on basic skills for 2 hours a week while enrolled' in tr~ining, 
using materials tailored to their specific training area. EI Centro offered training in air 
conditioning and refrigeration, auto-body repair and auto mechanics, cable TV installation, home 
health care, painting and wallcovering, and a variety of clerical areas, for 6 hours a day. 

4. Emily Griffith Opportunity School (EGOS). Denver. Colorado. Part of the 
Denver Public School System, EGOS, like Connelley, is a large vocational school more 
accustomed to serving adults than youths. Founded in 1916, it has 15,000 students a year in 
some thirty occupational training courses and several hundred other courses, many of them 
avocational. 

The main adaptations made for JOBSTART were in the counseling services and the 
education component. Two counselors were assigned to the 113 JOBSTART participants and 
also had responsibility for recruitment and job placement. The school did not provide needs­
based payments, bu~ assistance with transportation and childcare was available. 

JOBSTART participants were mainstreamed with adults in training, but. were either in 
education classes by themselves or with other youths. Computer-assisted instruction and new 
curriculum series were introduced at EGOS about the time the demonstration began. Group 
discussions on nonacademic topics were incorporated into the education classes once a week. 

13Renamed the Edmund J. Kahn· Job Training Center in September 1988. 
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EGOS's standard schedule was 6 hours a day of vocational training, but JOBST ART 
.participaQts normally attended 4 hours a day to allow time for the education classes. EGOS 
operated on a semester schedule, but students could start at any time. JOBSTART students 
could take education courses du~ng the summer, but no occupational training courses were in 
session then. . 

B. Community-Based OrKanizations 

1. Allentown Youth Services Consortium. Buffalo. New Yorl&. Allentown is the 
largest and most diversified of the community-based education agencies that operated· 
JOBSTART, and the major provider of youth seJVices in the local JTPA system. In addition 
to basic education and life skills training, Allentown offers vocational assessment, employability 
development, and placement services. It traditionally enrolled about 400 youths a year, almost 
one-half of them dropouts. The 71 JOBSTART participants attended the same education and 
life skills classes and received the same support seJVices (needs-based payments and childcare 
assistance) as other youths; more counseling was available for JOBSTART, however. Education 
classes using Comprehensive Competency Program (CCP) materials (a computer-assisted 
program of basic skills instruction) were scheduled for 3 hours in the morning or afternoon; life 
skills activities made up' the remaining 3 hours. Allentown subcontracted with local proprietary 
schools for the JOBSTART vocational training. During training Allentown continued to fund 
participants' needs-based payments, scheduled regular meetings with the trainees, and required 
the training providers to submit written progress reports. Placement assistance was available 
through the training provider or Allentown's placement unit. 

2. Basic Skills Academy (BSA). New York. New York. BSA operated an 
alternative education program which traditionally served approximately 400 economically 
disadvantaged young dropouts a year. Small capacity (60 students at a time), intimate size, and 
an open, comfortable atmosphere created a "family" feeling integral to BSA's instructional 
philosophy. The 51 JOBSTART participants worked on basic education using CCP materials 
for 3 hours every morning, four days a week, and life skills materials in the afternoon. In 
addition to teaching basic skills, the staff focused on building self-esteem and personal 
responsibility. Participants were referred to JTP A-funded agencies thrbughout the city for 
occupational training. During the education phase, BSA provided counseling, transportation 
and childcare assistance, and, at times, needs-based payments or incentive payments. Thereafter, 
the training organizations were responsible for support services and placement assistance. 

BSA operated JOBSTART as a pilot program during the winter of 1985-86. Before 
entering the demonstration in October 1986, BSA relocated and changed its funding base from 
JTP A funds to money provided through the Mayor's Office of Youth Programs. 

3. Capitol Region Education Council (CREC). Hartford. Connecticut. CREC was 
established in 1981 to provide alternative education programs for young high school dropouts. 
Its Work and Learn Center traditionally served about 400 youths a year, and added adults 
during the demonstration. 

CREC's learning center underwent major program funding and staffing changes during 
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the demonstration period. Most of the 48 JOBSTART participants were enrolled in the 3-
hour afternoon education class, along with other youths and adults (there were morning and 
evening classes as well). Basic skills instruction used CCP, which was installed at the start of 

. the demonstration. CREe was the only sequential site that did not schedule intensive work in 
life· skills training, although it added more of such activities over the course of the 
demonstration. Support services' were limited to counseling, bus passes, and assistance with 
childcare. Paid work experience or internships were available after' the education phase. 
Participants were referred to local community colleges and JTP A-funded organizations for 
occupational skills training. The training providers were responsible for support services and 
placement assistance during the training phase of the program, although CREe counselors 
were available to work with JOBSTART youths. 

4. Center for Employment Training (CE'I). San Jose. California. CET was founded 
in 1967 to provide vocational training' to farmworkers and other disadvantaged groups; CET/San 
Jose is the headquarters for a network of CET affiliates in six western states. CET uses a 
"holistic" approach that seeks to develop an individual's full potential and emphasizes the need 
for positive reinforcement to build self-esteem .. CET has no entrance requirements and does 
no screening of participants. Vocational instructors are expected to serve as counselors and role 
models as well as subject-matter teachers. 

The CET training model integrates basic skills into the vocational training curriculum 
(although GED and ESL classes are offered). The ten or so training areas include clerical 
work, building maintenance, electronics assembly and repair, and industrial trades, such as 
machine tool operator and sheet metal worker. The site operates on an open entry/open exit 
basis, and classes are scheduled for 6.5 hours a day. Youths and adults are typically served 
together in classes. 

No program changes were made for JOBSTART participants except for enrolling them 
in a youths-only GED class concurrently with their occupational training. CET did not provide 
needs-based payments but supplied free groceries once a week, help with transportation costs, 
and on-site day~are. 

Prior to the demonstration, CET served over 700 enrollees, approximately one-third of 
them youths. The majority were Hispanic, as were the majority of the 62 JOBSTART 
participants. During the demonstration, the organization adjusted to significant changes in its 
traditional funding and staffing patterns. 

5. Chicago Commons Association's Industrial and Business Training Programs. 
Chicago. Illinois. Chicago Commons is the training arm of a ninety-year-old organization that 
began as a settlement house and serves residents of low-income neighborhoods in Chicago. It 
offered rigorous training in word-processing and various industrial trades ~cluding screw 
machine operation, plastic mold setting, industrial inspection) and packaging machine repair. 
The site typically served adults, most of whom already had high school diplomas or GEDs, and 
it screened applicants carefully. As at CET, basic skills instruction was incorporated as needed 
into the training curriculum. Prior to JOBSTART, the site did not offer GED-preparation 
classes. Courses operated on fIXed cycles of 22 to 42 weeks, with 6 to 7 hours of training a day 
the norm. 

-34-



The 42 JOBSTART participants, most of them black) were typically older and had higher 
average reading scores than the participants at other sites. Chicago Commons made a number 
of changes for JOBSTART (adding a counselor/r,oordinator and classes in basic education) but 
expected the youths to perform a,t the same level as the adults. Like the other enrollees, they 
were provided with needs-based payments. Placement efforts focused on training-related jobs. 

6. SER/Jobs for Proiress. Comus Christi. Texas. SER/Jobs for Progress, Inc. is a 
national community-based organization, with local affiliates, which places a special emphasis on 
serving Hispanic Americans. SER/Corpus Christi is one of 110 autonomous training centers 
affiliated with the national SER (Service, Employment, Redevelopment) organization. The 
JOBSTART program operated at SER/Corpus Christi was unique among the schools and CBOs 
in the demonstration because this organization developed an entirely new program consistent 
with the JOBSTART program model. The site operated JOBSTART in a series of 22- to 23-
week fixed cycles. The 146 JOBSTART participants, most of them Hispanic, made up the 
entire enrollment at the site in their cycles. 

The site's small size -- only 120 individuals were served annually -- contributed to its 
supportive atmosphere. Participants received considerable attention from teachers and. other 
staff, who closely monitored their progress. In addition to needs-based payments and financial 
rewards for academic performance, participants were provided with individual and group 
counseling, special workshops and lectures, and on-site daycare. 

The 6-hour class day was split between basic education and training until the last weeks 
of the cycle, when participants were in training classes full-time. The basic education class -­
new for JOBSTART -- de'loted over an hour a day to computer-assisted instruction. Training 
options were limited to auto-body repair, auto mechanics, clerical work in accounting, and 
secretarial skills; in the second year only the clerical and auto-mechanic training were available. 
Placement services were provided by the local office of the Texas Employment Commission. 

C. Job Com Centers 

The Job Corps is a federal education and training program for disadvantaged youths, 
which aims "to break permanently the cycle of poverty by improving life-time earning prospects" 
of participants. It was established by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, is funded under 
Title IVB of JTPA, and during the operation of JOBSTART received .~bout $600 million to 
$650 million a year. The Job Corps has the capacity to serve approximately 40,500 youths 
between the ages of sixteen and twenty-one who are economically disadvantaged, as defined by 
m>A 

Centrally administered by the U.S. Department of Labor, the prog~am consists of 
individual centers operated by businesses, nonprofit organizations, or local government agencies, 
under contract to the Department of Labor, or by federal departments, under executive 
agreement with the Department of Labor. The Job Corps is primarily a ,residential program, 
but approximately 10 percent of corps members live on their own or with their families. The full 
array of educational, occupational, and support services are available to residents and nonresi­
dents alike. JOBSTART youths were part of the nonresidential component. 
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i There is some variation from center to center, particularly in occupational skills training, 
but many aspects of the Job Corps are standardized by the Department of Labor. The Job· 
Corps is design~ to provide a comprehensive program of services to corpsmembC:rs, including 
education, occupational skills training, avocational studies (such as employability development, 
health, cultural awareness, physical fitness, and arts and crafts). Educational studies are open 
entry/open exit and self-paced. . All centers also provide a full array of support services, 
including personal and group counseling, medical and dental services, meals, and assistance with 
transportation, childcare, and job placement. Corp,members are subject to a highly structured 
disciplinary system, which is designed to maintain order and attendance standards, and they 
participate in an incentive system, which provides graduated cas,h payments to enco!Jrage 
attendance, retention, and achievement in the classroom. 

JOBSTART youths received education, training, and support services that were no 
differeQt from those offered to other corpsmembers, and they p,articipated fully in the Job 
Corps disciplinary and incentive systems. 

1. Atlanta Job Coms Center. Atlanta. GeorKia. The Atlanta Job Corps is housed 
in a former apartment building on the outskirts of the city. Thle Management and Training 
Corporation -- a for-profit organization ~- operates the center unde:r contract to the Department 
of Labor. It has the capacity to serve 340 residents, drawn from all over the southeastern 
United States, and 190 male and female nonresidents who live in the Atlanta area. Almost all 
the corpsmembers are black. Thirty nonresident youths participated in JOBST ART. 

For the JOBSTART Demonstration, the center doubled its enrollment of nonresident 
males, added a second fun-time recruiter to intensify the outreach effort, and hired an 
additional counselor to serve JOBSTARTyouths. There was frequent turnover in the counselor 
position, leaving it vacant for significant periods of til}le. 

As at other Job Corps sites, JOBSTART youths received the same educational services, 
occupational skills training, and support services as an other corpsmembers. Education and 
'training were organized concurrently. The center offered a number of occupational skills 
training courses on-site, including clerical training, culinary arts, child development, health 
occupations, and building maintenance. Corpsmembers were also eligible to train off-site for 
such occupations as licensed practical nurse, medical office assistant, welder, and auto mechanic. 

2. Los AnKeles Job Corps Center. Los AnKeles. California. The Los Angeles Job 
Corps, operated by the YWCA of Los Angeles, is the fifth largest Job Corps Center in the 
nation, and one of the oldest. The central facility is located in downtown Los Angeles and the 
center has three satellite facilities. Overall, the Los Angeles Job Corps can.seI\!e approximately 
750 youths, about one-half of them in the nonresidential component. The membership is 
largely black, Hispanic, and Asian, but the center serves a number of white youths as well. 
There were 109 nonresidential youths who participated in the JOBSTART Demonstration. 

Corpsmembers in Los Angeles cOmplete their basic educational training before moving 
into occupational skills training. A particularly wide array of skills training courses is available 
through the center, affiliated training institutions, and union-sponsored pre-apprenticeship 
programs. Corpsmembers can train for jobs in health occupations, automotive repair, construc-
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tion, electrical appliance repair, clerical work, childcare, building maintenance, culinary arts, and 
industrial production. 

3. Phoenix Job Coms Center. Phoenix. Arizona. The Phoenix Job Corps is located 
in South Phoenix and operated ~y tlie Teledyne Economic Development Corporation, a for­
profit organization. The center is distinctly multicultural. Immigrapt Asian and Native 
American youths are represented, along with a majority· of Hispanic youths and a significant 
number of blacks and whites. Enrollment was about 400, equally divided between the 
residential and nonresidential components. Sixty-six nonresidential youths, mostly from the 
Hispanic, white, and black communities, participated in JOBSTART at the Phoenix Job Corps. 

Apart from adding two full-time recruiters, the center m~de no changes for the 
JOBSTART Demonstration. Education and skills training classes wet~ ll~ld concurrently. The 

Il center offered occupational skills training in business and clerical work, retail sales, electronic 
assembly, health occupations, building maintenance, and stock room assistance. In addition, 
Incal unions provided pre-apprenticeship training programs in such trades as masonry, carpentry, 
painting, and plastering. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN, RECRUITMENT, AND SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

This chapter describes the research design of the JOBSTART Demonstration and the 
characteristics of the study's samples. It begins with an overview of the intake procedures' for 
applicants and then discusses the challenge of recruiting young dropouts for a program like 
JOBSTART. Next is a desc;ription of the four samples of applicants that underlie the analysis: 
the full research sample, participant sample, survey sample, and surveyed participant sample~ 
Finally, the characteristics of the participant sample -- the basis of Chapters 4 through 8 -- are 
presented. Technical discussions of the data analysis are provided in Appendix B. 

I. Overview of the Research Desi2n 

Although education and training services for young school dropouts are limited, some 
youths who entered JOBSTART would have gotten General Educational Development 
certificates (GEDs) or high school diplomas, found jobs, increased their earnings, or gotten off 
welfare even if they had not been in the program. As noted in Chapter 1, to isolate the impact 
of JOBSTART from other factors that may produce such outcomes, MORC randomly assigned 
applicants to experimental and control groups. The two groups were similar except that only 
the experimental group could receive JOBSTART services. Comparison of the two groups' 
experiences during the year after random assignment (the follow-up information available for 
this report) provided a reliable estimate of the difference the program made during a period 
when most experimentals spent much of the 'time in the program. 

Figure 3.1 shows the steps in the intake and random assignment procedures. Youths 
who expressed an interest in program services entered the program through a process that took 
from one day to one month (ten days on average), depending on the site. Most of the steps 
were part of the usual JTP A or Job Corps intake process; at most sites only the reading test 
and random assignment were added for the JOBSTART Demonstration.1 

The order of steps varied from site to site, as did the division of responsibility between 
the program operator and the local service delivery area (SDA). The process included: 

• Client recruitment: JOBSTART was voluntary, so the program operator 
and, in some cases, the SDA actively recruited youths to apply, using a 
variety of techniques to meet their enrollment goals. 

lStarting in program year 1988 (July 1988), SDAs were required to have a reading test as 
part of intake. This new JTPA requirement was not in force during intake for JOBSTART. 
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• Informational interview: In a brief interview, JOBSTART staff explained 
to potential applicants the program's services and obligations and, often, 
the random assignment procedures. Some sites also regularly included a 
tour of their facilities to help recruits understand program services, 
opportunities, and demands. 

• Assesmmn!: Program staff made an asses.sment of whether applicants met 
the age (seventeen to twenty-one), educational status (school dropout), and 
income requirements for JOBSTART. They also ascertained the youths' 
support service needs and appropriateness for the program, screening out 
those with problems the program was not equipped to handle. The 
assessment process was relatively· e}rtensive at the Job Corps sites, which 
had the broadest array of support services. Job Corps staff assessed 
recruits for emotional problems, drug and alcohol abuse, trouble with the 
law, unstable living situations, health problems, and motivation. Other sites 
screened mostly to identify youths who were likely to prove dangerous or 
disruptive, such as those with evident drug or alcohol problems. 

• Readini test: Most program oper~tors tested the reading level of recruits 
early in the intake process to determine that applicants read below the 
eighth grade level, as required by JOBSTART eligibility criteria. (Four 
sites, including the three Job Corps Centers, delayed testing until later in 
the program, limiting their testing to participants.) As noted earlier, sites 
were permitted to enroll up to 20 percent of thejr recruits with higher 
reading scores to help meet enrollment goals. Some sites set a lower limit 
-- a fourth, fifth, or sixth grade level. These program operators felt that 
the youths would need to read at least at these levels in order to benefit 
from the education and training services that were available locally. 

• JTP NJob Corps certification: Recruits had to prove that they fulfilled 
eligibility criteria for JTP A-funded services. At the Job Corps sites, 
recruits also had to meet Job Corps eligibility criteria. At all the sites, 

. certification of eligibility required proof of residency, age, and economic 
disadvantage. SDAs at most sites required applicants to provide supporting 
documentation of all aspects of JTP A eligibility for approval of enrollment 
into JOBST ART. Local regulations and practices affecting the certification 
process strongly influenced the speed and ease of cc.:rtification. JTP A 

, certification procedures were cited by program operators at six sites as a 
major bottleneck in the intake and enrollment process. 

• Informed consent form. enrollment form. and random assiinment: After 
staff described the random assignment process, the applicant signed an 
informed consent form, agreeing to accept the results of random 
assignment and to cooperate in follow-up survey interviews. Program or 
SDA staff then filled out the enrollment form, using information provided 
by the applicant. Staff then telephoned MORe, where random assignment 
was made. Youths entering the experimental group were told to report 
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to classes or, at. some sites, to an orientation session. Program staff 
contacted experimentals who did not appear for program activities, 
encouraging them to participate and assisting them with needed support 
services. Applicants assigned to the control group were reminded that 
they were part of the research project and would be contacted later. They 
were also told that they could seek services elsewhere on their own. 

A total of 2,312 people were randomly assigned: 1,163 to the experimental group and 
1,149 to the control group. Sites conducted random assignment over varying periods of time, 
as shown in Table 3.1. Open entry/open exit sites continuously recruited applicants to maintain 
enrollment levels, while sites operating fixed cycle programs -- such as Connelley in Pittsburgh, 
Chicago Commons, and SER/Corpus Christi -- intensified recruitment efforts before the start 
of classes. 

Random assignment proceeded smoothly and resulted r.n experimental and control groups 
with nearly identical demographic characteristics. (Appendix B, Table B.l, presents the 
demographic characteristics of the experimental and control groups.) The two groups together 
made up the full research sample for the demonstration. Each consisted predominantly of 
youths who satisfied the JOBSTART eligibility criteria. The only real exception was a slightly 
larger than planned number of youths who read at the eighth grade level or above. This 
happened because of the testing practices of some sites. Only minor differences between the 
two groups were statistically significant: experimentals included a slightly higher percentage of 
male parents living with their children (3 percent to 2 percent of controls), of persons receiving 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) in a case headed by someone other than the 
applicant (20 percent to 17 percent of controls), and of persons receiving public assistance other 
than AFDC (19 percent to 23 percent of controls). As would be expected, the demographic 
characteristics of those randomly assigned varied among the sites. 

II. RecruitinK Youths for JOBSTART 

Recruitment was a continuing problem, and the total number of youths fell short of the 
demonstration's original goal. This situation was not unique to JOBSTART. Throughout the 
19705 and 1980s recruitment of young school dropouts has been a major stumbling block for 
education and training programs. During the late 19705 service providers running progralm 
funded by the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) found young 

. dropouts much more difficult to recruit than in-school youths.2 · The Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act (CETA), which operated from 1974 to 1982, did enroll a 
relatively high proportion of dropouts, but many participated in the public service employment 
titles rather than in education and training. Under JTPA youth dropouts have accounted for 
about 10 percent of all enrollees under Title IIA 3 

2See Betsey et al., 1985, p. 23. 
3U.S. Department of Labor, various years. 

-41-



I 
~ 
N 
I 

Table 3.1 

Distribution of the Research Sample by Site and Month of Random Assignment 

1985 1986 1987 
Site Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec .len feb Mar Apr May Jun Jut Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec .len feb Mar Apr May Jun Jut Aug Sep Oct Nov 

Allentown 
(Buffolo) 4 .. 4 7 9 5 6 8 20 29 5 8 4 7 14 3 7 , 

Atlanta 
Job Corps 3 9 3 6 3 12 5 7 1 7 8 3 13 

BSA (New 
York City) . 10 7 8 20 9 6 4 2 7 29 6 22 16 5 

CET/San Jo!;e 18 8 19 23 9 20 2'2 17 10 6 13 4 15 12 4 

Chicago 
Conmons 5 27 13 29 2 8 7 2 

Connelley 
(Pittsburgh) 134 11 47 26 1 

CREC -
(Hartford) 15 10 6 4 1 8 2 7 2 3 13 2 4 7 6 19 

East 
los Angeles 
Skills Center 7 3 13 5 19 13 8 8 19 15 16 

EGOS 
(Oenver) 26 36 7 20 33 15 5 22 25 4 13 13 1 16 1 

El Centro 
(Oallas) 3 6 10 21 12 4 16 18 18 10 12 28 15 13 14 

. 
los Angeles 
Job Corps 25 14 15 8 15 17 6 11 7 25 33 55 31 22 13 

Phoenix 
Job Corps 8 13 16 17 8 7 11 11 9 24 5 5 2 6 2 8 1 

SER/Corpus , 
Christi 83 59 30 28 98 2 

Total 134 0 94 77 30 28 8 22 70 72 49 69 130 150 93 64 94 233 167 125 75 82 48 123 n 126 59 18 

CUIIlJlativl! 
total 134 ,134 228 305 335 363 371 393 463 535 584 653 783 933 1026 1090 1184 1417 1584 1709 1784 1866 1914 2037 2109 2235 2294 2312 

-----

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the J09START Enrollment Forms. 

NOTES: This tnble in~ludcs dntn for alt youths rnndomty assigned ~tween August 1985 nnd Novr.mbP.r 1987. 

I 

Total 

147 
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151 

200 

93 

219 

1:99 
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297 

153 

300 

2312 

2312 



Within the JOBSTART Demonstration, recruitment posed special problems because one­
half of all applicants were assigned to the control group and therefore could not be sezved by 
the agency. Some staff at JOBSTART sites reported that they had serious problems meeting 
JTP A enrollment quotas. 

Successful recruitment of young dropouts requires (1) reaching out to potential applicants 
and getting them interested in the program and (2) developing intake procedures that encourage 
a large proportion of those expressing an interest to formally apply. In JOBSTART both were 
difficult. 

A Developing Interest in the JOBST ART Pro&ram 

Recruitment efforts were often frustrated by the same problems that originally motivated 
the youths to leave school. Many eligible youths had only negative experiences in school. In 
the follow-up suzvey young men most frequently cited dislike of school as their reason for 
originally dropping out; susPension or expulsion was their second most common reason. Among 
young women dislike for school was second only to pregnancy as their reason for dropping out. 
Many potential recruits viewed employment and training agencies as just one more school and 
would not enroll. 

JOBSTART staff suggested that the dominance of the drug trade in many neighborhoods 
undermined motivation: drug dealing presented a quick and lucrative alternative to vocational 
training. Also, the home situation of some potential recruits was so unsettled that they could 
hardly deal with day-to-day problems, much less intensive program commitments. An Allentown 
staff member explained that in his area -- Buffalo, New York -- many eligible youths were 
recent migrants from the South, who had to deal with the disorientation and daily stress of 
living with relatives in a strange city. 

Staff also agreed that a poor local labor market (such as Corpus Christi's) made it easier 
to recruit, while a strong one (such as Atlanta's), in which jobs are easy to find, made it harder. 

Some characteristics of the program operators themselves hampered recruitment. Several 
agencies were primarily adult-oriented service providers and had to develop a good reputation 
for youth services within the community and among refe.eral agencies. -Some program operators 
limited recruitment to the start-up of class cycles or suspended recruitment in the summer, so 
youths could not be certain that classes would be available when they wanted to begin. 

Finally, the .sponsor agencies' recruitment efforts were adversely affected by the research 
requirements· of the demonstration. At several sites staff reported that referral agencies were 
reluctant to send potential recruits to the program operator because they might be randomly 
assigned to the control group and denied JOBSTART services. 

1. BuHding on the Goals of Potential Clients. Focus group interviews with, 
participants illuminated their motivations for enrolling. While these youths, having actually 
enrolled, were not representative of the entire population of potential' applicants, their 
motivations were instructive. . . 
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These youths were successfully recruited because they wanted to get a good job and 
believed that JOBSTART would help them get one. They appreciated the difference between 
jobs they could get without education and training and those they might get after completing 
the program. One man explained his decision to enroll in JOBSTART rather than to seek 
immediate employment: "'There's really no need for me to try and look for a job because I 
don't want to be working in a hamburger stand all my life." In many cases parenthood was a 
motivator. A Job Corps participant viewed the birth of his child as a turning point: "When 
you have kids, it's just something that clicks •... I know I'm going to make it for myself and 
my child because I have to do it." 

Another motivator was the rejection of crime and violence as ways to make money. One 
youth, comparing his possible future with that of his drug-dealing friends, said that over "the 
next four or five years I'll be able to [get things I want] the legal way and they'll get into jail 
or be dead or broke and poor." 

. While such personal considerations often provided the "push," the program itself exerted 
the "pull," by offering services that youths viewed as necessary for getting a good job. A young 
woman summed up the feelings of many when she said, "You need a GED today ... If you 
ain't got that, they're going to look at you like you're nobody." Others focused on occupational 
skills training; one youth explained that he came to JOBSTART looking for "experience, and 
hopefully to get my contractor's license." 

2. Recruitment Techniques. At most sites, recruitment was the program operator's . 
responsibility.4 Generally, because of JTPA limits on administrative expenses, sites did not 
employ a full-time recruiter. Recruitment staff also had other administrative or counseling 
duties. 

All sites actively recruited clients rather than relying on walk-in inquiries or 
word-of-mouth, and all used a variety of methods. Program staff approached potential recruits 
through media announcements; mailings to dropouts and welfare recipients; and outreacb visits 
to schools, parks, and other youth gathering places. They distributed posters and fliers 
advertising program services and sought referrals of eligible youths from JTP A, community 
organizations, schools, and social service agencies. Recruitment activities frequently took staff 
beyond the boundaries of the office and the nine~to-flVe workday. Street recruitment was cited 
as important at several sites. As a staff member of Allentown in Buffalo explained, direct 
contact with teenagers on their own "turi" makes a strong impression upon them . . 

Recruitment through public school referrals or outreach was productive in school-based 
JOBSTART programs. Program staff obblined lists of dropouts from the public schools or 
individual referrals from school counselors. They then contacted these youths by phone or 
mail to tell them about the program. Staff in three of the four school-based programs --

+]:be exceptions to this . arrangement were Connelley in Pittsburgh, for which the local 
SDA carried out recruitment, and SER/Corpus Christi, in which recruitment was jointly. 
undertaken by the program operator and the local SDA 



Connelley in Pittsburgh, EGOS in Denver, and the East Los Angeles Skills Center -- fe.lt that 
this was their most effective strategy. One staff member noted that the recruits brought in 
this way were accustomed to a school setting and. structure, and therefore more likely to adjust 
to JOBSTART. Another staff member maintained that school counselors cooperated because 
they were often happy to find some place to send their problem students. Most community­
based organizations (CBOs) and Job Corps sites did not rely on public school referrals, partly 
because of difficulty gaining access to accurate lists of recent dropouts. 

Newspaper, television, and radio advertising played a recruitment rol.e at every site. Most 
CBOs and Job Corps sites identified this as one of their most effective strategies. Staff said 
that in some cases youths received information directly from the media, while in other cases 
friends and relatives noticed the advertisements and brought them to the youths' attention. 

3. The Recruitment Messa~e. In formulating their recruitment message, staff at 
most sites stressed the in-program benefits of participation, such as particular training courses, 
support services, and incentives. The staff of CREC in Hartford highlighted the educational 
services, including the availability of individualized, computer-assisted leam.ing, while the w 
Angeles Job Corps staff saw v~ational training courses as their strongest seiling point.· Needs­
based payments, though small, were viewed by staff at a few sites as a particularly popular 
program fea~ure, probably because applicants had serious financial need.s For example, at EI 
Centro in Dallas recruitment staff reported that needs-based payments were their biggest selling 
point. At the Atlanta Job Corps recruitment staff always highlighted training opportunities. 
They also emphasized the availability of childcare to young women and stressed needs-based 
payments to young men. Corpus Christi SDA staff recruiting for SER similarly emphasized 
vocational training opportunities and needs-based payments. 

Two other sites stressed the desirable outcomes of program participation, an approach 
often recommended by recruiting experts.6 For example, Chicago Commons stressed the good 
wages and advancement opportunities awaiting program completers. The East Los Angeles 
Skills Center staff similarly stressed the important post-program benefits of having a skil~ 
independence, and money. 

B. Drop-Off of Potential Applicants Durin~ Intake 

In JOBST.J\R.T, as in other JTPA programs, there was an ongoing drop-off of youths 
throughout the intake and enrollment process. Applicants were screened out because they did 
not meet -- or could not show they met -- the eligibility criteria of JTP A, the program operator, 
or the demonstration. Some youths dropped out of the process because they found work or 
other training or did not have the perseverance or bureaucratic skills to c'1mplete the 
paperwork. Some parents were unwilling or unable to cooperate with the documentation 
requirements, particularly those that probed their financial status. Because the more difficult 

5See Chapter 5 for a discussion of needs-based payments. In general, they were less than 
$8 per day. 

6Kelly, 1987. 
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and time-consuming steps (assessment and eligibility certification) were part of the normal JTPA 
intake process, the sites had little flexibility in streamlining the process to lessen applicant drop­
off and alleviate recruiting problems. 

Figure 3.2 illustrates the drop-off of recruits at SER/Corpus Christi as they moved through 
the iIitake. process to enroll; the figure uses· data for program year 1985. The intake and 
enrollment pror.esses were not standardized acr~ sites.. However, the SER/Corpus Christi 
site's general rate of attrition was consistent with that found at other S.i1:t.:S, and the points at 
which attrition occurred were simUar among all sites. 

At the top of the chart are youths who heard about JOBSTART or JTPA services and 
contacted the SDA or service provider to learn more about them. Out of 1,200 youths who 
contacted the SDA or program staff during program year 1985, 950 continued to the next step 
of filling out applications at the SDA office for JTP A services. Of those who filled. out 
applications, 769 were certified as eligible for services. Many who were not certified had failed 
to present full documentation. 

. . 
The next two steps at SER/Corpus Christi (certification of dropout status and testing for 

appropriate reading level) were unique to the JOBSTART Demonstration. Many youths who 
did aot meet these special requirements left the intake process at this point and were routed 
to other JTP A programs. A total of 360 young dropouts tested within the approved reading 
levels or were accepted under the limited exception for better readers; 200 of these completed 
the enrollment forms and were randomly assigned. Overall, 21 percent of the original pool of 
applicants for JTP A youth services beca'me part of the research sample. 

III. Samples of Youths Used in the Evaluation 

AU youths who were randomly assigned formed the full research sample of 2,312 people. 
Three subsamples of youths are analyzed in this report, as shown in Table 3.2. The participant 
sample (all experimentals randomly assigned between August 1985 and September 1987 who 
participalted in JOBSTART) is used in much of the implementation analysis in Chapters 4 
through 8. The survey sample (experimentals and controls who were randomiy assigned 
between August 1985 and March 1987 and who responded to the twelve-month follow-up 
survey) is the subject of the impact analysis in Chapter 9. The surveyed participant sample, a 
subsample of those surveyed, provides information about participants' reactions to JOBSTART, 
discussed in Chapters 5 through 8. 

A. The Participant Sample 

'Ibis sample is used to analyze the characteristics of participants and patterns of 
participation. To be included in this sample a youth had to participate in JOBSTART activities 
for at least one hour during the twelve months following random assignment. This twelve­
month follow-up period wa.~ chosen because nearly all participation was expected to occur within 
a year of enrollment. The sample includes 89 percent (999 out of 1,123) of all experimentals 
randomly assigned by September 1987, the cutoff date for the participation analysis in this 
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Full research lemple 

Plrticipant lemple 

Survey lemple 

Surveyed participant 
s~le 

Table 3.2 

Resear'ch S~les for the I""llftllntation and Iq:lact Studies 

Period During Which 
S~le Was 
Rendomly Alligned 

August 1985 -
Novtn'Cer 1987 

August 1985 -
Septeri)er 198r-

August 198~ -
. March 1987 

August 198~ -
Mlrch 1987'l 

Definition 

JOBSTART-eligible youths randomly assigned 
into the experi~tal Ind control groups. 
All other semplel are _ subset of this group. 

All JOBSTART experiMental1 with 12 months 
of' follow-up dltl who participat~ in a 
JOBSTART education, training, or othe:- com­
ponent for at lelst erie hour. This semple 
includel 89.01 of the 1123 experimentals 
rlndomly Illigned during this period. 

All JOBSTART Ixperimentals Ind controls who 
responded to the twelve-month survey. This 
aemple inch.idel 82.01 of the 1709 experimen­
till Ind control I randomly assigned during 
thil period. 

All JOBSTART experimentals who participated 
in a JOBSTART educltion, training, or othe'r 
c~t for at lelst one hour and who 
responded to the twelve-month survey. This 
semple includes 93.31 of the 714 experimentals 
rl~ly .ssi~ned during this period. 

Sempll Size 

1163 Experimentals 
1149 Controls 
2312 Total 

-999 Experimentals 

714 Experimentals 
687 Controls 

1401 Total 

666 Experimentals 

SOURCE: MORC calculltions from the JOBSTART EnrollMent FOMnl, Monthly Plrticipation Reports, Ind the twelve·month 
lurvey. 

NOTES: aThe implementation study in this report il blsed on experimentals for whom MORC has twelve months of 
follow-up dlUi from the time of random Issigrwnent. ' 

bMlrch 1987 is the latest random Issignment ~th for which fielding of the twelve-month survey is complete. 
Those youths rendomly assigned eHer March 1987 could not be included in lnalyses based on survey dati. 
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report.7 Only 40 experimentals were randomly assigned in October and November 1987 (the 
last months of random assignment), so the participant sample included the vast majority of all 
participants. However, sequential/brokered sites tended to start random assignment later in the 
demonstration, and these last 40 experimentals included 16 at sequential/brokered sites. This 
was a relatively small number compared to the 170 people at sequentiall brokered sites who are 
included in the participant sample, but it does mean that participants at these sit~ were 
somewhat underrepresented. 

The proportion of experimentals who were randomly assigned by September 1987 and 
who participated was similar among the sites except that participation rates tended to be higher 
in sites that (1) had short periods between random assignment and program start-up, (2) made 
extensive efforts to pursue youths who did not initially appear for the program, and (3) 
operated under cost reimbursement contracts. 8 Those experimentals randomly assigried by 
September 1987 who did not participate were similar to participants in most respects. A slightly 
lower percentage of nonparticipants than participants had been employed in the twelve months 
prior to random assignment (44 percent to 53 percent) and a slightly higher percentage had 
been arrested since age sixteen (25 percent to 15 percent). 

B. The Survey Sample 

The twelve-month follow-up survey is the source of data on post-random assignment 
outcomes of the experimental fI.nd control groups. The survey sample consists of 1,401 
experimentals and controls who were randomly assigned from August 1985 to March 1987 and 
who responded to the twelve-month follow-up survey by the cutoff date for this report. The 
response rate was 82 percent, with inability to locate the youths the most common reason for 
nonresponse.9 The survey sample is discussed in more detail in Chapter 9, which presents 
program impact results based on these data. The surveyed participant sample consists of survey 
responders who participated in JOBSTART at least one hour. 

IV. Characteristics of JOBST ART Participants 

The next five chapters rely heavily on the participant sample. to This final section of the 
chapter describes the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of these participants as 
weI! as differences in participant characteristics among the sites and among subgroups of the 

7Youths . randomly assigned in September 1987 would have had twelve months of follow­
up in September 1988, when data collection on participation for this report ended. 

80ne possible explanation is that sites with performance-based contracts were less likely 
to pursue youths who did not show up initially because staff might view them as less motivated 
and, therefore, less likely to have favorable outcomes after the program. Cost reimbursement 
contracts would not create these incentives. . 

9oJ:bree-quarters of the nonrespondents could not be contacted or located, or had moved 
more than fifty miles away, and their new phone number was not available. The next most 
common reason for nonresponse was the refusal of the person to be interviewed. 

lOA detailed demographic description of the survey sample is presented in Appendix B. 
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youths. As will be discussed in Chapter 4, however, these variations do not explain fully 
differences in participation among the thirteen sites. 

A Characteristics of the Participant Sample 

The participant sample was made up of 999 youths, whose characteristics are summarized 
in Table 3.3. Nearly three-quarters of JOBsTART participants were teenagers. On average, 
there was a two-year gap between dropping out of school and beginning JOBSTART. Although 
their average initial reading score was grade 6.9, about 26 percent read at the eighth grade level 
or above, more than the planned ceiling of 20 percent. 11 Most participants we~e black (46 
percent) or Hispanic (44 percent). At six sites more than two-thirds of the participants were 
black, while in four two-thirds or more were Hispanic. Most participants had never been 
married and were not parents. Many had no recent opportunity to learn marketable skills or 
to gain work (experience: only 17 percent had vocational training in the year prior to random 
assignment, and 47 percent had not held a job during that time. 

Fifty-eight percent of all participants were receiving government assistance -- including 
cash, Medicaid, food stamps, or subsidized housing -- at random assignment. The proportion 
was particularly high at three sites in large northern cities: Chicago Commons, 9S percent; 
Connelley in Pittsburgh, 91 percent; and Allentown in Buffalo, 86 percent. Across all sites 
about one-fifth of the participants had AFDC cases in their own names at random assignment; 
since only one-third were 'parents, a large proportion of these individuals must have been 
receiving this assistance. 

B. Comparison of Participant Samp'Je SubKroups 

An important question in evaluating JOBSTART is whether participation and program 
impacts varied among subgroups. Table 3.4 shows that men and women in the participant 
sample were similar in many characteristics, including age, ethnic background, educational 
attainment, and initial reading levels. However, men were more likely to have had recent work 
experience and vocational training and to have been arrested since age sixteen, and less likely 
to have been married, to be a parent, and to be receiving public assistance.12 Some of these 
differences between men and women may be explained by characteristics of women living with 

llThis occurred for three reasons. Some sites, as mentioned earlier, did not administer a 
reading test before random assignment. Some that did test before random assignment used 

, the Test of Adult Basic Education (T ABE) screener test, designed to determine which skill 
level of the Complete TABE to administer. It is less accurate than the full TABE, which was 
administered to participants ~fter random assignment. In some cases the full TABE gave 
different scord. Finally, some sites used other tests of reading ability. Applicants who tested 
as reading below the eighth grade level on these tests might test higher on the T ABE. 

lZne characteristics listed in Table 3.4 are self-reported by the youths at the time of 
random assignment. It is likely that these data underreported such events as arrests and 
convictions. Youths at this point in intake did not have a close relationship with program staff 
and ~ay have avoided mentioning events that they believed might lessen their chances for 
admission into the program. 
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Table 3.3 

Selected Characteristics at TI.e of Random Assignment 
for Participants, by Site 

East los 
Atlanta BSA CREC Angeles los SERI 

Allentown Job (New York tETI Chicago Come I ley (Hart- Skills EGOS EI Centro Angeles Phoenix Corpus 
Characteri!lt Ii: (Buffalo) Corps City) San Jose COIIIIIOf'IS (Pittsburgh) ford) Center (Denver) (Dallas) Job Corps Job Corps Cristi Total 

Age in years (X) 
17 31.0 20.0 25.5 32.3 16.7 9.2*** 37.5 39.6 33.6 37.4* 25.7 47.0*** 26.7 29.0 
18 25.4 33.3 29.4 27.4 16.7 20.2 29.2 22.6 19.5 22.2 294 4 27.3 24.7 24.5 
19 11.3* 26.7 11.6 17.7 23.8 33.0*** 16.7 13.2 23.0 20.2 22.9 12.1 16.4 20.0 
20 16.9 13.3 13.7 17.7 28.6"· 24.8*** 8.3 15.1 16.8 10.1 12.B 9.1 15.1 15.6 
21 15.5 6.7 13.7 4.8 14.3 12.8 B.3 9.4 7.1 10.1· 9.2 4.5 17.1** 10.S 

Average age (years) 18.6 18.5 18.6 18.4 19.1*** 19.1*** 1B.2* 1B.3 1B.4 18.3 18.5 18.0*** 1B.7 18.5 

Sex (X) 
Male 36.6* 50.0 60.8* 51.6 59.5 45.0 39.6 54.7 34.5-* 51.5 31.2*** 43.9 64.4*** 47.3 
FetII9le 63.4* 50.0 39.2* 48.4 40.5 55.0 60.4 45.3 ·65.5*** 48.5 68.8*- 56.1 35.6*** 52.7 

I 
VI Ethnicity (X) ...... White .14.1* 0.0 2.0 9.7 11.9 6.4 0.0* 1.9 7.1 7.1 2.8* 19.7*** 9.6 7.5 I 

Black 76.1*** 100.0**· n.5*** 4.S**· 81.0**· 93.6*** 54.2 1.9*·· 28.3·*· 68.7*- 48.6 10.6·*· 7.5*·· 45.! 
Hispanic 9.9*·* 0.0*·· 25.5** 75.8*** 7.1*** 0.0··· 45.B 94.3·** 62.8·*· 23.2*·* 34.9* 66.7*·* 82.2<1"- 43.8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7*·* 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.8 1.0 13.8·*· 3.0 0.7 2.8 

School. grade at 
dropout (X) 

3-B 9.9 10.1 4.0 6.7 0.0 0.9*· 4.Z 3.9 3.6 5.1 2.9 11.3 19.2·*· 6.9 
9 11.3· 3.4*· 24.0 16.7 11.9 24.1 22.9 19.6 24.1 30.3- 10.6·· 27.4 22.6 20.5 
10 28.2 48.3* 22.0 25.0 :';1.0 40.7* 45.8· 45.1· 33.0 32.3 28.8 19.4*· 28.8 32.1 
11 38.0 24.1 38.0 40.0 47.6·· 26.9 25.0 27.5 27.7 24.2 48.1·*· 29.0 24.7* 31.7 
12 12.7 13.8 12.0 11.7 9.5 7.4 2.1 3.9 11.6 8.1 9.6 12.9 4.8* 8.9 

Average school grade 
at dropout 10.3 10.2 10.3 10.3 10.5·· 10.2 10.0 10.0 10.2 10.0 10.5*·* 10.0 9.7**· 10.1 

Average ti.e between 
dropout and randolll 
assignment (months) 23.9 27.2 19.3 21.8 27.9 29.0*·· 1~.0* 18.2·· 24.7 22.3 18.6··· 23.3 26.5·· 23.6 

li.ited English (X) 1.4 0.0 0.0 25.8**· 0.0 3.7 4.2 5.7 0.0** 1.0 11.0*** 0.0 0.0** 3.9 

(continued) 



Tehle 3.3 (continued) 

East Los 
Atlanta ISA CREC Angel" Los SEI/ 

Allentown Job (New York CET! Chicago Connelley (Hart- Skills EGOS El Cent .. o A,.l" Phoenix Corpus 
Characteristic (Buffalo) Corps City) Sen Jose COIIIIIOnS (Pittsburgh) ford) Center (Denver) (Dallas) Job Corps Job Corps CrisU Total 

Reeding grade levela 

1·4 0.0 35.7 3.9 10.3 2.4 7.5 16.7 5.7 1.8 5.4 22.2 20.0 5.8 8.1 
5 12.5 25.0 27.5 10.3 7.1 24.5 29.2 35.8 111.6 30.1 29.6 15.4 15.3 21.1 
6 25.0 3.6 31.4 10.3 26.2 23.6 18.8 18.9 29.2 26.9 18.5 13.8 24.1 22.7 
7 28.1 17.9 23.5 12.8 21.4 21.7 20.8 30.2 31.0 22.6 3.7 18.5 19.0 22.3 
II 10.9 3.6 13.7 17.9 23.8 12.3 10.4 9.4 16.8 8.6 7.4 9.2 21.9 13.9 
9·12 ~1.4 14.3 0.0 38.5 19.0 10.4 4.2 0.0 2.7 6.5 18.5 23.1 13.9 11.9 

Average reading gr8de 
level 7.6 5.9 6.6 8.0 7.6 6.7 6.5 6.3 6.9 6.6 6.3 6.8 7.3 6.9 

Never married <%> 94.4 96.7 100.0** 88.7 95.2 ;'97.2** 93.8 96.2 89.4 87.8 96.3** 84.8 71.7*** 89.9 

Parenting status (X) 
Not a parent 57.7 70.0 86.3*** 85.5*** 54.8 56.0** 75.0 79.2* 58.4* 69.7 60.6 63.6 67.8 66.4 

I FetII8le parent 31.0 23.1 H.8* 6.5**" 26.2 36.7** 20.8 17.0 36.3"* 25.3 37.6*** . 30.3 20.5* 26.6 
VI Male parent 11.3 6.7 2.0 8.1 19.0** 7.1 4.2 3.8 5.1 5.1 1.8** 6.1 11.6** 7.0 N 

• Not living with 
own child 69.0 76.7 86.3** M.7*** 64.3 64.2 81.3 84.9** 61.1** 74.7 61.5** 69.7 69.9 71.1 

FeMale living with 
own child 28.2 23.3 11.8* 6.5*"* 26.2 35.8** 18.8 15.1* . 36.3*- 24.2 36.7*** 28.8 ZO.S 25.8 

Male living with 
own child 2.8 0.0 2.0 4.8 9.5** 0.0* 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.0 1.8 1.5 9.6*** 3.1 

Benefits 
received (X) 

None 14.1*** 76.7*** 51.0 53.2* 4.8*** 9.2*** 37.5 47.2 54.0"* 64.6-* 31.2** 59.1*** 53.4*** 42.3 
OWn "fDC case 29.6** 3.3* 13.7 4.8*** 211.6 30.3*"* 16.7 20.8 ZO.4 11.1* 36.7*** 6.1** 8.2*** 18.6 
Household "FOC ease 26.8 16.7 17.6 19.4 21.4 41.3*** 16.7 11.3 9.7*- 14.1 2?9 27.3 9.6*** 19.5 
Other pbl iC

b assbtence 29.6** 3.3** 17.6 22.6 45.2*** 19.3 29.2 20.8 15.9 10.1** 9.2*- 7.6*" 28.8*** 19.5 

EIIIPI~ within 12 
IIOnths prior to 
randall 
assigment (X) I 49.3 70.0* 27.5*** 46.! 47.6 68.-8*** 66.7* 45.3 65.5*** 47.5 19.4*** 43.9 71.1*** 52.8 

(continued) 



5 

Characteristic 

Received occupational 
training within 12 
months prior to 
random 

Atlanta 
Allentown Job 
(Buffalo) Corps 

... 

ISA 
(leN York CHI Chicago 
C1 tV) San Jose Conmons 

assi~t (X) 18.3 40.0*** 17.6 3.2*** 11.9 

Arrested sinc~ 
age 16 (X) 15.5 

Convicted since 
age 16 <x>. 

Nurber of 
participants 

2.8 

71 

10.0 9.8 21.0 11.9 

0.0 7.8 12.9** 0.0 

30 51 62 42 

Table 3.3 (continued) 

East Los 
CREC Angeles 

Connelley CHart- Skills 
(Pittsburgh) ford) Center 

32.1*** 14.6 13.2 

12.8 20.8 17.0 

1.8 4.2 17.0··* 

109 48 53 

Los SERI 
EGOS El Centro Angeles Phoenix Corpus 
(Denver) (Dallas) Job Corps Job Corps Cristi Total 

8."** 10.1* 9.2**,: 4.5** 29.S*** 16.6 

15.9 12.1 9.2* 4.5** 25.3*** 15.0 

2.7 6.1 4.6 1.5 8.2 5.4 

113 99 109 66 146 999 

, SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART Enroll.ent FOrMS end TABE reading scores. 
U1 
VI 
, NOTES: .This table Includes det. for all youths randoillly .s.igned ootween AU!JU!It 1985 end SepteriJer 1987 IIho were actlw for .t least one hour in at least 

one J08START education, training, or other cOlllpollel,t within twelve months of randoln assignnent. 

For selected characteristics other than reading levels, s~le shes _y vary up to 21 s~le points becllUSe of IIII.slng det •• 

Distributions _y not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

A two-tailed t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between a site end the average for all the other sites for each characteristic. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * : 10 percent; ** : 5 percent; *** : 1 percent. 

aOnty the 866 experilllentals who were administered the TABE at randoln assignment are included in this lleasure. Tests of statistical significance were 
not exftlllined for this measure. 

bROther public. assistance" indicates receipt of benefits by either the participant or another member of the partici~t's household. 



Table 3.4 

Selected Characteristics at TI .. of .andOm Assignment for 
Participants, by Sex and Parental Status 

Females 

Living lIot Living 
with with All Males and 

Characteristic Males Children Chi ldren Females Ftlllllles 

Age in year. (X) 
17 30.2 18.2 37.3 27.9 29.0 
18 24.3 20.9 28.4 24.7 24.5 
19 18.6 22.1 20.5 21.3 20.0 
20 15.6 22.9 8.6 15.6 15.6 
21 11.2 15.9 5.2 10.5 10.8 

Average age (years) 18.5 19.0 18.2 18.6 18.5 

Ethnlcity (X) 
White 7.0 5.4 10.4 8.0 7.5 
Black 44.8 52.7 41.0 46.8 45.8 
Hilpanic 45.5 40.7 44.0 42.4 43.8 
Other 2.7 1.2 4.5 2.9 2.8 

School grade at 
dropout (X) 

3·8 6.4 7.9 6.9 7.4 6.9 
9 19.1 24.0 19.5 21.7 20.5 
10 34.3 28.0 32.1 30.0 32.1 
11 32.2 31.5 30.9 31.2 31.7 
12 7.9 8.7 10.7 9.7 8.9 

Average school grade 
at dropout 10.2 10.1 10.2 10.1 10. , 

Average time between 
dropout and rtlndom 
as.ien-tnt (months) 21.4 32.9 18.2 25.6 23.6 

Li.ited English (X) 3.4 1.9 6.7 4.4 3.9 

.eadlng grade level (X)· 
1·4 9.9 4.6 8.0 6.3 8.' 
5 18.8 23.0 23.7 23.4 21.1 
6 21.4 29.0 19.2 24.0 22.7 
7 23.5 24.9 17.4 21.1 22.3 
8 13.2 11.5 17.4 14.5 13.9 
9·12 13.2 6.9 14.3 10.7 11.9 

. Avera.e reading g'rlde 
lavel, 6.9 6.8 7.0 6.9 6.9 

lIever ~rrled (X) 93.0 79.0 94.8 87.0 89.9 

(contil'Md) 
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Characterlltic 

'Irentlng .tatus (X) 
Not i parent 
F_le parent 
Male parent 
Not living wi~h own 

child 
F_le If vi nsl with own 

chfld 
Mile living .,lth own 

child 

Itnefits received (X) 
None 
Own AFDC case 
Household AFDC c.se 
Other p&bllcb asa I. tll'lCe 

E~loyed w~thin 12 months 
prior to rlndom 
1 •• lgmenf; (X) 

Received occupetional 
trlining within 12 months 
prior to random 
... I .... "t (X) 

Arr .. t~J .Ince Ige 16 (X) 

Convlc~ed Iinc. age 
16 (X) 

M.le 

85.2 

14.8 

93.4 

6.6 

50.5 
5.3 

19.5 

24.7 

62.6 

21.6 

26.4 

9.9 

473 

Table 3.4 (continued) 

F .... les 

Living Not Living 
with with 
Children Children 

97.0 
100.0 3.0 

100.0 

100.0 

19.4 50.0 
53.5 8.6 
17.8 21.3 

9.3 20.1 

37.4 50.6 

10.5 13.8 

3.1 6.3 

1.2 1.5 

258 268 

All 
Females 

49.4 
50.6 

51.0 

49.0 

35.0 
30.6 
19.6 

14.8 

44.1 

12.2 

4.8 

1.3 

526 

Malel and 
F .... l.s 

66.4 
26.6 
7.0 

71.1 

25.8 

3.1 

42.3 
18.6 
19.5 

19.5 

52.8 

16.6 

15.0 

5.4 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the J08START Enrollment Forms and TASE r.ading Icores. 

NOTES: This tlbl. Includes data for all youths randomly a'ligned between August 1985 Ind Septlll'Cer 
1917 who were active for at least one hour In at le.st one JOIST ART education, tr.ining, or other component 
w~thln twelve .onthl of random .s.ignment. 

For .elected ch.racteristics oth.r th.n reading levels, .ample .ize. may v.ry up to 44 
I.~le pointl bec.use of lIissing dat •• 

Dlltributlons 1liiY not add to 100.0 percent bec.use of rOU'lding. 

Test. of .tatistlcal .ignificance were not ex~ined. 

-only the 866 .xperi .. nt~ls who were Idmini.tered the TASE .t r.ndom .ssignment are included . 
in thi ..... ure. 

bllOther public .ssistance" Indic:ates receipt of benefits by either the participant or another 
IIIIIIIbtr of the par.ticipent's household.' 
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their children (also shown in Table 3.4), who tend to be more disadvantaged than other women; 
most important, they are much more likely to be receiving public assistance and less likely to 
have had recent work experience. 

Table 3.5 compares teenage participants to those age twenty and twenty-one. The older 
group included a higher proportion of blacks and a lower proportion of Hispanics. This group 
was more likely to have married, to be parents, and to be receiving public assistance, and their 
years of schooling were slightly higher. They were also more likely to have been arrested and 
convicted since age sixteen. There was no significant difference between older and younger 
participants with regard to employment or receipt of occupational training in the twelve months 
prior to random assignment. However, the period between dropping out of school and enrolling 
was much longer for older participants, who averaged 40.6 months between school and 
JOBSTART, compared to 17.6 months for younger participants. 

C. Comparison of JOBSTART Participants to JTPA Enrollees and Job Cot:psmembers 

. JOBSTART participants appear to have been more disadvantaged than the majority of 
youths served nationwide by JTP A Title IIA programs. In the effort to serve those youths at 
risk of chronic unemployment, JOBSTART worked exclusively with dropouts, a segment of the 
youth population that make.~ up a relatively smaU part of JTP A participants. Even when the 
comparison of participants is limited to young dropouts, it appears that JOBSTART reached 
a more disadvantaged population than did most other JTP A-funded programs.13 Approximately 
58 percent of JOBST ART participants were receiving some form of public assistance at the time 
they entered the program, compared to 39 percent of young dropouts served by JTP A 
Moreover, the proportion of JOBSTART participants who received AFDC funds (38 percent) 
was much higher than that of young dropouts in other JTPA programs (21 percent). This 
higher rate of welfare receipt partly reflects the fact that a greater proportion of JOBSTART 
participants were young women (53 percent), compared to the dropout group participating in 
other JTP A programs (45 percent female). Also, minorities were much more heavily 
represented in JOBSTART than in other JTPA-funded services for young dropouts. Hispanic 
dropouts constituted 44 percent of JOBSTART participants, but only 14 percent of JTPA 
dropouts, and JOBSTART served proportionally more black dropouts (46 percent) than did 
other JTPA programs (34 percent). 

'The Job Corps serves youths who appear to have more barriers to employment than do 
JOBST ART participants. Eighty percent of Job Corpsmembers nationwide were school 
dropouts in program year 1986, when the JOBSTART Demonstration was in operation.14 Job 
Corpsmembers tend to be younger than JOBSTART participants: 42 percent were age 
seventeen or under in 1986 compared to 29 percent in JOBSTART. Sixty-one percent read at 
the sixth grade level or below at entry into the Job Corps compared to 52 percent in 

13U.S. Department of Labor, Division of Performance Management and Evaluation, 1988, 
Table B-2 " . 

14U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration Job Corps, 1987. 
This publication reviews program operations during the period of the JOBSTART 
Demonstration and presents characteristics of corp member. 
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Table 3.5 

Selected Characteristics at Time of .Indcm Assigrment 
for Participants, by Age Group 

aelow Aile Age 20 and 
Characteristic 20 Above Total 

Age In years (X) 
17 39.5 29.0 
18 33.3 24.5 
19 27.2 20.0 
20 59.1 15.6 
21 40.9 10.8 

Averil. Ige (years) 17.9 20.4 18.5 

Sex (X) 
Male 47.1 48.1 47.3 
Female 52.9 51.9 52.7 

Ethnichy (X) 
White ' 8.0 6.1 7.5 
alack 43.0 53.8 45.8 
Hilpanic 46.0 37.9 43.8 
Qther 3.0 2.3 2.8 

School grade at dropout (X) 
3·8 7.1 6.5 6.9 
9 23.3 12.6 20.5 
10 32.9 29.8 32.1 
11 28.9 39.3 31.7 
12 7.8 11.8 8.9 

Average Ichool grade at 
dropout 10.1 10.4 10.1 

Average time between dropout 
and random Issigrment (months) 17.6 40.6 23.6 

Li.ited English (X) 3.8 4.2 3.9 

Relding grade level (lOa 
1·4 8.4 7.3 8.1 
5 20.9 21.8, 21.1 
6 22.0 24.8 22.7 
7 22.2 22.6 22.3 
8 14.7 11.5 13.9 
Grade 9·12 11.9 12.0 11.9 

Averlge reeding grade level- 6.9 6.9 6.9 

Never .rried (X) 93.4 79.9 89.9 

'Irenting Status (X) 
Not I parent (X) 72.2 50.0 66.4 
'_lepererot 22.6 36.9 26.6 
Mele parent 5.2 12.1 7.0 
Not living with own child 76.3 56.4 71.1 
'eMIle living with own child 21.S 37.9 25.8 
Mele living with own child 2.2 5.7 3.1 

(continued) 
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Table 3.5 (continued) 

lelow Age Age 20 Ind 
Chlrlcteristic 20 Above Totll 

Benefits received (~) 
. None 44.8 35.6 42.3 
OWn AFDC else 13.9 31.8 18.6 
NOUIenold AFDC clse 21.6 13.6 19.5 
Other public Issistlnceb 19.7 18.9 19.5 

E...,loyed within 12 ~thsl'prior 
to random Issignment (~) 52.7 53.1 52.8 

Received occupational trlininv 
within 12 months prior to 
r~ I.signment (~) 16.9 15.9 16.6 

Arrested since Ige 16 (X) 13.5 19.3 15.0 

Convicted since .ge 16 (X) 4.2 8.7 5.4 

NUMber of participants 735 264 999 

SOURCE: MORC cllculltions from the JOBSTART Enrollment Forms Ind TAlE reldinv 
Icores. 

NOTES: This tlble includes det. for III youths rlndomly Issigned between AUSlust 
1985 and September 1987 who were Ictive for It lelst one hour in It lelst one JOBSTART 
eQ,cltion, trlininv, or other c~l'Ient within twelve months of rlndom lsaignment. 

For selected chlracteristics other than reldinv levels, .ample sizes may 
vlry up to 44 .ample points owing to missinv dete. 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent becluse of roundinv. 

Tests of statistical significlnce were not examined. 

-only the 866 experimentals who were Idministerfd the TASE at random 
,ssignment .re included in this measure. 

bllOther public assistance" indicates receipt of benefits by either the 
participant or .nother .ember of the participant's household. 
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JOBSTART. In JOBSTART, JTPA performance standards and practices led some 
JTP A-funded sites to exclude those with very low reading scores; the Job Corps sites in 
JOBSTART included a higher proportion of youths with very low reading scores than did other 
sites. On the other hand, a higher proportion of JOBSTART participants were receiving public 
assistance and were members of minority groups than were Job Corpsmembers. 

Because JOBSTART participants faced greater barriers to employment than did most 
youths in JTP A, and were in many ways similar to the Job Corpsmembers, operating 
JOBSTART posed many challenges. The following four chapters analyze how the sites 
addressed them. 
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CHAPTER 4 

OVERVIEW OF PARTICIPATION IN JOBSTART 

The JOBSTART program model requires that sites offer relatively long-term classes in 
basic education and occupational skills training and that youths take advantage of these 
opportunities. Retention of young, economically disadvantaged dropouts, or even high school 
graduates, in education and training programs has been a common problem. I As a result, an 
important question in the evaluation is whether youths active in JOBSTART do actually 
participate in lengthy, intensive services. 

This chapter addresses the topic two ways. First, it summarizes participation patterns of 
youths who were active in the JOBSTART Demonstration and compares that experience to 
other programs for young school dropouts. The analysis shows that JOBSTART participation 
was, in general, longer and more substantial than that of most other JTP A-funded activities 
for young dropouts and was roughly comparable to that of intensive programs such as the 
nonresidential Job Corps and the National Supported Work Demonstration. 

Second, the chapter then analyzes the extent to which participation varied among different 
groups of youths and types of sites. This analysis finds that participation hours were similar for' 
many groups: males and females, various ethnic groups, older and younger participants, youths 
with relatively higher and lower reading skills, and recipients and nonrecipients of public 
assistance. Participation hours tended to be higher in labor markets with poorer employment 
opportunities. Finally, average total participation hours were higher at sites that operated 
concurrent programs or sequential programs with all services provided in-house than in those 
that referred participants to another agency for training. Average education hours were highest 
at sequential sites, while average training hours were highest at current sites. 

I. Intensity of JOBSTART Participation 

Participation was measured by participation rates in each activity, hours of participation . 
in each activity, and overall length of participation. Table 4.1 shows these summary measures 
for the participant sample for whom twelve months of follow-up was available: 

• Participation rates: Nearly all (96 percent) of thosb who were active 
in JOBSTART attended basic skills education classes, while 75 

IU.S. Department of Education, 1988; PubliclPrivate Ventures, 1988; Kelly, 1987. 

-60-



Table 4.1 

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and Length of Stay, 
for Participants 

Activity Measure 

Percent participating in 
Education 
Training 
Education and training 
Other activities 

Average hours in 
Education 
Trainin; 
Education and training 
Other activities 
All activities 

Percentage distribution of hours 
in education and training 

Less than or equal to 200 
201 to 500 
501 to 700 
701 or more 
Total 

Percentage distribution of 
hours in all activities 

Less than or equal to 200 
201 to 500 
501 to 700 
701 or more 
Total 

Length of stay (months) 
Average 
Medien 

Percent still parti~ipating in month 
3 
6 
9 
12 

Number of participants 

Participants 

96.0 
74.6 
71.5 
42.5 

131.9 
237.6 
369.8 
39.0 

408.9 

39.7 
27.0 
17.8 
15.4 

100.0 

33.9 
30.4 
16.7 
18.9 

100.0 

6.65 
6.00 

86.0 
58.1 
32.1 
16.4 

999 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the J08START Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This tlble includes dati for III youths randomly Issigned between 
August 1985 and September 1987 who were active for It least one hour in at least 
one JOBSTART education, training, or other component within t~~lve months of 
random assignment. All estimetes are for a twelve-month period following random 
assignment and apply to the entire perticfpant s.mple including those with zero 
hours in an individual component. Since some participants remained in JOBST ART 
longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate actull participation. 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

-61-



percent participated in training, and 43 percent participated in other 
activities, that were optional for sites.:2 

• Participation hours: Average hours were 132 in education, 238 in 
training,· and 39 in other activities, for a total of 409 hours. 
Participants were about equally divided into those who spent fewer 
than 201 hours in all JOBSTART activities, those who spent 201 to 
500 hours, and those who spent more than 500 hours. 

• LenKth of participation: The average length of participation was 6.7 
months, with the median length slightly less, 6.0 months; 86 percent 
of participants were active for 3 months or more, while 58 percent 
stayed in the program for 6 months or more. This was measured 
from the time of random assignment through the last month that 
included any hours of participation.3 

About 16 percent of the participant sample were still active in t~e program in the twelfth 
month after random assignment. In the calculations presented in this report, the hours and 
length of participation for this group were measured as of the end of this twelve~month 
follow-up period, even though some will have participated more in later months. Therefore, all 
a,verages and distributions underestimate the final participation of the full participant sample.4 

These findings show that JOBSTART succeeded in engaging a significant proportion of 
the youths in the program and its activities, but that for about one-third of them participation 
was much below desired levels. 

For context, JOBSTART participation may be compared to that reported for other 
programs for young, disadvantaged school dropouts. Length of participation is a simple measure 
that permits comparisons with three types of youth programs: JTP A Title IIA programs for 

lJ"he analysis in this and the next four chapters concerns the experiences of youths who 
were active in JOBSTART for at least one hour. Because of this, l00-percent of youths in this 
anal~is participated in some JOBSTART activity. 

J.rhe period of participation could include months of inactivity if a person stopped attending 
classes and then returned to the program within the twelve~month follow-up period. However, 
this does not appear to have been a serious problem: 87 percent of participants did "ot have 
any months of inactivity within the period they were counted as active, and among the 13 
pe~cent with 'inactivity, the average period of inactivity was about two months. Youths who 
attended JOBSTART were counted as participating for the entire month in which they were 
randomly assigned and all months in which they showed any JOBSTART hours. The measure 
might have overestimated the length of participation somewhat when a youth was randornJy 
assigned late in a month or ended participation early in a month. 

"This means that the length of participation for those still active in the twelfth month was 
counted as twelve months and their hours were measured as of the end of this follow-~p period. 
The final repOrt will present complete participation data for the sample. ' ' 
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young dropouts, the Job Corps, and the National Supported Work Demonstration.s .JTPA 
typically provides relatively short-term activities, while the Job Corps and the National 
Supported Work Demonstration are among the most intensive employment and training 
programs for disadvantaged youths. In these comparisons, either the average or median length 
of participation is used, depending on the availability of data. 

Overall, JOBSTART participants stayed in the program considerably longer than did young 
dropouts in JTPA Title IIA activities, as shown in Table 4.2, even though}OBSTARTs length 
of stay was probably underestimated. During program yea1i 1986, when the demonstration was 
in operation, the median length of participation for all young dropouts in .JTP A Title ITA 
programs was 3.4 months compared to 6.0 months for JOBSTART.6 JOBSTARTs median 
length of participation exceeded that for youth dropouLfj in all .JTP A components except one. 
The exception was a program combining basic education and occupational skills training, a mix 
similar'to JOBSTARTs, which had a median length of 7 months but was offered to only 5 
percent of all young dropouts in.JTPA For JOBSTART participants active in both education 
and skills training, the median length of stay in the program was also 7 months. These data 
suppOrt the conclusion that JOBSTART achieved, its goal of operating a program more 
intensive than that typically offered in .JTP A for young dropouts. 

JOBSTARTs average length of participation was similar to those of the Job Corps and 
the National Supported Work Demonstration. During program year 1986, the average stay in 
the Job Corps was 6.9 months compared to JOBSTARTs average of 6.7 months.' The 
National Supported Work Demonstration was an experimental program of paid work experience 
under conditions of gradually increasing responsibility on the job, close supervision, and work 
in association with a crew of peers. It operated from 1975 to 1979 and included young school 
dropouts, many with. a criminal record, as one of its target groups. While precise comparisons 
are impossible, the length of participation in the two programs appears to be similar.s 

Measured twelve months after enrollment, the average length of participation in Supported 
Work (as it is generally called) was 6.7 months and the median was approximately 6 months 
(both the same as JOBSTAR1), but 2S percent of Supported Work participants were still active 
in the program, as opposed to 16 percent for JOBSTART. 

The experience of the control group in the JOBSTART Demonstration provides another 
benchmark against which to compare participation in the program. As discussed in detail in 
Chapter 9, only about 29 percent of the controls in the survey sample participated in any 
education or training activities in the twelve months following random assignment. These 
activities tended to be either basic education, occupational skills training, or job search 
assistance (but rarely all three in combination), and they were provided by community colleges, 

SFor information on the Job Corps, see Richardson and Burghardt, 1985; U.S. Department 
of Labor, 1986. On the Supported Work Program, see Maynard, 1980. 
~e average length of participation in .JTP A is not available from published SO\lrces. 
'The mc-.dian for the Job Corps is not available. '. 
&ne JOBSTART measure of length of participation included some periods of inactivity in 

the midst of participation, while the Supported Work measure factored these out. As discussed 
above, however, this problem does not appear to have been serious in the JOBSTART data. 
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Table 4.2 

Participation and Length of Stay for Youth Dropouts 
in JTPA Title IIA, by Activity 

Activity 

Classroom activities 
Basic education 
Occ~tional skills trai~ing 
Cori)ined basic education and 
occ~tional skills training· 

Total 

On-the-job training 

Job search assistance 

Work experience 

Other services 

Any activity 

Percentage 
DistributiQn of 
Youths in JTPA 

22.S 
15.6 

4.6 
4Vi 

12.2 

15.3 

7.8 

21.8 

100.0 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, 1988. 

Median Length of 
Participation 
(Months) 

3.71 
3.98 

6.97 
3.97 

3.14 

0.81 

3.67 

3.59 

3.40 

NOTES: This table includes data for youth dropouts served under JTPA 
Title IIA during program year 1986. 

·JTPA data (as recorded by the U.S. Department of Labor, 1988) 
cori)ined basic education and occupational Skills training under the label CT­
Other. 
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-
community-based organizations, and proprietary training institutes. Length of participation in 
these programs for controls is not available, but the average number of hours of ed,ucation and 
training for aU controls (that is, including nonparticipants) was 116 hours, almost 350 hours 
fewer than the average for aU experimentals.9 The small and -- given the limited services 
participate in alternative programs averaged 395 hours of activities, 91 hours fewer than the 
average for JOBSTART experimentats in the survey sample who participated in some type of 
education or training. 

In summary, while only crude comparisons can be made, it appears that JOBST ART 
achieved its goal of providing young school dropouts more intensive education and training 
than are usual within the JTPA system. The data also suggest that JOBSTART offered an 
intensity of activity close to that of the Job Corps and Supported Work, which operated through 
special agencies with the sole mission of providing services to very disadvantaged individuals. 

ll. MovinK B~bJng the A~~eKate Participation Measures 

Aggrfig~t~ measures, however, teU only part of the story. Table 4.1 makes clear tha~ 
JOBSTART was not the same experience for all youths; about one-third participated for 200 
or fewer total hours, while one-third exceeded 500 total hours. For the latter group, average 
hours in education and average hours in training each ci:ceeded the required offerings under 
the demonstration (200 hours of education and 500 hours of training). Clear differences in 
average participation also existed among the sites, as discussed later in this chapter. Under­
standing the sources of these variations in participation is the first step in developing ways to 
improve the design and implementation of the program. 

The following analysis begins with subgroups of JOBSTART participants. It shows that 
while there were differences among subgroups, they did not seem to account for all the 
variation in participation. This implies that factors such as unmeasured differences among 
youths, local employment opportunities, and program characteristics associated with particular 
sites may also have affected participation. , 

The key finding on program characteristics is that youtJ.1s at sites operating sequentiaV 
brokered programs tended to have lower rates of participation in occupational skills training, 
although they tended to receive more intensive instruction in basic skills. 

90Jhis information was colle4.~ted from the twelve-month follow-up survey and was for the 
survey sample rather than the participant sample. The survey was the only source of 
non-JOBSTART services for experimentals and of aU services for controls. The survey asked 
about types of non-JOBSTART education and training received, estimated average hours per 
week, and start and end dates. For controls, therli: was no measure of length of participation 
similar to that used for JOBSTART or the other programs discussed above because controls 
could participate in several programs, with periods of work or' inactivity interspersed between 
episodes of education or training; Average hours of education and training for experimentals 
in the survey sample may include participation in programs other than JOBSTART. 

-65-



m. Differences in Participation ArnonK Sub",oups 

Although JOBSTART participants all satisfied the program's eligibility requirements, they 
varied in gender, age, marital and parental status, criminal records, and educational attainment, 
among other characteristics. Research and operational experience suggest that these types of 
factors can influence participation in programs.IO For example, an evaluation of the Job Corps 
program in the mid·l980s found that teenagers were more likely to leave the program before 
ninety days of participation than were older enrollees, and that whites were more likely to leave 
early than were blacks.11 Importantly for JOBST ART, the report also found that high school 
dropouts were more likely to leave before ninety days than were those with a high school 
diploma, and that nonresidential enrollees (as compared to residential enrollees) were less likely 
to leave before this cutoff.12 

Among JOBSTART participants two groups are of special concern: males and young 
mothers. As Table 4.3 shows, average total hours and several other measures of participation 
were similar for all males and females, although a higher percentage of females were active in 
the twelfth month after random assignment. There were some differences, however, for f~males 
living with their children, compared to males and to other women; mothers averaged somewhat 
fewer hours of participation, and a higher percentage received fewer than 200 hours of services. 

Table 4.4 presents average total hours of participation in JOBSTART for several other 
subgroups. Although past research and experience suggest that the characteristics listed in the 
table might affect participation, many of the comparisons do not show significant differences in 
average hours for the groups under review. Parents, those with recent employment, and those 
with an arrest record did show lower average hours in these comparisons. But other groupings 
•• based on last grade'in school, reading level, and public assistance status _. did not show 
differences in hours.13 

IV. Differences in Participation ArnonK Sites 

Hours of participation at the sites in the demonstration varied considerably, as shown in 
Table 4.5. Average total hours ranged from a high of 577 for participants at the Los Angeles 
Job Corps to a low of 167 at CREC in Hartford, a spread of 410 hours. As noted earlier, this, 

lOSee, for example, Public/Private Ventures, 1988; and Mathematica Policy Research, 1985. 
111be ninety-day cutoff is important in the Job Corps, since those who remain this long are 

counted as program com pieters. See Mathematica Policy Research, 1985, p. IX-l. 
12Within the Job Corps, nonresidential enrollees tend to have fewer barriers to employment 

and to be less disadvantaged than residential enrollees. To the extent that the characteristics 
used to measure this in the multiple· regression analysis done for the Mathematica Policy 
Research study did D,ot capture all aspects of a youth's labor market prospects, the 
nonresidential indicator would be a mixture of program effects and enrollee characteristics. 

13oJ:be mix of activities did differ by initial reading score. Those testing in -the low group 
averaged 143 hours in education and 228 hours in training, while those testing in the ~ghest 
group averaged 122 hours in education and 297 hours in training. 



hble 4.3 

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and Length of Stay, 
for Participants, by Sex end Parental Status 

Activity Mea.ure 

Percent participating in 
Education 
Training 
Education and training 
Other activities 

Average hour. In 
Education 
Training 
Education and training 
Other activities 
All activities 

Percentage di.tribution of hours 
in education end training 

Le •• than or equal to 200 
201 to 50P 
S01 to 700 
701 01' ~re 
Total 

Percentlge distribution of 
hour. in all Ictivities 

Le •• than or equal to 200 
201 to 500 
501 tl) 700 
701 or ~re 
Totat 

Average length of .tay (months) 

Percent Itill participating . 
In .,th 

3 
6 
9 
12 

NlIIWr of participants 

Males 

95.1 
15.5 
71.2 
39.1 

127.4 
247.6 
315.0 
33.8 

408.8 

36.8 
29.2 
19.7 
14.4 

100.0 

32.1 
31.7 
18.0 
18.2 

100.0 

6.39 

84.8 
56.9 
29.2 
11.4 

473 

LivIng 
with 
Chi ldren 

96.5 
77.1 
74.4 
43.8 

118.6 
225.1 
343.8 
38.6 

382.9 

45.7 
23.3 
16.7 
14.3 

100.0 

38.0 
29.5 
15.9 
16.7 

100.0 

6.82 

86.4 
58.1 
34.9 
20.5 

258 

FlNles 

Not Living 
with 
Children 

97.0 
71.3 
69.0 
47.4 

152.7 
232.8 
385.6 
48.5 

434.1 

39.2 
26.9 
15.7 
18.3 

100.0 

33.2 
29.1 
15.3 
22.4 

100.0 

6.93 

87.7 
60.1 
34.7 
21.3 

268 

All 
FINles 

96.8 
14.1 
71.7 
45.6 

136.0 
229.1 
365.1 
43.7 

408.9 

42.4 
25.1 
16.2 
16.3 

100.0 

35.6 
29.3 
15.6 
19.6 

100.0 

6.87 

87.1 
59.1 
34.8 
20.9 

526 

SOURCE: MORe calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Report •• 

Males 
and 
Femal~s 

96.0 
14.8 
71.5 
42.5** 

131.9 
237.8 
369.8 
39.0-* 

408.9 

39.1* 
27.0 
11.8 
15.4 

100.0 

33.9 
30.4 
16.7 
18.9 

100.0 

6.65** 

86.0 
58.1 
32. ,* 
16.4*** 

NOTES: Thl. table include. dati for all youth. rencbnly I •• igned between August 1985 Ind 
Sapt.nber 1987 who ~re active for It laast one hour In at lel.t one JOBSTART education, tra~ning, 
or other cQMPOnent within twelve months of random a •• ignment. All estimates are for a twelve-month 
period following randollt a.sigrwnent and apply to the entira participant slI\1)l. including those with 
zero houri In In individual c~t. Since Icme partIcipants r .. lned in J08START longer than 
twelve .,ths, these melsures undtresti .. te actual perticipation. 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rOl.rding. 

A chi-square test or' two-tailed t-t.st was applied to difference. between all males 
and all f.,..le. for each activity measure. Statistical significance level. are indicated IS * • 10 
percent; ** • $ percent; *** • 1 percent. 

-67-



Table 4.4 . 

Average Total Participation Hours, by Characteristics of Participants 
at the Time of Random Assigrynent 

\ 

Characted st i c 

Age in years 
19 and under 
20 or 21 

Ethnicity· 
White 
Ilaclc 
Hispanic 

School grade at time of dropout 
Grade 10 or under 
Grade 11 or 12 

hading grade level 
1-6 
7-8 
9 or above 

Employment history 
Ever employed during 12 months prior 

to random assignment 
Never employed during 12 months 

prior to random assignment 

Sex 
Male 
female 

Marital status 
Evt'r married 
Never I118rri ed 

Parentinw status 
female living with child 
female not living with child 

Benefits received 
None 
Own AFDC case 
Household AFOC case 
Other public assistance 

Received occupational training within 
12 months prior to random assignment 

No 
Yes 

Criminal record 
No arrest since age 16 
Arrested s·ince age 16 

Average 
ToUI Hours 

401.3 
429.8 

405.3 
391.2* 
403.9 

408.8 
409.0 

408.6 
411.2 
452.9 

391.1 

431.1** 

408.8 
408.9 

403.6 
410.0 

382.9 
434.1* 

394.4 
432.3 
447.8* 
379.0 

411.9 
393.9 

423.6 
325.6*** 

H I.IItle r 0 f 
Participants 

735 
264 

75 
458 
438 

601 
398 

450 
313 
103 

544 

455 

473 
526 

101 
895 

258 
268 

423 
186 
195 
195 

833 
166 

849 
150 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from JOBSTART Enrollment Forms, Monthly 
Participation Reports, and TABE reading scores. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between 
August 1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one 
JOBSTART education, training, or other component within twelve months of random 
aSligrynent. All estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment. 
Since some participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these 
.easures underestimate actual participation. 

A two.-tailed t-test was appl ied to the difference between participants 
Idith a charac.teristic and the remainder of the s~le.Statistical significance 
levels are indicated as * c 1~ percent; ** c 5 percent; *** c 1 percent. 

·The sample also included 28 ~rticipants who were members of other 
ethnic groups. 
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Table 4.5 

Average Total Participation Hours for Participants, by Site 

Site 

Concurrent 

Atlanta Job Corps 

CEl ISan Jose 

Chicago Conrnons 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) 

East Los Angeles Skills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

Phoenix Job Corps 

SER/Corpus Christi 

Sequential/in·house 

El Centro (Dallas) 

Los Angeles Job Corps 

Sequentfel/brokered 

Allentown (Buffalo) 

BSA (New York City) 

·CREC (Hertford) 

All sites 

Average Toul 
Hours 

358.4 

478.8 

495.0 

482.3 

387.5 

252.8 

465.9 

404.8 

393.0 

5n.4 

365.2 

390.1 

167.4 

408.9 

Hl.IIber of 
Participants 

30 

62 

42 

109 

53 

113 

66 

146 

99 

109 

71 

51 

48 

999 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the J08START Monthly Perticipation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 
1985 end September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART 
educetion, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment. All 
estimates are for a twelve-month period following ra~ assignment. Since some 
participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twel.ve months, these measures underestimate 
8Ctual participation. 

Tests of statistical significance were not examined. 
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varia.tion could have had several possible sources such as characteristics of the youths, local 
employment opportunities, and program characteristics. 

With only thirteen sites in the demonstration, it is impossible to isolate the effects on 
participation of the many differences among programs (discussed in Chapter 2). If, for example, 
the sites with the most support services were also Job Corps sites and also operated a youths­
only program, it would be impossible to separate out the effects of these individual factors on 
participation hours. 

Further, the demonstration was not designed to address this type of -question. Applicants 
were randomly assigned to the experimental or control group, but there was no random 
assignment to various types of sites, and within each labor market there was usually only one 
site. This means that experimental results, the most reliable analysis, are available only for 
differences between experimentals and controls or for differences among subgroups (as defmed 
by pre-random assignment characteristics) within experimentals and controls. Other types of 
comparisons, such as between types of sites, are inherently less reliable than pure experimental 
results. . . 

Choices about the most useful ways of grouping sites in this report rested on an 
examination of the operational experienr..e of the sites and a statistical analysis of participation 
hours. Neither alone was conclusive, but together they suggested implications of site 
characteristics and program design features for participation and program operations. 

A Participant Charact~ristics 

P.s discussed in Chapter 3, the characteristics of participants at the sites did vary and this 
could explain part of the difference in average hours among the sites. After adjusting for site 
differences in the characteristics of the youths measured. at the time of random assignment, 
there was still a considerable difference in average total hours among the sites;14 Site averages 
in all but one case changed by less than ·10 percent with this adjustment; the ranking of sites 
by average hours changed very little; and the spread in site averages WClS still 370 hours. IS 

14-fhis adjustment (using Hnear analysis of cqvariance) was designed to take account of 
differences in site averages due to .differences in participant characteristics. Characteristics used 
in making the adjustment included whether a youth was a teenager, a parent, a member of the 
"other ethnic" group, or a person with limited English skills, and whether the youth had been 
arrested since age sixteen. Other possible characteristics for the .adjustment model included 
grade level on leaving school, public assistance status, and reading level, but these were not 
related to participation hours in a statistically significant way and were not included in the final 
adjustment model. This adjustment lowered the variance of the average hourn among the sites 
by about 18 percent. . 

lSUnmeasured -differences of individuals, such as their desire for basic education and their 
desire for training, may also have differed among the sites. For example, programs without 
on-sit~ facilities for occupational skills training might have drawn youths who were more 
interested in education than in training. . 
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B. Employment Opportunities in the Local Economy 

Participation in the JOBSTART program is an investment in current training with the 
goal of improving future employment prospects. But time spent in JOBSTART may mean time 
lost for current employment. Staff at the sites said that it was easier to recruit when the local 
economy ,offered few employment opportunities for disadvantaged youths. 

Analysis of participation data indicate that better employment opportunities were also 
associated with lower total hours of participation. 16 For example, estimates suggest that total 
participation hours would have been about 6S hours higher in the site with the fewest 
employment opportunities compared to the site with the best employment opportunities, other 
things being equal. One probable explanation: in good labor markets, youths who were 
interested primarily in employment found a job more easily and left JOBST ART after fewer 
hours of participation. Alternatively, unmeasured differences in the characteristics of 
JOBSTART participants in strong and weak labor markets could have been the source of this 
relationship. For example, in a strong labor market those without work who enrolled in 
education and training programs may have been less motivated or had greater barriers to 
employment (which were not measured in the demonstration) than those who participated in 
weak economies. 

C. Pro~am Structure 

As discussed in Chapter 2, eight sites provided concurrent basic education and occupational 
skills training ("concurrent" sites); two provided a sequence of education followed by training 
("sequentiaVin-house" sites); and three provided education and then referred participants to 
other agencies for training ("sequentiallbrokered" sites). Participation rates by component, 
participation hours, and the emphasis among components of JOBSTART all differed among 
these three types of sites, as shown in Table 4.6 (for the three categories of sites) and Table 
4.7 (for individual sites). 

Four conclusions about program structure can be drawn: 

Participants at seguentiaVin-house sites had the hi~hest avera~e 
participation hours, while those at seguentialJbrokered sites had by far 
the lowest because of very low avera~e hours in traininLr. 

16When a measure of local employment opportunities for JOBSTART participants was 
included with individual demographic characteristics of participants as independent variables and 
participation hours were the dependent variable, linear analysis of covariance found a negative 
and statistically significant relationship between employment opportunities and total hours of 
participation. A similar relationship also held for employment opportunities and education plus 
training hours, and training hours alone. It did not hold for education hours ~lone; youths may 
have participated in the education component for reasons less closely tied to immediate 
employment opportunities. These same relationships held using· several different measures of 
local employment opportunities. 
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hble 4.6 

Participltion Rates, Hours of Participltlon, and Length of Stay, 
for Participlnts, by Program Structure 

S~tiall Sequent i all 
Activity Maasure Concurrent In-House Brokered 

Parcent plrticfplting in 
Ecb:aUon 94.2 98.6 99.4 
Training 95.0 54.3 25.9 
Ecb:ation and training 89.1 54.3 25.9 
Other activities 14.1 100.0 74.1 

Average hours in 
Ecb:ation 101.5 161.8 184.7 
Training 289.6 221.6 68.4 
Ecb:ation and training 397.1 383.3 253.2 
Other activities 9.9 105.1 63.7 
All activities 401.0 489.6 316.8 

Percentage distribution of hours 
In education and training 

La.e than or equal to 200 33.5 46.6 54.1 
201 to 500 29.6 11.8 28.8 
501 to 100 21.1 13.0 9.4 
101 or .:Ire 15.1 22.6 7.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 '00.0 

'ercentage distribution of hours 
in all activities 

Le.. than or equal to 200 32.4 28.8 45.9 
201 to 500 30.0 31.1 30.6 
501 to 100 21.6 8.2 9.4 
101 or .:Ire 16.1 31.3 14.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Average length of .tay (MOnths) .6.40 . 6.75 7.40 

'arcent .till plrticipating 
in MOnth 

3 85.8 81.0 85.3 
6 58.8 52.9 61.8 
9 27.5 37.0 42.9 

,2 " .9 19.7 28.8 

NUMber of participlnts 621 208 170 

Total 

96.0 
74.8 
11.5 
42.5 

131.9 
237.8 
369.8 
39.0 

408.9 

39.1 
27.0 
17.8 
15.4 

100.0 

33.9 
30.4 
16.7 
18.9 

100.0 

6.65 

86.0 
58.1 
32.1 
16.4 

999 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from tha JOBSTART Monthly Participltion Reports. 

MOTES: This table includes data for all youth. randomly Is.igned between August 
1915 and September 1981 who ~re active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART 
education, training, or other component within t~lve MOnths of random assignment. All 
.stiNta. are for a twelve-lIIOI'Ith period following random assignment and apply to the entire 
plrtieiplnt 'lI!1)le including those with zero hours in II't individual c~nt. Since some 
perticiplnt. remained in JOBST ART longer than twelve MOnths, these .. asures undere.timate 
KtUl.l perticipetion. 

Distributions NY not add to 100.0 percent because of r04.n:ling. 

'ests of statistical significance wera not examined. 
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I 

Activity "easure 

Percent participating 
in 

Education 
Training 
Education and 

training 
Other activities 

Average hours in 
Education 
Training 
Educat i on and 

training 
Other activities 
All activities 

Percentage distribu-
tion of hours in edu-
cation end training 

Less than or equal 
to 200 
201 to 500 
501 to 700 
701 or more 
Total 

Percentage distrib-
util," of hours in all 
activities 

LI!SS than or equal 
tl' 200 
201 to 500 
51)1 to 700 
71)1 or more 
T,otal 

Atlanta CET! 
Jtlb Corps San Jose 

96.7 71.0 
93.3 88.7 

93.3 59.7 
100.0 0.0 

104.0 40.7 
196.1! 438.2 

300.8 478.8 
57.6 0.0 

358.4 478.8 

43.3 32.3 
30.0 24.2 
26.7 11.3 
0.0 32.3 

100.0 100.0 

30.0 32.3 
36.7 24.2 
20.0 11.3 
13.3 32.3 

100.0 100.0 
-

Table 4.7 

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and length of Stay, 
for Participants, by Site 

Sequential! 
Concurrent In-House 

East los 
Angeles SER! El los 

Chicago Connelley Skills EGOS Phoenix Corpus Centro Angeles 
Commons (Pittsburgh) Center (Denver) Job Corps Christi (Dallas) Job Corps 

85.7 97.2 100.0 100.0 97.0 95.9 100.0 97.2 
100.0 100.0 . 100.0 82.3 97.0 100.0 46.5 61.5 

85.7 97.2 100.0 82.3 97.0 95_9 46.5 61.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 92.4 0.0 100.0 100.0 

75.7 91.7 81.8 126.8 119.2 119.5 143.1 178.8 
419.3 390.5 305.7 126.0 220.0 285.4 170.2 268.2 

495.0 482.3 387.5 252.8 399.2 404.8 313.2 447.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 19.8 129.3 

495.0 482.3 387.5 252.8 465.9 404.8 .393.0 517.4 

33.3 24.8 34.0 54.9 37.9 19.9 53.5 40.4 
19.0 24.8 30.2 30.1 27.3 39.0 18.2 17.4 
14.3 22.0 17.0 11.5 12.1 41.1 16.2 10.1 
33.3 28.4 18.9 3.5 22.7 0.0 12.1 32.1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

33.3 24.8 34':0 54.9 33.3 19.9 34.3 23.9 
19.0 24.8 30.2 30.1 27.3 39.0 36.4 27.5 
14.3 22.0 17.0 11.5 13.6 41.1 9.1 7.3 
33.3 28.4 18.9 3.5 25.8 0.0 20.2 41.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
--

Sequential! 
Brokered 

BSA 
(New 

Allentown York CREC 
(Buffalo) City) . (Hartford) Total 

100.0 98.0 100.0 96.0 
29.6 27.5 18.8 74.8 

29.6 27.5 18.8 71.5 
93.0 100.0 18.8 42.5 

213.8 198.6 127.0 131.9 
75.2 94.2 31.0 237.8 . 

289.0 292.8 158.0 369.8 
76.2 97.3 9.4 39.0 

365.2 390.1 167.4 408.9 

47.9 43.1 75.0 39.7 
29.6 35.3 20.8 27.0 -
14.1 9.8 2.1 17.8 
8.5 11.8 2.1 15.4 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

39.4 31.4 70.8 33.9 
26.8 41.2 25.0 30.4 
16.9 5.9 2.1 16.7 
16.9 21.6 2.1 18.9 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
----.--~-

(continued) 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 

Concurrent 

East los . 
Angeles 

Atlanta CETI Chicago ConnP.lley Skill. EGOS Phoenix 
Activity Measure Job Corps San Jose Connons (Pittsburgh) Center (Denver) Job Corps 

Average length of 
stay (IIIOI"Iths) 6.10 6.02 4.98 8.51 6.13 6.70 6.88 

Percent still parti· 
cipating in month 

3 16.1 82.3 11.4 97.2 11.4 85.8 89.4 
6 46.1 51.6 50.0 11.6 58.5 56.6 59.1 
9 33.3 25.8 11.9 59.6 28.3 32.1 34.8 

12 16.1 9.7 0.0 22.9 7.5 18.6 19.7 

N~r of 
participants 30 62 42 109 53 113 66 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the J08START Monthly Participation Reports. 

Sf!qUentiall S~tiall 
In-House Brokered 

liSA 
SERI El los (New 
Corpus Centro Angeles Allentown York CREC 
Christi (Dallas) Job Corps (Buffalo) tity) (Hartford) Total 

5.12 5.81 1.61 8.68 6.15 6.21 6.65 

86.3 83.8 89.9 93.0 86.3 12.9 ~.O 
58.9 46.5 58 •. 1 78.9 52.9 45.8 58.1 
0.0 25.3 41.7 54.9 35.3 33.3 32.1 
0.0 8.1 30.3 40.8 19.6 20.8 16.4 

146 99 109 71 51 48 999 

""'" NOTES: Thl. table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 end Septelliber 1981 who were active for at least one hour in at least 
one J08START education. training. or other cCJqXlnent within twelve IIIOI"Iths of rendolllassignment. All estillllltes are for,a twelve-lIIOI"Ith period following randall 
assigrwnent" and apply to the entire participant sllqJle including those with zero hours in an indiviclJal c~t. Since.ome participants remained in J08START 
longer than t~lve MOnths, these .easures underestimate actual participation 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

Tests of statistical significance were not examined. 

Actlviti~~ included in "training" and "other activities" can vary by site liS explained in Appendix A. Hours in education refer to time spent in a 
basic education or GED-preparation class and do not include education provided as part of an occl4l8tional training course. 
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The mix of education. trainina. and other activities varied by type of 
site. The concurrent sites, other than two Job Corps sites, did not 
offer the optional "other activities" and emphasized occupational 
training; as a result, average training hours for participants amounted 
to 71 percent of average total hours. The sequentiallbrokered sites 
emphasized education and other services, both of which were provided 
in-house. . They had the highest average hours in education, and 
training hours were only about 20 percent of average total hours. 

Seguentialtbrokered sites had difficulties movina participants from 
education to trainina. Only 26 percent of participants at sequen­
tiallbrokered sites made the transition to occupational training, 
although those who made the transition did receive substantial 
training. As discussed in Chapter 7, this low rate of participation in 
training occurred because of difficulties creating strong linkages with 
other organizations. Possibly, it also arose because participants at 
these sites (which were primarily basic education organizations) were 
more interested in receiving a GED than in occupational training. 

These relationships do not appear to be the result of measured 
differences in participant characteristics or local employment 
opportunities. Even after the adjustments for differences in 
participant characteristics and local employment opportunities 
discussed above, these patterns of participation among sites with 
different program structure still appearP 

While these three categories of sites do clarify patterns of participation, the sites within 
each category were clearly not identical. Among the concurrent sites, EGOS in Denver stood 
out with especially low hours -- possibly because of its very large size and limited support 
services and group activities (as discussed in Chapter 5). CREC in Hartford, among the 
sequentiallbrokered sites, had very low hours because it only scheduled three hours of education 
per day. Furthermore, CREC offered very limited support services and had staffing problems. 
The high total hours for sequentiaVin-house sites were primarily due to the Los Angeles' Job 
Corps, with the highest average hours among all sites. El Centro in Dallas, the other site in 
this category, ranked seventh in total hours. 

D. Txps of A~ency 

JOBSTART programs were operated by Job Corps Centers, schools, and community-based 
organizations (CBOs). There were reasons to hypothesize that participants at Job Corps sites 
might have greater amounts of participation. Job Corps Centers had experience running a 
program like JOBSTART and offered an extra array of activities and support services, which 

" 

17When dummy variables for type of site were added as independent variables to a 
regression equation with individual demographic characteristics and a measure of local 
employment opportunities, the relationships still held. 
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might have facilitated higher participation. Large schools had the advantage of many different 
types of training available on-site, but often lacked the support services available through the 
Job Corps. CBOs may have had advantages providing basic education without recreating the 
environment of high school, but typically they did not have the variety of training offerings 
available at the Job Corps. 

Table 4.8 shows that the Job Corps sites did have higher average hours of participation 
as a group; each measure of average hours was higher for Job Corps sites than for the other 
sites. Average total hours were approximately equal for schools and CBOs. However, this 
finding is not conclusive evidence of superior performance for the Job Corps type of agency, 
for several reasons. First, there were only three Job Corps Centers, and the Los Angeles Job 
Corps Center was not typical of other Job Corps sites: it has repeatedly been designated 
among the best administered centers in the country.18 Second, there were other differences 
among the two groups of sites besides their agency type. Most important, none of the Job 
Corps Centers operated sequential/brokered programs, which had the most difficulties 
implementing JOBSTART. Additionally, the participant mix at the three types of sites differed 
somewhat, as did employment opportunities in the community. The analytic problems 
mentioned earlier prevented a conclusive analysis of the independent effect of each of these 
factors on participation levels. 

The most appropriate generalization is that all types of sites were able to implement the 
model. The Job Corps Centers did have advantages, with a unique combination of education 
classes, varied training, and extensive support services. But other types of agencies found ways 
to address the needs of participants and to implement the program. . 

In summary, this analysis -- plus the operational analysis in subsequent chapters -- supports 
the crucial influence of program structure on the experience of youth in JOBSTART. 
Concurrent, sequentiaVin-house, and sequentiaVbrokered sites operated differently in important 
ways. The differences among agency types -- schools, CBOs, and Job Corps Centers -- were 
less clear and also tended to have fewer operational implications. Therefore, in the foUowing 
four chapters sites will often be grouped according to the type of program they operated. 

18See Malnic, 1988, p. 1. As a further complication, some "other activity" hours (avocational 
activities) were included in the count at the Los Angeles Job Corps (and also at the Atlanta Job 
Corps) that were not counted at other sites. See the discussion in Appendix A 
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Table 4.8 

Participation Rates. Hours of Participation. and length of Stay. 
for Participants. by Job Corps Sites and Schools. and eBOs 

All Schools 
Atlanta Phoenix los Angeles Job Corps and 

Activity Measure Job Corps Job Corps Job Corps Sites CIOs All Sites 

Percent participating in 
Education 96.7 97.0 97.2 97.1 95.7 96.0 
Training 93.3 97.0 61.5 77.6 74.1 74.8 
Educatlon and training 93.3 97.0 61.5 77.6 69.9 71.5** 
Other activities 100.0 92.4 100.0 97.6 28.3 42.5*** 

Average hours in 
Education 104.0 179.2 178.8 168.0 122.6 131.9*** 
Training 196.8 220.0 268.2 242.2 236.7 237.8 
Education and training 300.8 399.2 447.0 410.2 359.3 369.8** 
Other activities 57.6 66.1 129.3 98.7 23.6 39.0"* 
All activities 358.4 465.9 577.4 509.4 382.9 408.9*** .. 

Percentage distribution of hours in 
I education and training 

-....l less than or equal to 200 43.3 37.9 40.4 40.0 39.7 39.7 ....... 
I 201 to 500 30.0 27.3 17.4 22.4 28.2 27.0 

501 to 700 26.7 12.1 10.1 13.2 19.0 17.8* 
701 or .ore 0.0 22.7 32.1 24.4 13.1 15.4*** 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Percentage distribution of hours in all 
activities 

less than or equal to 200 30.0 33.3 23.9 27.8 35.5 33.9** 
201 ~o 500 36.7 27.3 27.5 28.8 30.9 30.4 
501 to 700 20.0 13.6 7.3 11.2 18.1 16.7*· 
101 or IIOrt! 13.3 25.8 41.3 32.2 15.5 18.9*** 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Average length of stay (months) 6.10 6.88 7.61 1.15 6.52 6.65** 

(continued) 
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,eble 4.8 (conti,.., 

All Schools 
AUWlta Phoenix los Angeles Job Corps end 

Activity Mea.ure Job Corps Job Corps Job Corps Sites taos All Sites 

Percent still participating in month 
3 16.1 89.4 89.9 81.8 85.5 86.0 
6 46.1 59.1 58.1 57.1 5&.3 58.1 
9 33.3 34.& 41.1 41.5 29.1 32.1*** 
12 16.1 19.1 30.3 24.9 14.2 16.4"** 

Number of participants 30 66 109 205 794 999 

SOURCE: MORC calculations fra. the J08START Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes deta for an youths rendally assigned between August 1985 end Septelt»er 1981 who were active 
for at lea.t one hour in at least one J08START education. training. or other cOMpOnent within twelve .anths of randoM assignment. 
All esti.tes are for a twelve-.anth period following randal assignllef'lt end apply to the entire participant sMple including those 
with zero hour. in WI indivia.l cOlllpOnent. Since Sale participants retllllined in J08START longer then twelve .anths. these 
tlleasures Wtderesti .... te actual participation. 

Distributions .y not add to 100.0 percent because of rCUlding. 

An F-test or chi-square test wa. applied t~ differences between all Job Corps sites end all school. end CBOS for 
each activity tlleasure. Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 percent; ** : 5 percent; *** = 1 percent. 



CHAPTER S 

RETENTION STRATEGIES 

This chapter describes the principal strategies JOBSTART operators used to strengthen 
participants' commitment to the program. It also assesses the effectiveness of those strategies, 
using data on length of stay in the program and the reasons participants left it. The analysis 
draWs in part on participants' own evaluations of their experiences. 

As noted in Chapter 4, a major challenge facing operators of any lengthy, intensive 
program like JOBSTART is keeping participants active over a long enough time for the 
intervention to make a difference. The nature of the population targeted for the program 
accentuated the potential difficulty. As school drop·outs, the youths had a history of negative 
experiences in school; if JOBSTART were to exert a more positive influence it had to offer a 
different environment. In addition, their personal circumstances suggested that there would be 
conflicting demands on their time and attention. For the one-third who were parents, childcare 
responsibilities were likely to loom large. Peer pressure from friends and acquaintances and the 
lure of easy money in the underground economy might also exert a powerful negative influence. 
Financial pressures -- to provide for themselves, their children, or their parents and siblings -­
might create a need for immediate income that would contlict with the longer term goal of 
getting trained for a job that would pay a higher wage and be more secure. 

To counter these rival pulls JOBSTART staff used three principal strategies. First, the sites 
defrayed the cost of childcare and transportation and provided some other basic supp,prts. 
Second, recognizing that quality training and educational services were not always enough to wed 
people to the program, most sites tried to create a warm, supportive environment intended to 
bolster the youths' confidence, sense of self-worth, and expectations. Third, most sites provided 
participants with life skills training -- covering such topics as health, personal f!nances, and 
workplace routines -- to help them function more reiponsibly in a variety of roles ana situations. 
Retention was not a goal in itself; the aim was to keep youths active in JOBSTART as long as 
necessary to enhance their employment prospects. 

Despite these efforts many youths had sporadic attendance r~rds and many dropped out 
of JOBSTART before completing training. About one-third of alI'participants left the program 
because of such circumstances as childcare problems, pregnancy, family difficulties, or a need for 
immediate employment. Approximately one-fifth left because they did not like something about 
the program or had difficulty meeting the sites' standards of attendance or behavior. 
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I. Stratewes to Increase Retention 

A MeetinK Basic Needs of Participants at. the Schools and 
Community-Based OrKanizations 

Recognizing th~t participants would need to be reimbursed for. training-related expenses, 
the sites paid for their transportation and helped arrange daycare for their children. Most of 
the community-based organizations (CBOs) and schools provided mooest needs-based payments 
.- typically $5 to $8 per day -- tied to attendance. At most sites this money was expected to 
cover the costs of transportation and lunch, and was thus an alternate way of reimbursing 
participants for training-related expenses. Only one site provided bus passes in addition to a 
needs-based payment. (Table 5.1 shows the range of support services.) 

The East Los Angeles Skills Center, EGOS in Denver, CET/San Jose, and CREC in 
Hartford did not offer needs-based payments but did otherwise attempt to meet participants' 
basic needs by supplying free bus passes, lunch money, groceries, or emergency funds. 1 

Nevertheless, as discussed below, many participants did seek alternative sources of income, 
combining work with education and training classes; others left the program because they found 
the available support services inadequate. 

JOBST ART counselors/coordinators placed a high priority on adequate childcare 
arrangements. Most often staff referred students to other agencies to make .the arrangements, 
but some helped the students deal directly with service providers. Childcare costs were generally 
covered by JTP A or the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, which provides support services for 
AFDC recipients enrolled in education or training programs. Two CBOs and one school had 
on-site daycare facilities, but staff reported that students frequently pn~ferred to make their own 
arrangements in their own neighborhoods. Counselors experienced the following difficulties: 
delays in coordinating action between agencies; lack of slots for children of certain ages, 
particularly infants; a local JTP A policy that would not reimburse unlicensed caretakers, making 
it difficult for women using relatives for childcare; and a gap between the amount charged by 
local childcare providers and the amount paid by ITPA or WIN. 

Staff dealt with participants' needs for medical care, housing assistance, or counseling for 
substance abuse or serious psychological problems by referral to other:agencies. In most cases 
they had informal or "networking" relations with these other agencies. A few, however, made 
special arrangements to provide low-cost eye care to participants during the demonstration. 

B. MeetinK Basic Needs of Participants at the Job Coms Sites 

Compared to the CBOs and schools, Job Corps sites were able to provide far more 
enriched and comprehensive services, inCluding financial supports. Participants received a 

lCET/San Jose provided needs-based payments only for farmworkers. BSA in New York 
City did not provide needs-based payments during some periods in the demonstration. 

--
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Table 5.1 

Basic Support Services Available in JOBSTART. by Site 

Sitp. leeds· Based Payments Transportation Childcare Other Incentive Payments 

Job Corps 

Atlante Job Corps lasic allowance of 140 Bus passes On-site Free ~als; clothing Merit raises can increase 
per month for first 2 allowance of 175 In basic allowance to S100 per 
months. S60 for next 3 first month. 150 In month after 6 months; S75 
months. sao after 5 third month. 196 in per month is placed in 
months sixth and tenth months. escrow for enrollees who stay 

151 in twelfth month; 6 months. which increases 
on-site lIledical and to S100 per month after 6 
dental care months; S150 bonus in tenth 

month 

los Angeles Basic allowance of Bus passes By referral Free meals; clothing Merit raises can increase basic 
Job Corps 140 per month for at lowance of 175 in allowance to S100 per month 

first 2 months. 160 first month. S50 In after 6 months; S75 per month 
for next 3 months. third month. 196 in is placed in escrow for 
$80 after 5 months sixth and tenth IIIOI"Iths. enrollees who stay 6 IIIOI"Iths. 

151 in twelfth month; which increases to Sl00 per 
I on-site llledical and IIIOI"Ith after 6 months; S150 00 ...... dental care bonus in tenth month 
I 

Phoenix Job Corps Basic allowance of Bus passes By referral Free ~als: clothing Merit raises can increase basic 
140 per month for allowance of 175 In allowance to 1100 per IIIOI"Ith 
first 2 months. 160 first month, S50 In after 6 IIIOI"Iths: S75 per MOnth 
for next 3 months r third MOnth, 196 In is piKed in escrow for 
sao after 5 IIIOI"Iths sixth and tenth IIIOI"Iths, enrollees who stay 6 MOnths. 

S51 in twelfth MOnth; which increases to S100 per 
on-site llledical and MOnth after 6 months; 1150 
dental care bonus in tenth month 

Schools 

Connelley S5 per daya S2 per day or bus passesa On-site and by S50 one-time clothing S50 for passing GEOb, 
(Pittsburgh) referral grant S50 for each MOnth of perfect 

attendance, quarterly paynent 
of S50 for "AU average, S25 
for "B" average, 110 ,for "C" 
average 

East los Angeles I None Bus passes, gasoline By referral Emergency funds, None 
Skills Center vouchers hn:h money during 

a brief period 

(continued) 
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Table 5.1 (continued) 

Site leeds·lased Pey.ents 

EGOS (Denver) lone 

Transportation 

Ius passes, ,asol;ne 
vouchers 

El Centro (Dalles)1 S5 per day Bus passes 

COIIIIIlJn i ty-based 
organizations 

Allentown 
(Buffalo) 

BSA 
(New York City) 

CEl ISan Jose 

Chicago COIIIIIOnS 

CREC 
(Hartford) 

S1 per hour if on AFDC, 
otherwise $2 per hour, 
during education and 
training 

Included in needs­
bosed payment 

S23-30 per week clJring Included in needs­
education, c S30 per week based payment, tokens 
during JTPA training available otherwise 

S1 per hour, for fann­
workers only 

S6 per day 

None 

Bus passes for farm­
workers and others who 
demonstrate need 

Included in needs-based 
payment 

Bus passes 

SER/Corpus Christil S8 per day Included in needs-based 
payment 

SOORCE: Program records and staff interviews. 

Chtldcare 

Iy referral 

By referral 

By referral 

By referral. 
$15 per week 
for expenses 

On-s i te and by 
referral 

By referral 

By referral 

On-site for 
children over 18 
months, and by 
referral 

Other Incentive PeyIIIet'Ita 

lW1Ch IIIDne)' lone 
clJring a brief period 

Emergency rent ftnfs 

None 

Free breakfast 

"eekl y food bank 
provided free 
groceries 

None 

None 

None 

S5 per week for perfect 
attendance 

None 

S5 for weekly academic 
progress, ~5 for perfect weekly 
attendance 

None 

None 

None 

S20 for each grade level gain 
in re~ing, $20 for passing GED 
pre-test, 140 for passing GED, 
145 for "A" average throughout 
occupational training, $25 for 
"B" average . 

NOTES: aAt intervals, site combined transportation and n€~s-bosed payment into one S7 per day payment. 

bAvailable during 1986-87 school year. 

cFor period October 1986-August· 1987. 

dAvailable after October 1987. 



monthly allowance (based on attendance), transportation costs, a clothing allowance, and free 
meals while they were at the centers. Incentives were buill, into the system: the monthly 
allowance was increased for good behavior or performance, and the Job Corps contributed $75 
per month (with increases over time) into an escrow account for each participant. Participants 
who stayed at least six months were entitled to withdraw the amount in escrow in a lump sum 
when they left; the others got none of the money. Participants could use some of the escrow 
account for family eXpenses or childcare while they were enrolled. The Job, Corps sites also 
provided free, on-site medical and dental care. Atlanta was the only site of the three to provide 
on-site childcare. 

C. EnhancinK EnKaKement and Commitment 

Another set of strategies was designed to engage the youths more fully in JOBSTART and 
to build a sense of identity with the program. In general counselors wanted to create an 
atmosphere different from what participants had experienced in high school and to provide 
opportunities for students to develop confidence and pride in themselves and their work. The 
structure of the individualized, self-paced classes contributed to this, since students could take 
pride in achieving competencies and in having daily reinforcement that they were making 
progress. But the key to the approach was personal attention from a committed, supportive 
staff, including teachers as well as counselors. TIle following sections of this chapter discuss the 
ways in which teachers and counselors implemented such a philosophy, but it should be noted 
that not all instructors shared this vision; especially at sites that were used to working with adult 
learners. Examples of teaching staff who took a different attitude are discussed in Chapters 6 
and 7. 

1. Counselin,K. At many sites, the counselor/coordinator was intended to be the 
linchpin of the program. Counselors monitored students' progress through all the components, 
helped them deal with family and personal problems, and made sure that support services were 
in place. Their offices were a "drop in" place for students, and they had daily informal cont8,ct 
with the students as well as formal meetings. The counselors were intermediaries between the 
students and teachers and were also ,advocates for the program within the larger institution. In 
addition, at most sites counselors tried hard to get in touch with absentee students and to help 
improve their attendance. One even made wake-up calls to students who had trouble getting 
to class on time. 

The intensity and breadth of the issues that counselors dealt with in trying to retain 
participants in the program are illustrated in the following examples. A participant who was 
enrolled in clerical training quit JOBSTART to take a low-paying factory job when the aunt with 
whom she was living lost her job and demanded that the youth pay some rent; the counselor 
tracked down the student, arranged to pay the rent out of I!mergency funds available to the 
program, convinced the student to return to JOBSTART, and helped the aunt find another job. 
At another site, a counselor worked closely with a participant during her pregnancy to arrange 
enough supports so that the woman could return after a short maternity leave; the counselor 
attended a shower for the student and visited her while she was on leave. 

Crisis intervention was important, but counselors also spent a good deal of time serving as 
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a sympathetic ear when participants needed to let off steam, encouraging them when they were 
depressed or discouraged, and urging them to be patient. In the process, counselors tried to 
teach the youths that they had to learn to anticipate the consequences of their actions, take 
responsibility for their lives, plan ahead, set incremental goals, and take pride in their 
accomplishments. 

2. Buildinl Oroup Cohesion. Sites sought to foster a sense of group identity and 
to reward participants who reached specified goals or showed exemplary behavior. Helping the 
person feel like part of a group is an important "bonding" $trategy for young adults, especially 
in programs that have to work against the pull of negative reference groups -- gangs, friends 
who are dropouts, and unsupportive families. 

Some sites provided regular opportunitIes for students to meet as a group to discuss their 
experiences in JOBST ART and other concerns. Some scheduled occasional extracurricular 
activities such as trips and outings, recreational events, sports contests, or fundraising activities 
to make money for a group project. A number of sites that mainstreamed the JOBSTART 
youths with other enrollees tried to build a sense of group identity around the program per se, 
but at other sites, the reference group was the training class rather than the program as a 
whole. At the latter, individual instructors would schedule class trips or class projects, but there 
were few if any activities that brought the participants together as a group. 

Extracurricular activities, outings, and team competitions were widely used at the Job Corps 
sites but were infrequent at the other sites. If scheduled during the day, they conflicted with 
training and education, classes; if scheduled after class hours, it was difficult for many students 
to attend. Developing a rense of group solidarity was particularly difficult at sites where the 
program was only a small part of a very large institution, such as Connelley in Pittsburgh and 
EGOS in Denver. Scheduling separate education' classes for JOBSTART youths at the 
mainstreamed sites facilitated the process. Building a group identity also posed more of a 
challenge for sites that operated on an open entry/open exit basis because the composition of 
the group frequently changed. 

3. Motivational TechniQUes. As noted above, the Job Corps sites offered 
financial rewards and so did a few others. SER/Corpus Christi and Connelley in Pittsburgh 
rewarded participants who maintained specmed grade averageS, passed the pre-OED test, or 
received the OED, as shown in Table 5.1. Connelley, EI Centro in Dallas, and BSA in New 
York City provided financial incentives for good attendance. 

An analysis of length of participation and average hours attended at the sites with the 
major incentives (the three Job Corps site-f., SER/Corpus Christi, and Connelley), compared to 
the others, did not reveal that the provision of such financial incentives by itself increased 
program retention. However, as discussed in Chapter 6, the payments for OED receipt appear 
to have been a factor in the relatively high rates of OED receipt at Connelley and SER/Corpus 
Christi. Such payments may thus have· functioned more as a performance than a retention 
incentive. 

Teachers and counselors provided nonmaterial rewards by praising individuals who 
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achieved certain levels in occupational training and basic education and recognizing their 
accomplishments in class, sometimes taking participants who passed the GED or got jobs out 
to lunch or organizing a class party for them. 

A supportive atmosphere, however, did not mean low expectations. Participants who 
failed to meet a site's standards of performance, attendance, or general conduct were terminated 
from the program. However, most sites that mainstreamed the youths with adults were' inclined 
to bend the rules for the JOBSTART participants and to give them a number of chances to 
demonstrate improvement before terminating them. Nevertheless, counselors said that they 
sometimes found it difficu~t to strike the right balance between providing encouragement and 
maintaining meaningful standards. 

D. Life Skills Instruction 

Many sites also tried to improve the participants'life skills or "human development" in more 
systematic ways. The intent was to help teach participants how to deal with adult problems, on 
and off the job, and to enhance retention and performance in the program by addressing issues 
that mattered to participants. . 

About half the sites (the three Job Corps sites, EI Centro in Dallas, and the sequen­
tiallbrokered sites except for CREC in Hartford) incorporated two to three hours of formal life 
skills classes into the regular program day. (Except at EI Centro such classes were traditionally 
offered at these sites.) As discussed in Chapter 4, participation in the life skills classes was a 
significant proportion of the total participation hours at these sites. 

The life skills curricula were oriented around daily living. For example, units on health 
education taught about good nutrition, the consequences of substance abuse, and sexuality and 
family planning. Units on personal budgeting taught about budgeting for a household, services 
that are available through banks, and deductions that are made from paychecks. Units on 
government and civics taught about exercising the rights of a citizen and the ways that 
government functions. Other parts of the curricula focused on interactions with other people, 
means of bolstering self-esteem, and ways to identify students' values and to establish goals in 
keeping with them. Still other units dealt with finding a job and appropriate behavior in the 
workplace. The life skills classes typically combined group activities -- lecture, discussion, and 
role-playing -- with written exercises that students completed individually. A life skills 
component thus helped to develop a group identity in JOBSTART. 

The seven other demonstration sites did not focus so intensely or systematically on life 
. skills. Instead, they addressed such topics as part of the training curriculum, in special 
counseling or discussion sessions, or through occasional lectures. Two sites (SER/Corpus Christi 
and CET/San Jose) devoted about forty or fifty hours of their vocational training courses to 
human development. Howeverl the focus was on job-related behavior. Connelley in Pittsburgh 
developed an "after ~chool" component~ just for JOBSTART participants. It included individual 
counseling, ten weeks of group sessions on "human relations" led by an outside expert, and six 
one-hour sessions on sexuality and family planning conducted by a local community organization. 
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Staff at sites that initially made few provisions for human development education (primarily 
sites that were used to serving adults) identified this lack as a chief weakness of the prcgram. 
As the demonstration progressed some added regular life skills training, set aside a week or two 
of special work at the start of the program, or scheduled group sessions in which staff and 
students could address such problems as motivation and time management. 

II. AssessitlK the Retention StrateKies 

A. MeetinK Basic Needs 

Analyses of length of participation in JOBSTART and the reasons why participants left the 
program suggest that, on the whole, the sites were able to provide basic supports and to retain 
participants over a relatively lengthy period of time -- more than six months, on average, with 
16 percent of the participants still active in the twelfth month after random assignment. 

MDRC used the survey fielded twelve months after random assignment to collect data on 
the reasons participants left JOBSTART. Those who had left the concurrent and sequentiaVin­
house sites were asked their main reason for leaving. Those who had left the sequential! 
brokered sites but had not entered training were asked their main reason for leaving the 
education component; those who had enrolled in training but subsequently left were asked their 
main reason for leaving the training provider. Responses to the questions were open-ended. 

As shown in Table 5.2, 32 percent of the respondents said that they had left becaUse they 
had completed the program and 7 percent, to take a job. Only 20 percent left because they did 
not like something about JOBSTART or were unable to meet the standards of attendance or 
behavior. Another 36 percent cited personal problems such as the need to get a job, childcare 
or family problems,.or pregnancy.2 Among males the most common problem was the need for 
a job; 16 percent of the male participants said that they left for this reason. For ft:males, 
childcare needs and pregnancy were major obstacles to participation; 11 percent of the female 
.participants said that they left because of childcare problems, and 14 percent left because of 
pregnancy. 

Other data, too, indicate that financial need was a crucial issue for many participants. 
Asked to name things they did not like about JOBSTART, 7 percent of the respondents said 
that the support services were inadequate (Table 5.3). Twenty-six percent of participants 
worked while they were in the program (see below and Chapter 8). 

Overall, the survey responses suggest that while most participants had their basic needs met 
while they were in the program, more could have been done in such key areas as fmancial 
support and childcare. Another area of weakness was pregnancy prevention. As noted above, 

:zne large proportion of participants who reported leaving because of personal problems 
is consistent with findings from other programs serving at-risk or dropout youths. See. 
Public/Private Ventures, 1988. 
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Table 5.2 

Main Reason for Lelving JOBSTART 
As Reported by Surveyed Plrticipants, by Sex 

Reason Males Females Total 

Completed program 34.5X 30.2X 32.4X 

Entered tq)loyment 8.5 4.7 6.6 

Progrem-rellted relsons 
Dialiked trlining 1.6 2.7 2.1 
Disliked educltion 3.9 0.8 2.3 
Problema with stiff 3.1 3.5 3.~ 
Couldn't keep up with work 2.7 1.6 2.1 
Asked to lelve 3.9 1.2 2.5 
Lost interest ' 1.9 3.5 2.7 
Other progrem'related relsons 5.0 4.3 4.7 
Totll 22.1 17.4 19.8 

Personal reasons 
IIHded I job 15.5 5.0 10.3 
Trlnsportation difficulties 2.7 3.5 3.1 
Femily illness 4.7 7.8 6.2 
Childcare difficulties 0.8 10.5 5.6 
Own hellth problems 1.6 2.7 2.1 
Pregnancy 0.8 14.0 7.4 
Other persON l relsons 2.7 0.0 1.4 
Total 28.7 43.4 36.0 

Other- 6.2 4.3 5.2 

lIumber of surveyed participants 258 258 516 

SOURCE: MORe calculations from the JOBST ART twelve-MOnth survey. 

IIOTES: This tlble includes data for III youths randomly assigned between Au;ust 
1985 and March 1987 who were Ictive for at Leist one hour in at lelst one JOBSTART 
educltion, training, or other component within twelve months of random Issignment, who 
responded to the twelve-month survey, and who l.ft JOBSTART wi thin twelve months of random 
a .. igrwent. Participants who remained in JOBSTART beyond twelve months and those who did 
not responc:l to this question Ire not included in this tlble. 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

Tests of stltistical significance were not examined. 

aReasons thlt were cited by fewer thin 2~0 percent of responc:lents are 
included in the "other" cltegory. 
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Table 5.3 

Things Disliked About JOBSTART 
As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Program Structure 

/ 

Sequential/ Sequential/ 
Disliked Concurrent In-!louse Brokereda Total 

Nothing 51.8l 65.1l 37.8l 52.1l 

DisUked program rules or 
.taff attitudes 9.4 5.5 21.1 10.4 

Support .ervices were in.dequete 9.2 0.9 3.3 7.1 

Disliked .taff 7.7 1.8 4.4 6.3 

Cla •• day .. as too long 6.2 3.7 7.8 6.0 

'robl ... with other students 6.4 0.9 7.! 5.7 

Disliked type of education or 
training 3.9 10.1 6.7 5.3 

'robl ... with .taff 3.6 6.4 2.2 3.9 

Received no assistance on 
Job placement 3.4 1.! 4.4 3.3 

Couldn't keep ..., with work 2.4 3.7 3.3 2.7 

Otherb 12.4 7.3 27.8 13.7 

N~r of 
surveyed participants 467 109 90 666 

SOURCE: MORC calculationa from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey. 

NOTES: Thi. table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and 
March 1987 Who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBST ART education, training, or 
other component within twelve months of random assignment and Who responded to the twelve-month 
survey. 

Distributions wi II not add to 100.0 percent because s~l~ meiiCers were allowed up to 
three responses. 

Tests of statistical significance were not examined. 

~At sequential/breltered sites, these questions refer to the education phase only. 

bReasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents are included in the 
.other· category. 
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14 percent of the female participants said that they left the program because they were 
pregnant, but only a few sites addressed family planning issues with any intensity. 

A major policy issue for the JTP A system as a whole is whether service providers should 
offer needs-based payments. Opponents emphasize the need to _ avoid a replay of programs 
operated under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), where enrollees 
were allegedly attracted by the minimum-wage stipend and not because they were interested in 
training for a better job. They argue that if JTP A succeeds in enrolling a more motivated 
population, it will be more successful in moving trainees into jobs. Proponents, on the other 
hand, fear that the lack of any financial support excludes or deters a population that is 
motivated but fmancially needy, and skews the system in the direction of shorter, less intensive 
training programs. They note that males may find it especially difficult to participate, since they 
are less likely than are young single mothers to be receiving AFDC benefits. 

Because the demonstration was not set up to address this issue, it cannot offer any 
definitive evidence on the value of providing needs-based payments. Although, as the previous 
discussion makes clear, financial need was a problem for a substantial minority of participants, 
it proved impossible to isolate the effects of needs-based payments on recruitment, length of 
participation, or average hours attended. Nevertheless, the reactions of both staff and 
participants to the payment policies at the sites provide useful insights. 

Discussions with staff indicated that-they were divided about the importance of needs-based 
payments. Where sites did not provide them, counselors felt that part-time jobs -- or emergency 
funds -- were a better way of providing income. They agreed, however, that it was essential to 
provide transportation and childcare assistance. 

In contrast, staff at the other sites thought that it was very important that participants not 
be totally dependent on relatives or friends for spending money. They believed that tying the 
payment to attendance taught the youths an important lesson about the consequences of their 
behavior and helped prepare them for the work world. Most seemed to feel that the money 
was an attraction, especially at the start of the program, but that it was not the only -- and 
probably not the primary -- reason why people came to classes. 

Participants who took part in focus group discussions at four sites also expressed mixed 
emotions about needs-based payments. A few students felt that they were essential, while others 
claimed that they would have attended regardless of the size of the payment, and even if there 
had been no payment at aU. Everyone agreed that the money seemed to help people stay in 
JOBSTART and lessened their need to take a job while in the program. But, like the staff, the 
majority stressed that money alone was not sufficient motivation to keep them coming for 
months. 

Two points should be noted. First, the difference in the level of support provided by sites 
that offered needs-based payments and sites that- reimbursed participants for training-related 
expenses was frequently not very great. Second, the needs-based payments available to 
participants were not sufficient to cover the cost of essentials such as rent, utilities, and food. 
Support systems that provided S1.or so per hour attended were not comparable to the CETA 
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minimum-wage stipends. Even with needs-based payments, participants had to have an 
alternative source of support. 

B. Enhancing Engagement and Commitment 

Student assessments of JOBSTART indicated that staff efforts to instill a caring, supportive 
atmosphere were highly valued. The information provided below is based on three sources: 
survey questions fielded twelve months after participants entered JOBSTART, focus group 
discussions with forty-six participants at four sites, and conversations with ptogram participants 
who were delegates to MDRC's Youth Employment Initiatives Conference.3 

The overwhelming majority (82 percent) of the participants interviewed for the twelve­
month survey thought that JOBSTART was different from high school; and 50 percent of the 
participants thought that it was very different (Table 5.4). Among those who found it different, 
the most frequently cited reasons were the attention participants received from teachers and 
staff (43 percent), the self-paced nature of the instruction (41 percent), and the fact that they 
were treated "like adults" (31 percent). (See Table 5.5.) 

Male and female participants responded almost identically when asked whether JOBSTART 
was different from high school. Differences in the responses of participants at different types 
of sites were striking, however: 71 percent of the respondents at the sequential/brokered sites 
said that JOBSTART was very different, while only about 47 percent of those at the other sites 
responded in thiS way (Table 5.4). In explaining the differences from high school, much higher 
percentages of respondents at the sequential/brokered sites noted the use of self-paced 
. instruction and computer-aided instruction. At the concurrent sites greater proportions of 
respondents cited being treated like adults and having education linked with training (Table 
5.5). 

Seventy-eight percent of respondents believed that the time spent in JOBSTART had been 
or would be helpful in getting a job. Fully 92 percent of respondents at the sequential/brokered 
sites believed so compared to 79 percent at the concurrent sites and 68 percent at the 
sequentiaVm-house sites. Participants who found JOBSTART helpful most frequently cited 
learning occupational skills, followed by learning job search skills~ OED receipt, increased self­
confidence, and improved math and reading skills (Table 5.6): Males and females responded 
similarly, but the pattern of responses varied by type of site: among other differences, 
respondents from concurrent and sequentiaVin-house sites most frequently cited occupational 
training, while those from sequential/brokered sites mimed job search skills as reasons why 
JOBST ART would help them get a job. 

Asked to name things they liked about the program, more respondents cited teachers and 

. 3JOBSTART staff and one participant selected by each site attended the conference which 
brought them together with Congressional and federal agency staff, representatives of 
foundations and corporations, and advocacy group members to discuss ways to strengthen youth 
employment policy. See MDRe, 1988. 
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"Iponse 

Very different 

Somewhlt different 

Not di fferent 

NI.II1be r of 
surveyed Plrticipants 

Tlble 5.4 

Surveyed PlrticiPints' Views on the 
Compirison of J08START to High School, 

by Progrem Structure 

S~tilll 
Concurrent In-House 

46.2l 47.4" 

36.2 20.0 

17.6 32.6 

437 95 

SOURCE: MORe cllculltions from the JOBSTART twelv.·.onth lurvey. 

Sequentilll 
Brokered Totll 

70.9X 49.8" 

23.3 31.9 

5.8 18.3 

86 618 

NOTES: This tlble includes dati for III youths rlndomly IlSigned between August 1985 lnet Mlrch 
1987 who were Ictive for It lelst one hour in It lelst one J08START educltion, trlining, or other 
component within twelve months of rlndom Issignment lnet who responded to the twelve-month survey. 
Only thOle Plrticipants who Ittencted high .:;chool lnet Inswered this question Ire included in this 
tlble. 

Distributions 1liiy not edd to 100.0 percent beeluse of rOll'ding. 

Tests of stitisticil si;nificlnce were not examined. 
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Tlble 5.5 

Differences Between JOBSTART and High School, 
As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Proqram Structure 

Difference-
Sequential/ Sequen~l/ 

Concurrent In· House Broker Total 

More attention frOll! teachers 
and staff 41.4X 53.1X 44.4X 43.4X 

Use of self-paced instruction 35.8 43.8 64.2 41.4 

Treated It ke edul ts 34.7 20.3 18.5 30.8 

Smlller clalsel 13.1 25.0 27.2 16.8 

L i nlcag. of ectuc:at i on and 
Ikills training 18.3 7.8 4.9 14.9 

Use of computer·assisted 
instruction 12.2 0.0 21.0 12.1 

Learned a skill 12.8 7.8 3.7 10.7 

Instruction was more meaningful 8.9 1.6 6.2 7.5 

Never felt like a failure 3.1 3.1 3.7 3.2 

Received needs-based payment 1.7 1.6 3.7 2.0 

N~r of 
lurveyed participants 360 64 81 505 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBST ART twelve·month survey. 

NOTES: Thil table tncludes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and' 
March 1987 who Wire activ. for at l.ast one hour tn at least one JOBST ART education, training, or 
other CQMPOntnt within twelve months of random aSlignment and who responded to the twelve·month 
survey. Only those Plrtic;pants who fCMrd J08START different from high school and those who answered 
thil queltton are included in this table. 

Distributions wit 1 not add to 100.0 percent because s~le members were aLLowed up to 
three responses. 

Tests of Itatistical significance were not examined. 

~.a.ons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents are excluded from 
this table. 

bAt sequential/brokertd sites these questions refer to the education phase only. 
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lIble 5.6 

How JOBST ART Would 8e Helpful in Getting a Job, 
As Reported by Surveyed Participentl, by Program Structure 

How JOISTARTWas or S~tial/ Sequential/ 
Would Ie Helpful Concurrent In-House Brokered· Total 

L.arned occupational training 61. 0" 46.4" 41.ft 57.3X 

L.arned job learch skills 30.6 16.1 53.5 31 :0 

Got aGED 21.7 41.1 23.3 24.3 

.~ovtd lelf-confidence 22.8 ' 23.2 32.6 23.8 

.,..,rovtd Nth and reeding 
akills 17.3 7.1 34.9 17.8 

Learned good work habits 8.4 5.4 11.6 -8.3 

Support from staff 8.1 3.6 9.3 7.6 

Made contacts with employers 6.4 7.1 2.3 6.1 

Got work ,xperience 4.9 3.6 7.0 4.9 

Interviews were arranged 3.5 5.4 4.7 3.8 

Got good references 1.7 3.6 7.0 2.5 

Oth.rb 7.8 5.4 18.6 8.5 

Number of surveyed 
participants 346 56 43 4t~5 

SQJRCE: MORe calcurations from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youthl randomly assigned between August 
1985 and March 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOISTART 
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment and who 
responded to the twelve-month survey. Participants who did not think JOISTART was or would 
be h.lpful in getting a job are not included in this table. 

Distributions wi II not add to 100.0 percent because s~l • ..o.ra were 
allowed up to thrH r.sponses. -

Tests of statistical slgnificanc. were not examined. 

·At sequential/brokered sites, these responses refer to either the 
education or training phase. 

bReasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents are 
included in the "other" c.tegory. 
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.the personal attention they received from staff than OED receipt, improvement in basic skills, 
or learning a vocational skill (Table 5.7). The male and female respondents tended to give 
similar answers when asked what they liked about the program. However, a greater proportion 
of females cited liking the personal attention they received from staff (31 percent to 23 percent), 
while a higher proportion of males mentioned learning a skill (26 percent to 17 percent) and 
"hands-on" training (11 percent to 5 percent). Asked what they did not like, only a small 
percentage mentioned staff·related issues, and fully 52 percent said that there was nothing that 
they disliked. (See Table 5.3.) 

Focus group discussions with participants at four sites and participant presentations at the 
Youth Employment lniti~iives Conference added information about the kinds of things youths 
valued about the program. Their views were not typical of all participants in that these youths 
tended to be long stayers; their statements expressed the views of participants who responded 
well to JOBSTART. Their insights were nevertheless valuable for understanding the effect of 
the program and the kinds of opportunities it offered to young dropouts. The following 
comments, made by participants at four focus group sites, reinforce the idea suggested by the 
survey responses: participants valued increased self-esteem and self~confidence as highly as 
educational attainments and skill competencies. 

I wasn't winning before I got into JOBSTART. Now I feel I can do 
anything. 

Before I had a pretty negative attitude about my life. . . . And then I 
came to [JOBSTART) and my attitude started changing around and I 
started setting more goals. 

I just came [to JOBSTART) with a whole different outlook. I grew up 
. . . now I don't want nobody stopping me from getting what I wanted 
when I came up here. 

This program has given me self-esteem. It used to be I would talk with 
people and feel small because I didn't have my OED and a trade. But 
now I do. I feel bigger, stronger. Now I can give people advice about 
what to do because I have accomplished something. 

When I left [JOBSTART), my whole attitude about my life and myself 
changed drastically. 

Some participants expressed new confidence that they could take control of their lives and act 
responsibly in an adult world. One took pride, for example, in "mastering things I didn't like 
before." Others valued having learned patience, self-discipline, and self·motivation. 

. Many emphasized the role of their counselors and teachers in this transformation: "If it 
wasn't [for the staff], I don't know where I'd be right now," one young woman commented. 
One young man explained: . 

. ·94-



· . 

Tlble 5.7 

Things Liked'About J08START, 
As Reported, by Surveyed Plrticipants, by Sex 

Nothing 

Ev.rything 

Stlff-r.llted ISpects 
T.lchers 
P.raonel Ittention from atlff 
Count.lors, -.ntors, lupport 
Ir~ 

Trelted like In ldul t' 

Program-rellted ISpectS 
Individualized, self-paced 

instruction 
Linkl;e of education Ind trlining 
Use of computers 
FinanchL support 
IIHI1'ds-on" trlining 
Job pl~cement assistance 
Other students 
Pricticil examples 
Schedule of hours 
Discipline 
Else of work 
SurrCMrldin;s 

Plrlonel IccompLishments 
L.lrned I skiLL 
Received GEO 
I~roved basic skiLls 

Otherb 

Number of surveyed participants 

"Iles FlIIIIles 

6.n: 5.9% 

1.6 3.1 

27.7 27.8 
22.6 31.2 

10.3 11.8 
3.9 4.5 

16.8 18.5 
9.4 7.9 
6.5 9.8 
8.7 7.0 

10.6 5.1 
5.2 7.9 
6.1 4.5 
3.9 ,5.3 
3.5 3.4 
3.5 2.5 
1.9 2.0 
2.3 1.7 

25.8 16.6 
13.5 12.9 
7.1 9.8 

10.3 12.6 

310 356 

Totll 

6.0% 

2.4 

27.8 
27.2 

11.1 
4.2 

17.7 
8.6 
8.3 
7.8 
7.7 
6.6 
5.3 
4.7 
3.5 
3.0· 
2.0 
2.0 

20.9 
13.2 
8.6 

11.6 

666 

SQJRCE: MORC clLcuLltions from the J08START twelve-~th survey. 

NOTES: This tlble includes dati for ILL youths rlndomLy Issi;ned between 
August 1985 Ind March 1981 who were Ictive for It lelst one hour in It lelst one 
J08START educltion, trlining, or other component within twelve months of rlndom 
assignment Ind who responded to the tweLve-month survey. 

Distributions wil L not Idc:I to 100.0 percent becluse sample IItfIt)ers 
were Illowed up to three responses. 

Tests of stitisticil significance were not examined. 

-At aequentill/brokered sftes, these responses refer to the 
educltion phlse only. 

baeasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents 
Ire incLuded in the "other" category. 
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The teachers show you that they care .•.• Once I got in JOBSTART, the 
teachers showed me that I can be someone, that I can do something for 
myself and that is what I'm doing now. I'm showing myself that I can 
do what was impossible for me about a year ago. 

Other participants referred to their counselors as "family." But the focus group at 
Connelley in Pittsburgh revealed that some participants resented what they regarded as a 
counselor's int~iveness, feeling that they were being treated like children when the counselor 
called their homes whenever they were absent. 

Interestingly, when they were asked why other participants had dropped out of JOBST ART, 
the focus group participants and youth delegates cited lack of maturity rather than any 
deficiency in the program -- an indirect way of praising their own tenacity and motivation: 

When we first started, we had students in here who were living their life . 
for someone else. It can't be like that. You have to live your life for 
yourself. That's what's holding them back. 

They get frustrated and can't deal with the pressure .... You have to 
have will power. And ambition. H you don't have those things, you won't 
make it in your job. 

Some are just here for the joyride. And when the joyride's over, they're 
ready to go. 

A lot of them feel that if they can sit in class all day long and goof 
around they can get rich like that. Instead of gding and pursuing their 
career and getting into it, they want to clown around. And you've got 
others who just don't care about anything. 

lli. Attendance Patterns 

Despite the success of program operators in retaining participants for relatively long periods, 
data on the average number of hours attended per month by participants while they were active 
in the program -- 61 hours -- indicate that there was a. considerable amount of absenteeism. 
Although this figure cannot be used to create an attendance rate because it includes people 
who left the program at the beginning of a month or entered it late in a month, it nevertheless 
confirms what staff reported: a substantial proportion of the participants were frequently absent 
from classes. 

Staff described two patterns of absenteeism: some students routinely missed one or two 
days of classes a week, while others would come regularly for some weeks, but then not show 
up for a week or more at a time. In addition, 13 percent of the participant sample interrupted 
their participation for a month or more at a time, but then returned to the program. The 
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average length of the interrupted period was two months, as shown in Table 5.8. Female and 
male participants had about equal rates of interruption, but the average length of inactivity was 
longer for females than for males (2.3 months to 1.5 months). Participants at sequentiaV 
brokered sites had the highest rate (21 percent) and longest average length of interruption (25 
months), possibly owing to delays between the end of education and the start of training. 

Often participants had legitimate and unavoidable reasc)ns for missing classes. Most sites 
recognized the following situations as "excused absences" as long as staff were notified: illness, 
family emergencies, court appearances, breakdowns in daycare arrangements, and appointments 
with welfare workers, physicians, or other officials. Staff nevc~rtheless tried to impress upon the 
youths that class attendanC'.e •• like attendance on a job •• should take precedence over other 
activities, that appointments should be scheduled after class hours, and that alternative 
arrangements should be. made in advance. They felt, however, that the often chaotic 
circumstances of the participants' lives, their age, and the habits of absenteeism developed in 
high school made it difficult for this message to take hold. Indeed, given school records of 
chronic absenteeism, many staff thought that the participan~~ were doing comparatively well. 

Attendance was also affected by some participants' efforts to combine work with training. 
As discussed in Chapter 8, 26 percent of participants had jobs while they were in the program, 
working an average of 31 hours per week while they wc:re employed. Participants who 
combined work with training stayed longer than did most olf those in the program, but their 
employment had an adverse effect on their monthly participation. Participants who worked 
stayed in· the program for an average of 8.3 months compared to 6.7 months for participants as 
a whole. Employed participants also had more hours of participation and more hours in 
education and training activities than did participants who did not hold jobs. The differences 
are statistically significant. However, on average, they attended classes for fewer hours in the 
months they were working than in the months they were not working. In addition, during the 
months they were working, their monthly participation hours in JOBSTART were consistently 
lower, on average, than those of participants who never worked, although tliey were roughly 
comparable in other months. 

The JOBSTART implementation suggests that a considerable amount of absenteeism may 
be inevitable in a program serving young dropouts, even at well-run sites that provide quality 
services and caring, supportive staff. Nevertheless, information about the sites' attendance 

, policies, participation data, and staff reports of attendance problems suggest that some 
approaches may be more effective than others. For example, sites that had vague standards of 
attendance, used poor monitoring systems, and did not contact absentee students for several 

. days or weeks had greater problems with absenteeism than did those that set clear rules, 
carefully monitored daily attendance, quickly contacted absentee students, and worked closely 
with absentees to resolve underlying problems. 
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Table 5.8 

Inlctiv;ty for Participants, by Program Structure 

Sequentiall Sequentiall 
Measure Concurrent In-House Brokered Total 

Number of MOnths inlctive (X)-
1 58.2 66.7 40.0 55.3 
2 22.4 13.3 25.7 21.2 
3 9.0 10.0 11~4 9.8 
4 3.0 6.7 5.7 4.5 
5 7.5 3.3 11.4 7.6 
6 or more 0.0 0.0 5.7 1.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Average length of inlctivity 
(months) 1.79 1.67 2.49 1.95 

Humber of inlctive participantsb 67 30 35 132 

Percent of participants ever 
inlctive 10.8 14.4 20.6 13.2 

Number of all participants 621 208 170 999 

SOURCE: MORe calculations from'the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between Au;ust 1985 and 
September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART education, training, c~ 
other component within twelve months of random assignment. All estimates are for I twelve-month 
period following random assignment. 

Distributh,ns 1liiY not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

-Inlctiv!ty is defined as a period without participation (excluding the month in which 
random assignment took place) if participation resumed in a later month. 

bThis sample includeS only those JOBSTART participants who were ever inactive within 
twelve months of follow-up excluding the month random assignment took place. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE JOBSTART EDUCATION COMPONENT 

This chapter starts by describing the key characteristics of the education component in 
JOBSTART. It then discusses linkages with the training component, participation in the 
education classes, attainment of General Educational Development certificates (GEDs), and 
improvements in reading scores. The chapter also assesses the strengths and weaknesses of the 
education component, from the perspective of teachers and students as well as MDRC 
observers. It does not evaluate the different curricula, instructional techniques, mix of class 
activities, or computer-assisted instructional-systems used by the sites. Rather, the intention is 
to describe both the common elements and key variations and to communicate the main features 
of a competency-based, individualized education program. " 

I. JOBSTART Guidelines .for the Education Component 

The model called for sites to use instructional modules of increasing difficulty, through 
which students would progress at their own pace, demonstrating their acquisition of required 
skills as they moved from level to level. MDRC recommended this model for several reasons. 
First, it was the type of learning program that had proven successful in 'increasing GED 
attainment at Job Corps Centers.1 Second, it could accommodate students of varying skills levels 
within a single class. Third, it promised to provide rapid feedback, register incremental progress, 
and free teachers to work individually with students, potentially offering advantages for school 
dropouts who had been unsuccessful in traditional classroom settings. Fourth, there were 
available instructional programs -- the Comprehensive C'.ompetencies Program (CCP), the 
Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) program, and Programmed Logic for Automatic 
Teaching Operations (PLATO), among others -- that incorporated the key elements of the Job 
Corps system and combined paper and pencil ex.ercises with computer-assisted instruction (CAl). 

Sites were asked to provide a minimum of two hundred hours of education classes to 
ensure that participants would have time to improve their skills substantially. Although it was 
anticipated that some participants would be able to attain their GEDs during this period -­
especially those with higher reading scores at entry --, GED receipt was not considered the only 
successful outcome. An alternative goal -- especially for those reading at lower levels -- was to 
raise basic skills enough for participants to benefit from or qualify for training. The degree to 
which sites emphasized one outcome over the other reflected site priorities, not the design 
guidelines. 

h discussed in Chapter 1, MORe did not further specify the education component because 
there was no rigorous research indicating that some strategies were more effective than otheis, 
and, in the absen.ce of special demonstration funding, it was desirable tha~ sites be able to adopt 

1 MaUar et aI., 1982. 
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the model without radically changing their current programing. Within the stated parameters, 
sites were free to hire instructors and choose their curriculum materials, classroom activities, and 
class structure. Use of computer-assisted instruction was encouraged but not required. 

II. Characteristics of the JOBSTART Education ProiI'am 

The following discussion applies to classes devoted exclusively to teaching basic skills or 
OED preparation. Some participants could work further on basic English and math skills as part 
of the training curriculum, as discussed in Chapter 7.2 

With rare exceptions the sites followed the guidelines. The exceptions were at EI Centro 
in Dallas, where the instructor began using an individualized approach but changed to small 
group instruction because she believed it to be more effective, and Chicago Commons, where 
classes sometimes functioned more as tutorials for the vocational skills courses than as classes 
for improving basic skills. 

Participants were given standardized tests such as the Test of Adult Basic Education 
(TABE), practice tests for the OED exam, or some combination of both soon after they entered 
the program.3 Teachers used the results to assess a participant's reading and math levels, 
diagnose his or her strengths and weaknesses, and develop an individualized plan. Using this 
plan teachers assigned exercises that addressed a student's particular weaknesses. The exercises 
were in workbooks, computer curricula, or other forms. After completing the practice materials 
for each unit or level in the curriculum, students took a mastery test to demonstrate their 
proficiency in the required competencies. If they scored well enough they progressed to the 
next unit or lesson; if problems remained they would be assigned additional work in those areas. 
Before starting a new unit or lesson students took a diagnostic test to identify the areas that 
needed attention and those that could be skipped over. This same process was repeated at 
each increasingly difficult level of the curriculum. 

Students could work independently and at their own pace. Teachers were readily available 
to answer questions, monitor progress, and provide assistance when needed, but students could 
advance through the assignments on their individualized plan without constant direction from 
the teacher. Students were tested when their performance on daily ~ignments indicated that 
they had mastered a topic rather than at scheduled intervals. 

Record keeping was key. A copy of the individualized plan, a list of assignments, a record 
of assignments completed, and the grade on each test were kept in each student's personal file, 
along with work papers and tests. Students used these files daily to see what they should be 
working on, what they had accomplished, and what remained to be done. In this way, the 
system thus provided considerable structure for ~he students and allowed them to see 
incremental progress as they worked toward their long-term goals. 

2In this report hours in education include time spent in classes devoted to basic education 
or OED preparation. Hours spent in Business English or B.usiness Math courses, or working 
on basic skillS in occupational training courses, are counted as training hours. 

3 Administration of the T ABE is discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix A 
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A Variation Across Sites 

Within this common framework there was considerable variation in curricula and 
instructional materials, classroom activities, class structures and schedules, and the emphasis 
placed on GED attainment. Key differences are shown in Table 6.1 and discussed below. 

Sites also varied in terms of their prior experience implementing a JOBST ART-like 
education component. As discussed in Chapter 2, SERICorpus Christi and Chicago Commons 
had to add a basic education component for the demonstration; other sites introduced 
computer-assisted instruction at the start of the demonstration, or developed separate classes 
and curricula for the JOBSTART youths. A number experimented with different ways of 
structuring and staffing their education classes. Thus, at many sites, the education component 
was evolving throughout the demonstration. 

B. Curriculum 

The Job Corps instructional system is a prototype of the kind of programed learning 
encouraged in JOBST ART. The curriculum used in the basic education component at the Job 
Corps demonstration sites is fairly standardized through the Job Corps system, and includes 
instructional series in reading, language and study skills, mathematics, and general educational 
development. It accesses workbooks, _ textbooks, and audiovisual material from a variety of 
publishers, integrating them into a menu of assignments for specific competencies. Supplemental 
software materials for computer-assisted instruction were also available at the Phoenix and 
Atlanta Job Co~ sites. 

CCP, developed by U.S. Basics in 1983 and used at the three sequential/brokered sites, is 
a similar type of comprehensive curriculum, integrating a variety of published textbooks and 
workbooks, computer software, and audiovisual materials. It covers the following subject areas: 
reading, mathematics, English as a Second Language, language skills, social studies, preparation 
for work, and consumer economics. 

At the other seven sites teachers developed their own curricula using a variety of published 
materials, such as GED preparation series and reading and mathematics textbooks that ~ the 
mastery approach. Paper' and pencil exercises were supplemented with computer-assisted 
instruction at four of these sites: Connelley used CC~; SERICorpus Christi used PLATO; 
EGOS in Denver used various software and LUCI, a computerized management system that 
maintains records and tracks student progress and assignments; CET/San Jose also used various 

. software. CCC, developed by the Computer Curriculum Corporation in 1967, includes curricula 
in reading, English as a Second Language, writing, language skills, mathematics, GED 
preparation, and survival skills. PLATO, developed by the Control Data Corporation in 1979, 
includes curricula in reading, mathematics, English, and GED preparation. 

As shown in .chapter 3 the majority of participants were reading between the .fifth and 
the eighth grade. levels when they entered the program; about 12 percent were reading at or 
above the ninth grade level, and 8 percent were reading beiow the fifth grade level The 
average reading score on the T ABE across all sites was 6.9; the range was from 5.9 at the 
Atlanta Job Corps to 8.0 at CET/San Jose. (See Table 3.3.) All the sites used curricula 
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1 ..... 
o 

-I·",) 
1 

Site 

Concurrent 

Atlanta Job Corps 

CET /San Jose 

Chicago Conmons 

Connelley 
(Pittsburgh) 

East Los Angeles 
Skills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

ScheclJled Hours 
~r Dayll 

Individualized, 
usually 2 hours 

2 hours. l18y vary 

'-2 hours. ]-5 
days per week 

2 hours 

2 hours ... y vary 

2 hours. l18y vary 

Phoenix Job Corps I Individualized, 
usunll y 2 hours 

SER/Corpus I 7..5 hours 
Christi 

Table 6.1 

Sel~ted Characteristics of the JOBSTART Education Component. by Site 

Progr ... 
Duration 

Open entry 
and exit . 

Open entry 
and exit 

22-42 weeks. 
dependi ng on 
training course 

9 IIIonth school 
year 

Open entry 
and exit 

Open entry 
and exit. with 
semesters 

Open entry 
and exit 

12-16 weekse 

Type of 
Computer-Assisted 
Instruction 

Varied software 

Varied software 

None 

CCCb 

lIone 

lUClc and varied 
software 

PLATOd 

PLATOd 

ClassrOOlll Mix 

Mainstreamed with 
other youths 

Mainstreamed with 
other youths 

JOBSfART only 

SOIII@tilnes only JOB­
START. SometiMeS 
l18instreamed with 
adults and other 
youths 

Mllnstreamed with 
adults and other 
youths 

SOIIIethnes only JOB­
START. sometim@s 
mainstreamed with 
other youths 

"ainstreamed with 
other youths 

J08START only 

Changes frOll 
Usual Progr8111 

None 

None 

lIew progr8111 for 
JOBSTART 

None 

PrOlr ... expended 
during deMonstration 

New progrM for 
JOBSTART. lUClc and 
computer-assisted 
instruction install­
ed at start of. 
demonstration 

None 

New program for 
JOBSTART. PlATOd In­
stalled at start of 
~tration 

Priority Placed 
on GED R~eipt 

long-terlll goal 

S~ondary to skills 
training 

lIot a goal 

Short-ten. goal: In­
centive payments for 
GEO receipt 

S~ondary to slti Us 
training 

Short-ten. goal 

Long-tenll goal 

Short-tenll geal; 
incentive payments for 
GED receipt, frequent 
testing 

(continued) 
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..... 
0 
VI 
I 

Site -

sequential/in-house 

ScheclJled Hours 
Per Daya 

El Centro (Dallas,1 3-4 hoUrs 

Los Angeles 3 hour. for first 
Job Corps 10-12 weeks, then 

individualized 

Sequential/brok~red 

Allentown 3 hours 
(Buffalo) 

BSA 3 hours, 4 days 
(New York City) per week 

CREC 3 hours 
(Hartford) 

Progr. 
Duration 

Open entry 
and exit 

Expected duration 
ot 10-12 weeks, 
IIIOre possible 

Open entry 
and exit 

Open entry 
and exit 

Open entry 
and exit 

SOURCE: Program records end stllff interviews. 

Table 6.1 (continued' 

Type of 
Ca.puter·Assfsted 
-Instruction 

None 

None 

ccpt 

ccpt 

ccpt 

ClessrOOll Mix 

JOBSTART only 

Mainstreemed with 
other youths 

Mainstreemed with 
other youths 

Mainstreemed with 
other youths 

Mainstreemed with 
adults and other 
youths 

Chenges fr. 
Uslal Progr. 

lIew progr ... for 
JOBST ART 

lIone 

None 

. None 

CCpf instill led at 
stert of 
dewIon!ttration 

Priority Pleced 
on CEO Receipt 

Short-terlll goal, 
frequent testing 

Long- term g01l1 

long-teMlt goal 

Long-teMlt goal 

Long-tertii goal 

NOTES: aEduclltion hours refer to tillle spent In II besic educlltion or CEO pr~ratfon elass lind do not include education provided 115 pert of en 
occupational trllining course. Unless otherwise noted, clllsses were scheclJled five deys per week. 

bC~ter Curriculun Corporation (CCC), developed in 1967, is a c~ter-based basic instructional system that includes curricula in 
rending, English as a Second language, writing, language skills, I118themetics, GED preparation, and survival skills. 

cLUC1 is a c~terized IIIIINIgement systelll which l118intains records and tracks student progress end assignnents. 

dThe Progrllllllled Logic for AutOlll8tic Teaching Operations (PLATO), deVeloped by the Control Data Corporation in 1979, is a c~ter-based 
instructional system that includes curricula in reeding, I118thelll8tics, English, and GED preperation. 

eAdditional hours were available on 8n indi~idualized basis after the course ended. 

fC~rehensive C~tenctes Progr ... (CCP), developed by U.S. laslcs in 1983, is 8 coqlUter-besed instructional system that includes 
curricula in reeding, IIIIIthelll8tics, English 8S a Second Language, language skills, social stu:fies, preparation for work, and consuner econolllics. PLATO 
and CCC ere optional sequences within CCP, which elso includes extensive audiovisual IIIBteriels and paper end pencil exerchies. 



appropriate for readers at the fifth grade level and above, but only some had systems in place 
for those reading at even lower levels. Each site offered classes in what would generally be 
characterized as "adult basic education," geared for fifth to seventh or eighth grade r~ading 
levels and concentrating on math, reading, and English language skills. For those with higher 
reading levels, sites used curricula designed to help prepare them for the GED examination, 
which included social studies and science as wen as basic English, reading, and math. 

It is less clear that education classes were appropriate for students reading below the fifth 
grade level. Most of the education teachers viewed them as learners who required special 
.assistance beyond that available in JOBSTART. Feeling ill-prepared to deal with these students, 
some sites had set a floor to screen them out of JOBST ART. If they did enter, staff at a few 
sites referred them to other programs or classes if they failed to progress in their early months 
in JOBST ART. 

Other individuals requiring specialized help were those with limited English skiJIs -- only 
4 percent of the sample (39 individuals). As shown in Table 3.3 they were concentrated at 
CET/San Jose and the Los Angeles Job Corps, both of which offered classes in English as a 
Second Language.4 

C. Classroom Activities 

Participants spent most of their time working on their own, doing multiple-choice drill and 
practice exercises (using either paper and pencil or a computer). To provide variety and 
stimulation, a few sites introduced group activities or educational games into the weekly 
program. For example, the teacher at SER/Corpus Christi made up crossword puzzles to teach 
vocabulary and also devised her own version of Trivial Pursuit for her GED students. At EGOS 
in Denver, education classes included weekly discussion periods, during which participants talked 
about current events and nonacademic issues of interest to them. At BSA in New York City, 
one day a week was devoted to games that used vocabulary or math skills (such as Scrabble and 
Monopoly) ~nd to small group tutorials. 

Over one-half of the sites had audiovisual materials available, but they were not widely 
used except at EI Centro in Dallas. Although nine of the thirteen sites offered 
computer-assisted instruction, only two (Connelley and SER/Corpus Christi) regularly assigned 
all students to an hour or more of computer work per day. Elsewhere the use of compute~ 
depended on student interest and teacher discretion. Overall, teachers estimated that students 
spent no more than 20 to 2S percent of their time (probably less) on computers. At five sites 
students worked on paper and pencil exercises and computers in the same room; at four sites 
the computers were housed in a separate classroom. Observations by MDRC staff indicated that 
it was rare for all the computers in a room to be in use throughout the class period. 

The evaluation was not designed to determine whether computer-assisted instruction is 
more successful at increasing educational achievement than are similar paper and pencil exercises 
or the comparative effectiveness of any particular computer program. Nor, as men~ioned in 

~e EaSt Los Angeles Skills Center, Connelley in Pittsburgh, ~nd .cREC in Hartford a~ 
enrolled a few limited-English speakers and offered classes in English as a Second Language. 
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Chapter 4, was it possible to isolate the impact of the availability of c.omputers on average 
participation or length of stay in JOBSTART. 

Many teachers used computers only as a supplemental tool, to motivate studentJ when 
they were bored. Not all were enthusiastic about computer-assisted instruction, and some were 
reluctant to use it: they thought it was too impersonal, did not provide adequate instruction, 
or allowed students to simply guess at the right answers. In general, however, teachers liked 
the systems and found that they could help motivate students. Teachers also liked the 
computerized management systems that were part of the programed learning packages. Using 
them to diagnose students' weaknesses, track assignments, and monitor test results, teachers felt 
that they could spend less time filling out forms and more time assisting students. 

Focus group discussions with students at BSA in New York City and at Connelley in 
Pittsburgh indicated that they liked using the Computers and preferred them to exclusive reliance 
on paper and pencil exercises. Some felt that the exposure to computers would help them in 
the work world, even though they were not taught basic computer skills or word-processing 
systems. Participants interviewed for the twelve-month survey expressed similar views. Asked 
how helpful they had found computers in improving their basic skills, 63 percent said that they 
were "very helpful"; 'only 7 percent said that they were not helpful at all.s Overall, computer 
use was not one of the most popular aspects of JOBSTART; asked to name things they liked 
about the program, only 8 percent of the survey respondents mentioned computers. (See Table 
5.7.) 

D. EI Centro's Leamin~ Pro~ram 

As noted earlier, the program at EI Centro in Dallas was different. There the education 
teacher began by using a competency-based, self-paced system but gradually came to devote 
the majority of class time to group instruction and review. She felt that students progressed 
faster in a group learning situation, with everyone working on the same problems, in the same 
books, at the same time. In groups the students reinforced one another; when they worked 
~>n their own they seemed to feel overwhelmed or bored by their assignments. 

As at the other sites, the levels of students' skills were tested when they entered, and the 
teacher counseled each of them about what he or she needed to accomplish in class. To 
facilitate group instruction)! she divided the students into separate classes for basic education 
and GED preparation. Group instruction did not mea~ lack of individual attention, however, 
since there were generally no more than eight youths enrolled in a class at any time during the 
demonstration. 

Computers were not available at EI Centro, and the curriculum materials were fairly limited.· 
In addition to drill and practice, class time was spent in discussions of current events (newspaper 
articles were also used to teach vocabulary), writing poetry, and writing essays about personal 
experiences. The teacher also made extensive use of audiovisual materials. Sensitive to the fact 
tJiat the JOBSTART youths might have short attention spans, the teacher was careful to vary 

SOf the respondents, 124 did .not answer the question, probably because they attended 
sites where computers were not available. 
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activities frequently and to intersperse review drills with class discussions and filmstrips. 

E. Class Schedule and OrKanization 

As discussed in Chapter 2, sequential and concurrent sites scheduled different numbers of 
hours of education classes per day. Typically, sequential sites scheduled three hours of 
education classes in a six-hour day; the remainder of class time was spent in life skills classes, 
described in more detail in Chapter S. In contrast, CBOs and schools with concurrent programs 
typically scheduled two hours of education classes in a six-hour day, with the other four hours 
devoted to vocational training. Schedules at the concurrent Job Corps sites were quite 
individualized, but participants frequently had two hours of basic education, two and a half hours 
of skills training, and a variety of recreational and avocational (life skills) activities for the rest 
of the six-and-a-half-hour day. 

Because the education program was individualized, students at both the adult basic 
education and GED preparation levels could be acCommodated in the same classes and did not 
have to be segregated by subject Only the Job Corps sites and EI Centro provided separate 
classes for basic edu~ation and GED preparation, and only the very large sites (the Job Corps, 
Connelley, and EGOS) had students work on reading and math in separate classes. 

A more important distinction was whether participants were mainstreamed with other 
students. As shown in Table 6.1, five of the thirteen sites operated separate education classes 
just for the JOBSTART students at some point in the demonstration. At the other sites, 
participants were in classes with other youths (six sites) or youths and adults (two sites). Where 
sites established special JOBSTART classes, staff generally tried to use them to "bond" the 
students to the program and to help develop their social skills and self-discipline. These classes 
were considered more supportive than the skills classes at the same sites. However, a number 
of the education teachers who -taught only JOBSTART youths felt that some of their behavior 
problems might have been lessened had they been in classes with adults who could have 
provided a steadying influence. 

F. BacklUound of the Teachers 

There was no clear hiring pattern. All three types of sites hired teachers with prior 
experience in public school systems and community colleges. Many of these teachers had prior 
experience with disadvantaged youths or adults, or had taught GED classes or remedial 
education. Other staff were drawn from private industry and other employment-related 
programs for disadvantaged groups. Most of the teachers at Connelley had been at the site for 
many years; turnover was more frequent at the other sites. 

G. General Environment 

Oassroom observations indicated that, for the most part, students in the education classes 
were engaged in their work and worked steadily. The classroom environments did differ, 
however. At some sites, where students were involved in an array of activities and moved freely 
about the room, the classrooms felt like one-room schoolhouses; other sites, where students sat 
quietly at desks, worked steadily on assignments, and talked only with the teacher, had the feel 
of a high school study hall. 
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1. Physical Settini. The physical setting varied from BSA in New York City. where 
participants sat at work tables in a large, bright room with curtained windows, carpets, and 
plants; to Chicago Commons, where the education classes for trainees in the industrial 
occupations were held in makeshift arrangements in a comer of the shop floor; to the East 
Los Angeles Skills Center, where students sat at long rows of desks in a crowded, windowless . 
room. In between were a variety of settings that were more or less like high school classrooms. 
In most classrooms, the configuration of work tables or desks facilitated interaction. In a few, 
however, the layout seemed to impede access and movement. The East Los Angeles Skills 
Center was too crowded, for example, and the use of individual study carrels throughout the 
room at Allentown in Buffalo and in some of Connelley's classrooms obstructed the teacher's 
view of the class and isolated the students from one another. In some locations, students had 
to ask the teacher for workbooks and other materials; in most, they were kept on open shelves 
or tables and students helped themselves. 

2. Class Size. Class size was kept small to maximize opportunities for interaction 
between teachers and students. Six of the sites had all students in a large room with more than 
one teacher present; the rest divided participants into two or more classes, each staffed by a 
single teacher. Enrollment rarely exceeded twenty to twenty-five students per class and was 
frequently lower. Student/teacher ratios were typically low -- about one teacher or aide for 
every ten students enrolled. Actual classroom ratios could be much lower, however, owing to 
absenteeism and fluctuating enrollmem levels. Class size varied considerably at the open 
entry/open exit sites as students left and new ones entered; in the fIXed cycle programs, class 
size dwindled as some students got their GEDs and stopped attending classes, and others 
dropped out of the program. Classes were generally considerably smaller during the summer 
months. 

3. Interaction Between Students and Teachers. Teachers were involved with 
students, not busy with paperwork, during the class period. Typically, they moved about the 
room and made a point of talking with each student. Observations at Connelley and at the East 
Los Angeles Skills Center suggested that teachers at those sites had less interaction, in large 
part because they sat at their desks and waited for stude>nts to come to them. The instructors 
characteristically gave students a lot of positive reinforcement: they used words of praise and 
encouragement, and exercised patience and imagination in explaining concepts with which 
students had trouble. Students spent less time waiting for a teacher's assistance in those classes 
that were staffed with an additional teacher or aide. 

Teachers .at SER/Corpus Christi, EGOS in Denver, BSA in New York City, and El 
Centro in Dallas seemed pmrticulariy lively and enthusiastic and conveyed an upbeat message. 
They felt that it was important to provide structure as well as support and to give students 
opportunities to take responsibility and plan for themselves. They set high goals and encouraged 
students to succeed, but made it clear that they would provide the necessary help and support. 
For example, the EI Centro instructor told her class: 

All.I want to hear from you. is "I can do it." If YOu think you can, I'll get you 
there. 1 don't set people up for failure. My standards are very strict, but if 1 send 
you to take the GED exam, you'll pass. No one from my class has failed yet. 
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4. Emphasis on GED Attainment. The education programs at the sites reflected 
different philosophies. For some sites -- notably SER/Corpus Christi, Connelley, EGOS, and 
El Centro -- GED attainment in the short term was the primary goal of the education program 
and was heavily emphasized in the JOBSTART program as a whole. These sites tended to test 
participants frequentiy. Two (SER/Corpus Christi and Connelley) also provided financial 
mcentives for passing the GED. In part they focused on GED attainment as a tangible measure 
of success, and one that would help them meet their performance standards; in part they valued 
the GED as a credential to enhance job placement. 

The three sequential/brokered sites and the Job Corps sites saw GED attainment as a 
longer term goal: to be achieved in JOBSTART if possible but only after "students worked their 
way through the structured sequences of the learning program and were thoroughly grounded 
in basic skills. They assumed that GED preparation would take many months, especially for 
those reading below the seventh grade level. 

,The remaining sites -- CET/SanJose, the East Los Angeles Skills Center, and especially 
Chicago Commons -- also tended to see GED attainment as a long-term goal and did not stress 
it as an outcome in the JOBSTART program. They focused more on placement and on 
improving basic skills as an aid to vocational training. 

III. Assessment of the Education Component 

A Teacher Assessment 

The education instructors noted in interviews with MDRC staff that, overall, they felt 
that the individualized, self-paced instruction provided a better learning environment than the 
JOBSTART students had typically experienced in high school. They emphasized that the 
students were prote.cted from failure and from looking foolish in front of their peers, while 
being allowed to see progress as they advanced toward a potentially remote goal. 

But the teachers also pointed out weaknesses. They were particularly concerned that 
the minority of individuals with lower-level reading skills or short attention spans, and those 
who were not very motivated, found the work boring and isolating. They recommended more 
group instruction, small group tutorials, and team learning situations. Although some education 
teachers had intended to use such methods, they found it difficult to implement their plans 
during the demonstration because they lacked the necessary staff, time, or space to break the 
class into groups. 

A more profound criticism was expressed by the teachers and counselors who felt that 
the learning program focused too much on developing test-taking skills and not enough on 
critical thinking or substantive content. They thought the material covered in the classes was 
shaped too much by the content and types of questions on the GED test. Thus, drill and 
practice exercises concentrated on answering multiple-choice questions, and students had little 
opportunity to learn about many topics in soCial science or literature. Similarly, some staff 
regretted that students were not required to do much problem solving (other than basic 
computation), develop a line of argument, or work on writing skills (as opposed to vocabulary 
and grammar). Teachers anticipated major adjustments in their learning programs -- and greater 
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difficulties for their students in passing the GED -- when the standardized test added a writing 
sample in 1988. I 

B. Student Reaction 

The self-paced nature of the instruction and interaction with teachers were most 
. prominent in student assessments of the education component. Focus group participants 
favorably compared self-paced learning to high school classes, which sometimes moved too 
quickly from topic to topic. Self-paced learning also got a strongly positive response from 
survey respondents interviewed a year after entering JOBSTART. Seventy-six percent found 
it "very helpful," and only 1 percent said that it had not been helpful at all. 

Youths in a number of the focus groups felt that they mastered the material more fully 
because of their active involvement in the process. As one woman at BSA in New York City 
put it: "When you learn something in here, it sticks. [The teacher] gets the glue and makes 
it stick. It's you that's learning it. It's not someone teaching you. . .. And if you learn 
something on your own, you can't forget it." Conversely, participants at EI Centro in Dallas 
were enthusiastic about the group learning process because of the quality of the teacher. One 
male student noted: "1be teacher doesn't just show you a book and say you're on your own. 

She's in there teaching. And that's what makes you take your own career seriously." 

Participants clearly valued interaction with teachers. Overall, 7S percent of the survey 
respondents who participated in JOBSTART rated support from teachers and students as "very 
helpful," while only 2 percent said that it was not helpful at all. Similarly, personal attention 
from staff was something that students most liked about JOBSTART, as discussed in Chapter 
S. Participants in the focus groups at BSA and at El Centro credited teachers with motivating 
them to excel and raising their self-confidence. Focus group participants were less enthusiastic 
about the education component at two other sites (Los Angeles Job Corps and Connelley), but 
they nevertheless felt that the class{;:5 had been helpful in raising their skills levels and advancing 
their job prospects. 

IV.' Inte",atinK the Education Classes with Trai~inK 

A LinkaKes Between Education and TraininK 

With some important exceptions, there was little integration between the basic education 
classes described above and the skills training programs. There was little or no joint planning 
on curriculu~ or program design; the two components were developed and generally imple­
me.nted along two separate tracks. As a result, the education classes did not use reading 
materials or math lessons specifically related to the students' vocational training areas. An 
exception was EI Centro in Dallas, where students who made the transition to training spent 
two hours a week in a basic skills lab, for which the teacher had developed special exercises for 
different types of training courses. Additional efforts were made at CET/San Jose and Chicago 
Commons, where the training curricula incorporated work on basic skills, as discussed in Chapter 
7. 

Some sites attempted to bring the vocational staff and education instructors together to 
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monitor student progress. The Job Corps sites scheduled monthly reviews with representatives 
of both staffs present (although not necessarily the actual instructors of the students being 
reviewed). SER/Corpus Christi, where the training instructors also taught the education classes 
in the first year of the demonstration, scheduled frequent monitoring conferences between the 
skills teachers and the education teacher in the 5eCOndyear. At other concurrent sites the 
education teachers made special efforts to reinfor'ce the specific basic skills required in 
vocational training. At Chicago Commons, for exampll:, the education classes tended to function 
as tutorial sessions for the vocational classes. At EGOS in Denver, the education teacher 
worked closely with the secretarial training staff to identify students' weaknesses that could be 
worked on in the basic skills classes. 

B. Schedulin& 

Scheduling the education classes was a particular problem for the five concurrent sites 
(EGOS in Denver, Connelley in Pittsburgh, the East Los Angeles Skills Center, Chicago 
Commons, and CET/San Jose), where the usual training schedule did not leave time for 
education classes. As a result students had to either miss part of their skills. classes or attend 
education classes after the close of the regular school day. Neither situation was ideal. Skills 
teachers were annoyed at having students leave their classes for two hours a day and felt that 
it adversely affected performance. Students did not like adding the education classes to the end 
of the day: they were tired, often had conflicts with family obligations or other commitments, 
and resented having to stay longer hours than other trainees. Scheduling problems were further 
compounded at Chicago Commons, the East Los Angeles Skills Center, and CET/San Jose, 
because some of the training classes were held at a location different from the basic education 
or GED~preparation classes. The extra time and trouble traveling from place to place created 
an obstacle to attendance, which accounts, in part, for these sites having had the demonstration's 
lowest average hours of participation in education. (See Table 4.7.) 

V. Participation Patterns 

The variations described above help to explain differences in participation patterns. As 
shown in Table 6.2, participants at concurrent sites had slightly lower participation rates in 
education.6 They also spent considerably less time in education class~, on average, than did 
participants at the five sequential sites. A larger proportion of participants at concurrent sites 
had very low average hours of education (fifty or fewer), and a much smaller proportion had 
a very high number of hours (more than two hundred).· 

Several factors help to explain these differences. First, as noted above, the concurrent 
sites scheduled fewer hours of education classes per day than did the sequential sites. In 
addition, students at many concurrent sites had to leave training classes to go to education 
classes, attend education after regular program hours, or travel to a different location for the 
education classes. (Average hours for individual sites are shown in Table 4.7.) Second, a 

~is is owing primarily to comparatively low rates of particip~t.ion at CET/San Jose and· 
Chicago Commons. Both sites did not have an education teacher during part of the 
demonstration. 
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Tlble 6.2 

Participation in Educltion, 
by Progrem Structure 

Sequentilll Sequentiall 
Measure Concurrent In-House Brokered Total 

Percent partfcfpating in education 94.2 98.6 99.4 96.0 .** 

'ercenta,Q dfstribution of hours 
in ecU:ation 

None 5.8 1.4 0.6 4.0 *** 
1 to 50 25.9 13.5 18.2 22.0 .** 
51 to 100 18.2 24.5 17.6 19.4 
101 to 150 23.2 22.6 11.2 21.0 *** 
151 to 200 16.1 14.4 12.9 15.2 
2~1 or .,re 10.8 23.6 39.4 18.3 *** 
Total 

'1 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Avera,e hours in education 107.5 161.8 184.7 131.9 *** 

Number of participants 621 208 170 999 

SOURCE: MORC cllculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Plrticipation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes dati for a~l youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and 
Sept.nbir 1987 who were Ictive for at least one hour in It lelst one JOBSTART education, trlining, or 
other COMpOnent within twelve months of rlndOm Issignment_ All estimates Ire for I twelve-month 
~riod following rlndom assignment ·and apply to the entire participant slIJ1)le including those with 
zero hours fn education. Since some participants remained in J08START longer thin twelve months, 
thue .a.ure. \rIderestimate Ictual participation. 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent becluse of rounding. 

An F-test or chi'\~quare test WIS Ipplied to differences among progr~ structures. 
Statistical significlnce levels are indicated IS * • 10 percent: ** • 5 percent: *** • 1 percent. 
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number of the concurrent sites operated on fixed cycles, which limited the maximum number 
of education hours, while participation was open~nded at the sequential sites. Third, sites -­
and participants -- placed different emphases on the education component. For exam pie, the 
sequential/brokered sites all placed a higher priority on raising participants' basic skills levels and 
helping them pass the GED test than on moving them into skills training; the tendency was to 
retain students in education until they received. the GED. In contrast, at the concurrent sites 
with the lowest average number of hours in education (CET/San Jose, Chicago Commons, and 
the East Los Angeles Skills Center), basic education was clearly a lower priority than was skills 
training and placement in a job. As discussed in Chapters 3 and 7, some participants also 
placed a higher priority on education than on skills training; it is likely that the sequential 
programs attracted a greater proportion of these individuals than did the concurrent sites. 

VI. ReadinK Level Gains Amon~ Participant! 

One of the e~ted effects of the JOBSTART program was an increase in the reading 
level of participants. To measure this increase, the reading part of the TABE was administered 
to participants after about one hundred hours of education. The score was then compared to 
the reading level at enrollment.' The 362 participants who received the follow-up test increased 
their reading level score by 0.7 of a grade level, from 6.9 to 7.6. 

A number of factors make this analysis tentative. The JOBSTART youths include.d in this 
analysis, participants who received a second TABE, may not have been representative of all 
participants. Not all participants who received substantial amountS of basic education were 
retested, either because the site did not regularly retest or because the participant left the 
program before retesting.s It is not known whether participants who were not tested increased 
their reading ability more or less than those who were tested. Further, not all the gains can be 
attributed to . the program; a portion of the observed increase may have resulted from such 
factors as learning to take tests, maturation, or other experiences. 

VII. GED Receipt Amon~ Participants 

It was anticipated that the education classes would increase GED receipt. The extent ..J 

to which the experimentals outpaced controls in GED receipt -- the measure of the program's 
impact .. ~ is discussed in Chapter 9. This section discusses GED receipt among participants 
only. As shown in Table 6.3, 31 percent of the survey respondents who participated in 

'The actual hours of education received before the retest varied considerably. Sixteen 
percent had received fewer than 50 hours, while 8 percent had received more than 200 hours. 
Participants who were retested either before receiving 10 hours of education or after receiving 
300 hours were excluded from the analysis. Two sites -- the Los Angeles Job Corps and 
CET/San Jose -- were also excluded because only a few follow-up TABEs were given. For the 
remaining retested participants, the follow-up test was given, on average, after about 112 hours. 

S About 30 percent of the participants who received more than 100 hours o:f education 
were not retested and are not included in this analysis. 
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stte and Progrem Structure 

Concurrent 

Atlanta Job Corps 

CEl/San Jo.e ' 

Chicago CCIIIIIIOnS 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) 

Table 6.3 

Rite of GED Receipt for Surveyed Participants, 
by Site and Progrllll Structure 

Percent Who Received GED 

UI.8X 

28.6 

0.0 

49.5 

la.t LOI Angeles Skills Center 0.0 

EGOS (Denver) 

Phoenix Job Corps 

SIR/Corpua Christi 

Total 

Sequential/in-house 

ElCentro (Dallas) 

Lo. Angele. Job Corps 

Total 

Sequential/brokered 

Allentown (Iuffalo) 

aSA (New York City) 

CREC (Hartford) 

Total 

25.0 

19.2 

49.5 

31.7 

43.2 

5.7 

31.2 

37.0 

33.3 

11.5 

28.9 

31.3 

SOURCE: MORC calculation. from the J08START twelve-~th survey. 

Number of Surveyed 
Participants 

16 

42 

29 

95 

37 

80 

52 

109 

460 

74 

35 

109 

46 

18 

26 

90 

659 

IOTIS: This table' includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and March 
1987 who were active for at la.st one hour in at least one J08START education, training, or other 
ca.ponent within twelve ~ths of random assignment and who responded to the twelve-month survey. 
All OIti •• ta. are for a twelve'month period following random assignment. 

aGED information is not available for leven participants who completed the twelve-month 
IUrvey. 
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JOBSTART had received their GED within twelve months after random assigriment.9 

Differences in receipt rates across the three program types, and between males and females and 
females living with children, are not very large, but the differences between individual sites are. 
Several factors -- the entry reading levels of participants, the priority sites placed on GED 
receipt, and differences in the ease or difficulty of passing the GED examination m. different 
states -- appear to account for these differences. 

First, analysis showed a positive correlation between GED receipt and baseline reading 
scores on the T ABE. Participants who received a GED had an average reading score of 7.7 
on the T ABE administered just before or shortly after random assignment compared to 6.5 for 
their counterparts who did not receive a GED. Similarly, 66 percent of the participants who 
read at the ninth grade level or above when they enrolled received a GED. This compares with 
43 percent of the group reading at the seventh or eighth grade level and 20 percent of the 
group' reading at or below the sixth grade level l\1ot all the variation across sites can be 
explained by the reading levels of the participants when they entered the program, however. 
An analysis that controlled for reading scores on the baseline T ABE indicated that there were 
still differences among the sites. 

Second, the degree to which sites emphasized GED receipt as a program outcome seems 
to have affected the rate of GED receipt across the sites. The three sites at which survey 
respondents reported the highest rates of GED receipt (Connelley, SER/Corpus Christi, and EI 
Centro) were the ones that placed the greatest emphasis on GED receipt as a program goal and 
performance measure (partly in response to their contractual obligations to JTP A). These sites 
used curricula that were closely geared to passing the GED and two (SER/Corpus Christi and 
EI Centro) incorporated a substantial amount of practice test-taking into the weekly program. 
Both Connelley and SER/Corpus Christi awarded participants a financial bonus for passing the 
GED, as discussed in Chapter 5. El Centro was the site that relied heavily on group instruction 
in the education component. Conversely, the two sites where participants reported no GED 
receipt (Chicago Commons and the East Los Angeles Skills Center) did not emphasize the 
credential or prepare participants with frequent practice tests. . 

Third, higher rates of GED receipt may have reflected in part the relative ease of passing 
the GED test in a given state. For example, while all other states with JOBSTART sites 
require a minimum score in each of the five sections that make up the GED exam, as well as 
an average score of 45 on all five sections, Texas is unique in requiring either a minimum per 
section or an overall average of 45. Thus, it is relatively easier to pass the GED test in Texas 
than elsewhere. Conversely, it is more difficult to pass in New York and California, which 
require a minimum score of 40 on each section compared to 35 in the other states represented 
in the demonstration. Age of the JOBSTART youths could also have affected receipt of a 
GED. . New York and Connecticut will not award the GED until the test-taker is nineteen 
years old, which could have delayed the younger participants. Most of the other states 
represented in the demonstration require GED recipients to be eighteen years old, but Colorado 

9Jbe survey responses are considered a more accurate measure of GED receipt than 
reports from sites because staff do not always know if participants receive the GED after they 
leave the program. 
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(where EGOS is located) sets the age at seventeen, and Arizona (Phoenix Job Corps) at 
sixteen. 10 • 

vm. Summary Assessment 

The data on reading gains and OED attainment suggest that real learning was occurring , 
in the education component, a point substantiated by tbe impact findings on OED receipt 
discussed in Chapter 9. The participation data also suggest that many youths were sufficiently 
engaged to spend a considerable amount of time in the education classes. For a program 
serving school dropouts, this is an important achievement 

However, 26 percent of the participants spent fifty or fewer hours in basic education .:,' 
classes. Furthermore, some teachers were concerned about the appropriateness of the education • 
for the less skilled and less motivated participants. Both facts suggest that some adaptatio~ 
might be helpful -- for example, introducing a greater variety of class activities and provid~g 
opportunities for group interaction. The successs of the model used at EI Centro in Dallas 
suggests that alternative strategies can be effectively employed. 

I°American Council on Education, 1988. 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE JOBSTART TRAINING COMPONENT 

The training component in JOBSTART was intended to prepare participants for 
employment in fields that promised to be growth areas in the local labor market, pay more than 
the minimum wage, and offer opportunities for advancement. To ensure that the training would 
be sufficiently intense to achieve these goals, the JOBSTART guidelines specified that the 
curriculum should provide at least five hundred hours of classroom instruction and be developed 
with input from local employers, that classes be scheduled five days per week, and that class size 
be sufticiently small to allow for close supervision of trainees. As in the education component, 
. the use of competency-based curricula was recommended to allow students to progress at their 
own pace. Program guidelines further recommended that the sites provide a training 
environment that would create an "atmosphere of achievement" and enhance the participants' 
self-confidence.1 JOBSTART operators followed these recommendations, for the most part, and 
provided substantive training for quality jobs. However, actual participation in the training 
component was less than anticipated, in large part because of low participation rates at 
sequential sites. 

The chapter begins by exploring why the participation rate in training was so much lower 
at the sequential sites, and the special implementation challenges facing sequential sites that 
brokered training through other providers. It then describes the range of training options 
available to JOBSTART participants, the way they selected a training course, and the 
occupational training areas in which they enrolled. The chapter closes with a description of the 
characteristics of JOBSTART training at concurrent and sequential sites, and the experience of 
program staff and participants~ 

I. Participation in TraininK at Sequential Sites 

As noted in Chapter 4, participation rates in the JOBSTART training component reached 
7S percent overall and varied significantly by the way the program was structured. At the 
concurrent sites, 9S percent of the participants were active in training; at only two sites did the 
participation rate fall below 93 percent.2 In contrast, S4 percent of participants entered training 

1See MDRe, 1985. 
2See Table 4.7. At CET/San Jose, where 89 percent of the JOBSTART participants 

entered training, slot limitations resulted in delays before participants could enter the training 
they wanted; at EGOS, where the participation rate was 82 percent~ 'participants could attend' 

. education classes for several weeks before adding training classes to their schedule. In both 
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at the sequentiaVin-house sites, and only 26 percent moved into training at the sequen­
tiallbrokered sites. 

Chapter 4 has shown that these differences did not result solely from differences in the 
demographic characteristics of the participants enrolled in different types of programs. Nor were 
the demographic characteristics of participants who entered training at sequential sites very 
different from those who did not. Instead, the attrition of the sample prior to training at the 
sequential sites should be attributed to such factors as the length of time spent in education 
prior to the start of training, participant preferences for OED attainment or jobs over training, 

" and the inability of participants to meet entry requirements for training courses. 

The low participation rate in training at the five sequential sites can be explained in part 
by natural attrition in a lengthy program. Table 7.1 shows that participants who entered training 
at these sites did not begin their training courses, on average, until five months after they 
enrolled in JOBST ART and that about 2S percent did not start until the seventh month or 
later. By that time many oth~r participants had already left the program for the variety of 
reasons descnbed in Chapter S. The delay appears to reflect the time required to raise skills 
rather than lags between the end of education and start of training. The average lag-time across 
all sequential sites was about a month or less; 37 percent of the participants in training started 
their training course while they were still active in education classes; and 91 ~rcent had started 
by the end of the first month after they stopped attending education classes.3 

Attrition from JOBSTART prior to skills training also reflected the personal priorities 
of participants. Focus group discussions and other conversations with participants and staff 
indicated that some participants were attracted to JOBSTART because they wanted to earn their 
OED and not because they wanted skills training. Indeed, 9 percent of the survey respondents 
from the brokered sites, compared to only 2 percent at the other sites, indicated that they had 
enrolled in JOBSTART without realizing that they were to learn occupational skills. Such 
students were likely to postpone training until they had passed the OED exam or to leave the 
program before starting training. At BSA in New York City, for example, an attempt to move 
participants into skills training after they had completed two hundred hours of education but 
before they had passed their OED exam was strongly resisted by participants; some elected to 
stay longer although they became ineligible for needs-based payments. In addition, the fact that 
staff at one of the sequential/brokered sites encouraged participants to think about attending 
college may have further distracted JOBSTART participants from the training goal. 

Fmally, some participants did r::ot enter training because they were unable to meet the 
entry requirements of the course they wanted. Before being accepted into a training course, 

2( ••. continued) 
cases participants who left JOBSTART soon after entering would not have participated in 
training. " 

30fbe responses of participants to the twelve-month survey also suggest that lag times 
between education and" training were not a problem. Asked to name three things that they did 
not like about JOBST ART, only 2 percent of the respondents at sequential sites mentioned that 
they had to wait too long for training. 

-117-



Table 7.1 

Participation Patterns 
for Participants in Training at Sequential Sites, 

by Site 

Sequential/In-House Sequential/Brokered 

El Centro Los Angeles Allentown BSA (New CREC 
Measure (DallaU Job Corps (Buffalo) York City) (Hartford) Total 

Percent who entered 
training during .onths 

1-3 30.4 16.4 19.0 0.0 0.0 18.5 
4-6 60.9 65.7 28.6 71.4 22.2 57.3 
7-9 8.7 16.4 42.9 7.1 44.4 18.5 
10-12 0.0 1.5 9.5 21.4 33.3 5.7 

Average time between 
ra~ assignment and 
start·of training 
(months) 4.22 5.16 6.19 6.71 8.11 5.33 

Percent who entered 
training 

Before education ended 13.0 49.3 57.1 14.3 55.6 36.9 
In month education 

ended 2.2 17.9 28.6 35.7 11.1 15.9 
One month after 

education ended 82.6 25.4 9.5 21.4 0.0 38.2 
Two months after 

educat i on ended 2.2 6.0 0.0 7. , 22.2 5.1 
Three months after 

education ended 0.0 1.5 4.8 0.0 0.0 1.3 
four .anths or more 

after education ended 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.4 11.1 2.5 

Average time between 
end of education and 
start of training 
(months) 0.87 0.42 1.14 1.21 0.89 0.75 

Number of participants 
in training 46 67 21 14 9 157 

SOURCE: MORe calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and September 1987 
who were active for at least one hour in a JOBSTART training component within twelve months of random assignment. 
All estimates are fer ~ twelve-month period following random assignment. 

Distributions 1liiY not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

Tests of statistical Significance were not examined. 
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JOBST ART youths had to demonstrate the requisite educational level and be interviewed by 
training instructors or other staff. When training was brokered through another organization, 
they might also be required to take an entrance exam. Two types of criteria were commonly 
applied: minimum skills levels in reading andlor math, and evidence of maturity and motivation. 
A participant's attendance record in the education component was frequently used to judge the 
latter. The brokered sites reported that local training providers tended to set a floor of a ninth 
grade reading level for entry into skills training, and many required applicants to have a OED. 
Such criteria are typical of many JTP A training programs. In contrast, educational prerequisites 
for many courses at the two sequential/in-house sites were considerably lower, specifying, for 
example, a sixth or seventh grade reading level andlor passage of some but not all sections of 
the OED exam. 

In a few instances a JOBST ART participant failed to meet the standard and was denied 
admission but, in general, staff were quite reluctant to refer students who they felt would not 
meet the entrance criteria. For example, staff said that they would be hesitant to refer students 
with poor attendance records -- attending only t~ree days per week -- and might require such 
students to demonstrate improved attendance for a month before being referred to skills 
training. (When EI Centro in Dallas did this for two students, they dropped out of the program.) 
Thus, screening by the JOBSTART staff -- generally, the counselor/coordinator in consultation 
with the education instructor -- was an important step in the transition process at the sequential 
sites. 

Compared to sequential sites that provided training in-house, brokered sites found it more 
difficult to move participants into training. Sequential/in-house sites were more likely to move 
students into training when they had upgraded their skills to the sixth or seventh grade level 
rather than waiting for them to reach the ninth grade level or pass the OED exam. As a result, 
as shown in Table 7.1, the average period between random assignment and entry into skills 
training for participants at the in-house sites was shorter than at the brokered sites -- between 
four and five months compared to between six and eight months -- making it more likely that 
participants would leave brokered programs prior to training. 

Sequentialfm-house sites had an easier time creating a unified JOBSTART program. 
Because training was offered at the same location as the education classes, staff could focus 
participants on the training goal and better prepare them for the different character of the 
training classes. While the broke red sites kept participants informed of training options available 
from local providers, arranged tours of local training institutions, and set up interviews for 
participants, El Centro in Dallas had participants in the JOBSTART education component sit 
in on training classes offered on-site for several hours per week as they neared the transition 
point, developed a special workshop of several weeks' duration to help prepare them for the 
demands of the training, and continued to work on the trainees' basic skills once they were in 
vocational training. 

The brokered sites had J.10 control over the offerings or entry requirements at local 
training providers. They could refer their participants but could not guarantee their acceptance. 
Lack of experience also hurt them: although the demonstration sites had traditionally referred 
some participants to training providers, they had not done so on the scale required in 
JOBSTART, nor had entry into skills training been an explicit goal of their program prior to 
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the demonstration. Finally, JTP A practices and policy also worked against the brokered sites. 
JTP A contracts that rewarded sites for placements but not for transferring participants from 
education into training made it difficult for the sequential/brokered sites to meet their 

. performance standards. As noted in Chapter 2, two of the three brokered sites stopped using 
JTPA funding for JOBSTART because of such. difficulties. 

n. Selection of Trainin~ 

A Ran~e of Options Available 

Cumulatively, there were many training options, but sites differed greatly: at the small 
CBOs, there might be only four or five offerings, while at the two adult vocational schools 
there were more than twenty. The Job Corps sites and larger CBO also had a. fairly broad 
range of training. In general, the more people served, the more wide-ranging the offerings. 

Not all offerings were available to JOBSTART participants, however, since the guidelines 
advised against enrolling them in training that would take fewer than five hundred hours or 
more than a year to complete. Skills levels also affected options. All courses at the Job Corps 
and selected courses at some other sites specified a minimum reading level as a prerequisite. 
At other sites counselors steered those with low academic skills away from training areas 
considered too advanced or theoretical. Most of the sites reserved openings for JOBSTART 
participants, but slot limitations in popular training courses at CET/San Jose and the Job Corps 
sites meant that some participants did not get their first cho,ice or were delayed in starting. 

Theoretically, sequential/brokered sites could offer a broad array of training by drawing 
on many local providers. In practice, participants at these sites were enrolled at only a handful 
of providers. Training options at these sites were further limited by the need to meet stiff entry 
requirements, as noted above. 

B. Selectin~ a Trainin~ Course 

Selection of a training specialization was quite different at concurrent and sequential sites. 
At concurrent sites participants typically selected their training courses the day they enrolled in 
JOBSTART, without much information or guidance. About one-half the sites allowed 
participants to observe classes first, but only the Job Corps sites and CET/San Jose provided a 
systematic overview of their training options. JOBSTART staff at, the concurrent sites typically 
did no vocational assessment of participants, other than interviewing them about their interests 
and prior experience. There were several reasons: lack of time and resources, the counselors' 
sense that tests would not really show the areas in which students might be successful, and the 
desire not to overtest people who wanted a second chance. 

At all the sequential sites except CREC in Hartford, participants learned something about 
different occupations, through life skills training, before they had to choose a training course. 
At Allentown in Buffalo, they also went through a one- to two-week vocational assessment. 
Still, students in the focus group at the Los Angeles Job Corps said that they did not get 
enough information about job requirements, pay scales, and career ladders. They felt that only 

-120-



an in-depth discussion with the skills instructors would have conveyed enough information for 
an informed choice. -

C. Transferrin& Between Trainin& Courses 

Although sites allowed JOBSTART participants to transfer from one training area to 
another, Table 7.2 shows that few did Rates for males and females were about the same. 
However, at three sites (Connelley in Pittsburgh,. the Atlanta Job Corps, and the Los Angeles 
Job Corps), between 24 percent and 37 percent of the participants switched occupational areas. 
At the Job Corps sites this probably reflected the fact that slot limitatioris made it difficult for 
participants to be assigned to their first training preference early in the program. At Connelley 
staff encouraged students to switch rather than drop out of JOBSTART if they were dissatisfied 
or having difficulty with the training. Overall, JOBSTART participants appear to have been 
satisfied: only 5 percent of the survey respondents said that they had not liked the type of 
training or education, and only 2 percent said that they left JOBSTART because they did not 
like the training program. (See Tables 5.2 and 5.3.) . 

III. Trainin& Areas in Which JOBSTART Participants Enrolled 

As shown in Table 7.3, JOBSTART participants were enrolled in training for a broad 
range of occupations including clerical, sales, and. service occupations; machine trades 
occupations; benchwork occupations, such as making and repairing textile goods and plastics; and 
structural work occupations such as construction or welding.4 By far the largest proportion (45 
percent) were enrolled in clerical courses. Enrollment was fairly evenly distributed across the 
other occupational categories, although it was much lower in the benchwork trades. 

As might be expected, female and male participants had different patterns. The women 
were clustered in traditionally "female" occupations: 73 percent were in clerical training, and 
18 percent were in training for a variety of service occupations, such as home health aide and 
cl;lildcare aide. Fewer than 10 percent of the female participants in training were enrolled in 
nontraditional areas. Sites did not make -- and had not been asked to make -- special efforts 
in this regard The largest proportions of males were enrolled in machine trades and structural 
work occupations. About 2S percent of the male sample was enrolled in training for clerical 
and service jobs. . 

Based on categories used by the U.S. General Accounting-Office in a recent analysis of 
JTPA adult training, MORe categorized the training provided to JOBSTART participants in 
terms of whether it was designed to pl'epare trainees for jobs utilizing "low," "moderate," or 

4If participants were enrolled in more than one training category, they are counted as 
enrolled in the one they attended for more hours. This categorization of approximately 125 
occupational. skills training courses available to participants was derived from the U.S. 
Department of Labor, Dictionary of Occupational Titles. 1977. 
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Tlble 7.2 

Rite of Plrticipation in Multiple Trlining Cltegories, 
by Si te Ind PrOiJrllll Structure 

stte Ind PrOiJrem Structure 

Concurrent 

Atllntl Job Corps 

CET/Sln Jose 

Chiclgo COII'IIION 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) 

Elst Los Angeles Skills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

Phoenix Job Corps 

SER/Corpus Christi. 

Total 

Sequentill/in-house 

El Centro (DIllls) 

Los Angeles Job Corps 

Total 

Sequentill/brokered 

Allentown (Bufhlo) 

ISA (New York City) 

CREC (Hartford) 

Total 

All aft •• 

Perc;ent Who 
Plrticipated in 
Two or More 
Trlintng Cltegories 

28.6X 

10.9 

2.4 

23.9 

7.5 

3.2 

4.7 

2.7 

9.3 

8.7 

37.3 

25.7 

4.8 

7.1 

11.1 

6.8 

11.6 

N~r of 
Plrticipants 
in Trlining 

28 

55 

42 

109 

53 

93 

64 

146 

590 

46 

67 

113 

21 

14 

-9 

44 

747 

SOU~CE: MORe cllculltions from the JOBSTART Monthly Plrticipation Reports. 

NOTES: Thfs table includes data for III youth. rlndomly Issigned between 
August 1985 Inc: Septenber 1987 who were let;"'e for at lelst one hour in I 

J08START trlining component within twelve months of rlndom Issignment. All 
e~tiMite. Ire for I twelve-month period following rlndOm Is.ignment. 
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Tlble 7.3 

Percentlge Distribution of Trlining Cltegories 
for Plrticipents in Trlining, by Sex 

Trlining Cltegory· Miles Females Total 

Clericil Ind .Ile. occupations 
StlJl'lOlraphy, typing, fil ing, 

end rellted occupati~ 5.01 51.3~ 29.21 
Computing Ind Iccount-recording 7.0 20.3 13.9 
Production Ind .tock clerk., 

end rellted occupations 0.3 0.0 0.1 
InfoMnition Ind ... slge di.tribution 1.4 0.0 0.7 . 
Mi.cellineous clerfcil 0.0 0.5 0.3 
Sile. and consumebl. commodities 0.8 1.0 0.9 
Total 14.6 73.1 45.1 

Service occupations 
Food Ind beverage preperltion Ind services 3.1 4.6 3.9 
Mi.cellaneous personal services 0.6 11.5 6.3 
Building .nd rel.ted .ervices 8.4 2.1 5.1 
Tot.l 12.0 18.2 15.3 

Machine tr.a.. occupations 
Met.l Nchinlng 5.0 0.8 2.8 
Mechanic. and mlchinery repeir 22.4 1.3 11.4 
Printi~ 0.6 1.3 0.9 
Wood "chining 0.6 0.5 0.5 
Totll 2S.6 3.8 15.7 

lenchwork occupations 
Assembly and repeir of electricil equipment 11.5 1.3 6.2 
Plinting, decor.ting, and related -occ'4)ltions O.S 0.3 0.5 
Fibric.tion and repeir of pl •• tics, .ynthetics, 

rubber, end rellted products 2.2 0.3 1.2 
Flbricltion and repeir of textile, le.ther, 

end rellted products 1.7 0.3 0.9 
Tot.l 16.2 2.1 a.s 

Structurll work occupations 
Met.l f.bric.ting 9.8 0.5 5.0 
Welders, cutter., and rel.ted occupations O.S 0.0 0.4 
Electric.l .ssembling, instilling, .nd repeiring 5.9 0.5 3.1 
p.inting, pl.stering, wlterproofing, 

cementing, .nd rel.ted occupations 1.7 0.0 O.S 
Construction 8.4 1.3 4.7 
Tot.l "26.6 2.3 13.9 

Mi.celleneous occupations 
Trenaport.tion 0.0 0.3 0.1 
Graphic Irt work 2.0 0.3 1.1 
Tot.l 2.0 0.5 1.2 

All tr.ining c.tegories 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Nunber of perticipent. in tr.ining 357 390 747 

(cont inued) 
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Tlble 7.3 (continued) 

. . 
SOURCE: MORC cilculitions from the J08START Monthly Plrticipation Reports. This 

cltegorizltion WI' derived from the U.S. Departlent of Llbor, Dictionary of 
Occupational Titles, 1977. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youthl randomly assigned between August 
'985 and. September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in a J08START training 
co.ponent within twelve months of rlndOm assignment. All e'timates are for a twelve­
month period following random assignment. 

rounding. 

Distributions NY not edcI to 100.0 percent because of rounding. 

Individual categories .. y not add to the category totall because of 

Tests of Itatiltical lignif.icance were not eXllllined. 

-Individuals participating in ~re than one training category are 
included in the cltegory in which they attended the most hours. 
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"higher" skills levels. S Less than a quarter of participants were in training for jobs requiring low 
or low-to-moderate skills; over half were in training for jobs requiring moderate skills; and a 
quarter were in training for jobs requiring higher skills levels, as shown in Table 7.4. These 
rates are roughly comparable to the training adults receive in JTP A: the General Accounting 
Qffice report shows that about one-fourth of adult JTP A enrollees are trained for low-skill 
occupations, about one-half for moderate-skill occupations, and about one-fourth for higher­
skill occupations. This suggests that sites were meeting the objective of training the JOBST ART 
youths for quality jobs. . 

One presumed advantage of brokering training is that participants will have a wider range 
of training options. In JOBSTART, however, the range of fields in which participants enrolled 
was less extensive at the sequentiallbrokered sites than at the concurrent sites or the 
sequential(m-house sites. Table 7.S shows that JOBSTART youths at the three broke red sites 
were enrolled in eight training areas compared to twenty-two at the eight concurrent sites and 
fifteen at the two sequentiaVin-house sites. (The small sample size at the brokered sites may 
explain some of this difference.) Brokering skills training· could nevertheless increase the range 
of training available at individual sites. 

Another presumed advantage of sequential programing for the JOBSTART. target 
population is that participants will be more likely to enter training for higher-skill occupations 
if they can first improve their basic ski!ls. Once again, the JOBSTART experience suggests 
otherwise. As shown in Table 7.4 the proportion of JOBSTART participants in training for jobs 
requiring moderate and higher skills was roughly comparable, but slightly higher at the 
concurrent sites. As noted, however, some concurrent sites did try to steer poorer readers into 
training requiring lower skills. It is also not known whether the less skilled readers actually 
learned as much as the more skilled readers in the concurrent courses. 

IV. Intensity of JOBSTART Trainine 

The intensity of the training available in JOBST ART -- measured in terms of the number 
of weeks of training and the hours scheduled per day -- varied across sites and across training 
areas but exceeded the minimum criterion. As discussed in Chapter 2, some sites scheduled 
1,000 or more training hours per course, while others estimated that participants should 
complete the prescribed curriculum in approximately 600 to 800 hours, although they could stay 
longer. 

Many did participate to the full extent, however. Table 7.6 shows that 17 percent 
received a considerable amount of training (more than SOO hours) in the year after random 
assignment, but SS percent received 200 or fewer hours, including the 2S percent who never 

. entered training. Average participation hours were lowest and the proportion of participants 
with high average hours was smallest at the sequentiallbrokered sites. This reflects the low 
participation rate at the brokered sites and the greater length of time before participants entered 

SUnited States General Accounting Office, 1988. A total of 4 percent of the JOBSTART 
trainees were enrolled in occupational skills categories that could not be fit into the GAO 
classification. 
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Table 7.4 

Percentage Distribution of Skills Levels 
of Jobi for Which Participants Were Trained, 

by Progr.m ~tructure 

Sequent ill/ Sequentill/ All All 
Skills Level Concurrent In-House 8rokered Sequentill Sites 

Low 5.9% 6.2% 4.5" 5.7% 5.9% 

Low-lIIOderate 8.5 23.9 13.6 21.0 11.1 -
Moderlte 54.7 44.2 61.4 49.0 53.5 

Hlgh 28.3 19.5 4.5 15.3 25.6 

Indeterminate- 2.5 6.2 15.9 8.9 3.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Number of participants 
in treining 590 113 44 157 747 

SOURCE: MORC cllculltions from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports. Skills 
level. were calculated using categories developed by the General Accounting Office, 1988. 

NOTES: This tlble includes data for III youths randomly assigned between August 
1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in a JOBSTART training 
component within twelve months of random assignment. All estimates are for a twelve-month 
period following random !lsslgnment. ' 

Distributions /1liiy not add to 100.1i percent because of rounding. 

·Some participants were enrolled In training cour.e. that did not correspond 
to the General Accounting Office categories. 
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Tlble 7.5 

Percentage Distribution of Training Categories 
for ParticiPints in Training, by Program Structure 

Training Category· 
Sequential/ Sequential/ 

Concurrent In' House Brokered Total 

Clerical and .ale. occupations 
Stlno"rap,y, typing, fi ling, 

and related occupations 30.8% 13.3X 47.7X 29.2l 
C~tfng and Iccount-recording 12.4 22.1 U.6 13.9 
Production and .tock clerks, 

and related occupatfons 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Infon.ation and ..... ". di.tribution o.a 0.0 0.0 0.7 
Mi.cellaneous cl.rical 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.3 
Uale. and consumable commoditie. 1.0 0.0 2.3 0.9 
Total 45.4 36.3 63.6 45.1 

Service occupations . 
food and beverlg. prePiration and services 4.6 1.8 0.0 3.9 
Mi.cellaneous personal .ervices 2.9 22.1 11.4 6.3 
luitding and related s.rvice. 4.9 ' 6.2 4.5 5.1 
Total 12.4 30.1 15.9 15.3 

Machine trades occupations 
Metal IIIChini"", 3.6 0.0 0.0 2.8 
Mechanics and ~chinery rlPllr 13.6 4.4 0.0 11.4 
Printing 0.8 1.8 0.0 0.9 
Wood IIIChining 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Total 1a.6 6.2 0.0 15.7 

lenchwork occupation. 
A"embly and rlPlir of electrical equipment 6.a 5.3 0.0 6.2 
Painting, decorating, and related occupations 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.5 
febrication and repair of plastic., .ynthetics, 

rubber, and related product. 1.5 0.0 '0.0 1.2 
Fabrication and repair of textile, laather, 

and related products 0.0 0.0 15.9 0.9 
Total a.a 6.2 15.9 8.8 

Structurll work occupations 
Metal fabricating 6.3 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Welders, cutters, and related occupations 0.2 0.9 2.3 0.4 
Electrical as.embling, install in;, and r.Plirinp 2.0 8.8 2.3 3.1 
Painting, pllstering, waterproofing, 

c..ntfng, Ind rellted occupations 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 
Construction 4.2 8.8 0.0 4.7 
Total 13.7 18'.6 4.5 13.9 

Miscellaneous, occupations 
,Tranaportatf on 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.1 
Graphic art work 1.0 1.8 0.0 1.1 
Total 1.0 2.7 0.0 1.2 

All training categories 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Number of PlrtlciPints in training 590 113 44 747 

(continued) 

.. 
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Table 7.5 (continued) 

saJRCE: IC)RC calculations from the J08START Monthly Participation Reports. This 
cltegorization wa, derived fro. the U.S. Department of Labor, Dictionary of Occupational Titles, 
1977. .. .. 

NOTES:' Thi, table include, dati for all youth, randomly Issigned between AUllust 1985 Ind 
Sept"'r 1987 who were Ictive for at lelSt one hour ifl • JOISTART trlining c~t w.fthin twelve 
IIonth, of rlnclclll 1 .. lgment. All estimate, Ire for a twelve-month period following rlndom 
a .. i.,...,t. 

Di'tributions lilY not add to 100.0 percent becluse of r~ing. 

Individual categories ~y not add to the cltegory total, becluse of rounding. 

Testl of Itati'ticil lignificlnce were not examined. 

alndividuall participating in ~re thin one trlining category Ire included in the cltegory in 
which. they Ittended the ~t hours. 
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Measure 

Percent participating 
fn training 

Percentage distribution 
of hours in training 

None 
1 to 200 
201 to 500 
501 or IIOre 
Total 

Averaye hours in 
training 

Number of ~rticipants 

Table 7.6 

Participation in Training, 
by Program Structure 

Sequentiall Sequentiall 
Concurrent In-House Brokered 

95.0 54.3 25.9 

5.0 45.7 74.1 
39.9 15.4 11.2 
36.2 17.8 9.4 
18.8 21.2 5.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

289.6 221.6 68.4 

621 208 170 

Total 

74.8*** 

25.2*** . 
29.9*** 
27.8*** 
17.0*** 

100.0 

237.8 

999 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes all data for youths randomly assigned between 
August 1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least 
one JOBSTART education, training, or other component within twelve months of 
random assigrrnent. All estimates are for a twelve-month period following random 
asaigrrnent and apply to the entire participant aample including those with zero 
hours in training. , 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rOI.n:ling. 

An F-test or chi-square test was applied to differences among 
program structures. Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 
percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent. 
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training. Average training hours for participants who actually entered training at the brokered 
sites were closer to those achieved at the other types of programs, however (264 hours 
compared to 305 at concurrent sites and 408 at sequentiaVin-house sites). The high number of 
hours at the sequentiaVin-house sites was primarily due to the Los Angeles Job Corps, which, 
as expl~ined in Chapter 4, was not a typical site. 

v. Characteristics of Trainin~ at Concurrent Sites 

A Trainin~ Curricula and Instructional Methods 

To ensure that their training offerings met employer specifications, all but one of the 
demonstration sites used advisory boards of employer representatives to develop and review the 
training curricula. In addition, teachers got informal feedback from employers who had hired 
their graduates, contacts in the field, and former students who had been placed with local 
employers. Many teachers were hired from industry and were familiar \\ith employer needs. 
Most sites reported that they revised their curricula annually (less frequently at some of the 
school-based sites) in response to employer suggestions or their own research. During the 
course of the demonstration, a number of sites also revised their training offerings in response 
to changing demand in the local job market, phasing out courses where employer demand 
dropped below a critical level, and developing new ones in emerging growth areas. 

The training curricula used at the JOBSTART sites involved a mixture of theory and 
hands-on work. Typically, the theory was taught lecture style to the class as a group, and 
trainees worked on their 9WD or in small teams during the hands-on sessions. At a few sites 
training instructon tended to do most of the theoretical work in the first weeks of the course; 
at other sites it was customary to do an hour or two of theory a day with the rest of the time 
spent doing hands-on work. Class size was generally in the range of twenty to thirty -- small ' 
enough to ensure that trainees could receive individual attention .and have access to equipment 
and tools.6 ' 

Although all sites measured competency attainments, some used textbooks and lectures 
rather than self-paced workbooks or instmctional guides. A number of sites (schools especially) 
used letter grades to evaluate student progress in lieu of or in addition to recording competency 
attainment. 

The JOBSTART sites incorporated work on English language skills and basic math into 
. the training curriculum in a number of occupational areas. For example, classes in Business 
English and Business Math -- covering spelling, grammar, punctuation, and basic math functions 
-- were a key element in the training curricula for clerical .skills and business occupations at all 
the sites. At CET/San Jose and the East Los Angeles Skills Center these modules accounted 
for an estimated one-sixth or one-seventh of the total training hours in the curricula; at Chicago 

6Chicago Commons had the largest classes -- sometimes forty-five to fifty students -- and 
assigned two teach~rs per class. 
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Commons, EGOS in Denver, and Connelley in Pittsburgh, they absorbed about one-fourth of 
the scheduled training hours.7 

Considerable time was devoted to review and practice of basic arithmetic in the curricula 
of many training courses in the machine tradl'!S and benchwork occupations. CET/San Jose and 
Chicago Commons, in particular, had developed courses that incorporated a substantial amount 
of time for review and drill in basic math skills, utilizing workbook exercises as part of the 
classroom activity in the early weeks of training. At CET/San Jose, students spent the first few 
weeks of the course in "feeder" classes doing practical review before moving on to more 
intensive hands-on work using machinery. The training curricula in other vocational areas, such 
as food service, custodial training, and auto body repair, did not require students to do additional 
work on basic skills. As discussed in Chapter 6, these parts of the training curriculum were 
typically implemented without input from the basic education teachers at the sites. 

B. Teacher Attitudes 

At all but a few sites JOBSTART participants were enrolled in classes with adult 
learners; except at SER/Corpus Christi, there were no separate skills training classes just for 
JOBSTART participants. Most of the teachers and counselors interviewed by MORC noted 
that, especially compared to the adults they were used to teaching, JOBSTART students 
required a great deal of personal attention and one-on-one instruction. They also needed a lot 
of structure and clearly laid-out schedules and expectations. Teachers tended to respond to 
these needs in either of two ways; the differences reflected different philosophies about the 
purpose and goals of skills instruction in a program like JOBSTART. 

Many skills teachers who were accustomed to working primarily with adults found it 
difficult, at least initially, to work with the young dropouts. In interviews with MDRC staff 
many expressed discomfort and frustration about dealing with what they saw as the youths' 
immaturity and lack of motivation, attitudes that they believed would be more detrimental than 
skills deficiencies _ to the youths' ultimate success. These teachers believed that training should 
be conducted in a businesslike atmosphere in order to prepare the students for the work world 
and to test their job readiness. They tended to limit their role to teaching technical skills and 
did not particularly worry about unmotivated students. They were reluctant to get involved in 
the y'oung people's lives and felt that the JOBSTART students should not be treated any 
differently from adult students at the site. One teacher's comment was typical: "In the work 
world, that won't happen. They have to learn to deal with their problems." 

. In contrast, teachers at sites that had more experience working with disadvantaged youths 
viewed the training process as a period during which students should be helped to learn and 
gradually achieve the goal of becoming job ready; they did not expect the youths to exhibit fully 
mature behavior at the; outset of training. These sites emphasized creation of a supportive 
learning environment and expected teachers to counsel as well as to instruct. 

7 As previously noted, hours spent by JOBSTART participants in Business English and 
Business Math classes were counted as training hours in this study. 
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C. Competen£}' Attainment 

As already noted, teachers and counselors reported that many JOBSTART participants 
required more time or assistance .than the average enrollee (adults for the most part) to attain 
required competencies. Staff attributed this to a combination of the youths' skills deficiencies, 
age, attendance problems, and the extra pressure they were under at concurrent sites to 
complete education instruction simultaneously with skills training. But many JOBSTART 
participants did very well in their classes, nonetheless. 

As noted in. Chapter 2, a major concern about placing the JOBSTART population in 
programs offering basic education and skills training concurrently is that participants with very 
low reading levels may be unable to read the required materials and Jq:'We difficulty communicat­
ing what they have learned in written tests. Evidence from JOBSTAH.T suggests that this was 
probably the case for some participants. For example, some of the textbooks in the JOBSTART 
training courses were written for students in community colleges and were probably too 
advanced for trainees reading below the eighth grade level, and some teachers required written 
assignments (such as outlining the chapters in the text) that would have been beyond the 
capability of many students. Other sites made strong efforts to use training materials and 
instructional techniques geared to individuaL~ with lower-level skills. For example, they 
minimized the use of written materials, provided frequent oral review, allowed trainees to 
proceed at their own pace, and provided lots of opportunity for students to ask questions and 
get individual assistance. 

Many sites, including the Job Corps Centers, also recognized intermediate competency 
levels that fell short of the maximum standard. For example, trainees in clerical courses who 
failed to reach the qualifications for secretary or word processor could be certified as 
clerk-typists. Other sites gave certificates of completion to individuals who attained the required 
competency levels and certificates of achievement to those who were still enrolled at the end 
of the year but had not mastered all the competencies. (Of 28 active enrollees at the end of 
the first year of the demonstration at Connelley in Pittsburgh, for example, 15 got certificates 
of achievement and. 13 got certificates of completion.) 

D. Student ~sessments of JOBSTART Trainin~ 

On the whole, both survey respondents and participants in the four focus group 
discussions indicated that they were confident that they were being taught useful information 
that would benefit them on the job and that the time spent in J9BSTART would be helpful 
in getting a job, as discussed in Chapter 5. The opportunity for hands-on training and the 
quality of the teaching staff were valued. Youths iriterviewed in the focus groups repeatedly 
praised the hands-on nature of the training and were pleased that, as one put it, "it's not book 
learning." Eight percent of the survey respondents mentioned the opportunities for hands-on 
learning as one of the things they liked about JOBSTART. 

The positive response of the survey respondents to the JOBSTART teachers has already 
been discussed in Chapter 5. Focus group discussions revealed the important role that teachers 
played as mentors. As one student explained: 

-132-



He [the skills instructor] really motivates me. He'll put some education into your 
head that will stick. He's another one that teaches us things that it took him ten 
years to learn, and he'll teach us, give it to us so we won't have to struggle the 
hard way that he did struggle. And I really listen to him now. I look up to him 
a lot now. 

In contrast, where students felt that the JOBSTART training instructors were more like 
their teachers in high school, they were less enthusiastic. For example, the focus group 
participants at Connelley were more critical of the program than those at the other three sites 
because they felt that their teachers were not willing to give them extra time and assistance; 
they were inclined to think that they were teaching themselves. They acknowledged that they 
were learning things and improving their skills but were skeptical about getting jobs after 
completing the program. 

Participants appeared to have mixed reactions to being concurrently enrolled in education 
and training classes. When asked to name things that they liked about JOBSTART, 9 percent 
of the respondents at concurrent sites mentioned having the two components linked, but other 
evidence suggests that some participants found the combination too intense, especially at sites 
where JOBSTART youths were mainstreamed with adult learners and the curriculum had been 
developed for adults. Participants who took part in the focus group discussion at Connelley, for 
example, indicated that at times the pressure to pass the GED exam and master occupational 
skills competencies in a single school year was almost overwhelming. Staff made similar 
observations at Chicago Commons and EGOS in Denver. In response, these sites began to urge 
JOBST ART youths to focus on one outcome instead of both. Thus, EGOS and Connelley 
began to place primary importance on GED attainment, while Chicago Commons concentrated 
on skills training. 

VI. Characteristics of Traininl: at Brokered Sites 

At the sequential/brokered sites, training for JOBSTART participants was provided 
through a variety of organizations and was typical of the kind of training offered in the local 
JTP A system. The providers included community colleges and for-profit proprietary schools as 
well as CBOs. In keeping with the JOBSTART guidelines, participants were limited to training 
options that provided at least five hundred hours of classroom instruction. 

The training sites tended to be larger, less personal institutions than the JOBSTART 
operator. Staff at the three brokered sites noted that the JOBSTART participants frequently 
experienced adjustment problems· .. when they started training because the training providers were 
stricter about attendance, assigned homework, and generally offered a less supportive 
environment. At the focus group at BSA in New York City, women who had already 
transferred into training felt that their skills training classes were too much like high school and 
lacked the "family" atmosphere at BSA 

Monitoring participants' progress and maintaining their attachment to JOBSTART once 
they entered. traini.ng was difficult for staff at the broke red sites. While enrolled at othe.r 
training agencies, participants had little direct contact with JOBSTART staff. Allentown in 
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Buffalo had several advantages over the other brokered sites in trying to maintain systematic 
contact. First, participants in training were still considered Allentown enrollees until they were 
terminated from the training program. Second, Allentown continued to issue the biweekly 
needs-based payments to the trainees. To ensure that she would see the trainees on a regular 
basis, the JOBSTART coordinator required them to pick up their checks in person and tried 
to schedule individual or group meetings on those days; Third, because Allentown contracted 
directly with the training schools, it was able to establish a systematic monitoring system. The 
training schools were required to supply written progress reports, including attendance records, 
every two weeks. At the other brokered sites the JOBSTART staff did telephone monitoring 
on an irregular basis and made occasional visits to the training facilities. When asked whether 
the JOBSTART staff had been in touch while they were in skills training, about two-thirds of 
the survey respondents said that they had, with the majority reporting that they had been 
contacted "several times" as opposed to once a month or less. 
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CHAPTER 8 

MAKING THE CONNECTION TO WORK 

Helping youths make the connection from training to work is particularly important in 
a program like JOBSTART, which targets a population that lacks work experience, access to 
employers, and knowledge of how to find a job. This chapter describes the types of 
placement assistance provided by the demonstration sites and participants' characterization of 
that assistance. The data suggest that job placement activities were a comparatively weak 
aspect of the program at many sites. The chapter also discusses the employment patterns of 
participants who worked at paid jobs while they were in JOBSTART and the characteristics 
of the first jobs participants held after leaving the program. 

I. Job Placement StrateiUes 

Job placement strategies used by the sites included employability development or 
pre-employment training as well as direct placement efforts such as job development, referrals 
to employers, and supervised job search. 

A Employability Development 

To improve the employment prospects of the youths, all but one site instructed 
participants on work disciplines and job search techniques. l Each site developed its own 
curriculum, but all were designed for two purposes: first, to prepare the youths for work by 
discussing employer expectations, behavior on the job, and getting along with co-workers; 
second, to teach them how to look for a job, write a resume, and fill out a job application. 
The amount of time devoted to this employability development training and the point at which 
it occurred in the JOBSTART schedule varjed considerably across the sites, as shown in Ta~le 
8.1. 

B. Contact with Employers 

To expose participants to the work place and familiarize them with employer 
expectations, staff occasionally scheduled trips to local business e.stablishments and invited local 
employers to meet with them at the demonstration site. Although staff thought that these 
activities were helpful, they were infrequently scheduled at most sites owing to time and 
resource constraints. The corporations which provided the $25,000 grant to individual sites 

1 An employability development unit in the secretarial training course at EGOS in Denver 
was dropped for participants because of lack of time; participants received informal guidance 
from counselors and other staff, however. 
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Site 

Concurrent 

Atlanta Job Corps 

CET/San Jose 

Chicago COII'IIIOI'IS 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) 

East Los Angeles 
Skills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

Phoeni x Job Corps 

Table 8.1 

Selected Job Placeaent Assistance Activities, by Site 

Elliployabflity 
Developnenta 

Classes at start of 
prograM, intensive 
job search tra;ning 
at~ 

1-2 hours per week 
throughout occupational 
training 

2 hours per week dur i ng 
occupational training, 
IIIOre in final weeks 

Up to 30 hours in occupa­
tional training: 1 hour per 
week after regular class 
hours during 1986-87 school 
year 

2 hours per week, for 8 
weeks during occupational 
training 

No formal classes, 
one workshopc 

Classes at start of 
prograM, intensive 
job search training a~ ~ 

A\'ai labi l I ty of 
Work Experience, Internships 
or Mentors 

Training-related work exper­
ience positions at ~ of 
training for up to 5 hours 
per day, for a .. ximum of 
6 weeks; on-site work 
experience 

None 

MtOne 

Mentor prograM during 1985-
86 school year: \q)8id 
work experience positions 
of 8-12 hours per week for 
up to 4 months, dJring 
1986-87 school year 

None 

Paid work/study positions 
for a few participants 

Training-related work ex­
perience positions at ~ 
of training, 4 hours per day 
for 4-6 weeks; on-site work 
experience 

Job Search Assistance 

Supervised job search 
available, 

Individusl assistance 
available; some group 
activities available 
for program completers 

Individual assistance 
available 

Informal assistance 
available 

Individual assistance 
available 

Informal assistance 
avai lable 

Supervised job search 
avai lable 

Staff Responsible
b for Job Placement 

3 placement specialists for 
all enrollees at the site 

5 placement specialists for 
all enrollees at the site 

1 placement specialist for 
all enrollees at the site 

PriMarfly, JOBSTART 
counselor/coordinator; 2 
placeaent specialists for 
all JTPA enrollees also 
available 

1 placement specialist for 
all enrollees at the site 

2 JOBSTART counselorl 
coordinators 

3 placeMent specialists for 
all enrollees at the site 

(continued) 
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S.ite 

SER/Corpus Christi 

Sequential/in-house 

El Centro (Dallas) 

los Angeles Job Corps 

Sequential/brokered 

Allentown (Buffdlo) 

BSA (New York City) 

CREC (Hartford) 

Elllployebility 
Developwenta 

30 hours prior to occupa­
tional training. 40 addi­
tional hours during occupa­
tional training in 1987 
cycle 

Part of life skills compo­
nent; 5 day workshop on 
job search at end of 
occupational training 

Classes at start of 
progr_. intensive 
job search train1ng at 
end 

90 hours in life skills 
c~t (includes 
vocational assessment) 

Part of life skills 
c~t 

A few hours included 
in basic education 

Table 8.1 (continued) 

Availability of 
Work Experience. Internships 
or Mentors 

iiUrIC 

Mentor progr_: WIpIIid 
two-week internships for 
a few participants 

Training-related work 
experience positions 
for 45 days at end of 
training; on-site work 
experience 

None 

None 

Internships paying $3.37 
per hour for a few par­
ticipants after education 

Job Search Assistance 

Supervised job search 
available at Texas 
ElI'Iployment COIIIIIisslon 

Supervi sed job search 
available 

Supervised job search 
available 

Supervised job search 
available at Allentown 

Infonnal assistance from 
BSA staff 

Infonnal assistance from 
CREC staff 

Steff Responsible
b for Job Placelllent 

2 Texas ElI'Iploymen{ 
COIIIIIission placelllent 
specialists for all JTPA 
enrollees 

2 of 5 placelllent specialists 
assigned to JOBSTART 

4 placeMent specialists for 
ell enrollees et site 

Staff at training organi~a­
tions 8I'ICI 2 phtcMent 
specialists for all JTP~ 
enrollees at Allentown " 

Primarily staff et 
training organi'zations 

Pri.arily steff et training 
organizations' 

(continued) 
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Table 8.1 (continued) 

SOURCE: Progra. records and staff interviews. 

NOTES: aTypically Includes Instruction In work behaviors, ~loyer expectations, end job search techniques. At seqlIential/brokered sites, 
it also includes a career exploration unit. 

blndividual sites used different titles for plac~t staff, although the functions were quite similar •. 

cEGOS dropped the unit usually offered in clerical and secretarial training sources for JORSTART participants because of time 
pressures. 



sometimes facilitated such efforts. For example, AT&T, the corporate sponsor for the 
Phoenix Job Corps and EGOS in Denver, sponsored tours of the local facility. An AT&T 

. employee joined the Phoenix Job Corps' advisory council, which promoted employer contacts 
for members. 

Two sites tried to provide participants with more personal and ongoing contact with 
employers by establishing a "mentor" program, matching participants with local employers or 
employees who could serve as role models and take a personal interest in the youths. The 
El Centro program was heade.d by an employee of a local accounting firm, who recruited 
mentors through the Dallas Chamber of Commerce and other business groups; employees of 
ARCO, the corporate sponsor for the Dallas site, were also involved. Interested individuals 
were asked to attend a three-hour orientation and to spend at least two hours a month with 
a youth. The greatest impediment was lack of employer response. By the time EI Centro had 
arranged eighteen mentorships, student demand began to exceed the supply of employers. A 
similar effort by Connelley in Pittsburgh ran into problems recruiting employers and 
supervising the youths who participated. In the second year of the demonstration, Connelley 
substituted an internship program designed to give students actual work experience before they 
left training. 

C. Work Experience Durin~ JOBSTART 

About one-half the sites arranged work experience -- paid and unpaid -- for some 
participants.2 Work experience was an integral part of the Job Corps program but operated 
on a much smaller scale at other sites. Table 8.1 shows the sites that offered work experience 
and the characteristics of the program. Concurrent sites tended to arrange short-term work 
experience positions during the final weeks of training in order to give well-qualified 
participants actual job experience before sending them out to look for jobs. To qualify, 
trainees generally had to demonstrate good attendance, attainment of competencies, and 
motivation. Sequential sites tended to use internships or on-site work activities (sometimes 
on an informal basis) to fill the gap between the end of the education component and the 
start of training. 

Staff at sites without work experience thought that such a component would have been 
useful to supplement classroom training and provide income. JTP A restrictions on funding 
work experience positions were an impediment that sites found difficult to overcome, however. 

D. In-Pro~am Employment 

Nevertheless, a substantial proportion of the youths did have paid employment and 
worked long hours while participating in JOBSTART. Comparing the employment history of 
the 666 participants who responded to the twelve-month survey with their participation data 
showed that 26 percent worked in jobs while they were active in the program. This includes 

~e hours participants spent in work experience positions were reported as "other 
activities" by some sites and training hours by others. See Appendix A 
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participants in both subsidized and unsubsidized work. 3 As shown in Table 8.2, employed 
participants worked an .average of 17 weeks -- or about half the period they were active in 
JOBSTART -- and an average of 31 hours per week during the weeks they were employed. 
Of those working, 26 percent worked 20 hours or less per week while empioyed; 60 percent 
worked between 21 and 40 hours; and 14 percent worked more than 40 hours per week. The 
effect of this employment on the youths' attendance in the program is discussed in Chapter 
5. 

Differences in the employment rates across sites may be more easily explained by 
variations in local labor markets than by variations in program structure. The lowest 
in~program employment rate was 12 percent at El Centro in Dallas (a sequential site in a poor 
labor market). The highest rates were 50 percent at BSA in New York City and 53 percent 
at CREC in Hartford, both sequential sites in relatively strong labor markets. Except for 
CET/San Jose, sites that did not provide needs-based allowances had higher than average 
in-program employment rates. . 

In-program employment participation patterns varied by sex. Table 8.2 shows tltat a 
higher proportion of males than females were employed. Both groups worked approximately 
the same number of weeks. The group of working women included women living with 
children as well as women not living with children. 

E. Job Development and Placement 

Direct placement efforts began at or near the end of the training courses. Sites relied 
heavily on instructor contacts for notifications of and referrals to training-related job openings. 
Most sites also had an in-house job placement unit that did limited job development and 
helped trainees -- JOBSTART as well as others -- in their job search. Two of the adult 
vocational schools (Connelley in Pittsburgh and EGOS in Denver) vested primary 
responsibility for placement in the JOBSTART counselor/coordinator, althougJ,1 there were 
on-site placement specialists. Other sites delegated placement responsibility to outside 
organizations. Thus, SER/Corpus Christi's contract with the SDA required it to refer 
participants who completed training to the Texas Employment Commission, the state's 
employment service, for placement assistance; two of the three sequentiallbrokered sites 
effectively let the training providers take on full responsibility for placement. (Staffing 
responsibility for job placement is shown in Table 8.1.) 

Staff interviews indicated that the job placement assistance available to JOBSTART 
participants at most of the demonstration sites consisted of help preparing a resume, guidance 
on interviewing techniques (at some locations, students participated in mock interviews, which 
were critiqued by the staff or a class), referrals to specific jobs, and guidance on conducting 
an individual job search. Trainees were expected to play an active role and to take the 

Jnis figure includes work experience positipns arranged by the site, but the analysis did 
not distinguish between subsidized and unsubsidized positions. It appears that the large 
majority were unsubsidized: when asked what specific things JOBSTART staff had done to 
help·them get a job, only 8 percent of the 415 respondents -- 33 individuals -- mentioned that 
staff had arranged part-time jobs or on-the-job training positions. See Table 8.3. 
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Measure 

Percent ever employed 
while in J08START a 

Average number of 
weeks worked 

Average hours 
~loyed per .week 
whi Ie working 

Percentage distribu­
t i on of hours 
worked per week 
while working 

1 to 20 
21 to 40 
41 to 60 
61 or IIOre 
Total 

Percent of .... ks 
in JOBST ART 
spent working 

Number of surveyed 
particiPflnts 
employeCf 

Table 8.Z 

In-Program Employment Patterns for Surveyed Participants, 
by Sex and Parentll StatU3' 

f_les 

Living with Not Living All 
Males Children wi th Ch I ldren Females 

31.3 17.7 24.9 21.3 

16.9 16.6 16.6 16.6 

32.3 28.2 31.0 29.9 

22.6 36.7 26.6 30.7 
60.2 56.7 62.2 60.0 
16.1 6.7 11.1 9.3 
1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

61.5 45.8 51.3 49.1 

97 31 45 76 

Males and 
Females 

26.0 

16.8 

31.2 

26.1 
60.1 
13.1 
0.6 

100.0 

56.0 

173 

SOURCE: MORC calculati~s from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey and Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and March 1987 who were 
activQ for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART educ~tion, training, or other component within twelve months of 
random assignment and who answered the twelve-month survey. All estimates are for a twelve-month period following 
random assignnent. Only those participants who held at least one job while participating in JOBSTART are inCluded in 
this s8IIJIle. 

Distributions 1liiY not add to 100.0 percent because 9f rounding. 

These .. asures ~efer to all jobs held by participants during JOBSTARi. 

-These percent~Qes are based on all surveyed participants. 

bfor selected measures, sample sizes may vary up to 5 semple points due to missing data. 

-141-



initiative in looking for a job. Some sites required participants to schedule regular meetings 
with the placement specialist, and a few schedul(".d group or individual job search activities on 
a daily or weekly basis during the placement phase (Allentown in Buffalo, EI Centro in Dallas, . 
and the Job Corps). Elsewhere, procedures were less formal and participants sought assistance 
as needed. 

A common source of job referrals were employers who called the training staff when 
they had an opening; the teachers' personal contacts as well as job developers' efforts were 
critical in this. At most sites, the placement statI had only limited time for job development, 
and neither they nor the skills instructors were likely to conduct customized job development 
for specific participants. Whether an instructor or placement specialist would refer a student 
to a specific job opening depended on the trainee's performance and attitude. Staff indicated 
that they gave priority to participants who had done very well in training and could 
demonstrate mastery of required skills, good attendance, and strong motivation. As discussed 
below, this could place JOBSTART youths at a comparative disadvantage. 

n. Participant Description of Placement Activities 

Responses from the sample of participants surveyed twelve months after random 
assignment suggest that placement efforts were a relatively weak aspect of the program, either 
because sites did not offer them or because participants did not make use of what was 
available. Asked what specific things staff had done to help them get a job (apart from 
teaching them a skill), 38 percent responded that staff had done nothing. Among those who 
had received assistance, 47 percent said that they had been taught job search skills, but only 
25 percent said that they had been referred to a job or told about openings; 11 percent said 
that statI had arranged interviews for them. (See Table 8.3.) Other frequently cited forms of 
assistance were help in filling out applications, making contacts with employers, and dealing 
with their personal problems. 

A comparison of the responses of participants enrolled at different types of sites 
suggests that the brokered sHes provided less placement assistance than did the concurrent or 
sequential/in-house programs. As shown in Table 8.3, much smaller proportions of participants 
at the blokered sites said that they had been taught job search skills, received help in filling 
out applications, had contact with employers, or been referred to or told about job openings. 
However, a slightly higher proportion reported that st~ff had arranged interviews for them. 

A number of factors appear to account for the relative weakness of job placement 
efforts at the sites. First, placement assistance was largely reserved for program completers 
or participan~ who were close to completion. Participants who left the program early, or who 
dropped out without notice, had little exposure to employability development, lessons on how 
to conduct a job search, or direct referrals. Exceptions were the Job Corps sites, where statI 
made intensive efforts to locate early-Ieavers anc;l to help place them in jobs. 

Second, youth participants could be at a comparative disadvantage at sites where 
placement staff gave 'priority to the better-perfonning trainees. As discussed in Chapter 7, 
teaching staff reported that JOBSTART youths frequently took longer to reach competencies 
and lacked the maturity. of the adult enrollees. 
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Table 8.3 

Type of Job Pl~;ement Help Provided by Staff As Reported by 
Surveyed Participants, by Program Structure 

S~tiall Sequent i all 
Help Provided Concurrent In-Houste Brokered 

Taught job search skills 50.71 54.71 22.1X 
Made referrals and 

announced openings 27.9 32.1 4.4 
Helped ~ith applications 26.2 28.3 S.8 
Arraneed contacts with 
~loyers 23.5 13.2 7.4 

Helped with personal problems 13.6 7.5 16.2 
Arraneed interviews 11.2 !Ii.7 14.7 
Listed job openings 4.8 13.2 1.5 
Arraneed for support services 6.5 1.9 0.0 
Arranged part-time jobs 6.1 0.0 1.5 
Arranged on-the-job training 4.1 , .9 1.5 
Made phones and newspapers 

avai lable 4.4 5.1 4.4 
Helped get "GEO 3.1 3.8 0.0 

Other- 9.5 3.8 5.9 

Number of surveyed 
patrfcipants 294 53 6B 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey. 

Total 

46.5X 

24.6 
23.6 

19.5 
13.3 
11.1 
5.3 
4.8 
4.6 
3.4 

4.6 
2.7 

8.2 

415 

NOTES: This table includes data for =ll youths randomly assigned between 
August 1985 and March 1987 who were activ~ for It least one hour in at least one 
JOBSTART education, trainine, or other component within twelve months of randOm 
assignment and who responded to the twelve-~tn survey. Only those participants 
who said that JOBSTART staff had been helpful are included in this sample. 

Distributions will not add to 100.0 percent because sample members 
were allowed up to three responses. 

Tests of statistical significance were not examined. 

-Reasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents 
are included in the "other" category. 
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Third, the staff or organization responsible for placement made a great deal of 
difference. Placement activities looked notably weaker at the sites that placed primary 
responsibility for job placement in the hands of the JOBSTART counselor/coordinator or 
relied on outside organizations. JOBSTART coordinators had very little time for job 

. development and placement, given their other responsibilities, and they lacked ties to local 
employers. 

Relying on outside agencies for placement also had problems. The atmosphere at the 
Texas Employment Commission, responsible for placing the·SER/Corpus . Christi trainees, was 
impersonal. The participants tended to get lost in the crowd and had no opportunity to 
develop ongoing contact witlll a single staff member. Assistance was available, but the youths 
had to be aggressive in seeking it out. Placement activities at the training providers used by 
the sequentialJbrokered sites were fairly limited. More important, reliance on training 
providers for placement meant that there was virtually no direct job placement assistance for 
individlJals who never enrolled in training. But even at sites where placement was the 
responsibility of specialist staff, large client-to-staff ratios limited the efforts that could be 
made on behalf of any individual. Typically, sites had very few placement staff on boar~, as 
shown in Table 8.1. 

Fourth, the relative emphasis that sites put on placement reflected the sites' sense of 
mission and the performance standards spelled out in their funding contracts. Sites that 
emphasized job development ond placement outcomes instead of or in addition to GED 
attainment (CET/San Jose, Chicago Commons, the East Los Angeles Skills Center, EI Centro 
in Dallas, and the Job Corps sites) tended to be those that were held to high placement 
standards in performance-based contracts. Conversely, the sites with the weakest placement 
efforts (EGOS in Denver, Connelley in Pittsburgh, SER/Corpus Christi, and the education 
agencies) were those with cost-reimbursement contracts or performance-based contracts that 
did not use placement as a payment benchmark. 

m. fost-Proeram Employment 

As discussed in Chapter 5, only a small perr.entage of the participants reported that they 
left the program because they had obtained employment. This figure does not measure the 
full extent of post-program employment, however, since it does not reflect the employment 
of participants who got jobs after leaving the program or who worked during JOBSTART and 
continued in the same job afterward. 

More complete data on the extent of post-program employment were derived from a 
comparison of the work histories and participation patterns of the twelve-month survey 
respondents. This comparison identified the participants who were employed at some point 
after leaving JOBSTART and the characteristics of the first jobs they held after leaving the 
program (which may have been the same as a job held during the program). The 
post-program employment data are not based on a uniform follow-up period; those who left 
the program early had more months to secure employment than did those who spent a longer 
time in the program. 
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The analysis found that, within the year after random assignment, 50 percent of the 
participants who left JOBSTART had found jobs. Table 8.4 shows selected characteristics of 
the first jobs held by participants after they left the program. The average hourly wage was 
$4.37; 67 percent of the jobs paid more than the minimum wage, and 32 percent paid more 
than $4.50 per hour. Most of the jobs were full-time; 64 percent required 31 or more hours 
of work per week. Seventy-three percent paid no health insurance, but employers paid the 
full cost of insurance in 13 percent of the jobs. Ten percent of the jobs were subsidized. 
Almost 40 percent of the jobs were in areas broadly related to the training JOBSTART 
participants had received.4 The jobs were concentrated in a few occupational· areas: 32 
percent were in clerical and sales positions, 30 perCent were in service occupations, and 9 
percent were in structural work occupations. 

The post-program employment e;".rrience of the men was more favorable than that of 
the women, as indicated in Table 8.4. A higher proportion of JOBSTART males than 
females held a job after leaving the program (59 percent versus 42 percent), and the average 
hourly wage earned by the men was higher than that of the women ($4.65 versus $4.02). 
Only 9 percent of the women who worked earned more than $5.50 per hour compared to 20 
percent of the men. Eighty-two percent of the women and 47 percent of the men were 
working in clerical, sales, or service occupations. Differences between women living with 
children and women not living with children were not very great. 

The post-program employment information described above should not be confused with 
the employment data provided in the impact analysis in Chapter 9. Earnings and employment 
data presented in the impact analysis are based on the experiences of the impact survey 
sample (both experimentals and controls) within twelve months after random assignment. The 
analysis in this chapter is concerned only with the p'JSt-program employment experiences of 
participants and the characteri'itics of the first job they beld after leaving the program; 
employment data on individuals who were randomly assigned and never participated in the 
program or who were still active at the time of the interview are not included. While useful 
from an operational standpoint, such information should not be used to judge the effectiveness 
of the program model. That judgment must be reserved until the completion of the impact 
analysis measuring increases in earnings, employment, education, and other outcomes. 
Preliminary impact findings are presented in the following chapter. 

4Qa:upational categories for jobs and training areas were derived from the u.s. 
Department of Labor, Dictionary of Occupational Titles, 1977. Participants are considered 
to have been employed in training-related jobs when the first digit of the DOT code for a job 
corresponds to the first digit of the DOT code of the JOBSTART training category. This 
definition of training-related may differ from that used in other programs or studies. For 
participants enrolled in more than one training category, training-related is based on the 
cate~ory they attended for the most hours. 

Because of very small sizes at the sequential sites (29 at the sequentiaVin-house sites and 
33 at the sequential/brokered sites), an analysis by type of program structure is not shown. 
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Table 8.4 

Characteristics of First Jobs for Surveyed Particip~nts 
Employed after JOBSTART, by Sex and Parental Status 

females 

Not 
Living with Living with All Males and 

Measure Males Children Chi ldren Femal.es Females 

Percent ~loyed after 
JOBSTART (X,· 59.1 34.3 48.8 41.6 49.8 

Hourly wage (X) 
'3.50 or less 29.1 42.6 35.1 38.3 '33.1 
3.51-4.50 30.3 35.2 43.2 39.8 34.5 
4.51-5.50 20.6 9.3 16.2 13.3 17.4 
5.51-8.00 15.2 13.0 5.4 8.6 12.3 
8.00 or IIIOre 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 

Average hourly wage (S) 4.65 4.14 3.94 4.02 4.37 

HOUri per week (X) 
1-20 15.2 21.8 22.7 22.3 18.3 
21-30 17.0 20.0 16.0 17.7 17.3 
31-40 55.6 50.9 49.3 50.0 53.2 
41 or llare 12.3 7.3 12.0 10.0 11.3 

Average weekly hours 35.0 31.1 33.7 32.6 33.9 

Health insuranee 
available (X) 

Paid in full by employe~ 12.8 13.8 11.0 12.1 12.5 
P.id in part by employer ".6 13.1S 12.2 12.9 12.2 
Not paid by employer 2.3 1.7 2.4 2.1 2.2 
No insur.nee 73.3 70.1 74.4 72.9 73.1 

Subsidized (X) 9.4 8.9 12.5 11.0 10.1 

Tr.ining-rol.ted jobb (X) 25.7 47.2 64.3 56.0 38.5 

Occupational c.tegory (X) 
Professional, technical, 

8nd _Mgerial 4.0 7.1 0.0 3.0 3.6 
Cleric.l end sales 14.8 44.6 61.0 54.1 31.7 
Service 31.8 32.1 24.7 27,8 30.1 
Agricultur.l, fishery, 

forestry,' .nd relsted 3.4 0.0 1.3 0.8 2.3 
. Processing 1.1 1.8 0.0 0.8 1.0 
Machine trldes 6.8 3.6 2.6 3.0 5.2 
lenchwork 1.1 1.8 0.0 0.8 1.0 
Structur.l work 14.8 0.0 1.3 0.8 8.7 
M i sce II aneous 22.2 8.9 9.1 ' 9.0 16.5 

Number of surveyed 
participants employedc 175 58 83 H1 316 

(continued) 
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Table 8.4 (continued) 

'SOURCE: MORe calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-MOnth survey. 

HOTES: this table includes data for III youths randomly ~sligned between August 1985 and 
~,lIl"'ch 1987 who illere active for It least one hour in at least one JOBSTART education, training, or 
.other e~t within twelve IIIonths of rlndom Issigrwnent, who responded to the twelve-month survey 
and who teft JOBSTART within twelve MOnths of random assignment. Parti~ipants who remained in 
J06START beyond twelve IIIOnths and those who did not hold. job Ifter they left JOBSTART Ire not 
fncluQed in this tlble. 

Th~ first job after JOBSTART referl to the farst occurrence of employment following an 
indiviul's fiMl participation in J03START. Such ~lo~t NY inClude jobs begLM'l pr'ior to 
leaving the JOBSTART program. 

Distributions 1liiY not add to 100.0, pei'cen~ because of rounding. 

Tests of statistical significance ~re not tlxamined. 

aThis measure is based on the number of Gurveyed participants who left JOBSTApT within 
twelve MOnths of random assignment. 

bOccupational categories for jobfo and trlining arels were derived from the Department 
of Labor, Oictionary of Occupational Tjtles, 1977. Partic:ipanti Ire considered to hive been employed 
i~ training-related jobs when the first digit of the DOT code for a jot, eorresponds to the first 
digit of the DOT cede of the JOBSTART trlining course. For pt,ftlcipants enrolled in more than one 
training category, training-related fl based ~, the cetegory in ~!cn they ~ttended the most hours. 

CUp to 59 lample members were missing fnfcnmetion on the first Job after JOBSTART. 
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CHAPTER 9 

PRELIMINARY IN;.PROGRAM IMPACTS 

I. Introduction 

The fundamental goals of the JOBSTART program include enhancing employability, 
earnings, and educational attainment and reducing dependency on welfare. This chapter uses 
survey data gathered twelve months after random assignment to report on the effectiveness 
of the program in achieving these goals in the short run, when many participants were still 
in the demonstration. Longer run, initial post-program impacts must await the availability of 
twenty-four-month survey interviews. 

To evaluate any program, it is necessary to answer two basic questions. First, on 
average, what happened to those who were offered the program? Second, on average, what 
would have happened to them had they not been offered the program? The average effect, 
or "impact," of a program is the differenc~ between these two outcomes. Since assignment 
to JOBSTART was random, there were no systematic differences between experimenta15 and 
controls at enrollment, and outcomes for controls could be used to measure what would have 
happened to experimentals without the program. 

This chapter addresses five key questions: 

1. Did the experimental group receive more basic education and occupational 
skills training than the control group? 

2. Did the experimental group achieve more educationally, as measured by 
receipt of high school diplomas or General Educational Development (GED) 
certificates'? 

3. What was the early impact of the JOBSTART program on employment and 
earnings? Did participation entail short-term sacrifices of employment 
opportunities or earnings? 

4. Were the effects of JOBSTART different for men than for women? Were 
they different for those who were parents? Did impacts vary according to age, 
grade at time of dropout, or other characteristics? 

S. Did JOBSTART reduce the birth rate among women, or cut AFDC receipt 
and AFDC income? Did it reduce crinunal arrest rates, especially for me~? 
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ll. Summary of Preliminary Impact F!ndin~ 

All impacts presented in this report· are preliminary, for two reasons. First, as noted 
above, the data cover the experiences of sample members for only the first twelve months 
after random assignment, when many JOBSTART youths were still receiving program services. 
Second, as explained in Appendix B, these short4erm data are themselves incomplete: 
surveys were fielded for only 74.0 percent of the full sample, underrepresenting later-~tarting 
sites. 

From data available now, it is clear that, so far, JOBSTART has had a substantial, 
statistically significant, favorable effect on educational attainment.1 By the end of the fll'St 
year after random assignment, 27.5 percent of experimentals and 9.9 percent of controls had 
attained high school diplomas or GEDs, for an impact of 17.6 percentage points. The bulk 
of this impact, sustained throughout the twelve-month follow-up period, was due to attainment 
of GEDs byexperimentals. However, since some controls achieved high school diplomas or 
GEDs without JOBSTART, and even more may do so after the initial year of the demonstra­
tion, it will be important to determine whether the experimental-control difference continues. 

As expected, experimentals paid a substantial price in forgone employment and earnings 
for these ~mpacts on educational attainment. They could not be in two places at the same 
time. Compared to controls, JOBSTART youths had less time available for work, since they 
were in an intensive program of education and occupational skills instruction. At some point 
during the year, 58.2 percent of experimentals worked compared to 62.8 percent of controls 
(a statistically significant difference). Experimentals (including those who did not work) 
worked an average of 12 weeks during the year, 3 weeks fewer than the control average of 
15 weeks. Controls also earned more than experimentals ill that year. However, since 
neither group worked very many weeks or earned very mucb(during the year, it is the long­
run impacts that will indicate whether time spent in the JO~TART program paid off in 
subsequent labor market success. Given the favorable educational impacts, experimentals 
seem better positioned for potentially greater employment and earnings in the future. 

Another way to look at the partial substitution of program participation for employment 
is to examine the extent to which sample members either worked or were in programs of 
educational or occupational training, in preparation for work. Over the twelve months 
following random assignment, fully 97.2 percent of experimentals were employed or in 
education or training compared to 73.9 percent of controls, for a positive impact of 23.3 
percentage points. 

Ill. Research Issues 

Before further exploring the impacts of the JOBSTART program, it is appropriate to 

lnStatistically significant" means that the difference between the average outcome for 
experimentals and the average outcome for controls is unlikely to have arisen entirely by 
chance. 
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address a few points about the research itself. 

First, it is important to understand the nature of the control group. The interpretation 
and usefulness of evaluation results depend on the extent of differences between research 
groups (experimentals and controls) in services received. The JOBSTART control group was 
used asa benchmark for measuring program impacts. If most controls received services 
similar to those provided in the JOBSTART program, the benchmark would have been 
useless and it would be impossible to evaluate JOBSTART. Because JOBSTART targeted 
disadvantaged dropouts with poor reading skills, a group for whom very limited services 
existed, it was anticipated that JOBSTART controls would not be heavily served. 

Even though many performance-driven programs screen out people with very low 
reading skills, JOESTART recruits may have been somewhat more determined to receive help 
than the average school dropout, so JOBSTART controls were not a no-service group: 29.3 
percent of them found remedial or ocCupational instruction elsewhere. The program impacts 
presented here are the incremental effects of JOBSTART over the mix of other available 
services. 

Second, this report does not present post-program impacts. All the events tracked by 
the JOBSTART survey (including OED receipt and employment) were reckoned from the 
date of random assignment, not the date of termination from the program. When did 
termination occur? There was a great deal of variation in lengths of stay in JOBSTART. 
However, the twelve-month survey fullow-up covered a period when many youths were 
primarily in program activities. During most of those twelve months, as Table 9.1 shows, 
many youths in the experimental group were still in JOBSTART.2 More than 50 percent had 
never participated or left by the end of the sixth month after random assignment, more than 
75 percent had done so by the end of the tenth month, but 15 percent still remained in 
JOBSTART at the end of the twelve-month period. 

Four methodological issues were important to the JOBSTART evaluation. They are 
discussed in detail in Appendix B but are summarized here. 

1. Selection Bias. Random assignment -- in effect, a lottery -- was used to avoid 
"selection bias" in measuring JOBSTART impacts. Without it, some people (for example, 
youths who are more or less employable or interested in services) might have been more 
likely to have "selected" themselves, or to have been selected by others, for either the 
experimental or control group, thereby biasing the comparison. Analysis confirms that the 
random assignment procedure did produce experimental and control groups that were similar 
in all relevant measurable ways. 

~able 9.1 presents length of stay information for 714 experimentals -- including 
participants and nonparticipants -- assigned through March 1987 and responding to the survey. 
It differs from Table 4.1, which included some experimentals assigned after March 1987 and 
some who did not complete the survey. 
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Table 9.1 

Length of Stay in JOBSTART, for Surveyed Experimentals 

Ct..m.Ilative 
Percent 

NLll'ber of Percent of Terminated 
Activity Measure bperimentals Experimentals from JOBSTARTa 

Never participated 48 6.7 6.7 

Participated 666 93.3 

Last participated in any 
JOBSTART activity durin; month 

Of random assignment 31. 4.3 11.1 
2 47 6.6 17.6 
3 64 9.0 26.6 
4 47 6.6 33.2 
5 66 9.2 42.4 
6 76 10.6 53.1 
7 71 9.9 63.0 
8 26 3.6 66.7 
9 31 4.3 71.0 
10 31 4.3 75.4 
11 51 7.1 82.5 
12 18 ~.5 85.0 

NLll'ber of surveyed 
experilnenta I s 714 100.0 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: The 18q)le of experimentals for this table consisted of aU survey 
completers randomly assigned between August 1985 and March 1987. 

Sums of percentages may not match cumulative percentages exactly due 
to rOt.n:fing. 

·The "cumulative percent terminated from JOBSTART" by the end of each 
month includes those who never participated and those who list participated in or 
before the indicated month. 
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2. Effect of the Enrollment Period. Analysis shows that the 1,709 people who 
were randomly assigned early in the JOBSTART Demonstration -- and so were over­
represented in. the twelve-month surveys available for this report -- differed in many ways 
from the entire sample of 2,311. The effects of those differences on impacts, however, will 

. not be clear until the twelve- and twenty-four-month surveys of the full sample have been 
analyzed. 

3. Nonresponse Bias. Were the 1,401 early sample members who responded to the 
twelve-month survey representative of the full early sample of 1,709 people assigned through 
March 19871 Appendix B shows that there were some systema·tic .differences between 
responders and nonresponders. When such differences exist, impacts calculated using only 
responders may differ from the impacts that could be calculated if the whole sample were 
available. (Technically, this is called a "nonresponse bias.") However, the overall response 
rate was 82.0 percent -- a high rate, given the nature of the population surveyed -- and was 
not significantly different for experimentals and controls. No corrections for nonresponse bias 
were attempted in this initial impact analysis. 

4. Impact of Participation Versus Impact of Assi~nment. Some of those who were 
randomly assigned to the experimental group (the group given access to the JOBSTART 
prograin) never participated. However, they were still included as part of the experimental 
group when average impacts were calculated, somewhat "watering down" the impacts.3 

Fortunately, the number of nonparticipants was small (only 48 of the 714 experimentals in the 
twelve-month survey), so including them "diluted" the impacts only slightly. In other words, 
while the impacts refer to aU surveyed experimentals (nonparticipants as well as participants), 
they would be about the same if they were adjusted to apply to surveyed participants only. 
(See Appendix B for details on such adjustments.) 

N. Impacts on Receipt of Education and Occupational Skills Trainin~ 

Interpretation of all JOBSTART impact results rests on the nature of the differences 
in program services received by the two research groups -- the experimentals, who were 
offered and (for participants) received JOBSTART program services, and the controls, who 
were free to seek out other services. Table 9.2 shows that,. over the year as a whole, 94.5 
percent of experimentals and 29.3 percent of controls received some education or training, for 
an impact of 65.2 percentage points. This impact was statistically significant.4 The proportion 

3If the nonparticipants had not been counted, the experimental group would no longer 
have been truly comparable to the control group. Including them in the impact calculations 
was designed to avoid another form of "selection bias" -- in this case, caused by those who had 
"selected themselves" out of their chance to join the JOBSTART program. 
~e righthand column of the table gives the p-value of the impact, that is, the probability 

it could have arisen entirely by chance. Whenever the p-value of an impact is 0.10 or less, 
the impact is considered to be statistically significant. 
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Table 9.2 

Twelve-Month Preliminary Impacts 
on Receipt of Education and Training 

0( 

OUtcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference p 

Ever received any education 
or training in months 1-12 (X) 94.5 29.3 65.2*** 0.000 

Total hours of education or training 
received in months 1-12 459.69 115.87 343.83*** 0.000 

Ever received education or training (X) 
Months 1-3 92.5 10.2 82.3*** 0.000 
Months 4-6 74.2 15.0 59.2*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 49.9 18.2 31. 7*** '0.000 
Months 10-12 33.8 17.6 16.2*** 0.000 

Hours of education or training recei~ed 
Months 1-3 1n.96 15.86 157.10*11-* 0.000 
Months 4·6 146,19 33.60 112.59*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 85.84 35.36 50.47*** 0.000 
Months 10-12 54.70 31.04 23.66*** 0.000 

Ever rece i ved bas i c educat i on 
instruction in months 1-12 eX) 91.5 24.0 67,5*** 0.000 

Ever received basic education eX) 
Months 1-3 89.0 8.8 80.3*** 0.000 
Months 4-6 65.7 12.8 52.8*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 '35.0 14:' 20.2*** 0.000 
Months 10-12 21.5 14.6 6.9*** 0.001 

Ever received occupational skills 
training In months 1-12 eX) 78.S 17.1 61.7*** 0.000 

Ever received skills training eX) 
Months '-3 63.4 4.7 58.8*** 0.000 
Months 4-6 60.6 8.4 52.2"'** 0.000 
Months 7-9 42.3 10.9 31.5*** 0.000 
Months 10-12 28.4 10.3 18.1*-* 0.000 

Number of survey completers 714 687 

5(XJRr:;E: MORe calculations from JOBSTART Enrollment Forr.l, Monthly Participation 
Report, and twelve-month survey data. 

NOTES: All impact calculations for this report use survey completers randomly 
assigned between August 1985 and March 1987, including those with values of zero for 
outCOllleS and those who were assigned to J08START but did not participate. 

Average experimental and control group outcomes reported here are 
adjusted means from a linear analysiS of covariance procedure controlling for 31 
kinds of differences in characteristics before random assignment. See Ostle e1975, 
p. 461), Cave (1987), and Appendix Table 8.6. There may be slight discrepancies in 
reported sums and differences of these adjusted ~a~~ due to rounding. 

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between average 
experl.ental and control outcomes. The column labeled Hp" is the statistical 
significance level of the difference in average outcomes. That is, the probability 
that .verage outcomes are different only because of random error is p. Statistical 
significance levels are indicated as * • 10 percent; ** • 5 percent; *** 3 1 percent. 

"Any education or training" includes JOBSTART and non-JOBSTART 
educational, occupationQl training, and related activities. For experimentals, 
Hhours of education or training" includes JOBSTART hours dati from the Monthly 
Participation Reports as well as non-JOBSTART hours dati from the twelve-month· 
survey. 
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of experimentals in programs, mainly JOBSTART,s was highest during the first three months 
and fell steadily over time. The proportion of controls in· programs always was much smaller 
and seemed to peak during months seven through nine. 

Hours of education and training followed a very similar pattern. Table 9.2 shows that, 
over the course of the year, experimentals received an average of 460 hours, while controls 
received an average of 116 hours, for an impact of 344 hours. Experimental hours were 
highest at the beginning of the year and fell steadily, while control hours, always much lower, 
seemed to peak during months seven through nine. 

Among those 94.5 percent of experimentals and 29.3 percent of controls who received 
any services during the year -- that is, excluding those who received no services -- experimen­
tals averaged 486 hours, and controls averaged 395 hours. That difference in hours may 
understate the matter. The controls who actively sought out services were probably 
comparable to experimentals who were heavy participants in JOBSTART and who thus 
probably averaged far more than 486 hours. In any case, the planned service differential 
between experimentals and controls materialized. Not only did experimentals receive 
education and training at vastly higher rates than controls, but they also on average received 
more hours. 

V. Impacts on Educational Attainment 

First-year educational attainment impacts for JOBSTART were quite similar to those 
for the program that inspired it, the residential Job Corps. An evaluation of the Job Corps 
found that 24 percent of its members, but only 5 percent of the comparison group, had high 
school diplomas or GEDs six months after termination time.6 JOBSTARTs first-year impacts 
on educational attainment are presented in Table 9.3. Low rates of attaining high school 
credentials for both experimentals and controls reflected severe problems in reading for many 
of the young adults in the JOBSTART program. Attainment of high school diplomas or 
GEDs by controls grew from 4.4 percent by the end of the third month to 9.9 percent by the 
end of the twelfth month. The same measure for experimentals almost tripled from month 
three to month six, and then grew more slowly, to 24.9 percent by month nine and 27.5 
percent by month twelve. The cumulative impact on attainment of diplomas or GEDs was 
2.2 percentage points at the end of month three, grew to 12.7 percentage points by the end 
of month six, and leveled off to 17.6 percentage points by month twelve. Each of these 
impacts was statistically significant. . 

SFifteen percent of the JOBSTART experimentals received other or additional education 
or training. 

6Mallar et al., 1982. See also Betsey et al., 1985, p. 112. Because the median length of 
stay in JOBSTART was six months (see Table 4.1), twelve months after JOBSTART·random 
assignment is a ·point.in time comparable to six months after temiination from JOBSTART. 
Thus JOBSTART impacts twelve months after random assignment are comparable to Job 
Corps impacts six months after termination. 
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Tltble 9.3 

rwelve-Month PreUlllinery I.cts on 
Post-Random Assignment Educational Attainment 

OUtcome and Follow-Up Period 

Received GED by end of (X) 
Month 3 
Month 6 
Month 9 
Month 12 

Received GEO or high school dipLoma 
by end of (X) 

Month 3 
Month 6 
Month 9 
Month 12 

Number of lurvey completers 

Experillentals Controls 

5.7 2.5 
17.6 3.5 
D.S 4.8 
26.5 6.9 

6.6 4.4 
18.6 5.9 
24.9 7.4 
27.5 9.9 

714 687 

Difference p 

3.2*** 0.003 
14.1*** 0.000 
19.0*** 0.000 
19.6*** 0.000 

2.2* 0.067 
12.7*** 0.000 
17.5*** 0.000 
17.6*** 0.000 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from JOBSTART EnroLlMent Fonm, MonthLy Participation 
Report, and tweLve-month lurvey data. 

NOTES: ALL impact caLculations for this report use survey compLeters randomly 
assigned between August 1985 and March 1987, including those with values of zero for 
outcomes and those who were assigned to JOBSTART but did not participate. 

Average experimentaL and control group outcomes reported here are 
adjusted means from a linear analysis of covarillnc. procedure controlling for 31 
kinds of differences in characteristics before randoM assignment. See Ostle (1975, 
p. 461), Cave (1987), and Appendix TabLe 1.6. There may be slight discrepancies in 
reported suns and differences of these adjusted .ans due to rOlroding. 

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differenc2s between average 
experimental and control outcomes. The colUll'l labeled "p" is the statistical 
lignificance levd of.the difference in average outcomes. That is, the probability 
that average outcomes are different only because of random error is p. Statistical 
lignificance levels are indicated as * c 10 percent; ** c 5 percent; *** z 1 percent. 
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Compared to the impacts just described for attainment of a high school diploma or 
GED, the impact on attainment of a GED alone was slightly larger. The impact on this 
measure grew according to a similar pattern, from 3.2 percentage points at the end of month 
three to 19.6 percentage points by the end of month twelve. This pattern of impacts reflects 
(1) an emphasis on GED attainment at many sites (as described in Chapters 2 and 6); (2) a 
slightly greater chance of returning to regular high school for controls than for experimentals, 
although both events were rare; and (3) apparent availability of alternative GED instruction 
outside the JOBSTART program for only a minority of controls, at least during the first year 
after random assignment. While the impacts on educational attainment were very favorable, 
they may not stay the same over time. Cumulative rates of receipt of either credential still 
seemed to be growing at the end of the first year, for both experimentals and controls. 

VI. Impacts on Employment and Earnin~ 

GED attainment during or after intensive JOBSTART educational instruction ultimately 
may open up many employment opportunities for JOBSTART participants. While, if the 
program is effective, long-run impacts of JOBSTART on employment rates will be positive, 
short-term impacts can be expected to be negative.7 JOBSTART youth have less time 
available for work. Some work nonetheless, though they may reduce their hours of work per 
week; others forgo employment while in the program. 

Because young adults tend to apply for employment and training programs when they 
are between jobs, employment rates grew for both experimentals and controls (see Table 9.4), 
but in each period a higher fraction of controls than experimentals was employed. The 
differences declined over time, from a statistically significant 10.9 percentage points in months 
one through three to 2.6 percentage points in months ten through twelve. During the last 
three months of the year, about one-half of each group had worked at some point. During 
the year as a whole, 62.8 percent of controls and 58.2 percent of experimentals worked, for 
a statistically significant reduction in the experimental employment rate of 4.7 percentage 
points. 

Like employment rates, weeks of employment per quarter grew over time for both 
groups, but controls always were ahead of experimentals. The difference narrowed to less 
than two-thirds of a week during the last three months of the year. (See Table 9.4.) 
Measuring outcomes in dollars reinforces these results. While experimentals earned an 
average of $1,773, controls earned an average of $2,490, for a statistically significant first-year 
earnings loss of $717. Earnings grew over time for both groups, but controls stayed ahead 
of experimentals. The earnings difference declined to $153 during the last three months. 
Given these trends in impacts on employment and earnings, longer term results will be the 

7For example, an evaluation of the residential Job Corps estimated that, during the first 
six months after termination, program effects on employment and weeks of work were 
negative. These impacts became positive during the next six months and peaked during the 
following six months, from twelve to eighteen months after termination. See MaHar et al. 
1982, p. 135. 
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Table 9.4 

Twelve-Month Preliminary Impacts on Employment and Eernings 

OUtcome and Follow-Up Period Exper i IIItntal il Controls Difference p 

Ever employed in months 1-12 (X) 58.2 62.8 -4.7** 0.049 

Total number of weeks employed in 
IIIOI"Iths 1-12 11.80 15.23 -3.44*** 0.000 

Ever employed in (X) 
Months 1-3 18.4 29.2 -10.9*"'* 0.000 
Months 4-6 29.0 38.4 -9.5*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 41.0 45.3 -4.2* 0.088 
Months 10-12 48.2 50.9 -2.6 0.286 

Total number of weeks employed in 
Months 1-3 1.44 2.27 -0.83*** 0.000 
Months 4-6 2.43 3.72 -1.29*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 3.65 4,32 -0.68** 0.012 
Months 10- 12 4.28 4.92 -0.64** 0.021 

Total .arnings in months 1-12 (S) 1m.78 2490.25 -717.47*** 0.000 

Total earnings (S) 
Months 1-3 193.73 361.67 -167.94*** 0.000 
Months 4-6 353.93 603.08 -249.15*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 561.74 709.53 -147.79*** 0.004 
Months 10-12 663.37 815.96 -152.59*** 0.006 

Ever employed or in education or 
training in months 1-12 (X) 97.2 73.9 23.3*** 0.000 

Ever employed or in educat i on or 
training in (X) 

Months 1-3 94.2' 37.2 57.0*** 0.000 
Months 4-6 83.5 49.4 34. '*.** 0.000 
Months 7-9 , 72.7 56.6 '6.0*** 0.000 
Months 10-12 67.9 61.3 6.5*** 0.008 

Number of survey completers 714 687 

SOURCE A~D NOTES: See Table 9.3. 
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key critelia by which to judge JOBSTARTs effect on labor market success. 

Another indicator of the partial substitution of JOBSTART for employment is the 
extent to which sample members either worked or were in programs of education or 
occupational training, preparing for work. The top of the last panel of Table 9.4 shows that, 
over the twelwe months following random assignment, 97.2 percent of experimentals were 
employed or in training compared to 73.9 percent of controls, for a positive impact of 23.3 
percentage points. While the impact was 57.0 percentage points during months one through 
three, as experimentals left JOBSTART it declined at a decreasing rate to 6.5 percentage 
points during months ten through twelve. 

VIT. Impacts for JOBSTART Women Compared to Those for Men 

A key question for the evaluation was how the impacts of JOBSTART varied among 
major subgroups -- especially women (including single parents), whose potential long-term 
welfare dependency is a concern, and men, who have not fared particularly well in programs 
for the disadvantaged. This section will focus first on women and then on men, although a 
comparative perspective will be used throughout In the final section of the chapter, the 
impact on various other subgroups will be examined with respect to one central impact: 
educational attainment. 

Many previous evaluations of youth employment and training programs have found larger 
program impacts for women than for men.8 For example, while the Job Corps' high school 
or OED completion impacts were 12.9 percentage points for men, they were 30.3 percentage 
points for Job Corps women with childcare responsibilities, and 51.8 percentage points for 
women without such responsibilities.9 In addition, on a percentage basis Job Corps employ­
ment and earnings impacts for women without childcare responsibilities were larger than 
impacts for males.1o 

One possible explanation for these results is that the Job Corps and similar programs 
face different challenges increasing the employment of young women than young men. Many 
of the young women (for example, some rrlothers of young children) have never worked, or 
only worked part-time. In contrast, more of the men may have already tried and failed to 
find and keep steady work. It may be easier to bring the young women into the labor force 
than to increase the employment of young men who have a track record of failure. 

Other factors may help explain better program impacts for women. Women are more 
likely than men to be custodial parents; thus the main obstacle to their education or 
employment is more likely to be childcare, which a plOgram can arrange, than a less tractable 
problem such as poor reading skills. Also, if women are perceived by employers as less likely 
to be involved in crimes, they would be more likely to be hired. The figures for controls in 

BSee Betsey et al., 1985 for survey. 
9See MaHar et al., 1982, p. 165. 
l°See MaHar et al., 1982, p. 124. 
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Table 9.5 indicate that some of these factors may be at work in the JOBSTART population. 
For example, compared to the 12.7 percent arrest rate for all controls, the 4.6 percent arrest 
rate for women reported in Table 9.5 shows that men must account for most of the arrests 
in the JOBSTART population. 

The first line of Table 9.5 shows that slightly under a third of women in the control 
group received education or training, while almost aU of the women in the experimental group 
did. The intensity was about the same for women in the experimental group as it was for the 
full sample of experimentals -- approximately 460 hours. However, women in the control 
group received a few more hours than did all controls, so that the women's experimental­
control difference in service intensity, 320 hours, was slightly smaller than the full sample's. 

Educational attainment impacts were even stronger for women than for the full sample. 
(See Table 9.3.) Table 9.5 shows that while 8.9 percent of women in the control group 
received high school diplomas or GEDs by the end of the first year after random assignment, 
30.1 percent of women in the experimental group received such credentials, for an impact of 
21.2 percentage points, compared to the 17.6 percentage point impact for the sample as a 
whole (including men). The impact on GED receipt alone was slightly larger -- 23.4 
percentage points -- compared to 19.6 percentage points for the full sample. 

To achieve these impacts, women in the experimentai group sacrificed less employment 
time and iess earnings than did all experimentals. About half the women in the experimental 
group and half in the control group worked at some point during the year; women in the 
experimental group worked 2 fewer weeks than did women in the control group and earned 
$386 less. By the end of the year, experimentaIs had caught up with controls in employment: 
38.8 percent of experimentals were employed at some point during the last three months of 
the year, compared to 37.5 percent of controL". This positive impact was not statistically 
significant, however. 

Young, unmarried women who lack high school diplomas may have relatively high risks 
of extended welfare dependency. II While post-program impacts on AFDC receipt may prove 
to be favorable, Table 9.5 shows that among the 744 female sample members, there were no 
significant first-year impacts on receipt of AFDC, time on AFDC, or AFDC income, perhaps 
because the women needed those AFDC funds to help support themselves while in the 
JOBSTART programP For the most part, the third of the sample who received AFDC were 

USee, for example, Bane and Ellwood, 1983. 
lurableS 9.5 and 9.6 indicate that someone is "rer..eiving AFDC" only when a sample 

member has her own case. A sample member who did not receive AFDC on her own case 
may have been part of another household member's AFDC case, which would not be 
indicated in these tables. Table 3.3 showed that a substantial number of sample membe~ 
were on another person's case at baseline. 

Random assignment did not always take place on the first of the month. For some 
sample members, the month of random assignment may be a partial month from the date of 
random assignment to the first of the next month. First-month AFDC income for these 

(continued ... ) 
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Table 9.5 

Selected Twelve·Month Preliminary Impacts 
for JOBST ART Women 

OUtcome and Follow-Up Period Experilllentals Controls 

Ever. received any education 
or tralnin; in eonths 1-12 (X) 94.2 31.7 

Total hours of education or 
trainin; received in lIIOr.ths 1-12 462.24 142.62 

Received GED by end of IIIOnth 12 (X) 29.3 5.9 

Received GED or high school diploma by 
end of IIIOnth 12 (X) 30.1 8.9 

Ever employed in ~ths 1-12 (X) 50.2 49.5 

Ever employed in (X) 
Months 1-3 14.2 19.4 
Months 4-6 21.5 28.2 
Months 7-9 35.1 34.8 
Months 10-12 38.8 37.5 

Total number of weeks employed in 
IIIOnths 1-12 9.08 10.75 

Total earnings in IIIOnths 1-12 (S) 1199.75 1585.57 

Ever employed or in education or 
trainin; in months 1-12 (X) 95.9 65.9 

Ever arrested in months 1-12 (X) 3.3 4.6 

Ever received AFDC in IIIOnths 1-12 (X) 38.7 36.4 

Number of months received AFOC in 
IIIOnths 1-12 3.85 3.74 

Ever received AFDC in (X) 
Months 1-3 31.5 30.!1 
Months 4-6 32.8 32.5 
Months 7-9 34.3 32.0 
Months 10-12 34.9 33.9 

Total AFOC income in IIIOnths '~'2 (S) 1208.53 '121.07 

Total AFOC income in (S) 
Months 1-3 275.98 260.25 
Months 4-6 289.43 280.20 
Months 7-9 313.51 282.87 
Months 10-12 329.61 297.75 

Ever gave birth in eonths 1-12 (X) 17.9 16.2 

NURber of female survey completers 386 358 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 9.2. 
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Difference p 

62.6*** 0.000 

319.62'*'*'* 0.000 

23.4*'*'* 0.000 

21 .2'*'** 0.000 

0.6 0.858 

-5.2* 0.052 
-6.7'** 0.0,8 
0.3 0.928 
1.3 0.714 

-1.67* 0.096 

-385.82** 0.021 

30.0*'*'* 0.000 

-1.3 0.363 

2.3 0.398 

0.11 0.703 

1.0 0.683 
- 0.4 0.888 

2.3 0.390 
1.0 0.733 

87.46 0.405 

15.73 ·0.544 
9.23 0.733 

30.64 0.275 
31.86 0.278 

1.7 0.538 
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the same people from quarter to quarter and for the year as a whole. Among those who 
received AFDC at some point during the year, the average time on AFDC was about 10 
months for experimentals and controls. Controls averaged $1,121 in AFDC income for the 
yea£'; the average grant among those controls who received grants was about $3,080 per year. 
A slightly higher proportion of experimentals _ received grants for the year as a whole and 
during every quarter. On average, experimentals received $87, or 7.8 percent more AFDC 
income than controls. 

Women with better earnings prospects may be more likely to postpone childbearing in 
order to join the labor force. The last impact listed in Table 9.5 indicates that controls, who 
had higher rates of employment than did experimentals during the first year, also had slightly 
lower rates of childbirth, although the difference was not statistically significant: 16.2 percent 
of women in the control group and 17.9 percent of women in the experimental group gave 
birth at some point during the year. The numbers are striking in a sample of volunteers for 
education and training who have been observed for only one year. 

The evaluation of the Job Corps focused special attention on the women who had 
responsibility for the care of their own children. Table 9.6 presents key impacts for a 
similarly defined group of JOBSTART young women, who said that they were living with at 
least one of their own children a.t the time of random assignment. These impacts generally 
were in the same direction as impacts for all women and for the full sample. Most not able 
are the narrower earnings differences between experimentaL" and controls in this subsample 
of young mothers, $161, compared to $386 for all women. In part, this difference in earnings 
impact may have reflected less labor market activity for the women with children: while one­
half of all the women controls worked during the year, only 37.9 percent of women controls 
with children did. These findings suggest less substitution of JOBSTART for labor market 
work for those with family responsibilities. 

Just as the calculations for Table 9.5 excluded all men, so the calculations for Table 9.7 
exclude all women. There were important differences in results by sex, although the most 
important short-term result, the impact on educational attainment, was favorable and strong 
for both groups. The impact on attainment of a GED or high school diploma was 13.7 
percentage points over a control rate of 10.8 percentage points, compared to 21.2 percentage 
points for women over a control rate of 8.9 percentage points. 

Men spent much more time working than women, and they sacrificed more employment 
and earnings to take part in JOBSTART. Including the approximately one-half who did not 

. work, women in the control group worked an average of 11 weeks during the year and earned 
an average of $1,585. Including 22.5 percent who did not work, men in the control group 
worked an average of 20 weeks and earned an average of $3,541. Men in the experimental 

12( ... continued) 
sample members includes income for the period before random assignment. However, with 
perfect random assignment, any difference in first month outcomes between experimentals and 
controls would be due to income for the period after random assignment. 
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Table 9.6 

Selected Twelve-Month Preliminary Impacts for 
JOBSTART Women Living with Their Children at Random Assignment 

OUtcome and Follow-Up Period Exper ilnenta l s Controls Difference 

Ever received any education 
or training in months '-12 (X) 94.6 27.7 66.9*** 

Total hours of education or 
training received in .onths '-12 44l.O8 132.46 310.62*** 

Received GED by end of 
month 12 eX) 33.2 5.3 27.8*** 

Received GED or high school diploma 
by end of month 12 (X) 33.1 6.4 26.7*** 

Ever employed in months '-12 (X) 43.2 37.9 5.3 

Ever employed hi ua 
Months 1-3 10.5 15.1 -4.7 
Months 4-6 18.1 19.8 -1.6 
Months 7-9 30.4 25.1 5.3 
Months 10-12 34.6 27.8 6.8 

Total number of weeks employed 
in .onths 1-12 7.51 8.06 -0.55 

Total earnings in months 1-12 (S) 950.14 1110.79 -160.65 

Ever employed or in education or 
training in months 1-12 (l) 95.3 56.8 38.6*** 

Ever arrested in months 1-12 (l) 4.2 5,9 -1.7 

Ever received AFDC in months 1-12 0'> 65.0 59.3 5.7 

Number of months received 
AFDC in months 1-12 6.60 6.49 0.11 

Total AFDC income in months 1-12 (S) 2130.50 1911.09 219.42 

Ever gave birth in months 1-12 (X) 17.6 12.8 4.8 

Number of female survey 
completers living with their children 187 188 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 9.2. 
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0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.302 

0.193 
0.695 
0.253 
0.164 

0.689 

0.448 

0.000 

0.471 

0.181 

0.821 

0.193 

0.218 



Table 9.7 

Selected Twelve-Month Preliminary Impacts for JOBSTART Men 

OUtcome and Follow-Up Pe.riod Experilllentals Controls Difference p 

Ever recei ved any eclucat i on 
or training in .onths 1-12 (X) 95.4 26.1 69.3*** 0.000 

Total hours of eclucation or 
training received in months 1-12 461.13 82.34 378.79*** 0.000 

Received GED by end of 
.onth 12 (X) 23.6 7.8 15.9*** 0.000 

Received GED or high school diploma . 
by'end of .onth 12 (X) 24.5 10.B 13.7*** 0.000 

Ever employed in months '-12 (X) 67.4 n.5 -10.1*** 0.002 

Ever employed in eX) 
Months 1-3 22.9 40.4 -17.5·** 0.000 
Months 4-6 37.1 50.2 -13.1*** 0.000 
Months 7-9 47.7 57.0 -9.2** 0.013 
Months 10- 12 58.7 66.1 -7.4** 0.042 

Total number of weeks employed 
in IIIOnths 1-12 14.69 20.40 -5.71*** 0.000 

Total earnings in months 1-12 (S) 2380.17 3541.42 -1161.25*** 0.000 

Ever ..,loyed or in education or 
training in months 1-12 (X) 98.8 82.6 16.2*** 0.000 

Ever arrested in months 1-12 (X) 18.4 21.8 -3.4 0.271 

Number of male survey completers 328 329 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Table 9.2. 
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group sacrificed $1,161 in earnings to attend JOBSTART, while women in the experimental 
group gave up $386. . By the end of the year, male experimentals still were behind controls 
in rates of employment, but tbey had closed much of the initial gap. During the last three 
months, 58.7 percent of male experimentals were employed at some point, compared to 66.1 
percent of controls. 

Impa~ts of the JOBSTART program on criminality are also of interest, especially 
regarding the young men, 25.1 percent of whom said that they had been arrested at some 
point between their sixteenth birthday and their recruitment into JOBSTART. (For wo'men 
this is a far less salient issue, since 6.0 percent of them reported having been arrested at the 
time.) The residential Job Corps had been found to reduce rates of arrest during program 
participation and to reduce the seriousness of arrests after termination from the program. 13 
The question was: would a nonresidential program such as JOBSTART -- one that did not 
remove youths from their home environment to a more controlled one -- also show impacts? 
Analysis shows that there was a favorable, though statistically insignificant, impact on arrest 
rates for males. More notable were the high proportions of both groups who said that they 
had been arrested during the year: 18.4 percent of male experimentals and 21.8 percent of 
male controls. 

VIII. Impacts for Other Selected Sub~rou.m. 

The primary goal of the evaluation is to estimate overall impacts of the JOBSTART 
program on its target population, and the sample was large enough for that purpose. 
Although the sample provided considerably less statistical power for estimating impacts on 
different subgroups, a thorough analysis was carried out for the most important educational 
attainment outcome, receipt of a high school diploma or OED. Table 9.8 presents different 
types of comparisons: one shows the impacts for different subgroups of the sample (for 
example, for older and for younger youths); another indicates whether the impacts are larger 
for one subgroup or the other (for example, older versus younger youths). To illustrate: 
the top three rows show findings for younger and older youths. They show (column 6) that 
for youths age nineteen and under, JOBSTART resulted in a 16.7 percentage point increase 
in receipt of a OED or high school diploma compared to 19.9 percentage points for older 
youths, and that both results are significant. Also, in column 2, we learn that the difference 
between these two impacts is 3.3 percentage points, and that one subgroup did not do 
significantly better than the other. 

Aie. In the general youth population, very different patterns of labor market hehavior 
,are evinced at each age. Labor force participation, employment, and earnings increase 
dramatically from age sixteen to the early twenties.14 Moreover, program operators often 
suggest that younger enrollees do not derive as much benefit from training as do somewhat 
older youths. Although the 3.3 percentage point difference in impacts between older and 

13Betsey et aJ., -1985, p. 10. 
14See Cave, 1985, and Rees, 1986. 
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Table 9.8 

Prel iminary IrJ1)8cts Of) Educational AttairYnent at Twelve Months, 
by Selected Baseline Characteristics 

-
Received GED or Hi~h School Diploma by End of Month 12 eX) 

Subgroup 
SlII11Jle I~ct subgroup 

Characteristic and Subgroups Slize Difference p Experimentals Controls I~act p 

Age '3.3 0.464 ~.u .. - ... ... 
19 and u-der 1005 ... '" 26.5 9.8 16.7*** 0.000 
20 or 21 396 ... ... 30.0 10.1 19.9*** 0.000 

School grade at time 
of dropout 5.4 0.191 ... . _. . .. ... 

Grade 10 or Lrder . 851 ... ... 27.1 7.4 19.7*** 0.000 
Grade 11 or 12 550 ... .0 _ 28.1 13.8 14.3*** 0.000 

Received occupational 
training during 12 months 
prior to random assignment '9.7* 0.063 ... ... ... . .. 

No 1155 ... . .. 26.8 11.0 15.9*** 0.000 
Yes 246 .. . _ .. 30.8 5.2 25.6*** 0.000 

E~loyed within 12 months 
prior to random assignment 0.3 0.931 ... ... .. . '" 

Some 813 ... · .. 27.6 9.9 17.7*** 0.000 
None 588 ... · .. 27.2 9.8 17.4*** 0.000 

Received own AFDC, general 
Issistance, or home relief 
at random assignment '5.9 0.186 ... .. , . .. '" 

No 1028 ... ... 26.1 10.' 16.0*** 0.000 
Yes (own else) 373 ... ... 31.5 9.5 22.0*** 0.000 

Mari tal status "0.5** 0.011 . "" ... ... . .. 
Never marr i I;(j 1250 ... . .. 26.3 10.5 15.8*** 0.000 
Other 151 ... . .. 36.5 4.2 32.3*** 0.000 

Parenting status '8.3** 0.050 ... .. , . .. '" 

No chi ldren 920 ... ... 26.S 12. , 14.7*** 0.000 
Has one child or more 481 ... . .. 28.6 5.7 22.9*111* 0.000 

Lives with own children ,13. ,*** 0.003 ... ... ... . .. 
No, or no children 991 ... ... 25.8 12.1 13.7*** 0.000 
Yes 410 ... · .. 31.3 4.6 26.7*** 0.000 

Ethnicity ... ... ... . -- ... '" 

lIiipanic 649 ... ... 25.8 8.6 17.2*** O.DOO 
BLick 597 ... ... 28.4 9.8 18.5*** 0.000 
White 120 .. . ... 39.0 15.6 23.4*** 0.001 
Other 35 ... ... 4.5 14.2 '9.8 0:438 

Sex 7.8** 0.050 ... ... ... . .. 
Female 744 ... ... 29.9 8.6 21.3*** 0.000 
Male 657 ... ... 24.7 11.2 13.4*** 0.000 

(continued) 

-165-



Table 9.8 (continued) 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from JOBSTART Enrolllllent Form and twelve·month survey data .• 

NOTES: All impact calculations for this report use survey completers ra~~ly assigned between August 
1985 and March 1987, including those with values of zero for outcomes and those who were assigned to JOBSTART 
but did not participate. 

for .ach characteristic wMch has only two slbgroups, the "subgroup impact difference" 
is the i~ct for the first subgroup, less the impact for the second subgroup. 

Average slbgroup experilllental and control group outcomes reported here are edjl.lsted lleans from 
two· ... y analysis of covariance procedures controlling for up to 31 kinds of differences in 
characteristics, other than the characteristic used to define slbgroups, before random assignment. 
The categorical variables used as factors in each procedure were .xperimental status and, one at a 
tille, the characteristic used to define .ach slbgroup. See Ostle (1975, p. 461). There lilY be slight 
dlacrepencles in reported sums and differences of these adjucted .. ans due to rounding. 

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between subgroup impacts and to within-subgroup 
impacts •. The columns labeled lip" contain stltistical significance levels for each estimate. That 
is, the probability thlt sample estimates are non-zero only because of random error is p. Statistical 
significance levels are indicated IS * = 10 percent: ** = 5 percent: *** = 1 percent. 
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younger subgroups was not statistically significant, Table 9.8 lends some support to such a 
hypothesis. r 

Hil:hest I:fade attended. While all JOBSTART recruits were school dropouts, some left 
school as early as the ninth grade, while others dropped out during their senior year. Table 
9.8 reveals that, although the difference in impacts was not statistically significant, educational 
attainment was improved by a wider margin for those who dropped out earlier than f9r those 
who dropped out later. This difference was driven by lower attainment for controls who 
dropped out earlier rather than by higher attainment for experimentals who dropped out 
earlier. However, the impact was quite substantial for both earlier and later dropouts. 

Recent prior skills traininl:. For a substantial minority of the sample, JOBST ART was 
not the first try at a second-chance program. Table 9.8 reveals that the educational 
attainment impact was significantly higher for those who had tried another program during the 
twelve months preceding enrollment in JOBSTART. 

Recent employment. There was no significant difference in impacts between those who 
had worked at some point in the year before enrollment and those who had not. 

Welfare receipt. Those who receive AFDC or General Assistance may tend to get 
higher levels of support services such as childcare, and sometimes may be mandated to 
participate in some program in order to maintain eligibility for their cash benefits. Table 9.8 
reveals that the educational attainment impact was 5.9 percentage points higher for the group 
receiving benefits, as compared to those who were not, although this impact difference was 
not statistically significant. 

Marital status. Family responsibilities might play the same role as age in making more 
mature sample members get more out of an employment training program. Once again, Table 
9.8 provides some support to this view. Those who were married, widowed, divorced, or 
separated had impacts about twice the size of impacts for those who never had been married. 

Number of children. While most JOBSTART recruits were childless, a substantial 
minority had one or more children. The educational attainment impact was significantly lower 
for those with no children, suggesting that a desire for better economic status for their 
children may have outweighed any barriers to program participation posed by family 
responsibilities. 

Ethnicity. Blacks and Hispanics in the control groups had the lowest rates of 
attainment of diplomas or GEDs. However, while the impacts for blacks and Hispanics were 
somewhat lower than for white non-Hispanics in absolute terms, they were much larger in 
percentage terms. Impacts for all three ethnic groups were quite substantial. . (A very small 

. number of Asian and other sample members had statistically insignificant negative impacts.) 

Sex. Within-subgroup impacts for men and women have already been discussf?d. The 
last section of. Table 9.8 shows that the previously mentioned. difference in impact on 
educational attainment was statistically significant. 
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Impacts by sites. As explained in Chapter 4, people recruited in one location may differ 
from those in other locations in their levels of desire for program services, in their determina­
tion to overcome obstacles to attending, and in other ways difficult to measure. Fortunately, 
it is simple· to test whether only program features. differed from site to site. If groups of 
individuals randomly assigned at several locations really differed only in features of the 
programs experimentals could attend, average outcomes for controls at all locations (adjusted 
for nonprogram differences) would be substantially the same. As expected, when the 
JOBSTART sample was subdhrEded in the ways described in Chapter 4, the data failed this 
test, even after statistical adjustment for observed differences in individual and site characteris­
tics. 

Keeping in mind the serious limitations of comparisons across sites a cursory 
examination of the impacts across three program types (concurrent/in-house, sequentiaVin­
house, and sequential/brokered) suggests that aU program types yielded increases in receipt 
of high school diplomas or GEDs. Less convincing was an apparently higher impact on 
educational attainment at concurrent sites than at sequential sites. Observed differences 
between program types may have been driven more by the extent to which particular 
programs emphasized GEDs and by the extent to which their recruits wanted GEDs than by 
their organization and sequencing of program activities. For example, Connelley in Pittsburgh 
and SER/Corpus Christi, both concurrent sites with large impacts on educational attainment, 
explicitly geared their curricula toward GED attainment. A more thorough examination of 
youth subgroups and sites will be conducted when longer term follow-up data become 
available. Results of that analysis will be included in the final impact report on the 
JOBSTART Demonstration. 
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CHAPTER 10 

OPERATIONAL LESSONS 

::me JOBSTART Demonstration was launched during a period in JTPA's evolution when 
the system placed a premium on short-term, low-cost, placement-oriented programs; programs 
offering a more comprehensive package of services, such as the JOBSTART program model 
proposed, were unusual. Convincing state and local JTP A administrators to support the 
JOBSTART model for low-skilled youth was a major challenge. Yet there is a growing 
consensus that JTP A needs to make a more intensive investment in services for these young 
people, . although as yet the system has not made major changes in the clients enrolled or the 
services provided. 

The JTP A environment has become more receptive to this type of program for three 
reasons. First, the economic expansion and tightening of labor markets in the second half of 
the 1980s has highlighted the need to bring low-skilled schoo) dropouts into the economic 
mainstream. Second, changes in JTP A performance standards by the Department of Labor now 
facilitate such efforts.1 Third, an advisory panel to the department on JTP A policy, made up 
of state and local JTPA officials and employment policy experts, has recommended' changes in 
JTP A that will increase the incentives to provide more intensive service to young dropouts.2 

These recommendations have been embraced by the Department of Labor, which plans to 
introduce legislation to amend JTP A Other proposed amendments have been introduced which 
also shift JTPA toward providing more intensive services for some harder-to-serve clients. 

The increased interest in programs like JOBSTART makes this final chapter on 
operational lessons and optimal administrative practices particularly relevant for state and local 
JTP A officials and youth employment program operators. The suggestions in this chapter come 
from many sources: primarily from the JOBSTART experience itself but also from the 
experiences of other programs. The chapter, therefore, goes beyond the data and research 
findings of the demonstration and is more wide-ranging than other parts of this report. 

The chapter begins by discussing general lessons for operating a program like JOBSTART 
funded under Title IIA of JTP A; it highlights issues especially relevant for state and local JTP A 
policymakers and administrators. The chapter then discusses suggestions for recruiting and 
retaining youths in a program, and for providing basic skills education, occupational training, and 
job placement assistance. Finally, it turns to the· strengths and weaknesses of alternative 

1 A regulation was issued in early 1988 to increase the opportunities to enroll hard-to-serve 
youth and still comply with performance standards. The accompanying preamble to the 
regulations makes clear the Department of Labor's goal of offering more intensive services for 
youn1, dropouts within JTP A 

Job Training Partnership Act Advisory Committee, 1989. 
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strategies concerning three key program design issues: the type of agency operating 
JOBSTART, whether education and training activities are offered sequentially or concurrently, 
and whether all services are provided through a single agency or are brokered among several 
providers. 

I. Lessons for Pro~am Implementation Within JTPA 

The JOBSTART Demonstration illustrates both the possibilities and difficulties of 
operating intensive, multi-component programs for disadvantaged youths within the JTP A system. 
Securing the necessary funding and adjustments in performance standards often took 
considerable effort, with success generally resulting from the special status of the national 
JOBSTART Demonstration and the leadership of states and SDAs committed to the program. 

The experience of sites after the operational phase of the demonstration ended provides 
a cautionary lesson, however. Almost all of the thirteen sites (including the three Job Corps 
Centers) have continued to offer a program combining basic skills education and occupational 
training, but only seven (the three Job Corps Centers, one school-based site, and three CBOs) 
continue to provide the range of support services and counseling called for in the demonstration 
program model. 3 At most of the remaining six sites, JTP A reverted to business as usual. It 
continues to fund a portion of the program's costs, so the sites are able to provide at least a 
scaled-down program of education and training, but the special discretionary funding provided 
during the demonstration for support services and supplemental staff has largely ended.4 

Furthermore, the post-demonstration programs tend not to focus recruitment exclusively on 
dropouts with low reading scores, the target group for JOBSTART. 

Before offering concrete suggestions, it is important to review the constraints in JTP A 
facing operators of programs like JOBSTART.5 First, the effort to develop accountability 
measures that encourage high placement rates and low cost per placement has also made SDAs 
and program operators hesitant to enroll hard-to-serve youths or to operate intensive programs. 
In terms of programs like JOBSTART, the most important of these efforts for accountability 
are the statutorily mandated performance standards, which emphasize job placement and set 
maximum costs per "success story." Also important is the way state and local JTP A officials 
have reacted to thesC? standards. .In many cases, state officials judge local programs by how 
much they exceed these standards and award discretionary funding on that basis. Most SDAs 

3 At Connelley in Pittsburgh, a consortium of local foundations, the local JTP A program, 
and the Board of Education are supporting the education and training components and support 
services. Three CBOs (Allentown in Buffalo, CET/San Jose, and SER/Corpus Christi) receive 
support from the local JTP A program and other . local education and training programs, which 
has allowed continuation of nearly the full JOBSTART program model. 

4 As discussed in Chapter 2, many sites received special funding under Title IIA's 8 percent 
set-aside, which provides funds for basic education programs and for special efforts to link 
education and training. They used it to buy or lease equipment as well as to hire staff. 

5These are discussed in more detail in Chapters 1 and 2. 
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choose to write perform"nce-based contracts with their service providers, often with payment 
tied exclusively to placement of participants in a job.6 Frequently, SDAs set performance goals 
in contracts with service providers above the level the SDA a~ a whole is required to meet in 
order to provide a margin of safety in case some programs fail to meet their goals. 

A second type of constraint arises out of administrative practices that result partly from 
concerns about audits of expenditures. Many states require SDAs to provide 100 percent 
documentation of all aspects of enrollees' eligibility. Some SDAs required youths who were 
receiving public assistance (automatic grounds for eligibility) also to document their family 
income (this is but one example). An extra administrative step can be. a special hurdle for 
young school dropouts with poor reading skills, and for their parents. Some SDAs may 
deliberately erect such barriers in the belief that they screen out applicants who are 
insufficiently motivated to do well in the program. 

A third type of constraint arises because of spending limitations for administration and 
support services and the contracting rules associated with them. Under Title ITA, expenses for 
administration (including recruitment and intake) cannot be more than 15 percent of all SDA 
spending, and the sum of administration, support services, and most types of work experience 
wages normally cannot exceed 30 percent of SDA spending. 

There are two important safety valves for program operators, but neither has solved this 
problem for operators of programs like JOBSTART. SDAs can allow individual service 
providers to spend more on administration and support services if the participants they serve 
have special needs, but many SDAs make limited use of this option. In addition, when SDAs 
purchase services under properly structured performance-based contracts that are satisfactorily 
fulfilled, federal rules allow them to charge the entire expenditure against training, even if some 
activities would otherwise be administration or support services. However, a recent Department 
of Labor statement on the use of this type of contract (not in force during the operational 
phase of JOBSTART) restricts its use for programs like JOBSTART.7 The statement prohibits 
a payment for recruitment and enrollment of participants, creating possible cash flow problems 
for CBOs seeking to draw the difficult-to-recruit young school dropouts into programs. In 
addition, the statement warns SDAs that if the level of performance falls below acceptable limits 
(which the state and SDA should define), expenditures under the contract can no longer be 
allocated entirely to training and must be allocated among the cost categories. If SDAs hold 
all service providers to similar performance benchmarks, no matter what the nature of their 
client population, programs like JOBSTART could pose special risks. 

In fact, the JTP A statute does allow more flexible practices, which can encourage 
programs like. JOBSTART. The goal of this chapter is to suggest ways that states, SDAs, and 
service providers can capitalize on these possibilities. 

6For agencies providing education in a sequential/brokered program, basing payment on 
placement in a job poses serious problems, as discussed later in this chapter. 

7Federal Re"ister, 1989, p. 10459. 
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A Lessons for State JTP A Officials 

States set prioritres for the types of services to be offered and evaluate the programs of 
local SOAs, using the federal performance standards. A clear state policy that dropouts are a 
high priority group and that the state will recognize when SOAs enroll them in intensive 
programs can reinforce the efforts at the federal level. 

More specifically, states can support such programs: by structuring JTP A performance 
standards to encourage programs of this type, by allocating discretionary funds to the program, 
and by permitting SOAs to streamline JTP A intake. 

1. Performance, Standards. The 1988 amendments to the federal performance 
standards make it easier for states to encourage and support programs like JOBSTART. 

• Under regulations in effect for program year 1988 and beyond, 
states can choose eight performance standards from a list of twelve 
provided by the Department of Labor. For youths, the department 
strongly encourages states to pick as a key youth standard one of 
two measures that recognize intermediate program outcomes (such 
as completing a level of education) in addition to job placement.s 

• States have the prerogative to decide whether programs financed 
with 6 percent funds must comply with performance standards. 
These funds are usually used either as an incentive to reward SOAs 
that exceed the standards or for initiatives for special target groups. 
States that exempt 6 percent funds from performance standards will 
make programs like JOBSTART more viable. 

• Most states already take advantage of the option to adjust the 
national levels of performance for each standard to reflect the 
characteristics of the labor market and participants in each SOA 
This practice reduces the risks from enrolling low-skilled youths. In 
the near future, participant reading levels will be added to the list 
of characteristics that are used to adjust the national standards. 

SGovemors may choose a new "youth employability enhancement rate" or a redefined 
"positive termination rate." The first measures the proportion of youths served who attained 
youth employment competencies recognized by the local private industry council (one 
competency in program year 1988 and two or more in later years), entered non-Title II training, 
returned full-time to school, completed a major level of education, or (for fourteen- to fifteen­
year-olds) completed program objectives. The second standard measures the proportion of 
youths served who attained one of the employability enhancements or found a job. Youth 
employment competencies measure areas such as pre-employment skills (awareness of the world 
of work, labor market knowledge, career planning, job search techniques), work maturity skills 
(attendance and reliability), basic educational skills, and job-specific skills. 
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This will make it even more attractive for states to use the 
adjustment option. 

With this discretion at the state level, governors, members of the state Job Training 
Coordinating Council, and state JTP A officials can facilitate the implementation of programs 
like JOBSTART .. 

2. Allocation of State Discretionary Funds. State officials can also be creative in 
their use of state-controlled funding. The two key discretionary JTP A funding sources are "6 
percent" funds (discussed above) and "8 percent" funds (which are set aside for programs 
providing basic education or creating linkages between education and occupational training). 
Each can appropriately De allocated to programs like JOBSTART. 

These JTP A funds can be used to encourage further state and local support of intensive 
programs for dropouts. State departments of education could be joint funders, with state JTP A 
agencies, of basic education programs for young dropouts. States could offer grants to localities 
for exemplary programs on the condition that the SDAs raise matching funds. This local match 
could be SDA-controlled JTP A funds, local education funds, or in-kind contributions (teacher 
time, facilities) from local agencies. 

Perhaps of equal or greater importance are state-controlled funds outside JTP A The 
Carl Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984 provides grants to states for vocational 
education and mandates coordination between vocational education and JTP A The Family 
Support Act of 1988 establishes a new Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program to 
replace the Work Incentive (WIN) program and requires states to establish education programs 
for young mothers receiving AFDC who have not completed high school or obtained aGED. 
State education programs, especially those for community colleges and adult vocational schools, 
can also be important sources of support. . 

Finally, states specify the level of documentation needed to establish JTP A eligibility, and 
this decision can affect SDA success in recruiting young dropouts. States must carefully balance 
audit concerns against the extra barriers to program operation created by extensive 
documentation requirements. 

B. Lessons for Local JTP A Officials 

At the local level, funding allocations and performance evaluation arise for local private 
industry council (PIC) members and JTP A administrators as they decide what types of activities 
to support and how to structure the resulting contracts with service providers. SDA staff and 
PICs, who set local service priorities, can choose to allocate a portion of locally controlled 
JTP A funds (including funds distributed by formula and special discretionary allocations from 
the state) to programs combining basic education and occupational training. SDAs and PICs 
must also recognize the need for greater support services in long-term programs serving low­
skilled youths. 
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SDAs can supplement this JTP A funding by seeking partn~rs for innovative programs 
from among local foundations, corporations, community colleges and school districts, and welfare 
agencies. Schools and other agencies that receive state or federal aid based on average daily 
attendance or the number of participants in their program could be an especially promising 
source of in-kind contributions. If they were to operate a program like JOBSTART, their 
enrollment would rise and a portion of the costs would be covered by the increased aid. 

As discussed earlier, performance-based contracts can discourage service providers from 
seeking to enroll high-risk youths. SDAs have two alternatives: (1) cost-reimbursement con­
tracts, which pay for provision of specified services under an approved budget, or (2) 
performance-based contracts structured to make more inten::lve services to dropouts feasible. 
Despite some advantages, cost-reimbursement contracts are rare in JTP A except for activities 
provided by schools, so the following discussion is limited to performance-based contracts. 

When writing performance-based contracts, .SD • .I\s can adopt the following approaches: 

• Reco~nize the difficulty of servinK low-skilled younK dropouts in 
settinK Koals for· pro~ams. Programs serving job-ready clients can 
generate a high percentage of post-program success stories, but in 
fact the services make little difference in participants' lives. Many 
job-ready participants might have found employment on their own 
without special assistance. Programs like JOBSTART, serving less 
skilled people, 'may have fewer success stories to report but may 
have made a greater difference. Ideally, programs would be judged 
on their impacts, not the percentage of success stories, but in 
practice this is difficult to measure. Hence goals for programs must 
be tailored to the people enrolled and the type of service offered. 

• Define payment benchmarks appropriate for the l'roKram. Payment 
solely for placement is inappropriate in a program like JOBSTART. 
Earlier payment points are important to reward service providers for 
the effort of serving this group and the improvement in participants' 
skills, which can lead to long-term success in the labor market.9 

Even under the, recent Department of Labor statements on 
performance-based contracts, SDAs are permitted to write contracts 
for this type of program with payment benchmarks short of 
placement; examples include enrollment and participation at some 
specified level or attainment of a GED. In fact, for youth programs 
contracts may be structured without including placement as a 
payment point. 

~ational Commission for Employment Policy, 1988, found that varying the terms of 
performance-based contracts drJ<l:.s allow SDAs to enroll more hard-to-serve clients. 
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• Develop payment amounts to reflect the need for support services. 
Support services are important in programs like JOBSTART, and 
payment levels to providers must include funds for them. 

As a fmallesson, the experience of JOBSTART sites showed the crucial importance of 
SDAs taking full advantage of the flexibility in intake procedures under state rules to streamline 
application and eligibility certification. The more unnecessary steps are avoided, the easier it 
will be to recruit and enroll low-skilled young dropouts. 

ll. Lessons for Implementinl: Steps or Components in the JOBSTART Model 

A Recruitment Stratewes 

The experience of the JOBSTART sites reinforces what a growing body of studies has 
noted: recruitment of the young dropout population is not easy and requires considerable 
commitment of staff time and energy.10 Among the JOBSTART sites, staff assessments of the 
most effective recruitment strategies varied, but :;orne general lessons emerged. 

• Pro~rams 'iannot rely on walk-ins but must a~lUessively recruit 
youths. Programs seeking to serve disadvantaged dropouts must 
recognize that many r..ave little contact \vith social service or 
education agencies. While word of mouth is the most credible 
source of information on program services, many of these 
"disconnected youths" will never hear about the opportunities 
available \\;thout special efforts to reach them. Full-time recruiting 
staff can make a big difference. 

• Recruitinl: younf: men requires special approaches. Young male 
dropouts are especially likely to Bve outside the mainstream, out of 
contact even with welfare or family health-care agencies. In some 
cases, the attraction of the illegal economy' may be strong. 
Reaching these young men requires special techniques designed to 
make contact with them on their "own turr as well as a credible 
message that this program can be different from their past 
educational experiences. 

• Recruitment messal:es must appeal to the varied interests and needs 
of youths. For most youths, descliptions of program features hold 
little appeal. They will be moved to apply by highlighting how the 
program can provide something they value; economic independence, 
security for their children, or more satisfying work, for example. 

1°70001 Training and Employment Institute, 1988; Kelly, 1987. 
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• Staff must tty a variety of recruitment methods. Recruitment 
specialists can offer many imaginative options to reach youths; flyers 
in welfare checks, public service ads in fast food restaurants, letters 
and testimonials from former participants, referrals from other 
agencies, contests and drawings, low-cost radio ads, and.on-the-street 
recruiting have all been successful.ll Staff must be willing to try 
new methods, and to work outside the office and the nine-to-five 
workday, until they find recruiting approaches that succeed. 

B. Initial Contact and Intake Procedures 

As noted earlier, some JTP A programs have developed intake procedures with many pre­
enrollment steps or hurdles, with the intention of screening out those not motivated to pursue 
training and employment.12 This approach, subject to criticism generally, is especially 
inappropriate in the context of programs like JOBSTART. 

One of the goals of such a program is to increase the self-confidence and motivation of 
youths who have already experienced failure in school. The necessary steps to enroll in JTP A 
are formidable enough to young dropouts without erecting artificial barriers. Instead, prog~ams 
should seek to streamline the admission· process, keeping the number of required visits to a 
minimum and conducting intake throughout the day rather than at specified hours.13 To the 
extent that barriers exist because of concern about job placement-oriented performance 
standards, the suggestions in the previous section could provide the opportunity to modify the 
intake process. 

In the initial contact with recruits, staff should emphasize the benefits of the program, not 
dwell on the "hassles" of gaining admission, and should offer assistance in completing the intake 
process.14 Staff should limit the documentation needed to establish eligibility to the minimum 
required by federal and state regulations and assist youths in assembling the required paperwork. 
While some youths may be put off by initial testing of skills, these tests can be presented as 
necessary to determine the best way to serve them rather than as something they will pass or 
fai1.1S 

11 Kelly, 1987. 
12Cook et al., 1985; Grinker Associates, 1986. 
13Mathematica Policy Research, 1988, makes a similar recommendation. 
14Kelly, 1987. 
lsHowever, required minimum skills for .entry could convert an assessment tool into a test, 

which can be failed. If there are minimum requirements, staff should be careful to offer 
alternatives to those who "fail" the test. 
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c. Strate~ies to Encoura~e Participation in the Pro~ram 

Quality education and occupational skills training alone do not assure participation in a 
program. Young dropouts may have other important demands on their time (working or caring 
for children are likely examples). In many cases, there may be opportunities in the 
underground or illegal economy that could tempt youths to leave a program. To attain the 
number of class hours needed to boost skills levels, program administrators must fmd ways to 
meet participants' basic needs, to create a warm and supportive atmosphere, and to bolster 
youths' motivation and self-esteem. JOBSTART, like other recent studies of programs for 
young dropouts, illustrates the importance of addressing youths' social and personal 
development, as well as deficiencies in basic and occupational skills.16 

1. Meetin~ Basic Needs. At a minimum, programs should provide assistance for 
training-related expenses such as childcare, meals, and transportation. Some type of additional 
financial assiStance seems desirable, but the JOBSTART Demonstration showed no clear 
evidence that greater -- although stilI quite limited -- incentive or needs-based payments 
increased retention or attendance. If, as in JOBSTART, program-provided supports are not 
sufficient to cover the costs of rent, food, or other major living costs, participants will need 
some other means of support while in the program. Approximately one-half were receiving Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) or other public assistance. One-quarter of 
JOBSTART participants worked at some point while in the program. Program opel"ators could 
facilitate this mix of classes and work by helping youths find part-time employment if the 
program schedule permits it. It would be most feasible in programs that offer a sequence of 
education followed by training, since the daily scheduling demands of programs offering 
concurrent education and training are already quite high. 

2. CreatinK a Supportive Environment. For disadvantaged young dropouts, their 
time each day in even an intensive program like JOBSTART is often merely an intenuption in 
what may otherwise be a frustrating and troubled life. Frequently, their living arrangements are 
unstable, they or their children may have health problems, and drugs may be readily available 
in their neighborhoods. Events outside, the program can potentially undo the progress youths 
are making in their classes. 

Over the course of the demonstration, the importance of creating a supportive 
environment and safe haven for youths became increasingly apparentP By providing a place 
in which youths can acknowledge and address the 'problems in, their lives and draw on the 
resources needed to deal with them, programs can help prevent participants' lives from 

1~OOO1 Training and Employment Institute, 1988; Public/private Ventures, 1987 and 1988; 
and Quint and Guy, 1989. 

17Severai recent studies have highlighted the importance of support sernces, counseling; 
and group activities. These studies include Mathematica Policy Research, 1988; Publici 
Private Ventures, 1988; 70001 Training and Employment Institute, 1988; and Quint and 
Guy, ~989. 
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overwhelming their efforts to ~ncrease their self-sufficiency. Staff who can provide personal 
attention and. encouragement, draw on other resources in the community, and serve as role. 
models are critical to developing the supportive atmosphere needed in programs serving young 
dropouts. 

Specially designated counselor/coordinators were indispensable in ~he JOBSTART 
Demonstration. They helped assess support service needs, provided persomil attention and 
counseling, referred youths to other programs in the community when needed, organized 
activities to help build a sense of group identity, monitored participants' progress in the 
program, and served as their advocates when needed. Education and occupational instructors 
should also assist youths in personal development, reinforcing the work of the counselors. 

When hiring staff, program operators should look for individuals with experience in these 
areas. But most important, staff need to see their role as active, rather than reactive. Good 
counselors and instructors will identify problems before they become crises and work with 
students outside the classroom and confines of the program to address barriers to program 
participation and employment. Staff training on these personal development issues, often not 
done in JTP A programs, is important in making staff sensitive to these needs, especially at sites 
where teachers are more accustomed to working with adults. 

3. Motivational Techniques. Staff need to help participants develop a sense of 
group identity. This increases commitment to the program and provides a new reference group 
to reinforce the values of education and training. Useful strategies include: 

• enrolling classes of 20 or fewer youths to create a small enough 
group for youths to form friendships and a group identity; 

• empowering students to affect program decisions on such issues as 
attendance, termination policy, and rewards for achievement 
(perhaps through formation of a student government); 

• scheduling group activities outside the classroom; 

• promoting peer support groups for discussion of personal concerns; 

• recognizing the achievement of intermediate goals, with. financial 
incentives or other rewards; and 

• rewarding completion through appropriate ceremonies and awards. 

4. Life Manaf:ement Skiils. Life skills training helps prepare young dropouts to 
improve their problem-solving skills and accept the demands of the workplace and other adult 
responsibilities. At sites that did not offer this training, staff identified its absence as a major 
weakness in the JOBSTART program. The sites found instruction in values and goal-setting, 
time management, problem-solving, job search techniques, suitable behavior on the job, 
parenting an~ sexuality, health, and personal finances important ,for their students. 
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Of ten, group activities and instruction are useful ways to present this material, since this 
approach requires participants to assess conflicting views and present their own ideas in a clear 
and persuasive way. 

s. Attendance Policies. Even if these recommendations are adopted, absenteeism 
is still likely to be a problem. It can be diminished, however, if sites set clear rules; monitor 
attendance closely, and foHow up quickly with individuals who are frequently absent to help 
them resolve the underlying problem. Involving participants in the development and 
enforcement of attendance rules could build support for their fairness and reinforce the message 
that the students must take responsibility for their actions. 

D. Classroom Mix of youths and Adults 

The JOBSTART experience suggests advantages and disadvantages to setting up separate 
classes for youths, and the sites in the demonstration tried both youths-only and mixed classes. 
By offering classes solely for youths, programs can tailor the scheduling, instructional approach, 
life skills management curriculum, and classroom discipline to address the needs of young 
participants. Separate classes increase the likelihood that young participants will get a chance 
to excel i~ the program and to develop a strong identification with the group and the program. 
However, with separate classes, youths miss out on the chance to learn from older students -­
both as to the need for education and training in the labor market and as to appropriate 
decorum in the classroom and study habits. 

Experience during the demonstration suggests that when youth and adults are together in 
. classrooms, the proportions of each can affect the learning experience. Several sites reported 

that when adults were the clear majority in a class, the youths seemed to benefit. But ad\ilts 
in classes with one-half or more youths found the experience somewhat frustrating, according 
to staff; the adults saw the youths as less skilled, less serious, and more disruptive of classroom 
activities. 

E. Basic Skills Education 

Employers value workers with basic reading and math skills and the ability to adapt to 
new situations and master new tMks. To succeed in this labor market, youths must not only be 
competent in basic skills but must also have the ability to communicate with others, work in a 
group setting, and think critically. The content of the basic education course in combination 
with life skills training mlJSt respond to these demands of the workplace. Classes in reading and 
math must be supplemented with opportunities to develop verbal communication skills, 
teamwork, and reasoning. 

Variety in instructional techniques can make the classroom experience more interesting. 
Competency-based, individualized instruction can be useful in teaching basic reading and math. 
Instructors ani' participants in the JOBSTART Demonstration liked this approach, and it 
allowed sites to serve participants with a wide range of initial reading levels in a single program. 
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Computers can be useful in automating exercises and feedback, thus helping to administer self­
paced instruction. 

For teaching verbal communication and critical thinking, group instruction and activities 
-- with the give and take among those with different views -- can also be useful and can provide 
a lively change of pace complementing individualized, self-paced instruction for basic education. 
This suggests that a mix of individual activities and group instruction might be best. The 
successful implementation of one JOBSTART site's alternative education curricula involving 
group instruction, discussion, and writing suggests that these techniques -- normally used for 
students at a similar skills level -- can also be adapted by an effective teacher to serve youths 
with a wide range of skills. 

The demonstration also suggests that it is possible for occupational training agencies to 
add basic education to their program offerings. With recently developed basic education 
teaching materials -- much of it computer-assisted -- training agencies can relatively easily offer 
basic skills instruction as a lead into training.1s 

F. Occupational Skills Trainin~ 

Most youths participating in occupational training attended typical Job Corps or JTP A 
classes. Their experience suggests several lessons: 

• Youths need clear information on possible occupations. Before 
selecting a training course, participants should be well-informed 
about the requirements and opportunities of different jobs -- entry 
requirements, wage rates, work conditions, and advancement 
opportunities -- and the specific demands of training curricula. 
Most JOBSTART sites lacked a career exploration unit; vocational 
assessment and guidance would help participants make a more 
informed choice. In small programs offering training in only a few 
occupations, or at Concurrent sites, this could take place before 
enrollment, while at larger sequential sites, offering training in many 
occupations, this could occur during the education phase. 

• Course entrance reguirements should be trainin~-related. Entrance 
requirements set higher than necessary could exclude lower-skilled 
young dropouts who might be able to master the essential material. 
Textbooks and other teaching materials should convey the key skills 
using the simplest vocabulary and presentation possible. 

18For a discussion of the use of computers in JTPA, see National Commission for 
Employment Policy, 1988. For a review of research on computer-assisted instruction, see the 
Research into Practice Di~est, Spring 1986. 
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• Trainini instructors must offer special assistance to low-skilled 
students. At some sites accustomed to serving adults, training 
instructors saw their role as presenting technical material; for disad­
vantaged young dropouts, this may not be enough. Instructors-­
who see the students more than anyone else during training -- may 
have to provide special assistance, arrange tutoring, and make sure 
that needed support services are in place. 

• Flexibility in structurini the course schedule and completion 
requirements will be important. Open entry/open exit scheduling, 
especially with self-paced, competency-based instruction, may offer 
young dropouts the greatest opportunity to master needed 
occupational skills. Cou{SeS should recognize intermediate 
competencies, such as the Job Corps "step-off levels," so that youths 
who do not complete the entire course can be certified job-ready 
for a lower-skilled position in the same occupational area. 

G. Job Placement Assistance 

Overall, job placement assistance was the weakest element of the JOBSTART program 
at most sites; it received the greatest attention when the JOBSTART site was contractually 
obligated to arrange placements. This &uggests that while an exclusive focus on job placement 
as the sole goal of the program -- and the sole payment point in a JTP A performance-based 
contract -- would be ill-advised, contractual incentives can help keep the employment goal in 
sight. 

Instruction in job search techniques, interviewing, and resume writing is important in a 
program serving school dropouts, but participants also need direct job development and referrals 
to specific jobs. Job development specialists will be most successful in finding job possibilities 
and arranging referrals for youths. But training instructors, with their contacts in the field, 
should also play an important role in job development and referrals; counselors are likely to be 
much less effective. It is important that job placement staff not focus just on the best students 
in the program but also aid those less skilled to find appropriate employment. 

Independent job search, while appropriate for some participants, might be supplemented 
by group job search clubs, which teach job finding skills. Instruction in job search techniques 
should begin early in the program so that those who leave the program early can benefit from 

. it. However, group job search could best be conducted for those completing or nearing the end 
of training. . 

H. Linkini the Pieces 

It is important for all staff -- counselors, basic skills teachers, and occupational training 
instructors -- to present a consistent message to participants about their obligations in the 
programs and expectations of performance. Multi-component programs require the presence 
of a full-time counselor/coordinator to monitor participants' progress, arrange support services, 
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and serve as a liaison and advocate for youths with instructors and other staff at the site. 
Their role should be much like that of a case manager. 

III. Advantaaes and Disadvant3aes of Different Institutional Sponsors 

Within the demonstration, a variety of institutions -- adult vocational schools, a community 
college, community-based organizations, and Job Corps Centers -- put in place the JOBSTART 
program and enrolled participants. This finding is important because a central question in the 
demonstration was whether such a program could be operated outside specialized Job Corps 
Centers. 

The experience in the demonstration also suggests that community-based organizations 
and schools have different strengths and weaknesses, which should be considered in deciding 
where to base a program like JOBSTART and in planning for its implementation. 

A Familiarity with Disadvantaaed Youths' 

CBOs are more likely than schools to have experience dealing with the problems and 
special needs of young school dropouts. Often, CBOs have as part of their organizational mis­
sion service to this population, and many are based in the neighborhood in which these youths 
reside. Adult vocational schools and community colleges tend to serve those with high school 
diplomas and often rely on traditional instructional techniques (lectures and group testing), 
which are not appealing to most dropouts. 

When schools operate a program like JOBSTART, they should supplement their normal 
staff with instructors and counselors experienced in working with disadvantaged school drop­
outs. These staff members can help existing instructors adapt their usual curricula and teaching 
style to the needs of disadvantaged dropouts. They will also be able to plan for the type of 
support services and special group activities needed to build group cohesiveness and peer 
support. 

B. Support Services 

CBOs are more likely than schools to be multi-service agencies, providing assistance with 
childcare, health care needs, family planning, and other support service needs. When schools 
or smaller, single-purpose CBOs operate a program like JOBSTART, their staff will need to 
help students find other agencies able to address support service needs not met by the program. 

C. Variety of Courses 

Schools normally will have more courses available to participants in occupational skills 
training. Larger vocational schools in the demonstration had courses in more than 20 
occupations at a time, while smaller CBOs did not offer occupational training in-house or had 
only a few courses. 
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When small CBOs operate a program like JOBSTART, this problem could be addressed 
in one of several. ways. One option is to develop linkages to other training agencies, as was 
done in the sequential/brokered sites in the demonstration. As discussed later in this chapter, 
the demonstration suggests lessons for making this approach more successful. 

Alternatively, several small CBOs (each with a basic education program and a small 
number of occupational training courses) could operate the program as a consortium and 
conduct recruiting as a group. If youths apply-at one agency, seeking occupational training 
offered at another, they could be referred to the other agency for both education and training. 
To encourage referrals, the local SOA could possibly set up performance contracts with 
payments to agencies for youths referred to other agencies who subsequently enroll. This may 
not be possible to implement if these small CBOs are neighborhood-based, since applicants are 
unlikely to travel to a CBO in another neighborhood. 

O. Stability of Fundin~ 

Stability of funding is another clear advantage of schools and community colleges. They 
often have funding sources tied to average daily attendance or other measures of student 
enrollment. This frees them from the annual need to compete for contracts under JTP A or 
other programs. Since they are less dependent on JTP A funds, schools are less constrained by 
JTP A's performance standards and limits on spending for support services. While it is likely 
that more funding than the routine educational funds will be needed to offer all the 
JOBSTART support services, having core funding that is relatively stable will avoid turmoil and 
the periodic need for large layoffs and restaffing. To the extent that CBOs can receive funding 
on a multi-year basis for serving young, low-skilled dropouts (perhaps through state welfare 
employment programs) or diversify their funding sources, their ability to plan and implement 
lengthy and intensive education and training programs will be enhanced.19 

IV. Lessons on Concurrent Versus Sequential Prc~rams 

The choice of a concurrent versus sequential program also poses tradeoffs for program 
designers and operators. The experience of the demonstration provides lessons on how to 
address fi;re key issues. 

• Maintainini interest in basic education: Concurrent programs can 
increase the relevance of education through immediate application 
of new skills in occupational training. Sequential programs build the 
foundation of basic skills, increasing the options for training courses. 
However, sequential program operators face a challenge in 

19Jbe JTP A Advisory Panel has recommended multi-year contracts to key service providers 
at the local level. This approach could also increase the funding stability of CBOs operating 
a prowam like JOBSTART. See lob Training Partnership Act Advisory Panel, 1989. 
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maintaining the interest of students seeking occupational training.20 

Life skills instruction, which emphasizes practical knowledge, can 
supplement basic skills instruction at sequential sites and help 
maintain interest during the educat~on phase. Youths can also 
explore occupational options while .still in the education phase, with 
instructors highlighting the basic skill entry requirements. 

• Participation in traininK: At concurrent sites, most youths in the 
demonstration received both basic skills instruction and occupational 
training. In fllct, at th~ sites, training was the dominant activity 
in terms of classroom hours. In sequential programs, the 
participation rate in training was much lower, so agencies operating 
this type of program must plan carefully to encOurage youths to 
make the transition. The problem of declining participation over 
time, which is present in any lengthy program, is aggravated in 
brokered programs, where youths must gain entry to and begin a 
new program after having participated for an extended period. 
During the education phase, introductions to training options, 
instruction in job search techniques, and a continued focus on the 
goal of training and a good job can encourage youths to continue 
in the program. 

• Trainin~ curriculum: Developing appropriate training curricula and 
materials can be difficult in ·a concurrent program, where youths are 
still working on acquiring basis skills when they begin training. In 
the demonstration, youths at concurrent sites were able to enroll in 
a diverse array of courses. Part of the reason was the use by some 
sites of self-paced, competency-based instruction in training as well 
as in education. This approach made it much easier to 
accommodate youths at different skill levels in the same course; 
youths who were struggling with mastering basic skills were not left 
completely behind in training, but could proceed at their own pace. 

• Daily schedule: In concurrent programs, the daily schedule was a 
full one from the beginning of· participation, with little time for 
activities other than education and training. Youths can find the 
work very demanding, especially when training is offered on a fixed 
cycle, with little scheduling flexibility to accommodate slower 
progressing students. All of these problems are aggravated if the 
training is offered by another agency. Activities like life skills 
management and counseling could help youths acquire the discipline 

2Of'0r this reason, a recent study of programs for minority-group female single parents 
recommended that youths be given the option of participating in a concurrent program. See 
Mathematica ,Policy Research, 1988. 
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and self-confidence to complete a demanding program. Such 
activities to promote personal development were more important in 
sequential programs, where the less crowded schedule allowed time 
for more life skills instruction and group 'activities. 

Sites operating a concurrent program face a tradeoff in responding 
to this. They can reduce the daily hours of training at the 
beginning of the program, allowing time for other activities and 
making the transition to a highly structured program less stressful 
for youths who have been out of school for an extended period. 
However, this will make the youths in a program like JOBSTART 
fall behind others in the training class unless training is offered on 
a self-paced basis. Alternatively, sites could provide education 
classes that include other group activities and life skills training, but 
this reduces basic skills instruction. 

• Duration of traininK: A curriculum of education and training can 
be completed in a shorter period when offered concurrently. 
Completing a program at a sequential site is often a lengthier 
process because these programs typically spend more time on basic 
education and other activities apart from training. In lengthier 
programs, dropout rates will increase as youths lose interest, 
encounter personal problems t.hat prevent participation, or seek 
employment to meet immediate needs for income. This suggests 
that sequential programs may have to provide a fuller array of 
support services and may have to help participants find part-time 
employment or arrange formal paid work experience positions as 
part of the program. 

V. Lessons for OperatinK Brokered Pro~ams 

The experience of sites in the JOBSTART Demonstration suggests that it is most difficult 
to implement a program combining basic education and ~upational training at sites that 
provide the basic education and then refer participants to other agencies for ~upational 
training. Only 26 percent of youths at these feeder sites participated in any ~upational 
training. 

Ideally, all services would be offered on-site by the sponsoring agency.21 In reality, for 
programs like JOBSTART to be widely available, CBOs offering either basic education or 

21Mathemati~a Policy Research, 1988, also recommends "one-stop" programs as' best for 
minimizing attrition from the program, enhancing management control, and strengthening the 
supportive aspects of the program. 
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vocational training -- but not both -- must be involved. The problems of sequential/brokered 
programs encountered in the demonstration must therefore be addressed. 

SDAs and agencies interested in operating sequential/brokered programs should consider 
the following possibilities to ease the transition to training: 

• Develop aifeements KivinK referrals from the education aKency 
priority for admission to traininK. The education and training agen­
cies, with the assistance of the SDA, could develop clearly defmed 
entrance criteria for training agencies. Youths who are referred by 
an education agency and who meet these requirements should 
receive priority for admission. 

• Provide opportunities to explore traininK options durinK the 
education phase. Coordinators at the education agency could 
arrange visits to training courses to explore career options and entry 
requirements and to keep youths focused on the goal of future 
training. 

• Allow youths the option of an early transition to traininK with 
continued basic skills instruction. If participants who have achieved 
the minimum basic skills needed for entry into training are willing 
to put in longer days to continue their education while beginning 
skills training, they should be given this option. If they choose it, 
the self-paced, individualized instruction would permit flexible 
scheduling for the education coursework. 

• Coordinate. as much as possible. the education schedule with start 
of traininK. Students are more likely to make the transition to 
training when it begins soon after they are ready to move out of 
education. With the many training optio1n8 possible under 
sequential/brokered programs, there will not be a single schedule. 
To the extent that one training starting date is common (for 
example, the normal school-year calendar), education should be 
scheduled to prepare people to make the transition at that time. 
At a minimum, program staff should keep participants in education 
informed of the schedules of relevant training possibilities. 

• Streamline the application process at the traininK aKency. Youths 
may be put' off by paperwork and testing, especially when it repeats 
what was already required by the education agency. When JTP A 
funds are used for both phases of the program, avoid terminating 
youths at the end of education and having them reapply and go 
through eligibility certification again if accepted into training. 
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• DesiiPate a counselor/coordinator or case mana~er to monitor and 
facilitate the proKI'ess of youths in the traininK phase. Some agency 
needs to coordinate the many activities of a program like 
JOBSTART, including support services and counseling. SDAs or 
other funders of the program should pay for staff at that agency for 
this effort. Education agencies that provide the initial activities are 
possibly the best site for this ,coordination. If arranged this way, 
training agencies should have a contractual obligation to provide the 
case manager with information on the experiences of participants. 

A potential problem can arise in the contract for educational agencies funded under Title 
ITA of JTP A when the agencies refer participants completing education to a different. 
organization for occupational training. 

As mentioned earlier, under the performance standards, transition to occupational training 
funded by Title II of JTP A does not count as grounds for a positive termination, and this pqses 
a special problem in broke red programs. When performance contract payment points are linked 
to performance standards, education providers are paid only if participant') attain a GED or find 
a job. This could force agencies to enroll more skilled youths or to emphasize attainment of 
a GED over making a transition to training. That would undermine efforts to operate 
programs combining education and training for disadvantaged, low-skilled dropouts. Here again, 
it would be useful to make the payment points in performance-based contracts different from 
the benchmarks that are counted as a positive termination.22 

VI. A Final Note 

This chapter has discussed operational lessons coming out of the JOBSTART 
Demonstration and other experience operating programs of education and training for 
disadvantaged school dropouts. More conclusive impact fe.8ults and the estimation of benefits 
and costs of the JOBSTART program must await the final report on the demonstration. These 
early results suggest, however, that with creativity and determination 'the program can be 
implemented within JTP A and that it leads to encouraging increases in educational attainment. 
The implementation lessons from the demonstration summarized in this chapter can help states, 
SDAs, and service providers move ahead in this important policy area. . 

22sDAs can also allow youths to continue to be enrolled ill JTP A as they move from the 
education to training service provider. This means that they become part of the performance 
standards calculations only after leaving the program after training, when they are more likely 
to have attained a GED or to have been placed in a job. 
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APPENDIX A 

DATA SOURCES FOR THE EVALUATION 

Many data sources were used in this evaluation of the JOBSTART Demonstration. 
Baseline demographic data were collected at the time of random assignment. Management 
Information System (MIS) data from the sites were used to measure participation hours. A 
twelve-month follow-up survey of applicants was conducted to measure impacts on experimentals 
(including those who did not participate) compared to controls; the impacts concerned amounts 
of education and training received, employment and earnings, and other relevant information. 
The twelve-month survey also dealt with the experiences of participants in the JOBSTART 
program. Much qualitative information, including interviews with program staff and focus groups 
and in-depth interviews with participants, was used in conjunction with the quantitative 
information. Each data source is described below. 

1. JOBSTART Enrollment Forms 

The JOBSTART Enrollment Form, designed by MDRC and filled out by program staff 
at the time of random assignment, was the major source of information about the demographic 
and socioeconomic characteristics of sample members. It included data on age, sex, ethnicity, 
family composition, educational attainment and time since dropping out of school as well as basic 
information on welfare and employment histories. The enrollment form was completed for all 
but one sample member.1 

II. JOBSTART Mana~ement and Information System Forms 

Sites used a. number of MDRC-designed forms to report on the progress of participants 
in JOBSTART. The most important of these were: 

A Monthly Participation Report 

The Monthly Participation Report provided the number of hours that participants spent 
in basic education, occupational skills training, or other kinds of JOBSTART activities each 
month. It also provided information on the type of occupational skills training in which 
participants i~ training enrolled. Sites reported actual hours attended, not the number of hours 
scQeduled. 

IThis sample member will be excluded from the impact analysis, since all demographic 
variables from the enrollment form are missing. For many of the sample members, a few 
specific pieces of demographic information are missing. In the impact analysis, the predicted 
values based on similar sample members were substituted for these missing observations. 
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Participation data used in this report were collected from August 1985 -- the beginning 
of random assignment -- through August 1988. The month of random assignment is included 
as a month of follow-up for participation, although the participant may have been randomly 
assigned late in the month. Those assigned in the last two months of random assignment -­
October and November 1987 -- have eleven and ten months of follow-up participation data, 
respectively. For the purpose of uniformity With the twelve-month follow-up survey, and because 
most of the JOBSTART programs were designed to last a maximum of twelve-months, the 
implementation analysis used the part of the sample that had twelve months of follow-up data, 
that is, members of the experimental sample who were randomly assigned before October 1987. 

Collecting strictly comparable data across sites was not always possible, for two reasons: 
first, the services provided at each site varied; second, there was some inconsistency in the way 
sites reported hours for activities other than basic education or occupational training classe~. 
For example, a number of sites supplemented education and/or training classes with formal 
classroom instruction in a variety of topics generally termed "life skills." Some sites reported 
these . as education hours; others counted them as training hours. In order to have similar 
definitions of the basic components -- education and training -- MDRC modified the reported 
hours at sites, so that time spent in such activities as life skills classes was counted under "other 
activities."2 The education hours re~rted by CET/San Jose also were adjusted to reflect only 
hours spent in the site's OED class. 

Other differences remained, however. A num~r of sites offered limited amounts of work 
experience as part of the JOBSTART program. Some sites reported these hours as training 
hours; others reported them under "other activities."4 No adjustments were made in these hours. 
Finally, the Phoenix Job Corps did not report hours spent by participants in life skills or 

~e sites were EI Centro in Dallas, the Los Angeles Job Corps, the Atlanta Job Corps, 
and Allentown in Buffalo. At EI Centro one-half of all education hours prior to December 
1986 were spent in life skills. After 1986 one-fourth of the reported education hours were spent 
in life skills. The hours were counted as hours in "other activities" by MDRe. At the Los 
Angeles Job Corps, participants spent one-half of their reported education hours in activities 
such as art, gym, and "world of work" for the first three months after enrollment. MORC 
moved one-half of the education hours to hours in "other activities" for those months. At the 
Atlanta Job Corps, ten hours each week were spent in activities such as life skills, driver 
education, and health. MORe moved 28.6 percent of the reported education hours to hours 
in "other activities." Allentown included such hours in its reported occupational training hours. 
MDRC moved all reported occupational training hours that did not have an associated type of 
training to hours in "other activities." 

3CET/San Jose reported 30 percent of each participant's occupational training hours as 
education, which included time spent on training-related basic skills in occupational training 
courses as well as hours in the site's OED class. For consistency With other sites, the education 
and training hours at CET were recalculated by MORC, and only hours speo.t in the separate 
GED class were included as education hours in this report. 

4At EGOS in Denver, hours spent by participants in "work study" were not reported. 
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avocational activities, although the odier two Job Corps sites did. 

Appendix Table A 1 shows the common elements and variations in component activities 
across sites. In general, participation hours reported as being in the education component 
consisted of time spent in classes devoted to basic education or OED preparation; they did not 
include work on training-related basic skills done in occupational training courses. At all sites, 
participation hours that were counted in the training component included all activities offered 
in occupational training curricula, including units on training-related educational skills (such as 
Business English or Business Math) and employability development (instruction in work 
behaviors and job search). At the following sites the hours counted as training also included 
time spent in work experience or on-the-job training: Connelley in Pittsburgh, EI Centro in 
Dallas, the Phoenix Job Corps, and the Los Angeles Job Corps. Hours spent in "other 
activities" varied considerably across sites and included instruction in life skills, work experience, 
and orientation and avocational .8ctivities. 

In order to assess the quality and completeness of the participation data, MORe staff 
reviewed the teachers' class attendance records and other source data for a randomly selected 
sample of participants. For the most part there was agreement between hours found in 
teachers' records and the Monthly Participation Reports. If more than 20 percent of the cases 
in a quality control sample had discrepancies greater than 10 percent between site-reported 
hours and hours obtained in the check, MORe scheduled either a re-collection of the data or 
retraining of site staff, depending on the seriousness of the discrepancies.s 

B. Other MIS Data 

As part of the monthly monitoring system, sites also reported on the end-of-month status 
of each participant; the participants who had been terminated and the reason for termination; 
and job placement and GED receipt among participants. The twelve-month follownup survey 
proved to be a more complete source of data for employment and OED receipt, since it 
included activity by experimentals that might not have been reported to site operators as well 
as the experiences of the control group. Consequently, the survey is the only source of these 
data used in this report. 

SBecause it was necessary to obtain records from a number of service providers, many of 
which did not maintain complete records for long periods, occupational training hours in 
brokered sites were the most difficult to cOnfirm and probably have the greatest variation 
between actual and reported hours. The difficulty MORe staff had in obtaining and verifying 
data from training providers reflects the difficulty sites had in monitoring hours for participa'nts 
once they were no longer at the site. Problems were found even at the two sites with the best 
data from service providers: one site apparently over~reported hours while one site apparenltly 
under-reported ~ours. Because the number of participants who entered training in 
sequentiallbrokered sites was small, the misreporting of training hours did not greatly affect tlhe 
average hours of training reported in the report. 
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Table A.1 " 

Activities Inclucled in Participation Hours, by 
C~t, by Site \ 

Education Training Other Activities 

All sites Classes in basic 
education or GED­
preparation 

Cla .. rOOll occL4)ltional " Varies 

Exceptions by site 

Allentown (Iuffalo) 

Atlanta Job Corps 

BS~ (New York City) 

CETISan Jose 

Chicago COIIIIIonS 

a 

a 

May include a few 
hours per week in 
computer-assisted 
lifl! skills 
curriculun 

• 

training, including units 
on training-related 
besic .kills and employa-
bility development 

a 

Connelley (Pittsburgh) Work experience 
lllentorships 

CREC (Hartford) Includes some hours 
in employability 
development activi­
ties 

East Los Angeles 
Skills Center 

EGOS (Denver) 

El Centro (Dallas) 

Los Angeles Job Corps 

Phoenix Job Corps 

SER/Corpus Christi 

a 

a 

c 

Work experience intern­
.hips 

Work experience and OJT 

Work experience and 
OJT 

SOURCE: Program records and staff interviews. 

NOTES: ·Reported hours were adjusted by MORC. 

Life skills· 

10-day orientation, 
work experience and 
OJT, life .kills and 
avocational 
activities· 

Life skills 

None 

Work experience 
internships 

None 

None 

Life skills· 

5 day orientation, 
life skills and 
avocational 
act i vi ties· 

8 day orientationc 

None 

bSite did not report participation in a one-hour after .chool component consisting of 
counseling ~~ other support activities in school year 1986-87. 

eSite did not report participation hours in work/study positions. 

CSite"didnot report participation hours in life skills and avocational activities. 
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III. Test of Adult Basic Education 

The Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE), a moditlcation of the California Achievement 
Test, was used to measure reading levels of experimentals. Prior' research has shown the test 
to be a reliable and valid measure of reading ability. The test was used at two points in time: 
shortly after random assignmen~ as a baseline measure;6 and after participants had spent some 
time in the program (usually after about one hundred hours of education), as a measure of 
reading level gains.7 

About 20 percent of the total experimental sample did not take a baseline TABE. The 
percentage tested varied by site from a high of 100 percent to a low of 42 percent. The Job 
Corps sites and CET/San Jose had the lowest. percentage of experimentals with baseline TABEs. 

. \ 

N. Twelve-Month Follow-Up Survey 

The twelve-month follow-up survey is the data source for the impact chapter (Chapter 9) 
and contributes to an understanding of the experiences of JOBSTART participants and 
nonparticipant experimentals. The survey was conducted8 either in person or, for the 
approximately one-fifth of the sample who had moved out of the area, by telephone, a year after 
random assignment. The interview lasted about forty-five minutes and provided information 
about the applicant's experience in the year following random assignment. Respondents were 
asked about their employment history, family status, welfare receipt, and receipt of education 
or training outside of JOBSTART. Experimentals who did not participate in JOBSTART were 
asked why; participants were asked what they like and disliked about the program and their 
reasons for leaving. 

Eighty-two percent (1,401) of the 1,709 sample members randomly assigned between 
August 1985 and March 1987, were interviewed. Those randomly assigned into the JOBSTART 
research sample after March 1987..,will be contacted for interviews, and their data will be in-

6At five sites the TABE was also used as a test of reading-level eligibility and consequently 
was administered to controls as well as to experimentals. A number of other reading tests were 
administered at the other sites. Data from these sites were not included in the analysis because 
the data were not comparable across sites. Scores on the eligibility test were used as the 

. baseline measure for experimentals in sites where the T ABE was used. 
7The actual number of hours of education between random assignment and the first follow­

up test varied considerably because of differences in measuring hours of education and delays 
in administering the tests. Also, in the first few months of the demonstration, sites were asked 
to test every three months, which resulted in considerable variation in the number of hours after 
which participants were tested. 

8MDRC contracted with Abt Associates, a Boston-based survey firm, to implement, manage, 
and monitor the survey. Completed surveys were data-entered and checked for completeness by 
Abt. Members of the Abt staff also assisted in the design of the survey instrument. 
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eluded in the final report. Appendix B discusses issues of sample bias and data quality for the 
survey. 

Sample members who could be located were generally willing to be interviewed: less than 
12 percent of the noncompletions were because of refusals to take part in the survey. The most 
common reason for noncompletion was an inability to contact the respondent. Three-fourths. 
of the noncompleted interviews were because the respondent could not be contacted, or could 
not be located or had moved more than 50 miles and a phone number was not available. The 
completion rate and reasons for non-response did not differ significantly between experimental 
and control groups. 

v. Qualitative Data 

Qualitative descriptions of the program and of participants' experiences in it were obtained 
from a variety of sources and were used to complement the analysis of the quantitative data. 

MDRC research staff visited sites and conducted structured interviews with program 
administrators, counselor/coordinators, and teaching staff to determine recruitment practices, the 
content of services in the education and training components, job placement and other activities, 
the range of support services and retention strategies, and staffing patterns and staff experience 
with JOBSTART. Staff also observed education and training classes at each site, and visited 
some of the organizations that provided occupational training to JOBSTART participants at th~ 
sequential/brokered sites. Sites were typically visited once during the early phase of the 
demonstration and twice in the second year of program operations. This information was 
supplemented by on-going reports on program operations and classroom observations provided 
by MDRC operations staff who visited each site at regular intervals. (Interviews and 
observations concerning the education component were developed in conjunction with an 
education expert, who worked with MORC on a consultant basis.) 

Information about participant reactions to JOBSTART was obtained from focus group 
discussions with forty-six JOBSTART participants at four sites between May 1987 and February 
1988. Female participants were interviewed at Connelley in Pittsburgh and at BSA in New York 
City; males were interviewed at EI Centro in Dallas and at the Los Angeles Job Corps. Each 
session was attended by between nine and fourteen participants and lasted between two and 
two-and-a-half hours. At Connelley and EI Centro, the groups were made up of participants 
in attendance on the session day; at the Los Angeles Job Corps, staff selected students who 
were doing well in the program; the BSA group included both current participants in education 
and women who had already moved on to occupational skills training. Because they included 
many participants who stayed longer than the average and/or who were doing well in the 
program, the groups were not representative of all JOBSTART participants. Nevertheless, used 
in conjunction with the survey responses, the focus group discussions provided valuable insights 
into participants' expectations about the program, what helped and hindered their participation, 
their opinions of the education and training components, and their recommendations for 
improving the program. MDRC hired consultants to develop the discussion topics, moderate 

. the groups, and analyze the responses. 
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A series of in-depth interviews was conducted by another consultant with fifteen 
JOBSTART participants at four other sites (CREC in Hartford, EGOS in Denver, Allentown 
in Buffalo, and the Atlanta Job Corps) between November 1986 and September 1987. These 
profiles provided additional, although impressionistic, information about the lives of some 
JOBSTART participants prior to and during the demonstration. The report also drew on the 
observations of JOBSTART staff and selected participants who attended a conference on Youth 
Employment Initiatives, sponsored by MDRC, in October 1987.9 

9See Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1988, for a sl:mmary of the 
confe~ence discussions. 
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APPENDIX B 

IN-PROGRAM IMPACI'SOFJOBSTART: METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 

As outlined in Chapter 9, four basic methodological issues had to be addressed to answer 
the key ev~luation questions. 

1. Selection Bias 

Did random assignment succeed in creating a group of JOBSTART controls with the 
same pre-program characteristics as JOBSTART experimentals? If sample members become 
"experimentals" or "controls" completely at random, there are no systematic measured or 
unmeasured differences between the two groups before program treatment. Under those 
circu~tances, average outcomes among controls measure what average outcomes would have 
been. among experimentals had the treatment not been available to them, and the difference 
in average outcomes between experimentals and controls measures the program's effect. If 
there are systematic preexisting differences between experimentals and controls, then measured 
differences in post-treatment outcomes confound true program effects with biases due to the 
selection of more people from some groups to be experimentals and more people from other 
groups to be controls. 

.' 

Table B.1 presents, one at a time, average characteristics for experimentals, controls, and 
both groups together. There were only slight differences between groups in a few individual 
characteristics, and no overall pattern of systematic differences between groups. 

An alternative, more rigorous way to deal with the same issue is to use linear regression 
analysis. To implement statistical tests for systematic experimental-control differences in those 
characteristics used in impact regressions (see Table B.6), Table B.2 presents linear regression 
results measuring the extent of selection bias for the 2,311 members of the JOBSTART 
sample who filled out enrollment forms.1 The first column of Table B.2 shows the same slight 
differences in individual characteristics and the same absence of systematic differences as Table 
B.1. The final entry in the coluqm, the p-value of the F statistic, is very close to unity, 
providing strong evidence that there is no overall pattern of differences between experimentals 
and controls. It shows that random assignment created two groups without systematic. overall 
differences in characteristics before enrollment. There were slight, statistically significant 
differences in only three individual characteristics. For the full sample, experimentals were 
slightly less likely to be male, slightly more likely to be male parents, and slightly more likely 
to live in a household with someone else who received AFDC.2 The procedure used to 

lOne sample member who did not complete an enrollment form is excluded from the 
impact analysis (see Appendix A). . 

2Among the 1,709 sample members assigned before April 1987 (see column two of Table 
B.2) and among the 1,401 frrst-wave survey completers assigned before April 1987 (column' 
three), the results of random assignment were qunte similar. Although, judging from the high 

(continued ... ) 
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Teble 1.1 

Selected Characteristics at TiMe of Random Assignment 
for the Full Research S.mple, by Research Group 

Charlcteristic ExperiMental a Controls 

Site (X) 
Allentown (Iuffllo) 6.5 6.2 
Atlantl Job Corps 3.4 3.5 
lSA (New York City) 6.4 6.6 
CET ISln Jose 8.6 8.7 
Ch i CillO COIIIIIonS 4.0 4.0 
Connelley (Pittsburgh) 9.5 9.4 
CREe (Hlrtford) 4.7 4.7 
Elst Loa Angeles Skills Center 5.4 5.5 
EGOS (Denver) 10~3 10.2 
El Centro (Dlllls) 8.6 2.7 
Loa Angeles Job Corps 12.7 13.0 
Phoenix Job Corps 6.6 6.6 
SER/Corpus Christi 13.0 13.0 

Age in yelrs (X) 
17 29.3 30.8 
18 24.6 25.3 
19 20.0 18.6 
20 15.4 14.0 
21 10.7 11.2 

Averlge Ige (years) 18.5 18.5 

Sex (X) 
"Ile 47.4 50.3 
F ... le 52.6 49.7 

Ethnicity (X) 
White 8.0 9.1 
Illck 45.0 44.8 
Hispenic 44.0 42.7 
Other 3.0 3.5 

School grade It dropout (X) 
3-8 7.0 6.4 
9 20.1 20.0 
10 31.5 33.9 
11 32.1 32.3 
12 9.2 7.5 

Averlge achool grade at dropout 10.2 10.1 

Averlge tiM between dropout Inc:I 
rlndOm laaillnment (months) 23.4 23.1 

Lf.ited English (X) 4.2 4.6 

Never lerried (X) 90.2 91.1 

Plrenting atatus (X) 
Not I perent 67.1 68.9 
F_le perent 26.3 25.9 
"Ile perent 6.6 5.1 
Not living with own child 71.7 73.9 
Female living with own child 24.4 24.4 
"Ile living with own child 2.9 1.7 

Total 

6.4 
3.5 
6.5 
8.7 
4.0 
9.5 
4.7 
5.4 

10.3 
8.7 

12.8 
6.6 

13.0 

30.1 
24.9 
19.3 
14.7 
10.9 

18.5 

48.9 
51.1 

8.5 
44.9 
43.4 
3.2 

6.7 
20.1 
32.7 
32.2 
8.4 

10.1 

23.2 

4.4 

90.7 

68.0 
26.1 
5.9 

72.8 
24.9 
2.3* 

(contir.Jed) 
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Table 1.1 (contlrued) 

Characteristic ExperiMentals Controls Totlll 

lenefits received (X)a 
None 42.6 41.3 42.0 
OWn AFDC case 18.7 19.6 19.2 
Household AFDC case 19.5 16.5 18.0* 
Other public assistance 19.2 22.5 20.8* 

EMployed within 12 months prior to 
random alsignment (X, 51.3 52.4 51.9 

Received occ~tiOl'l8l trainil'lSl 
within 12 MOnths prior to random 
a .. igrwent (X, 16.0 17.7 16.8 

Arrested lince age 16 (X) 16.0 15.5 15.8 

Convicted lince age 16 (X) 5.9 6.9 6.4 

Participated in J08START within 9 
.onths of random assignment (X)b 88.0 

Number of youths randomly assigned 1163 1149 2312 

SClJRCE: ..,RC calculations from the JOBSTART Enrollment Forms and Monthly 
Participation Reports. 

,/ 

NOTES: This table includes data for aU youths randomly assigned between August 
1985 and Novenber 1987. 

For lelected characteristics. lample lizes may vary up to 88 sample points 
due to .illing data. 

A two-tailed t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between 
experiMentall and controls for each characteriltic. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as * • 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** • a percent. 

Distributions Ny not add to 100.0 percent because of rcxr.dil'lSl. 

a"Other public assistance" indicates receipt of benefits by either the 
participant or another Member of the participant's household. 

bparticipation is defined as attendil'lSl a JOBSTART activity for at least one 
hour. Activities may include education. trainil'lSl. or other activities. Only exp!rimentals 
lilY participate. A nine-month participation .asure is used in this table because of the 
availability of only nine .onths of follow-up for the entire sample. 
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Table 1.2 

Estimated Regression Coefficients for the Probability of 
Assignment to the Experi.ental Group 

Early S8II'f)le 
Regressor or Statistic Full S8II'f)l e Earl y S8II'f)le Responders 

Constant 0.503*** 0.505*** 0.510*** 

Site 
Allentown (Buffalo) 0.030 0.057 0.042 
Atlanta Job Corps -0.001 0.004 -0.018 
BSA (New York City) 0.000 0.014 -0.047 
CET/San Jose -0.005 -0.019 -0.040 
Chicago Conmons -0.002 0.013 0.036 
Connelley (Pittsburgh) 0.00.4 0.006 -0.001 
CREC (Hartford) 0.003 0.012 0.031 
East Los Angeles Skills 

Center 0.006 0.010 -0.045 
EGOS (Denver) -0.001 -0.005 -0.020 
El Centro (Dallas) -0.003 -0.007 -0.051 
Los Angeles Job Corps -O.OOS 0.002 -0.042 
Phoenix Job Corps -0.000 -0.013 -0.016 
SER/Corpus Christi 

Age 20 or 21 0.011 0.014 0.009 

.. ale -0.050* -0.070** -0.060* 

Ethnicity 
White -0.023 -0.018 -0.050 
Black 
Hispanic 0.019 0.024 -0.000 
Other -0.013 0.032 -0.006 

Quit school during grade 11 
or 12 0.015 0.039 0.039 

Lilllited Engl ish -0.014 -0.039 0.001 

No phone rurber on 
enrolllllent form -0.064 -0.053 . -0.007 

Never Nrried -0.011 -0.023 -0.035 

.. ale parent 0.080* 0.098* 0.088 

Female parent living 
with child 0.002 -0.025 -0.021 

Lived with two parents 
at age 14 -0.020 -0.014 -0.014 

OWn AFDC case It 
random assignment -0.008 0.029 -0.012 

Household AFDC case It 
r~ assignment 0.068** 0.082** 0.086** 

Received mediclid It random 
assignment -0.029 -0.OS5** -0.095** 

(continued) 
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Table '.2 (continued> 

Early San.,le 
Regressor or Statistic Full San.,le Early San.,le Responders 

Received food stan.,s at 
random assignment -0.020 -0.011 -0.003 

ElI'f)loved within 12 IQ'Iths 
prior to random assignment -0.014 -O.ooa 0.003 

Arrested .ince age 16 0.049 0.054 0.029 

Convicted since aile 16 -0.070 -0.049 -0.075 

Number of observations 2311 1709 1401 

Nu.ber of experimentals 1163 863 714 

NUMber of controls 1148 846 687 

Degrees of freedom 
for error 2279 1677 1369 

Error mean square 0.251 0.251 0.251 

R square O.ooa 0.013 0.018 

Mean of dependent 
variable 0.503 0.505 0.510 

F statistic 0.599 0.700 0.798 

P·value of F statistic 0.961 0.891 0.778 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART,Enrollment Forms. 

NOTES: The dependent variable in each rellression equation was U'lity for each 
experi.ental and zero for each control. Each characteristic on the rillht hand side of 
each equation was measured as a deviation from its .an. 

A two-tailed t-test was applied to each coefficient estimate. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * • 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** • 
1 percent. 

The p-value of the F statistic is the probability of obtaining these 
coefficient estilllates if the true chance of becoming an experimental did not vary with 
the characteristics. Thus, the closer the p-value is to U'lity, the more successful was 
random assignment in equating average characteristics of experimentals and controls. 
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calculate all the impacts reported in this chapter takes these slight differences in characteristics 
into account, and estimates the impact that would have clCcurred had these slight differences 
not existed. 

2. Enrollment Period Effect 

Are those sample members randomly assigned through March 1987 -- the cutoff for 
inclusion of twelve-month survey data in the analysis -- representative of the entire 
JOBSTART sample, including those assigned from April through November 1987? If not, 
then later sample members cannot be excluded from calculations wjthout affecting the 
magnitudes of measured impacts; true impacts would be confounded with biases due to 
enrollment period. 

Table 3.1 shows the buildup of the JOBSTART sample over twenty-eight months from 
August 1985 through November 1987. By the end of March 1987, a total of 1,709 sample 
members had been assigned and filled out enrollment forms. 'This number was 74.0 percent 
of the eventual total of 2,311 enrollment forms. Table B.3 presents, one at a time, average 
characteristics for those assigned through March, for those assigned April or later, and for the 
full sample. There is a strong pattern of systematic differences in characteristics by enrollment 
period. To provide rigorous evidence of these systematic differences, column one of Table 
B.4 presents linear regression results measuring the extent to which average characteristics of 
the early group of 1,709 assigned by March 1987 differ from average characteristics at random 
assignment for the later sample. There is strong evidence that the early group -- which 
included many youths at Connelley in Pittsburgh and SER/Corpus Christi, the first two sites 
to enroll people in JOBSTART -- is systematically different from the later group. The early 
group is significantly less likely to be male, to be female custodial parents, and to have been 
assigned at one of the other, later-starting sites, particularly sequential and Job Corps sites 
(Connelley and CET/San Jose were both concurrent programs). The early group is 
significantly more likely to be Hispanic, to have language difficulties, and to have been over 
the age of nineteen. 

Until all twelve-month survey responses have been processed, it is impossible to present 
in-program impacts for the full JOBSTART sample, Impacts for the early sample may differ 
because of unmeasured differences between samples as well as the measured differences in 
the characteristics just described. Because of the multiplicity of differences between the early 
and later samples, it is not possible to say for sure whether full sample impacts would be more 
favorable or less favorable than those available now. 

3. NO,nresponse Bias 

Are those early sample members who responded to the twelve-month survey representa-

2( ... continued) 
p-values, there were no systematic overall differences, early experimentals and early 
experimental responders were slightly less likely to be male, slightly more likely to live in a 
household with someone else who received AFDC, and slightly less likely to be receiving 
Medicaid than their control counterparts. 
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Tlble B.3 

Selected Characteristics at Ti.e of Random Assignment 
for' the Full Research Sample, by Period of Random Assignment 

Augus t 1985 - April 1987 - August 1985-
Characteristic March 1987 Novlfti)er 1987 Noventler 1987 

Si te (X) 
Allentown (Buffalo) 5.8 8.0 6.4* 
Atlanta Job Corps 2.1 7.3 3.5*** .SA (New York City) . 3.5 15.1 6.5*** 
CET/San Jose 8.0 10.6 8.7* 
Chicago Comnons 4.3 3.2 4.0 
Connelley (Pittsburgh) 12.8 0.0 9.5*** 
CREC (Hartford) 3.4 8.5 4.7*** 
Eaat Lo. Angeles Skills Center 7.4 0.0 5.4*** 
EGOS (Denver) 11.3 7.3 10.3*** 
EI Centro (Dallas) 10.1 4.5 8.7*** 
Los Angeles Job Corps 6.5 30.S 12.8*** 
Phoenix Job Corps 7.3 4.8 6.6** 

. SER/Corpus Christi 17.6 0.0 13.0*** 

Age in years (X) 
17 28.4 34.7 30.1*** 
18 24.3 26.7 24.9 
19 19.3 19.4 19.3 
20 16.0 11.0 14.7*** 
21 11.9 8.1 10.9** 

Average age (years) 18.6 18.3 18.5*** 

Sex (X) 
Male, 49.0 48.5 48.9 
Female 51.0 51.5 51.1 

Ethnicity ex) 
White 8.4 9.0 8.5 
Black 41.6 54.2 44.9*** 
Hispanic 47.1 32.7 43.4*** 
Other 2.9 4.2 3.2 

School grade at dropout (X> 
3-6 7.1 3.9 6.7*** 
9 21.3 16.6 20.1** 
10 33.1 31.6 32.7 

" 30.6 36.7 - 32.2*** 
12 7.4 11.2 8.4*** 

Avera;e .chool grade at dropout 10.1 10.3 10.1*** 

Average ti_ between dropout and 
random assignment (months) 24.2 20.5 23.2*** 

Li_ited English ,(X> 4.5 4.3 4.4 

Reading grade level (X>· 
1-4 7.4 14.3 8.6 
5 21.9 18.5 21.3 
6 23.0 17.9 22.0 
7 22.6 25.6 23.1 
8. 14.1 11.3 13.6 . 
9-12 11.1 12.5 11.3 

(continued) 
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Characteristic 

Average reeding grade level· 

Never Married (X) 

Parenting status (X) 
Not a parent 
f_le parent 
Male parent 
Not living with own child 
female living with own child 
Male living wit~ own child 

leneflu received (X)b 
None 
OWn AFDC case 
HOUIehold AFDC case 
Other public assistance 

Employed within 12 ~ths prior to 
random assignment (X) 

Received occupational training 
within 12 MOnths prior to random 
a.signment (X) 

Arrested since age 16 (X) 

Convicted since age 16 (X) 

Participated in JOBSTART within 
9 .anths of random assignment(X)c 

Table B.3 (continued) 

August 1985 -
March 1987 

6.9 

89.0 

67.3 
26.1 
6.6 

72.6 
24.9 
2.6 

41.9 
19.0 
17.8 
21.3 

55.5 

18.3 

16.5 

6.7 

92.4 

Nl.IIIber of experimentals and controls 1709 

April 1987· August 1985-
November 1987 November 1987 

6.8 

95.3 

69.8 
26.2 
4.0 

73.5 
24.9 
1.7 

42.1 
19.6 
18.7 
19.6 

41.5 

12.6 

13.6 

5.5 

75.3 

603 

6.9 

90.7'*** 

68.0 
26.1 
5.9** 

72.8 
24.9 
2.3 

42.0 
19.2 
18.0 
20.8 

51.9*** 

16.8*** 

15.8 

6.4 

88.0*** 

2312 

SOURCE: MORe calculations from the JOBSTART, Enrollment Forms, TABE re&ding scores, 
and Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes data for aU youths randomly assigned between August 
1985 and November 1987. Since March 1987 is the latest random assignment MOnth for which 
fielding of the twelve-~th survey is complete. this table shows differences in 
demographic characteristics for the cohort fnr which fielding is complete versus the cohort' 
for which fielding is not complete. 

For selected characteristics other than r~ading levels, sample .izes May 
vary up to 88 sample points due to missing data. 

Distributions May not add to 100.0 percent because of rOl.l'lding. 

A two-tailed t-test or chi-square test was appUed to differences between 
the two random a.signment periods for each characteristic. Statistical significance level • 
• re indic.ted as * • 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** • 1 percent. 

-only the 866 experiment.ls who were administered the TABE at random 
.ssignment are Included in this measure. Test$ of statistic.l significance were not 
examined for this .... ure. 

. b''Other publ ic assistance" indic.tes receipt of benefits by either the 
participant or another member of the participant's household. 

cP.rticlpation is defined as attending a JOBSTART activity for at least one 
hour. Activities May include education, training, or other activities. Only experimentals 
.. y participate. A nine-month participation measure is used in this table because of the 
av.Ilability of only nine ~ths of follow-up for the entire sample. 
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Table B.4 
\ 

Estimated Regression Coefficients for Probability of 
Early Random Assignment and Unit Survey Response 

Regressor or Statistic 

Constant 

Expe~i~tal Status 

Site 
Allentown (Buffalo) 
Atlanta Job Corps 
8SA (New York City) 
CET/San Jose 
Cllicago Conmons 
Connelley (Pittsburgh) 
CREC (Hartford) 
East Los Angeles Skills Center 
EGOS (Denver) 
El Centro (Dallas) 
Los Angeles Job Corps 
Phoenix Job Corps 
SER/Corpus Christl 

Age 20 or 21 

Male 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

Quit school during grade 11 or 12 

Limited Engl ish 

No phone nuti:ler on enrollment form 

Never married 

Male parent 

Female parent living with child 

Livid with two parents at age 14 

Own AFDC case at random assignment 

Household AFDC case at random assignment 

Received Medicaid at random assignment 

Received food It~ at random assignment 

Employed within 12 months 
prior to random assignment 

Sample and Dependent Variable 

Full Sample 
Early Assignment 
DIIIII\Y 

0.740*** 

0.001 

-0.298*** 
-0.515*** 
-0.579*** 
-0.332*** 
-0.193*** 
0.013 

-0.457*** 
-0.010 
-0.1n*** 
-0.091** 
-0.613*** 
-0.151*** 

0.054*** 

-0.052** 

(\.042* 
0.071 

-0.002 

0.084** 

-0.045 

-0.037 

0.002 

-0.079*** 

-0.009 

0.041 

o.oos 

0.014 

0.014 

0.019 

Early Sample 
Unit Survey 
Response 

0.820*** 

0.014 

0.148*** 
0.186*** 

-0.032 
0.110*** 
o.on 
0.119*** 
0.165*** 
0.060 
0.125*** 
0.168*** 
0.011 
0.185*** 

0.013 

-0.025 

0.010 

0.019 
-o.on 

0.029 

-0.048 

-0.017 

0.017 

-0.014 

0.055* 

0.027 

-0.009 

0.029 

0.025 

-0.039 

0.025 

(continued) 
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Regressor or Statistic 

Arrested since age 16 

Convicted since age 16 

Number of observations 

Number of experimentals 

Number of controls 

Degrees of freedom 
for .rror 

Error mean square 

R square 

Mean of dependent 
variable 

F statistic 

P-value of F statistic 

Table B.4 (continued) 

Sample and Dependent Variable 

Full Sample Early S~le 
Early Assignment Unit Survey 
D\IIIIIY Response 

0.032 -0.071** 

-0.016 0.007 

2311 1.709 

1163 863 

1148 846 

2278 1676 

0.140 0.143 

0.281 0.054 

0.740 0.820 

27.868 2.994 

0.000 0.000 

SOURCE: MORC calculations from J08START Enrollment Form, Monthly 
Participa~ion Report, and twelve-month survey data. 

NOTES: The dependent variable in each regression equation was unity for 
early assigl'Y!lent or survey c~letion and zero otherwise. Each characteristic on 
the right hand side of each equation was M.sured as a deviation from its mean. 

A two-tailed t-test was applied to each coefficient estimate. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * • 10 percent; ** • 5 percent; 
*** • 1 percent. A key result in both regressions was that the coefficient of 
experimental status was not significantly different from zero. 

The p-val~ of the F statistic in column one is the probability of 
obtaining these coefficient estimates if the true chance of being assigned early 
did not vary with the characteristics. Thus, the closer the p-value is to zero, 
the ~re important are differences in characteristics between early and late 
assignees. 

The p-value of the F statistic in column two is the probability of 
obtaining these coefficient estiNtes If the true chance of c~letinlil the survey 
did not vary with the characteristics. Thus, the closer the p-value is to zero, 
the .are important are differences in characteristics tctween survey completers 
end nonc~leters. 
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tive of the early JOBSTART sample assigned through March 1987, including nonrepondents? 
A high degree of mobility among disadvantaged young dropouts makes it difficult for survey 
interviewers to locate all of them a year or two after they·have been enrolled into a research 
sample. Some 1,401 of the 1,709 early sample members furnished twelve-month survey data, 
for an overall response rate of 82.0 percent (827 percent for experimentals and 81.2 percent 
for controls). 3 Table B.5 presents, one at a time, average characteristics for those early 
sample members who completed the survey, for those who did not respond, and for the full 
early sample. There is a strong pattern of systematic differences in characteristics by survey 
response. 

The right-hand column of Table B.4 presents linear regression results measuring the 
extent to which average characteristics for the 1,401 survey responders differ from average 
characteristics at random assignment for the 308 nonresponders. Since the final entry, the p­
value of the F statistic, is zero to three decimal places, there is strong evidence of systematic 
differences between responders and nonresponders. Responders were significantly more likely 
to have been female custodial parents, and significantly less likely ever to have been arrested 
by the time of random assignment. There were also significant site differences, with better 
response at Connelley, CETlSan Jose, EGOS, El Centro, Allentown, CREC, Phoenix Job 
Corps, and Atlanta Job Corps, even after taking differences in individual characteristics into 
account. However, the proportion of experimentals was not significantly different between 
responders and nonresponders. 

These findings are somewhat troublesome, although not as unsettling as a finding of 
differential nonresponse for experimentals and controls would have been. When nonresponse 
is randomly distributed among members of both treatment and control groups, it is 
troublesome only because it reduces the sample size and thus the statistical power to find 
impacts of a given size. Randomly distributed nonresponse does not alter the expected values 
of adjusted mean outcomes, and thus does not bias impacts.4 However, when nonresponse 
is greater among one research group (such as controls) or among members of either research 
group with certain characteristics (such as not receiving AFDC), impacts may be biased slightly 
unless corrected for nonresponse. The most flexible correction for nonresponse is 
incorporation of an additional equation for survey response into a two-equation system with 
the impact equation.s Should response bias persist when all survey results have been 
processed, such a correction may be appropriate, although the success of attempts to 
implement such corrections is data-dependent. 

4. Impact of Participation Versus Impact of Assi~ment 

Because the target population for the JOBSTART Demonstration consisted of young 
people who had histories of dropping out of education programs, it was difficult to get those 

~ere are two types of nonresponse. Unit nonresponse is the failure to ascertain 
answer:; to any of the questionnaire items. Item nonresponse is the failure to obtain some 
answers, though other questions were answered. All the response rates mentioned here are 
unit response rates. 

4See Little, 1982. 
sSee Heckman, 1976. 
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Table •• 5 

Selected Characteristics at Tillie of Random Assignment for 
Fielded Experimental. and Controls, 

Characteristic 

Re.earch group 
Experilllentals 
Controls 

Site (X) 
Allentown (Buffalo) 
Atlanta Job Corps 
BSA (New York City) 
CET/San Jose 
Chicago Conmons 
Connelley (Pittsburgh) 
CREC (Hartford) 
East Los Angeles Skills Center 
EGOS (Denver) 
El Centro (Dallas) 
Los Arlieles Job Corps 
Phoenix Job Corps 
SER/Corpus Christi 

Age in years (X) 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Average age (years) 

Sex (X) 
Nale 
Female 

Ethnicity (X) 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

School grade at dropout (X) 
3-8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Average school grade at dropout 

Avera;e tillle between dropout and 
randoM assignment (months) 

Li.ited Erlilish (X) 

Readirli grade level (X)· 
1-4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9'12 

by Completion of Survey 

Did Not 
Complete 
Survey 

48.4 
51.6 

3.9 
1.0 
6.2 
7.8 
4.9 

11.4 
1.9 
S.8 
8.4 
5.8 

10.1 
3.2 

26.6 

27.3 
25.0 
21.1 
14.6 
12.0 

18.6 

52.4 
41.6 

7.5 
37.0 
50.6 
4.9 

11.8 
25.6 
29.8 
25.2 
7.5 

9.9 

25.5 

6.5 

8.9 
23.4 
22.6 
23.4 
11.3 
10.5 

-207-

Completed 
$urvey 

51.0 
49.0 

6.2 
2.4 
2.9 
8.0 
4.2 

13.1 
3.7 
1.1 

11.9 
11.1 
5.7 
8.1 

15.6 

28.7 
24.1 
18.9 
16.3 
11.9 

18.6 

46.9 
53.1 

8.6 
42.6 
46.3 
2.5 

6.8 
20.3 
33.8 
31.8 
7.3 

10.1 

23.9 

4.0 

7.1 
21.6 
23.0 
22.4 
14.7 
11.2 

Total 

50.5 
49.5 

5.8 
2.1 
3.5*** 
8.0 
4.3 

12.8 
3.4 
7.4 

11.3* 
10.1*** 
6.5*** 
7.3*** 

17.6*** 

28.4 
24.3 
19.3 
16.0 
11.9 

18.6 

49.0*** 
51.0*" 

8.4 
41.6* 
47.1 
2.9 

7.7*** 
21.3* 
33.1 
30.6** 
7.4 

10.1*** 

24.2 

4.5* 

7.4 
21.9 
23.0 
22.6 
14.1 
".1 
(continued) 



Table &.5 (continued) 

Did Not 
C~lete C~leted 

Characteristic Survey Survey Total 

Average reading grade level a 6.8 6.9 6.9 

Never .. r~ied (X) 88.2 89.2 89.0 

Parenting Itatus (X) 
Not a .,.rent 74.4 65.8 67.3*** 
F_le .,.rent 17.9 27.9 26. ,*** 
Male .,.rent 7.8 6.3 6.6 
Not living with own child 80.5 70.8 72.6*** 
F_le living with own child 16.6 26.7 24.9*** 
Male living with own child 2.9 2.5 2.6 

lenefitl received (X)b 
None 45.1 41.2 41.9 

• OWn AFDC case 16.6 19.6 19.0 
Household AFDC Case 16.6 18.1 17.8 
Other public assistance 21.8 21.2 21.3 

Employed within 12 MOnths prior to 
random assignment eX) 52.5 56.2 55.5 

Received occupational training 
within 12 MOnths prior to 
random assignment (X) 21.8 17.6 18.3 

Arrelted lince age 16 (X) 23.5 15.0 16.5*** 

Convicted lince age 16 (X) 9.4 1l.1 6.7** 

Partici.,.ted in JOBSTART within 
12 IOnths of random assignment (X)c 87.9 93.3 92.4""* 

Number of lurvey c~leters 308 1401 1709 

SOURCE: MORC calculat.ions from the JOBSTART Enrollment Forms, TASE reading scores, 
and Monthly Participation Reports. 

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 
1985 and March 1987, the last month for which fielding of the twelve-month lurvey is 
c~lete. 

For lelected characteristics other than reading levels, sample lizes may 
vary up to 68 sample points because of Misling data. 

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rcu-ding. 

A,two-tailed t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between 
aurvey cOMpleters and nonc~leters for each characteristic. Statistical significance 
ltvels are indicated as * • 10 percent; ** • 5 percent; *** • 1 percent. 

-only the 866 experimentals wh@ were administered the TASE at random 
a.lignment are included in this measure. Testl of Itatistical significance were not 
.x ... lned for thil .alure. 

bllOther public assistance'! indicates receipt of benefits by either the 
.,.rticipant or another Member of the participant'S household. 

CPartlcipation is defined as attending a JOBSTARTActivlty for at least one 
hour. Activities May include education, training, or other activities. only experimentals 
NY .,.r'ticipate. A nine-lOnth participation .asure is used in this table because of the 
avallabilityof only nine .onths .of follow-up for the ,entire lample. 
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selected for the program to attend, and to retain attendees for substantial periods of time. 
However, everyone assigned to experimental status was included when calculating average 
impacts of JOBSTART. Therefore, impacts do not measure the impacts of participation in 
JOBSTART, but rather of assignment to the group eligible to receive JOBSTART services.6 

Thus, impact estimates average net outcomes for all experimentals, including nonparticipants. 
Nonparticipation "waters downll the program effect the experiment seeks to detect. 
Fortunately, only 48 of the 714 experimentals in the early group of survey completers never 
participated in the pr~gram. Such low nonparticipation may be due in part to successful 
negotiation with sites to place the point of random assignment after initial assessment but 
immediately before program services started. 

When substantial nonparticipation occurs during experimental program evaluation, 
techniques are available for calculating impacts of participation as well as impacts of 
assignment. When the proportion of assignees to the program who are not counted as 
participauts is an unbiased measure of the proportion of controls who would not have 
participated, when the program has no effect on nonparticipants, and when the,sample is large 
enough, it is approximately valid to use the formula' 

Impact of assignment 
Impact of participation = 

Fraction participating 

Using this formula necessitates validating all of the assumptions underlying it, and thus 
makes impact analysis more complicated than a simple comparison of average outcomes for 
those assigned to treatment and those assigned to control. The assumption of zero effects on 
nonparticipants is troublesome, because the process of recruiting experimentals, screening 
them, and contacting them when they do not appear may alter their behavior. Thus in this 
report impacts of assignment are reported instead of impacts of participation. 

As outlined above, impacts. of assignment to the treatment were calculated by comparing 
average outcomes for all those assigned to the experimental group with average outcomes for 
all those assigned to the control group. In order to increase the statistical precision of the 
impact estimate, a variant of simple group averaging known as one-way linear analysis of 
covariance was used for Tables 9.2 through 9.7.8 As shown for the full sample of 1,401 
responders in Table B.6, in a multiple regression of outcome on covariates measured at the 

6Some might suggest that nonparticipants be excluded from impact analyses. However, 
such exclusions would expose impacts to possible selection biases, undermining the control 
group's validity in measuring what would have happened without the program. When 
nonparticipants are excluded from the experimental group, average measured and unmeasured 
characteristics of experimentals may no longer be the same as average control group 
characteristics. See Cave, 1988. 

'See Cave, 1988; Auspos, Cave, and Long, 1988, Appendix E; Bloom, 1984; and Farkas 
et ai., 1984, p. 85. I{ such an adjustment factor were appropriate here, its value would be 
approximately the reciprocal of the rate of participation in JOBSTART or 1 / (1 - 48nI4) = 
1.072. 

8See Cave, 1987, and Ostle, 1975. 
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Table B.6 

Estimated Regression Coefficients for Selected OUtcomes 

Dependent Variable 

Received GED or Received any Ever E~loyed 
High S.chool Educat i on or or in Education 
Diploma by Total Earnings In Training in or Training, 

Regr.llor or S~atistic Month 12 eX) Months 1-12 el) Months 1-12 (X) Months 1-12 (X) 

constant 9.874*** 2490.25*"'* 29.276*** 73.914*** 
(1.413) (106.89) (1.328) (1.191) 

Experi.ental Itatus 17.601*** -717.47*** 65.244*** 23.314*** 
(1.988) (150.38) . (1.868) (1.676) 

Site 
Allentown (Buffalo) -13.211** -263.17 16.684*** 5.657 

(5.406) (408.94) (5.079) (4.558) 

Atlanta Job Corps -18.584** 1962.17*** -2.794 0.567 
(7.446) (563.23) (6.996) (6.278) 

.SA (New York City) . -10.048 2574.34*** 7.379 2.556 
(6.654) (503.33) (6.252) (5.610) 

CET/San Jose -4.735 1315.70*** -12.097*** -3.307 
(4.589) (347.09) (4.311) (3.869) 

Chicago conmons -27.742*** 444.25 1.470 -2.918 
(6.001) (453.95) (5.638) (5.060) 

Comell.y (Pittsb..!rlilh) -1.1n -612.75* 7.661* 0.609 
(4.747) (359.04) (4.459) (4.002) 

CREC (Hartford) -17.972*** 3784.16*** 1.191 5.622 
(6.012) (454.76) (5.648) (5.069) 

East Los Angeles -25.886*** 851.70** 2.9n 4.512 
Skills Center (4.654) (352.06) (4.373) (3.924) 

EGOS (Denver) -18.461*** 485.12 . -1.172 1.871 
(3.974) (300.59) (3.733) (3.350) 

El Centro (Dallas) -9.480** -843.41** -10.190** -24.570*** 
(4.428) (344.94) (4.160) (3.733) 

Los Angelea Job Corps -25.795*** 509.73 -0.470 -0.n8 
(5.239) (396.31) . (4.922) (4.417) 

Phoenix Job Corps -19.492*** 730.69** -3.620 2.508 
(4.518) (341.72) (4.24') (3.809) 

SER/~orpus Christi 

Ag. 20 or 21 1.993 -160.69 -1.147 ·1.951 
(2.388) (180.67) (2.244) (2.014) 

(continued) 
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Table 8.6 (continued) 

Dependent Variable 

Received GED or Received any Ever En.,loyed 
High School Education or or in Education 
Diploma by Total Earnings in iraining in or Training, 

legressor or Statistic Month 12 (X) Months 1-12 (S) Months '-12 (X) Months 1-12 (X) 

Male -1.361 "05.29*** -2.360 5.573** 
(2.607) (197.17) (2.449) . (2.198) 

Ethnicity 

White 7.493* 1255.77*** -5.451 -4.024 
(4.052) ,<306.53) (3.807) (3.417) 

alack 

Hispanic -1.974 356.79 0.574 2.135 
(3.044) (230.27) (2.860) (2.567) 

Other -8.m 105.18 -8.039 -6.624 
(7.143) (540.32) (6.711) (6.023) 

Quit school during 
grade 11 or 12 3.544 590.64*** -1.553 0.493 

(2.160) (163.36) (2.029) (1.821 ) 

L i.\ ted Eng Ii sh 12.086** -152.39 -0.625 10.097** 
(5.453) (419.27) (5.208) (4.674) 

No pIIone nuar on 
enrolllllent form -4.356 -440.25 -6.264 -8.653** 

(5.015) (379.30) (4.711) (4.228) 

Never Rl8rriecl -2.815 -383.68 -1.767 -0.979 
(3.534) (267.30) (3.320) (2.979) 

Male parent -6.698 352.12 -1.384 0.712 
(4.414) (333.89) (4.147) (3.122) 

Female parent living 
wfth chi ld -0.320 -0.98 -4.433 -5.707** 

(3.297) (249.42) (3.098) (2.780) 

Lived with two parents 
at age 14 -1.986 -67.41 1.390 0.088 

(2.964) (224.19) (2.784) (2.499) 
Own AFDC case at 
ra~ assignment -3.686 -219.14 -3.534 -5.355* 

(3.401) (257.25) (3.195) (2.867) 

Household AFDC 
at random assignment -1.676 -428.87* 3.344 -2.569 

(3.101) (234.57) (2.913) (2.615) 
lecelv.d Medicaid at 
r~ asaignment 1.758 -455.2:5** 1.773 -0.853 

(2.964) (224.19) (2.784) (2.499) 

Received fOod st~ 
at random assignment 2.015 36.36 3.272 2.771 

(2.846) (215.30) (3.674) (2.400) 

(continued) 
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Table B.6 (continued) 

Dependent Variable 

. Reee.i ved GEO or Received any Ever E~loyed 
Hillh School Education or or in Education 
Diploma by lotal Earnings in Training in or Training, 

Regressor or Statistic Month 12 (X) ~ths 1-12 (S) Months 1-12 (X) Months 1-12 (X) 

£~loyed within 12 
.anths prior to random ~ 
Issigment 0;212 866.96*** -",2, 4.928*** 

(2.160) (163.40) (2.030) (1.821> 

Arrested since Ille 16 -4.816 -1.33 -2.459 -4.095 
(3.567) (269.81) (3.351) (3.007> 

Convicted since 16 1.784 854.28** -7.361 -0.611 
(5.249) (397.06) (4.932) (4.426) 

N~r of 
observations 1401 1401 1401 1401 

Nuar of 
.xperi-.ntals 714 714 714 714 

NuMber of controls 687 687 687 687 

Degrees of freedom 
for error 1368 1368 1368 1368 

Error .ean square 1359.300 7777190 • 736 1199.761 966.248 

R square 0.132 0.247 0.500 0.226 

"eln of dependent 
vlriable 18.844 2124.60 62.527 85.796 

F atltistic 6.51 14.03 42.75 12.47 

'-vllue of F statistic 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

--" 
SOURCE: MORC calculations from JOBSTART Enrollment Form, Monthly Participation Report, and twelve-

.anth survey data. . 

NOTES: Ordinary least squares rellrellion coefficients in this table correspond to i.ct 
.stillltes presented in Tables 9.2, 9.3, and 9.4. A one-way linear analysis of covariance procedure was 
used to control for 31 kinds of differences in characteristics before random assillnment. See Ostle 
(1975, p. 461> and Cave (1987). The standard error of each coefficient estimate is enclosed in 
parentheses. 

Elch characteristic on the rillhthand side of each equation was measured as a deviation from 
its .an. 

A two-tailed t-test was applied to each coefficient estimate. Statistical 
aignificance levels are indicated IS * &.1 percent; ** • 5 percent; *** & 10 percent. 
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time of enrollment and on a dummy variable for resean;h status, the coefficient of the dummy 
variable is the impact. This coefficient may be inteI'JPreted as the difference between the 
adjusted mean outcome for those assigned to treatment and the adjusted mean outcome for 
those assigned to control. Adjustment removes the effect of siight differences at the time of 
eiuollment in characteristics related·to the outcome, and yields a purer measure of the effect 
of research status alone. 

Table B.7 summarizes the results of applying the same procedure to subsamples of the 
1,401 responders. The results in Table 9.8 are based on slightly more complex regression 
equations which include terms for interactions between experimental status and subgroup 
characteristics. Such "two-way ANCOV A" impacts may differ to some extent from "split file" 
impacts estimated by eliminating other subgroups from "one-way ANCOV A" analyses for Table 
B.7. However, calculating two-way ANCOVA impacts permits determining the statistical 
significance of impact differences, and is less burdensome computationally. 
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hble B.7 

"Split-File" Estimates of Preliinil'lllry I~cts 
on Educational Attai~t at Twelve Months, 

by Selected Baseline Characteristics 

Received GED or High School 
DiplOllla by End of Month 12 (X) 

S~le Subgroup 
Characteristic and Subgroups Size ExperiMntall Controls In.,act p 

Sex 
F .... le 744 30.1 8.9 21.2*** 0.000 
Male 657 24.5 10.8 13.7*** 0.000 

Age 
19 and U"Ider 1005 26.2 9.4 16.8*** 0.000 
20 or 21 396 30.8 10.9 20.0*** 0.000 

School grade at dropout 
Grade 10 or under 851 27.8 8.1 19.8*** 0.000 
Grade 11 or 12 550 26.4 13.5 12.9*** 0.000 

Received occupational 
training within 12 MOnths 
prior to random assignment 

No 1155 26.1 10.4 15.7*0* 0.000 
Yes 246 33.0 8.6 24.4*** 0.000 

E~loyed within 12 MOnths 
prior to·random assignment 

Same 813 29.1 10.8 ~a.3*** 0.000 
None 588 25.2 8.5 16.6*** 0.000 

Received own AFDC, general 
alsiltance, or hame relief 
at random alsignment 

No 1028 26.9 10.8 16.2*** 0.000 
Yes (own case) 373 30.4 6.5 23.8*** 0.000 

Marital status 
Never .... rried 1250 26.0 10.0 16.0*** 0.000 
Other 151 39.4 7.8 31.5-* 0.000 -

Parenting status 
No chi ldren 920 26.1 11.3 14.8*** 0.000 
Has one or !!lOre children 481 30.5 6.8 23.8*** 0.000 

Lives with own children 
No, or no children 991 25.2 11.3 13.9*** 0.000 
Yes 410 33.4 6.0 27.4*** 0.000 

(conti~) 
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Charecteristic and Subgroups 

Ethnicfty 
Hispanic 
Ilack 
White 
Other' 

Table B.7 (conti~) 

Received GED or High School 
DiplCIM by End ;)f Month 12 (X) 

S~le Subgroup 
Size Experf."tals Controls I~ct 

649 25.2 7.8 17.4*** 
597 28.1S 10.6 18.2*** 
120 40.3 15.9 24.3*** 
35 1.6 15.1 -13.5 

p 

0.000 
0.000 
0.006 
0.496 

SOURCE: ..,RC calculations from .IOBSTART EnroU."t FOMII and twelve-month 
survey data. 

NOTES: The s~le for these calcutaUonsconsisted of all 1401 survey 
c~leters assigfted between August 1985 and March 1987, including those with 
values of zero for outcomes and those who were assigned to JOBSTART but did r~t 
participate. Each line of this table reports the result of a separate "split 
file" linear analysis of covariance procedure for a I~le subgroup of the iize 
indicated. Within-subgroup average experi."tal and control group outcomes 
reported here are adjusted .ans from these procedures, which controlled for I.J) 

to 31 kinds of differences in characteristics before random aasignment. See 
oatle (1975, p. 461), Cave (1987), and Appendix Table B.6. There ~y'be slight 
discrepancies in reported sum& and differanees of these adjusted means ~Acause 
of r~ing. 

Two-taUed t-tests were Ipplied to wfthin-~roup differences between 
Iverlge experimental Ind control outcomes. The colum lIbeled "p" is the 
statistical significance level of the difference in Iverage outcomes. That is, 
the problbility that Iverlge outcomes are different ~ly becluse of rlndOm error 
is p. Statistical significance levels are indicated IS * • 10 percent; ** • 5 
percent; *** z , percent. 
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