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PREFACE 

A number of studies have documented the employment problems faced 

by low-income, often minority, youths who are growing up with minimal 

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

dropped out of school or are at risk of doing so. These pat terns 

threaten to severely undermine their aspirations for a positive work 

future. 

Although the past decade has witnessed a number of efforts designed 

to help these youths find a place in the labor market, there have been 

some important gaps in the nation's overall approach to this problem. 

First, many such programs gave young people jobs, but failed to address 

their schooling; there. was even the danger that, rather than reinforce 

their learning experience, some programs would draw youths away from 

school. Another consequence, too, was that the two institutions most 

intimately involved with the improvement of skills among young people --

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

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

implemented on a scale sufficient to have a major impact on the youths' 

opportunities. 

The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP) provided an 

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

coherently defined program designed to link schooling and work. The 

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

(( 
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YIEPP demonstration introduced two major innovations: the program model 

itself -- where 16- to 19-year-old disadvantaged youths were offered a 

part-time job during the school year and a full-time job in the summer on 

the condition that they stay in school and meet academic and job-related 

performance standards -- and the scale of implementation, where the job 

offer was extended to all eligible youths in 17 designated demonstration 

areas. Over 76,000 youths joined and were given jobs during the full 

demonstration period. 

In 1977, the Department of Labor's Office of Youth Programs contract­

ed with the Manpow'er Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) to conduct 

the research and oversee the operations of the YIEPP demonstration. 

Based on an agenda identified in the 1977 Youth Act, a large, four-part 

research program was designed to address: (l) the number of youths to 

participate from among those eligible and the program's short- and longer­

run impacts on employment and schooling behavior; (2) the feasibility of 

the program model and other operational lessons; (3) the cost of the 

demonstration and its replication or expansion; and (4) a number of 

special issues, including the quality of work provided to the youths and 

the significant role of businesses in an unprecedented private sector job 

creation effort. 

Reports issued to date have covered the initial period of program 

implementation, early impacts, and many special issues. The two reports 

published at this time summarize the implementation and impact lessons 

from the full 30-month demonstration period and provide cost data. A 

final report scheduled for 1983 will examine whether YIEPP had longer-
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term, ff t th Y uths ' educational and employment post-program e ec s on e 0 

behavior. 

The two current volumes contain significant findings about the YIEPP 

approach. Somewhat surprisingly, the implementation report indicates 

that the prime sponsors did not encounter major problems in meeting the 

difficult challenges of delivering on a job guarantee. What proved more 

troublesome was the enforcement of the school performance conditions, a 

responsibility shared with the school systems involved. However, despite 

d ·ff· It· the report suggests that the demonstration's start-up ~ ~cu ~es, 

overall record was one of significant managerial achievemen,t. 

Perhaps the most compelling part of the program's record, as seen in 

both of these reports, is its success in attracting black youths: they 

are seen joining YIEPP in greater numbers and staying in it longer than 

Th ~s finding is particularly significant ~n the context any other group. L 

. f h t 25 years, when there has been a consistent of the exper~ence 0 t e pas 

and dramatic decline in minority youth employment, particularly for 

males. Thus, while in 1955 black male youths were employed at the same 

rate as whites, by 1981 their employment rate had been cut in half, while 

that of white youths remained cons tant or improved. A similar, though 

~omewhat less dramatic, story holds true for young minority women. 

While these facts are clear, the explanation is not. Before the 

YIEPP demonstration, there had been relatively little evidence to help in 

h fl · t· explanat~ons of J·ob shortages, discrimina-sorting among t e con ~c ~ng L 

tion, lack of motivation, unrealistic wage expectations, or the attrac-

tion of more profitable extra-legal alternatives. YIEPP, with its job 

guarant ee, provided a unique, direct mechanism to test youths' interest 

iL 
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in working. The striking finding in the impact study, where YIEPP is 

seen to double minority youths' school-year employment rates bringing 

them essentially equal to or exceeding those for white youths suggests 

that the prevailing low employment rate is not voluntary. YIEPP's 

impacts on school enrollment, while more modest, are also positive. 

While the program did not reverse declining enrollment as youths' pro-

gressed through high school, it slowed this down, through both reducing 

the drop-out rate and increasing the numbers of youths returning to 

!school. 

From the varied lessons in both reports, YIEPP emerges as a program-

matic intervention that encourages school completion and the compilation 

of a work-history. Moreover, the program pro'IJ'ed feasible to implement on 

an extremely large scale. The management record of the YIEPP prime 

sponsors is testament to the fact that large numbers of jobs can be 

developed to alleviate youth unemployment, and that these jobs can 

provide a meaningful work experience. Perhaps, most of all, YIEPP has 

shown that., when jobs are available, yoeng people do want to work -- even 

at the minimum wage, ald even while still continuing in school. 

While a job guarantee as a solution to large-scale labor market 

weaknesses may not seem currently affordable, the lessons on the YIEPP 

model itself are of pointed relevance. The guarantee itself was not 

essentia.l to the rest of the program model. YIEPP could be operated as a 

slot program while still retaining its other features; in fact, this 

occurred in a transition year immediately fol1owin~ the demonstration 

period. Much of the YIEPP experience should be of interest in view of 

the new Job Training Partnership Act, which reflects the country's 

-viii-
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continued focus on preparing youths for employment and on models that 

link school and work, demanding performance from the youths in exchange 

for a job. In short, these two reports provide many lessons that future 

planners of youth programs will find instructive. 

-ix-

Judith M. Gueron 
Executive Vice-President 

Manpower Demonstration 
Research Corporation 

'1 



\ 
" 

CHAPTER 1 

CHAPTER 2 

CHAPTER 3 

CHAPTER 4 

Table of Contents 

Page No. 

Overview. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. xvii 

THE PROGRAM AND ITS NATIONAL POLICY CONTEXT ••••••••••.• 1 

The Policy Problem.................................. 1 
The Features and Goals of the Youth Incentive 
Entitlement Project................................. 7 
Implementation Factors.............................. 12 
Plan of the Study: Exepcted Effects of YIEPP 
during the Program Period ••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 15 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND SAMPLE ISSUES •••••••••••••••.•••.•• 17 

Research Design..................................... 17 
The Longitudinal Survey............................. 22 
Analysis Sample......................................... 24 
pilot and Comparison Sites.......................... 32 
Attrition from the Baseline Longitudinal Sample •.••. 40 
Program Eligibles................................... 42 
SUlIlIIlary. • . • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • •• 45 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION.................. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .• 47 

Introduction ......... If tit •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• 47 
Measuring Program Participation •••••••••.••..••.••.• 47 
Program participation Rates ••••••••.••••••••••••••.• 49 
Participant Program Experiences and the Duration 
of Program Participation............................ 61 
S'WllInary. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 67 

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT ••••••••...•••••••• 71 

Measurement Issues .............................. CI • •• 71 
Program Effects on School Enrollment by Type 
of Degree Program ............ It • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 75 
Program Effects on School Enrollment for the 
15- to 16-year-old Cohort •••••••••••..•••••••••.•••• 83 
Program Effects on School Enrollment by Site, 
Ra.ce and Sex........................................ 90 
SUInInary. • • • • • • • . • • • . • • . • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 98 

~PR 14 1983 

~CQUISITION§ 

Preceding page blank -xi-



~----~s~------.-------~---~--------------------~------------------------~----------~~--------~--­~-

- ~ 

Table of Contents 
(Continued) 

Page No. 

CHAPTER 5 

CHAPTER 6 

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND L~OR 
FORCE PARTICIPATION ..................................... . 

The Context of the Analysis ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Program Effects on the Employment/Population Ratio •• 
Net Job Creation ... It •••••••••••••••••••••••••• to ••••• 

Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, 
Employment, and Unemployment Rates •••••••••••••••••• 
Program Effects for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort ••• 
Employment/population Ratios and Wage Rates 
for F)nployed youths ........ ., ....................... . 
Comparison with United states Average Employment 
and Unemployment Statistics ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SUInm3ry. • • • •• u • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND EMPLOYMENT, 
JO INTLY CONS IDERED. • • • • •••••••••• eo • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••.• •••• 

Total Program Effects ......... I" ..................... . 
Program Effects by Primary School and Work 
Status in the Preprogram Period ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Summary .................•..•....................•... 

APPENDIX A Supplementary Impact Tables •••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 

APPENDIX B Regression Models for Basic Program Impacts •••••••••••• 

APPENDIX C Tests of Sample Attrition Bias •••••.••••••••••••••••••• 

-xii-

101 

101 
108 
123 

127 
131 

134 

135 
137 

139 

140 

142 
146 

151 

173 

241 

I 

\ 

I.' 
I 
I 
I 

·-----------.~.~_=====~====~~~0~~I 

TABLE 

List of Tables 

Percent of High school Dropouts among Persons 16 to 
19 Years Old, by Age, Race and Sex: United States, 

Page No. 

October, 1977, 1978 and 1979............................. 3 

1.2 Number of Youths Assigned in YIEPP Projects •••••••••••••• 12 

2.1 Number of Youths Working in YIEPP Jobs ••••••••••••••••••• 21 

2.2 Characteristics of the Analysis Sample at Baseline ••••••• 25 

2.3 Marital and Parental Status of the Analysis Sample 
over Time •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 30 

2.4 The YIEPP Sample Compared with the National Longitudinal 
Survey of Young American Samples ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 31 

2.5 YIEPP Evaluation Sites Compared to YIEPP Total and 
the Nation ........... ' ................... 1ft • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 34 

2.6 Selected Characteristics of the Pilot and Comparison 
Sites .......................................... ~_",. 1..

1 

•••••• 36 

2.7 Analysis Sample Characteristics of Pilot and Comparison 
Sites. , ................................................. .. 38 

2.8 Characteristics of Baseline Longitudinal and Analysis 
Sampl es ......... 0 •••• e • • • • • • • • • • •••••• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 4 1 

2.9 Program Eligibles, Spring 1978 - Summer 1980 ••••••••••••• 44 

3.1 Program Participation Rat~s by Site and Period ••••••••••• 50 

3.2 Program Participation Rates by Cohort and Period ••••••••• 53 

3.3 Program Participation Rates (Spring 1978 - Summer 1980) 
by Cohort, Race and Sex •• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 55 

3.4 Adjusted Program Participation Rates ••••••••••••••••••••• 57 

3.5 Program Participation Rates by Sex, Family Status 
and Period............................................... 58 

3.6 Program Participation Rates by School and Work Status 
in the Previous Period· ............................ e ••••• 60 

3.7 Participant Program Experience by Site ••••••••••••••••••• 62 

""xiii-

" 



~~~---...... ----..--------------------~---~~----:----~----~------;;;;; --

TABLE ---
3.8 

3.9 

3.10 

List of Tables 
(Continued) 

Page No. 

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

Duration of Program Participation by Cohort, Race and 
Sex, for Program Participants ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Adjusted Duration of Program Participation by Site, 
Cohort, Race and Sex, for Program Participants •••••••••• 

65 

66 

68 

4. 1 School Enrollment Rates by Type of Degree Program 
and Pilot or Control Sites .....•.......•....•.....•...•. 76 

4.2 Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates by Type' 
of Degree Program ................ tI ••••••••••••••••••••••• 78 

Program Effects on Dropout and Return-to-School Rates ••• 80 

Enrollment Characteristics by Pilot or Control Site ••••• 84 

4.5 Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and Return-to-
School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort •••••••••• 86 

CUmulative Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates 
for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort ••••••••••••••••••••••• 88 

4.7 Program Effects on Total School Enrollment Rates 
By Site ............ 0 •••••••••••• e ............ loll • • • • • • • • • •• 91 

4.8 Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and Return-to-
School Rates by Race.................................... 93 

4.9 Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and Return-to-
School Rates by Sex ............................•.. 0,) • • • • • 96 

5. 1 Total Unemployment Rates (Individuals of All Ages) in 
Pilot and Control Sites: Annual Averages, 1975-1980 •••• 103 

5.2 Average Emplo}~ent/Population Ratios, by Pilot or 
Control Site, and Period ... 8 ............. v • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 109 

5.3 Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, 
Full Study Sample....................................... 110 

5.4 Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios for 
the 15- to 16-year-old ~ohort, Separately by Period ••••• 113 

5.5 Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, 
Separately by Site .. " ............... " ............ """."." 115 

TABLE 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

5.9 

5.10 

5. 11 

5.12 

List of Tables 
(Continued) 

Page No. 

Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, 
Separately by Sector." ... "" .. " ........ "" ... " ... ""··,,·,,,,· 117 

Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios 
Separately by Period, Sex, and Race ••••••••• •••••••••••• 120 

Net Job Creation, by ·Season and Period •••••••••••••• •••• 125 

Average Labor Force Participation, Employment, and 
Unemployment Rates, by pilot or Control Site and 
Period."." ". " . " ....... " " .. ". ""." ....... " ... " ............ 128 

Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, EmployIllent, 
and Unemployment Rates ••• " .•••••• " •.. " •• ,,············· ~" 129 

Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, Employment, 
and Unemployment Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort, 
separately by Period .. ~ . " ........ " ... " . " " ... " . '. " . " .. " " "" 132 

Employment/Population and Unemployment/Population 
Ratios for 16- to 19-year-old youths by Race and Sex: 
YIEPP Sample and united States Averages for october 

1978. " " .. " . "" " " . " ... """ "" "" " " " ". " " .. 0 •• ". ". " " ." •• " "" " "." 136 

Program Effects on the Percentage of program-Eligible 
Time Spent in Different School and Employment States •••• 141 

Program Effects on the Percentage of Program-Eligible 
Time Spent in Different School and Employment States, 
by Primary State in the Preprogram Period ••••••••••••••• 143 

-xv:-



14 • 

List of Figures 

FIGURES Page No. 

1.1 

5.1 

Employment/Population Ratios by Demographi~ 
Characteristics, 1955-80 .............. ·················· 

Civilian Labor Force Participation Rate by Demographic 
Characteristic, 1955-80 .•••••••••• ••••••••••• ........... 
Unemployment Rates by Demographic Characteristics, 
1955-80 ...............•.. ct .......... ... . . . ~ ................ . 
The Mechanism of Program Effect on Total Employment for . . ....... . the Target population •••••••••••••••• •••••••• • 

, ' 

II 

-xv i-

.. ,~ . ==_ .... --------------------_. ---'--

4 

5 

6 

196 

4:;;::;:;:::J,. :;1'1<--

OVERVIEW 

INTRODUCTION 

The Youth Incentive Entitlement pilot Projects (YIEPP) demonstration 

was established to test the efficacy of work combined with education as a 

remedy to high unemployment, low labor force participation, and the 

excessive school dropout rates of teenagers. The demonstration began in 

the spring of 1978, and the period of full operations -- the focus of 

this report extended through August of 1980. 

Description of the Program 

The YIEPP program was targeted to youths aged 16 to 19, from low-

t'} income or welfare households, who had not yet graduated from high school. 

Its primary feature was an offer of a guaranteed, federal minimum wage 

job, part-time during the school year and full-time during the summer, on 

condition that youths remain in or return to school or pursue a General 

E!quivalency Diploma (GED) through an alternative educational program. 

For YIEPP pa,rticipants, getting and keeping this suJ>sidized job was 

conditional on satisfactory schooling and job performance. 

An important difference between this and previous programs intended 

to draw youthS back to school was that both school and work performance 

standards were to be met as a condition of remaining in the program. The 

schooling requirement eliminated the possibility that some youths 

would quit school to take advantage of a subsidized job -- a potential 

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

youth subminimum wage) designed to incre.ase employment for this popula-

tion. 
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The program was based on the empirically suggested premise that 

youths who are both in the labor market and attending school fare better 

in terms of earnings and employment after leaving school than those who 

drop out of either school or the labor market. In particular, youths who 

are neither in the labor market nor in school appear to suffer long-term 

economic disabilities. While such youtns are a prime target for this 

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

in-school population. 

The short run goals o,f YIEPP were to: 

• Reduce the school dropout rate 

• Increase the high school graduation rate 

• Provide work experience 

o Provide income 

The long-run goal was to increase labor productivity and thereby improve 

life-cycle employability and earnings. In addition, participants might 

acquire additional postsecondary education. 

These goals were to be accomplished through the participsnts' 

improved performance in school and a meaningful work experience. The 

operational objectives of the demonstration were to document the poten-

tial demand for ".he program by youths and employers and to demonstrate 

its administrative feasibility. 

The Social Problem 

The social problem addr2ssed by YIEPP is chronic youth joblessness. 

This joblessness has developed and worsened over the past several 

decades, particularly among black youths, who represent the core of the. 

problem. 

'(I :. 

The evidence is striking. During the past 25 years, the employment/ 

1 · . 1 f' ( popu at10n rat10 or wh1te teenage males aged 16 to 19) has remained 

at about 90 percent of that for all workers. In contrast, the employ-

ment/population ratio for black male teenagers, which was comparable to 

that for white teenage males in 1954, has declined by about 50 percent in 

the last 15 years, even falling below that of white teenage females 1n 

1968. For black teenage females -- the group with the worst experience 

of all -- the employment/population ratio dropped in 25 years from 48 to 

39 percent of that for all workers. The story is similar for labor force 

participation and unemployment rates. 

School dropout statistics are equally discouraging. While dropout 

rates at ages 16 and 17 are similar for blacks and whites, both male and 

female, by ages 18 and 19 black males and females experience dropout 

rates ranging as much as 37 to 58 percent higher than 18- and 19~year-old 

comparable white youths over the 1977 to 1979 time period. Hispanic 

youth dropout rates are even worse when compared to rates for white 

youths. 

The potential causes for' these phenomena are multiple and inter-
lfc 

acting. 
• I! 

F1rst, much of the high level of unemployment (looking for but 

unable to find a job) and nonemployment (not looking for a job), regard-

less of sex and race, is attributable to normal life cycle patterns of 

work activity for this age group. Business cycle adjustments also 

fall disproportionately on new labor force entrants and persons with 

1 The employment/population 
dua~s in a given group divided 
group. 

ratio is the number of l\\mployed indivi-::­
by the total number of individuals in that 
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short job tenure. Second, the geographic distribution of employment 

demand is a contributing factor,exacerbated by the movement of jobs from 

the central city. Finally, the minimum wage requirement may play a 

negative role in the hiring of entry-level young unskilled workers (Wise 

and Meyer (1982». 
'. 

However, these factors alone cannot explain youth joblessness. 

For example, the employment situation for white female teenagers has 

improved dramatically despite relatively depressed economic growth over 

the past decade. Factors that go beyond the characteristics and condi-

tions that affect available jobs (the demand side of employment) and deal 

with the special characteristics of the teenager labor force (the supply 

side of employment) are also at work. Yet while these factors are 

explored below, it is important to note that the demand and supply 

conditions operate jointly to account for the joblessness problem. 

Among the significant supply side factors is an increase in the 

popUlation size of young persons which has led to more competition 

for jobs and, in addition, depressed their wage rates in comparison 

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

may work against blacks to the extent that some employers may discri-

minate racially in their hiring in favor of white youths. 

A second set of factors involves inadequate education, skills 

and motivation levels of youths, as well as broad socioeconomic problems 

associated with inner-city life. The specification and measurement 

of these factors are difficult but it is clear that drug and alcohol 

abuse, youth crime, broken homes, high teenage pregnancy rates, and poor 

schooling and work habits contribute in the aggregat~ to youth jobless-
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ness. The increased level of welfare payments, which may lower the 

incentive to work at current wage rates, is seen as another contributing 

factor. 

The YIEPP policy response to both demand and supply side factors 

is a joint strategy: it deals with the demand side problem of job avail-

ability by directly providing jobs; it deals with the structural and 

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

The Potential Significance of YIEPP 

The YIEPP demonstration, among all the programs and demonstrations 

fostered by the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977 

(with the possible exception of the Job Corps), offered the most coherent 

and focused attack on the joint problems of youth joblessness and school 

dropout behavior. 

Analyses of previous youth employment and training programs suggest 

the following lessons in policy and design (Stromsdorfer 1980): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Work experience alone may not improve the long-run employa­
bility or school attendance of youths, especially if the jobs 
are ill-defined, with low-quality supervision. 

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

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

Success in the workplace is directly related to basic writing, 
communication, and computational skills. 

Successful program administration requires the development and 
maintenance of minimum behavioral and program performance 
standards. Effective management is a necessary condition for 
an effective program. 

In response to these lessons, the YIEPP demonstration incorporated the 
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following positive features: 

• A job at the federal minimum wage was provided to all eligible 
youths who wa.nted one. 

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

• Work and school performance standards were established, and 
efforts were made by program managers to enforce them. 

The emphasis on return to, and completion of 
acquiring a GED) implied an emphasis on basic 
computational skills. 

schooling (or 
language and 

• Services were directed mainly toward the successful completion 
of school and a meaningful work experience. 

• The quality of program management was relatively high, in 
part, because of an extensive third-party monitoring. 

This combination of features created a relatively straightforward and 

coherent program model. Th II t t " . d d • • e rea ment prOV1 e was exp11c1t; it 

attempted to combine work and school experiences for youths in a comp1e-

mentary and mutually reinforcing way. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research design underlying the impact analysis had two major 

characterist1·C~. F1'rst 1't d f h d . - , ma e use 0 matc e compar1son 's ites, chosen 

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

eligibles, not just participants. 

Comparison sites. The matched pairs on which the evaluation was 

based were: 

Pilot Site 

Denver, Colorado 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Baltimore, Maryland 
Mississippi 

(eight rural counties) 

.... xxii-

Comparison Site 

Phoenix, Arizona 
Louisville, Kentucky 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Mississippi 

(six rural counties) 

.. 

These eight sites were paired on the basis of similar economic and 

demographic characteristics, and in each one, a random sample of program-

eligible youths was identified. The study sample of youths eligible for 
J 

YIEPP in June, 1978 shortly after its inception was weighted heavily (over 

35 percent) toward youths aged 15 and 16. This strategy allowed a large 

portion of the youths to age into eligibility during the demonstration 

and attain the maximum potential period of exposure to the program. The 

behavior of youths in this cohort would thus approximate the experience 

of an ongoing program. 

A series of four questionnaires was administered to the sample, 

covering the. youths' schooling, work~ and related experiences. The first 

examined their preprogram period behavior, the second and third, the 

period during program operations, and the fourth, their post-program 

experiences. This document is based on an analysis of the first three 

waves of interviews, and thus uses longitudinal data from January, 1977 

through the fall of 1980. 

The data indicate that the sociodemographic characteristics of pilot 

and comparison site youths, while not perfectly matched, were quite 

similar. Multiple regression analysis was used to adjust for residual 

differences across sites, but the four pilot sites still must be re-

garded as four distinct experiments in program administration. This 

impact evaluation therefore considers each pilot site or pilot/comparison 

pair on its own terms as revealing what happens when a program such as 

YIEPP is introduced into a particular environment. Four-site and three-

site aggregations (the latter exclude the Denver-Phoenix pair for reasons 

discussed below) are used to express average program impacts. 
<' 
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The Focus ~~ligibles. In an entitlement program, it is not 

possible to assign youths randomly to program and nonprogram groups and 

to systematically deny YIEPP services to the latter group. The alterna-

tive strategy chosen, therefore, used comparison communities, as noted 

above, and program-eligible youths in both pilot and comparison sites. 

While this approach risks the possibility of attributing effects to the 

program that really result from differences among communities, it has a 

key advantage in that it can ignore competition for jobs in the pilot 

site between participants and nonp~rticipants -- an important fact in a 

program where participants are entitled to a job guarantee. 

One additional policy reason for focusing on eligibles was the 

Congressional mandate to measure program take-up rates, the composi-

tion of progr~m participation, and the factors that influenced partici-

pat ion. 

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AllD OPERATIONS 

The program and research has been coordinated throughout by the 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), which made major 

efforts to impose a uniform program on the pilot sites. Participant 

eligibility was carefully checked, and standards were set for the verifi-

cation and reverification of age and income eligibility, on-the-job 

performance, and school enrollment and perfoi~ance. 

Over the period of full operations -- from the spring of 1978 

through August of 1980 almost 82,000 youths enro lle,~ in 17 pilot areas 

of various sizes in different geographic regions. Seven large Tier I 

sites, each encompassing a full or partial city or a multi-county region, 

enrolled a total of 72,000 youths. These sites tested the feasibility of 
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operating YIEPP under large-scale conditions, where sufficient jobs had 

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

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

chosen to allow broader program innovation. 

Five key program characteristics could be expected to affect the 

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

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

discussed briefly to establish the operational context of the program.
l 

1 

2 

• Timing and Scale of Operation. The program began enrolling 
youths during the spring of 1978. After an initial recruitment 
drive, almost 30,000 youths had enrolled across sites by June 
1978, over one-half of them at the four pilot sites selected 
for the impact study. Cumulative enrollment increased to over 
59,000 (over 31,000 in the four sites) by September, 1979, and 
to almost 82,000 by the end of August, 1980, when full opera­
t ions en~ed. Youths ac t ive1y part icipat ing, or working, 
numbered 76,000 over the entire demonstration period. YIEPP 
reached a roughly steady state participation level of about 
20,000 youths per month by June, 1978. 

The ove~a1l .leve1. o~ pr?gram operations, however, encompassed 
some major s1te d1st1nct1ons. Of particular importance to this 
evaluation was a series of management difficulties encountered 
in Denver. For a number of reasons -- including organizational 
problems, negative publicity, and a breakdown of relationships 
with th~ public ~choo1s -- the program was never fully imple­
mented 1n that s1te. Program intake was closed down in June 
1979! with ~w enrollments frozen, the participation 1evei 
rema1ned low. 

As a result, Denver cannot be considered an entitlement program 
in the same context as the other sites because while partici­
pants in Denver did receive program treatments that may have 
resulted in impacts, the program, as implemented there was 
b~si:ally a limi:e~ sl~t program after June, 1979. The impact 
f1nd1ngs on part1c1pat10n, school retention, and employment in 
~enver must be regarde? in this light. When aggregations of 
1mpacts across study s1tes are shown later in this report, we 

See Diaz, ~t ~1. (1982) for a full discussion of these issues. 

See Diaz et a1. (1980). 
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show them, <Y'hen it makes a difference, 'with and without the 
Denver/Phoenix pair. 

Management. Baltimore was an effectively managed project"wi~h 
strong central control and mayoral support. Denve~, as ,1n~1-
cated above was the least effectively managed. Wh1le M1SS1S­
sippi was a'rural site, with a large number of ,separate pol~ti­
cal jurisdictions, its management was relat1vely effect1ve, 
despite some initial conflict between the State Employment 
Service and the Governor's Office of Job Development and 
Training, the CETA prime sponsor. Here, too, however, there 
were some problems obtaining sufficient jobs for youths and 
delays in job assignments. 

The Cincinnati situation reflected a prime sponsor that had 
difficulty managing various aspects of the program. However, 
even with management functions spread among six subcontractors 
and mixed implementation results, some nine-tenths of its 
enrolled youths were placed in jobs. 

Recru~tment. Recruitment efforts were generally successful in 
reaching a high proportion of program eligibles. By t~e end of 
the demonstration in August, 1980, 94.2 percent of 1n-school 
eligibles and 75.3 percent of dropouts had been informed of the 
program. Of the in-school youths who knew of the program, some 
85 percent applied; of the out-o~-school youths, 6~ pe~cent. 
This difference is generally attr1butable to a comb1nat10n of 
prime sponsor recruitment emphasi~ on the ea~ier to reach 
in-school population, and the relat1vely lower 1nterest among 
dropouts, especially older dropouts, in returning to school. 

Of the four pilot sites, the dropout participation rate w~s 
highest in Baltimore, where it reached 36 percent and lowest 1n 
Denver, at 11 percent. Recruitment efforts generally tapered 
off after the first year of program operations, and word-of­
mouth thereafter generally accounted for new enrollments. 

Job Development. For the most part, job developers succe~s­
fully found 'adequate numbers of jobs for the youths enro111ng 
in YIEPP. Over the course of the demonstration, the 17 YIEPP 
prime sponsors assigned some 76,000 youths to subsidized work 
experience with 10,816 work sponsors. About 93 percent ?f all 
enrollees received work positions. The large proport1on of 
jobs developed were in the public or nonprofit sectors, but as 
time passed and available job slots in the public sector were 
inceasingly absorbed, emphasis on private sector placement 
increased at most sites. 

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

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

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

In prectice, this potential conflict was muted, in part, be­
cause the school performance and attendance standards were not 
set high. Additionally, once the schooling standards were 
established, they were haphazardly enforced ,espf'cially at. the 
large Tier I sites, primarily because of a variety of coordina­
tion problems between the schools and prime sponsors. Enforce­
ment tended to increase over the demonstration period, but was 
never satisfactory. The basic condition, requiring youths to 
be enrolled in school, however, appears to have been effective­
ly enforced. 

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

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

1 

The following key questions are addressed in this report: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

What were the levels and determinants of program participation?l, 

What was the during-program impact on youth employment? 

What was the during-program impact on school enrollment? 

What was the during-program impact on the tradeoff between 
school enrollment and employwent? 

This study puts forth the following general conclusions: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The program participation rate was very high (56 percent), 
suggesting that the youth unemployment problem was more on the 
demand side than on the supply side of the labor market. The 
effects occurred even at the federal minimum wage. 

In the presence of YIEPP, employment rates of black males 
approached those of white males and the employment rate of 
black females exceeded that of white females. This indicates 
that these youth want jobs and may suggest that there is 
discrimination in the demand for black youths. 

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

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

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

Program participation is defined as enrolling in YIEPP and holding a 
program job for at least two we~ks. 

2 Job displacement occurs when an otherwise qualified youth loses his 
or her job or is not hired because a subsidized program-eligible youth 
is. 
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The findings presented below assess the effects of the YIEPP program 

during its full operational period and offer an initial indication of its 

potential impact. These during-program issues of participation and 

program impacts are particularly important since YIEPP must first demon-

strate its ability to attract participants and place them in appropriate 

jobs and in school before later postprogram effects can be found. While 

the full sample of participants is discussed, primary attention is 

focused on the 15- to l6-year-old cohort since this group's experiences 

are most likely to reflect those of youths participating in an ongoing 

national program. 

Participation 

The extent of program participation and the characteristics of 

participants are important determinants of YIEPP's impacts. If few 

youths join the program, it can exert relatively little impact on 

area-wide youth employment and school dropout rates. Alternatively, if 

program participation is high, but participants are eligible youths who 

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

program, YIEPP's impact will be small, and social resources misdirected 

to that degree. However, if YIEPP is successful in returning dropouts to 

school and retaining potential dropouts in school, in providing useful 

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

then the program will have exerted a positive impact on the target 

population during the program period. The stage is then set for possible 

postprogram impacts. 

First, this study presents estimates of the program participation 

rate: the number of youths ever holding a program job for at least two 
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weeks divided by the number of program-eligible youths. Youths not 

working for a minimum two-week period can be considered as never having 

received the basic YIEPP treatment of simultaneous school and work. 

For participating youths, the extent of participation is measured by the 

number. of weeks worked in a program job relative to the total weeks 

eligible. Underlying this is the youth~s own evaluation of the costs and 

benefits of program participation. 

Participation Rates. Table I displays estimated program participa-

tion rates by site, cohort, sex, and race. 

Across the 32-month period of full program operations, over 56 

percent of the eligible youths participated at least once in YIEPP. 

Participation reached a high of 68.8 percent in Baltimore, where a strong 

program with aggressive outreach was combined with a weak labor market. 

The rate was lowest in Denver (38.8 percent), where truncat ion of the 

entitlement provision was combined with a strong labor market. 

The 15- l6-year-old Cohort. Because of the dynamics of program 

participation explained earlier, the behavior of the 15- to 16-year-01d 

cohort is the best predictor of a participation pattern that might result 

as successive cohorts age through an ongoing national program. The 15-

to 16-year-01ds in YIEPP show a cumulative participation rate of 65.8 

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

for the sample as a whole, and almost 20 percentage points (43 percent) 

greater than that for the 17- to 20-year~old cohort. This indicates that 

demand for and participation in YIEPP was very high among this target 

population of youths. 

Other Groups. Participation differences by race') are large and 
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Table 1. 
by Site 

All Sites 

Denver 

Cincinnati 

Baltimore 

Mississippi 

Years of age in 
June, 1978 

15-16 

17-20 

Male 

Female 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Source: Tables 3.1, 

Program Participation Rates and Durations 
and Selected Characteristics--Cumulative' 
Spring 1978 through Summer 1980 . 

Percent of eligible 
youths ever partici­
pating in YIEP,P 

56.2 

38.8 

49.3 

68.8 

56.2 

65.8 

46.0 

55.3 

57.1 

21.5 

63.4 

38.3 

3.2, and 3.3. 

Average weeks par­
ticipating, for 
participant 

56.1 

47.8 

50.4 

64.6 

47.0 

57.3 

54.2 

54.9 

57.1 

46.3 

56.7 

54.2 

Note: These cumulative rates are estimated from a sample that is 
continuously adjusted to reflect program eligibility with 
respect to age, location, and high school graduation. 
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significant. Over 63 percent of eligible blacks participated at some 

time,compared to only 21. 5 percent of whites. Though not shown in Table 

1, black females, at 64.8 percent, had the highest participation rate 

while white females, at 19.4 percent, had the lowest. Young women 

participated at a marginally higher ra.te than young men once one adjusts 

for such factors as race. 

A youth's previous schooling and employment experience -- key policy 

variables for this pr-ogram -- had significant effects on participation 

rates over time. Over the first 18 months of program operation, for 

example, 57 percent of the eligible youths already enrolled in school at 

the program's inception joined YIEPP. In contrast, about three out of 

ten (29 percent) of the eligible dropouts participated in YIEPP and 

returned to school. Obviously, the schooling requirement tied to the job 

offer represented less of a barrier to students than to the dropouts at 

program inception; a return to school would represent a major change in 

their lives, given their prior decision to drop out. Additionally, 

employed dropouts were even less likely to enroll over the first 18 

months: only 22 percent. (Farkas, et a1. 1980: Table 2.3.) 

Finally, in tracking participation experience over time, it is 

notable that once individuals were employed in a program job, they had a 

much higher absolute and relative probability of persisting in program 

_l 

participation over successive time periods compared to those youths who 

were employed l.n a nonprogram job or not working at all. 

Duration of Program Participatidn. On average, participants were 

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

were eligible, ranging from an average of 64.6 weeks in Baltimore to 
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47.07 weeks in Mississippi. Denver youths had the lowest duration of 

all -- 40.6 percent of eligible weeks. The 15- to 16-year-01d cohort 

participated 57.3 weeks, on average, in contrast to the 17- to 20-

year-01ds, who participated 54.2 weeks. 

Black females registered the highest mean weeks of participation and 

the highest participation rates for the available time -- 57.8 weeks and 

a 53.6 percent participation rate. White males were the lowest, partici­

pating 43.8 weeks, on average, and they participated for only 40.7 

percent of the available time. This contrasting experience may reflect 

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

Impact on Employment 

Program participation implied that a youth was holding a job. How­

ever, high participation rates cannot automatically guarantee a high 

level of increased employment for eligible youths. At least some parti­

cipants would have been employed in the absence of the program, and for 

those persons, there could, by definition, be no net increase in the 

employment rate due to the program. In addition, some employers might 

substitute YIEPP participants for other unsubsidized youths. Employment 

in the pilot sites could thus,not simply increase by the total number of 

YIEPP jobs. 

Given these general caveats, the data indicate that YIEPP did have 

a significant net positive effect. (See Table 2.) The total during-

program effect of YIEPP was to increase the employment/population ratio 

for eligible youths by 67.5 percent over the ratio expected in the 

absence of the program. YIEPP was particularly successful with black 

youths, especially during the- school year; for black male youths alone, 
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Table 2. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios by Total Sample,. 
Sex, Race, and 15- to 16-'year-01d Cohort for Summary Time Periods 

Total samE1e 

School-year avgrage 
a 

Summer average 
Total during-program 

White male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

Black male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

Hispanic male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

White female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

average 

average 

average 

average 

average 

pilot 
site 
ratio 

40.3 
42.7 
41.2 

46.6 
47.0 
46.7 

43.0 
46 ..• 5 
44.1 

51.3 
55.1 
52.6 

29.1 
30 .• 8 
29.6 

(f 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 
the program 

21.5 
.30.9 
24.6 

34.5 
42.6 
37.2 

21.2 
34.4 
25.6 

47.9 
50.0 
48.6 

25.3 
29.5 
26.7 

' ... ~.".----~-"-"', .... -- ., 
-' 

,. Ii 

Program 
effect 

18.9*** 
11.8*** 
16.6*** 

12.1** 
4.4 
9.5* 

21.8*** 
12.1*** 
18.5*** 

3.4 
5.1 
4.0 

3.8 
1.3 
2.9 

.,' 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

87.9 
38.2 
67.5 

35.1 
10.3 
25.5 

102.8 
35.2 
72.3 

7.1 
10.2 
8.2 

15.0 
4.4 

10.9 
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Table 2. (Continued) 

Black female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Hispanic female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

15- to 16-year-old co~ 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Source: Tables 5.3, 5.4 and 5.6. 

pilot 
site 
ratio 

38.5 
39.0 
38.7 

33.3 
41.8 
36.2 

39.6 
42.8 
40.7 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the ahsence of 
the program 

13.8 
23.3 
17.0 

30.3 
27.3 
29.3 

18.4 
29.3 
22.1 

II 

i( 
I., 

Program 
effect 

24.7*** 
15.7**~ 
21.7*** 

3.0 
14.5** 

6.9* 

21.2*** 
13.5*** 
18.6*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

179.0 
67.4 

127.6 

9.9 
5301 
23.5 

115.2 
46.1 
84.2 

a School-year average includes the periods of fall 1978, spring 1979, fall 1979 and 

spring 1980. 

b Summer average includes the summers of 1978, 1979 and 1980 • 

* = significant at the 10 percent level 
** = significant at the 5 percent level 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level 
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102 8 t ( to 43.0 percent), to ~ecome nearly employment increased by • percen 

(46.6 equal to the employment/population ratio of white male youths 

percent). YIEPP also decreased the overall youth unemployment rates in 

the areas where it operated, and its impact on the 15- to 16-year-old 

cohort was the largest of any on the age cohorts. 

As implemented in the pilot sites, YIEPP achieved, to a substantial 

degree, the goal of providing an appropriate federal minimum wage job to 

h h d ' d ne Adequate numbers of J'obs all target population yout s w 0 es~re 0 • 

, 1 nd J'ob assignments were relatively were provideCl in a t~me y manner, a 

typical of the employment opportunities available to youths in general. 

There was also considerable private sector involvement, and most jobs, 

whether public or private, were of. good quality. Finally, as reported in 

this document, the overall net job creation rate was relatively high 

(that is, the displacement of unsubsidized by subsidized workers was 

low). Everyone and two-thirds jobs subsidized by YIEPP achieved one net 

job addition for the target population youth. 

As discussed previously, participation rates were relatively high, 

, 1 h' h these two factors, among others, and if net job creat~on were a so ~g, -

would create large employment effects. This was, indeed, the result. 

'h h 1 years of full program operation, As Table 2 shows, dur~ng t e two sc 00 

. d th employment in the four sites from YIEPP is estimated to have ra~se you 

21.5 percent (in the absence of the program) 'to 40.3 percent -- an 

increase of 87.9 percent. 

Effects by Rac~. In many ways, YIEPP served black youths most 

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

, h h 1 ear essentially doubled. ployment/population ratio dur~ng t e sc 00 y 
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The largest effect by race -- a 127.6 percent employment increase (or 

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

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

for this group between minimum wage supply and demand in the absence of 

the program. For black males, discussed previously, the results were 

also dramatic. These findings suggest that racial discrimination may be 

operating in the labor market in the absence of YIEPP. 

The smallest statistically significan.t ~IEPP effect was found for 

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

effects at all. These results are probably due to the fact that almost 

all Hispanics were located in Denver, where there 'was both a strong labor 

market and a limited program. However, a 25 percent increase in the 

employment of white males can be seen over the total during-program 

period, although there were no significant impacts for white females. 

The 15- to f6-year-old Cohort. As noted before, the employment 

effects for this cohort are stronger than for the sample as a whole. 

Over the full program period, the incremental employment effect is 18.6 

percentage points, or an increase of 84.2 percent in contrast to 16.6 

percentage points for the sample as a whole. Omitting Denver from the 

estimation results in an emplo7ment effect of 21.3 percentage points for 

this cohort -- a relative increase of 28 percent. 

Program Effects by Period. ,Program effects during the summers were 

large, positive, and statistically significant, although they were 

smaller than those for the school year. This smaller summer effect is 

due, in part, to the competition of other summer youth programs. Across 
i 

the three summers, the YIEPP employment effect av~raged 11.8 percentage 

-xxxvi i-



_---.. 2.'-.----... ------··--... ------------...,----------------------------......,:-----------~---------------~---~-~-~.-

points higher than youth employment in the absence of the program -- a 

38.2 percent increase. The school year and summer effects combined to 

yield an increase in employment from 24.6 percent (in the absence of the 

program) to 41.2 percent -- a 67.5 percent increase. 

Tests for statistical bias due t6 sample attrition indicate that 

attrition does not significantly change these results. Thus, YIEPP 

was meeting its goal of significantly increasing youth employment. 

Program Effects on School Enrollment 

The YIEPP school enrollment requirement, one of the major innova­

tions of the demonstration, had several possibie goals. One was to 

remove the potentially negative effect of an employment offer on school 

enrollment and atterldance, and instead offer a job as an inducement to 

the youths' increased school enrollment and performance. This contrasts 

with such completely demand-oriented programs as the Targeted Jobs Tax' 

Credit or the youth subminimum wage, which could create incentives for 

the youths to leave school. Second, at a minimum YIEPP was intended 

not to draw youths out of school, but to keep them there .ang see that 

scholastic performance was maintained. Another goal was to benefit 

youths already in school by providing them with an employment experience. 

An important YIEPP outcome, therefore~ was whether the subsidized 

job offer caused school enrollments to suffer. 

YIEPP increased total school enrollment by 4.8 percentage points in 

the fall of 1978 and by 2.5 percentage points in the fall of 1979. These 

statistically significant increases were, respe',-':\ively, 7.0 and 4.3 

percent of th~, school enrollment levels <;!xpected in the absence of the 

program. Regular school enrollment increased by 2.9 percentage points 
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during the fall of 1978 and by 0.9 percentage points during the fall of 

1979. GED enrollment increased by 2.4 percentage points, or by 72.7 

percent, during the fall of 1978. For the fall of 1979, the effect was 

1.7 percentage points, or an increase of 37.8 percent. These findings 

suggest that alternative education programs -- those leading to aGED --

played a significant role in the overall YIEPP school enrollment effect. 

Tests for possible biases suggest that attrition is no problem and, in 

fact, that the program eff~cts may be understated. 

The schooling effects on the 15- to 16-year-old cohort were more 

significant, with the overall school enrollment rate of this cohort 

increasing by almost 5 percent in both 1978 and 1979. As Table 3 shows, 

these effects can be broken out into separate effects on the rate at 

which youths dropped out of school and the return-to-school rate of 

out-of-school youths. For this younger cohort, during the full demon-

stration p~riod, YIEPP is estimated to have significantly lowered the 

dropout rate by 3.3 percentage points, representing a 12.0 percent 

decrease in the rate expected in the absence of the program. Thus, in 

the fall of 1979, 27.6 percent of the eligible youths would have dropped 

out of school without YIEPP compared to 24.3 percent in areas where the 

program was in operation. 

The effect on the return-to-school rate among out-of-school youths 

was even stronger, with YIEPP increasing~ it by 9.0 percentage points, an 

increase of 63.4 percent.over the rate expected in the absence of the 

program. This larger effect occurs, in part, because of the small number 

of 15- to 16-year-olds who were out of school when the demonstration 

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

-xxx ix-



ac 

r r 

I 
'M 

to-' 
I 

"' 

Table 3. Program Effects on School Enrollment, Cumulative Dropout' and 
Return-to-School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort, Fall 1979 

School Enrollment Rate 

Cumulative:' Dropout Rate 

Cumulative Return-to-School Rate 
a 

Source: Tables 4.5 and 4.6 

Pilot 
site 
rate 

75.7 

24.3 

I.~ 

23.2 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in. the 
absence of 
the program 

72.4 

27.6 

14.2 

Program 
effect 

3.3* 

-3.3* 

9.0 

a 
Return-to-school rates are for 79' respondents out of school in the fall of 1977. 

* = significant at the 10 percent level 

() 

Program effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

4.6 

-12.0 

63.4 
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of time. However, an analysis on a year-by-year basis suggests that the 

impact on both dropout and return-to-school rates was concentrated in the 

first 18 months of program operations. 
For all youths in the sample, 

there was a significant reduction of 4.4 percentage points in the dropout 

rate and an increase of 6.6 percentage points in the return-to-school 

rate in the fir.st year of the program. Th.ere were no significant effects 

for the full sample in the second year. 

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

observed in Cincinnati, but these may have been due, at least in part, to 

an unusual (and unexplained) school enrollment decline in Louisville, its 

matched comparison site. Based on our judgment of program operations and 

the stability of economic and educational conditions in the sites, the 

estimated effects in Baltimore and Mississippi are generally the most 

reliable, and these resemble the overall effects discussed above. 

Effects for blacks generally resembled those for the sample as a 

whole, which is not surprising since black youths constituted over 

three-quarters of the analysis sample. 
White youths, though partici-

pating at a lower rate, experienced larger than average, positive effects 

on school enrollment. 
The reported school enrollment effects for His­

\ 
panic youths were estimated as essentially zero. Both of the8e set~ of 

findings, however, must be interpreted carefully since we are not confi-

dent that we have successfully disentangled site effects -- most whites 

were i,r" /Cincinnati and 1..ouisvi11e, most Hispanics were in Denver and 

Phoenix -- from race effects. 

Program effects were similar for the full sample of males and 

females during the fall of 1978, but there are important differences, in 
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the estimated effects for the fall of 1979. For 1978, the program 

contributed between 4 and 5 percentage points to the enrollment levels 

for each sex. For the fall of 1979, the effects on the return-to-school 

and the dropout rates for females were 6.3 and -4.0 percentage points, 

respectively (translating into a relative effect of 11.0 percent and 22.3 

percent). The 1979 effect for males, in contrast, was essentially zero 

for the return-to-school rate and actually positive for the dropout 

rate. 

Program Effects On Schoo}, Enrollment and" 
Employment, Jointly Considered 

The findings described thus far have estimated program effects on 

education and work considered separately. A more comprehensive test 

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

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

recent studies show that school disincentives can result when policies to 

increase the employment demand of youths from low-income households are 

implemented without attention to school enrollment (Gustman and Stein-

meier 1981). In des~.ribing the joint effects in YIEPP four policy groups 

are of particular significance: 

Youths primarily enrolled and employed in the preprogram 
period. 

Youths primarily enrolled and not employed in. the preprogram 
period. 

Youths primarily not enrolled and employed in the preprogram 
period. 

Youths primarily not enrolled and not employed in the prepro­
gram period. 

Of these four groups, the last two are of the greatest policy 

concern, with the fourth group constituting the hard core within the 
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,YIEPP target population. This is the subgroup in greatest risk of 

reduced future employment and earnings, made up of about 17 percent of 

the study sample; only 4 percent of the sample falls into the third 

grouping. By far the major part of the sample was enrolled but not 

employed (about 7'. percent), while the first group contained about 5 

percent of the sample. Both proportionately and in terms of likely 

program behavior, this first group, composed of youths both enrolled and 

employed prior to YIEPP, ~.8 not a major concern. (See Table 4.) 

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

behavior of these groups. For the group most at risk, school enrollment 

increased by 3.2 percentage points, or by 22.1 percent, while employment 

increased by 7.0 percentage points, or 35 percent. (See panel D.) In 

effect, the trade-'off between schooling and work was .1efeated. 

Youths already in school tend to remain in school, so the program 

had less latitude in which to affect their schooling behavior. Thus, for 

those youths enrolled but not employed (panel B), school etlrollment rose 

by 3.4 percentage points, a modest 6.0 percent increase over the estima-

ted rate in the absence of the program. YIEPP's impact on this group's 

employment, however, was very large, increa,sing it by 19.0 percentage 

points, or 87.6 percent. 

Among youths who were primarily in school and employed prior to 

program eligibility (panel A), employment was increased by one-fifth. 

More importantly, there was a significant (14 percent) increase in school it 

enrollment among this group. 

Finally, YIEPP exerted no statistically significant effects on 

those youths who were primarily employed and out of school in the 
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Table 4. Program Effects on School Enrollment and Emplo~ent, 
by Primary Preprogram Enrollment and Emplo~ent Status 

Percentage of 
program-eligible 
time spent: 

Observed 
Estimated rate in 
the absence of the 

rate program 

A. Youths enrolled 
in the period 

Enrolled 61.5 

Employed 56.2 

B. Youths primarily enrolled and not 
(mplo~nthe preprogram period 
N=2995) 

Enrolled 60.1 

Employed 40.7 

C. Youths primarily not enrolled and 
employed in the preprogram period 
(N=147) 

Enrolled 11.1 

Employed 52.9 

D. Youths primarily not enrolled and 

53.9 

47.0 

56.7 

21. 7 

10.3 

56.2 

not em}lOyed in the preprogram period 
(N=697 . 

Enrolled 17.7 14.5 

Employed 27.0 20.0 

Source: Table 6.2. 

* = significant at the 10 percent 

** .= significant at the 5 percent 
level 

level 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level 

-xliv-

Program 
effect 

7.6* 

9.2* 

3.4*** 

19.0*** 

0.8 

- 3.3 

3.2** 

7.0*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

ll~ .1 

19.6 

6.0 

87.6 

7.8 

- 5.9 

22.1 

35.0 

pre-program period (panel C). These are the individuals for whom 

the program-tied school and work offer can be expected to be least 

attractive. 

In summary, these findings indicate that YIEPP caused a positive 

joint increase in schooling and work behavior among the key groups 

of program youths, resembling the Job Corps by acting positively on 

both schooling and employment. It resembles less c"lose1y the simple 

demand-side policies, such as the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit or the youth 

subminimum 'wage, which are likely to exert some negative effects on 

school enrollment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The findings reported in this summary represent the impacts of YIEPP 

on its eligible youth population during the entire period of full program 

operations. These findings establish the conditions under which post-

program impacts can be analyzed, for without a respectable participation 

rate, plus impacts on school enrollment and employment during the pro-

gram, the possibility of postprogram impacts on labor productivity and 

the employment of youthG is negligible. 

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

levant and important: 

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

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

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

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

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

The net program employment effect of 18.6 percentage points for 
the 15- to l6-year-old cohort was 12 percent higher than for 
the sample as a whole. During the school year, the employment 
rate of this group increased by ll5 percent. In general, a 
program like YIEPP can be expected to ha';e larger effects on 
younger individuals who are still in school or have recently 
dropped out and to whom a minimum wage job is more attractive. 

For the sample as a whole, total school enrollment increased 
significantly, by 4.8 percentage points in the fall of 1978 and 
2.5 percentage points in 1979. The increase for the 15- to 
l6-year-olds was 4~1 percentage points in the first year and 
3.3 percentage points in the second, representing an increase 
in both years of almost 5 percent over the enrollment rate, 
expected in th~ absence of the program. 

For the 15- to l6-year-olds, YIEPP led to an overall cumulative 
12.0 percent decrease in the dropout rate expected in the 
absence of the program (27.6 percent dropped out without YIEPP 
compared to 24.3 percent in the program sites). In addition, 
the rate of return to school for out-of~school youths increased 
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by 63.4 percent (14.2 percent without YIEPP compared to 23.2 
percent in the program sites). 

Alternative educational programs -- those leading to aGED -­
played a significant role in the overall school enrollment 
effect, accounting for most of the increase in return-to-school 
rates. Such a finding suggests that more emphasis on this 
aspect of the schooling choice could increase the impact on 
school enrollment. 

Finally, the evidence on participation rates and employment 
impacts suggests that a program such as YIEFP should be target­
ed to relatively weak labor markets. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE PROGRAM AND ITS NATIONAL POLICY CONTEXT 

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

and educators have been aware of the serious social problems of high school 

dropout rates and worsening trends in the labor market performance of 

teenage youths. In response to this critical situation, the Youth Incen-

tive Entitlement Pilot projects (YIEPP) demonstration" originally enacted 

by the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977, WdS estab­

lisheCi to demonstrate the efficacy of work combined with education or 

training as a partial remedy to high youth unemployment, low labor force 

participation, and excessive school dropout rates. 

The YIEPP demonstration was targeted on youths aged 16 to 19 living 

in poor and/or welfare households, who had not received a high school 

diploma or i ts equivalent. For YIEPP participants, getting and keeping 

a subsidized job at the federal miryimum wage was strictly conditional on 

school participation, as well as satisfactory performance on the job. 

The Department of Labor~as given the responsibility for the YIEPP 

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

search Corporation to design and carry out the extensive research connected 

with the demonstration. The impact analyses, of which is report is part, 

are being conducted under subcontract by Abt As,sociates Inc. MDRC's 

direction also included oversight of local program operations, carried out 

by Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) prime sponsors at 17 

sites across the country, and other aspects of the research. The two and a 

half year demonstration began in the early spring of 1978. 

The Policy Problem 

Serious youth unemployment and high school dropout problems have 

been developing for almost three decades, and public programs to alleviate 

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

effort directed toward youth employment was the Economic Opportunity Act of 

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

The Job Corps program offered training and employment to youths, who were 

also housed by the program during their participation in it. The Neighbor­

hood Youth Corps was the historical antecedent of YIEPP, and included 
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in-school, out-of-school, and summer youth employment components. Both 

the J~b Corps and the Summer Youth Employment Program continue to operate, 

although the latter may be eliminated when the Comprehensive Employment and 

Training Act expires in 1982. In spite of these and subsequent policy 

efforts, however, the youth unemployment and dropout problems have become 

increasingly serious. 

By the end of the 1970s, as shown in Table 1.1, school dropout 

rates for 18- and 19-year-olds ranged between 15 and 25 percent. While at 

ages 16 and 17 dropout rates are similar for black and whites, males and 

females, by ages 18 and 19, dropout rates for black males and females were 

as much as 10 percentage points higher than their white counterparts. 

These phenomena existed even in an environment where school enrollment 

rates for black youth aged 16 to 19 were higher than for whites the same 
1 age. 

Blacks are also in a worse situation than whites with respect to 

la.bor market activity. As shown in Figure 1.1, during the past 25 years 

the employment/population ratio for white teenage males has remained 

at somewhat over 90 percent of that of all workers.
2 

For black male 

youths, however, it has dropped in 25 years from 95 to 48 percent. For 

white teenage females the employment/population ratio as a proportion of 

all workers has risen over the same time period from 67 to 82 percent, but 

for black teenage females, the group with the worst experience of all, this 

figure has dropped from 48 to 39 percent. Figures 1.2 and 1.3 present a 

similar story for the labor force participation rate and the unemployment 

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

1 

2 

See Grant and Eiden (1981). 

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

The employment/population ratio is the -total number of employed persons 
in a given group divided by the total number of persons in that group. 

2 

Table 1.1. Percent of High School Dropouts among Persons 16 to 19 Years Old, 
by Age, Race and Sex: United States, October, 1977, 1978 and 1979 

All Races: 

Total 
Male 
Female 

White: 

Total 
Male 
Female 

Black: 

Total 
Male 
Female 

1977 

8.6 
8.3 
9.0 

8.8 
8.6 
9.1 

7.6 
6.9 
8.4 

16 and 17 
1978 

8.8 
8.9 
8.6 

9.1 
9.6 
8.7 

7.3 
5.2 
9.4 

1979 

8.6 
8.0 
9.3 

8.7 
8.4 
9.0 

7.9 
4.9 

10.9 

1977 

16.6 
17.7 
15.6 

15.9 
17.0 
14.8 

21.9 
23.8 
20.3 

18 and 19 
1978 

16.7 
17 4 
16.0 

15.6 
16.3 
15.0 

24.2 
25.8 
22.8 

1979 

16.8 
18.4 
15.4 

16.0 
17.7 
14.3 

22.9 
24.5 
21.6 

Source: Digest of Education Statistics, editions of 1979, 1980 and 1981. 
National Center for Education Statistics. Table 62, 60 and 60, 
respeGtively. 
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.. Figure 1.2. Civilian Labor Force participation Ra·te by 
Op~graphic Characteristic, 1955-80 

(Percent: Monthly Data SeasonallY Adjusted) 

White Males, 20 and over 

White Males, 16-19 

All Workers 

White Females, 16-19 

Black & Other Males, 16-19 

~ Black & Other Females, 16-19 

.. 65 70 75 80 85 

Economic Report of the President, January 1981, Table B-30. 
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Figure 1.3. Unemployment Rates by Demographic Characteristics, 1955-80 
(Percent: Monthly Data Seasonally Adjusted) 
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Source: Economic Report of the president, January 1981, Table B-31. 
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are severe, protracted and of apparently worsening dimensions, and focus 
1 sharply on black teenagers. 

("'i'he problems of school dropout rates and discouraging labor market 
\,~: 

experience take on a larger meaning as the youths age over their life 

cycle. National evidence suggests that teenage youths who are neither in 

the labor force nor attending school suffer lower employment and earnings 

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

tionately and absolutely worse for blacks than for whites, and especially 

severe for black males.
2 

In consequence, these individuals are more 

likely to be members of single parent households and are disproportionately 

represented on welfare and other transfer programs. They also have higher 

rates of criminal activity. Finally, these negative consequences, which 

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

ills, are magnified when they are concentrated in particular neighborhoods 

sin poverty. 

Many possible explanations have been advanced for this increasingly 

serious problem, but understanding the causes and designing effective 

policy solutions have so far remained elusive.
3 

The Features and Goals of the youth Incentive Entitlement Project 

In a new effort to understand the" problem and find policy solu­

tions, the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977 autho-

rized three programs: the Youth Employment and Training Program (YETP) , 

the Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects (YCCIP), and the 

Youth Incentive 'Entitlement pilot Projects (YIEPP)~ 

1The situation for Hispanic youths is much less well documented at this 
time ~ The Congressional Budget Office notes that the unemployment rate 
for Hispanic youths tends to be only slightly higher than that for all 
youths and much lower than for black youths. Substantial differences in 
unemployment exist among Hispanic youths. The unemployment rate of Puerto 
Rican youths is similar to black youths. Mexican-American youths have an 
unemployment rate siro~liar to all youths, while the ~employment rate for 
all other Spanish orrgin youths is lower than the average for all youths. 
See Congressiona.l Budget Office (1978). 

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

3 
See, for example, the papers in ~~derson and Sawhi~l (1980); and Freeman 
and Wise (1982). 
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The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects demonstration, the 

subject of this report, was the most focused of the three, narrowly tar­

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

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

federal minimum wage job--part-time (up to 20 hours a week) during the 

school year and full-time (up to 40 hours a week) during the summer--on the 

condition that youths remain in or return to school, or pursue a General 

Education Degree (GED) through an alternative educational program. Youths 

were also to maintain certain school and job performance standards. 

Two key features of the YIEPP demonstration differentiate it from 

any previous youth program. First, the YIEPP program was available to any 

eligible youth in the catchment area. It was thus designed to virtually 

eliminate demand-side constraints on youth employment at the federal 

minimum wage, helping to answer a crucial question in the policy debate 

about the causes of youth unemployment: To what extent is youth unemploy­

ment high because too few jobs are available? That is, to what extent is 

youth unemployment a demand-side problem? 

Calculations of the employment increment created by YIEPP measure, 

for the first time, 'l7he "employment gap" caused by insufficient demand for 

target population youths at the federal minimum wage. 1 This" gap" must 

be considered a lower-bound estimate, however, since it does not count the 

potential labor supply of youths who are unemployed but do not wish to 

~eturn to school. Nevertheless, with this caveat, and used in conjunction 

with program participation rates and program operation costs, YIEPP employ­

ment effects can help to compute the ~ost of certain policy strategies for 

reducing or eliminating major youth unemployment. 

1 
See Chapter 5 below. Such a calculation can' also be based simply on 
national statistics of the number of youths who report themselves to be 
unemployed. However, youth self-reports that they ar,e "looking for work" 
are notoriously unreliable and fail to aC,count for discouraged workers who 
enter the labor force only when jobs are available. Thus, the best test 
of the minimum number of target population youths who would work at the 
federal minimum wage if sufficient jobs were available is provided by the 
only instance in which sufficient jobs have been available, that is, under 
YIEPP. See for instance, Freeman and Medoff (1982). 
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YIEPP's second unique feature was the requirement that program 

participants be enrolled in school and make satisfactory progress toward a 

high school degree or its equivalent. Never before had a school enrollment 

requirement been used to minimize the potentially adverse impacts of an 

employment program, which could in some cases cause youths to drop out of 

school to obtain jobs. Al though the stringency with which the ongoing 

school performance and attendance standards were enforced varied by site 

and over time, the school enrollment requirement appears to have been a 
1 

meaningful operational component of YIEPP. 

The short-run goals of YIEPP, as reflected in the 1978 amendments 

to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. 

Title IV, Part A, Section 411), were to: 

• Reduce school dropout rates, 

• Increase high school graduation rates, 

(Public Law 95-524. 

• Provide work experience and on-the-job training, and 

• Provide income during the program participation period; 

The long-run goal was to increase labor productivity and thereby increase 

earnings potential and improve life cycle employability. 

This report, which encompasses the entire program period of full­

scale operations from March, 1978 through August, 1980 focuses on the 

program's short-run goals. Measurement of YIEPP' s effect on high school 

graduation rates and the scholastic performance of participating youths is 

an analysis that will be provided in the final impact report. 

Since 1977, the policy climate has changed dramatically. Programs 

established by the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act have cbme 

under severe criticism, and legislative proposals currently being con-

sidered eliminate all earlier youth programs except the Job Corps. They 

focus on youth training; the provision of subsidized publi~ service jobs in 
2 

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

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

2New England Council of CETA Prime Sponsors, Inc. (1982); also Congres­
sional Budget Office (1982). 
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Analyses of previous youth employment and training program$ suggest 

the following lessons for policy and program design
1 

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

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

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

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

• Development and maintenance of minimum behavioral and 
program performance standards is a must. Effective 
management is, thus, a necessary condition for an 
effective program. 

In response to these lessons, YIEPP had the following operational 

features: 

1 

2 

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

• The prograrrr involved work experience combined with 
schooling. 

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

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

• Services were mainly directed at the successful comple­
tion of work and schooling. 

See Stromsdorfer (1980). 

There may be a causal relationship between work experience in one period 
and the probability of working and receiving higher earnings in fut.ure 
periods. This relationship is not well understood. See Elwood (1982). 
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The quality of program management was relatively high, 
due in part to careful selection of prime sponsor sites 
through a competitive bid process plus extensive third 
party, nongovernmental, monitoring. 

The YIEPP demonstration included seven large-scale (Tier I) pro­

jects, four of which form the basis of the evaluation reported here, and 

ten smaller (Tier II) projects. The Tier I project sites variously encom­

passed entire central ci ties, large poverty neighborhoods, or sets of 

counties. As a group they averaged 3,000 working participants per month 

and enrolled 72,000 youths overall. The Tier II projects covered smaller 

ci ties or school district areas. As a group they averaged 240 working 

participants per month and cumulatively enrolled 9,000 youths overall. 

Four of the larger si tes were selected as the forum for a large-

scale study of program impacts:
1 

• Baltimore, Maryland, a partial city site 

• Denver, Colorado, a full city site 

• Cincinnati, Ohio, a full city site 

• Mississippi, a rural site composed of 19 counties that 
encompassed 28 separate school districts (only eight of 
which are included in the impact analysis: Adams, 
Claiborne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne 

and Wilkinson). 

The experiences of program-eligible youths who lived in these sites were to 

be compared in this impact study, as is explained in detail in Chapter 2, 

wi th technically eligible youths from other areas where the program was 

not available. These comparison sites were matched to the evaluation sites 

as closely as possible on a number of different characteristics, as is also 

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

• Cleveland (for Baltimore) 

• Phoenix (for Denver) 

1The Tier I sites not chosen for study were Boston, Detroit, and King­
Snohomish counties in Washington State. The Tier II sites, at which 
smaller YIEPP programs were conducted, were located in Alachua County, 
Florida; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Berkeley, California; Dayton, Ohio; 
Monterey County, Californiar Nashua County, New Hampshire; New York, New 
York; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Steuben County, New York; and Syracuse, 

New York. 
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Louisville (for Cincinnati) 

Mississippi (the six rural counties of Clarke, 
Humphreys, Lauderdale, Sharkey, Smith and 
Washington) 

Implementation Factors 

Five key site characteristics could be expected to affect the 

J.mpac ana ys~s and the relative success of the interpretation of the' t l' 

program: the timing and scale of program operations, program management, 

participant recruitment, job development, and the enforcement of standards. 

Because of their importance, each is discussed briefly in turn below, but 

these and other operational features are covered in detail in a series of 

implementation and special reports issued by MDRC.
1 

Timing and Scale of Operation. The program began enrolling youths 

er an ~n~ t~al recrui tment drive, almost during the spring of 1978. Aft . . . 

30,000 youths had enrolled in YIEPP by June, 1978, over one-half of them at 

the four evaluation sites selected for the impact study. Cumulative 

enrollment had increased to over 59,000 (over 31,000 in the four evaluation 

sites) by September, 1979, and to almost 82,000 by the end of August, 1980, 

ou s act~vely participating, or working I when full operations ended. Y th . 

en ~re emonstration period. Table however, numbered 76, 000 over the t . d 

1 .2, showing the total of working participants by month, suggests that 

Table 1.2. Number of Youths Assigned in YIEPP Projects 

Evaluation Total YIEPP 
Study Sites Demonstration 

March 1978 2,562 3,541 

May 1978 9,076 13,654 

June 1978 12,559 21,204 

July 1978 14,371 25,099 

September 1978 11,954 19,877 

December 1978 12,371 21,038 

June 1979 11,247 21,443 

September 1979 11,142 20,485 

December 1979 11,582 22,080 

June 1980 12,001 24,59.15 

August 1980 7,450 17,787 

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

1 
See Diaz et al. (1982). 
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YIEPP had reached a roughly steady state participation level by June, 1978, 

with the exception of several summer or spring months when active partici-

pation exceeded 20,000. 
The four evaluation sites accounted for close to 60 percent of 

active participants in 1978, a proportion that declined to less than 53 

percent by the end of 1979. 
The overall level of program operations, however, masks some major 

site distinctions. 
~f particular importance to this evaluation was a 

series of management difficulties encountered in YIEPP operations in 

Denver. 
Fo~ a number of reasons--including organizational problems, 

negative publicity, and a breakdown of relationships with the public 

1 schools --the program was never fully implemented in Denver. Program 

intake was closed down in June, 1979 and by the end of the summer, on-board 

enrollment was less than 1,400 (and active participants below 700). 

Thereafter, new enrollment was frozen and the number of active participants 

remained low • 
As a result, Denver cannot be considered an entitlement program in 

the same context as the other sites because while participants in Denver 

did receive program treatments that may have resul ted in impacts, the 

program, as implemented there, was basically a limited slot program in the 

When aggregations of impacts across study 
last 14 months of operation. 
sites are shown later in this report, we show them, when it makes a differ­

ence, with and without the Denver-Phoenix pair.
2 

Management. 
Baltimore was the most effectively managed of the 

Denver, as 
proj ects , with strong central control and mayoral support. 

indicated above, was least effectively managed, with the management prob­

lems there resulting in a truncated intake period and an abridgement of the 

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

1 See Diaz et al. (1980). 

2combined cross-site impact measures, whether including or excluding the 
Denver-Phoenix pair, must be regarded with great care. For reasons 
explained later in this chapter, such measures represent neither the aver­
age impac:~ of an entitlemenl:. program for youths nor the impact that would 
be expected if the program were implemented nationally. They are a short­
hand way of summarizing the average impact of the program at the desig-

nated evaluation sites. 
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separate political jurisdictions, management was relatively effective, 

despite some initial conflict between the State Employment Service and the 

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

Here, too, however, there were some problems in obtaining sufficient jobs 

for you":hs and delays in job assignments. The Cincinnati situation re-

flected a prime sponsor that had difficulty managing various aspects of the 

program. However, even with management functions spread among six subcon­

tractors and mixed implementation results, some nine-tenths of its enrolled 

youths were placed in jobs. 

Recruitment. Recruitment efforts were generally successful in 

reaching a high proportion of program eligibles. By the end of the demon­

stration in August, 1980, 94.2 percent of in-school eligibles and 75.3 

percent of the dropouts had heard of the program. Interest in joining it 

was high. Of the in-schocl youths who knew of the program, some 85 percent 

applied; of the out-of-school youths, 61 percent. This difference between 

in-school and out-of-school eligibles is generally attributable to a 

combination of prime sponsor recrui"tInent emphasis on the easier to reach 

in-school population, and the relatively lower interest among dropouts, 

especially older dropouts, in returning to school. 

Of the four analysis sites, the dropout participation rate was 

highest in Baltimore, where it reached 36 percent and lowest in Denver, at 

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

tapered off after the first year of program operations, and word-of-mouth 

thereafter generally accounted for new enrollments. 

Job Development. For the most part, job developers successfully 

found adequate numbers of jobs for the youths enrolling in YIEPP. About 93 

percent of all enrollees received work po~itions. OVer the course of the 

demonstration, the 17 YIEPP prime sponsors assigned some 76,000 youths to 

subsidized work experience with 10,816 work sponsors. 

While the large proportion of jobs developed were in the public or 

nonprofit sectors, prime sponsors were allowed to offer private employers 

100 percent wage subsidies if they employed YIEPP enrollees. Many agreed 

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

were increasingly absorbed, emphasis on private sector placement increased 

at most sites. 
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Enforcement of School and Job Standards. One major operational 

~nherent conflict between the program operators issue facing YIEPP was an • 

and school administrators. For their part, program operators were charged 

with the obligation of setting up and enforcing school standards which, if 

not met, could result in a youth's dismissal from YIEPP. The consequence 

of such standards, 

youths' staying in 

somewhat ironically, could be a reduced incentive to the 

school, even though the conditional offer of a YIEPP job 

h 1 f nce Any such discouragement was intended to spur a youth's sc 00 per orma • 

effect would, of course, be antithetical to the philosophy of educators who 

11 d to any institutional see schooling as a right and are genera Y oppose 

device that denies that right or otherwise discourages school attendance. 

In practice, this potential conflict was muted, perhaps in part 

because the school performance and attendance standards were not set high. 

Further, once the schooling standards were established, they were haphaz­

ardly enforced, especially at the large Tter I sites, primarily because of 

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

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

The bas~c school enrollment condition, however, appears to satisf actory. • 

have been effectively enforced. 

The work experience standards for job performance and attendance 

were also satisfactorily enforced, primarily because of the self-interest 

of employers in seeing that poorly performing or attending youths were 

. While employers were provided with some removed from their works~ tes • 

they were generally left to define standards of guidance by prime sponsors, 
If these standards were vio-attendance and performance for themselves. 

h which enforced the appro-lated, employers usually turned to t e program, 

priate sanctions, either suspension or termination. 

plan of the Study: d Effects O f YIEPP During the Program Period Expecte -

t d th~s report focusses on the program effects of As already no e, • 

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

effects on employment, earnings, and postsecondary program. postprogram 

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

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

interviews--and sets forth the key analytic issues and research strategy 

Chapter 3 is concerned with program participation rates and patterns. 

These are not, strictly speaking, effects of the program but, rather, 

prerequisites to a program effect. Chapter 4 reports on the effect of 

YIEPP on dropout and return-to-school rates, as well as on school enroll­

ment by type of program and advancement through the grades of regular 

school. Chapter 5 presents estimates of the short-term program effects on 

employment, labor force participation, and unemployment, as well as a brief 

look at the effect of YIEPP participation on wage rates. Chapter 6 com-

pletes the report with an analysis of the effects on schooling and iabor 

force experience combined. 
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CHAPTER 2 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND SAMPLE ISSUES 

This chapter presents the. design and sample dimensions that are 

important to an understanding of the analysis and findings discussed in 

later chapters. 

research design: 

The first section discuss:n~ four critical issues in the 

the focus upon eligibles, the choice of a comparison 

group, cohort effects, and time effects. The next section describes the 

longitudinal survey that collected the data on which this evaluation is 

based. The characteristics of the sample on which the analysis for this 

report is based are then presented and compared with relevant portions of 

the national probability sample being followed by the National Longitudinal 

Survey of Young Americans. This is followed by a discussion of the match 

between pilot and comparison sites, considering both site and sample 

characteristics. The effects of attrition on both the sample and impact 

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

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

the analysis of participation in Chapter 3. 

Research Design 

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

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

not simply program participants. There were two reasons for this de~ision. 

The first was a policy reason. The Congressional mandate indicated 

a strong interest in how well the program would attract eligible youths, 

what portions of the eligible population would participate, and what 

factors would influence participation. The interest was particularly 

appropriate, because YIEPP was the first employment program both designed 

and funded to be an entitlement program, meaning that all eligible youths 

were entitle& to participate and that the program was obligated to serve 

all eligibles who applied. This feature contrasts with all prior employ-

ment policy ini tiati ves which, in one way or another, were limited slot 

programs. 

A s~cond reason to concentrate upon eligibles (as discussed in more 

detail in the next: section) was methodological--to avoid the possible 

selection bias problems that are inevitable if the focus is on participants 
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alone. Those who choose to participate can be expected to differ from 

those who choose not to, and in ways that cause the observed effects of a 

program to be distorted measures of the true effects. 

The YIEPP treatment group being evaluated, therefore, consists of 

the youths who were eligible for YIEPP at some point during the demonstra-

t ' , d 1 
~on per~o • 

The Comparison Group. The choice of a comparison group is very 

important to any program evaluation design, because observation of the 

comparison group provides estimates of what would have happened to the 

individuals eligible to participate (Le., the treatment group) if there 

had been no program. Program impacts can then be measured by subtracting 

the values of variables observed among the comparison group from those 

observed among the treatment group. For example, if a program were found 

to increase employment among the treatment group by 15 percent, this 

finding could not necessarily serve as a' valid measure of impact. If, 

however, one found that the comparison group also increased employment, say 

by 10 percent, the true employment impact of the program, other things 

being equal, would be 15 percent minus 10 percent, or 5 percent. 

The best comparison group is one that, on average, is similar to 

the treatment group in all respects except for not having received the 

treatment. In most cases, the preferred method of achieving this simi-

larity is random assignment. If eligible youths in a program site are 

randomly assigned to two groups--those participating in YIEPP and those not 

allowed to--we could be pretty confident that, in the absence of the 

program, these groups would be similar both in terms of measured and 

unmeasured factors. The Congressional mandate creating YIEPP, however, 

effectively ,prevented the use of random assignment by requiring that all 

eligible youths in a pilot site be given the opportunity to participate. 

1 
Although youths only became eligib'ie for YIEPP a fter turning 16, the 
baseline sample included 15-year-olds whose 16th birthday was prior to 
January 1, 1979. This provided a cohort of youths in the sample who, 
although too young to be eligible at the start of the program, would 
become eligible during the demonstration period. This group as well 
as the 16-year-olds could then be observed as they "aged" through the 
program. Longitudinal observations of this type increase the resemb­
lance of a demonstration's target popUlation to that of an ongoing nation­
al program. 
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In the absence of random assignment, there were two other possible 

options for a comparison group: (a) eligible youths within the pilot 

sites who did not choose to participate in the program, and (b) technically 

eligible youths from other areas where the program was not available. 

h ' commonly called a participant/nonparticipant design, The first c o~ce, . 

suffers from the problem of self-selection bias. Participants may differ 

from nonparticipants in unmeasurable ways that affect the observed treat­

ment effect. For example, eligibles who choose to participate in the 

program may be more motivated or more interested in employment than non-

In a part ~ cipant/nonparticipant comparison, the effects of participants. .... 

differences of this sort, if indeed they can ever be mea,1ured, will be 

confounded with the impact of the program itself. 
1 

The second strategy for choosing a comparison group, and the one 

used in the YIEPP evaluation, is to select a group of technically eligible 

youths who are similar to the eligible youths in the pilot sites but 

who reside in nonprogram areas. This approach is not vulnerable to the 

selection bias of a participant/nonparticipant design. Moreover, it has an 

, including random assignment wi thin advantage over all other strateg~es, 

program. If both pilot and comparison groups face the same labor market, 

for instance, the job development efforts by program operators for partici-

4t harder for nonprogram youths in the comparison group to pants could make .... 

I t As a result, the employment effects of the program would find emp oymen • 

be overest:Lmated because the program would have reduced the employment 

1Although 'it is conceptually possible to corr€.~t for ,the, effects of se­
lection bias through the u se of a variety of stat~st~cal p::ocedures, 
the success of these adjustments depends critically upon assumpt~ons about 
the appropriate form of the statistical models. To the extent that 
selection bias is related to observable characteristics, it can be r~duced 
by using simple regression methods. However, the unobservable d~ffer-

in the text example about employment, are often the problem. 
ences, as , t' b ut the 
Models that correct for these differences requ~re assump ,~ons a 0 

distribution of unobserved variables, and these assumpt~ons cannot be 
tested. If the assumptions are wrong, these models will. not r.nake the 

. For more information on select~on b~as, see appropriate correct~on. 

Stromsdorfer and Farkas (1980). 
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opportunities for the comparison group youths. However, since youths in 

the YIEPP pilot and comparison sites were separated geographically, there 

was no danger that the comparison group could be affected in any way by the 

program. 

When the pilot-comparison site differences are used to measure 

program effects, it is important to make sure that they do not reflect 

site differences (such as the local unemployment rate or the distribution 

of occupational employment) rather than effects that are the result of the 

program. In the YIEPP evaluation, the danger of site differences con-

founding the results was reduced by chooosing comparison sites that matched 

the evaluation sites as closely as possible on a number of different 

characteristics, as described later in this chapter. In addition, all the 

program effects quoted in this report are regression-adjusted to take 

account of remaining site differences that are not program-related. 

Comparison sites were selected during the period from December, 

1977, through January, 1978, for each of four evaluation sites. As 

noted before, the pairs of sites on which the evaluat.ion is based are: 

Pilot Site 

Denver, Colorado 
Cincintiati, Ohio 
Baltimore, ~ryland 
Mississippi 

(eight rural counties) 

Comparison Site 

Phoenix, Arizona 
Louisville, Kentucky 
Clevelana, 9hio 
Mississippi 

(six rural counties) 

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

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

1The eight rural pilot site coun~ies for the evaluation are Adams, Clai­
borne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne and Wilkinson. These 
eight counties were part of a 19-county program area spanning the southern 
portion of the state from the Alabama border to the Mississippi River. 
The comparison counties for the evaluation include Clarke, Humphreys, 
Lauderdale, Sharkey, Smith and Washington, located north of the target 
area but still in the southern half of the sta'te. Because there are 
pronounced demographic differemces between eastern and western Missis­
sippi, both pilot and comparison sites are composed of separate clusters 
of southeastern and E uthwestern counties. 
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Table 2.1. Number of Youths Working in YIEPP Jobs 

Number of Percent 

youths' assigned 

pilot Sites 
enrolled to jobs 

Baltimore 
17,764 93.3 

Cincinnati 
5,632 90.3 

Denver 
4,301 84.0 

Mississippi pilot 13,291 95.2 

Total 
40,988 91.8 

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

This ratio is the number of individuals who participated in 
jobs divided by the number of individuals enrolled. These 
data are derived from the Local Field Survr

.:;-, 

21 



as • 

Cohort Effects. A principal goal of this analysis is to use data 

from the YIEPP projects in the four pilot sites between 1978 and 1980 to 

estimate the effects of a potential national program. This national 

program can be imagined in a steady state (having passed beyond start-up 

difficulties), which youths below age 16 can count on as being available to 

them as they pass through ages 16 to 19 until they graduate from high 

school. Ideally, one would like to predict various outcome measures--

program participation, school enrollment, high school graduation, employ­

ment and unemployment--on the age profiles for youths as they age into and 

through program eligibility. This is a difficul t undertaking, however. 

The sample was constructed in the spring of 1978 and included youths aged 

15 to 19 at that time. Since program operations were also beginning at 

that point, much of the sample was beyond the age of initial eligibility 

when the youths first heard of it. Thus, they may already have made 

decisions and undertaken actions that would have been different if YIEPP 

were available or if they had known it would at least be available to them 

when they turned 16. For this reason, the cohorts aged 15 and 16 at 

baseline provide the best indicators of the effects of a continuing na-

tiona I program. Particular attention is paid to these cohorts in the 

chapters that follow. 

The Longitudinal Survey 

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

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

of the four pilot and comparison sites. The evaluation sample was drawn 

during February and March, 1978, at which time a stratified random sample 

of over 130,000 households was screened to identify eligible youths. 

Subsequent baseline interviews were completed during the period from March 

through August, 1978, with 7,510 eligible youths at the eight sites. 

Interviews were also completed with the parents of these youths. 

After the baseline wave of interviews had be~n completed, there was 

further change in the composition of the longitudinal sample because 

Congress extended the YIEPP demonstration beyond its original 18 months. A 

fourth wave was added to the originally planned three-wave survey, allowing 
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the sample to be followed for a longer period of time and permitting a 

substantial postprogram period of observation. 
In order to add the 

additional wave, however, without a corresponding increase in budget, the 

original sample was reduced in size. Youths who had already become ineli­

gible for YIEPP by June, 1978--either by aging out of eligibility or by 

graduating from high school--were eliminated from the follow-up survey 

wave. This brought the size of the baseline longitudinal sample to 6,501, 

which was not a serious curtailment from a design point of view. The 

youths eliminated had had only three months to join YIEPP and, even if they 

had joined, there was too brief a program experience for any effects to be 

expected. 
The first follow-up survey (Wave II) was conducted in the fall 

of 1979, with the second follow-up wave of interviews (Wave III) taking 

place in the fall of 1980. A final interview wave (Wave IV) was conducted 

during the fall of 1981. 
By the end of Wave III, the total completed sample of youths was 

4,749 (73.1 percent of the original baseline), with most of the attrition 

occurring at the time of the Wave II survey. The completed Wave III sample 

was, in fact, three subsets of the original longitudinal sample. By far 

the largest group, numbering 4,033 youths, had remained in the target areas 

either of the YIEPP pilot sites or comparison sites throughout the research 

period. 
These youths maintained their program eligibility during the 

entire demonstration period, at least on the geographic criterion. In each 

follow-up year, they completed an extensive local field survey instrument, 

creating the continuous longitudinal history from January, 1977, to Septem-

ber, 1980, on which this report is based. 

The second group consisted of 388 youths in the sample at baseline 

who had moved out of one of the evaluation sites at some time during the 

demonstration" 
These youths had completed the regular questionnaire as 

Al though their mov,e caused them to lose long as they' lived in the site. 

their eligibility for YIEPP, these youths were· administered a telephone 

follow-up questionnaire (the Remote Movers Survey) which, though somewhat 

briefer than the field instrument, also provided a continuous longitudinal 

history of the critical dimensions of employment, schooling, and other 

experiences. 
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The third group was a subsample of nonrespondents to Wave II, who 

were reinterviewed in Wave III. A total of 1,674 youths failed to respond 

to Wave II, but 378 of them completed the Wave III questionnaire focusing 

upon the key dimensions of experience over the two-and-a-half-year period. 

Thus, a continuous history has also been constructed of a nonrespondent 

sample, which is particularly important to a consideration of nonresponse 

bias issues. Since resource constraints made it impossible to reinterview 

all the nonrespondents to the Wave II survey, the subsample chosen for 

reinterview focused upon the principal sample target groups eligible for 

YIEPP. It includes (a) black youths from Baltimore (the largest study site 

with the largest number and concentration of black youths) and its compari­

son site (Cleveland) 1 and (b) Hispanic youths from Denver and its compari­

son site (Phoenix), that together were the sites where the overwhelming 

majority of sample Hispanics resided at baseline. 

In addition to the longitudinal survey data, school records were 

collected on the analysis sample at two points during the demonstration: 

summer through fall of 1979, and summer through fall of 1980. The informa­

tion was assembled for a four year period beginning with the 1976-1977 

school year and ending with the 1979-1980 school year. These data included 

attendance and tardiness information, courses pursued, grades and standard-

ized test score results. 

Analysis Sample 

The analysis sample for this report is the group of 4,033 youths 

who completed the first three successive interview waves and remained in 

the sites. The analysis is restricted to this group in order to provide a 

study sample that has an invariant composition among the exten~ive inter-

related analyses presented below. Comparisons can thus be made with less 

ambiguity. The effect of this strategy is to reduce the sample size on any 

given subgroup or sample, period as well as contribute to the possibility of 

attrition bias. However, the reduction in sample size is generally too 

small to affect statistical precision. 

performed throughout the study. 

Tests for attrition bias are also 

The basic demographic characteristics of this sample at baseline 

are presented in Table 2.2. As shown in the table, minority representation 
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Race: 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Sex: 
Male 
Female 

Age as of June 1978: 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

School status as of 
March 1978: 

In-school 
OUt-of-school 

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

Type of program: 
General 
College preparatory 
Vocational, commercial 

or business 
Other 

Degree sought: 
High school degree 
GED 
None 

Table 2.2. Characteristics of the Analysis Sample at Baseline 

13.7% 
76.2% 
10.1% 

46.3~ 

53.7% 

19.3% 
32.0% 
24.8% 
13.7% 
10.2% 

76.8% 
23.2% 

90.1% 
4.0% 
1.6% 
4.3% 

80.2% 
4.6% 

11.4% 
3.9% 

90.7% 
4.0% 
5.3% 

Highest grade attained: 
< 8th 

9th 
10th 
11th 
12th 

Mean grade attained, 
June 1978: 

Worked at all, January 
1977 - March 1978: 

Yes 
No 

Percent of time working, 
January 1977 - March 1978: 

Marital status, 
March 1978: 

Married 
Separated or 

divorced 
Never married 

Number of children 
March 1978: 

o 
1 
2 

)2 

Living with neither 
natural parent, 
March 1978: 

1977 family income 

Note: All statistics in this table are based on the 4,033 observations in the Analysis Sample. 

24.3% 
22.1% 
22.5% 
30.8% 

0.3% 

9.44 

49.2% 
50.8% 

14.4% 

1.5% 

0.5% 
98.0% 

85.9% 
11.8% 

2.0% 
0.3% 

11.7% 

$5,305 

',; 
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in the sample was very high--86.3 percent--a factor partly caused by the 

inner city or southern rural location of sample sites, but also a function 

of the greater representation of minority families among the low income 

(and thus YIEPp-eligible) population. More than three out of four sample 

members were black youths. Black youths far outnumbered other groups in 

all the evaluation sites except Denver and Phoenix. Denver and Phoenix, by 

contrast, jointly accowlted for over 93 percent of the Hispanic youths in 

the analysis sample. 

More of the analysis sample were young women (53.7 percent) than 

y70uld be suggested by national population data. The reason for this, as 

discussed later in this chapter, is that sample attrition was somewhat 

higher among the young men than among the young women. 

OVer three-quarters of the sample was enrolled in school in March, 

1978. The median age was just over 17. School attachment at baseline was 

strongly and consistently related to age, with almost 92 percent of the 15-

and 16-year-olds, but only 46 percent of the 19-year-olds, attending 

school. consistent with national trends, school attachment was highest 

among black youths and lowest for whi te youths. Most youths who were 

enrolled in school attended regular public schools in courses leading to a 

high school diploma. About one in eight was taking a commercial, voca-

tional, or agricultural program. Only 4 percent of the school enrollment 

periods reported during baseline interviews were leading to a GED degree, 

and or.:ly 1.5 percent of the sample was in private or parochial schools. 

Although school attachment in the spring of 1978 was reasonably 

high, grade attainment was less impressive. Almost half of the analysis 

sample had completed no more than the ninth grade, while only about three 

in ten had completed eleventh grade or better by June of 1978. Grade 

attainment, as one would expect, also varied by age. Fifteen-year-olds, 

who in the nation as a whole have typically attained at least the ninth 

grade, had a mean attainment of 8.8 grades, with about one-quarter of 

the group having less than a ninth grade education. As age in.creased, 

relative grade attainment decreased. The mean grade attainment for 16-

through 19-year-olds was 9.3, 9.7, 9.8 and 10.1, respectively, with the 

effects of reduced school attachment increasingly influencing grade 
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achievement. There were some small differences in grade attainment at 

baseline by race, with Hispanics (at 9.7 years of schooling) having ad­

vanced marginally farther than both blacks (with 9.4' years) and whites 

(with 9.2 years). Moreover, females had a slightly higher baseline grade 

attainment of 9.5 years compared to the male baseline grade of 9.2 years, 

even though female sample members were slightly younger than their male 

counterparts. 

OVerall, more than one-half the sample was below expected grade 

level by June, 1978, including three-quarters of the 18- and 19-year-olds. 

OVer 24 percent of the sample were at least bolO f\].ll grades below normal 

level, including over 40 percent of the 18- and 19-year-olds. Not sur-

prising, in-school youths had a higher grade attainment than those not in 

school, wi th mean grade completed ranging from 1.4 to 1.6 grades higher, 

depending upon the age cohort. Even among in-school youths, however, 34 

percent had not completed the grade level usually expected for their 

age. 

About one-half of the sample had worked at some job during the 

period prior to baseline (January, 1977 - March, 1978).1 Work experience 

during this period was particularly likely for youths in Denver (68.6 

percent), Phoenix (63.2 percent), and Cleveland (63.4 percent). It was 

also unusually frequent among Hispanics (65.1 percent)--most of whom 

resided in the strong labor markets of Denver and Phoenix--and for males. 

If a more com~rehensive way of looking at labor force attachment is 

used--the total number of days worked as a proportion of the total number 

of days available for work--the picture of preprogram employment is not 

greatly altered. OVerall, the average sample member workea 14.4 percent of 

the time in 1977, a bit more than one day per calendar week. Labor force 

attachment was highest in Denver and Phoenix, but was also above average in 

Cleveland and Cincinnati. Prior work experience during 1977 was a direct 

furction of age, with 15-year-olds w~king only occasionally (8.6 percent 

of the time) and 19-year-olds working somewhat more (24.8 percent of the 

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

1A job was defined as working for pay for at least 10 hours per week for 
at least two consecutive weeks. 
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Whites and Hispanics spent substantially more of their time working 

than blacks--22. 3 percent and 21.3 percent, respectively. The Hispanic 

figure, however, is almost entirely a function of Hispanic concentration in 

the two strongest labor markets, Denver and Phoenix. A't the o'cher sites, 

Hispanics worked considerably less--only 8.3 percent of the time. OVerall, 

black youths worked only 12. 1 percent of the time, a phenomenon that is 

related in part to the higher degree of school at.tachment among black 

youths. 

Total family income for the sample was low, averaging $5,305 per 

year in 1977. Mean annual family income was highest in Denver and lowest 

in rural Mississippi. 

or Hispanics. 

It was also lower for black youths than for whites 

Less than one in eight sample members was living with neither of 

his or her natural parents. As would be expected, the frequency of this 

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

of the sample had ever been married at baseline, but one-quarter of those 

who had been married were already separated or divorced. Marriage was 

p~rticularly rare among' blacks. At baseline, only 0.4 percent of the black 

sample members were married, compared to 3.9 percent of Hispanics and, 6 

percent of whites. The infrequency of marriage, however, is not unusual in 

a sample of youths whose median age was only just over 17, and in which 

over three-quarters were 17 or less. More surprising is the number of 

parents. Almost one out of seven already had children in the spring of 

1978, and one in six of these teenage parents had more than one child. The 

incidence of children was not strongly related to race, but was strongly 

related to sex and age. Only 4.3 percent of youths aged 15 or 16 had 

children, but over one-quarter of those aged 19 were parents. Likewise, 

females were more than four times as likely to report having had children 

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

1 
females, at 45 percent. 

1The high incidence of childbearing among female sample members shoul~ 
be kept in mind when considering the findings presented in later chapters. 
Because of the pilot/comparison group design, the estimated effects of 
the program will not be affected. However, the high incidence of child­
bearing may affect the absolute levels of such behavior as school and 

labor force attachn\~nt. 
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For demographic variables that change over time, it is informative 

to examine changes over the three survey waves, as shown in Table 2.3. By 

the fall of 1980 (when the median age of the analysis sample was 19-1/2 

years old) more than 90 percent had still never been married, but as the 

sample aged, more had become married and/or divorced. 

marriiige to divorce or separation was about four to one. 

The ratio of 

Childbearing 

increased more dramatically with age. By Wave III, over one-third of the 

sample had children. Almost 9 percent of the sample had two or more 

children. Also, by the fall of 1980, more than one-quarter of the sample 

was no longer living with either parent. 

It is helpful to have a point of comparison in an interpretation of 

the results of the YIEPP analysis sample in light of these sample charac-

teristics. Comparisons with the National Longi.tudinal Survey of Young 

Americans (NLS) national probability sample--bbtJ:i for 15- to 19-year-old 

~overty youths in their national probability sample and for all youths in 

that age group--are presented in Table 2.4. 1 

As can be seen, the YIEPP eligibility criteria caused its sample 

characteristics to be different from those of the general youth population. 

Two factors stand out. First, the minority proportion of the YIEPP sample 

was much higher than for youth or poverty youth nationwide. The YIEPP 

difference reflects the deliberate selection of YIEPP sites in areas with 

concentrations of m.:l.;norities as well as residents below the OMB poverty 

level. Second, the YIEPP sample was noticeably younger than either of its 

NLS counterparts. Both this and the sharply different distribution by 

grade attainment were a consequence of YIEPP sample truncation due to 

ineligibility of high school graduates or possessors of GEDs. 

The strong differences in age and race explain several of the other 

patterns in Table 2.4. The younger and more heavily minority YIEPP sample 

members were less likely to be married, less frequently living separately 

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

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

1we are indebted to Dr. Michael Borus, Director of the Center for Human 
Resource Research at Ohio State University, for providing these data and 
for interpreting them to our research staff. 
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Table 2.3. Marital and Parental Status of the Analysis Sample over Time 

,Marital status: 
Married 
Separated or divorced 
Never married 

Parental status: 
No children 
1 child 
2 children 

> 2 children 

Living with neither 
natural parent 

Median age of sample 17 

Wave '[ 
Spring 1978 

1.5% 
0.5% 

98.0% 

85.9% 
11.9% 

2.0% 
0.2% 

1.1. 7% 

yrs, 1 month 18 

Wave II 
Fall 1979 

4.4% 
0.7% 

94.9% 

76.6% 
18.1% 

4.1% 
1.2% 

19.4% 

yrs, 6 months 19 

Wave III 
Fall 1980 

7.7% 
1.9% 

90.4% 

66.3% 
24.9% 

6.8% 
2.0% 

27.2% 

Y"J::S, ~ months 

.-
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Table 2.4. The YIEPP Sample Compared with the 
National Longitudinal Survey of Young American Samples 

Race: 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Age: 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Sex: 

14ale 
Female 

School status 
March 1978: 

In school 
Not in school 

Highest grade attained, 
June 1978: 

< 8 
9 

10 
11 

>12 or GED 

Mean grade attained, 
June 1978 

Marital status, 
Spring 1978: 

Married 
Not married 

Children: 

Yes 
No 

Living with neither 
natural parent 

Hean family incomec 

YIEPP 
analysis 
sample 

13.7% 
76.2% 
10.1% 

19.3% 
32.0% 
24.8% 
13.7% 
10.2% 

46.3% 
53.7% 

76.8% 
23.2% 

24.3% 
22.1% 
22.5% 
30.8% 

0.3% 

9.44 

1.5% 
98.5% 

14.1% 
85.9% 

11.7% 

$5,305 

1978 NLS Samplea 

Poverty youths All youths 

48.2% 
38.3% 
13.5% 

20.2% 
21.0% 
21.0% 
17.8% 
20.0% 

49.4% 
50.6% 

71.3% 
28.7% 

12.8% 
16.0% 
24.3% 
15.8% 
31.1% 

9.45 

5.2% 
94).8% 

12.6% 
87.4% 

$4,228 

80.0% 
13.7%/\ 
6.3~/ 

20.3% 
20.7% 
19.9% 
19.5% 
19.6% 

51.3% 
48.7% 

77.7% 
22,3% 

4.7% 
11.5% 
23.7% 
20.9% 
39.213 

9.96 

4.5% 
95.5% 

4.3% 
95.7% 

$20,975 

aSpecial run of data from Wave I of the National Longitudinal Survey 
of Young Americans by the .Center for Human Resource Research at 
Ohio State University. 

b 
Includes youths in college, which are 4.4 percent and 7.2 percent, 
respectively, of the two NLS samples. 

cHean family income figures are for calendar year 1977 for the 
YIEPP sample, calendar year 1978 for the NLS sample. 

dThe "poverty" sample c:';; the NLS was derived by applying the 1978 OMB 
poverty ·standard to the sample. This is also the standard used in the 
YIEPP sample. However, it was o~ly possible in this run to apply the 
OMB standard for urban families. Thus, rural members of NLS Youth 
samples are somewhat overrepresented in the poverty sample, since OMB 
poverty standards for rural areas are lower than for.urban areas. 
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the one hand, and school attachment or marriage on the other. Despite 
their youth, YIEPP sample members were parents more frequently than either 

of the NLS samples. The concentration ·of the YIEPP sample in poor inner 

city areas may explain this difference, as well as the fact that the 

incidence of childbirth increases rapidly over time. 

Total family income for the YIEPP sample was 25 percent higher than 

for the NLS poverty youth sample, although it was about four times lower 

than the mean for youths nationally. The difference is, in fact, greater 

than that shown in Table 2.4, because the NLS data are for the calendar 

year 1978, while YIEPP data are for the calendar year 1977, although 

the overestimate is somewhat muted by the fact that the YIEPP estimate 

included the value of Food Stamps while the NLS figures do not. 1 The 

explanation of any remaining difference is not entirely obvious, but it 

probably rests heavily on the fact that minorities were overrepresented in 

the YIEPP analysis sample. It may also be, however, that YIEPP sites were 

not representative of the national poverty population on total family 
income. 

Pilot and Comparison Sites 

. MDRC and the Department of Labor chose the pilot si tes for the 

evaluation in December, 1977, based upon several general criteria. First, 
since the research focus was upon broad-scale implementation to test an 

entitlement model, the sites had to be chosen from the larger-sized Tier I 

group. Second, at least one rural site was considered important, a crite-

rion leading to the choice of the rural Mississippi program. Third, 
geographic diversity was desired, increasing the likelihood that one east 

coast site (Baltimore or Boston), one central site (Cincinnati or Detroit) 

or one western site (Denver or King-Snohomish) would be included. Fourth, 

the projected costs of data collection were important, playing a part in 

screening out sites where family income made it likely that eligibility 

rates would be relatively low, thus increasing the !screening costs of 

sample selection. Denver I s strong labor market was ther.efore a negative 

factor on that point, but the fact that Denver had the only Hispanic 

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

1 
Food Stamps accounted for $784 of total annual family income of the YIEPP 
analysis sample at baseline. 
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labor market made it desirable for purposes of representativeness and 

brought Denver into the sample. Boston was eventually excluded from final 

consideration because, at the time sites were selected, there was still 

major uncertainty on how long the Boston program could be funded. The 

exclusion of Boston helped screen in Baltimore, which was also attractive 

because it was a partial city site (it was desired that one study site be a 

partial city) and was thought to have dynamic leadership. The choice of 

Cincinnati over Detroit as the geographically central site was influenced 

by the fact that Detroit was a partial city site and the partial city site 

of Baltimore had already been selected. 

The four YIEPP pilot sites chosen for the evaluation were not, 

therefore, chosen to be closely representative, either of the YIEPP demon­

stration as a whole or of the nation. How they, in fact, compared on the 

dimensions of unemployment rate and racial composition is shown in Table 

2.5. The four-site average is similar in unemployment rate to the national 

average in 1977. However, the racial composition of the sites varies to a 

significant degree both within the four evaluation sites and in comparison 

to the national average. 

Generalizing from the results reported in subsequent chapters to 

either the demonstration or the nation as a whole, therefore, should be 

done cautiously, especially as these results will be shown to vary both 

with local labor market conditions and for different racial groups. With 

this in mind, the impact evaluation considers each pilot site (or pilot/ 

comparison paile) on its own terms as revealing a great deal about what 

happens when a program is introduced into a particular environment. 

Three-site or four-site aggregations are used mainly as the most straight­

forward way of expressing the average program impacts at the designated 

evaluation sitE!s. 

~he selection of comparison sites was systematically aimed at 

obtaining the closest possible match for each of the YIEPP sites chosen for 

the eVd'luation. Pairs were matched on the following dimensions: 

• Population 

• Sizla of labor market 

• Population growth, 1970-75 
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Table 2.5 YIEPP Evaluation Sites Co~ared to YIEPP Total and the Nation 

Site 

Baltimore 

Cincinnati 

Denver 

Mississippi 

YIEPP evaluation sites 
(UDleighted average) 

Bostor. 

Detro.it 

King-Snohomish 

Total non-study Tier I sites 
(unweighted average) 

Tier II sites (unweighted average) 

Total program (unweighted average) 

Nation 

Unemployment rate 

10.3% (1976)!i 

7.0';, (1977)b 

6.9% (1976)b 

4.:/% (197.7)c 

7.1% 

9.8% (1977)b 

13.1% ( 1977)b 

6.7% ( 1977)b 

a.8% 

8.6% 

7.0% (1977) 

Racial composition~of 
population 

15% white, 85% nonwhi~e (1977) 

72% white, 28% nonwhite (1970) 

91% white, 9% nonwhite 
17% Hispanic (1978) 

60% white, 40% nonwhite (1975) 
___ d 

77% white, 22% nonwhite 
1% other (1970) 

)1 

30% white, 70% rionwhite ( 1977) 

90% white, 10% nonwhite (1979) 

d ---

d ---
d ---

89% white, 11% nonwhite (1970) 
5% Hispanic 

Sources: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (1977, Table 1)1 U.S. 
Department of Commerce (1978), and U.S. Department of Labor (1981). 

aRates shown are for the city. 

bRates shown are for the prime 

cRates shown are for the state. 

~ot eS,timated. 

sponsor area. 
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• unemployment rate 

• Labor market distribution of jobs 

• High school dropout rate 

• Ethnic distribution of population, particularly the 
youth population 

• Characteristics of the poverty populatio~ 

In Table 2.6, a number of these characteristics that are arrayed 

for the pilot and comparison sites are relatively close. In Mississippi, 

for example, the pilot and comparison sites hardly differed along any 

measure except size. The size difference should not to be surprising, 

given that more weight was attached to the match on ethnic mix, percent of 

families below poverty, and unemployment rate, than on size of population 

and labor force. Particular attention was paid to the institutional and 

procedural similarities of the match, particularly as these applied to 

school systems. 

The Cincinnati-Louisville match was a good one on population 

change, percent of families in poverty, ethnic mix, percent of 16- to 

17-year-olds in school, unemployment rate, and labor market distribution-­

although there were differences in the proportion of older youths in school 

1970) and in size. The Baltimore-Cleveland match was somewhat less 

close, though still good. Both are declining industrial cities in the 

eastern portion of the country with substantial black populations and about 

the same size labor forces, proportion of families in poverty, and percent 

of youths in school. Bal timore , however, had a larger central city, a 

slower rate of population decline and a higher black population, especially 

in the YIEPP target area. The only alternative as a comparison site, 

howe~~reJ::", was Washington, D.C., which was ruled out because the government 

sector so heavily dominates the labor force. There were also differences 

between Washington D.C. and Baltimore in percent in poverty, school enroll­

ment, and the unemployment rate. 

The Denver-Phoenix pair was an unsatisfactory match in terms of 

both size of population and rate of growth. However, they are both young 

sunbelt areas with very similar proportions of Hispanics (at least in 

1970) • The match was also not entirely satisfactory on the unemployment 
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Note: Unless otherwise noted, statistics in the above table are for the central city or, for Mississippi, the clUster of counties. 

10 1976 data. 

bThe Mississippi pilot counties are, ~s, Claiborne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne and Wilkinson. The Mississippi control 
counties are: Clarke, Humphreys, Lauderdale, Sharkey, smith and Washington. 

c For the six cities, reported employment is for the S'lSA for 1977, for the Mississippi counties, employi!~,"': is measured as those workers 
covered by SOcial Security/by industry sector, as of March 12, 1975. 

doata are for calendar year 1976. 

eeata are for calendar year 1977. 

SOurce: U.S. Department of Commerce (1978), U.S. Department of Labor (1981lJ and U.S. Department, of Labor (1961). 
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rate. The school enrollment data were very similar. In any case, San 

Jose, the closest alternative to Phoenix, was a much worse match. San Jose 

was smaller, faster growing, located in a different region, more heavily 

Hispanic, and with a different school enrollment profile. 

In addition to area matching, it is also important to match charac-

teristics of -the sample members. Table 2.7 below shows basic demographic 

information on the analysis sample. 

The two rural Mississippi site samples matched extremely well, 

particularly on ethnic mix, age, school status in March, 1978, mean grade 

attainment, marital status, and parenthood. Mean family income in '1977 was 

higher in the comparison site, but both samples had lower incomes thai. 

their urban counterparts (except for Louisville). Both Mississippi samples 

were also slightly younger, more school attached, and had less recent ~ork 

experience than sample youths at other sites. The one difference bet'ween 

the two sites in Mississippi was that the comparison sample was strongly 

dominated by female eligibles. 

The Denver and Phoenix samples were quite similar in sex composi­

tion, age, percent of time working, mean grade attainment and parenthood. 

They were also reasonably similar in March, 1978 school status and income. 

The racial composi tions of the two were not very similar, but they both 

had a majority of Hispanics and together accounted for almost 95 percent of 

the Hispanic eligibles in the analysis sample. The two site sa.mples were 

also similar in having more work experience, a higher rate.of marria~e, and 

higher income than the eligibles at the other study sites. 

The samples in Baltimore and Cincinnati were both dominated by 

black eligibles whose age, school status, marital status, and 1977 total 

family income profiles were very similar. Both si tes had more school 

attacrLffient and a higher proport.ion of blacks than samples at the other 

urban sites. The Baltimore sample, however, was heavily female, and, as a 

consequence, had less p:ti'~program work experience and was more likely 

to have children than the Clevelan.d sample. 

The analysis\\ sample match was least close in Cincinnati and Louis-
,I 

ville.~ Family incom~, was reasonably similar, but in comparison to Louis-

ville, the analysis saInpJ,.e in Cincinnati had a higher proportion of blacks, 
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Table 2.7. Anal sis Sam Ie Characteristics of Pilot and Com rison Sites a 

Mississippi Mississippi Total 
Denver Phoenix Cincinnati Louisville Baltimore Cleveland Pilot Comparison Pilot 

Race: 
White 14.2% 
Black 30.8% 
Hispanic 55.0% 

Sex: 
Male 48.3% 
Female 51.7% 

Age, June 1978: 
15 17.0% 
16 32.9% 
17 25.1% 
18 14.2\ 
19 10.8\ 

School status, 
March 1978: 

In schaal 71.3% 
Not in school 28.7\ 

Worked at all, 
January 1977-
March 1978: 

Worked 68.6% 
Not worked 31.4' 

Percent time 
working, 
'flanuary 1977-
,March 1978: 21.8% 

Mean grade 
attained: 9.8 

Marital status, 
March 1978: 
Married .:!.3% 
Separated or 

divorced 1.0% 
Never married 96.7% 

Number of 
children, 
March 1978: 

0 88.7% 
1 10.1% 
2 1.2\ 

>2 0.0% 

Mean family 
income for 
1977 $5,796 

N 487 

20.5\ 
18.4% 
61.1% 

46.0% 
54.0% 

2j.9\ 
28.8\ 
26.1\ 
10.3% 
10.9\ 

65.4% 
34.6% 

22.0\ 

9.7 

5.4\ 

0.0% 
94.6% 

89.7\ 
9.2% 
1.,\ 
0.0% 

$5,365 

185 

16.2% 
82.9% 
0.9\ 

43.5% 
56.5% 

20.9% 
31.3% 
24.6% 
13.1\ 
10.1\ 

76.9% 
23.1\ 

51.9\ 
48.1\ 

17.8\ 

9.2 

0.9% 

0.9% 
98.2\ 

85.6% 
11.4% 

2.5% 
0.5% 

$5,379 

692 

31.4\ 
68.2\ 
0.4\ 

46.7\ 
53.3\ 

14~7\ 

33.7% 
21.3% 
15.8\ 
14.5% 

62.5\ 
37.5% 

40.8% 
59.2% 

13.0% 

10.2 

3.S% 

.0.9% 
95.6% 

79.4% 
18.0% 

2.4% 
0.2% 

$5,170 

456 

4.7'i 
94.3\ 

1.0\ 

44.8% 
55.2\ 

20.3\ 
29.2% 
23.9% 
15.9\ 
10.7' 

80.7\ 
19.3\ 

47.5% 
52.5% 

10.7% 

9.3 

0.3% 

0.1\ 
99.6% 

83.5' 
14.3\ 
1.8\ 
0.4% 

$5,402 

1060 

12.0\ 
86. 1% 
"1.9% 

49.2\ 
50.8% 

19.7% 
32.1% 
26.3% 
11.1\ 
10.8\ 

83.6\ 
16.4% 

63.4% 
36.6% 

17.9% 

9.7 

0.3% 

0.0' 
99,,7\ 

90.2% 
7.9% 
1.6% 
0.3\ 

$5,349 

317 

13.4\ 
86.6% 
0.0\ 

51.8' 
<18.2% 

20.9% 
34.2% 
27.1% 
11.4\ 
6.4\ 

83.5% 
16.5% 

30.1% 
69.9% 

9.0% 

9.9 

1.7'i 

1.1% 
97.2% 

89.2\ 
8.2\ 
2.6\ 
0.0% 

$4,696 

539 

a'l'h~ Vii " i .lhl PH in t-hi.·; r,lhl" r"fl,.,'t-
htJ!1t-'lif}f> f'ihlYlH:teristics of the analysis sample. 
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10.4\ 
89.211 
0.4\ 

41.4% 
58.6% 

16.3\ 
38.5% 
26.5\ 
11.9\ 
6.S' 

81.8% 
18.2' 

41.4% 
58.6\ 

11.3% 

9.8 

1.3% 

0.0% 
98.7'i 

86.5\ 
10.1\ 
2.7% 
0.7% 

$5,212 

297 

11.0\ 
78.8\ 
10.2\ 

46.4\ 
53.6\ 

20.0\ 
31.3\ 
24.9' 
14.0\ 
9.8' 

78.610 
21.4\ 

48.9' 
51.1\ 

14.1\ 

9.5 

1.0\ 

0.6\ 
98.4\ 

86.1\ 
11.6\ 
2.0% 
0.3% 

$5,319 

2,778 

8-site 
Total Total Total 

Comparison Pilot Comparison 

19.9\ 
70.4\ 
9.3\ 

46.0% 
54.0\ 

17.7' 
33.7\ 
24.5' 
12.9\ 
11.2\ 

12.8% 
27.2\ 

50.0\ 
50.0\ 

15.2\ 

9.5 

2.5\ 

0.3' 
97.2\ 

85.4\ 
12.3\ 
2.,\ 
0.2\ 

$5,274 

1,255 

10.2\ 19.8\ 
89.0\ 79.3\ 

0.8% 0.9\ 

46.0\ 46.0\ 
54.0% 54.0\ 

20.6% 16.6\ 
31.0' 34.5' 
24.9\ 24.3\ 
~lA. 0\ 13.3\ 

"5' 11.3\\ 

80.0\ 74.1\ 
20.0\ 25.9' 

12.4% 14.0% 

9.4 9.4 

0.8\ 2.0% 

0.6% 0.4% 
98.6\ 97.6\ 

85.5\ 84.7\ 
12.0\ 12.8\ 
2.2\ 2.2% 
0.3\ 0.3% 

$5,159 $5,244 

2,291 1,070 
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was slightly younger and more attached to school in March, 1978. These 

youths also had more prior work experience, the lowest mean grade attain­

ment of the sites (Louisville had the highest), and were less likely 

to be married. 

The four-site pairs were, thus, reasonably similar along several, 

though not always the same, dimensions. They were not, however, identical, 

and the inevitable differences that remain have to be adjusted for in the 

analysis so that the results do, in fact, reflect differences attributable 

to the YIEPP treatment. The results reported in the rest of this report 

are thus regression-adjusted estimates. 

In Chapters 4 and 5, for example, all the results labeled "program 

effects" were obtained in the following manner: A regression model was 

estimated using the sample of youths from both pilot and comparison sites 

who were eligible for participation in YIEPP (or, in the case of comparison 

sites, would have been eligible if a program had been operating there). 

The outcome measure--for example, the employment/population ratio--was 

specified as a function of three sets of variables. The first set included 

such demographic variables as age, race, and sex. The second set contained 

person-specific variables related to the outcome measure. For example, in 

the case of the employment/population ratio, a person's preprogram employ­

ment/population ratio would be used. The third set included a constant and 

a site variable that equalled one if the youth lived in a pilot site and 

zero otherwise. Program effects were estimated by the coefficient on the 

0-1 pilot site variable. This method controls for differences in the other 

variables (e. g. age, race, sex, preprogram employment/population ratio 

etc.) • Results of such analyses are presented in this report as "regres­

sion adjusted" findings. 1 

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

The analysis sample of 4,033 youths, on which this report is based, 

is 38 percent smaller than the baseline longitudinal sample of 6,501. As 

noted above, this attrition is principally due to nonresponse in the 

Wave II and Wave III surveys (32.8 percent), some of which was caused by 

the elimination of some interviewed sample members from the analysis frame 

because they had moved out of the evaluation areas (5.2 percent). While 

this attrition caused some changes in the composition of the sample, tests 

for attrition bias generally indicated that there either was no bias 

or that the bias may have resulted in some (small) understatement of 

program effect. 

As illustrated in Table 2.8, the sample became somewhat younger, 

blacker, and more female over time. This is a consequence of the fact that 

the longitudinal response was poorest in Denver and Phoenix (heavily 

Hispanic, with more than an average proportion of white youths). Longi-

tudinal response has been best in Mississippi and Baltimore (where blacks 

were most heavily represented and where samples were slightly younger and 

more female than the average). The different longitudinGl.I response rates 

by site also caused the distribution of the sample to alter across sites. 

Bal timore, Louisville, and the two Mississippi sites gained, {while Denver, 

Phoenix, Cincinnati, and Cleveland lost. The pilot-comparison ratio of the 

sample, however, did not change noticeably. In the longitudinal baseline 

sample, 68. 4 percent of the youths were at pilot sites; the comparable 
1 

percentage of the analysis sample was 68.9 percent. 

The analysis sample was somewhat more attached to schol:>l in March, 

1978, than the baseline longitudinal sample and had slightly les!3 prior 

work experience. The difference in each case, however, was ml,)dest.. Grade 

attainment (both its mean and distribution) and childbearing behavior were 

virtually identical for the two samples. 

1 

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

See Barclay et ale (1979: Chapter 3). 
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Table 2.8. Characteristics of Baseline Longitudinal 
and Analysis Samples 

Characteristic 

Race: 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Sex: 
Male 
Female 

Age as of 
June 1978: 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Si~e: 

Denver 
Phoenix 
Cincinnati 
Louisville 
Baltimore 
Cleveland 
Mississippi Pilot 
Mississippi 

Comparison 

School status 
as of March 
1978: 

In school 
Out of school 

Highest grade 
attained, June 
1978: 
< 8 

9 
10 
11 

>12 or GED 

Percent time 
working, January 
1977-March, 1978: 

Mean grade 
attained, June 
1978: 

Children: 

N 

Yes 
No 

Baseline 
longitudinal 

a sample 

17.2% 
69.9% 
12.8% 

49.2% 
50.8% 

14.7% 
30.6% 
26.9% 
15.7% 
12.1% 

16.0% 
6.8% 

18.8% 
9 .. 9% 

22.9% 
8.3% 

10.9% 

6 • .4% 

72.6% 
27.4% 

24.0% 
23.0% 
22.5% 
30.2% 

0.3% 

15.8% 

9.49 

14.4% 
85.6% 

6,501 

Analysis 
sample 

13.7% 
76.2% 
10.1% 

46.3% 
53.7% 

19.3% 
33.0% 
24.8% 
13.7% 
10.2% 

12.1% 
4.6% 

17.2% 
11.3% 
26.3% 

7.9% 
13.3% 

7.3% 

76.8% 
23.2% 

24.3% 
22.1% 
22.5% 
30.8% 

0.3% 

14.4% 

9.44 

14.1% 
85.9% 

4,033 

aFar more detailed statistics on this original sample, see 
Barclay, et ale (1979: Chapter 3). 
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Whether changes in the sample composition may have affected impact 

estimates is a testable hypothesis. Attrition bias may be estimated, as 

mentioned, by using data from the sample of Wave II nonrespondents who were 

interviewed in Wave III. The effects of this attrition have been noted 

above. The specific analysis of attrition bias as it affects estimates of 

participation, school enrollment, employment and labor force participation 

is presented ill Appendix C to this volume. 

Program Eligibles 

The dynamics of eligibility, and how this report deals with them 

are complex and worthy of attention. Indeed, fundamental to an understand­

ing of this evaluation is a clear comprehension of what is meant by the 

term "eligible" youth and an awareness of the difference between eligibles 

and longitudinal sample members. 

A stratified random sample of eligibles was selected early in 1978. 

This encompassed youths from low income or welfare families, 15- to 19-

years old, residing in a program target area or defined comparison area, 

who had not ye~ graduated from high school. sample members were followed 

over time with successive survey waves, even though their eligibility 

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

years old at baseline were not yet eligible for YIEPP, but aged into 

eligibility. As they did so, the size of the program eligible population 

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

program sites or desigrtated comparison areas, becoming ineligible for that 

reason; although the Remote Movers Survey continued to collect data on 

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

sample eligible population. Finally, since high school graduation or 

becoming 20 years old made a youth ineligible for YIEPP, both graduation 

and aging further reduced the size of the eligible population in the 
1 sample. The number of eligibles in the sample, thus, changed constantly 

over time. 

1There are three limitations to a literal application of the program 
definition of eligibility to the evaluation. First, one of the study 
sites-'-Baltimore--had a target area that did not encompass the entire 
ci ty. Movement of residency of sample members between the target area 
and the nontarget area in Hal timore is not detected in the survey. It 
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The data base used in th.is report encompasses all sample members 

who completed local field interviews in each of the first three survey 
1 

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

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

For example, Table 2.9 shows the size and basic characteristics of the 

eligible sample members at several points since the spring of 1978. The 

numbers presented in this table adjust for aging in, aging out, graduating, 

and moving out of YIEPP program eligibility. 

The first observation of interest in Table 2.9 is the fluctuation 

in the number of eligibles in the sample. Eligibles increased in number 

through the fall of 1978, with very little drop-off in the spring of 1979. 

During this period, sample members who were less than 16 at baseline aged 

into the sample. There was little aging or graduating out, since youths 

who had graduated or turned 20 by JU.-'1e, ~978, had already been eliminated 

from the sample after baseline. At the peak, in the fall of 1978, over 95 

percent of the Wave III analysis sample was eligible. After the spring of 

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

is, therefore, possible that some youths in the Baltimore sample became 
ineligible by dint of residence, but are not considered such in the 
evaluation. Available evidence suggests that movement of this sort was 
trivial. Second, since the sample was selected at one point in time, it 
missed youths who may have become eligible later. This could happen in 
two ways. First youths who were 14 and under in the spring of 1978 were 
not sampled. Some became eligible for YIEPP late during the period of 
program operations. Second, youths who may have moved into a designated 
sample area after the sample was drawn are not included. Finally, family 
income was only gathered during the baseline. Thus, it is possible that 
youths who were eligible at baseline became ineligible because of family 
income changed sometime after the spring of 1978. To the degree that this 
occurred, it is not detected in the evaluation. Equally undetected is 
income movement in the opposite direction. Youths who were ineligible on 
income grounds at baseline, but may have later become eligible because of 
income, were not sampled. While the magnitude of these movements cannot 
be quantified, we believe that none of them could substantially affect the 
results contained herein. 

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

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

Number of 
eligibles 3,118 3,428 3,840 3,759 3,377 3,037 2,890 2,-403 

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

Pilot sites 68.4% 68.6% 69.1% 69.3% 69.9% 69.4% 69.2% 70.1% 

Comparison sites 31.6% 31.4% 30.9% 30.7% 30.1% 30.6% 30.8% 29.9% 

.' 
Sex: 

Male 45.9% 46.6% 46.3% 46.4% 47.3% 48.2% 48.1% 48.8% 

Female 54.1% 53.4% 53.7% 53.6% 52.7% 51.8% 51.9% 51.2% 
Ie' , 

"" i "" Race: 
I White 14.3% 14.0% 13.7% 13.5% 13.0% 13.4% 13. 1 % 12.9% 

l' 
I: Black 75.7% 76.0% 76.0% 76.4% 76.6% 76.2% 76.4% 76.1% 
" h 
" 

\1 
Hispanic 10.0% 10.0% 10.3% 10.1% 10.4% 10.4% 10.5% 11.0% 

\! 
Age at the time: Ii 

II 16 43.6% 37.9% 38.4% 26.5% 16.2% 6.8% 1. 1% 0.7% 'I~ 

t; 

~ 
~ 17 29.6% 31.0% 30.5% 33.1% 36.9% 42.7% 33.7% 20.0% 
~ 
,I 
11 18 16.2% 17.7% 18.3% 24.2% 27.0% 28.9% 36.0% 43.1% ~ 
~ 

I 19 10.6% 13.4% 12.8% 16.2% 19.9% 21.6% 29.2% 36.2% 
~ 
'1 
j 
1 
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! 
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of aging, graduating, or moving out of eligibility, and the fact that the 

sample no longer contained marry youths who were aging into eligibility. 

Thus, by the summer of 1980, less than 60 percent of the analysis sample 

was still eligible, and by the summer of 1981, it is unlikely that much 

more than 20 to 25 percent of the analysis sample was still. eligible •. 

Since the final analysis of YIEPP focuses on postprogram impacts, however, 

most of the sample can be included in that analysis. 

The eligible sample size pattern is mirrored by the changing age 

profile of eligibles. Through the fall of 1978, a majority of the eligi-

bles (between 68.9 and 73.2 percent, depending on the time) were 16 or 17. 

As time passed, the age of the eligible sample population increased such 

that, by the summer of 1980, almost 80 percent of the remaining eligibles 

were at least 18. 

In other key respects, the composition of the eligibles has changed 

only slightly. In the spring of 1978, 68.4 percent: of the eligibles were 

a'c pilot sites. Two and one-third years later, pilot sites contained 

70.1 percent of the remaining eligibles, a negligible change. The eligible 

sample became slightly more male over time, but again the change is margi-

nal. The racial composition of the. eligible sample was very stable over 

time, though the white proportion dropped a bit. OVerall, the eligible 

population remained remarkably stable since the spring of 1978 on the basic 

demographic characteristics of sex, race, and site. 

Summary 

The design for this evaluation is based upon a comF~rison of 

eligibles ~.t the four YIEPP pilot sites and four comparison sites, relying 

on longitudinal data from those sample members (4,033) who completed local 

field questionnaires (LFS) in three successive waveJ1 of interviews: 
;'1 

the 

spring of 1978 (Baseline), the fall of 1979 (Wave II) and the fall of i?dO 

(Wave III). The pilot and comparison sites and samples match, on i hhe 

whole, relatively well, increasing confidence that estimates bas~d upon 

pilot-comparison differences are not confounded ,by other effects. The 

models that produce these estimates further control for, and thus net out, 

differences in demographic and key site variabl~s. While there has been 

attrition in the sample since baseline, bias due to attrition does not 
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alter significantly the estimates presented in this report. Characteris­

tics of the sample of youths for this evaluation show that YIEPP was well , 
targeted on those likely to experience the problems it was designed to 

address. Almost seven-eighths of the sample was composed of minority 

youths, a much higher proportion than the national probability sample of 

youths and of low income youths reflected in the NLS. As such, the YIEPP 

target group is extremely vulnerable to the complex problems of high 

unemployment rates, smaller earnings, and underachievement in edu.<::ation 

discussed in Chapter 1. 

While school attachment (as of March, ,1978) was not below national 

norms, this is prob~ly a result of the fact that the YIEPP sample was 

younger than average, due to the YIEPP eligibility criteria. Grade attain­

ment, however, was behind national norms, falling further behind as age of 

the youths increased. Last, there was an unusually high incidence of 

childbearing among sample members, a phenomenon which undoubtedly exacer­

bates the difficulty of educational progress and employ1~ent for this 

group. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

Introduction 

In programs where sufficient funds are available to serve all 

eligibles, as was in principle true for YIEPP, the extent and composition 

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

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

experiences are key determinants of program impacts. participation pat-

terns alao determine program costs. In our previous analysis (Farkas et 

al. (1980: Chapter 2» we found that YIEPP participation varied across 

sites, over time, and by individual characteristics. In particular, 

in-school youths were more likely than school dropouts, and not employed 

youths were more likely than employed youths, to participate in YIEPP. 

These and related findings are an important aid in comprehending the 

mechanisms underlying the Dtogramimpacts on school and work reported in 
" /,;.. ~. 

Chapters 4 through 6 b,fl.ow. In this chapter we extend the analysis of 
.--;-

participation to th,~:~two and one-half years of full-scale YIEPP operations. 
// 

The discussion h~re complements the discussion in the MDRC Implementation 

Reports (Diaz et ale (1982», and definitively summarizes our participation 

results for the period of YIEPP operations from the spring of 1978 to the 

summer of 1980. 

In this evaluation we are studying data from four of the seven Tier 

I YIEPP sites. Of course, both local conditions and program implementation 

success varied across these sites. As summarized in Chapter 1, the MORC 

implementation studies suggest that Denver ran a r~J-:.tively poor YIEPP 

program, Baltimore ran an effective program, and Cincinnati and Mississippi 

fell between these extremes. As we shall see, pa!:"ticipation and other 

site-specific findings strongly support this ranking. 

Measuring Program participation 

YIEPP had four eligibility rules-"';the participating youth must 

reside in a program area, must be between 16 and 19 years of age, and must 

not have graduated from high s.9hool or completed the GED, and family income 
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must be below the poverty level. (See Chapters 1 and 2 above.) In this 

t . t attent~on to youths who completed all three waves of the report we res r~c • 

~n order to maintain a complete and consistent longitud­local field survey • 

. 1 While this results in differential inal data set for the analys~s samp e. 

attrition for each time period analyzed and somewhat smaller sample sizes, 

attr~t~on b;as1, which indicated that sample size we conducted tests for • • • 

the Statistical precision of our esti­reduction was too small to affect 

mates. We then further restricted attention to program-eligible youths on 

1 f h season, from the spring of a period-by-period basis, separate y or eac 

1 th who were income- and loca-1978 through the summer of 1980. On Y you s 

tion-eligible at the time of the screening interview in the spring of 1978 

h 1 b th summer of 1978 were and who had not graduated from high sc 00 y e 

included in the survey sample. In the analyses for this report we also 

eliminated youths who subsequently moved out of the program (or comparison 

si te) area, 2 plus those who were ineligible due to age or high school 

. h t . "a ed" youths into and graduation on a period-by-period bas~s. T a ~s, we g 

out of eligibility separately by period,3 and youths "graduated" out of 

. h' h they received a high eligibility in the period following the one ~n w ~c 

school diploma or its equivalent. This rest,riction of the study sample to 

program eligibles is more elaborate than the effort undertaken in our 

previous report, 

findings. 

so that the results reported here supercede previous 

are defined as youths holding a YIEPP job for Program participants 

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

1In order to test for potential bias due to sample attr~tion, we also 
analyze data from an "attrition sample" of you'chs who fa~led t~ ::espond 
to Wave II of the local field survey, and were then foun? and adm~n~stered 

II d III at a later date. These results are d~scussed as appro-
Waves an. , t d' A p~ndix C priate in the text; the underlying calculations are repol: e ~n p • 

2 .. 1 f f their city or town of That is, youths who moved suff~c~ent y ar rom 
" t' nnaire r.esidence to receive a "remote movers ques ~o • 

3Youths aged 15 or less in the spring of 1978 became eligib~e i.n .the 
16; older youths became ~nel~g~ble period during which they reache? ag~ 

in the period following the one ~n wh~ch they turned 20. 

4 of the survey methodology used to identify YIEPP jobs, For a description 
see Farkas et ale (1980: p. 12 and Appendix A2). 
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but for some reason never worked at a program job for the minimum period. 

~~ese individuals never received the basic YIEPP treatment, a program job. 

Therefore, the program is unlikely to have had any linpact on their behav-

ior. 

Program Participation Rates 

This section reports program participation rates, defined as the 

percent of program eligibles ever holding a program job for at least two 

weeks during a particular analysis period. This measure is identical to 

that employed in our previous report (Farkas et al. 1980: Chapter 2), 

and where time periods overlap, our results are generally close ;to the 
1 

findings reported there. In addition, these methods yield program 

participation levels which are consistent with data from the YIEPP manage­

ment information system (EIS).2 

Program Participation, Separately by Period. Table 3. 1 displays 

estimates of program participation rates for youths in the study sample 

during each of the periods of full-scale program operations. Of course, 

the age!distribution and other characteristics of these youths change over 

time, but the sample was fully representative of the eligible popUlation at 

the time it was selected in the spring of 1978, as well as during the 

remainder of 1978 and the beginning of 1979, when 15-year-old sample 

members were aging into eligibility. Further, by restricting attention to 

youths aged 15 to 16 in the spring of 1978, and following their behavior 

for the two end one half year period, subsequent analysis (Table 3.2) will 

permit examination of the participation pattern exhibited by a cohort of 

youths as it aged through the program. This, then, will yield estimates of 

participation that most closely represent what one would observe in an 

ongoing national program. 

1 
Small remaining differences are due to data cleaning and changes in the 
study sample. In this report we restrict attention to youths who com­
pleted three waves of the local field survey, and focus more elaborately 
than in previous work on those youths who were eligible for YIEPP during 
each analysis period. 

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

OJ.mulative: 
Spring 1978 
through Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer 

Summer 1980 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980 

All sites 56.2 24.8 33.4 34.4 37.8 38.8 30.0 32.1 28.4 

(2,778)a (2,132) (2,353) (2,652) (2,605) (2,362) (2,107) (2,000) (1,685) 

Denver 38.8 16.9 24.7 23.2 25.0 25.2 15.1 14.1 12.5 

(487) (384) (433) (475) (452) (425) (372) (357) (319) 

Cincinnati '\ 49.3 14.0 22.4 28.1 30.4 31.7 23.1 =?6.1 26.3 

(692) (521) (577) (658) (649) (600) (541) (509) (461) 

Baltimore 68.8 41.8 45.3 45.5 50.1 50.0 42.1 43.2 39.0 

(1,060) (815) (894) (1,002) (988) (926) (794) (759) (664) 

Mississippi 56.2 12.1 32:3 31.1 34.7 38.2 29.0 34'~ 7 24.5 

(539) (412) (449) (517) , (516) (411 ) (400) (375) (241 ) 

Note: Throughout this chapter, the sample includes youths who have completed all three waves of the Local Field Survey 
in all four pilot sites. See Chapter 2 for further details. The participation rate is the number of youths 
ever holding a program job for at least two weeks divided by the n~ber ever eligibl~ in each period. Youths 
are defined as being program-eligible in a particular period if (1) they are age 16 through 19 and (2) they 
have not graduated from high school or received the GED. All youths in the sample met the family income and 
residential eligibility requirements as of the spring of 1978. 

aNumber of eligible youths. 
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First, however, we focus on Table 3.1, which indicates participa­

tion levels at different points in time, as well as inter site differences 

The first column of the table shows cumulative partici-
in these levels. 
pation rates--the percent of (ever eligible) sample members who held a 

YIEPP job for at least two weeks. Among 2,778 sample members responding to 

three waves of the local field survey, 56.2 percent participated i.n YIEPP 

This is a weighted (by site sample size) average of 68.8 
at some time. 
percent in Baltimore, 56.2 percent in Mississippi, 49.3 percent in Cincin­

nati, and 38.8 percent in Denver. These are high participation rates, and 

suggest that the program achieved significant visibility and some impor­

tance for a large percentage of target population youths. They also lend 

support to a key premise of the program, that many target population youths 

wish to work but in. the absence of YIEPP are unable to find jobs at the 

minimum wage. 
Also important in this table is the low participation in Denver. 

This is at least partly due to poor program implementation in this site 

and the fact that intake ceased June, 1979 (see Chapter 1). These factors 

are important determinants of the low or nonexistent program effects on 

schooling and employment reported for this site in Chapters 4 and 5 below. 

Thus, discussion of the special circumstances surrounding Denver will recur 

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

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

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

This pattern is largely due to the aging of the 
the summer of 1980. 
sample, although variations in program administration over time also play 

The pattern over time is similar across sites, with period-
some role. 
specific rates rising to a peak in the summer of 1979, and declining 

Relative site participation rates are generally 
thereafter in each site. 

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

lowed in order by Mississippi, Cincinnati, and Denver. 

The Effect of Sample Attrition. 

of sample attrition on these results. 

It is useful to assess the effect 

This can be done through study of 

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

blacks in Baltimore/Cleveland, and undertaking special efforts to locate 

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

sample was administered both Wave II and Wave III interviews at a later 

date. Program participation rates for these and matching youths who 

completed all three survey waves are reported in Appendix C, Table C2.1. 

In all cases, program participation rates are estimated to be lower 

for the attrition sample than for youths who completed all three waves of 

the local field survey. Among Hispanic youths in Denver, 36.9 percent of 

local field survey sample members participated in YIEPP at some time, 

whereas for the matched attrition sample, the rate was 18.7 percent. Since 

sample attrition was high in Denver, the estimated participation rate in 

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

percent for Denver Hispanics, a significant decline from the local field 

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

the two samples. 

Black youths from the Baltimore attrition sample also show lower 

rates than those for the comparable analysis sample, but here the dis-

crepancy is smaller. Cumulative program participation rates are 70.5 

percent for the local field survey, and 61.7 percent for the attrition 

sample. When these are combined with the lower Baltimore sample attrition 

rate, the estimated participation rate in the absence of attrition is 68.4 

percent, a decline of only 2. 1 percentage points from the local field 

survey rate. Again, the time patt.ern is similar in the two samples. Since 

it is the Baltimore rather than the Denver experience which was typical of 

da.ta collection as a whole (see Jerrett et al. 1982), we are confident that 

although correction for attrition somewhat lowers estimated participation, 

it does not disturb the overa~l finding of high YIEPP participation. 

Program Participation by Cohort. Table 3.2 displays participation 

rates separately for sample members aged 15 to 16 and those aged 17 to 20 

on June 1, 1978. This is useful because the behavior of the 15- to 16-

year-old cohort suggests the pattern that would be observed as successive 
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Table 3.2. Program Participation Rates by Cohort and Period 

t.n 
W 

Age in June 1978: 

15-16 

17-20 

Cumulative: 
Spring 1978 
through 
Summer 1980 

65.8 
(1,435)a 

46.0 
(1,343) 

See note to Table 3.1. 

~umber of eligible youths. 

". 

Spring 
1978 

28.4 
(789) 

22.7 
(1,343) 

Summer 
1978 

36.0 
(1,032) 

31.4 
(1,321) 

o 

Fall 
1978 

35.6 
(1,377) 

33.1 
(1,275) 

Spring 
1979 

41.0 
(1,413) 

34.0 
(1,192) 

Summer 
1979 

44.1 
(1,368) 

31.6 
(994) 

'----. ... 

Fall 
1979 

36.5 
(1,322) 

18.9 
(785) 

------- ~~-------

Spring 
1980 

38.8 
(1,318) 

19.1 
(682) 

Summer 
1980 

33.0 
(1,191 ) 

17.4 
(494) 

.1 
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1 cohorts aged through atl ongoing national program. For this group, the 

cumulative participation rate is 65.8 percent, 9.6 percentage points higher 

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

This higher value is a better estimate of the true "longitudinal" rate 

experienced by target population youths in an on-going national program. 

Each period-specific rate for this group also reflects these elevated 

participation levels, but the time pattern is as before, rising to a peak 

during Summer, 1979, and declining thereafter. The peak occurs when these 

youths are 16 to 17 years of age, supporting previous findings and program 

MIS results suggesting that YIEPP is most attractbre to younger indi­

viduals. 

Not surprisingly, participation is lower for~·the 17- to 20-year-old 

cohort, a significant percentage of whom 'have dropped out of school and/or 

found non-YIEPp en'J loyment. The much higher rates for the 15- to 16-year­

old cohort are most appropriate for generalizing to a potential national 

program. These rates leave the qualitative impressions of Table 3.1 

unchanged--demand for and participation in YIEPP was very high among target 

population youths. 

Program Partici,p,ation by Sex, Race, and Cohort. The first column 

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

Females were slightly more likely than males to participate in the program 

( 57. 1 percent versus 55.3 percent), and blacks ( 63.4 percent) were much 

more likely to participate than Hispanics (38.3 percent) or whites (21.5 

percent) • However, since almost all Hispanics were in Denver, participa-

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

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

participation rate (64.8 percent) followed by black males (61.7 percent), 

Hispanic females (39.3 percent)r Hispanic males (37.0 percent), white males 

(24.1 percent) and white females (19.4 percent). These results are consis­

tent with the observation that in the absence of federal assistance, 

minority and female youths experience the greatest difficulty finding 

employment. 

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

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

Race and Sex 

White 21.5 31.8 
(303) ( 151 ) 

Black 63.4 72.5 
(2,190) (1,147) 

Hispanic 38.3 47.5 
(285) (137) 

White male 24.1 37.7 
(133) (69) 

White female 19.4 26.8 
(170 ) (82) 

Black male 6107 71.3 
(1,022) (530) 

Black female 64.8 . 73.4 
(1,168) (617) 

37.0 49~ t Hispanic male 
(135 ) (57) 

Hispanic female 39.3 46.3 
(150) (80) 0 

See note to Table 3.1. 

aNumber of ,eligible youths., 

55 

'---..,.---~-

11.2 
(152) 

53.4 
(1,043) 

29.7 
(148) 

9.4 
(64) 

12. " 
(88) 

51.4 
(492) 

55.2 
(551) 

28.2 
(78) 

31.4 
(70) 

',.:', 
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The second column of this table shows similar participation pat­

terns across sex/race groups for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. The 

principal difference is that rates for the younger cohort are shifted 

upward by 9 to 10 percentage points. Rates for the older cohort are 

shifted downward, typically by a 'like amount. 

Table 3.4 presents regression-adjusted estimates of the net effects 

of site, cohort, sex, and race; for each of these variables the effects of 

the others are (statistically) removed, and fitted participation rates are 

shown as the variable in question changes value and the remaining variables 

are held constant at their sample means. The key point here is that the 

15- to 16-year-old cohort shows almost no change in its participation rate 

after statistical adjustment, which gives further emphasis to the represen­

tativeness of its behavior in an ongoing national program. 

'rhe remaining results of Table 3.4 simply reinforce findings from 

the unadjusted rates of Table 3.3. Females are more likely to participate 

than males (56.7 percent versus 55.5 percent), blacks are more likely than 

Hispanics, Hispanics are more likely than whites (61.5 percent versus 48.5 

percent versus 24.4 percent), and the sex/race categories show rates 

similar to their unadjusted values. 

Program Participation by Sex and Family Status. 

the effect of family sti'f.tus on YIEPP participation. 

Table 3 • 5 shows 

This table is con-

structed as follows. First, for the period of the spring of 1978 to the 

summer of 1979, we identify those females who were (a) living with neither 

natural parent, (b) married, or (c) had their own children at the beginning 

of the period. (These categories are not mutually exclusive.) Then, 

restricting attention to program eligible youths, we calculate program 

participation rates for all females, and for females in each of these 

categories. These calculations are repeated' for males. Finally, the 

entir,e set of calculations (including recalculation' of family status at the 

beginning of the period) is repeated for the period of the fall of 1979 to 

the summer of 1980. 

We find that each of the statuses--living with neither natural 
~, 

parent, married, or having children--depresses YIEPP participation. The 

strongest depressive effect is associated with marriage, which reduces' 

YIEPP participation rates from the 35 to 50 percentage point range down to 

c; 
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Table 3.4. ~djusted Program Participation Rates 

Denver 

Cincinnati 

Baltimore (reference group) 

Mississippi 

Age in June 1978: 

15-16 

17-20 (reference group) 

Male (reference group) 

Female 

White 

Black (reference group) 

Hispanic 

White male 

White female 

Black male (reference group) 

Black female 

Hispanic male 

Hispanic female 

Cumulative: 
Spring 1978 
through 
Summer 1980 

46.3** 

49.6** 

65.5 

55.1** 

65.6** 

46.1 

55.5 

56.7 

24.4** 

61.5 

48.5** 

26.9** 

22.5** 

60.2 

62.8 

48.3** 

48.7** 

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

**pa~ticipation rates for these groups are significantly different from 
the rate for the reference group at the 5 percent significance level. 
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Table 3.5. Program Participation Rates by 
Sex, Family Status a,nd Period 

Sex and family status at 
the start of the period

a 

Female: 

Male: 

Living with neither 
natural parent 

Married 

Has own children 

Living ~lith neither 
natural parent 

Married 

Has own children 

See note to Table 3.1. 

Spring 1978 
through 

Summer 1979 

51.9 b 
( 1,481) . 

40.5 
(190) 

12.5 
(40) 

36.6 
(328) 

49.1 
(1,284) 

45.1 
(122) 

o 
(7) 

50.0 
(8) 

Fall 1979 
through 

Summer 1980 

38.8 
(1,090) 

24.3 
(214) 

9.5 
(42) 

27.2 
(361) 

35.1 
(1,017) 

22.8 
(123) 

7.4 
(14) 

21.6 
(74) 

a '1 Fa~ y status is determined as of the spring of 1978 for the Spring 
1978 - Summer 1979 period and as of the fall of 1979 for the Fall 
1979 - Summer 1980 period. 

b 
Number of elj,gible youths. 
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zero to 12 percentage points. These resul ts occur for both males and 

females, which supports the credibility of the finding despite the small 

sample sizes involved. 

Living with neither natural parent e.nd having one's own children 

depress participation by similar amounts. For females, they each decrease 

participation by approximately 13 percentage points in both periods. For 

males, neither decrease participation much in the earlier period, but both 

'-decrease it approximately 13 percentage points in the later period. Of 

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

suggestive rather than definitive. In conjunction with previous findings, 

they portray YIEPP as most attractive to younger individuals, still living 

as .minors prior to their transition to adulthood. This is consistent with 

the YIEPP offer of entry level employment, paying no more than the minimum 

wage. 

Period. 

Program participation by School and Work Status in the Previous 

Table 3.6 displays period-specific program participation rates 

according to whether the youth was enrolled in School and not employed, 

employed at a nonprogram job, or employed at a program job in the previous 

period. The counts for the cells of this table follow a pattern explained 

by the observation that youths are very unlikely to be in school, and more 

than usually likely to be employed during the summer. Thus, during each 

fall most observations are in the "not enrolled in school" rows of the 

table (because these refer to the previous s~illi~r period), whereas during 

spring and summer the majority of observations are in the "enrolled in 

school" rows. It is encouraging to observe that the "not enrolled in 

school/employed at a program job" row exhibits large counts only during 

each fall, which is consistent with YIEPP regulations. 

No.t surprisingly, the highest participation rates--often as high as 

80 to 90 percent--are found in the first and fourth rows of this table • 
t 

These individuals were employed by the program in the previous period, so 

that "persistence of .such employment is not surprising. This persistence 

also is generally higher for youths enrolled in school in the previous 

~eriod, and declines over time whether enrolled or not. Perhaps the most 
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School and work status 
in the previous period

a 

Enrolled in school: 

Employed at a program job 

Table 3.6. Program Participation Rates by School and 
Work Status in the P:revious Period 

Spring 
1978 

---

Summer 
1978 

93.3 
(551) 

Fall 
1978 

84.2 
(57) 

Spring 
1979 

89.2 
(854) 

Summer 
1979 

86.5 
(836) 

Employed at a nonprogram job 28.2 
(209)b 

10.5 21.4 11.9 5.3 

Not employed 

Not enrolled in school: 

29.3 
(1,484) 

(332) 

20.7 
(1,004) 

( 14) ( 177) (169) 

13.8 15.6 20.1 
(58) (911 ) (710) 

Fall 
1979 

55.0 
(60) 

6.7 
(15) 

10.0 
(50) 

Spring 
1980 

90.3 
(587) 

3.8 
(133) 

11.5 
(522) 

Summer 
1980~. 

78.1 
(517) 

5.1 
( 118) 

12.5 
(345) 

o Employed at a program job " 92.9 83.2 70.8 60.5 61.2 64.0 62.1 
( 14) (778 ) (48) (43) (756) (25) (29) 

Employed at a nonprogram job 0.7 8.3 1.2 0.5 9.3 1.9 0.0 3.7 
(107) (152) (386) (168) (190) (334) (211) (227) 

Not employed 5.0 12.8 5.1 3.6 11.0 5.0 1.8 9.3 
(332) (300) (1,359) (447) (414) (892) (522) (449) 

1\ 

See note to Table 3.1. 

a?rhe "previous per':iod" for Spring 1978 is Fall 1977j for Summer 1978, it is Spring 1978; and so on. Youths were 
classified as enrolled if they were ever enrolleq in school during the period, as employed at a program job if 
ever so employed, and as employed at a nonprogram job if ever employedfturing the period but never a program 

• • ,r 
part~c~pant. 

bNumber of eligible youths. 
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striking example of this decline can be seen by comparing the fall of 1978 

with the fall of 1979 for youths who were not enrolled in school and were 

employed at a program job (the fourth row of the table). Between these two 

p~r±ods, pC\rticipation declined from 83.2 percent to 61.2 percent. That 

is, many youths left the program after the summer of 1979, many of them as 

a result of high school graduation. 

The next highest set of participation rates is observed for youths 

who were in school and not employed at a program job in the previous period 

(rows two and three). These are in the 5 to 29 percentage point range, and 

decline over time, with participation rates typically higher for the not 

employed than for those who have found a nonprogram job. 

The lowest rates--zero to 13 percent--are for youths who were 

out-of-school and either employed at a nonprogram job or not employed in 

the previous period (rows five and six). As in the previous cases, each of 

these participation series tends to decline over time, and at any point in 

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

youths holding a nonprogram job. 

Participant Program Experiences and the Duration of Program participation 

This section focuses on YIEPP participants, examining their 

program experiences and durations of participation. For related material 

and a more extensive treatment of program experiences and program opera­

tions, see Diaz and Ball (1982). 

Participant Program Experiences. Table 3.7 reports participant 

program experiences. With all sites combined, 45.3 percent of participants 

held only one program job, 39.3 percent held two program jobs, and 15.4 

percent held more than two jobs. ~hus, program job hopping appears to have 

been relatively minimal. These uistributions are similar across sites. 

Baltimore shows the smallest percentage of participants holding more than 

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

successful program implementation in that site. 

OVerall, 29 percent of sample program jobs were in the private 

sector; 45.7 percent in Denver, 39.1 percent in Cincinnati, 27.5 percent in 

Baltimore, and 10.6 percent in Mississippi. 
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Percentage of participants 
holding a total of: 

One program job 

Two program jobs 

Three or more program jobs 

Percentage of program 
jobs in: 

Private sector 

Public sectora 

Average number of meetings 
with Erogram counselor per 
month 

Percent of participants 
receiving special services: c 

Orientation meeting 

Educational or aptitude 
testing 

Employment counseling 

Reimbursement of 
transportation expenses 

t! 

-----------~~------------ -'------'-

Table 3.7. Participant Program Experiences by Site 

All sites 
(,N= 1,562) 

45.3 

39.3 

15.4 

29.0 

71.0 

1.8 

66.5 

25.3 

53.9 

14.8 

Denver 
(N = 189) 

49.2 

35.4 

15.4 

45.7 

54.3 

2.3 

43.4 

28.8 

57.1 

8.5 

(( 

Cincinnati 
(N=341) 

43.7 

34.0 

22.3 

39.1 

60.9 

3.1 

65.9 

37.4 

65.3 

17.4 

( 

Baltimore 
(N = 729) 

45.0 

42.8 

12.2 

27.5 

72.5 

0.9 

73.1 

21.2 

47.2 

12.4 

Mississippi 
(N = 303) 

45.2 

39.2 

15.6 

10.6 

89.4 

1.4 

66.4 

19.0 

56.3 

18.7 
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Table 3.7. 

Tutoring 

Child care 

(Continued) 

All sites 
(N = 1,562) 

11.8 

5.0 

Denver 
(N = 189) 

17 .0 

4.2 

Cincinnati 
(N=341) 

10.3 

3.8, 

Baltimore 
(N = 729) 

10.4 

3.6 

Mississippi 
(N = 303) 

13.8 

11.2 

Note: These figures include all youths who were program participants from the spring of 1978 through the 
summer of 1980. 

alncludes not-for-profit organizations. 

bApproximately 30 percent of the participants did not report the number of meetings held with a program coun­
selor. These youths are deleted from the calculations. 

cParticipants can receive more than one service. 
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A variety of services was provided to the YIEPP participants across 

the s~tes, though no particular set of services was required. Differences 

in services thus reflect individual program operator choice. On average, 

youths met wi,th a program counselor 1.8 times per month; this varied from a 

high of 3.1 times per month in Cincinnati to a low of 0.9 times per month 

in Baltimore, which ran a very large program. The special program service 

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

of the sample. The next mos't common service Wi't<:.', employment counseling, 
: ' 

mentioned by 53.9 percent of the sample. The remair!ing services, from the 

most to the least frequently reported, were educational or aptitude testing 

(25.3 percent), :reimbursement of transportation expenses (14.0 percent), 

tutoring (11.8 percent), and child care (5.0 percent). Site profiles show 

Denver concentrating on employment counseling, but also providing the 

greatest amount of tutoring. Cincinnati off~~~d the most employment 

counseling, and also a relatively large amount of educational or aptitude 

testing and transportation reimbursement. Baltimore offered fewer special 

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

transportation and child care services. 

The Duration of Program Participation. Table 3.8 shows mean weeks 

of program eligibility, mean \<,7eeks participating, and the percentage of 

eligible time partiqipating by youths who were ever program participants. 

These youths were eligible for an average of 114.4 weeks, and participated 

for 56. 1 weeks, or 51.2 percent of this time. This ( reasonably high) 

percentage varied from 58.6 percent in Baltimore, to approximately 46 

percent in Cincinnati and Mississippi, down to 40.6 percent in Denver. 

These results further confirm our J.mpression of the relative efficacy of 

YIEPP implementation across these sites. 

Table 3.9 decomposes these results by cohort, sex, and race. 

Reading down the third column of this table we find the 15- to 16-year-old 

cohort participated for a somewhat higher number of weeks but in propor-

tional terms it participated slightly less than the older cohort. Males 

participated slightly less than females. Across race groups, blacks 

participated the most, followed by Hispanics and wh::'~·,2S. For joint race/ 

sex categories, black females showed the greatest, and white males the 

64 

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

All sites (N 1,562) 

Denver (N = 189) 

Cincinnati (N = 341) 

Baltimore (N = 729) 

Mississippi (N = 303) 

Mean weeks 
pr 0 gram­
eligible

a 

114.4 

121. 'j 

116.7 

'114.4 

107.5 

Means weeks b 
participating 

56.1 

47.8 

50.4 

64.6 

47.0 

Percentage of 
eligible time 
participating 

40.6 

46.3 

58.6 

45.3 

Note: These figures include all youths who were ever program participants, 
from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980. 

aWeeks program-eligible equals total number of weeks in all seasons for 
which a youth was eligible to participate. 

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

Age in June 1978: 

15-16 (N = 944) 

17-20 (N = 618) 

Male (N = 713) 

Female (N = 849) 

White (N = 65) 

Black (N 1,398) 

Hispanic (N = 109) 

White male (N = 32) 

White female (N = 33) 

Black male (N = 631) 

Black female (N = 757) 

Hispanic'male (N = 50) 

Hispanic female (N = 59) 

for Program Participants 

Mean weeks 
pro gram­
eligible

a 

117.8 

109.2 

116.3 

112.8 

110.5 

114.2 

119.6 

113.4 

107.7 

115.9 

112.7 

123.1 

116.6 

Mean weeks b 
participating 

57.3 

54.2 

54.9 

57.1 

46.3 

56.7 

54.2 

43.8 

48.7' 

55.3 

57.8 

56.3 

52.4 

Percentage of 
eligible time 
participating 

50.0 

52.9 

49.1 

52.9 

45.4 

51.8 

47.0 

40.7 

49.9 

53.6 

47.6 

46.6 

Note: These figures include youths from all four sites who were ever program 
participants, from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980. 

aWeeks program-eligible equals total number of weeks in all seasons for 
which a youth was eligible to participate. 

b 
Weeks participating equals total number of weeks employed in progra,m jobs. 
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least, YIEPP attachment. This is, consistent1.\,;.ith the relative ability of 
" these groups to find non-YIEPP employment. Of further interest is the 

relatively strong program attachment of those white females who parti-

cipated at all. The low total participation rates for white females 

reported in Tables 3.3 and 3.4 were due to low rates of initial partici-

pation. White females who did join the program showed strong attachment to 

it. 

These findings are refined by the regression-adjusted rates ,of 

Table 3.10. With these adjustments, the site, cohort, and sex results are 

essentially unchanged. However, the race and sex/race rates are consider-

ably altered when adjustment is made for differential site effects t par­

ticularly the low overall participation rate in Denver, where almost all 

sample Hispanics reside, and the high overall participation rate in Balti­

more, that contains a plurality of the sample observations and is heavily 

black. After adjustment Hispanics showed the strongest program attachment, 

with blacks only slightly more attached than whites. The highest rates 

were for male as well as female Hispanics, with the next highest rates for 

black and white females. Next in order were black males, and finally white 

males showed the least program attachment. These results differed from the 

cumulative (ever joined) results of Table 3.4; after regression adjustment, 

blacks were more likely to join YIEPP, but Hispanics who joined remained 

more attached to the program. Whites were particularly unli~ely to join, 

but once they did join, their attachment behavior was relative],.::!' similar to 

that of the other groups. 

Summary 

YIEPP participation was quite high, varying from 68.8 percent of 

eligibles in Baltimore, down to 38.8 percent of eligibles in Denver, for a 

sample average of 56.2 percent. Intersite variation, was consistent with 

reports of the relative success of program implementat~n in these sites., 

Ra,tes for the 15- to 16-year-old-cohort (youths who aged through the 

program) were higher, averaging 65.8 percent of eligibles. These higher 

rates are an indication of what might be expected in an ongoing national 

program. The experience over time of this young cohort also suggests that 

participation peaked at ages 16 to 17 and dropped off thereafter. This is 

consistent with the relative earnings opportunities of th~ entry level, 

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

Denver 

Cincinnati 

Baltimore (reference group) 

Mississippi 

Age in June 1978: 

15-16 

17-20 (reference group) 

Male (reference group) 

Female 

White 

Black (reference group) 

Hispanic 

White male 

White female 

Black male (reference group) 

Black female 

Hispanic ,male 

Hispanic fem;tle 

,----

Percentage of 
eligible time 
participating 

36.5** 

46.9** 

59.0 

46'.3** 

50.5 

52.2 

49.4 

52.7 

49.0 

50.6 

59.8 

45.7 

52.2 

48.7 

52.2** 

59.7** 

59.9 

Note: 'rhe percentage of eligible. time participating, for youths who t' . were 

** 

ever par ~c~pants from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980, 
was estimated as a function of site, cohort, sex and race. Predicted 
percentages for each characteristic are calculated at the overall 
sample mean values of the other characteristics. See Appendix B 
for parameter estimates and sample means. 

Percentages for these groups are significantly different from 
centa~~ for the reference group at the 5 percent significance 
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YIEPP. 

Females were slightly more likely than males to participate in 

Blacks had the highest participation rates by a wide margin, 

followed by Hispanics and then whites. The highest rates were for black 

females, and the lowest were for white females. Race/sex participation 

differentials can be explained largely by recourse to group differences 

in the ability to find non-YIEPP employment. 

Youths who were living with neither natural parent, married, or 

had their own ehildren were less likely to participate in YIEPP, than the 

rest of the sample. The effect was strongest for married youths. This 

reinforces the finding that the entry level, minimum wage nature of program 

employment made YIEPPmost attractive to youths who were living at home, 

and had not yet made the transition to adulthood. 

In-school youths were more likely than dropouts to participate in 

the program. Within each group, youths previously employed in the program 

were very much more likely to participate in the current period. Also 

within each group, not employed youths were more likely to participate than 

were youths employed at a nonprogr~m job. These results are consistent 

with the YIEPP school enrollment requirement, and the relatlve attractive­

ness of the program to youths who cannot otherwise find employment. 

When the focus shifts to YIEPP participants, we find reasonable 

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

two YIEPP jobs. Fully 71 percent of these jobs were in the public sector, 

with strongest private sector representation in Denver and the weakest 

in M~ssissippi. Overall, participants spent 51.2 percent of their program-

eligible time employed on a YIEPP job. 

Among participants, program attachment WaS strongest for black 

females and weakest for white males. combined with previous results, 

this finding means blacks were the most likl:.\ly to join YIEPP, but Hispanics 

who joined remained more attached to the program than any other group. 

Whites were particularly unlikely to join the program, but once they did 

join, thej,r attachment behavior was relatively similar to that of the other 
\\ 

groups. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PROGRAl'l EFFECTS ON SCHOOL ENROLI.MENT 

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

Duncan (1965, p.134) 

This quotation identifies a problem which has too often been 

Recent neglected by policies dirp.cted at the youth unemployment problem. 

studies support the notion that labor market interventions designed to 

increase youth employment may have the undesirable side effect of de­

creasing school enrollment among youths from low income househo+ds.
1 

In 

the context of a subsidized employment program, a potential solution is 

to permit program participation only among youths· who are enrolled in 

school. This school enrollment requirement 'ilaS one of the major innova-

tions of YIEPP.
2 

Measurement Issues 

The potential sc1,.ool enrollment effects of YIEPP can be looked at 

in two ways. First, the program can be regarded as an opportunity to 

increase school enrollment within the t.arget population, using program 

jobs as the inducement. FFom this perspective, the program is successful 

only if it exerts a significantly positive effect on school enrollment. 

Second, the program can be regarded as one more subsidized youth employment 

program, this time with an attempt to avoid negative school· enrollment 

effects. From the second perspective, the absence of such negative effects 

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

success from each of the two perspectives. 

1 see Ehrenberg and Marcus (1982), Gustman and steinmeier (1981), and 

Chapter 6 below. 

2such a requirement is, however, an' operational part of the residerltial 

component of Job Corps. 

Preceamg page b\anK 
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Implementation Issues with Respect to Schooling. The YIEPP school­

ing requirement is usually described as "enrollment and satisfactory 

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

reference to the implementation issues ~ssociated with local standards and 

their enforcement. In this section we liriefly review some of these issues 

to provide a more realistic backdrop for the school enrollment effects 
1 

analysis of this chapter. 

Enforcement of schooling standards was a new task for the CETA 

prime sponsors administering YIEPP. This task called for a good working 

relationship with the local school administration and required much 

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

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

asked only to monitor enrollment and performance; enforcement of standards 

Mas the responsibility of YIEPP prime sponsor managers. While local 

standards varied across sites, relatively uniform standards for the purpose 

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

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

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

participants enrolled in a GED program, the school requirement was typi­

cally the teacher's assessment of "satisfactory performance."2 

As for actual, as opposed to desired, reporting of school atten­

dance and performance--data collection procedures began only after the fall 

of 1978, and in some sites lagged until the fall of 1979. School atten-

dance data were, in general, collected monthly, but data on grades were 

collected on the basis of the school's reporting period. Since there were 

delays in acting on negative individual school performance reports, atten­

dance problems were more often the cause of terminations than grade perfor-

mance problems. An, even larger reason for termination was the relatively) 

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

1 h . I .. T e l.Illp ementat~on ~nformation that follows is sununarized from various 
chapters in Diaz et al. (1982). 

2The availability of GED programs varied significantly across sites; for 
example, Baltimore had a strong GED program, whereas Mississippi initially 
did not have one at all. 
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terminations were due to this factor. Participants were, however, gener-

ally terminated only after several intermediate steps--warning letters, 

temporary suspension from YIEPP employment, and so forth. 

Despite these difficulties, enforcement of the school enrollment 

requirement appears to have been good, although, as suggested, school 

enrollment requirements were more characteristically enforced than were 

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

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

percent of these case of ineligibility were due to the youths' failure to 

meet the income tests. In addition, analysis of local field survey data 

showed very few eligibles reporting YIEPP employment while not enrolled in 

school. (See Chapter 3, Table 3.6.) 

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

roles in both recruitment and job placement under YIEPP. OUtreach efforts 

were strong in the schools, recruiting large numbers of youths who were 

already in school. Furthermore, public schools provided the greatest 

number of jobs for the demonstration, a situation which tended to help 

create ties between prime sponsors and local school administrators. In 

sum, reasonable working relationships were usually developed with local 

school systems, and these aided the reasonably careful enforcement of the 

YIEPP enrollment requirement. At the implementation level, the program 

model of a school-enrollment-constrained, guaranteed minimum wage job, 

appears to have had a fair test. 

Estimating Program Effects on School Enrollment. The main outcome 

measures i.n this chapter are "enrolled in school or not" for the fall of 

1978 and the fall of 1979. A youth was considered to be in school in a 

particular fall if he or she reported in response to survey questions that 

he or she was enrolled at any time fJ:'0m September through December. 1 We 

1 
Because school enrollment is the social norm for youths in this age 
bracket, self-reportedenro~lment da,ta could overstate the true enrollment 
rates. In the previous impact reJPort, enrollment data from the survey 
were compared with enrollment information obtained from the school records 
search (Farkas et al. (1980». Self-reported enrollment rates were four 
to five percentage points higher than rates calculated from school rec­
ords, but this is not all response error. The school records did not 
reflect enrollment in alternative education~l programs. More important to 
the estimation of program effects, both pilot and comparison sites showed 
approximately the same amount of disagreement between the two measures of 
school enrollment. Consequently, we discount the fact of self-reported 
enrollment data as a source of bias in program effect estimates. 
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t e percentage summarize these outcome measures as enrollment rates, J.' .e., h 

of the sample of youths who were enrolle~. 

The central methodological problem in measuring program effects on 

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

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

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

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

adjusted to reflect the demographic characteristics and preprogram school­

ing exper~ences of pilot site youths. With this adjusted estimate in hand, 

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

ment rate actually observed and the estimated rate in the absence of the 

program. 

The following procedure was used to adjust the comparison site 

enrollment rates. For each fall a multivariate model of enrollment was 

estimated using a sample of youths eligible for the program in that period 

from the pilot and comparison sites. 
1 

P rogram eligibility was defined by 

age and graduation status, exactly as in Chapter 3. Included in the model 

as right hand side variables were a dichotomous variable indicating whether 

J.C 0 omous varJ.ables repre-a youth was from a pilot or comparJ.'son sJ.'te, d' h t ' 

senting race and sex groups, age in months, school enrollment status in 

the fall of 1977, and highest grade completed as of the summer of 1977. 

The coefficients in this model estimate the independent effect of the right 

hand side variables on the probability that a youth is enrolled in school. 

Using the estimated coefficients, an enrollment rate was predicted, 

assuming that youths were not in a pilot site but had the average demo­

graphic characteristics and preprogram schooling experiences of the pilot 

site sample. 2 This adjusted comparison site enrollment rate is the 

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

absence of the program. 

1 Because the dependent variable in the model, enrolled or not, is dicho-
tomous, probit models were estimated. 

2coefficient estimates from the enrollment models and the pilot site means 
for the demographic and preprogram variables can be found in Appendix B4. 
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The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. 
The next 

section reports program effects on total school enrollment and enrollment 

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

The third section presents the estimated program effects on 
the GED). 
school enrollment for the 15- to 16-year-'old cohort. This is fallowed by 

an examination of program effects by site and by race and sex subgroups of 

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

chapter. 

Pro ram Effects on School Enrollment by Ty e of Degree Pro ram 

As a guide to understanding the educational context in which YIEPP 

operated, Table 4.1 displays unadjusted school enrollment rates, separately 

for pilot and control sites, for the preprogram and during-program periods. 

In the fa11 of 1977, over 80 percent of the youths in the sample were 

enrolled in school, and almost all of the enrolled youths were in a program 
1 

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

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

enrollment rates for program-eligible youths had fallen to the 50 to 60 

percent range. 
Also as the youths age, GED enrollment becomes a signifi-

cantly higher fraction of total enrollment. 

How do these enrollment rates for the YIEPP sample compare \vith 

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

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

typical of high school age youths in general. To remove the gross incom­

parabilities, school enrollment rates during october, 1978, for YIEPP 

sample youths and f9r all United States youths were calculated separately 

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

A4.1. Holding age, race, and sex constant, youths in the YIEPP sample had. 

substantially lower enrollment rates than the averages for all youths in 

the United States. The differences are greatest for white males and white 

females and smallest for Hispanic youths. 

1Enrollment rates in GED and regular high school programs may not sum to 
the total enrollment rate because youths can be enrolled in both types of 

programs during the same fall. 
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Table 4.1. School Enrollment Rates by Type of Degree Program 
and Pilot or Control Sites 

Total school enrollment: 

Pilot sites 

Control sites 

Regular school enrollment: a 

Pilot sites 

Control sites 

b GED enrollment: 

Pilot sites 

Control sites 

Sample sizes: c 

Pilot sites 

Control sites 

Preprogram 
Fall 1977 

84.2 

80.9 

80.9 

77 .5 

3.3 

3.3 

2,778 

1,255 

During-program 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

73.8 61.3 

66.0 56.7 

68.3 55.2 

62.9 52.5 

5.7 6.2 

3.2 4.2 

2,652 2,107 

1,188 930 

aEnrolled at all in a program leading to a regular high school diploma. 

bEnrolled at all in a program preparing students for the GED examination. 

cThe sample incl\;de~ youths who have completed three waves of the local 
field survey andare eligible for the program during the period in 
question. See Chapter 2 for further details. 
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Estimates of YIEPP's effect on the school enrollment rates of 

program-eligible youths are shown in Table 4.2. 

In the fall of ~978 YIEPP is estimated to have increased total 

school enrollment by 4.8 percentage points from an enrollment rate of 69 

percent in the absence of the program. This finding is statistically 

significant at the 1 percent level. It is also very similar to the esti-

t d ff t t d · th . 1 . t 1 rna e program e ec repor e ~n e prev~ous yo urne on program ~pac s. 

The effect on total enrollment was due to almost equal increases in enroll­

ment among youths in r,egplar high school and GED programs. In the fall of 

1979, the estimated program effect drops from 4.8 to 2.5 percentage 

points. This drop is primarily composed of a decline in the program effect 

on regular school enrollment, which goes from 2.9 percentage points in 1978 

to 0.9 percentage points in 1979. The program effect on GED enrollment in 

the fall of 1979 drops less dramatically from the 1978 result. (The 

reasons for this decline in the estimated regular school enrollment effects 

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

on pages 81-82 below.) 

Tests for Attrition Bias. An additional potential source of error 

in measuring program effects from panel data is sample attrition bias. In 

the pilot/comparison site research design used in this study, the loss of 

original sample members to follow-up surveys introduces bias into the 

measurement of schooling effects when the average enrollment rates of these 

indiyiduals differ between the pilot and comparison sites. In the previous 

impact report, statistical tests for sample selection bias in the school 

enrollment effects were performed. These tests found that attrition bias 
. 2 

was not a problem. In this report program effects on total school 

enrollment rates have been estimated for a special. attrition sample of 

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

2 '.rhe results are reported in Farkas et ala (1980). The discussion there 
also includes a more detailed discussion of the relationship between sam­
ple attrition and the bias it can introduce into the measurement of 
program effects. 
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Total school enrollment: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Regular school enrollment: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

GED enrollment: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 
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Table 4.2. Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates 
by Type of Degree Progrfl.In 

Sample 
. a 

s~ze 

3,840 

3,037 

3,840 

3,037 

Pilot site 
rate 

73.8 

61.3 

68.3 

55.2 

5.7 

6.2 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of b 
the program 

69.0 

58.8 

65.4 

54.3 

3.3 

4.5 

Program 
effect

C 

4.8*** 

0.9 

2.4*** 

1.7** 

Program effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

7.0 

4.3 

4.4 

1.7 

72.7 

37.8 

a The sample includes youths who have completed three waves of the local field survey and are eligible 
for the program during the period in question. See Chapter 2 for further details. 

bThis is a regression-adjusted comp~rison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal characteristics 
and preprogram school enrollment. Means of the right hand side variables and probit coefficient esti­
mates are reported in Appendix B. 

cThis is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the 
t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient. 

* 
** 

*** 

significant at the 10 percent level. 
significant at the 5 percent level. 
significant at the 1 percent level. 

~-

", 



&l 

'f' ':'i .. ·.1 
, ~ ~ , 

.' 

• 

Hispanic youths in Denver/Phoenix and black youths in Baltimore/Cleveland 

who did not respond to the Wave II survey but who were reinterviewed at a 

School enrollment effect estimates for these and matching 
later date. 
youths who completed all three survey WC.ves are reported in Appendix C, 

Table C2.2. 
For Hispanic youths in Denver, the program effects in the attrition 

sample are lower than the effects estimated for the analysis sample in the 

fall of 1978 and higher than those in the fall of 1979. But the differences 

are small in magnitude, and insignificantly different from zero. In 

Baltimore, the program effects on the school enrollment rates of black 

youths in the attrition sample are much larger than the program effects 

But, because of the small size of the 
estimated. for the analysis sample. 
attrition sample, the difference between the program effects is not statis-

When the program effects for the two samples are 
tically significant. 
combined in a weighted average Lased upon the attrition rates, this summary 

measure of program impacts is twice as large as the estimates from the 

analysis s,ample alone--suggesting that, in Baltimore at least, estimated 

program effects based upon the analysis sample may underestimate the true 

program effect. The discussion 
Effects on Dro~out and Return-to-School Rates. 

above focuses on a key reason as to why the program effect declined in the 

second year. To answer this question further and understand more about the 

way YIEPP acts to increase the schooling acti vi ty of eligible youths, we 

now ask how the program affected the probability of school enrollment for 

youths who were and were not previously enrolled in school. participation 

in YIEPP was an option for all eligible youths, regardless of their pre­

vious school enrollment status. For youths who were previously in school, 

the program can increase school enrollment rates by reducing the number of 

dropouts. 
increase school enrollment rates by increasing the probability that these 

youths return to school. 
Table 4.3 displays estimated program effects on dropout and return-

For youths who were previously out of school, the program can 

to-school rates. 
enrolled in the previous fall who were ~ enrolled in school in the fall a 

The dropout rate is defined as the percentage of youths 
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a 
Dropout rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Table 

b 
Return-to-school rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

4.3. Program Effects on Dropout 

Sample Pilot site 

size rate 

3228 16.8 

2215 23.6 

612 18.7 

822 15.3 

and Return-to-School Rates 

Estimated 
pilot site Program effect 

rate in the percent of rate 

absence of Program in the absence 

the program effect the program 

21.2 -4.4*** -ZO.8 

23.3 0.3 1.3 

12.1 6.6** 54.5 

13.9 1.4 10.1 

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

Of youths who were enrolled in the preceding fall, the percentage currently ~ enrolled. a 

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

per dent ** = significant at the 5 level. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent leveL 
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year later. For example, a dropout in the fall of 1979 is a youth who was 

enrolled in the fall of 1978 but not enrolled in 1979. The return-to-

school rate is defined as the percentage of youths not enrolled in the 

previous fall who were enrolled in school the next fall. 

Looking first at the fall of 1978, the average dropout rate in the 

pilot sites was 16.8 percent. This rate is estimated to have been de-

creased by 4.4 percentage· points as a result of the operation of YIEPP. 

Also in the fall of 1978, the program increased the return-to-school rate 

in the pilot sites by 6.6 percentage points from the 12.1 percent expected 

in the absence of the program. Bot.h effects are statistically significant. 

Thus, YIEPP had a positive influence on the enrollment rates both by 

keeping in school youths who were previously enrolled (that is, by reducing 

the dropout rate) and by inducing youths who were previously out of school 

to return to an educa tional program. Note' that, although the program 

effects on dropout and return-to-school behavior are of similar magnitudes, 

the largest contribution to increased enrollment in the fall of 1978 comes 

from the reduction in the dropout rate. This follows from the fact that 

most of the youths in the sample were enrolled in the fall of 1977 and 
1 

therE\fore subject only to program effects on the dropout rate. 

Program effects on dropout and return-to-school behavior disappear 

in the fall of 1979. YIEPP is estimated to increase, rather than reduce, 

dropout rates in 1979, although this estimate is not significantly differ-

ent from zero. And, although the program is still estimated to increase 

the rate of return-to-school activity, this finding, also, is not statis­

tically significant. 

How can YIEPP have essentially no effect on dropout and return-to­

school behavior in the fall of 1979 and still show a positive effect on 

total school enrollment? The answer lies in the conceptual differences 

between the enrollment, dropout, and return-to-school rates and the age 

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

1A similar find~ng was reported in the previous impact report (Farkas et 
ale 1980). 
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to-school measures for the fall of 1979 take as given the observed enroll­

ment rates in the fall of 1978. For example, the dropout rate in the fall 

of 1979 is calculated from the sample of all youths enrolled in the fall of 

1978, regardless of whether their enrollment was due to the program or not. 

This means that the program effects on the dropout and return-to-school 

rates in the fall of 1979 represent the incremental change in school 

enrollment from 1978 to 1979. As reported in Table 4.3, this change was 

small. But enrollment in the fall of 1979 is also affected by what the 

program did to enrollment in the previous fall. This is because, on 

average, youths enr6:1led in one period are more likely than youths not 

enrolled to be in school in the following period. Therefore, the program 

effect on total school enrollment in the fall of 1979 is less than that in 

the fall of 1978 because of a decline in the effect on dropout and return­

to-school behavior, but it is greater than zero because of the lagged 

effects produced by YIEPP-induced increases in enrollment in the fall of 

1978. 

Why do the estimated program effects on the dropout and return-to­

school rates decline from 1978 to 19791 ~s noted above, part of the answer 

lies in the nature of the YIEPP analysis sample. To produce incremental 

enrollment gains in the fall of 1979 the program must have enlisted 

~ program participants during the preceding year. This is particularly 

clear in the case of return-to-school rates. By definition, the program 

effect on return-to-nchool rates is generated by increasing the school 

enrollment of previously out-of-school youths, or by drawing new partici-

pants from this population. But the potential for obtaining new partici-

pants in 1979 is more limited among the youths in the analysis sample than 

among the actual youth population eligible for YIEPP. This is because the 

analysis sample contains proportionately fewer youths who could age into 

program eligibility from the fall of 1978 to the fall of 1979 than were in 

the eligible population. In other words, the analysis l'lample contains 

proportionately fewer youths who were 16 years old in 1979 than the actual 

eligible population in the pilot sites .• It is these youths, as shown in 

Chapter 3, who were most likely to participate in YIEPP. 
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This argument about the relationship between the estimated school 

enrollment effects and the age composition of the analysis sample is 

confirmed by the findings on dropout and return-to-school rates for the 

15- to 16-year-old cohort to be presented in the next section. This cohort 

includes all the youths in the sample who are not initially eligible, but 

who can age into the program sometime after its start-up. Program effects 

on enrollment rates for this cohort are only slightly .smaller in the fall 

of 1979 than in the fall of 1978, and there is a significant effect on 

return-to-school rates in 1979. These results suggest that at least part 

of the explanation for the estimated decline in program effects on school 

enrollment is the age structure of the analysis sample. 

Enrollment by Type of School and Curriculum. Table 4. 4 sho\qs the 

type of school and curriculum chosen by enrolled youths in the pilot and 

control sites during the program. Over 90 percent of students were enroll-

ed in public schools in both the pilot and control sites. The remainder 

attended private or special-purpose schools with either private or public 

support. In both the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979, the major differ-

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

the percent of students in ~lternative education either operated by the 

public schools or by community-based organizations. Most of these programs 

prepare students for the GED exam. This difference is consistent with the 

previous finding that YIEPP effects on enrollment in GED programs contrib­

ute a significant proportion of the overall program effect on school 

enrollment. In terms of the type of education program, 70 percent of the 

students in the sample were enrolled in general studies programs with 

another 15 to 17 percent participating in vocational or technical training 

programs. Pilot site youths favor commercial and vocational programs over 

the general studies or college preparatory programs, but those pilot/com­

parison site differences are relatively small. 

Program Effects on School Enrollment for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort 

The 15- to 16-year-old cohort is of special interest in the assess-

ment of program effects. It consists of youths who age into program 

eligibility when they turn 16, the earliest age at which youths can parti-

cipate in YIEPP. These' youths provide the best estimates of what would 
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Table 4.4. Enrollment Characteristics by Pilot or Control Site 

Type of school (%): 

Public school--regular 
curriculum 

Public'school--alternative 
curriculum 

Private/parochial school 

Special school for handicapped 

Community-based school or 
street academy 

Type of program (%): 

General studies 

College preparatory 

Commerical or business 

Vocational or technical 

Agricultural 

Fall 1978 
Pilot Control 
sites sites 

(N=1, 739) (N=592) 

84.1 89.2 

11.2 8.6 

1.7 1.2 

1.2 0.5 

1.8 0.5 

70.2 70.3 

5.8 9.3 

5.7 4.8 

17.0 14.5 

O. 1 0.3 

1.2 0.8 

Fall 1979 
Pilot Control 
sites sites 
(N=872 p (N=406) 

80.4 86.9 

13.6 9.7 

1.8 1.2 

0.3 0.7 

3.9 1.5 

70.5 72.0 

4.9 7. 1 

5.6 3.9 

14;.6 14.4 

0.3 0.2 

4.1 2.4 

Note: The sample includes enrolled program-eligible youths who responded 
to the survey questions. 

aThis category includes all other programs. 
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have happened to cohorts of youths as they aged through the period of 

eligibility for the program and the best indication of what would happen in 

an on-going national program. In contrast, the full analysis sample 

includes youths who could only begin their program participation at age 17 

or later because the program had just started. In an ongoing program, the 

older cohort would have had the opportunity to participate at an earlier 

age; therefore, the program effect on school enrollment at ages 17 through 

19 could be different from that observed here. While one or two years of 

difference in age may nO,\:,.l,\e important in an older population, the rapid 
. .' 

changes youths experience in school and work activities as they move from 

16 to 19 years make the distinction important for this age group. 

Table 4.5 reports the estimated program effects on enrollment, 

dropout and return-to-school rates for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. In 

the fall of 1978 about 88 percent of the younger youths in the pilot sites 

were enrolled in a regular degree or GED program. Out of this 88 percent, 

about 4 percentage points are estimated to have resulted from the operation 

of YIEPP in the pilot sites, a program effect that is similar to the effect 

estimated for all youths in the analysis sample. This increase in total 

school enrollment consists of both an estimated reduction in the dropout 

rate and an increase in return-to-school rates. In comparison to the total 

sample, the program has about the same proportionate effect on dropout 

rates for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort in the fall of 1978. But YIEPP has 

a much larger effect on return-to-school behavior, again in proportion to 

the estimated rates in the absence of the program, for the younger cohort 

than for the full sample. Fewer members of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort 

were already out of school in the fall of '1977; and, because they were 14 

to 15 years of age at the time, these youths had probably only recently 

just dropped out of school. The larger return-to-school effects for the 

15- to 16-year-old cohort is consistent with the hypothesis that partici­

pation in YIEPP, and re-enrollment, is more attractive to younger persons 

who have only recently left school. 

As noted in the previous section, the estimated program effect on 

total school enrollment for the 15- to 1:6-year-old cohort does not decline 

as rapidly from the fall of 1978 to the fall of 1979 as it does for the 
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Total school enrollment rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Dropout rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fa.ll 1979 

Return-to-school rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

CUmulative dropout rate: 

Fall 1979 

Table 4.5. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and 
Return-to-School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort 

Sample 
size 

2,005 

1,920 

1,924 

1,644 

81 

276 

1,920 

pilot 
site 
rate 

88.2 

75.7 

9.6 

17.3 

34.4 

27.3 

24.3 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of 
the program 

84.1 

72.4 

12.9 

16.8 

8.6 

16.1 

27.6 

Program 
effect 

4.1*** 

3.3* 

-3.3** 

0.5 

25.8*** 

11.2** 

-3.3* 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

4.9 

4.6 

-25.6 

3.U 

30U.U 

69.6 

-12.U 

See notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3. The sample is restricteq to youths who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978. 

* 
** 

*** 

significant at the 10 percent level. 
significant at the 5 percent level. 
significant at the 1 percent level. 
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sample as a whole. unlike estimates for the full sample, there is a 

positive and significant effect on this younger cohort's return-to-school 

rate in 1979. 1 Additionally, while the program effect on the dropout 

rate in the fall of 1979 is abou.t zero, which is similar to the finding for 

the full sample, YIEPP had, by the fall of 1979, reduced the cumulative 

dropout rate of this younger group. As seen in the bottom panel of Table 

4.5, the cumulative drop-out rate decreased from an estimated 27.6 percent 
a 12 percent reduction. 

in the absence of the program to 24.3 percent: 

In summary, the major difference between program effects on the 

schooling behavior of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort and on the behavior of 

the full analysis sample is the larger efff!cts on the retux-n-to-school 

rates of the young cohort. Thus, YIEPP, for this cohort, has an important 

impact on drawing younger teenagers back into school, a major objective of 

YIEPP. 
Because the 15-

cumulative Effects: A Longitudinal perspective. 

to 16-year-old cohort most closely represents the experiences of a typical 

cohort aging through an on-going national program, examining program 

effects on school enrollment in a longitudinal perspective is particularly 

appropr iate. In Table 4.6 program effects on total school enrollment in 

the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979 are considered jointly.2 

The first panel of the table presents estimated program effects for 

youths who were enrolled in the preprogram period, Fall 1977. This group 

comprises over 95 percent of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. Let us first 

1 A program effect on return-to-school rates in the fall of 1979 depends 
on the recruitment of new program partic:i.:pants in the preceding year.­
But, due to operational difficulties, the Denver program was not allowed 
to enroll new participants after March, 1979. To check the impact this 
might have on estimated school enrollment effects, Table 4.5 was re­
estimated excluding youths in the Denver and Phoenix sites. (The results 
are presented in Appendix A, Table A4.4.) The estimated program effect on 
return-to-school rates in the fall of 1979 rises to 12.5 percpntage 

points. 

2 The sample used in estimating the results for this table includes youths 
in the 15- to 16-year-old cohort who were eligible for YIEPP in both the 
fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979. program effects on enrollment rates 
in the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979 are estimated jointly in a 
bivariate probit model in which the covariance parameter is allowed to 

vary between pilot and comparison sites. 
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Table 4.6. CUmulative program Effects on School Enrollment Rates 

Enrollment status 
in Fall 1978 -and 
Fall 1979 

For youths enrolled in school, 
Fall 1977 (N=1,766): 

Enrolled Fall 1978 and 
not enrolled Fall 1979 

Not enrolled Fall 1978 
and enrolled Fall 1979 

Enrolled Fall 1978 and 
enrolled Fall 1979 

For youths not enrolled 
in school, Fall 1977 
(N=79) : 

Enrolled Fall 1978 and 
not enrolled Fall 1979 

Not enrolled Fall 1978 
and enrolled Fall 1979 

Enrolled Fall 1978 and 
enrolled Fall 1979 

CUmulative return-to­
school rate, Fall 1979 
(N=79): 

for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort 

Pilot 
site 
ratea 

3.3 

74.2 

3.2 

18.4 

23.2 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absenct;,of the 
program 

13.9 

71.6 

3.3 

11.7 

Progr~ 
effect 

1.3** 

0.9* 

2.6** 

11.9** 

-8.5 

9.0 

Program effect as 
percent of rate in 
the absence of the 
program 

9.4 

37.5 

360.6 

982.3 

63.4 

Note: The s~ple is restricted to youths who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978 and who were program-eligible 
in both Fall 1978 and Fall 1979. 

a Taken fran the cross-tabulation of enrolled Fall 1978 by enrolled Fall 1979 for the pilot sites. See 
Table A4.5 of Jlppendix A for the full set of results. 

b • 
Taken fran the adjusted comparison site cross-tabulation, fit at pilot site average personal character­
istics (also fe-lund in, Table A4.5 of Appendix A). 

c Difference between columns 1 and 2. statistical significance has been approximately determined from the 
t-statistics of 'the par,uneters in the adjustment model measuring pilot-comparison site nifferences. 

* = 
** = 

*** c 

significant at the 10 percent level. 
significant at the 5 percent lavel. 
significant at the 1 percent level. 
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6~1sider estimated pilot site rates in the absence of the program. Without 

YIEPP, an estimated 14 percent of these youths would have stayed enrolled 

in school for one more year and then dropped out by the fall of 1979. An 

additional 2 percent /~9_uld have been out of school in the fall of 1978 r 'c, 

but would return to- school in the fall of 1979. By far the largest percen-

tage of the youths would have continued to be enrollee through the two year 
~: " '-"j 

period. Finally, the remainder of the group, leds than 10 percent, would 

have dropped out of school in the fall of 1978 and remained out in the 

following year. (This residual category is not listed in Table 4.6.) 

The program is estimated to have had positive and statistically 

significant effects on all three enrollment patterns shown in the table. 

It increased the percentage of youths who were enroll,ed in both falls by 

2.6 percentage points, while it increased the percentage of the group 

enrolled in just one of the falls by 2.2 percentage points (1.3 + 0.9 = 

2.2) • 

way: 

These longitudinal results can also be summarized in a different 

For the two complete school years during the operation of YIEPP, 

pilot site youths in the 15- to 16-year-old cohort were enrolled an 

average of 1.7 years, as measured by enrollment status in the fall.
1 

It is estimated that, in the absence of the program, these youths would 

have been enrolled an average of 1.6 years. The cumulative program effect 

over the two years is 0.1 years, then, or an additional year of school 

enrollment for every 10 program-eligible youths. 

Turning to the small group of youths who were not enrolled in the 

fall of 1977, note that enrollment rates in the absence of the program were 

much lower for these youths. Most of the youths were not enrolled in 

either the fall of 1978 or the fall of 1979. The only statistically 

significant finding is a positive program effect on the percentage of 

youths who returned to school in the fall of 1978 and then dropped out 

again by the fall of 1979. In terms of program effects on the cumulative 

_ number of years el'irolled, pilot fdte youths in this group were observed to 

be enrolled an average of 0.'6 years over the two year period. In the 

1This average is calculated as follows. There were 7.3 percent youths 
who were never enrolled, 18.5 percent who were enrolled in one fall, and 
74.2 percent who were enrolled in both 1978 and 1979, for a weighted 
average of 1.7 falls of enrollment. 
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This 
to be 0.2 years, implying a program-induced increase of 0.4 years. 

absence of the program, the average number of years enrolled was estimated 

larger effect for youths who were out of school in the preprogram period is 

probably not statistically significant, but it does agree with the propor­

tionately large return-to-school effects already reported. 

Finally, the bottom panel of Table 4.6 presents thl3 cumulative 

program effect on the return-to-school rate of youths who were dropouts in 

the fall of 1977. In the absence of the program, over the two-year period 

only 9 percent of these youths would have returned to school. YIEPP raised 

this rate to 14.2 percent, an increase of about 63 percent. This differ­

ence, however, is not significant. 

Program Effects on School Enrollment by Site, Race and Sex 

Average program effects can mask considerable diversity. In this 
section, program effect estimates are presented for the key subgroups 

of the eligible population. 
The methods for measuring program effects 

remain the same, but attention is restricted to subsamples defined by 
site, race, or sex. 

Effects by Site. 
Even with a relatively uniform program model, 

differences across the sites in program operations and in the general 

educational climate suggest that YIEPP's effects on school enrollment will 

vary among the four sites studied. Table 4.7 presents the estimated 

program effects on total school enrollment separately by site. In Denver, 

positive program effects are observed, but they are small in magnitude and 

insignificantly different from zero. 
Small program effects on school 

enrollment in Denver are consistent with the lower program participation 

rates in this site, as described in Chapter 3. 

The largest program effects are those estimated for Cincinnati, but 

these estimates must be interpreted with caution, because corollary evi-
dence suggests that the reported findings 

,'_f 
for the Cincinnati sit~ are 

probably overestima.tes of the true program effect. 
First, program parti-

cipation rates in Cincinnati were average compared to the other sites. 

While the correspondence is not likely to be exact, one would expect higher 

school enrollment effects to be associated with higher program participa-
tion rates. 

Second, the Cincinnati school enrollment effect is at least 
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Table 4.7. Program Effects on Total School Enrollment Rates by Site 

Denver: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Cincinnati: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Baltimore: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Mississippi: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

All sites but Denver: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

See notEis to Table 4.2. 

Sample 
size 

654 

506 

1,085 

881 

1,2~9 
\ 
, .:;-,:::::~ 

1,0377 

802 

'613 

3,186 

2,531 

* = significant at the 10 percent level. 
*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 

o .0 

Pilot site 
r"te 

67.4 

52.4 

72.6 

62.9 

74.8 

64.2 

79.3 

62.0 

75.2 

63.3 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of 
the program 

67.0 

50.7 

64.5 

56.0 

70.9 

61.8 

75.5 

64.7 

69.6 

60.6 

Program 
effect 

0.4 

1.7 

8.1*** 

6.9*** 

3.9* 

2.4 

3.8* 

-2.7 

5.6*** 

2.7* 

Program effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

0·6 

3.4 

12.6 

12.3 

5.5 

3.9 

5.0 

-4.2 

8.0 

4.5 
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partly due to an inexplicably rapid decline in the school enrollment rates 

for Cincinnati's comparison site, Louisville. From the preprogram period 

in the fall of 1977 to the fall of 1978, school enrollment rates for 

eligible youths in Cincinnati declined by less than 10 percentage points 

while the rates in Louisville declined by almost 20 percentage points. The 

size of the enrollment decline in Louisville is larger than in any of the 

other comparison sites, and it may be related to changing educational 

conditions in the Louisville public schools, particularly the implementa­

tion of busing for racial integration. OVer the period from 1977 to 1981, 

total enrollments in the Louisville public schools fell by 16.4 percent, 

while enrollments fell only 9.3 percent in the Cincinnati public schools. 
1 

The estimated school enrollment effects in Baltimore and Missis­

sippi are similar to each other and to the summary findings presented in 

the last section. In the fall of 1978 the school enrollment rates were 

about four percentage pointA higher as a result of the operation of YIEPP 

in these sites, but they were lower for the second year .of the program. 

Effects by Race and Sex. Table 4.8 displays program effects on 

enrollment, dropout and return-to-school rates separately by the race of 

eligible youths. Black youths have estimated program effects that Dare 

similar to the summary effects for the whole sample, which is not surpris-

ing--t.hey constitute over three-quarters of the analysis sample. On the 

other hand, white youths are estimated to experience relatively large, 

positive effects on school enrollment, and the'reported school enrollment 

effects for Hispanic youths are estimated as essentially zero. Both of 

these sets of findings have to be interpreted carefully. Most of the white 

youths in the comparison sites sample, for instance, live in Louisville. 

Whatever is depressing the school enrollment rates in Louisville, there­

fore, disproportionately affects the estimates of school enrollment effects 

for white youths. Analogously, almost all of the Hispanic youths in the 

1These enrollment numbers are taken from an unpublished MDRC report on the 
condi tions in the public school environments of the urban sites in the 

YIEPP analysis sample. 
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Total school enrollment rates: 

White: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Black: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Hispanic: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Dropout rates: 

White: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Black: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Hispanic: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

r;.::_' 

Table 4.8. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and 
Return-to-school Rates by Race 

Sample 
size. 

525 

407 

2,917 

2,313 

398 

317 

362 

211 

2,564 

1,814 

302 

190 

t 

Pilot site 
rate 

56.9 

43.1 

78.1 

66.2 

59.8 

44.0 

23.2 

32.9 

14.7 

21.1 

28.1 

38.0 

':;:. 

Estimate.d 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of 
the prolJram 

46.9 

28.4 

73.9 

65.7 

57.8 

45.9 

38.5 

42.7 

18.2 

... 20.4 

26.2 

29.8 

Program 
effect 

10.0*** 

14.7*** 

4.2*** 

0.5 

2.0 

-1.9 

-15.3*** 

-9.8* 

-3.5** 

0.7 

1.8 

7.8 

Program effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

21.3 

51.8 

5.7 

0.8 

3.5 

-4.1 

-39.7 

-23.0 

-19.2 

3.4 

6.9 

26.2 

-- ~~ 
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Table 4.8. (Continued) 

Sample 
size 

Return-to-school rates: 

White: 

Fall 1978 163 

Fall 1979 196 

Blo.ck: 

Fall 1978 353 

Fall 1979 499 

Hispanic: 

Fall 1978 96 

Fall 1979 127 

See notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 

* = significant at the 10 percent level. 
** significant at the 5 percent level. 

*** significant at the 1 percent level. 

Pilot site 
rate 

8.9 

8.7 

22.2 

17.0 

18.6 

15.0 

~~----- ------;,-

Estimated 
pilot site Program effect as 
rate in the percent of rate 
absence of Program in the absence of 
the program effect the program 

; ., 
10.3 -1.4 -13.6 

2.7 6.0** 222.2 

I{ 
;; 

12.8 9.4** 73.4 

19. 1 -2.1 11. 0 

6.7 11. 9** 177.6 

11.6 3.4 29.3 
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sample live in Denver and Phoenix. It is therefore difficult to disen-

tangle a purely Hispanic difference in program effects from the operational 

problems of the Denver site. 

The bottom two panels of Table 4.8 show that the positive program 

effect on the school enrollment of blacks in the fall of 1978 occurs as a 

result of both a program-induced reduction in the dropout rate and an 

increase in the propensity to return to school. In proportionate terms, 

the return-to-school effect is larger, but it operates on just over 10 

percent of the sample. Therefore, the largest contribution to the school 

enrollment effect comes from the program' s success in keeping eligible 

youths in school. As with the summary findings, the incremental effects on 

school enrollment, represented by the impacts on dropout and return-to­

school behavior in the fall of 1979, are insignificantly different from 

zero. 

Table 4.9 presents separate program effects on enrollment, dropout 

and return-to-school rates for males and females. In the fall of 1978, 

total school enrollment in the pilot sites was approximately the same for 

both sexes, with the program contributing between four and five percentage 

points to the enrollment levels for both males and females. These effects 

on school enrollment rates were the result of program effects on both 

dropout and return-to-school behavior; however, tne return-to-school effect 

for :males is not significantly different from zero. 

While program effects on males and females were similar in the fall 

of 1978, there were important differences for 1979. r;rhe most striking 

difference is that the estimated program effect for females in this period 

if' both relatively large and statistically significant, while the effect 

for males is essentially not different from zero. Thus, the overall 

program effect on total school enrollment in the fall of 1979--2.5 percen­

tage points (Table 4.2)--is the weighted average of a small negative effect 

for males and a large positive effect for females. The higher school 

enrollment effect for female youths in the fall of 1979 is, in part, due to 

the fact that YIEPP is estimated to have significantly decreased the 

dropout rates of females in this period while increasing the dropout rates 
1 

of males" Unlike some of the other differences in estimated program 

1It seems unlikely that the program actually induced male youths to drop 
out of school in the fall of 1979. With reasonably careful enforcement 
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Table 4.9. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and 
Return-to-School Rates by Sex 

Sample 
size 

Pilot site 
rate 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of 
the program 

Program 
effect 

Total school enrollment rates: 

Male: 

Fall 1978 1,776 73.1 68.7 4.4** 

Fall 1979 1,463 59.0 60.4 -1.4 

Female: 

Fall 1978 2,064 74.5 69.2 5.3*** 

Fall 1979 1,574 63.6 57.3 6.3*** 

Dropout rates: 

Male: 

Fall 1978 1,534 18.7 23.2 -4.5** 

Fall 1979 1,068 25.6 20.9 4.7** 

Female: 

Fall 1978 1,694 15.0 19.3 -4.3** 

Fall 1979 1,147 21.7 25.7 -4.0* 

"\1 
I) 

". 
" 

// 

Program effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

6.4 

-2.3 

7.7 

11.0 

-1.5.4 

22.5 

·22.3 

-15.6 

----.:::" 
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Table 4.9. (Continued) 

Return-to-school rates: 

Male: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Female: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Sample 
size 

242 

395 

370 

427 

See notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 

* = significant at the 10 p6~~ent level. 
** = significant at the 5 perce'i:~:t level. 

*** = significant at the 1 perceri.jt level. 

Pilot site 
rate 

16.0 

13.1 

20.5 

17.4 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of 
the program 

12.6 

13.9 

11.7 

14.1 

Program 
effect 

3.4 

-0.8 

8.8** 

3.3 

Program effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

27.0 

-5.8 

75.2 

23.4 

--------, .... " ----------------.-~ .. -
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effects across subgroups of the ~ligible youth population, this difference 

in program effects on dropout rates for males and females cannot be ex-

plained by the composition of the sample. The male and female subgroups 

are similarly distributed across the sites and age groups. /;This differ-
I / 

ence, therefore, must be related to sex differences in the' ", attachment to 

school and work activity. 

Summary 

The schooling aspects of YIEPP may be judged minimally successful 

if the school requirement simply prevented negative school enrollment 

resulting from the incre?'?ed employment of eligibles. A more socially 

valuable program achievement would be a significant positive effect on 

school enrollment and performance. We find that, overall, both of these 

objectives were met on a modest scale. 

Effects on Total Enrollment. With respect to total enrollment for 

the sample as a whole, YIEPP produced modest but statistically significant 

program effects. YIEPP increased school enrollment by 4.8 percentage 

points in the fall of 1978, and by 2.5 percentage points in the fall of 

1979. These effects are, respectively, 7.0 and 4.3 percent of the school 

enrollment rates expected in the absence of the program. 

Regular school enrollment increased by 2.9 percentage points during 

the fall of 1978, and by 0.9 percentage points during the fall of 1979. 

GED enrollment increased by 2.4 percentage points during the fall of 1978, 

and by 1.7 percentage points during the fall of 1979. These findings 

suggest that alternative educational programs (programs leading to aGED) 

played an important role in the overall YIEPP school enrollment effect. 

The school enrollment effects can be decomposed into separate 

effects on the dropout rate of in-school youths and on the return-to-school 

rate of out-of-school youths. During the fall of 1978, YIEPP is estimated 

to have decreased the dropout rate by 4.4 percentage points. This repre­

sents a 20.8 percent decrease of the rate expected in the absence of the 

of the school enrollment requirement, the program, at worst, might have 
been expected to have no effect on school enrollment. But dropout.rates 
could be higher in" the pilot sites because youths who were marg~nally 
attached to school were i5'rought back or kept in sghool in the fall ,of 
1978 but have left both the program and school one year later, thus 
increasing'the pilot site dropout rates. 
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program. The program exerted no significant effect on this rate during the 

fall of 1979. 

YIEPP increased the return-to-school rates by 6.6 percentage points 

during the fall of 1978. This represents an increment of 54.5 percent 

over the rate expected in the absence of the program. However, as with the 

dropout rate, the YIEPP effect on return-to-school during the fall of 1979 

is not statistically significant. Thus, YIEPP exerted a much stronger 

percentage effect on return-to-school than on dropout rates, although since 

at any point in time most youths are in-school, the total enrollment effect 

is primarily determined by the effect on the dropout rate. 

Finally, we find no statistically significant effect on either 

dropout or return-to-school behavior during the fall ~f 1979. 

The estimated program effects on the dropout and return-to-school 

rates decline from 1978 to 1979 partly due to the nature of the YIEPP 

analYf?,is sample. To produce incremental enrollment gains in the fall of 

1979,i t he program would have had to enlist new program participants during 
\: 

the p1'ecea~_ng year. But the potential for obtaining new participants in 

1979 was more limited among the youths in the analysis sample than among 

the actual youth population eligible for YIEPP. This is because the 

analysis sample contained proportionately fewer youths who were 16 years 

old in 1979 than the actual eligible population in the pilot sites. It is 

these youths who are most likely to participate in YIEPP. Accordingly, 

program effect estimates for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort are a better 

estimate of program effects in an ongoing national program. 

now turn. 

To these we 

Effects ,for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort. Program effects on 

total school enrollment rates are approximately as large as those estimated 

for the total sample in the fall of 1978, and do not decline as rapidly in 

the fall of 1979. This difference can be traced, in part, to the finding 

that program effects on return-to-school rates for the 15- to 16-year-old 

cohort in the fall of 1979 are much larger than those estimated for the 

full sample. This difference in program effects on return-to-school 

behavior, along with a similar result for the fall of 1978, i~~\ probably 
, \\ 

related to the fact that members of the 15- to 16-year-old cd~ort are 

influenc'ed by the program at an earlier point in their educational careers. 
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That is, dropouts in the 15- to 16-year-old cohort have, for the most part, 

just left school and may be more easily induced to return, a most desirable 

outcome that conforms to the intended program design. Similarly, while the 

program had no effect on the dropout rate of the full sample in the second 

year, for the 15-· to 16-year-old cohort the cumulative dropout rate had 

been reduced by the fall of 1979 by 3.3 percentage points: 

reduction. 

a 12 percent 

Cumulative Program Effects. By restricting attention to youths 

eligible for YIEPP during both the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979, we 

find the following longitudinal program effects: YIEPP increased the 

percentage of youths who were enrolled in both falls by 2.6 percentage 

points, while it increased the percentage of the group enrolled in just one 

of the falls by 2.2 percentage points. The cumulative program effect over 

the two years is 0.1 years, or an additional year of school enrollment for 

every 10 program-eligible youths. Finally, among the 15- to 16-year-old 

cohort youths who were out of school in the fall of 1977, YIEPP increased 

the return-to-school rate by 9 percentage points: from an estimated 14.2 

percent in the absence of the program to 23.2 percent. 

100 

CHAPTER 5 

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION 

job. 

The principal YIEPP treatment is a guaranteed, federal minimum wage 

It consti tutes the most direct response to the youth unemployment 

problem. Here we report the effect of this guarantee on increasing 

the employment and decreasing the unemployment (jub search) of target 

population youth. 

The Context of the Analysis 

Before we present our estimates of the effects of YIEPP on employ­

ment and labor force participation, it is useful to discuss certain aspects 

of the environment within which the YIEPP demonstration took place, and 

certain definitions that are important for our analysis. 

Labor Market Conditions in the Study Sites. OUr findings are bound 

by location and time. They apply to youth labor market conditions as they 

existed in eight sites during the period from January, 1977 to August, 

1980. Several factors must be considered when generalizing beyond these 

findings to infer changes in national youth employment and training policy. 

On the supply side of the labor market, the behavior of our sample 

members is likely to be broadly generalizable across areas and over time. 

Tastes and demographic composition change slowly. Along these dimensions 

our sample has representation from Southwest and Far West central cities 

with a significant Hispanic presence (Denver and Phoenix), older Midwestern 

and Eastern central cities (Baltimore, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Louisville), 

and Southern rural areas (Mississippi Pilot and Comparison). There is good 

reason to believe that the labor supply schedules (the willingness of 

individuals to work at each potential wage rate) of our sample members are 

simila'l.' to those that existed for target population members earlier in the 

1970s, and which will exist for such youths during the 1980s.
1 

The 

personal characteristics accounted for by our regression equations further 

increase the generalizability of our results. 

1 
Of course, comparisons of labor supply schedules over time presume 
adjustment for wage rate changes necessary to maintain purchasing power 
during inflation. 
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we are not so sanguine about t:he stability over time of conditions 

on the demand side of youth labor markets. First of all, demand is inher-

ently volatile. The demand for youth labor is particularly sensitive to 

business cycle fluctuation.s. Employer demand schedules for target popula­

tion youths (the number of such youths the employer would like to hire at 

each potential wage rate) may have a shape that is relatively constant, or 

only slowly changing over time, but these demand schedules shift up and 

down as business conditions change. Table 5. 1 shows the effects of the 

business cycle on total unemployment rates (individuals of all ages) in the 

study sites. We see that unemployment uniformly increased during the 

=ecession of 1974-75 and uniformly fell during 1978-79, only to rise again 

with the recession of 1980. During 1978-79, the Denver/Phoenix and Cincin­

nati/ Louisville pairs appear to have been well matched, although the 

Baltimore labor market was consistently worse off than that of Cleveland. 

OUr regression analysis strategy uses individual preprogram (1977) employ­

ment histories as well as other personal characteristics to adjust these 

site differences, but there is still some possibility that the Baltimore 

program employment effects will be underestimated as a result of this 

mismatch. Published data for the Mississippi pilot and control counties 

are not available separately, but our knowledge of the counties involved 

suggests that they were reasonably well matched. 

Another potential problem arises from non-YIEPP public sector 

employment in pilot and comparison sites during the evaluation period. At 

this time, publicly funded youth emplo~~ent and training programs were at 

an all time high. ~1ese programs existed both in the comparison sites and 

pilot sites, in competition with YIEPP. Many of these programs were funded 

by the same youth Employment and Demonstration projects Act as YIEPP itself 

and enrolled youths who were also eligible for YIEPP. Thus, we seek to 

extrapolate from a period of large scale support for publicly subsidized 

employment to a period in which such programs have been scaled down or 

elimir.ated. 

The danger is that we will underestimate YIEPP employment effects. 

That is, pilot/comparison site employment differences attributed to YIEPP 

may underestimate those that would have occurred :i.n the current world with 
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Table 5.1. Total Unemployment Rates (Individuals of All Ages) 
in Pilot and Control Sites: Annual Averages, 1975-19BO 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Denver 6.9 5.7 5.9 5.1 4.4 5.1 

Phoenix 13.2 9.9 7.4 5.3 4.4 5.9 

Cincinnati 7.3 6.3 5.6 5.0 5.3 7.0 

Louisville 7.7 6.8 5.2 5.2 5.2 B.O 

Baltimore 7.3 7.4 6.7 6.3 6.5 7.4 

Cleveland 7.9 7.1 5.9 4..7 5.0 7.2 

. . . .a 
Ml.ssl.SSl.PPl. 8.3 6.6 7.4 7.1 5.8 7.5 

Source: Employment and Training Report of the President, 1981, 
Table 0-8, pp. 243-246. The 1979 estimates for the cities are 
revised estimates. The 1980 estimates for the cities are pre-

liminary estimates. 

astate-wide rates from Employment and Training Report of the 
President, 1981, Table 0-4, p. 232. 
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lower levels of comparison site public employment. However, to the extent 

that competing programs in pilot and comparison sites balance each other 

out, the pilot/control comparison will accurately estimate the employment 

increment attributable to YIEPP. Since this analysis is based on before/ 

during-program comparisons of (total) pilot and control site employment, 

there is reason to believe that such balancing out does indeed occur. 

YIEPP Employment as a Labor Market Intervention. The timeliness 

and nature of the jobs provided under YIEPP significantly affect the 

employment increment due to the program. The following information on 

these matters is provided by the MDRC final implementation report (Diaz 

and Ball (1982». 

First, adequate numbers of jobs were in general provided in a 

timely manner. Next, job assignments were generally typical of the employ­

ment opportunities available to target population youths. Third, there was 

significant private sector involvement. Fourth, almost all YIEPP slots 

involved employment at the minimum wage, and were fully reimbursed (100 

percent subsidy) to the employer. And, finally, wcrk sites were generally 

of good quality. 

Thus, as implemented in the sites, YIEPP appears to have approxi­

mated the goal of providing an appropriate minimum wage job to all target 

popUlation youths who desired one. (A major exception occurred in Denver, 

where program intake was halted in June, 1979. See Chapters 2 and 3 of 

this report and Diaz and Ball (1982).) If none of these jobs were avail­

able in the absence of the program, the YIEPP participation rate would have 

been identical to the program effect on employment. Thi3 effect, however, 

can fall short of the YIEPP participation rate, an issue to which we now 

turn. 

YIEPP Employment, the YIEPP Employment Effect, and Displacement. 

Where did the j;;:'bs to provide 76,051 youths with 45 million hours of work 

experience come from? If these were all "new" jobs that would not have 

been available in the absence of the program, then employment in these jobs 

represented a net addition to previous employment, and the site-wide YIEPP 

employment effect would be equal to total YIEPP employment. Unfortunately, 

this is unlikely to be the case. For YIEPP administrators, the need to 
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find a large number of good quality jobs in a short span of time provided a 

strong incentive to permit the shifting of pre-existing jobs onto the YIEPP 

payroll. This might occur for previously unsubsidized jobs or for jobs 

that would have been paid for by a non-YIEPP subsidy program. It could 

occur in either the public or private sector. From the employer's perspec­

tive, such displacement of a portion of one's wage bill by YIEPP funds is 

desirable, with particularly strong incentives for such displacement in the 

private sector, in spite of the fact that legislation authorizing subsi­

dized employment expressly forbids such displacement. 

The conceptual relationship among YIEPP employment, the YIEPP 

effect on employment in the pilot site as a whole, and t.he magnitude of 

displacement is displayed in Figure 5. 1. This figure portrays the labor 

market for target population youths, who may be thought of as relatively 

homogeneous, entry-level workers, whose total labor supply exceedS the 
1 

pre-YIEPP demand at the federal minimum wage. This diagram also sets 

forth the basis for the estimation of the displacement rate (and net job 

creat.ibn rate) presented later in this chapter. 

In this diagram, the effect of YIEPP is to provide a horizontal 

(infinitely elastic) demand curve at the minimum wage, permitting all 

target population youths who wish to work at this wage to do so. As a 

consequence, total employment shifts from its f,reprogram level of EO to 

its d~·~j.,ng-program level of E~. The YIEPP effect on total site employment 
".," T 

. th E E The magnitude of the YIEPP effect on total site 
l.S us· 1 - 0" 

employment is independent of any displacement that may occur" 

The effect of displacement is to shift the non-YIEPP labor demand 

curve to the left" That is, fewer non-YIEPP jobs are now available in the 

pilot site, the number of such jobs at the federal minimum wage now being 

E
1

" Since E~ youths still wish to work at the federal minimum wage, 

YIEPP employment equals E~ - E 1" . Displacement, the number of non-YIEPP 

jobs transferred to the YIEPP payroll, is given by EO - E 1" 

1 I . Eviden.ce fQr supp y ].n excess 
the target population, and the 
Chapter 3. 

of demand is high unemployment rates for 
high YIEPP participation rates reported in 
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To repeat, the total increase"in site-wide employment due to YIEPP 
.--::;:::/( . , 

is (ET - E). If there is no dis,1lacement, this is also total YIEPP 
1 00 ' 

employment. If there is displacement, with non-YIEPP labor demand shifting 

ba;k to E l' displacement is (EO - E 1) and total YIEPP employment is 

(E
l 

- E
1

• When a program such as YIEPP is put in place, total employment 
T shifts out to E
l

, youth labor supply at the minimum wage, regardless of 

whether displacement is" pr\3sent. However f the extent of displacement 

determines the number of program jobs that must be funded 

achieve this effect. In this chapter we estimate both quantities: the 

total YIEPP effect OIl the employment/population ratio (the percent of 

target population hours spent in ebployment) and net job creation rates 

(the ratio of the total YIEPP effect on the employment/population ratio to 
T T the total YIEPP employment/population ratio, that is, (E
l 

- EO)/(E
1 

The fonner is the program effect. The latter measures the effi-

ciency with which this effect was created. 

Definitions of Measures Used to Estimate Program Effects. For each 

of the seasonal periods between the summers of 1978 and 1980, we define a 

youth's employment/population ratio as the percent of days employed rela­

tive to toe total number of days available for employment. The principal 

outcome variable in this chapter is the site-wide mean of this employment/ 

population ratio, calculated separately for those target population youths 

who were eligible for YIEPP during each of the periods in question. 

Later in this chapter we also estimate program effects on labor 

force p'articipation, employment, and unemployment rates. Following stan­

dard conventions, a youth is in the labor force if he or she is either 

employed or looking for work. We define the period-specific labor force 

participation rate as the percent of days a youth spends in either activ­

ity. Employment and unemployment rates are then, respectively, the percent 

of a youth's labor" force days spent employed, and the percent of those days 
-::.' " 

spent unemployed. These measures for YIEPP are then compared with those 

reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U. s. pepartment of Labor. 
/, 

As in the previous chapter, progra'm,effects are estimated by 

comparing pilot site ratios or rates with those to be expected in the 

absence of the program. Where appropriate, we also test for and discuss 

(,' 
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the possible alteration in these estimates due to sample attrition. 

Program effect estimates are reported, in the principal tables of this 

chapter. Supporting tables are provided in Appendix A, Tables A5.1-A5.11, 

means and regression coefficients for the program effect estimates are 

reported in Appendix E5, and the attrition calculations are reported in 

AppendixC. 

Program Effects on the Employment/Population Ratio 

Table 5.2 displays employment/population ratios for each of the 

preprogram and during-program periods,' separately for pilot and control 

sites. That is, for those sample youths who were eligible for YIEPP during 

the period in question (youths aged 16 to 19 who had not as yet graduated 

from high school), we compute the percent of days employed during this 

period. These pilot and control site employment/population ratios were 

relatively close to each other in the preprogram period, but the pilot site 

ratios significantly exceeded those in the control sites duri';ng the pro-

gram, indicating a positive YIEPP employment effect. In addition, summer 

employment/ popUlation ra'tios were generally higher t.han those during the 

school year, suggesting that the ratios from these two periods be treated 

in two distinct groups. 

Program Effects, Separately by Period. Chapter 3 revealed rela-

tively high YIEPP participation rates. As discussed already, if displace­

ment is low, these translate into large employment effects--as shown in 

Table 5.3. 

This table shows program effects of 21. 1, 23. 0, 15. 5 , and 15. 7 

percentage points during the school-year periods, for an overall school-

year average of 18.9 percentage points. That is, during the two school 

years of program operations, YIEPP is est~ated to have raised employment 
!, { 

on average from 21. 5 to 40.4 percent, an iiicrease of 87.9 percent over the 

level in the absence of the program. These effects are statistically 

significant at better than the 1 percent level. 

Program effects during the summers of 1978, 1979, and 1980 ar~ also 

large, positive, and statistically significant at better than a 1 percent 

level, but are smaller than those observed for the school year. Across 

three summers, the YIEPP employment effect averages 11.8 percentage points, 

" c 
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Table 5.2. Average Employment/Population Ratios, by 
Pilot or Control Site, and Period 

PreEroSram 

Spring 1977 
Summer 1977 
Fall 1977 

DurinS-Erog;am 

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

a 
Summary 

PreErosram 

School-year aver(.'ge 
Summer average 
Total preprogram 

average 

DurinS-Erosram 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

average 

Total 
Pilot Control 

7.0 7.6 
22.7 26.2 
10.6 12.7 

40.6 26.4 
38.2 17.7 
42.2 19.8 
45.2 34.5 
39.1 24.0 
41.3 26.2 
42.3 32.8 

8.4 9.8 
22.7 26.2 

12.1 13.9 

40.4 22.0 
42.7 31.2 

41.2 25.1 

Sample Size 
Pilot Control 

2,778 1,255 
2,778 1,255 
2,778 1,255 

2,353 1,075 
2,652 1,188 
2,605 1,154 
2,362 1,015 
2,107 930 
2,000 890 
1,685 718 

Note: The sample includes youths who have completed all three 
waves of the local field survey and are eligible for the 
program during the period in question. See Chapter 2 for 
further details. The employment/population ratio is the 
number of weeks employed during a particular period, 
divided by the total n~er of weeks in that period. 
This provides an estimate of the "steady st~te" emp:oy -
ment/population ratio for the period. ~nadJ~sted p1lot 
and control site averages are reported 1n th1s table. 

aThese are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, 

weighted by the length of each period. 
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Tabla 5.3. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, Full Study Sample 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

School-year c 
average 

'Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

Summer c average 

Total durin~:rEro9!:am 
c average 

Sample 
size 

3,840 
3,759 
3,037 
2,890 

3,428 
3,377 
2,403 

gi, l ot site 
ratio 

38.2 
42.2 
39.1 
41.3 

40.4 

40.6 
45.2 
42.3 

42.7 

41.2 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a the program 

17.1 
19.2 
23.6 
25.6 

21.5 

26.0 
34.4 
32.2 

30.9 

24.6 

Progr~ 
effect 

21.1*** 
23.0*** 
15.5*** 
15.7*** 

18.9*** 

14.6*** 
10.8*** 
10.1*** 

11.8*** 

16.6*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

123.3 
119.8 
65.7 
61.3 

87.9 

56.2 
31.4 
31.4 

38.2 

67.5 

aThis is a regression-adjusted, ,comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac­
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression 
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. 

bThis is the difference between columns 2 and 3,,' with statistical significance computed from the 
t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient. 

c 
These are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighted by the length of 
each period. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 
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raising the employment/popula.tion ratio from 30.9 percent in the absence 

of YIEPP to 42.7 percent--a 38. 2 percent increase. Since YIEPP program 

participation is relatively constant between the school year and summer, 

the lower summer employment effect is likely to be due to increased dis­

placement during this season. This and related issues are discussed 

further in the next section. 

With school-year and summer periods combined, we find an overall 

YIEPP employment effect of 16.6 percentage points, increasing employment 

from 24.6 percent to 41.2 percent. This 67.5 percent increase over the 

employment/population ratio expected in the absence of the program is a 

very strong result and indicates that YIEPP met its goal of significantly 

reducing youth unemployment. (Explicit estimates of program effect on 

labor force participation, unemployment, and employment rates are presented 

later in the chapter.) 

At this point it is useful to assess the effects of sample attri­

tion on our estimates, using the attrition sample data. As noted in 

Chapter 2, these data were collected by restricting attention to Hispanics 

in Denver/Phoenix and blacks in Baltimore/Cleveland, and undertaking 

special efforts to locate youths who dropped from Wave II of the survey. 

The resulting attrition sample was subsequently administered both Wave II 

and Wave III interviews. Program effect estimates for these and matching 

youths who completed all three survey waves are reported in Appendix C, 

Table C2.4. 

In almost every case, program effects are estimated to be smaller 

for the attrition than for the local field survey sample, a result consis­

tent with the observation that attrition sample members exhibited lower 

program participation rates than youths who completed all three local field 

survey interviews. In the case of Denve+ t this reduces already low program 

effect estimates even closer to zero. (See Table 5.5 and the associated 

discussion. ) However, the result is not terrib~y striking in view of the 

previously noted strong labor market and poor program implementation in 

Denver. 

The ~ip.ltimore/Cleveland attrition sample also shows a reduced YIEPP 

employment effect. When this is averaged toget.her with the local field 

survey effect estimates for this site, using the attrition rate of 24.4 
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percent, the result is to reduce program effects estimates by two to four 

percentage points. Since this does not significantly alter the overall 

finding of strong program effects--in the 10 to 20 percentage point range-­

we feel confident in discounting sample attrition as a significant source 

of error in these employment results. 

Program Effects for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort: Evidence for 

an Ongoing National Program. Recall that our study sample was constructed 

in the spring of 1978, by choosing youths aged 15 to 19 at that time who 

had not yet graduated from high school. Thus far, we have focused on 

those youths who continued to meet these eligibility criteria, separately 

for each of thy during-program periods, from the summer of 1978 to the 

summer of 1980 ~ However, this procedure averages together the effects 

experienced by youths who aged through the program (those who were 15 to 16 

years of age at program start-up) and the effects experienced by youths who 

were beyond age 16 at program start-up. Since effects may differ across 

these two groups, and since, if they do, the responses of the former group 

alone are most relevant to an ongoing national program, Table 5.4 shows 

the employment effects for the 15- to 16~year-old cohort. 

Comparison of Tables 5.3 and 5.4 shows that restriction to the 

15- to 16-year-oldcohort raises YIEPP employment effects from 18.9 to 21.2 

percentage ooints during the school year, and from 11.8 to 13.5 percentage 

points durir-g the summer. Over the full program period, the average 

employment effect increases from 16.6 :t~? 18.6 percentage points, a rise of 

12 percent. 

As a final step, we have computed effects for the 15- to 16-year­

old cohort, with Denver and Phoenix deleted from the sample. This yields a 

measure of program effect for an ongoing national program, fully imple­

mented in distressed labor markets. As reported in Appendix A, Table A5.4, 

these effects are larger still, averaging 24.6 percentage points during the 

school year and 14.4 percentage points during the summer, for an overall 

average of 21.3 percentage points during the program. period. This is an 

increment of 109.2 percent over the employment/population ratio expected in 

the absence of YIEPP. 
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School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

School-year 
c average 

Summer 

Summer 1978 , 
Summer 1979 
Suntmer 1980 

Summer c average 

Total during-Erogram 

Table 5.4. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios 
for the 15- to 16-Year-old Cohort, Separately by Period 

c average 

Sample 
size 

2,005 
2,053 
1,920 
1,914 

1,515 
1,980 
1,685 

Pilot site 
ratio 

34.7 
39.4 
40.5 
43.0 

39.6 

39.5 
45.4 
43.6 

42.8 

4C.7 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a 
the program 

11.3 
15.9 
21.5 
24.2 

18.4 

22.5 
34.3 
31.1 

29.3 

22.1 

l?rogr~ 
effect 

23.4*** 
23.5*** 
19'1,(1*** 
18.8*** 

21.2*** 

17.0**"" 
11.1*** 
12.5*** 

13.5*** 

18.6*** 

:.. .. '!::-

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

207.1 
147.8 
88.4 
77.7 

115.2 

75.6 
32.4 
40.2 

46.1 

84.2 

aThis is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac­
te.ristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variable and regression 
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. 

bThis is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the 
t-statistic on the pilot site 4~my variable regression coeffici~nt. 

'\ c These are averages of the period-specific rates reported above, weighted by the length of 
each period. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 
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Program Effects, Separately by Site. As previously noted, the 

pilot/comparison site pairs differ significantly in labor market conditions 

and program implement,ation, so that it is useful to disaggregate the 

program effect estimates by site. These ref}ul ts are displayed in Table 

5.5, which shows school-year, summer, and totul program effects, calculated 

from regression-adjusted, period-specific mean differences for each of the 

during-program periods, from the summer of 1978 to the summer of 1980. 

These are then averaged, following the procedure employed in Table 5.3. 

(The sample sizes underlying these calculations are reported in Appendix A, 

Table A5.1. The regression calculations are reported in Appendix B.) 

The most obvious finding in this table is that the Denver YIEPP 

employment effects are very much, smaller than those for the other sites. 

This is probably due to two factors. First, as noted in previous chapters, 

total labor demand was considerably stronger in Denver/Phoenix than in the 

th 't 1 o er s~ .es. Where demand is close to meeting supply at the federal 

minimum wage, the progra..-n effect ~.,ill be small. (Recall Figure 5. 1. ) 

Second, as also noted in previous chapters, program impleblen'tation in 

Denver was relatively poor, leading to a freeze on intake of new partici-

pants .in June, 1979. '1'0 the extent that the program was never properly 

implemented in Denver, results from this site do not accurately estimate 

program effects. Of course, it may be that poor implementation was at 

least partly due to a lower level of enthusiasm for the program, in turn, 

perhaps because of the strong local labor market that made the program 

appear to be less necessary. In any case, the results sug'Jest that future 
'il 

YIEPP-like programs should be concentrated in areas with :'relatively dis-

tressed local labor markets. 

The three remaining sites in Table 5.5 show very strong and similar 

eff',;:.tts. In each case the school-year effect is significantly larger than 

the summer effect, and all are' "statistically significant at bett,er than 

1Evidence on the relative strength of labor demand in Denver/Phoenix 
includes the unemployment rates of Table 5.1, estimated target population 
pilot site employment/population ratios in the absence of the program 
(colu.rnr.; 2 of Table 5.5), and the relatively high target population \,lage 
rates in Denver/Phoenix during the pre-program summer (Barclay et ale 
(1979); Farkas, Olsen and Stromsdorfer (1981). 
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Table 5.5. Program Effects on Employment/Population Rat-ios,' Separately by Site 

Denver 

School-year c 
aV3rage 

Summer average 
Total during-program 

Cincinnati 

School-year average 
Summer average 
,Total during-program 

Baltimore 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

Mississi,E,Ei 

School-year average 
SumIrier average 
Total during-program 

c average 

average 

average 

avera,ge 

Pilot site 
ratio 

39.6 
45.3 
41.5 

35.5 
36.4 
35.8 

47.2 
47.6 
47.3 

34.2 
38.5 
35.6 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a 
the program 

37.3· 
38.6 
37.7 

18.6 
26.1 
21.1 

22.6 
36.3 
27.2 

16.4 
27.2 
20.0 

Progra¥; 
effect 

2.3 
6.7* 
3.8 

16.9*** 
10.3*** 
14.7*** 

24.6*** 
11. 3*** 
20. 1*** 

.,17 .8*** 
'11.3*** 
15.6*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

6.2 
17.4 
10.1 

90.9 
39.5 
69.7 

108.8 
31.1 
73.9 

108.5 
41.5 
78.0 

aThis is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac­
teristics "and; preprogram employment. Means of. the right-hand-side va'riables and regression 
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. 

bThis is the difference between columns 1 and 2, with st~tistical significance computed from the 
t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient. 

cThese are averages of "the period-specific r::ttios weighted by the length of each period. 

* 
*** 

significant at the 10 percent level. 
= significant at the ... percenC level". 
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a 1 percent level. The three summer effects are at the 10 to 11 percentage 

point level; the school-year effect is 16.9 percentage points in Cincin­

nati, 24.6 percentage points in Baltimore, and 17.8 percentage points 

in Mississippi. These results are consistent with our previous finding of 

a stronger school-year than summer employment effect (Farkas et ale 1980). 

This finding may be due to the narrowed gap between summer minimum wage 

supply and demand in the absence of YIEPP, resulting from subsidized 

employment provided by the federal Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) , 

during the summer periods in question. Thus, it is possible that if yIEPP 

were to be implemented in the 'years ahead, with the reduced funding for 

other subsidized employment programs that current legislative proposals 

suggest, summer YIEPP employment effects would more closely approximate the 

school-year effects of Table 5.5. 
In sum, with the exception of Denver, YIEPP employment effects are 

As a result of the program, summer 
uniformly large and significant. 

employment for target population youths increased by 31 to 42 percent, 

while school-year employment for these youths increased by 91 to 109 

percent. 
A potentially important YIEPP 

Program Effects by Economic Sector. 

innovation was the placement of some ,youths in subsidized private sector 

The extent of such placement varied by site and over time, with 
jobs. 
greater use of private sector positions occurring toward the end of the' 

demonstration. 
However, since the long run goal of the demonstration was 

to increase poseprogram employment and earnings, and since during-program 

private sector employment may be more efficacious than similar public 

sector employment, the during-program sectoral employment impacts of 

YIEPP are of some interest. 
1 

These impacts are reported in Table 5.6. 
It is immediately 

clear that private sector employment effects are significantly smaller than 

1 Youths are coded as employed in the private sector if)they described 
themselves as "an employee of a company or business for wages, salary, or 
commission," or as "an employee of an individual or family for wages or 
salary." if youths are coded as employed in the public sector if they 
described themselves as "a federal, state, or local government employee," 
or as "an employee of a church or charitable organization." 
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Table 5.6. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, Separately by Sector 

A. Private Sector Employment 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

c 
School-year average 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

c 
Summer average 

Total during-program average 

Public Sector Employment 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

SchocH-year 

\\ 

a.verage 

c 

Sample 
size 

3,840 
3·f\759 
3,037 
2,890 

3,428 
3,377 
2,403 

3,840 
3,759 
3,037 
2,890 

\\ 
'II, 

Pilot site 
ratio 

16.3 
18.5 
21.5 
22.8 

19.9 

16.3 
21.3 
26.1 

21.2 

20.3 

22.0 
23.7 
17 .6 
18.5 

20.5 

" 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a 
the program 

12.6 
14.0 
18.3 
19.2 

16.1 

15.4 
21.4 
21.8 

19.5 

17.2 

4.5 
5.4 
5.3 
6.4 

5.5 

c-

Progra~ 
effect 

3.7*** 
4.5*** 
3.2** 
3.6*** 

3.8*** 

0.9 

- 0.1 
4.3*** 

1.7 

3.1*'** 

17.5*** 
18.3*** 
12.3*** 
12.1*** 

15.0*** 

" .1' 
\ 

Cl 

0. 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

29.4 
32.1 
17.5 
18.8 

23.6 

5.8 
- 0.5 

19.7 

8.7 

'18.0 

388.9 
338.9 
232.1 
189.1 

272.7 
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Table 5.6. (Continued) 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

Summer average 

Total during-12rogram average 

Sample 
size 

3,428' 
3,377 
2,403 

Pilot site 
ratio 

24.3 
23.9 
16.2 

21.5 

20.8 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a the program 

10.9 
13.2 
10.3 

11.5 

7.5 

,. 

Progra.~ 
effect 

13.4*** 
10.7*** 
5.9*** 

10.0*** 

13.3*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

122.9 
81. 1 
57.3 

87.0 

177.3 

aThis is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac­
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression 
coefficient estimates are repor~ed in Appendix B. 

bThis is the difference between 'columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the~ 
t-statistic on the pilot sitel\dummyvariable regress:),on coefficient. 

::''':.0>-

c 
These are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighted by the length of 
each period. 

** 
*** 

= significant at the 5 percent level. 
= significant at the 1 percent level. 
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those in the public sector. During the school year, private sector effects 

range between 3.2 and 4.5 percentage points, with an overall average of 

3.8 percentage points. This effect is statistically significant, and 

increases private employment by 23.6 percent over the level expected in the 

absence of the program--a respectable, but not overwhelming effect, espe­

cially in comparison to the public sector effect of about 273 percent. 

The private sector effect is smaller still during the summer, 

averaging 1.7 percentage points, an increase of 8.7 percent over the level 

expected in the absence of the program. However, this effect is not 

stati.stically significant. With school year an? summer combined, the total 

private sector employment effect is a statistically significant 3.1 percen­

tage points, an increase of 18 percent over the level of 17.2 percentage 

points expected in the absence of YIEPP. 

public sector employment effects are very much larger, averaging 15 

percentage poi.nts during the school year, and 10 percentage points during 

the summer--iu?reases respectively of about 273 and 87 percent over the 

levels expected in the absence of YIEPP. Wi th school year and summer 

combined, 'the public sector employment effect is 13.1 percentage points--an 

increase of about 177 percent over the level expected in the absence of the 

program. 

The disparity between the magnitudes of the public and private 

sector employment effects has two likely caUSes. First, YIEPP job hours 

were predominantly in the public rather than the private sector. Second, 

private sector displacement appears to be higher than public sector 

displacement. These findings are examined in the next section. 

Program Effects, Separately by Race and Sex. YIEPP enrolled black 

youths most heavily. The consequences of this for program employment 

effects are shown in Table 5.7. 

All effects are positive, but not all are statistically significant 

and they vary widely across race/sex groups. The largest effects are for 

black females--24. 7 percentage points during the school year, and 15.7 

percentage points during the summer. OVerall, the black female employment 

effect is 21.7 percentage points--an increase of 128 percent over the level 

expected in the absence of the program. 
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Table 5.7. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios Separately by 
Period, Sex, and Rade 

White male 

c School-year average 
c Summer average 

Total during-program 

Black male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total dur ing'-program 

Hispanic male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

White female 
\} 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

Black female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

c 
average 

average 

average 

average 

average 

'.) 

Pilot site 
ratio 

46.6 
47.0 
46.7 

43.0 
46.5 
44.1 

51.3 
55.1 
52.6 

29.1 
30.8 
29.6 

38.5 
,39.0 
38.7 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a the program 

34.5 
42.6 
37.2 

21.2 
34.4 
25.6 

47.9 
50.0 
58.6 

25,.3 
29.5 
26.7 

13.8 
'?3' 3 ;'J7: 0 

Progr~ 
effect 

12.1** 
4.4 
9.5* 

21.8*** 
12.1*** 
18.5*** 

3.4 
5. 1 
4.0 

\ . ~ 

3.8 
1.3 
2.9 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

35.1 
10.3 
25.5 

102.8 
35.2 
72 .3 

7. 1 
10.2 
8.2 

15.0 
4.4 

10.9 

24.7*** 
15.7*** !,,;" 

21.7*** 

179.0 
67.4 

127.6 
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Table 5.7. (Continued) 

Hispanic female 

School-year average 

f 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

White 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program aVerage 

Black ---..... 
N .... School-year average 

Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Hispanic 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Pilot site 
ratio 

33.3 
41.8 
36.2 

37.0 
38.1 
37.4 

40.7 
42.6 
41.3 

41.8 
48.0 
43.8 

Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a 
the program 

30.3 
27.3 
29.3 

29.4 
34.9 
31.2 

17.3 
28.7 
21.1 

38.3 
38.1 
38.2 

Progra~ 

effect 

3.0 
14.5** 
6.9* 

7.6** 
3.2 
6.2* 

23.4*** 
13.9*** 
20.2*** 

3.5 
9.9* 
5.6 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

9.9 
53.1 
23.5 

25.9 
9.2 

19.9 

135.3 
48.4 
95.7 

9.1 
26.0 
14.7 
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Table 5.7. ( C"..ontinued) 

Estimated pilot Program effect as 
site ratio in a percent of ratio 

1?ilot site the absence of Progr~ in the absence of 
ratio the program 

a 
the program effect 

Male 

School-year average 
11 

44.2 26.7 17.5*** °65.5 
Summer average a~\erage 

47.4 37.6 9.8*** 26.1 
Total during-program 45.3 30.3 15.0*** 49.5 

'i 

Female 

School-year average 36.9 17.3 19.6*** 113.3 
Summer average 38.4 24.7 13.7*** 55.5 
Total during-program average 37.4 19.8 17.6*** 88.9 

a This is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac­
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression 
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. '0 

b This is the difference between columns 1 and 2, with statistical significance computed from the 
t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient. 

cThese are averages of the period-specific ratios weighted by the length of each period. 

* == significant at the 10 percent level. 
** == significant at the 5 percent level. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 
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Next in magnitude are the effects for black males, 21.8 percentage 

points during the school year and 12.1 percentage points during the summer, 

for an overall average of 18.5 percentage points, an increase of 72.3 

percent over the rate expected in the absence of the program. It appears 

that both black males and females were strongly attracted to the program, 

with black females experiencing the 'larger employment effect because of the 

larger gap between minimum wage supply and demand in the absence of the 

program for this group. This result also suggests, but does not confirm, 

the possibility of racial discrimination in the absence of the YIEPP 

program. (See columns 1 and 2 of Table 5.7, and 'recall Figure 5. 1. ) 

The other statistically significant effects are for white males 

during the school year and for Hispanic females dw:ing the summer. White 

males are present in our study sample in all eight sites, and we therefore 

have no reason to doubt these findings. Some white males did join YIEPP, 

probably because employment in the absence of the program was mqre diffi­

cult to find during the school year than during the summer. The absence of 

a statistically significant effect for white females is also understand­

able--these youths were 'r-he least likely to join the program. 

The effects for Hispanics are less trustworthy, since almost all 

Hispanics were in Denver/Phoenix, and Denver's project was imperfectly 

implemented. However, the significant effect for Hispanic females can be 

understood in light of two general observations. First, Hispanics of both 

sexes were reasonably attracted. to YIEPP. Second, female Hispanics, like 

females of all races in our sample, experienced particular difficulty 

finding employment in the absence of the program. 

Net Job Creation 

AS discussed at the beginning of the chapter and portrayed in 

Figure 5.1, the difference between YIEPP program employment .and its effect 

in increasing site-wide employment is the extent of displacement, that is, 

YIEPP funding of jobs that would have been available even in the absence of 

the program. The complement of the displacement rate is the net job 

creation rate, which is defined as the ratio of the YIEPP employment 

effect to YIEPpp'rogram employment. The net job creation rate measures the 
Ii 

efficiency with'\which the YIEPP employment effect was achieved. If'this 
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rate were equal/to it~c'Inaximum attainable value f 1.0, every YIEPP job hour 
" il 

would have led 't~a full one-hour increment for site-wide employment over 

the regular employment level in the absence of the program. If this rate 

were equal to its minimum, 0.0, there would have b~en no net job creation. 

YIEPP would have simply subsidized jobs available in any event. Between 

these two extremes, the net job creation rate measures the percent of each 

YIEPP employment hour that provided employment that would not have been 

otherwise available. Thi!'1, is a strai9'htforward measure of program job 

creation efficiency. 

Table 5.8 reports these net job creation rates for total and 

sectoral employment. For total employment, the school-year net job crea-

tion rate was 66.8 percent, and the summer net job creation rate was 4.3.5 

percent, leading to an overall during-program average of 59,5 percent. 

Although the programs are not strictly comparable, it is instructive to 

note that the resulting displacement rate of 40.5 percent is higher than 

that of previous field-monitoring estimates of CETA Public Service Employ-

ment (PSE) (Nathan et al. (1981». It is also lower than previous aggre-

gate data econometric estimates of CETA (PSE) displacement.( Johnson and 

Tomola (1977». Of course, our estimates only measure YIEPP displacement 

for the target population, and so provide a lower bound on total YIEPP 

displacement. In addition, our estimates cover a different time period 

and, as noted, a different program. In particular, YIEPP, unlike CETA PSE 

during the 1970s, involved significant private sector job placement. As 

shown in Table 5.8, such private sector subsidized employment is apparently 

accompanied by higher displacement than is subsidized public sector employ~ 

mente 

The second panel of this table shows school-year private sector 

employment with a net job creation rate of 52.8 percent, 14 points below 

the overall school-year average. During the summer, net private sector job 

creation fell to 26.6 percent, leading to an overall private sector 

average of 44.9 percent. By contrast, net public sector job creation 

was 80.2 percent during the school year and 54.5 percent during the summer, 

for a public secto~ average of 71.5 percent. 

Put in different terms, only 1.40 jobs had to be created or iden­

tified in the public sector in order to employ one YIEPP participant, while 
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Table 5.8. Net Job Creation, by Season and Period 

A. Total Employment 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

Program Effect 
on Employment! 
Population 
Ratio

a 

21.1 
23.0 
15.5 
15.7 

d-­
School-year average 18.9 

Summer 

Summer 19'18 
Summer 
Summer 19811' 

d 
Summer average 

Total durigg-program 
average 

14.6 
10.8 
10.1 

11.8 

16.6 

B. Private Sector Employment 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
SPt'ing 1980 

d 
School-year average 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

d 
Summer average 

Total durigg-program 
average 

-------_. _._------ .. 

3.7 
4.5 
;3.2 
3.6 

3.8 

0.9 
0.1 
4.3 

1.7 

3.1 
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Program 
Employment! 
Popul~tion 

Ratio 

28.9 
31.7 
26.1 
26.1 

28.3 

28.4 
31.8 
21. 1 

27.1 

27.9 

6.0 
7.6 
7.5 
7.5 

7.2 

4.6 
7.7 
7.0 

6.4 

6.9 

Net Job 
Creation 

c 
Rate 

73.0 
72.6 
59.4 
60.2 

66.8 

51.4. 
34.0 
47.9 

43.5 

59.5 

61.7 
59.2 
42.7 
48.0 

52.8 

19.6 
- 1.3 

61.4 

26.6 

44.9 
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Table 5.8. (Continued) 

Program Effect 
on Employment/ 
Population 
Ratio

a 

C. Public Sector Employment 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

School-year averaged 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

Summer Average d 

Total duri§g-program 
aver~,ge 

a 

17 .5 
18.3 
12.3 
12.1 

15.0 

13.4 
10.7 
5.9 

10.0 

13.3 

Reported in Tables 5.3 and 5.6. 
b 

Program 
Employment/ 
Popul~tion 
Ratio 

20.1 
21.8 
16.2 
16.4 

18.7 

20.5 
21.8 
12.8 

18.3 
~\ 

18.6 

Net Job 
Creation 
RateC 

87.' 
83.9 , 
75.9 
73.8 

80.2 

65.4 
49.1 
46.1 

54.6 

71.5 

This is the em 1 t/ P oymen population ratio in program jobs; the 
~verage ~umber of we~ks spent by eligible youths in pro raih 
)ob~ dur~ng each per~od divided, by the number of weeks in '~hat 
per~od. These ratios have been calculated from the data al 

c 
used fqr the analyses reported "in Chapter 3. '" so 

Column 1 divided by column 2. 
d 
These are,averages of the period-specific ratios reported 
above, we~ghted by the length of each period. 

c; 
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2.23 such jobs had to be created in the private sector to employ one YIEPP 

t " t 1 par ~c~pan • 

The message for policy seems clear. Private sector placements may 

lead to better postprogram outcomes than public sector placements, but 

private sec:tor placements are achieved at a higher cost to the program 

budget because of displacement. There is a tradeoff between higher quality 

jobs (closer to "real" jobs rather than "make-work") and net job creation. 

(See also Ball and Wolfhagen (1981); Diaz and Ball (1982); and Welch et al. 

forthcoming.) 

Program Effects on Labor ForceParti'cipation, Employment, and Unemploy­
ment Rates 

Table 5.9 displays labor force participation, employment, and 

unemployment rates for pilot and control sites in the pre-program and 

during-program periods. The labor force participation rate is the percent 

of days employed or looking for work, and the employment and unemployment 

rates are, respectively, the 'share of these days spent at each activity. 

The general impressio:l is one of increasing labor force participation and 

employment and decreasing unemployment for our sample over time, accom­

panied by a positive program effect on the former two rates, and a negative 

program effect on the latter rate. These effects are shown in Table 

5.10. 

Program Effects, Separately by Period. Table 5.10 shows a positive 

YIEPP labor force participation effect of 17.,5 percentage points during the 

school year and 12.1 percentage points during the summer, for an overall 

effect of' 15.7 percentage points, an effect statistically significant at 

better than the 1 percent level. This represents {iib increment of 44 
1\ ;) 

percent over the labor force participation rate expec!:~d in the absence of 

the program. 

As the table also shows, employment rate effects are large and 

po/;litive, averaging 19.7 percentage points during the school year and 11.7 

percentage points during the summer, for an overall average of 16.9 percen- , 

tage points, an increment of ~,53 perqent over the level expected in the 
" absence of YIEPP. 

1 1/ e 2.23 
L2 • 23 • 

,is calculated as follows: 100.0/44.9 = figure, for example, 
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Table 5.9. Average Labor Force Participation, Empioyment., 
and Unemployment Rates, by Pilot or Control Site and Period 

d Preprogram 

Spring 1977 
Summer 1977 
Fall 1977 

D 
. d un.ng-program 

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

e Summary 

Preprogram 

School-year 
average 

Summer average 
Total preprogram 

average 

During-program 

School-year 
average 

Summer average 

Labor force 
. . t' t a Eart~c~Ea ~on ra e 

Pilot 

9.5 
35.7 
14.0 

49.2 
46.7 
50.9 
54.6 
50.7 
52.8 
55.2 

11.5 
35.7 

17.6 

50.5 
52.9 

Control 

11.3 
39.8 
16.0 

34.9 
27.2 
29.8 
43.3 
38.0 
38.8 
45.9 

13.4 
39.8 

20.1 

33.6 
41.3 

Total during-program 
average 51.3 36.2 

EmploYIl1£nt 

Pilot 

9.8 
29.7 
18.6 

50.1 
45.2 
50.0 
53.7 
44.4 
48.5 
50.4 

20.7 
29.7 

32.9 

47.3 
51.3 

4:8.6 

rate 
Control 

12.4 
35.4 
20.6 

35.5 
24.1 
27.3 
45.0 
28.5 
32.9 
40.2 

25.0 
35.4 

39.3 

28.4 
40.2 

32.3 

Unemployment 
c 

Pilot 

90.2 
70.3 
81.4 

49.9 
54.8 
50.0 
46.3 
55.6 
51.5 
49.6 

79.3 
70.3 

67.1 

52.7 
48.6 

51.4 

rate 
Control 

87.6 
64.6 
79.4 

64.5 
75.9 
72.7 
55.0 
71.5 
67.1 
59.8 

75.0 
6:4.6-:' 

60.7 

71. 6 .. 
59.7 

67.6 

Sample 
Size 

Pilot Control 

2,778 1,255 
2,778 1,255 
2,778 1,255 

2,353 1,075 
2,652 1,188 
2,605 1,154 
2,362 1,015 
2,107 930 
2,000 890 
1,685 718 

aThe labor force participation rate is the number of weeks either employed or looking 
for work during a particular period, divided by the total number of weeks in that 
period. Unadjusted pilot and control site averages are reported in this table. 

b 
The employment rate is the number of weeks employed during a particular period, 
divided by the number of weeks in the labor force (employed or looking for work) 
during that period. 

cThe unemployment rate is the number of weeRs looking for work during a particular 
period, divided by the number of weeks in the labor force during that period. 

dpreprogram unemployment (and, consequently, Tabor force participation) rates. were 
measured differently from.during-program rates. In the latter period each youth was 
questioned about job search for each of his nonemployment periods. In the earlier 
period, not employed youths wno were enrolled in school were assumed to be not 
looking for work,. As a result, when other things are equal, our during-program 
unemployment will be' measured as higher than preprogram unemployment. Howe'ver, 
since this will be true in both pilot and control sites in the preprogram period, 
it introduces no bias into program .effect estimates. -

e These are averages .of the period-specific rates reported above, weighted by the 
length of" each period. 
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Table 5.10. Program Effects on ~abor Force Participation, 
Emplo¥ment, and Unemplo¥ment Rates 

Sample 
size 

A. Labor force participation rateC 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

School-yean, average 

Summer 

Sumro,er 1'978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

d 
Summer average 

d 

\\ 

3,'840 
3,759 
3,037 
2,89P 

\1 
,I 

3,428 
3,377 
2,403 

d Total during-program average 

B. Employment rateC 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

d School-year average 

!.";. 
"/ 

3,840 
3,759 
3,037 
2,890 

Pilot site 
rate 

46.7 
50.9 
50.7 
52.8 

50~5 

49.2 
54.6 
55.2 

53.0 

51 ~.3 

45.2 
50.0 
44.4 
48.5 

47.3 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 

a 
program 

26.5 
29.1 
37.7 
38.2 

33.0 

34.4 
43.0 
45.2 

.40.9 

35.6 

23.4 
26.2 
27.9 

.. 32.2 

27.6 

Progra¥} 
effect 

20.2*** 
21.8*** 
13.0*** 
14.6*** 

17.5*** 

14.8*** 
11.6*** 
10.0*** 

12.1*** 

15.7*** 

21.8*** 
23.8*** 
16.5*** 
16.3*** 

19.7*** 

() 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

76.2 
74.9 
34.5 
38.2 

53.0 
" 

43.0 
27.0 
22.1 

29.6 

44.1 

93.2 
90.8 
59.1 
50.6 

71.4 

----;~--~-.:~'--~~~'~ 

--

t 

I 
\ )',') 

j 
I 

I 
I 
1 
I 

I. 

;-' 

! ~, 

fl 
." 

.',< 

" 



r···· 
," 

r 

/ 

-. 

,. 
! 

w 
0 

Table 5.10. (Cb~tinued) 

Summer --:.::::-::- .. ~~.::::::..:~. 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

Summer 
d 

average 

Total during-program average 

C. Unemployment rateC 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

School-year d 
average 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

Summer d average 

Total dUrin9:-Er02rC!~ averaQ'e 
".{ 

a,b 
See notes to Table 5.2. 

Sample 
size 

3,428 
3,377 
2,403 

d 

3,840 
3,759 
3,037 
2,890 

3,428 
3,377 
2,403 

d ---

c See notes 1-4 of Table 5.9. 

Pilot site 
rate 

50.1 
53.7 
50.4 

51.4 

48.6 

54.8 
50.0 
55.6 
51.5 

52.7 

49.9 
46.3 
49.6 

48.6 

51.4 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 

a 
program 

34.7 
44.9 
39.6 

39.7 

31.7 

76.6 
73.8 
72.1 
67.8 

72.4 

65.3 
55.1 
60.4 

60.3 

68.3 

. Progra¥} 
. effect 

15.4*** 
8.8*** 

10.8*** 

11. 7*** 

16.9*** 

-21.8*** 
-23.8*** 
-16.5*** 
-16.3*** 

-19.7*** 

-15.4*** 
- 8.8*** 
-10.8*** 

-11.7*** . 

-16.·9*** 

_/ 

l. 
Pi~gram effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the abse\':lce of 

'~> ' 

the p~~ogram 

44.4 
19.6 
27.3 

29.5 

53.3 

-28.5 
-32.2 
-22.9 
-24.0 

-27.2 

-23.6 
-16 .. 0 
-17.9 

-19.4 

-24.7 

~hese are averages of the period-specific rates reported above, weighted by the length of each 
period. 

*** significaIl;t at the 1 percent level. 
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Unemployment. Since the employment and unemployment rates must 

always sum to 1.0, any program effect on one of these quantrties is neces­

sarily accompanied by an equal and opposite program effect on the other. 

Accordingly, we find that YIEPP decreased school-year unemployment by 19.7 

percentage points, and decreased summer unemployment by 11.7 percentage 

points, for an overall unemployment rate decrease of 16.9 percentage 

points. This lowered target population unemployment by 24.7 percent below 

the level expected in the absence of the program. 

Program Effects for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort 

Table 5.11 shows that restricting the sample to the 15- to 16-year­

old cohort increases labor force participation rate effects from 17.5 to 

19.6 percentage points during the school year and from 12.1 to 13.7 percen­

tage points during the summer. Employment rate effects increase from 19.7 

to 22.5 percentage points during the school year, and from 11.7 to 12.5 

percentage points during the summer. (Of course, une~ployment rate effects 

change by equal and opposite amounts.) 

When Denver and Phoenix are excluded, school-year labor forge 

participation rate effects increase to 22.7 percentage points, and summer 

labor force participation rate effects increase to 17.7 percentage points, 

while school-year employmen't rate effects increase to 26.2 percentage 

points, and summer employment rate effects remain at 12.5 percentage 

points. (See Appendix A, Table A5. 9. ) Once again, we find a small but 

noticeable increase in the effect for the younger cohorts, which suggests 

that the program effect for an ongoing national program will have a large 

and significant effect on the target population of disadvantaged youth. 

1 
Note again that the unemployment rate is the total weeks looking for work 
during a period divided by the total weeks in the labor force for that 
period. The measured unemployment rate is somewhat higher than that 
officially calculated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U. S. Department 
of Labor since job search is, in effect, smoothed over the entire period 
of labor force participation. The relative levels and absolute differ­
ences in the unemployment ...cate betweeJil pilot and the comparison si tes 
should, however, be free of bias. 
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Table 5.11. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, Employment. and 
Unemployment Rates for the 15- to 16-Year-old Cohort, Separately by Period 

Sample 
size 

A. Labor force participation rate 

School ~ear 

Fail 1978 2,005 
Spring 1979 2,053 
Fall 1979 1,920 
Spring 1980 1,914 

School-year 
c 

average 

Summer 

':' 1978 1,515 Summer 
Summer 1979 1,980 
Summer 1980 1,685 

Summer 
c 

average 

Total during-program 
c 

average 

B. Employment rate 

School year 

Fall 1978 2,005 
Spring 1979 2,053 
Fall 1979 1,920 
Spring 1980 1,914 

School-year 
4 

average 

i) 
('~:, 

,) 

() 

Pilot site 
rate 

43.0 
47.8 
51.0 
53.4 

49.0 

47.5 
53.9 
55.7 

52.4 

50.1 

42.0 
47.2 
46.0 
51.0 

46.8 

Estimated pilot 
site rat~ in the 
absence of the 

a 
program 

20.3 
25.0 
35.0 
36.7 

29.4 

30.2 
41.5 
44.5 

38.7 

32.5 

17.4 
22.2 
26.0 
30.6 

24.3 

Progr~ 
effect 

22.7;'** 
22.8*** 
16.0*** 
16.7*** 

19.6*** 

17.3*** 
12.4*** 
11.2*** 

13.7*** 

17 .6*** 

,24.6*** 0 

25.0*** 
20.0*** 
20.4*** 

22.5*** 

~ ... 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

111.8 
91.2 
45.7 
45.5 

66.7 

57.3 
29.9 
25.2 

35.4 

54.2 

141.4 
112.6 
76.9 
66.7 

92.6 

-;, 

I 
I 

, ,0 I ,,' 
I 

l 
I 
I 
.I 

\ 

.' 



;;;,;,; .. ";:::::::;::;;:-----:----"p~.. ~ -- --

r·

······,·· '~ , 

, , 

r 

/ 

... 
w 
w 

\ 

I) 

Table 5.11. (Continued) 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

d Summer average 

d 
Total during-program average 

C. Unemployment rate 

School year 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

School-year d average 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer ,,{980 

Summer d average 

Total during-program d average 

a,b,c 
See. notes to Table 5.3. 

Sample 
size 

. 
1,515 
1,980 
1,685 

2,005 
2,053 
1,920 
1,914 

1,515 
1,980 
1,685 

,./ 

Pilot site 
rate 

48.6 
54.2 
52.3 

51.7 

48.5 

58.0 
52.8 
54.0 
49.0 

53.2 

51.4 
45.8 
47.7 

48.3 

51.5 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 

a 
program 

31.8 
46.6 
39.2 

39.2 

29.3 

82.6 
77.8 
74.0 
69.4 

7,5.7 

68.2 
53.4 
60.8 

60.8 

70.7 

Progr~ 
effect 

-16.8*** 
7.6*** 

13.1*** 

12.5*** 

1'9.2*** 

-24.6*** 
-25.0*** 
-20.0·k ** 
-20.4*** 

-22.5*** 

-16.8***' 
- 7.6*** 
-13.1**.* 

-12.5*** 

-19.2*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

52.8 
16.3 
33.4 

31.9 

65.5 

-29.8 
-32.1 
-27.0 
-29.4 

-29.7 

-24.6 
-14.2 
-21.5 

-20.6 

-27.2 

~hese are averages of the period-specific rates repo.rted above, weighted by the length of 
each period. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 
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Program Effects, Separately by Site. The total program labor force 

participation, unemployment, and employment rate results reported above 

generally replicate those for employment/population ratios. These are 

strong positive effects, with larger magnitudes during the school year than 

during the summer. Similarly, when these effects are examined separately 

by site, they generally replicate the site-specific results for the employ-

ment/population ratio. Thus, as shown in Appendix A, Table A5.5, labor 

force participation, employment, and unemployment rate effects are small, 

and not statistically significant for Denve:t°. The other three sites show 

strong, positive and similar effects, the only departure from the pattern 

of previous results reported on the emplo},"1llent/population ratio being a 

somewhat smaller YIEPP labor force participation effect in Cincinnati. 

Program Effects, Separately by Race and Sex. Effects for race/sex 

subgroups also generally replicate those reported above. As shown in 

Appendix A, Tables AS.6, A5.7, and AS.8, very large and positive effects 

are found for black females and black males, with strong effects also for 

Hispanic females uuring the summer. Smaller effects are found for white 

and Hispanic males, and no significant effects are found for white females. 

Employment/Population Ratios and Wage Rates for Employed Youths 

Having found strong, positive, labor force and employment effects 

of the YIEPP program on the sample as a whole, it is useful to examine 

briefly the employment and wage characteristics of employed youths. As 

shown in Appendix A, Table A5. 10, even in the absence of YIEPP (in the 

preprogram period and in contl;ol si.tes), period-specific employment/popu-
/. 

lation ratios for youths employed at all during a particular period are 

quite high--in the 60 to 70 percent range. In the pilot sites during the 

program these ratios increase by an additional 5 to 10 percentage points. 

This suggests that the principal YIEPP employment effect acts through 

increasing the rate of transition from the "not employed" to the "employed" 

state, but that there is also an additional, though smaller, YIEPP effect 

in increasing the percent of time employed by working youths. 

As for wage rate effects of the program, Table A5. 11 in Appendix 

A suggests that these are minimal or nonexistent. During the program 

period', in both pilot and control sites, during the school year and the 
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summer, median wage :La~es are close ~o the minimum wage, with little 

evidence of an effect 'aJe to YIEPP. However, these wages are much more 

tightly clustered around the median for in-school than for out-of-school 

youths, suggesting that as target population youths age into their post":" 

program period, greater wage variation will be evidenced. 

explored in the Final Report to be completed in 1983. 

This will be 

Comparison with United States Average Employment and Unemployment Statistics 

As is well known, employment and labor force activity rates often 

differ significantly across surveys, particularly for youths. (See Freeman 

and Medoff (1982).) In the interests of comparing our survey results with 

the CUrrent population survey results use~ to report United States averages 

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), we attempted to approximate BLS 

methodology with our data. That is, for all' sample youths aged 16 to 19 

(not just the program-eligible subgroup), we counted as employed those 

youths who reported working at all during the week that included the 

day of october, 1978. From this we computed pilot and control 

12th 

site 

employment/population ratios for race/sex groupS. Then, among youths not 

d o t th~s measure, we counted as unemployed all those who employed accor ~ng 0 ~ 

reported looking for work during this or any of the preceding four weeks. 

From this we computed pilot and control site unemployment/population 

ratios for race/sex groups. (For a description of this methodology as 

h Bureau of Labor Statistics, see the Appendix to any issue of applied by t e 

d E O) our results, along with those of the BLS, are Employment an arn~ng~. 

reported in Table 5.12. 

Comparing our control site results with BLS calculations of United 

11 the same race/sex pattern but different 
States averages, we find genera Y 

overall levels in the two sets of results. That is, both we and the BLS 

find the highest employment/population ratios for white males, followed 

in order by white females, black males, and black females. For unemploy-

o d the highest rates are for ment/population ratios the order ~s reverse ; 

h Ot f ales and white males. black females, followed by black males, w ~ e em , 

t f h Ote females than for white males, (We find higher unemploymen or w ~ 

'however, whereas the BLS finds the reverse.) 
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Table 5.12. Employment/Population and Unemployment/Population 
Ratios for 16- to 19-year-old Youths by Race and Sex: 

YIEPP Sample and United States Averages for 
October 19'78 

Employment ratioa 

Pilot sites 
Control sites 
United States 

Unemployment ratioa 

Pilot sites 
Control sites 
United States 

,y'" 

1 

White 
males 

47 .• 4 
31.4 
54.9 

29.3 
18.6 
8.5 

Black 
males 

41.9 
18.6 
28.1 

31.6 
41.4 
12.4 

White 
females 

29.2 
20.9 
48.7 

27.3 
28.7 
7.4 

Black> 
females 

38.7 
10.6 
22.1 

29.7 
45.6 
13.4 

Note: To increase comparability with United States averages 
calculated from the Current Population Survey, employ­
ment/population and unemployment/population ratios were 
calculated for this table as follows. Attention is 
restricted to youths 16 to 19 years of age during the 
relevant period, who completed all three waves of the 
local field survey; this includes youths who were pro­
gram ineligible due to high school graduation. A youth 
is considered to be employed if he worked at all during 
the week which included the 12th day of October 1978. 

a 

Of not employed youths, those who looked for work during 
this or any of the preceding four weeks are considered to 
be unemployed. United States averages were calculated 
for the civilian population from statistics reported in" 
the November, 1978 issue of Employment and Earnirgs. For 
blacks we use the statistics for "black and other." 

Because these employment/population and unemployment/ 
population ratios have\\ been specially calculated using 
a methodology designed to maximize comparability with 
national (CPS) statisti~s, they are not directly compa­
rable with the other measures in this chapter. However, 
they could be used to calculate labor force participa­
tion, employment, and unemployment rates based on CPS 
methodology; e.g,. labor force participation rate ::: 
employment/population ratio + unemployment/population 
rtl'tio; employment rate = (employment/population ratio)/ 
labor force participation rate; unemployment rate = 
(unemployment/population ratio)/labor farce participa­
tion rate. 

136 

-- --~-- ~-- -- -'",,--

Our contr'ol site employment/population ratios are from 10 to 28 

percentage points lower than those reported by the BLS, whereas our control 

site unemployment/popu"lation :ratios are from 10 to 30 percentage points 

higher. Since our study sample was drawn from disadvantaged youths in 

weaker than average labor markets, these differences in level are in the 

direction expected. No doubt, however, they also contain at least some 

residual ('iCiifferences associated with different survey and measurement 

methodologies. 

Summary 

The results of this chapter confirm that YIEPP exerted a ~ery 

(/ strong positive effect on the employment of target population youths in the 

sites where it was implement,led. On average, the percent of time employed 
. . Ii 
(employment/population ratio) by these youths duriIf(g the school year 

,increased from 21,.5 to 40.4 percent, an 18. 9 percent~\~e point increase 

that represents ~n increment of 87.9 percent over the ratio expected in the 

absence of the program. During the sun~er, YIEPP increased the percent of 

time employed from 30.9 to 42.7 percent, an 11.8 percentage point increase 

:r'epresenting an increment of 38.:2 percent over the ratio expected in the 

absence of the program. Overall, YIEPP increased employment from 24.6 to 

4 i. 2 percentage points, an increment of 67.5 percent. Youths who aged 

through the program (the 15- to 16-year-old cohort) show somewhat stronger 

effects. Overall, thes~, ~ffects on 15- to 16-year-old youths suggest that 

an ongoing national program \V'ill have large and significant employment 

effects on disadvantaged youth. 

YIEPJ? significantly increased private as well as public sector 

employment, although the public sector effe?ts are very much the larger. 

Employment effects are strongest forb]"ack females and black males, 

and are not statistically significant for white females. 

Net job creation rates (the percent of YIEPP program employment 

hours that translated into net additions to the stock of employment 

opportunities) averaged 66.8 percent during the school year and 43.5 

percent during the summer, for an overall average of 59.5 percent. That 

is, 1.68 jobs had to be identified or created in order to employ one YIEPP 

participant. This measure of program jpb creation efficiency results 
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as a weighted average of significantly h' 
~gher efficiency in the creation of 

public sector jobs, and ' 'f' 

private sector jobs. 
s~gn~ ~cantly lower effic~ency ~n th ... ... e creation of 

Average net job creation rates were 
the private sector, and 71.5 

44.9 percent in 
percent in the public 

these results may be 
sector. Of course, 

particular to the time period and policy environreent 
(program regulations and competing programs) 

of the demonstration. 
YIEPP strongly increased pilot site 

labor force participation and 
employment rates, and t 

s rongly decreased pilot site unemployment rates. 
Overall, the provision of a guaranteed federal m' , 

~n~mum wage job for youths 
meeting program r ' 

equ~rements decreased job search by t 
arget population 

youths in the labor force from 70 7 to 51 5 
• • percen't., a 19.2 percentage 

point decrease that represents 27.2 percent 

the program. 
of the rate in the absence of 

Finally, YIEPP exerted l' ttl d' ~ e ~scernible effect on wage rates 
during the program period. 

In sum, YIEPP succeeded in d t '1 ' 
rama ~ca ly ~ncreasing the employment 

experience of target population youths. 
The extent to which this experi­

ence translated into positive postprogram effects 
on employment and 

earnings will be investigated in the Final Report. 
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CHAPTER 6 

PROGRAM EFF£CTS ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND EMPLOYMENT, 
JOINTLY CONSIDERED 

At the national policy-making level, two principal strategies have 

been considered to increase youth employment. The first, subsidized youth 

l employment programs, typically at the federal minimum wage I have been 

implemented under many rubrics relatively continuously since the 1960s. 

Such programs have occasionally involved employment during the school year, 

but rarely with explicit attention to the potentially negative school 
1 

enrollment effects of such employtnent. The second, a youth subminimum 

wage, has been much discussed, but rarely with attention to the potentially 

negative school enrollment effects of such a policy. 2 A general youth 

subminimum wage has never been successfully passed into law. 

Recently analysis has found evidence of school enrollment disincen­

tive effects in response to increased employment demand for youths (Gustman 

and Steinmeyer (1981». While this analysis does not directly measure the 

school enrollment disincentive effects of specific programs designed to 

increase the demand for youth labor, the implication of the analysis is 

clear--increased employment demand for youth in the absence of any insti-

tutional or program constraint to the contrary, .'lill most likely result in 

reduced school enrollment. 3 In direct contrast, as will be seen below, 

YIEPP reverses this effect--inducing youths to :t:emain in or return to 
4 

school even while saturating the demand for jobs, by these youths. 

1programs that provided subsidized '$ployment to youths during the school 
year include the Neighborhood Youth Corps I the Youth Conservation Corps, 
and the Youth Employment and Training program. 

2 , 
Except~ons include Welch (1974) and Mincer (1978). 

3In particular, for youths aged 17 to 18 who are both in school and not in 
the labor force, a significant-=--more than 4.2 percentage point--reduction 
in the youth unemployment rate (used as a p:t:oxy for youth labor demand) 
decreased the school enrollment rate of nonwhite males about 1 percentage 
point and about 5 percentage points for nonwhite females. White" males and 
females reduced their school enrollment rate between 3 and 4 percentage 
points. See Gustman and Steinmeyer (1981: p. 556). 

4A study of the Job Corps, a residential subsidized employment program for 
disadvantaged youths" in which training and schooling is an integral part 
of the p:t:ogram , also found strong positive effects on both employment and 
high school graduation (Mallar et al. (1982». '. 
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Against this background, the YIEPP success in linking school and 

work, inducing youths to be involved in both activities during the school 

year, takes on added importance. As mentioned above, the results of 

Chapters 4 and 5 suggest that the YIEPP program effect is similar to that 

of the Job Corps, acting positively on both school enrollment and employ-

ment. In this chapter, by analyzing school and work behavior jointly, we 

clarify that on a net basis, school enrollment is not sacrificed for the 

added benefit of working. 

This is done by defining for each youth the time period in which he 

or she is eligible to participate in YIEPP according to the eligibility 

determinations employed in previous chapters. For each per iod, we then 

compute the percent of days the youth spent in each of the following school 

and work states: enrolled and employed, enrolled and not employed, not 

enrolled and employed, not enrolled and not employed. These variables for 

the during-program eligibility period form the butcome measures for the 

analysis. 

Total Program Effects 

Table 6. 1 reports the total YIEPP effect on the percent of days 

spent by target population youths in each of the four school/work states. 

AS in the analyses of Chapters 4 and 5, these are regression-adjusted mean 

differences; in this case the regression adjustment also accounts for the 

percent of preprogram days spent in each of the school/work states. 

In the absence of the program, approximately equal shares of time 

during the program were spent enrolled and not employed, or not enrolled 

and not employed--38 percent in each case. (See column 2 of T~ble 6. 1 • ) 

Fourteen percent of sample youths were not enrolled and not employed, and 

1 C percent of sample youths were both enrolled and employed. That is I 

wi thout the program, slightly less in-school than out-of-school time is 

spent working. The YIEPP program changed this behavior significantly. 

The largest program effect was to increase the percent of time 

spent both enrolled in school and employed. This rate increased by 13.2 

percentage points, which was more than 100 percent of the 10.0 percent rate 

expected in the absence of the program. This effect was statistically 

significant at better than the 1 percent level and was, of course, exactly 

what was desired from YIEPP. 
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Percentage of program~ 
a eligible time spent: 

Enrolled! employed 

Enrolled, not employed 

Not enrolled, employed 

Table 6.1. Program Effects on the Percentage of Program-Eligible 
Time Spent in Different School and Employment States 

Estimated pilot site 
Pilo.t site percentage in the 

b percentage absence of the program Program effect 

23.2 10.0 13.2*** 

28.2 38.0 - 9'.8*** 

16.3 14.2 2.1 

Not enrolled, not employed 32.3 37.8 - 5.5*** 

c 

Program effect as 
a percent of the 
percentage in the 
absence of the 
program 

132.0 

- 25.8 

14.8 

14.6 

Note: The sample includes youths who have completed all three waves of the Local Field Survey. N=4033. 

aA youth's program-eligible period begins with January 1978 or the date he turns ;,'16, whichever Qomes later, 
and ends with his graduation date, the date he turns 20, or the date of the Wave III interview, whichever 
comes first. 

bThis is a regression-adjusted comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal characteristics and 
preprogram percentages of time sper.t in .the school/employment states. For a discussi.:::>n of this methodology 
see the text of Chapter 2 • Means of the right hand side variables .,and the coefficient estimates are 
reported in Appendix A. 

cThis is the difference between columns 1 . and 2 with statistical significance computed from the t-statistic on 
the pilot site dummy variable r:egression coefficient. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 
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Note that the increased time spent both enrolled and employed is 

subtracted from two other states: time spent enrolled and not employed 

decreased by 9. a percentage points; and time spent not enrolled arid not 

employed decreased by 5.5 percentage points. Both of these effects are 

statistically significant at better than the 1 percent level. They indi­

cate that the program exerted a larger absolute effect in adding employ­

ment activity to time already occupied with schooling than in adding both 

schooling and employment to time previously unoccupied. However, in the 

current form, these changes in activity should not be taken as measuring 

effects for in-school youths and dropouts, since time spent not enrolled 

and not employed is at least partly accounted for by the Summers of in-

school youths. When the effects in Table 6.1 are added together so as to 

provide summary effect measures for either schooling or work, the results 

closely approximate those already reported in Chapters 4 and 5. Finally, 

the third row of this table shows no statistically significant program 

effect on the percent of time not enrolled but 'employed • The small (2.1 

percentage point) increase in this state is due primarily to the increased 

summer employment of in-school youths. 

Program Effects by Primary School and Work Status in the PreProgram Period 

Table 6.2 presents these effects separately for subgroups defined 

by the school/work category in which the youth spent the greatest amount of 

his or her time during the preprogram period. This results in four sub-

groups: 

- Panel A: Youths primarily enrolled and employed in 
the preprogram period; youths already involved in the 
desired program 'activity (joint school and work) prior 
to the program. 

Panel B: Youths primarily in school but not employed 
in the preprogram period--the great majority of youths. 

- Panel C: Youths primarily not enrolled but employed in 
the preprogram period; out-of-school youths who have 
successfully found employment prior to the program. 

Panel D: Youths passing most of their time neither in 
school nor employed prior to the program--the "hard 
core" cases at which the program is particularly tar­
geted. 

For each of these groups, we estimate the program impact on the 

percent of time spent in each of the school/work states during the program. 
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Table 6.2. Program Effects on the Percentage of program-Eligible 
Time Spent in Different School and Employment States, 

by Primary State in the Preprogram Period 

Percentage of program­
eligible time spent: 

pilot site 
percentaC;9 

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

Enrolled, employed 

Enroll~d, not employed 

Not enrolled, employed 

Not enrolled, not employed 

B. Youths primarily enrolled and 
not employed in the preprogram 
period (N=2,995) 

Enrolled, employed 

" Enrolled, not employed 

Not enrolled, employed 

Not enroll~d, not employed 

36.9 

24.6 

26.5 

33.6 

14.2 

Estimated pilot site 
percentage in the 
absence of, the program 

26.2 

27.7 

20.8 

25.3 

Program effect 

10.7** 

- 3.1 

- 1.5 

- 6. '1* 

Program effect as 
a pel."cent of the 
percentage in the 
absence of the 
program 

40.8 

- 11.2 

- 24.1 
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Table 6.2. (Continued) 

Percentage of program­
eligible time spent: 

C. Youths ~rimarily not enrolled 

Pilot site 
percentage 

and emEloyed in the preEro~ram 
period (N=147) 

Enrolled, employed 4.8 

Enrolled, not employed 6.3 

Not enrolled, employed 48.1 

Not enrolled, not employed 40.8 

D • Youths ~rimarily not enrolled 
and not emEloyed in the pre-
program period (N=697) 

Enrolled, employed 8.3 

Enrolled, not employed 9.4 

Not enrolled, employed 18.7 

Not "enrolled, not employed 63.6 

Estimated pilot site 
perce~tage in the 
absence of the program 

5.9 

51.8 

37.9 

4.6 

9.9 

15.4 

70.1 

Program effect 

0.4 

0.4 

- 3.7 

2.9 

3.7*** 

- 0.5 

··3.3* 

- 6.5*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of the 
percentage in the 
absence of the 
program 

9.1 

6.8 

- 7.1 

80.4 

- 5.1 

21.4 

- 9.3 

See notes to Table 6.1. A "youth's preprogram period begins with January, 1977 and ends with December, 1977 
or the date the youth turns 16, whichever comes later. The primary school/employment state in the prepro­
gram period 'is the state in which the youth spent most of his or her time. 

* ":::,significant at the 10 percent level. 
** significant at the 5 percent level. 

*** = signific~nt at the 1 percent level. 
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Reading the first row of panels (A) through (D). we find a positive YIEPP 

effect of 10.7 percentage points for group (A), 16.6 percentage points for 

group (B), 0.4 percentage points for group (C), and 3.7 percentage points 

for group (D). The first, second, and fourth of these are statistically 

significant, and indicate effects that are largest, in absolute value for 

previouslt in-school youths. 

Expressing these effects as a percent of the rate expected in 

the absence of the program, the strongest effects are for youths enrolled 

and not employed in the preprogram period (group B) and for youths not 

enrolled and not employed in the preprogram period (group D). The effect 

OIl this hard core group is noteworthy as an indication of the program's 

ability to reach the most critical group in the target population. Also 

noteworthy is the lack of any statistically significant program effect on 

group C·--youths not enrolled but employed in the preprogram period. It is 

exactly these individuals who have the least to gain from YIEPP. 

The second row of these panels--enrolled, not employed--generally 

shows a negative program effect, but this is statistically significant only 

in panel B and represents appropriate behavior relative to the YIEPP 

design. Not surprisingly, among youths primarily enrolled and employed in 

the preprogr~ period, the percent of time spent in this status is strongly 

decreased by the availability of the YIEPP job offer. 

The third row of these panels shows a statistically significant 

increase in panels Band D. This is largely due to increased summer 

employment under YIEPP. 

Finally, the fourth row of these panels--not enrolled, not em­

ployed--shows a relatively large and statistically significant negative 

effect in panels A, B, and D. That is, the program decreased the percen­

tage of time spent neither enrolled nor employed by approximately 6 

percentage points. 1 In conjunction with the increase in the first row of 

these panels, this finding provides an important summary of the YIEPP 

effect. That is; as a consequence of the program, target population youths 

spent more time engaged in both school and work, and less time engaged in 

neither of these activities. These effects are generally true of all 

1This is estimated as the effect for each youth subgroup, weighted by the 
relative size of that subgroup. 
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youths, with the exception of youths primarily out-of-school and employed 

in the preprogram period. In short, there was no net trade-off between 

school and work due to YIEPP. 

Summary 

These findings suggest that YIEPP exerted positive effects on 

school enrollment and employment, jointly considered. The program, thus, 

generally resembles the Job Corps in acting positively on both schooling 

and employment, and resembles less closely simple demand side policies 

(such as a youth subminimum wage), which may exert some negative effects on 

school enrollment. 

OVerall, YIEPP increased the percent of time enrolled and employed 

by 13.2 percentage points--and decreased the percent of time enrolled and 
, 

not employed, as well as not enrolled and not employed, by 9.8 and 5.5 

percentage points, respectively. Relatively large and statistically 

significant effects in increasing the percent of time both enrolled and 

employed and decreasing the time engaged in neither of these activities 

occurred across all preprogram school/work statuses, with the exception of 

youths primarily not enrolled but employed in the preprogram period. For 

this latter group, there were no statistically significant program effects 

of any kind. 
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Table A3.1. Correspondence of Entitlement Information System (iUS) 
and Local Field Sl lrvey (LFS) Measures of Program participation 

Ever a participant in YIEPP, Spring 1978 through Summer 1979: a 

According to LFS: 
c 

No Yes 

Accor~ng to program No 43.7 4.9 
(EIS) : 

6.9 44.5 
Yes 

49.4 

51.4 

100.0 

a The sample includes pilot site youths who were ever program-eligibl~, 
Spring 1978 through Summer 1979, and who completed the first two waves 
of the local field survey (N = 3,219). 

b 
Sample members were considered participants if they were enrolled 
in the YIEPP management information system (EIS) and worked at a program 
job. 

cparticipants are youths reporting that a job they held (for at 
least two weeks) was sponsored by YIEPP or had school performance 
requirements such as those imposed by the program. 
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Table A3.2. Program Participation Rates by Hace, Sex and Period 

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

Male ,'~23. 7 32.8 31.9 ('- 35.5 37.2 28.1 30.1 28.3 
(980) (1,092) (1,234) (1,2'19) (1,117) (1,017) (964) (819) 

Female 25.8 33.9 36.5 39.8 40.3 31.7 33.9 28.5 
i (1,152) (1,261) (1,418) (1,386) (1,245) (1,090) (1,036) (866) ,. 
\ 
~ 

I' 
., 
n White 7.9 9.5 12.5 13.9 10.5 9.3 10.6 10. 'I 
~ 

t~ (24 '1) (262) (289) (281) (247 ) (227) (208) (168) 
ft Black 28.0 37.9 39.0 42.4 44.0 34.3 37.1 32.8 " " 
~ ,< (1,670) (1,847) (2,084) (2(059) (1,865) (1,657) (1,579) (1,324) ,. 
" 0' F Hispanic 19.0 25.0 22.9 27.2 28.0 18.4 16.0 14.5 
~ ., (221) (244) (279) (265) (250) (223) (213) (193) 

.... 
111 White male 7.8 12.3 15.8 14.3 11.5 9.3 10.4 10. 1 (.oJ 

(102) (114) (127) (126) (113) (107) (96) (79) 

White female 7.9 7.4 9.9 13.6 9.7 9.2 10.7 10.1 
(139) (148) (162) ( 155) (134) (120 ) (112) (89) 

Black male 26.9 37.1 35.4 39.1 41.5 31.5 34.0 32.0 
(771 ) (858) (975) (967) (887) (807) (768) (653) 

Black female 29.0 38.6 42.1 45.3 46.3 37.1 40.0 33.5 
(899) (989) (1,109) (1,092) (918) (850) (811} (671) ()' 

Hispanic male 15.9 21.7 22.0 29.4 29.1 21.4 19.0 17.2 
(107) (120) (132) (126) (117 ) (103) (100) (87) 

Hispanic female 21.9 28.2 23.8 25.2 27.1 15.8 13.3 12.3 
(114) (124) (147) ( 139) (133) (120) (113) (106) 

'. 
, 

Note: These figgres include youths from all four pilot sites. The program participation rate is number of 
youths ever holding a program job in a particular period divided by the number program-eligible. See 
note to Table 301 for definitions. Numbers of eligible youths are shown in parentheses~ 
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Table A3.3. Estimates of Annual Program _ participation 
in an Ongoing Program 

Estimated experiences of a cohort of 1 the programa ,000 youths aging through 

Number of 
full-time 

For the year Number of Number of 
eligiblesb participantsC 

equivalent 
starting at age participants 

16 1,000 573 369 

17 992 534 361 

18 732 272 178 

19 568 103 58 

With cohorts of equal size, a population of 1,000 
through 19 would have an estimateda youths age 16 

number of eligibles per year 

number of participants per year 

nl1l"her of :Lull-time . l'~~) equ1va ent participants 
per year 

823 

3",'1 

242 

Estimated from actual t' i 
by cohort, for the twoP;:a~~ ~:tion.rat~s for eligible youths, 

g nn1ng 1n Fall 1978, as follows 

Age of yout.h in 
Fall 1978 

participants! 
eligibles 

16 
17 
18 

Full time equiva­
lent participants/ 
eligibles: 

16 
17 
18 

Fall 1978 -
Summer 1979 

57.3 
56.0 
39.6 

36.9 
38.7 
26.5 

Fall 1979 -
Sununer 1980 

34.1 
22.1 
10.2 

a
All 

. 
De est1mates are based upon three site averages, excluding 

nver, using the sample of youths 
of the local field survey completing all three waves 

b • 
Estimated from the cohort of th 
using the proportions of yout~~uWh: ~~nin~ 16 in Fali 1977, 
high school or completed the GED i F no gradUated from 
Fall 1980. naIL 1978, Fall 1979 and 

c 
~r:!;~l:~: ;:~~~7~0~~a~t~ciPants for a cohort aging 
participants/eligibles t n panel A), the fOllowing 
number of eligibles in rales were multiplied times the 
17 year olds _ 53 8 ( co umn 2: 16 year olds - 57.3, 

1 
• average of 51.5 and 56 0) 18 

ods - 37.1 (average of 34 6 d 39 ., year 
18.1. The following full-~i an i .6). and 19 year olds -
Ii ~b me equ valent participants/ 

e g~ les rates were multiplied b th to form column 4' 16 "' Y e number of eligibles 
• year olds - 36 9 17 

(average of 34.1 and 38 7) 18 ., year olds - 36.4 
d,22., and 26.5), and 19 ;ea; Old!e~r,~:~~ - 24.3 (average of 

If the cohorts are of equal size th 
and participants are the sum of ~h e nlumbers of eligibles 
by 4. e co umns in panel A divided 
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Table A4.1. School Enrollment Rates for the 16- to 19- ear-old 
Youths by Race and Sex: YIEPP Sample and 

United States Averages for October 1978 

Pilot Control TJnite~ 

sites 
a sites States 

White male 
46.0 34.8 65.0 

(115) (104) 

Black male 
67.4 59.4 73.1 

(896) (344) 

Hispanic male 
51.9 49.8 56.9 

(120) (56) 

White female 
45.6 33.4 58.8 

(154) ( 115) 

Black female 
68.2 57.3 65.0 

(1024) (418) 

Hispanic female 51.3 50.5 53.8 

(131) (54) 

Note: The school enrollment rate is defined as the percentage 
of youths without a high school diploma or GED certifi­
cate who are enrolled in school. To adjust for differ­
ences in the age distribution between the YIEPP sample 
and the United States population, school enrollment rates 
were calculated separately by year of age (by the 16 to 
17 and 18 to 19 age groups for the U.S. data) and averaged. 

a The sa~ple includes youths who have completed all three 
waves of the local field survey· Sample sizes are in 

parentheses. 

bunited States rates were calculated from the data in the 
Current Population Reports (U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of the Census), Series P-20, Nos. 333, 346, and 

365. II 
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Table A4.2. Total School Enrollment Rates 
by Site, Race and Sex 

Preprogram During-program 
Fall 1977 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

pilot Control Pilot Control pilot Control 

All youths 84.2 80.9 73.6 66.0 61.2 
(2,778) (1,255) (2,652) (1,188) (2,107) 

Denver/Phoenix 79.1 76.2 67.0 63.7 52.2 
(487) (185) (475) ( 179) (372) 

Cincinnati/Louisville 83.1 73.9 72.5 55.5 62.7 
(692) (456) (658) ( 427) (541 ) 

Baltimore/Cleveland 86.2 89.3 74.7 73.4 64.1 
(1,060) (317) (1,002) (297) (794) 

Mississippi 86.1 85.5 78.9 75.4 62.0 
(539) (297) (517) (285) (400) 

Male 86.0 .. 83.2 72.7 66.1 58.9 
(1,290) (577 ) (1,234) (542) (1,017 ) 

Female 82.6 78.9 74.3 65.9 63.3 
(1,48B) ( 678) (1,418) (646) (1,090) 

White 69.0 66.4 56.8 44.5 42.7 
(303) (250) (289) (236) ( 227) 

Black 87.4 85.8 77.8 73.4 66.1 
(2,190) (883) (2,084) ( 833) (1,657) 

Hispanic 75.4 74.6 59.1 57.1 44.0 
(285) (122) (279) ( 119) (223) 

Note: p~rcent of yo~ths enrolled at all in a program leading to a regular 
h1gh school d1ploma or GED certificate. The sample includes youths 
wh~ ~ave completed three waves of the local field survey and were 
e11g1ble for the program during the period in question. Number of 
eligible youths in parentheses. 
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56.7 
(930) 

47.8 
(134) 

50.6 
(340) 

63.4 
(243) 

64.3 
(213 ) 

59.0 
(446) 

54.6 II 

(484) 

27.8 
(180) 

66.2 
(656) 

45.7 
(94) 

Table A4.3. Total School Enrollment Rates 
for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort by Site, Race and Sex 

Preprogram Durin~,rEro9ram 

Fall 1977 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control 

All youths 96.3 95.7 88.2 82.3 75.7 69.4 

(1,435) (648) (1,377) (628) (1,322) (598) 

Denver/Phoenix 95.5 91.8 88.0 79.2 69.9 63.6 

(243) (98) (241) (96) (229) (88) 

Cincinnati/Louisville 95.6 95.5 88.6 73.2 78.8 61.0 

(364) (221) (351) (216) (339) (213) 

Baltimore/Cleveland 97.5 98.8 86.2 92.3 76.4 78.6 

(529) (165) (500) (156) (491) (154) 

Mil?sissippi 95.7 95.1 91.6 86.9 75.7 75.5 

(299) (164) (285) (160) (263) (143) 

Male 97.1 97.4 87.0 81.4 73.5 69.8 

(656) (302) (632) (290) (627) (285) 

Female 95.6 94.2 89.3 83.1 77.7 69.0 

(779) (346) (745) (338~ (695) (313) 

White 89.4 90.2 81.0 62.5 60.4 40.0 

( 151 ) (123) (147) (120) (139) (110) 

Black 97.5 98.1 90.2 89.3 79.5 78.3 

(1,147) (464) (1,095) (448) (1,051) (429) 

88.5 80.0 70.0 61.4 59.3 
Hispanic 94.2 

( 137) (61 ) (135) (60) (132) (59) 

Note: Percent of youths enrolled at all in a program leading to a regular 
high school diploma or GED certificate. The sample includes youths 
who have completed three waves of the local field survey, who were 
15 or 16 in June 1978, and who were eligible for the program during 
the period in question. Number of eligible youths in parentheses. 
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Total. school enrollment rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Dropout rates: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Return-to-school rates: 

Fall '1978 

Fall 1979 

Table A4.4. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout, and 
Return-to-School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old C~hort 

(Excluding the Denver and Phoenix Sites) 

Sample 
size 

1655 

1591 

1593 

1365 

62 

226 

Pilot site 
rate 

88.3 

76.8 

9.3 

16.0 

26.7 

26.8 

Estimated 
pilot site 
rate in the 
absence of 
the program 

84.6 

73.6 

12.5 

15.6 

6.5 

14.3 

Program 
effect 

3.7** 

3.2* 

- 3.2** 

0.4 

20.2* 

12.5** 

)) 

Progr.am effect as 
percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

4.4 

4.3 

-25.6 

2.6 

310.7 

87.4 

See notes to Table 4.2 and 4.3. The sample is restricted to white and black youths from all sites but Denver 
and Phoenix who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978. 

* = significant at the 10 percent level. 
significant at the 5 percent level. ** 
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Table A4.5. Program Effects on Total School Enrollment in 
Fall 1978 and Fall 1979 for the 15- to 16-Year-old Cohort 

A. Pilot site total school enrollment rates 

B. 

C. 

Enrolled Fall 1977 no yes 

Enrolled Fall 1978 no yes no yes 

no 63.2 1.5.2 
En.rolled Fall 1979 

yes 3.2 18.4 21.6 77.5 

33.6 100.0 100.0 

Estimated pilot site schoo; enrollment rates in 
the absence of the program 

Enrolled Fall 1977 no yes 

Enrolled Fall 1978 no yes no yes 

no 83.3 3.3 12.1 13.9 
Enrolled Fall 1979 

yes 11.7 1.7 13.4 2.4 71.6 74.0 

5.0 100.0 85.5 100.0 

Program effects f ,n total school enrollment rates b 

Enrolled Fall 1977 no yes 

Enl:'olled Fall 1978 no yes no yes 

no -20.1 H.9 

~ Enrolled Fall 1979 

yes - 8.5 16.7 8.2 0.9 2.6 3.5 

28.6 0.0 3.9 0.0 

(N=79) (N=1,766) 

Note: The sample is restricted to youths who were 15 or 16 in June, 
1978 and who were program-eligible in hoth the fall of 1978 
and the fall of 1979. 

aA bivariate probit model of enrollment in the two period~ was esti­
mated separately for youths enrolled and not enrolled in the fall of 
1977. Right hand side variables included a pilot site dummy variable, 
age in months, dichotomous variables for race/sex groups, and highest 
grade completed as of Summer 1977. In addition, the correlation 
parameter was allowed to differ for pilot and control sites. The 
rates reported in panel B are fitted values from this model, using 
the pilot site ~eRn personal characteristics. Means and coefficients 
are reported. in Appendix. B4. 

bProgram effects are the difference between the enrollment rates 
in panel A and panel B. 
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Table AS. 1 ~ Sam Ie S·· ( 

~zes Number of Pro 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

Summer. 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

for the Program Effect Estimates 

Denver/ Cincinnati/ Baltimore/ Phoeni~ Louisville Cleveland 

654 1,085 1,299 626 1,054 
506 1,279 

881 1,037 485 833 992 

578 976 1,170 571 957 1,204 418 711 884 

160 

(j 

Youths) 

Mississippi 
Pilot/Control 

// ,;; 

804 
802 
615 
582 

706 
647 
392 

, 
;\ 

il 

Table A5.2. Average Employment/Population Ratios, by Sector, 
Pilot or Control Site, and Period 

Preprogram 

Spring 1977 
Summer 1977 
Fall 1977 

During-program 

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

a Summary 

Preprogram 

School-year average 
Summer aver<'l.ge 
Total preprogram 

average 

During ... program 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

av~rage 

Private Sector 
Pilot Control 

5.6 
10.7 
7.9 

16.3 
16.3 
18.6 
21.3 
21 •. ,5 
22.8 
26.1 

6.6 
10.7 

7.6 

19.9 
21.2 

20.3 

5.9 
15.8 
10.4 

17.3 
14.1 
15.4 
22.7 
19.4 
£.0.6 
23.7 

7.9 
15.8 

9.9 

17 .4 
21.2 

18.7 

Pilblic Sector 
Pilot Control 

1.4 
12.0 
2.8 

24.3 
22.0 
23.7 
23.9 
17 .6 
18.5 
16.2 

2.0 
12.0 

4.5 

20.5 
21.5 

20.8 

1.7 
10.4 
2.3 

9.2 
3.5 
4.4 

11.8 
4.6 
5.6 
9.1 

109 
10.4 

4.0 

4.6 
10.0 

6.4 

Sample Size 
Pilot Control 

2,778 1,255 
2,778 1,255 
2,778 1,255 

2,353 1,075 
2,652 1,188 
2,605 1,154 
2,362 1,015 
2,107 930 
2,000 890 
1,685 718 

Note: The sample includes youths who have completed all three 'waves of the 
local field survey and are eligible for the program during the period 
in question. See Chapter 2 for further details. The employment/ 
population ratio is the number of weeks employed during a particular 
period, divided by the total nmnber of weeks in that period. This 
provides an estifuate of the "steady state" employment/populat.ion ratio 
for the period. Unadjusted pilot and control site averages are reported 
in this table. 

a ' 
These are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighted by 
the length of each period. 
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Table A5.3. Sample Sizes (Number of Program Eligible Youths) 
for the Program Effect Estimates of Table 5.6 

'l' 

Males 
, 

Females 
White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic 

'-;"-' ~-~-' 

Fall 1978 239 1,349 188 286 1,568 210 
Spring 1979 232 1,331 180 274 1,542 200 
Fall 1979 194 1,121 148 213 1,192 169 
Spring 1980 178 1,067 144 201 1,140 160 

Summer 1978 217 1,208 169 263 1,396 175 
Summer 1979 206 1,226 166 233 1,362 184 
Summer 1980 149 903 121 160 925 145 

c; 
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Table A5.4. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios for the 15-to 16-year-old Cohort, 

Excluding Denver and Phoenix, Separately by Period 

Sample 
size 

Pilot site 
ratio 

Estimated pilot 
Estimated pilot 
site ratio in 
the absence of 

a the program 

// 
Program ;/ 

.0// 
effect (I 

Program effect as 
a percent of ratio 
in the absence of 
the program 

\'1 

School-year 

Fall 1978 1,668 34.0 9.1 24.9*** 273.6 
Spring 1979 1',714 39.1 12.1 27.0*** 223.1 
Fall 1979 1,603 41.7 18.6 23.1*** 124.2 
Spring 1980 1,600 44.4 21.1 23.3*** 110.4 

C School-year average 40.0 15.4 24.6*** 159.7 

Summer 

Summer 1978 1,264 37.6 21.2 16.4*** 77.4 
Summer 1979 ',652 45.5 31.8 13.7*** 43. , 
Summer 1980 1,402 43.8 30.6 13.2*** 43.1 

Summer c 42.3 27.9 14.4*** 51.6 average 

Total during-,erogram average c 40.8 19.5 21.3*** 109.2 

'aThis is a regression-adjusted, 'comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac­
teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression 
coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. 

bThis ia the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the 
t-'statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient. 

cThese are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighted by the length of 
each period. 

*** = significant at the 1 percent level. 
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Table A5.5. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, Employment, and Unemployment Rates 
during the Total Program Period, Separately by Site 

Denver 

Labor force participation 
rate 

Employment rate 
Unemployment rate 

Cincinnati 

Labor force participation 
rate 

Employment rate 
Ur,/dmployment rate 

Baltimore 

Labor force participation 
rate 

Employment rate 
Unemployment rate 

MississiPE!. 

Labor force participation 
, rate (, i\ 'ii 

Employment rc:l~te 

Unemployment/r.aj::.e .. 

Pilot site 
rate 

48.8 
52.1 
47.9 

42.8 
43.3 
56.7 

57.8 
53.6 
46.4 

45.6 
42.6 
57.4 

See notes a and b to Table 5.3. 

**'* = significant at the 1 percent level. 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 
program 

44.0 
47.7 
52.3 

33.9 
26.9 
73.1 

41.0 
35.5 
64.5 

27.0 
25.4 
74.6 

1,._.' 

Program 
effect 

4.8 
4.4 

-4.4 

8.9*** 
16.4*** 

-16.4*** 

16.8*** 
18.1*** 

-18.1*** 

18.6*** 
17.2*** 

-17.2 

)) 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

10.9 
9.2 

-8.4 

26.3 
61.0 

-22.4 

41.0 
51.0 

-28.1 

68.9 
67.7 

-23.1 
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Table A5.6. 
,: 

White male 

School-year av~rage 
a 

T--__ ~_ 

Program Effects on Labor Force ParticiEation Rates, 
Separately by Period, Sex, and Race 

Pilot site 
rate 

57.8 
59.3 

Estimated pilot 
site rat~ in the 
absence of the 
program 

49.1 
54.5 

Program 
effect 

9.7* 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

20.2 
8.8 Summer average 

a Total during-program 
4';~ 

58.6 50.2 8.4* 16.7 

Black male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

HisEanic male 

school-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

White female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

Black female 

school-year average 
Sqnuner average 
Total during-program 

His,eanic female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program 

White 

School-year average 
Summer average 

average 

average 

average 

average 

average 

average 

Total during-program average 

~ 
School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

HisEanic 

School-year aVerage 
S\1IIUIIer average 
Total during-program average 

54.3 
58.0 
55.5 

59.2 
62.9 
60.4 

36.9 
39.2 
37.7 

48.7 
49.4 
48.9 

37.8 
46.1 
40.5 

46.4 
48.3 
47.0 

51.4 
53.5 
52.1 

47.8 
53.9 
49.8 

33.9 20.4*" JI 60.2 
44.2 13. e*,*-:- 31.2 
37.4 18.1*** 48.4 

55.6 3.6 6.5 
60.1 2.8 4.7 
57.1 3.3 5.8 

32.5 4.4 13.5 
36.6 2.6 7.1 
33.8 3.9 11.5 

25.9 22.8··· 88.0 
34.3 15.1"'·· 44.0 
28.7 20.2"''' 70.4 

33.5 4.3 12.8 
32.4 13.7"'* 42.3 
33.2 7.3· 22.0 

39.5 6.9* 17.5 
44.1 4.2 9.5 
41.0 6.0· 14.6 

29.8 21.6··· 72.5 
39.2 14.3··· 36.5 
32.9 19.2"'·· 58.4 

43.2 4.6'" 10.6 
45.1 8.S· 19.5 
43.8 6.0· 13.7 

c::,-~ 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

See notes a and b to Table 5.3. 

55.2 
58.6 
56.3 

46.2 
47.9 
46.7 

38.4 16.8··· 43.8 
47.4 11.2··* 23.6 
41.4 14.9···· 36.0 

28.1 18.1··· 64.4 
34.8 13.1··· 37.6 
30.3 16.4··· 54.1 

aThese are averages of the period-specific rates, weighted by the length of each period. 

• = significant at tlie 
•• = significant at the 

"'*. significant at the 

10 percent level • 
S percent level. 
1 percent level • 
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Tab1e A5.7. Program Effects on Emp10yment Rates, separately by Period, Sex, and Race 

pilot site 
rate 

White male 

School-year average
a 

Summer average
a 

Total during-program 

Black male 

schoo1-year average 
Summer average 

a 
average 

Total during-program average 

Hispanic male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

White fema1e 

school-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Bl~6!I1~ 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Hispanic female 

school-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

White 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Black 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Hispanic 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

~ 
School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Ff'.male 

School-year ave,rage 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

54.8 
56.4 
55.3 

49.7 
55.0 
51.5 

62.0 
68.6 
64.2 

36.2 
37.8 
36.7 

42.0 
54.2 
46.0 

44.7 
46.2 
45.2 

471 
50.8 
48.3 

51.4 
60.9 
54.6 

43.5 
46.6 
44.5 

See notes a and b to Table 5.3. 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 
program 

41.2 
50.7 
44.3 

28.3 
44.7 
33.8 

55.1 
60.5 
56.9 

17.9 
31.7 
22.5 

39.9 
33.9 
37.9 

22.9 
38.0 
27.9 

33.2 
47.4 
37.9 

22.7 
32.7 
26.0 

Program 
effect 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

13.6** 
5.7* 

11.0** 

21.4*** 
10.3*** 
17.7*** 

6.9* 
8.1* 
7.3* 

26.8*** 
15.2*** 
22.9*** 

2.1 
20.3*** 

8.1* 

7.4** 
3.9 
6.3* 

24.2*** 
12.8*** 
20.4*** 

5.0* 
14.8*** 
8.3*** 

18.3*** 
9.2*** 

15.3*** 

20.8*** 
13.9*** 
18.5*** 

33.0 
11.2 
24.8 

75.6 
23.0 
52.4 

12.5 
13.4 
12.8 

149.7 
47.9 

101.8 

5.3 
59.9 
21.4 

19.8 
9.2 

16.2 
~ 

105.7 
33.7 
73.1 

10.8 
32.1 
17.9 

55.1 
19.4 
40 .• 4 

91.6 
42.5 
71.2 

a These are averages of the period-specific rates, weighted by the length of each period. 

* 
** 

.. ** 

significant at the 10 percent level. 
significant at the 5 percent level. 
significant at the 1 percent level; 166 

Table A5.8. Pro am Effects on Unem 10 

pilot site 
rate 

White male 
a 

School-year av~rage 
Summer average 
Total during-program average

a 

Black male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Hispanic male 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

White female 

school-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Black female 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

Hispanic female 

school-year average 
Su.-,mer avera<Je 
To~al during-program average 

School-year average 
summer average 
Total during-program average 

School-year average 
smrl~er- average 
Totii:.t during-program average 

Hispanic 

School-year average 
summer average 
Total during-program average 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program average 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total during-program aVerage 

45.2 
43.6 
44.7 

50.3 
45.0 
48.5 

38.0 
31.4 
35.8 

63.8 
62.2 
63.3 

55.3 
53.1 
54.6 

58.0 
45.8 
54.0 

55.3 
53.8 
54.8 

52.9 
49.2 
51.7 

48.6 
39.1 
45.4 

48.5 
43.4 
46.8 

56.5 
53.4 
55.5 

See notes a:and b to Table 5.3. 
\, 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 
pre1gram 

58.8 
49.3 
55.7 

71.7 
55.3 
66.2 

44.9 
39.5 
43.1 

65.9 
63.4 
65.1 

82.1 
68.3 
77.5 

60.1 
66.1 
62.1 

77.1 
62.0 
72.1 

53.6 
53.9 
53.7 

66.8 
52.6 
62.1 

77.3 
67.3 
74.0 

Period, Sex, and Race 

Program 
effect 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

-13.6** 
- 5.7* 
-11.0** 

-21.4*** 
-10.3*** 
-17.7*** 

- 6.9* 
8.1* 

- 7.3* 

- 2.1 
- 1.2 
- 1.8 

-26.8*** 
-15.2*** 
-22.9*** 

- 2.1 
-20.3*** 
- 8.1* 

- 7.4** 
- 3.9 
- 6.3* 

-24.2*** 
-12.8*** 
-20.4*** 

- 5.0* 
-14.8*** 
- 8.3** 

-18.3*** 
- 9.2*** 
-15.3*** 

-20.8*** 
-13.9*** 
-18.5*** 

-23.1 
-11.6 
-·19.7 

-29.9 
-18.6 
-26.7 

-15.4 
-20.5 
-16.9 

- 3.2 
,- 1.9 
- 2.8 

-32.6 
-22.3 
-29.5 

- 3.5 
-30.7 
-13.0 

-11.8 
- 6.8 
-10.3 

-31.4 
-20.6 
-28.3 

- 9.3 
-27.5 
-15.5 

-27.4 
-17.5 
-24.6 

-26.9 
-20.7 
-25.0 

a
These 

are averages of the period-specific rates, weighted by the length of each period. 

** 
*** = 

significant at the 10 percent level. 
significant at the 5 percent level. 
significant at the 1 percent level. 
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Table A5.9. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, 
E~ployment, and Unemployment Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old 

Cchort, Excluding Denver and Phoenix, Separately by Period 

\\ 
Sample 
size 

A. Labor Force Participation Rates 

Pilot site 
rate 

.. ~, 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 
program 

18.4 
21.9 
32.8 
34.4 

27.0 

29.0 
38.9 
44.8 

37.6 

30.5 

14.3 
17.2 
22.5 
26.6 

20.4 

Program 
effect 

24.6*** 
25.9*** 
19.7*** 
20.4*** 

22.7*** 

17.5*** 
15.4*** 
11.5*** 

17.7*** 

21.1*** 

26.0*** 
28.8*** 
24.1*** 
25.5*** 

26.2*** 

Progr~m ~ffect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

133.7 
118.3 
60.1 
59.3 

84.1 

60.3 
39.6 
25.7 

47.1 

69.2 

181.8 
167.4 
107.1 
95.9 

128.4 
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Table A5.9. (Continued) 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
Summer 1980 

Summer 
a 

average 

Total during'-prograTtl_,averase 

c. Unemployment Rates 

School :tear 

Fall 1978 
Sp~:'ing 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

a 
School-year average 

Summer 

Summer 1978 
Summer 1979 
SUIlUlier 1980 

a 
';;ummer average 

a 

a 
Total durins-prosram averase 

Sample 
size 

1,264 
1,652 
1,401 

1,668 
1,714 
1,603 
1,600 

1,264 
1,652 
1,401 

Pilot site 
rate 

45.2 
53.4 
52.0 

50.2 

47.8 

59.7 
54.0 
53.4 
47.9 

53.4 

54.8 
46.6 
48.0 

49.8 

52.2 

Estimated pilot 
site rate in the 
absence of the 
program 

30.4 
43.8 
38.8 

37.7 

26.1 

33.7 
25.2 
29.3 
22.4 

27.2 

40.0 
37.0 
34.8 

37.3 

30.5 

Program 
effect 

14.8*** 
9.6*** 

13.2*** 

12.5*** 

21.7*** 

-26.0*** 
-28.8*** 
-24.1*** 
-25.5*** 

-26.2*** 

-14.8*** 
- 9.6*** 
-13.2*** 

-12.5*** 

-21.7*** 

Program effect as 
a percent of rate 
in the absence of 
the program 

48.7 
21.9 
34.0 

33.2 

83.1 

- 77.2 
-114.3 
- 82.3 
-113.8 

- 96.3 

- 37.0 
- 25.9 

- 37.9-

- 33.5 

71.1 

See notes a and b to Table 5.3. 
a 

These are averages of the period-specific rates reported above, weighted by the length of 
each period. 

~** = significant at, the 1 percent level. 

.. , 

.(1 

I 

·r 
i 

I 
, 
I 

'/ 
'J 

! 

:1 
~ 
J 
ii , 
il 
II 

W 
H p 
I" 

i 
! 
I 
~ 

I 
I 
I 

I 
! 
I 
i 
I 
1 

! 
i 

, .. 

l _J 

y, 

--, .. 

'\: 



r r 

I' 

I 
I 

i 

.... 
-.J 
o 

5 • ___ ~_~" ____ ... , 

<, 

" 
:;:-,.~: _ ".''':" . ."." - ~,'I'7-" -c .. f ,~, -. - , •.• ~. 

Table A5.10. Average Employment/Population Ratios for Employed Youths, 
by Pilot or Control Site and Period 

Preproq:cam 

Spring 1977 
Summer 1977 
Fall 1977 

During-program 

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

b 
Summary 

Preprogram 

School-year average 
Summer average 
Total preprogram average 

During-program 

School-year average 
Summer average 

!( 

Total during-program average 

Total 
Employment/ 
Population 
Ratioa ,,-:~ 

Pilot Control 

7.0 
22.7 
10.6 

40.6 
38.2 
42.2 
45.2 
39.1 
41.3 
42.3 

8.4 
22.7 
12. 1 

40.4 
42.7 
41.2 

7.6 
26.2 
12.7 

26.4 
17.7 
19.8 
34.5 
24.0 
26.2 
32.8 

9.8 
26.2 
13.9 

22.0 
31.2 
25.1 

Percent 
employed 
at all 

Pilot Control 

10.3 
31.3 
19.7 

53.0 
48.0 
53.6 
57.9 
47.3 
53.0 
56.5 

14.5 
31.3 
18.9 

,,' 

50.8 
55.8 
52.5 

13.5 
38.2 
21.5 

37.2 
27.1 
30.2 
48.8 
31.5 
36.9 
46.2 

17.1 
38.2 
22.3 

31.7 
44.1 
35.8 

Average weeks 
worked by 
employed youths 
Pilot Control 

14.6 
9.4 
9.3 

10.0 
13.8 
17.0 
10. 1 
14.3 
16.9 
9.7 

12.2 
9.4 

11.5 

15.7 
9.9 

13.8 

12.1 
8.9 

10.2 

9.2 
11.3 
14.2 
9.2 

13.2 
15.4 
9.2 

11.3 
8.9 

10.7 

13.7 
9.2 

12.2 

Employment/ 
Population 
ratio for 
employed youths 
Pilot Control 

68.0 
72.5 
53.8 

76.6 
79.6 
78.7 
78.1 
82.7 
77 .9 
74.9 

57.9 
72.5 
64.0 

79.5 
76.5 
78.5 

56.3 
68.6 
59.1 

71.0 
65.3 
65.6 
70.7 
76.2 
71.0 
71.0 

57.3 
68.6 
62.3 

69.4 
70.7 
70.1 

aReported in Table 5.2. 
b 

These are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weight~~ by the'length of each period. 
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Table A5.11. Wage Rates of Employed Youths, Spring and Summer 1979, 

By Pilot/Control and School Enrollment Status 

Out-of-School Youths a In-School Youths
a 

$/Hr. Wage Rate, SEring 1979 Wage Rate, Summer 1979 Wage Rate~' SEring 1979 Wage Rate, Summer 1979 
Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control 

< $2.50 11.4 12. 1 13.3 9.8 11.7 11.9 20.5 11.4 
2.50 - 2.59 1.2 4.3 105 5.3 1.8 1.7 2.1 1.3 
2.60 - 2.69 7.3 5.7 3.4 6.1 20.6 16.4 8.9 7.5 
2.70 - 2.79 2.4 4.3 2.5 3.0 2.3 0.6 2.5 2.3 
2.80 - 2.89 2.8 4.3 1.5 3.8 5.5 . \ 0.6 1.8 2.3 
2.90 - 2.99 26.0 24.3 29.1 31.1 46.4 43.5 50.6 53.6 
3.00 - 3.09 11.0 7.1 10.8 3.0 2.4 9.6 2.4 6.2 
3.10 3.19 4.5 6.4 4.4 4.5 1.0 2.8 0.9 2.3 
3.20 - 3.29 6.1 5.7 7.4 5.3 1.0 1.1 1.4 2.9 
3.30 - 3.39 1.2 1.4 1.5 2.3 0.9 2.8 0.7 0.3 
3.40 3.49 1.6 1.4 1.5 0.8 1.0 1. 1 0.3 1.6 
3.50 3,59 4.5 5.0 4.4 6.1 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.0 

..... 3.60 3.69 2.0 2.1 1.0 3.0 0.3 2.3 0.5 1 :0 
j 3.70 - 3.79 2.0 2.9 1.5 3.0 0.3 1.1 0.3 1.0 

3.80 - 3.89 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.3 
3.90 - 3.99 2.0 1.4 1.0 0.8 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.3 

> $4.00 13.8 10.7 14.8 12.1 4.4 2.3 4.8 4.6 

Mean 
b $3.18 $3.08 $3.18 $3.11 $2.83 $2.83 $2.81 $2.88 

l>1edian $2.95 $2.90 $2.95 $2.90 $2.90 $2.90 $2.90 $2.95 
N 246 140 203 132 1,053 177 996 306 

i aSchool Enrollment status as of Spring 1979. 

J bIn order to reduce the importance of outliers and miscodings on mean wage estimates, wage rates above $7.50/hour 
Ii 
f! were eliminated from the sample. 
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Table B3. 1. Program Participation Rates (Ta1ole 3.4): 
Probit Coefficients and Sample Means 

COI.~ fficient 
Sample mean (t-statistic) 

Constant 1.00 .253 
(4.53) 

Denver '.175 -.537 
(5.56) 

Cincinnati .249 -.449 
(6.82) 

Baltimore .382 0.0 
(-) 

Mississippi pilot .194 -.298 
(4.30) 

Age in June 1978: 

15-16 .517 .548 
(10.9) 

17-20 .483 0.0 
(-) 

f\ White male .048 -.926 

;., 
) 

(6.93) 

Black male .368 0.0 
(-) 

Hispanic male .049 -.32IJ 
(2.24) 

White female .061 -1.07 
(8.65) 

Black female .420 .072 
(1.29) 

Hispanic female .054 -.308 
(2.25) 

N 2,778 

'" Note: The sample includes youths who completed three waves of the Local 
Field Survey and were ever program eligible, from the spring of 
1978 through the summer of 1980. The dependent variable is ever 
holding a program job (for~t least two weeks) or not. 
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Table B3.2. Duration of Program participation (Table 3.10): 
OLS Coefficients and Sample,Means 

Sample mean 

Constant 1.00 

Denver .12:1 

Cincinnati .218 

Baltimore .467 

'~ississippi pilot .194 

Age in June 1978: 

15-16 .604 

17-20 .396 
'" 

White male .021 

Black male .403 

Hispanic male .032 

White female .021 

Black female .485 

Hispanic female .038 

N 1,562 

Coefficient 
(t-statistic) 

.576 
(30.3) 

-.225 
(6.20) 

-.121 
(5.44) 

0.0 
(- ) 

-.126 
(5.42) 

-.017 
( .984) 

0.0 
(-) 

-.030 
(.481) 

0.0 
(-) 

.110 
~ 1.92) 

.035 
( .576) 

.034 
(1.89) 

.112 
(.686) 

Note: The sample includes youths who completed three waves of the Local 
Field Survey and were ever program participants, from the spring 
of 1978 through the sUmmer of 1980. The dependent variable is the 
total number of weeks employed in a program job divided by the total 
number of weeks in all seasons for which a youth was eligible to 
participate. 
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Table B4.1. Program Effects on School. Enrollment Rates hy Types of Degree Pr'gram (T.,bIe 4. ~): 

Variable 

Constant 

pilot oites 

Age in June 1978 
(months/ 1 00) 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Enrolled, Fall 1977 

1\ 
" 

Highest grade completed, 
Summer 1'477 

Grade missing, Summer 1977 

N 

Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

- Total enrollment 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

5.493 
(12.21) 

.211 
(3.777 ) 

-3.952 
(17.86) 

- .566 
(5.351) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .490 
(4.480) 

- .489 
(4.620) 

.076 
(1.244) 

- .486 
(4. 807) 

1.186 
(15.94) 
/' 

',- .268 
19.278) 

1.920 
(7.451 ) 

3840 

8.680 
(16.12) 

<086 
(1.521) 

-5.200 
(19.48) 

- .739 
(6.560) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .549 
(4.693) 

- .66U 
(6.294) 

.068 
(1.136) 

.812 
(8.460) 

.171 
(5.587) 

1.113 
(4.201) 

3037 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Regular enrollment 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

5.983 
(13.40) 

.127 
(2:217) 

-4.623 
(20.54) 

- .512 
(4.709) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .533 
(4.754) 

- .423 
(3.825) 

.075 
(1.240) 

- .459 
(4.292) 

1.506 
(16.80) 

.323 
(11.11) 

2.263 
(8.717) 

3840 

9.097 
(16.39) 

"~ 032 
r;545,1 

-5.921 
(21.63) 

- .66-? 
(5.708) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .572 
(4.841) 

- .583 
(5.181) 

.076 
(1.265) 

- .643 
(5.273) 

1.298 
(10.05) 

.221 
.,(7.154) 

1.413 
(5.285) 

3037 

GED enrollment 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

-3.907 
(5.961 ) 

.262 
(3.038) 

1.581 
(4.973) 

- .164 
( .939) 

0.000 
(-) 

.112 
( .721) 

- .231 
(1.466) 

.003 
(.031 ) 

- .043 
( .257) 

- .086 
(.932) 

- .140, 
(3.255) 

- .959 
(2.491 ) 

3840 

-3.591 
(4.460) 

.155 
(1.710) 

1d90 
(3.721) 

- .362 
(1.910) 

0.000 
(-) 

.094 
( .556) 

- .530 
(2.420) 

- .019 
(.214 ) 

.072 
( .447) 

- .095 
( .867) 

- .125 
(2.590) 

- .853 
(2.066) 

3037 

Pilot site means: 

Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

1.000 1.000 

1.000 1.000 

2.050 2.010 

.048 .051 

.368 .383 

.050 .049 

.061 .057 

.418 .403 

.055 .057 

.851 .884 

6.520 6.480 

.258 .236 

2652 2107 
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Table B4.2. Program Effects on Dropout and Return-to-School Rates (Table 4.3): 
Probit Coefficients and pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): pilot site means: 

Variable 

Constant , 

pilot sites 

Age in June 1978 
(months/100) 

White male 

Black male 

HispaniC;: male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Highest grade completed, 
Summer 1977 

Grade missing, Summer 1977 

N 

. Total enrollment for 
youths enroll~d in 
previous fall 

Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

7.168 
(15.735) 

.195 
(3.190) 

-4.349 
(17.968) 

- .630 
(5.366) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .537 
(4.328) 

- .512 
(4.288) 

.058 
(.878) 

- .541 
(4.799) 

.309 
(9.786) 

2.264 
(8.000) 

3228 

8.731 
(14.091) 

- .009 
(.122) 

-4.552 
(13.485) 

- .567 
(4.108) 

0.000 
(~) 

- .445 
(3.087) 

- .581 
(4.0~2) 

.027 
( .389) 

- .632 
(4.279) 

.144 
(3.997) 

.917 
(2.934) 

2215 

TOtal enrollment for 
youths not enrolled 
in previous fall 

Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

2.643 
(2.121)' 

.302 
(2.038) 

-1.894 
(3.396) 

- .153 
( .562) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .197 
(.748) 

- .316 
(1.340) 

.184 
(1.122) 

- .142 
( .568) 

.058 
( .730) 

.139 
(.198) 

612 

4.279 
(3.967) 

.065 
(;529) 

-2.471 
(4.476) 

- .745 
(2.920) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .310 
(1.231) 

- .485 
(2.281) 

.120 
(.881) 

- .053 
(.245 ) 

- .019 
( .272) 

- .253 
(.423) 

822 

Youths enrolled 
in previous fall 

Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

1.000 1.000 

1.000 1.00r. 

2.02 1.98 

.042 .040 

.393 .399 

.046 .040 

.049 .044 

.427 .431 

.043 .046 

.709 .704 

.193 .173 

2258 1583 

1This model predicts the school retention rate which equals one minus the dropout rate. 

Youths not enrolled 
in previous fall 

Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

1.000 1.000 

1.000 1.000 

2.19 2.09 

.084 .082 

.249 .336 

.071 .074 

.132 .097 

.368 

.096 .090 

.321 .480 

.629 .427 

394 524 
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V ... riable 

Denver/Phoenix 

Cincinnati/ 
Louisville 

Baltimore/ 
Cleveland 

Mississippi pilot/ 
comparison 

Denver 

Cincinnati 

Baltimore 

Mississippi pilot 

Age in June 1978 
tmonths/l00) 

Whit" male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Enrolled, Fall 1977 

Highest grade com­
pleted, SUmmer 1977 

Grade missing, 
Summer 1977 

N 

Table B4.3. Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates by Site (Table 4.7): 
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Total Enrollment 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

5.758 
(11.889) 

5.332e 
(11.685) 

5.492 
(11.619) 

5.584 
(12.081) 

.015 
(.109) 

.332 
(3.513) 

.170 
(1.461) 

.191 
(1.506) 

-3.876 
(17.411) 

- .569 
(5.229) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .611 
(4.285) 

- .484 
(4.488) 

.079 
(1.298) 

1.189 
( 15.877) 

.251 
(8.438) 

1.778 
(6.698) 

3840 

8.700 
(15.811) 

8.649 
(15.859) 

8.708 
(15.802) 

8.793 
(16.071) 

.054 
(.391) 

.238 
(2.388) 

.083 
(.756) 

- .095 
( .750) 

-5.213 
(19.368) 

- .729 
(6.328) 

!I.OOO 
(-) 

- .525 
(3.802) 

- .668 
(6.200) 

.061 
(1.027) 

- .603 
(4.223) 

.812 
(8.426) 

'---: 

.171 
(5.410) 

10101 
(4.006) 

3037 

Denver youths 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

1.000 1.000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

1.000 1.000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

2.05 2.01 

.063 .069 

.162 .170 

.261 .261 

.076 .065 

.145 .129 

.293 .306 

.858 

7.000 7.440 

.164 

475 

I) 

Pilot site means: 

Cincin.~ati youths 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

Baltimore youths 
~1978 Fall 1979 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

1.000 1.000 .000 .000 

.000 .000 1.000 1.000 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

1.000 1.000 .000 .000 

.000 • PliO 1.000 1.000 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

2.05 2.01 2.05 2.01 

.063 .063 .019 .023 

.370 .390 .422 .433 

.003 .004 .006 .005 

.099 .092 .028 .029 

.<160 .447 .520 .505 

.005 .004 .005 .005 

.847 .880 .872 .901 

5.500 5.430 6.600 6.530 

.:'!69 .357 .234 .212 

658 541 1002 794 

----;;,--

Mississippi youths 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

1.000 1.000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

.000 .000 

1.000 1.000 

2.04 2.00 

.069 .073 

.449 .471 

.000 .000 

.064 .058 

.398 

.000 .000 

.863 '.880 

7.210 6.920 

.190 .190 

517 400 

1, 



2 a 

, ;~: r"·'.·· r 
Table B4.4. Pro ram Effects on School Enrollment b Race (Table 4.8, first Eanel): 

Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Ueans 

Coefficients (t-statist:ics): 
Pi~ot site means: 

Total Enrollment White ~ouths Black ~ouths HiSEanic ~ouths 

Variable Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

White male 4.826 7.731 .439 .471 .000 .000 .000 .000 

(10.796) (14.187) 

Black male 5.498 8.760 .000 .000 .468 .487 .000 .000 

(12.151) (16.146) 

Hispanic male 5.095 8.264 .000 .000 .000 .000 .473 .462 

(10.870) (14.857) 

White female 4.901 7.790 .561 .529 .000 .000 .000 .000 

-' 

(10.929) (14.404) 

Black female 5.573 El.828 .000 .000 .532 .513 .000 .000 

(12.372) (16.306) 

Hispanic female 5.103 8.191 .000 .000 .000 .000 .527 .538 

(11.052) (14.961) 

Pilot site .388 .523 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

white youth (2.894) (3.656) 

r-' 
~ pilot site .1,92 .019 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 

\!) black youth (2.844) ( .286) 

pilot site .073 - .061 .000 .000 .000 .1l00 1.000 1.000 

Hispanic youth ( .484) ( .351) 

Age ,in June 1978 -3.934 -5.208 2.060 2.020 2.050 2.000 2.060 2.010 

(months/100) (17.735) (19.465) 

Enrolled" Fall 1977 1.183 .817 .706 .758 .883 .910 .763 .816 

(15.877) (8.488) 

Highest grade com- .265 .169 5.510 5.440 6.630 6.530 6.720 7.230 

pleted, Summer 1977 (9.167) (5.517) 
.', 

Grade missing, 1.893 1.092 .370 .352 .243 .228 .251 .179 

SUmmer 1977 (7.326) (4.121) 

N 3840 3037 '\~: 
289 227 2084 1657 279 223 
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Table B4.5. Program Effects on Dropout Rates by -Race (Table 4.8, second panel): 
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): Pilot site means: 

Total enrollment for White youths Black youths Hispanic youths 
enrolled in enrolled in enrolled in 
,Erevious fall ,Erevious fall ,Erevious fall 

youths enroll'fd in 
,Erevious fall 

Variable Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

White male 6.402 8.022 .461 .481 .000 .000 .000 .000 
(13.941) (12.768) 

Blr.ibk male 7.210 8.781 .000 .000 .476 .481 .000 .000 
(15.658) (14.103) 

Hispanic male 6.833 8.496 .000 .000 .000 .000 .488 .467 
(14.255) (13.050) 

White female 6.50 8.008 .539 .519 .000 .000 .000 .000 
(14.204) (12.810) 

Black female 7.265 8.811 .000 .000 .524 .519 .000 .000 
(15.794) ( 14.154) 

Hispanic female 6.838 8.309 .000 .000 .000 .000 .512 .533 
(14.426) (13.040) 

Pilot site .509 .283 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
white youth (3.325) (1.480) 

pilot site .165 - .029 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 
black youth (2.263) (.363) 

Pilot site - .065 - .246 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000 1. 000 
Hispanic youth (.389) ( 1.119) 

Age in June 1978 -4.344 -4.563 2.010 1.960 2.030 1.980 2.020 1.980 
(months/100) ( 17.836) (13.498) 

Highest grade com- .306 .142 6.980 6.640 7.070 7.010 7.400 7.740 
pleted, SUmmer 1977 (9.668) (3.960) 

Grade missing, 2.234 .896 .201 .211 .195 .175 .169 .117 
Summer 1977 (7.862) (2.864) 

N 3228 2215 204 133 1841 1313 213 137 

',i 
1This model predicts the school retention rate which equals one minus the dropout rate. 
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Variable 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

(' 

" I Black female 
\: 
I' 
I Hispanic female " 

" 
" ;) 

n Pilot site 
!1 

I-' 
f1 OJ 

white youth 
\i I-' 
" " pilot site 

.. --.: U' black youth 

~ 
i Pilot site 

1 
Hispanic youth 

Age in June 1978 
! 
i (months/100) 

l Highest grade com-
pleted, Summer 1977 

I, Grade missing, 

,I \\ 
Summer 1977 

N 

i:, 

\ 

.. 

Table B4.6. Program Effects on Return-to-School Rates b~ Race (Table 4.8! third l2anel): 
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): pilot site means: 

Total ,enrollment for Whi te youths Black youths 
youths not enrolled not enrolled not enrolled 
in Erevious fall in Erevious fall in Erevious fall 

Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

2.839 3.407 .388 .457 .000 .000 
(2.334) (3.005) 

2.700 4.573 .000 .000 .403 .512 
(2.116) (4.145) 

2.310 4.081 .000 .000 .000 .000 
(1.729) (3.746) 

2.624 3.671 .612 .543 .000 .000 
(2.066) (3.217) 

2.884 4.689 .000 .000 .597 .488 
(2.303) (4.239) 

2.360 4.344 .000 .000 .000 .000 
(1.834) (4.029) 

- .092 .607 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 
(.282) (1.995) 

.392 - .084 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 
(2.155) (.564) 

.639 .173 .000 .000 .000 .000 
( 1.677) (.536) 

-1.969 -2.517 2.190 2.100 2.190 2.090 
(3.471) (4.435) 

.061 - .030 2.000 3.740 3.280 4.680 
(.771 ) (.431) 

.186 - .343 .776 .553 .609 .430 
(.266) ( .565) 

(> 612 822 85 94 243 344 

Hispanic youths 
not enrolled in 
Erevious 

Fall 1978 

.000 

.000 

.424 

.000 

.000 

.576 

.000 

.000 

1.000 

2.190 

4.530 

.515 

66 

fall 
Fall 1979 

~~ , 

.000 

.000 

.453 

.000 

.000 

.547 

.000 

.000 

1.000 

2.070 

6.420 

.279 

86 
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Variable 

tofui te male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 
/ 

White .female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 
~/ 

pilot site 
male youth 

f-' pilot site 
ex> 
N female youth 

Age in June 1978 
(months/100) 

,Enrolled, Fall 1977 

Highest grade com-
pleted, Summer 1977 

Grade missing, 
Summer 1977 

N 

\\ 

" 

\ 

'.' 

~~ Pro~ram Effects on School E~rollment bX Sex (Table 4.9/ first Eanel) : 
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Ce;efficients (t-statistics): pilot site means: 

Total enrollment Males Females 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

4.927 8.049 .103 .105 .000 ,.000 
(11.605) (14.802) 

5.499 8.811 .790 .794 .000 .000 
(12.179) (16.239) 

5.013 8.257 .107 .101 .000 .000 
( 10.941) (14.981) 

4.973 7.971 .000 .000 .114 .110 
( 11.094) (14.832) 

5.532 8.690 .000 .000 .782 .780 
(12.276) 1'16.110) 

4.977 7.992 .000 .000 .104 .110 
(11.030) (14.786) 

.179 - .048 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 
(2.240) (.593) 

.241 .216 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 
(3.102) (2.730) 

'\ .!1-3. 938 -5.217 2.050 2.010 2.050 2.000 

.;:? Ib /( 17.780) (19.530) 

1.184 .815 .871 .902 .834 .867 
(15.896) (8.459r~"". 

.266 .170 6.430 6.370 6.590 6.590 
(9.227) (5.576) 

1.911 1.115 .258 .242 .258 .231 
(7.407) (4.203) 

3840 3037 1234 1017 1418 1090 

:;.1 " 
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Tabl'!) 84.8. Program Effects oi,>;Dropout Rates by Sex {Table 4.9, second panel): 
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics) : Pilot site means: 
Total enrollment for Male youths Female youths 
youths enroll,d in enrolled in enrolled in 
Erevious fall Erevious fall Erevious fall 

Variable Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall. 1978 Fall 1979 

White male 6.531 8.350 .087 .084 .000 .000 
(14.296) (13.326) 

Black male 7.162 8.933 .816 .831 .000 .000 
(15.686) (14.266) 

Hispanic male o;~625 8.488 .097 .084 .000 .000 
(14.281) (13.319) 

Wili te female 6.641 8.137 .000 .000 .093 .084 
.' (14.566) (13.154) 

Black femal.e 7.210 8.731 .000 .000 .815 .828 
(15.714) (14.079) 

Hispanic female 6.621 8.064 .000 .000 .092 .089 
(14.361) (12.954) 

Pilot site .187 - .172 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 
I-' mala youth (2.128) (1.716) 
CD 
w Pilot site .202 .146 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 

female youth (2.395) (1.492) 

Age in June 1978 -4.340 -4.583 2.030 1.980 2.020 1.980 .\ 

(months/l00) (17.920) (13.584) 

Highest grade com- .308 .141 6.880 6.850 7.290 7.220 
pleted, SUmmer 1977 (9.762) (3.926) 

Grade missing, 2.258 .900 .206 .187 .182 .160 
SUmmer 1977 (7.976) (2.879) 

N 3228 2215 1075 759 1183 824 

lThiS model predicts the school retention rate which equals one minus the dropout rate. 
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Table B4.9. Program Effects on Return-to-School Rates by Sex (Table 4.9, third panel): 

Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): Pilot site means: 

Total enrollment for Male youths Female youths 

youths not enrolled not enrolled not enrolled in 

in Erevious fall in Erevious fall Erevious fall 

Variable Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

White male 2.639 3.582 .208 .167 .000 .000 

(2.210) (3.241) 

Bl3.ck male 2.814 4.358 .616 .682 .000 .000 

(2.239) (4.012) 

Hispanic male 2.613 4.402 .176 .151 .000 .000 

(2.017) (3.684) 

White female 2.341 3.756 .000 .000 .221 .192 

(1.885) (3.389) 

Black female 2.825 4.349 .000 .000 .617 .632 

(2.303') (4.018) 

Hispanic female 2.495 4.174 .000 .000 .162 .177 

(2.028) (3.878) 

\. , 
L I-' 
'i, (Xl r: ,j:>. ,. 
~ 

" 

Pilot site .159 - .040 1.000 1.000 .000 .000 

male youth ( .751) (.217) 

Pilot site .394 .145 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 

female youth (1.878) ( .895) 

;~ 

;1 

~ .. 
il t 
~ 
U 

Age in June 1978 -1.936 -2.479 2.190 2.090 2.190 2.080 

(months/100) (3.451) (4.472) 

Highest grade com- .060 - .017 3.400 4.970 3.090 4.630 

pleted, Summer 1977 (.763) ( .252) 

Grade missing, .162 - .238 .610 .403 .643 .451 

E Summer 1977 ( .230) (.396) 

~ N 612 822 159 258 235 266 
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Constant 

pilot site 

Age in June 1978 
(months/l00) 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

!!ale 

Female 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Enrolled, 
Fall 1977 

Highest grade 
completed, 
Summer 1977 

Grade mi!3sing, 
Summer 1977 

N 

Table B4.10. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and Return-to-School RAtell 
_for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort (Table 4.5): 

Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Total 
enrollment 

Fall Fall 
1978 1979 

6.958 
(4.584) 

.240 
(2.760) 

-5.556 
(6.931) 

- .498 
(3.339) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .551 
(3.080) 

- .477 
(3.12,9) 

.102 
(.994) 

- .689 
(4.417) 

1.425 
(8.108) 

.451 
(9.009) 

8.951 
(8.196) 

.119 
(1.631) 

-1';.088 
( 10.77) 

- .666 
(4.889) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .573 
(3.924) 

- .668 
(4.912) 

.063 
(.800) 

- .607 
(4.343) 

1.044 
(5.765) 

.323 
(8.099) 

3.178 
(7.739) 

2.141 
(6.399) 

2005 1920 

Total enrollment Total enrollment 
for youths en­
rolled in Ij're­
vious fall 
Fall Fall 
1978 1979 

8.083 
(5.268) 

.200 
(2.238) 

-5.371 
(6.509) 

- .591 
(3.716) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .529 
(2.941) 

- .496 
(3.164) 

.082 
(.795) 

- .760 
(4.625) 

.449 
(8.722) 

8.640 
(6',888) 

- .023 
(.279) 

-5.067 
(7.378) 

- .540 
(3.483) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .483 
(2.796) 

- .497 
(3.026t 

- .001 
( .015) 

- .610 
(3.697) 

.280 
(6.144) 

3.172 
(7.~97) 

1.891 
(4.911) 

1924 1644" 

for youths not 
enrolled i2 pre­
vious fall 
Fall Fall 
1978 1979 

18.06 
(2.473) 

1.343 
(2.553) 

-12.40 
(2.982) 

.632 
(1.323) 

.403 
(.804) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .421 
( .713) 

.575 
(1.668) 

81 

8.664 
(2.665) 

.434 
(1.936) 

-4.991 
(3.053) 

0.000 
(-) 

.243 
(1.263) 

- .941 
(3.263) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .324 
(1.241) 

.025 
( .231) 

- .203 
(.231) 

276 

All youths 
Fall Fall 
1978 1979 

1.000 1.000 

1.000 1.00G 

1.940 1.930 

.049 .049 

.370 .383 

.041 .042 

.057 .056 

.426 .412 

.057 .058 

.962 .961 

6.990 6.780 

.173 .182 

1377 1322 

Pilot site meanll. 

Youths enrolled 
in previous fall 
Fall Fall 
1978 1979 

1.000 1.000 

1.000 1.000 

1.940 1.930 

.&45 .046 

.376 .384 

.042 .040 

.054 .049 

.42$ .430 

.054 .051 

7.110 7.060 

.160 .156 

1324 1156 

'
This 

model predicts the school rete~tion rate which equals one ainus the dropout rate. 

2M edditive race/sex specification was required for convergence of the lIaximUII likelihood eatimator. 

I) 

Youths not enrolled 
in previous fall 

Fall Fall 
1978 1979 

1.000 1.000 

1.000 1.000 

1.980 1.950 

.358 .506 

.642 .494 

.302 .175 

.547 .662 

.151 .163 

4.000 4.830 

.491 .367 

53 166 
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I-' 
(X) 
(j\ 

" 

Variable 

Constant 

Pilot site 

Age in June 1978 
(months/l00) 

lihite, male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

lihite female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Male 

Female 

lihite 

Black 

Hispanic 

Highest grade 
completed, 
Summer 1971 

Grade misst,ng, 
summer 1971 

Table B4.11. CUmulative Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates 
for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort' (Tables 4.6 and A4.5): 
Bivariate Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Youths enrolled Fall 1977 (N=1766) Youths not enrolled Fall 1977 (N=79) 1 

Total enrollment 
Fall 1978 

9.232 
(6.028) 

.184 
(2.042) 

-5.832 
(7.102) 

- .590 
(3.537) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .5:>1 
(2.825) 

- .489 
(3.021) 

.061 
( .593) 

- .7,80 
(4.717) 

.417 
(7.762) 

2.907 
(6.632) 

Fall 1979 

11.35 
(8.629) 

.128 
(1.622) 

-6.960 
(9.754) 

- .680 
(4.787) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .633 
(4.142) 

- .676 
(4.449) 

.036 
(.426) 

- .654 
(4.234) 

.367 
(8.259) 

2.481 
(6.641) 

C?rrelation 
of errors 

3.014 
(3.594) 

-1.729 
(2.004) 

".::. 

Total enrollment 
Fall 1978 Fall 1979 

23.03 
(2.950) 

2.000 
(1.744) 

-15.47 
(3.478) 

0.000 
(-) 

.23~ 

(.4()4) 

.120 
(.181 ) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .352 
( .444) 

.689 
(1.503) 

4.308 
(1.286) 

14.00 
(1.219) 

.409 
( .658) 

- 8.01 
(1.332) 

O.OOIl 
(-) 

.896 
(.970) 

- .766 
( .783) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .359 
(.579) 

.054 
( .242) 

- .138 
(.069) 

Correlation 
of errors 

- .130 
( .078) 

14.34 
(.120) 

Pilot 

Youths 
enrolled 

Fall 1977 
(N-1214) 

1.000 

1.000 

1.935 

.046 

.390 

.044 

.052 

.411 

.056 

6.931 

.168 

lBecause of the small sample size, a sinpler race/sex specification was required for convergence of the maximum 
likelihood est,imator. 

t.I 

site means: 

Youths not 
enrolled 

Fall 1977 
(N-52) 

1.000 

1.000 

1.977 

.365 

.635 

.308 

.539 

.154 

3.923 

.500 

! 
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Variable 

Constant 

pilot site 

Age in June 1978 
(months/l00) 

White male 

Black male 

~'hite female 

Black female 
-" 
00 
-..J 

Male 

Female 

White 

Black 

Enrolled, 
Fall 1977 

"'Highest grade 
completed, 
summ~r 1977 

Grade missing, 
Sllll1l!ler 1977 

N 

' This model predicts 

Table B4.12. program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and Return-to-School Rates for the 
15-16 Year Old Cohort, Excluding the De.nver and Phoenix Sites (Table A4.4): 

Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): pilot site means: 

Total enrollment Total enrollment 
for youths en- fo~ youths not 

Total rolled in Iire- enrolled ir.
2
pre- Youths enrolled 

enrollment vious fall vious fall All ~ouths in erevious fall 
Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall 
197B 1979 197B 1979 l'978 1979 197B 1979 197B 1979 

B.5B9 B.796 10.165 B.697 ,'.4'B 6.·502 1.000 1.000 1.00Q 1.000 
(5.104) (70190) (6.031) (6.300) (13.442) (1. B36) 

.223 0123 .195 - .016 1.160 .481 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
(2.30B) ( 1.4Bl) (1.964) (.172) (1.634) (1.82B) 

-6.262 -6.106 ~6.294 -5.192 -B. 775 -4.062 1.940 1.930 1.940 1.930 
(7.123) (9.930) (6.990) (6.928) (1.896) (2.293) 

- .529 - .762 - .637 - .602 .045 .045 .041 .041 
(3.273) (4.947) (3.654) (3.3"71) 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 .411 .427 .417 .424 
(-) (-) (-) (-) 

- .536 - .720 - .580 - .529 .055 .054 .050 •. 044 
(3.353) (4.910) (3.514) (2.900) 

.123 .054 .103 - .023 .489 .474 .492 .491 
(1"79) ( .663) (.975) (.246) 

0.000 0.000 
(~) H 

.560 .220 
(.904) (1.031) 

.420 -1.046 
(.669) (3.159) 

0.000 0.000 
(-) (-) 

1.497 1.190 .963 .962 
(7.342) (5.462) 

.411 .330 .414 .305 .516 .070 6.B20 6.590 6.950 6.910 
(7.749) (7.759) (7.622) (6.29B) (1.3B4) ( .57B) 

2.756 2.147 2.7B3 2.070 3.36B .102 .lB8 .199 .174 .168 
(6.377) (6.053) (6.272) (5.0B3) (1.177) (.106) 

1655 1591 1593 1365 62 226 1127 lOBS 1085 949 

the school retention rate which equals one minus the dropout rate. 

2An additive race/sex specification was required for convergence of the maximum lik<,.lihood estimator. 

{;:'~~~~~;,.;~~;:~::~:~!;7,::,~~i~;i.tti1,%-,;Q,.$!'"~~~" ; tI'OI.t·r('f .... :t:;:;:;:;g:;;~; 

11 

" 
{~ () 

Youths not enrolled 
',n • .previous fall 

'1 Fall 
1 ~i 1979 

',ODD 1.000 

1;000 1.000 

1.980 1.960 

.405 .522 

.595 .478 

.357 .199 

.643 .BOl 

3.430 4.350 

.548 .419 

42 136 
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Tabl*'!; 85.1. Program Effects on Emolovment Ratios, Seoaratelv by Period (Table 5.3): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot d\l!l1lllY 

White male 

Slack male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment :-atio t 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-1225.36 
I~ J (-7.99) 

21.13 
(14.63) 

6.74, 
(2.31) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.82 
(2.44) 

4.68 
(-1.74) 

2.46 
(-1.60) 

3.40 
(-1.12) 

11.66 
(7.91) 

0.03 
(-7.71) 

0.08 
(J.87) 

0.05 
(l.83) 

.094 

3840 

Pilot Site Mean~: 

Whi.te male .048 

Black male .368 

Hispanic male .050 

White female .. 061 

Black fp.male .. 418 

Hispanic female .055 

Age (months) 204.87 

Age squared 42154.15 

Employment ratio, 6.84 
Spring 1977 

Employment ra tic, 22 .. 76 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

N 

10.53 

2652 

Spring 
1979 

-1056.00 
(-5.98) 

23.05 
( 15.52) 

8.45 
(2.81 ) 

0.00 

H 

13.95 
(4.20) 

6.40 
(-2.30) 

1.49 
(-0.95) 

1.71 
(-0.54) 

10.25 
(5.98) 

0.02 
(-5.89) 

0.03 
(O.SO) 

0.10 
(3.40) 

.100 

3759 

.048 

.372 

.048 

.060 

.419, 

.053 

203.62 

41621.92 

6.42 

22.69 

2&05 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Mf!dnS 

Fall 
1979 

-75.69 
(-0.30) 

15.49 
(9.13) 

4.98 
(1.48) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.84 
(3.42) 

- 6.77 
(-2.10) 

- 6.22 
(-3.47) 

'- 8.87 
(-2.51) 

1.08 
(0.44) 

- 0.00 
(-0.48) 

- 0.04 
(-0.S7) 

0.06 
C2•46 ) 

0.11 
(2.98) 

.050 

3037 

.051 

.383 

.049 

.057 

.403 

.057 

200.59 

40362.37 

5.64 

21.07 

9.00 

2107 

Spring 
1980 

-392.25 
(-1.32) 

15.73 
(9.00) 

6.95 
( 1.97) 

0.00 
(-) 

11.42 
(2.9B) 

- 5.86 
(-1.76) 

- 5.81 
(-3.15) 

- 7.69 
(-2.11) 

4.34 
(1.47) 

- 0.01 
(-1.53) 

- 0.01 
(-0.30) 

0.08 
(3.10) 

0.08 
(2.11) 

.050 

2090 

.048 

.383 

.050 

.056 

.406 

.057 

199.48 

39901.23 

5.31 

20.60 

8.36 

2000 

188 

SUmmer 
1978 

-627.69 
(-3.47) 

14.60 
(9.44) 

3.46 
(1.11) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.94 
(2.60) 

- 10.18 
(-3.57) 

- 4.11 
(-2.48) 

1.23 
(-0.36) 

6.16 
(3.60) 

- 0.01 
(-3.60) 

- 0.04 
(-1.06) 

0.18 
(7.90) 

0.05 
( 1.5S) 

.067 

3428 

.048 

.365 

.051 

.063 

.420 

.053 

;207.99 

43429.01 

7.78 

23.91 

2353 

SUmmer 
1979 

"';31.82 
(-2.83) 

10.79 
(6.67) 

2.06 
(0.63) 

0.00 
(-') 

8.07 
(2.27) 

15.97 
(-5.19) 

- 7.04 
(-4.14) 

- 7.95 
(-2.35) 

6.61 
(3.02) 

0.02 
(-3.04) 

- 0.05 
(-1.09) 

0.09 
(4.00) 

0.07 
(2.10) 

.043 

3377 

.048 

.375 

.050 

.057 

.414 

.056 

202.14 

41001.52 

6.03 

22.40 

9.67 

2362 

Summer 
1980 

-370.47 
(-0.95) 

10.09 
(5.32) 

5.16 
(1.37) 

0.00 
(-) 

9.11 
(2.231 

-4.22 
(-1.16) 

-9.46 
(-4.76) 

-10.25 
(-2.72) 

4.23 
(l.08) 

-0.01 
(-1.12) 

0.03 
(0.67) 

0.07 
(2.60) 

0.06 
( 1.511 

.041 

2403 

.047 

.387 

.052 

.053 

.398 

.063 

197.99 

39282.71 

5.04 

21.46 

8.33 

1685 

Table 85.2. Program Effects on Employment Ratios, separatelY by Period for Denver/Phoenix (Table 5.5): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Si'te Means ' 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

" Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

1\2 

N 

-466.82 
(-1.28) 

9.01 
(2.43) 

13.92 
(1.82) 

0.00 
H 

9.85 
(1.81 ) 

3.42 
(-0.54) 

1.80 
(-0.34) 

4.46 
(1.27) 

0.01 
(-1.2D) 

0.13 
(1.94) 

0.11 
(2.16) 

- 0.02 
-(0.30) 

.070 

654 

Pilot Site Hean~: 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White fel1lale 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squat"ed 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer "1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

N 

(( .063 

.162 

.261 

.076 

.145 

.293 

205.45 

42398.93 

12.42 

35.50 

19.20 

475 

Spring 
1979 

-294.04 
(-0.68) 

5.71 
(1.53) 

18.72 
(2.46) 

0.00 
(-) 

20.02 
(3.68) 

10.31 
(1.42) 

0.38 
(0.06) 

4.45 
(0.83) 

3.02 
(0.72) 

0.01 
(-0.71) 

0.05 
(0.7B) 

0.17 
(3.57) 

0.14 
(2.35) 

.110 

626 

.066 

.167 

.261 

.075 

.139 

.292 

203.89 

41729.53 

11.62 

35.53 \ 

18.10 

462 

Fall 
1979 

116.19 
(-D.17) 

-2.00 
(-0.47) 

18.91 
(2.28) 

0.00 
H 

22.88 
(3.82) 

6.36 
(0.74) 

3.33 
(0.46) 

2.50 
(0.42) 

- 1.00 
(-0.15) 

0.00 
(0.16) 

0.01 
(0.16) 

0.20 
(3.72) 

0.10 
(1.39) 

.103 

506 

.070 

.169 

.261 

.065 

.129 

.306 

201.13 

40565.17 

10.60 

35.13 

17.00 

372 

Spring 
1980 

-727.64 
(-0.B8) 

3.10 
(-0.69) 

20.76 
(2.32) 

0.00 
H 

21.09 
(3.40) 

9.83 
( 1.12) 

3.69 
(0.49) 

2.27 
(0.37) 

7.32 
(0.89) 

0.02 
(-0.87) 

0.02 
(-0.20) 

0.20 
(3.59) 

0.02 
(0.28) 

.082 

485 

.061 

.175 

.263 

.067 

.134 

.300 

20Q.36 

40242.79 

9.86 

34.82 

16.41 

357 

189 

SUmmer 
1978 

-149.90 
(-0.33) 

11.74 
(2.88) 

11.98 
(1.48) 

0.00 
H 

10.73 
(1.84) 

1.64 
(-0.22) 

- 2.58 
(-0.38) 

0.66 
(-0.11 ) 

1.81 
(0.42) 

0.00 
(-0.46) 

0.02 
(0.22) 

0.16 
(3.21) 

0.03 
(0.51) 

.071 

578 

.069 

.160 

.259 

.085 

.150 

.277 

207.99 

43438.89 

13.76 

20.74 

433 

SUmmer 
1979 

-438.49 
(-0.79) 

- 0.39 
(-0.10) 

5.13 
(0.64) 

0.00 
(-) 

11.95 
(2.08) 

2.62 
(0.33) 

- 4.01 
(-0.59) 

- 4.97 
(-0.B8) 

0.01 
(-O.BB) 

0.00 
(0.03) 

0.11 
(2.12) 

0.13 
(2.00) 

.059 

571 

.068 

.163 

.259, 

.075 

.139 

.296 

202.59 

41172.81 

11.07 

35.33 

17.41 

425 

Summer 
19BO 

723.31 
(-0.66) 

B.68 
( 1.76) 

15.18 
( 1.57) 

0.00 
H 

19.86 
(3.03) 

1.92 
(0.20) 

0.69 
(0.09) 

0.60 
(0.09) 

- 7.00 
(-0.64) 

0.02 
(0.63) 

0.08 
(0.88) 

0.15 
(2.49) 

0.06 
(0.81) 

.086 

418 

.053 

.178 

.257 

.060 

.135 

.317 

198.72 

39566.57 

9.36 

34.65 

16.21 

319 

~I , 



Table B5.3. 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

White male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-841.38 
(-3.13) 

15.87 
:6.49) 

1.60 
(0.37) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 29.98 
(-1.34) 

- 5.94 
(-1.52) 

- 4.89 
(-1. 80) 

1.49 
(-0.08) 

8.10 
(3.14) 

- 0.02 
(-3.09) 

0.11 
(1.92) 

0.12 
(3.10) 

0.06 
(1.24) 

.100 

1085 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Slll!lmer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

N 

.064 

.369 

.003 

.099 

.460 

.005 

204.60 

42038.94 

9.08 

12.42 

658 

Spring 
1979 

-1114.02 
(-3.50) 

18.00 
(6.99) 

0.77 
(0.17) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.91 
(-0.39) 

8.72 
(-2.11) 

0.74 
(0.04) 

10.84 
(3.51) 

0.03 
(-3.46) 

0.03 
(0.44) 

0.15 
(3.83) 

0.11 
(2.05) 

.116 

1054 

.065 

.372 

.003 

.094 

.461 

.oo!' 

203.77 

41681.76 

8.93 

649 

~'all 

1979 

-318.26 
(-0.74) 

17.13 
(6.06) 

3.76 
(0.74) 

0.00 
(-) 

0.88 
(0.04) 

- 2.89 
(-0.65) 

- 12.37 
(-3.99) 

- 3.11 
(-0.13) 

3.32 
(0.78) 

- 0.01 
(-0.77) 

- 0.01 
(-0.10) 

- 0.00 
(-0.08) 

0.16 
(2.58) 

.075 

881 

.063 

.390 

.004 

.092 

.447 

.004 

200.84 

40468.90 

24.66 

10.85 

541 

Spring 
1980 

-508.66 
(-0.96) 

16.55 
(5.56) 

1.65 
(0.30) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 18.69 
(-0.78) 

- 4.94 
(-1.04) 

- 11.34 
(-3.47) 

0.08 
(0.00) 

5.47 
(1.04) 

- 0.01 
(-1.07) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

0.04 
(0.84) 

0.14 
(2.04) 

.072 

833 

.059 

.393 

.004 

.092 

.448 

.004 

199.51 

39913.66 

7.88 

24.08 

10.19 

509 

190 

summer 
1978 

-223.27 
(-0.73) 

10.70 
(4.13) 

4.78 
(1.05) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 26.90 
(-1.20) 

- 10.82 
(-2.64) 

- 6.68 
(-2.32) 

22.60 
':;.' .. (0.':12) 

2.25 
(0.78) 

- 0.01 
(-0.77) 

D.Ol 
(0.24) 

0.05 
(0.94) 

.075 

976 

.062 

.370 

.003 

.099 

.464 

.002 

208.18 

43507.46 

10.80 

28.45 

14.70 

577 

summer 
1979 

-862.60 
(-2.12) 

9.08 
(3.17) 

- 2.16 
(-0.42) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.13 
(0.29) 

- 14.45 
(-3.17) 

- 12.01 
(-3.84) 

11.39 
(0.54) 

8.69 
(2.18) 

- 0.02 
(-2.16) 

- 0.07 
(-0.91) 

0.08 
(1.81) 

0.11 
(1.75) 

.053 

957 

.062 

.385 

.003 

.093 

.452 

.005 

202.33 

41077.84 

8.18 

25.35 

11.28 

600 

summer 
1980 

367.64 
(0.51) 

11.05 
(3.29) 

1.43 
(0.24) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 31.66 
(-1.07) 

1.72 
(-0.33) 

- 7.58 
(-2.11) 

- 5.06 
(-0.21) 

- 3·.08 
(-0.42) 

0.01 
(0.38) 

0.03 
(0.31) 

- 0.01 
(-0.14) 

0.18 
(2.32) 

.046 

711 

.056 

.400 

.002 

.089 

.449 

.004 

198.10 

·39331.57 

7.10 

24.53 

461 

\ 

Table B5.4. Pro rani Effects on Em 10 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -2047.B2 
(-7.42) 

.. !lot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Dlack female 

Hispanic female 

Age (month) 

Aqe squared 

Employment ratio, 
sprinq 1977 

Employment ratio, 
summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

27.17 
(9.27) 

0.10 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 4.10 
(-0.28) 

- 5;'65 
(-0.84) 

0.45 
(0.18) 

- 7.41 
(-0.4B) 

19.54 
(7.37) 

- 0.05 
(-7.24) 

- 0.09 
(-1.28) 

0.05 
( 1.33) 

0.06 
( 1.12) 

.114 

1299 

Pilot site Means: 

White male .019 

Black male .422 

Hispanic male .006 

"White female .028 

Black female .520 

Hispanic female .005 

Aqe (months) 205.42 

Age squared 42387.41 

Employment ratio, 4.25 
Gprinq 1977 

Employment ratio, 19.79 
summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 7.70 
Fall 1971 

N 1002 

Spring 
1979 

-1442.51 
(-4.65) 

32.44 
(10.85) 

7.58 
(1.03) 

0.00 
(-) 

0.71 
(-0.05) 

11.48 
(-1.66) 

3.54 
(1.38) 

4.66 
(-0.28) 

14.03 
(4.66) 

0.03 
(-4.61) 

0.03 
(0.40) 

0 •. 03 
(0.88) 

0.06 
(0.97) 

.110 

1279 

.018 

.421 

.006 

.027 

.524 

.004 

203.95 

41765.09 

3.82 

19.68 

7.18 

9B8 

Fall 
1979 

70.09 
(0.16) 

19.07 
(5.64) 

11.68 
(1.47) 

0.00 
(-) 

4.01 
(0.24) 

- 9.99 
(-1.29) 

- 2.75 
(-0.9~) 

- 14.2B 
(-0.84) 

0.03 
(0.0l} 

- 0.00 
(-0.11) 

- 0.14 
(-1.51) 

0.05 
(1.20) 

\l.11 
(1.60) 

.048 

1037 

.023 

.433 

.005 

.029 

.505 

.005 

200.53 

40343.86 

17.27 

6.08 

794 

Spring 
1980 

-627.12 
(-1.25) 

19.11 
(5.54) 

13.22 
(1.64) 

0.00 
(-) 

2.26 
(0.13) 

- 6.25 
(-0.78) 

- 3.24 
(-1.09) 

- 23.01 
(-1.25) 

7.08 
(1.42) 

- 0.02 
(-1.53) 

- 0.09 
(-0.99) 

0.05 
(1.01) 

.053 

992 

.022 

.436 

.005 

.029 

.503 

.005 

199.50 

39912.53 

17.03 

5.36 

759 

191 

summer 
1978 

-1699.10 
(-5.33) . 

13.80 
(4.45) 

- 6.08 
(-0.79) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 3.76 
(-0.26) 

- 9.67 
(-1.35) 

- 0.57 
(-0.21) 

4.36 
(0.24) 

16.51 
(5.47) 

- 0.04 
(-5.52) 

- 0.01 
(-0.13) 

0.18 
(4.42) 

0.02 
(0.43) 

.063 

1170 

.020 

.421 

.007 

.028 

.521 

.003 

208.76 

43757.43 

4.72 

20.60 

8.76 

894 

(Table 5.5): 

Summer 
1979 

-385.31 
(-1.02) 

12.23 
(3.99) 

8.81 
(1.16) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 2.25 
(-0.B5) 

- 3.10 
(-0.19) 

4.55 
(1.23) 

- 0.01 
(-1.34) 

- 0.10 
(-1.23) 

0.09 
(2.35) 

0.06 
(0.91) 

.043 

1204 

.019 

.422 

.005 

.025 

.525 

.004 

202.61 

41193.20 

3.70 

19,48 

926 

summer 
1980 

-1167.B6 
(-1.86) 

7.97 
(2.29) 

4.14 
(0.51) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.66 
(0.34) 

3.51 
(0.43) 

- 9.77 
(-3.20) 

- 20.75 
(-1·06) 

12. ;8 
( 1.\/9) 

- 0 •. )3 
(-2.115) 

- 0.03 
(-0.30) 

0.06 
(1.25) 

0.04 
(0.44) 

.032 

B84 

.023 

.430 

.006 

.027 

.509 

.005 

197.62 

39138.56 

2.56 

16.61 

4.75 

664 



Table B5.5. Program Effects on Employment Ratios, Separatel b P 
OLS Coefficients ~ndYpi~~!o:~t!O~e:~:SisSiPPi Pilot/Control (Table 5.5): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

White female 

Black female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

-1172.22 
(-3.50) 

19.79 
(6.95) 

21.18 
(3.66) 

0.00 
(-) 

3.80 
(-0.66) 

6.16 
(-2.13) 

10.99 
(3.40) 

0.03 
(-3.25) 

Employment ratio, -
Spring 1977 

0.09 
(-0.93) 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

0.03 
(0.54) 

0.15 
(1.99) 

.129 

802 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male 

Black male 

White female 

Black female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

N 

.070 

.448 

.064 

.418 

203.63 

41623.83 

3.88 

12.30 

5.65 

517 

Spring 
1979 

-953.43 
(-2.60) 

20.96 
(7.20) 

21.87 
(3.67) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 7.68 
(-1.30) 

- 6.52 
(-2.20) 

9.00 
(2.52) 

- 0.02 
(-2.40) 

- 0.07 
(-0.72) 

0.06 
(1.18) 

0.08 
(1.00) 

.120 

800 

.070 

.455 

.064 

.411 

202.57 

41178.28 

3.70 

12.10 

5.28 

516 

Fall 
1979 

-526.28 
(-1.00) 

13.61 
(3.82) 

1.40 
(0.19) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 13.55 
(-1.77) 

- 9.86 
(-2.74) 

5.21 
(1.00) 

- 0.01 
(-0.95) 

- 0.01 
(-0.06) 

0.01 
(0.23) 

0.05 
(0.44) 

.050 

613 

.072 

.472 

.058 

.398 

19().86 

40066.44 

10.70 

4.85 

400 

Spring 
1980 

-110.53 
(-0.17) 

16.14 
(4.42) 

9.20 
(1.25) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 14.39 
(-1.77) 

- 8.39 
(-2.28) 

1.10 
(0.17) 

- 0.00 
(-0.13) 

0.15 
(0.98) 

0.04 
(0.56) 

- 0.01 
(-0.06) 

.064 

,580 

, .072 

.469 

.051 

.408 

198.58 

39536.31 

2.23 

9.S8 

4.27 

375 

431.92 
(1.03) 

11.82 
(3.76) 

12.36 
( 1.90) 

--< :;:--;-~<-'----- -·O~~· 00 
(-) 

- 4.63 
(-0.72) 

- 8.85 
(-2.77) 

- 4.27 
(-1.07) 

0.01 
(1.17 ) 

- 0.26 
(-2.59) 

0.15 
(2.83) 

0.13 
(1.54) 

0.080 

704 

.067 

.445 

.065 

.423 

206.22 

42664.78 

4.25 

6.12 

449 

SWnmer 
1979 

-849.57 
(-1.68) 

12.31 
(3.64) 

8.05 
(1.14) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 23.85 
(-3.22) 

- 13.32 
(-3.85) 

8.32 
(1.67) 

- 0.02 
(-1.59) 

O. 02 
(0.15) 

0.08 
(1.29) 

- 0.10 
(-1.08) 

.079 

645 

.071 

.476 

.056 

.397 

200.38 

40281.12 

11.27 

5.16 

411 

SWnmer 
1980 

-874.65 
(-1.00) 

9.59 
(2.24) 

15.33 
( 1.87) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 13.42 
(-1.32) 

- 17.75 
(-4.02) 

8.61 
(0.98) 

- 0.02 
(-0.91) 

0.07 
(0.39) 

0.11 
( 1.55) 

- 0.08 
(-0.68) 

.110 

390 

.087 

.523 

.046 

.344 

197.80 

39210.65 

5.11 

241 

Table B5.6. Pro am Effects on Em 10 ent Ratios of Private Sector Em 10 ent Ratios (Table 5.6): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -389.03 
(-3.28) 

pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (mon'ths) 

Age squared 

Private sector 
employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Pr iva te sector 
employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Private sector 
employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

3.62 
(3.22) 

13.02 
(5.73) 

0.00 
(-l 

15.63 
(6.23) 

4.28 
(2.06) 

- 4.33 
(-3.65) 

0.88 
(0.37) 

3.60 
(3.15) 

- 0.01 
(-2.93) 

0.05 
(1.61 ) 

0.05 
(2.30) 

0.16 
(6.06) 

n2 .095 

N 3840 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male .048 

Black male .368 

Hispanic male .050 

White fema,le .061 

Black female .418 

Hispanic female .055 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

private sector 
e/l',ploymp,nt ratio, 
S~ring 1977 

Private Sector 
employment ratio, 
SUmmer 1977 

Private sector 
employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

204.B7 

42154.15 

5.48 

10.62 

~pring 
, 1979 

-143.09 
(-1.02) 

4.56 
(3.86) 

15.05 
(6.30) 

0.00 
(-l 

18.89 
(7.18) 

2.64 
(1.20) 

- 5.08 
(-4.09) 

2.61 
( 1.04) 

1.27 
(0.94) 

- 0.00 
(-0.76) 

0.07 
(2.18) 

0.03 
(1.42) 

0.18 
(6.44) 

.097 

3759 

.048 

.372 

.048 

.060 

.419 

.053 

203·.62 

41621.92 

5.07 

10.35 

Fall 
1979 

108.09 
(0.51) 

3.22 
(2.24) 

'12.41 
(4.33) 

0.00 
(-) 

20.10 
(6.33) 

0.42 
(0.15) 

- 9.05 
(-5.98) 

1.57 
(-0.52) 

1.05 
(-0.50) 

0.00 
(0.58) 

0.00 
(0.06) 

0.05 
(1.69) 

0.16 
(4.39) 

.073 

3037 

.051 

.383 

.049 

.057 

.403 

.057 

200.59 

40362.37 

4.41 

Spring 
1980 

-108.95, 
(-0.43) 

3.61 
(2.41) 

13.99 
(4.63) 

0.00 
(-) 

18.83 
(5.75) 

1.11 
(0.39) 

- 10.07 
(-6.40) 

- 2.78 
(-0.89) 

1.15 
(0.46) 

- 0.00 
(-0.40) 

0.02 
(0.51) 

0.08 
(2.48) 

0.14 
(3.51) 

.075 

2890 

.048 

.383 

.050 

.056 

.406 

.057 

199.48 

39901.23 

9.76 9.26 

'. ;7 
! 

6.66 6.18 

SUmmer 
1978 

-182.48 
(-1.31) 

0.93 
(0.77) 

13.65 
(5.64) 

0.00 
(-l 

18.39 
(6.92) 

1.09 
(0.50) 

- 4.39 
(-3.45) 

1.49 
(0.57) 

1.68 
(1.27) 

- 0.00 
(-1.14) 

- 0.02 
(-0.61) 

0.10 
(4.25) 

0.20 
(7.32) 

.107 

3428 

.048 

.365 

,.051 

.063 

, .420 

.053 

207.99 

43429.01 

6.24 

11.35 

8.77 

SUmmer 
1979 

- 0.09 
(-0.07) 

14.68 
(5.33) 

0.00 
(-l 

20.04 
(6.72) 

- 1.07 
(-0.42) 

- 8.95 
(-6.29) 

- 0.28 
(-0.10) 

0.31 
(0.17) 

- 0.00 
(-0.05) 

- 0.02 
(-0.62) 

0.05 
(1.77) 

0.17 
(4.96) 

.078 

3377 

.(148 

.375 

.050 

.057 

.414 

.056 

202.14 

41001.52 

4.67 

9.93 

2362 

SUmmer 
1980 

-293.19 
(-0.83) 

4.32 
(2.51) 

15.27 
(4.46) 

0.00 
H 

18.57 
(5.01) 

4.13 
(1.26) 

- 11.91 
(-6.63) 

- 4.46 
(-1.31) 

3.11 
(0.88) 

- 0.01 
(-0.86) 

0.06 
(1.09) 

0.09 
(2.49) 

0.09 
(1.99) 

.077 

2403 

.047 

.387 

.052 

.053 

.398 

.063 

197.99 

39282.71 

9.67 

1685 

N 2652 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~'-----------------------2605 2107 2000 2353 

193 
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Table B5.7. Program Effects on Employment Ratios of Public Sector Employment Ratios (Table 5.6): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

Whi te female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Public sector 
employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Public sector 
employment .ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Public sector 
employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-840.30 
(-6.74) 

17.45 
(14.86) 

7.42 
(-3.15) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.77 
(-3.37) 

9.00 
(-4.11) 

2.39 
(1.92) 

4.66 
(-1.88) 

8.11 
(6.77) 

0.02 
(-6.77) 

0.01 
(-0.09) 

0.14 
(6.34) 

0.04 
(0.93) 

.098 

3840 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male .04B 

Black male .36B 

Hispanic male .050 

White female .061 

Black female .418 

Hispanic female .055 

Age (month&) 204.87 

Age squared 42154.15 

Public sector 1.36 
employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Public sector 12.17 
employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Public sector 2.81 
employment ·'"atio, 
Fall 1977 

N 2652 

Spring 
1979 

-929.67 
(-6.32) 

18.26 
(14.76) 

7.55 
(-3.03) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 5.33 
(-1.93) 

- 9.54 
(-4.11) 

3.63 
(2.79) 

- 4.67 
(-1.77) 

9.15 
(6.41) 

0.02 
(-6.48) 

0.06 
(-1.00) 

0.11 
(4.73) 

0.12 
(2.63) 

.096 

3759 

.04B 

.372 

.04B 

.060 

.419 

.053 

203.62 

41621.92 

1.35 

12.35 

2605 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-214.79 
(-1.17l 

12.25 
(9.79) 

8.67 
(-3.51) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.60 
(-2.75) 

2.97 
(2.26) 

7.72 
(-2.96) 

2.44 
(1.34) 

0.01 
(-1.49) 

0.15 
(-2.31) 

0.05 
(2.37) 

0.05 
(0.98) 

.064 

3037 

.051 

.383 

.049 

.057 

.403 

.057 

200.59 

40362.37 

11.32 

2.34 

2107 

194 

Spring' 
1980 

-307.56 
'(-1.39) 

12.12 
(9.29) 

- 8.39 
(-3.20) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.al 
(-2.74) 

7.61 
(-3.06) 

4.·12 
(3.22) 

5.29 
(-1.94) 

0.01 
(-1.70) 

0.06 
(-0.85) 

0.04 
( 1.88) 

0.02 
(0.45) 

1065 

2890 

.048 

.3B3 

.050 

.056 

.406 

.057 

199.48 

39901.23 

loll 

11.34 

2.17 

2000 

Summer 
1978 

-480.62 
(-3.19) 

13.40 
(10.41) 

- 11.92 
(-4.62) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 10.69 
(-3.75) 

- 11.70 
(-4.91) 

0.72 
(0.53) 

- 3.20 
(-1.14) 

4.84 
(3.40) 

0.01 
(-3.54) 

0.12 
(-1.89) 

0.22 
(9.52) 

0.04 
(0.98) 

.095 

3428 

.048 

.365 

.051 

.063 

.420 

.053 

207.99 

43429.01 

12.56 

3.15 

2353 

Summer 
1979 

-625.31 
(-3.36) 

10.77 
(7.9B) 

- 13.74 
(-5.0B) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 12.42 
(-4.21) 

- 15.11 
(-5.BB) 

2.09 
(1.4B) 

- B.ll 
(-2.B7) 

6.55 
(3.59) 

0.02 
(-3.76) 

0.12 
(-1.66) 

0.11 
(4.64) 

O.OB 
( 1.53) 

.072 

3377 

.048 

.375 

.050 

.057 

.414 

.056 

202.14 

41001.52 

1.36 

12.47 

2.74 

2362 

Summer 
1980 

-87.59 
(-0.31 ) 

5.B2 
(4.25) 

-11.03 
(-4.07) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 9.7.(1 
(-3.~2) 

- 8.71 
(-3.31 ) 

2.64 
(1.85) 

- 6.03 
(-2.21 ) 

1.23 
(0.44) 

- 0.00 
(-0.52) 

0.05 
(0.64) 

0.04 
(1.7B) 

0.01 
(0.26) 

.041 

2403 

.047 

.3B7 

.052 

.053 

.39B 

.063 

197.99 

39282.71 

16B5 

" 1/ 

'l'able u5.8. Pro raa Effect. OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

l'all 
1978 

Co.fUei.nta (t-auti.tiea), 

conatant -100S.07 
(-1.55) 

Pilot d_ 

Aq. (montha) 

Ag. squued 

16.63 
(2.99) 

9.61 
(1.54) 

0.02 
(-1.50) 

EIIployment ratio, - 0.09 
Ilpring 1977 (-0.96) 

btploYlMnt ratio, 
su"lIIar 1977 

I'aployMnt ratio, 
Fall 1977 

a2 

N 

o. II 
(1.34) 

0.23 
(2.62) 

.107 

239 

Pilot Site Meana, 

Age (IIOnth.) 

Aq. squared 

Employment ratio" 
Spring 1977 
Employment X'atlo, 
Summer 1977 

!IIIploymtlnt ratio, 
l'all 1977 

N 

204.90 

42167.15 

18.49 

30.19 

21.61 

127 

!'all 
1978 

Sprinq 
1979 

-617.88 
(-0.81) 

12.29 
(2.14) 

5.95 
(0.80) 

- 0.01 
(-0.76) 

_ 0.01 
(-0.06) 

0.21 
(2.33) 

O. II 
(1.22) 

.098 

232 

204.23 

41882.69 

17.85 

20.99 

126 

Sprinq 
1979 

Co.fUei.ne. (t-atatiatiea) I 

COnatant -1212.70 
(-4.51) 

Pilot dummy 

Age (months) 

Age _red 

Employment ratio, 
Spril1g 1977 

EmploY1l'!ent ratio, 
summer 1977 

ElDplop'.nt ratio, 
Fall 1977 

a2 

N 

22.60 
(8.90) 

11.40 
(4.40) 

0.03 
(-4.23) 

0.06 
(1.07) 

0.06 
(1.67) 

0.03 
(0.57) 

.096 

1349 

Pilot Site M.ana I 

Age (IIIOntha) 

Age aquu.4" 

!IIIployune ratio, 
Sprinq 1977 

IIIployment ratio, 
s-r 1977 

EDployment r&ti~, 
Fall 1977 

N 

204.62 

42040.72 

8.19 

28.02 

11.81 

975 

-1135.62 
(-3.76) 

25.41 
(9.84) 

10.79 
(3.68) 

~.03 

(-3.54) 

0.06 
(0.99) 

0.06 
(1.77) 

0.03 
(0.53) 

.100 

1331 

203.67 

41645.89 

7.86 

27.65 

11.14 

967 

Fall 
1979 

-1783. IS 
(-1.58) 

3.62 
(0.57) 

17.31 
(1.57) 

0.04 
(-1.52) 

0.03 
(-0.27) 

0.04 
(0.36) 

0.22 
(2.12) 

.079 

194 

201.93 

40921.65 

16.40 

28.Sl 

22.39 

107 

l'all 
1979 

388.65 
(0.96) 

18.92 
(6.50) 

- 3.72 
(-0.93) 

0.01 
(0.95) 

_ 0.07 

(-0',94) 

0.03 
(0.70) 

0.11 
(1.64) 

.043 

1121 

200.58 

40359.41 

6.74 

24.89 

9.66 

807 

o 

Sprinq 
1980 

. -261.21 
(-0.18) 

2.06 
(0.14) 

- 0.00 
(-0.09) 

- 0.09 
(-0.7B) 

0.28 
(2.76) 

0.10 .­
(0.91) 

.135 

178 

199.77 

40016.17 

13.91 

26.70 

18.99 

96 

Spring 
1980 

-195.86 
(-0.>1.1) 

19.72 
(6.61) 

2.26 
(0.48) 

0.01 
(-0.49) 

- 0.12 
(-1.55) 

0.03 
(0.77) 

0014 
(2.00) 

.045 

1067 

199.50 

39909.77 

6.56 

24.17 

9.04 

// 

195 

SWIImer 
1978 

-168.93 
(-0.22) 

9.81 
(1.64) 

2.Q8 
(0.29) 

- 0.01 
(-0.32) 

- 0.16 
(-1.67) 

0.15 
(1.66) 

0.26 
(2.88) 

.081 

217 

207.55 

43246.03 

22.34 

32.45 

24.73 

114 

su-.r 
1978 

-415.02 
(-1.36) 

14.54 
(5.37) 

3.95 
(1.37) 

0.01 
(-1.29) 

,., 0.00 
(-0.04) 

0.14 
(3.88) 

- 0.02 
(-0.31) 

.045 

1208 

208.07 

43460.84 

9.19 

29.33 

13.66 

858 

;;---

s.-.r 
1979 

-299.54 
(-0.32) 

-3.03 
(-0.50) 

3.08 
(0.33) 

- 0.01 
(-0.30) 

0.04 
(0.35) 

0.06 
(0.63) 

0.11 
(1.14) 

.042 

206 

202.98 

41363.23 

17.28 

28.69 

22.52 

113 

su-ar 
1979 

-587.74 
(-1.57) 

11...!.? 
(4.05) 

5.98 
(1.64) 

- 0.01 
(-1.60) 

- 0.12"~~ 
(-1.74) 

0.09 
(2.51) 

0.07 
(1.26) 

.026 

1226 

202.09 

40982.67 

7.38 

36.45 

10.63 

887 

SUmmer 
1980 

761.75 
(0.37) 

6.45 
(0.90) 

- 7.64 
(-0.37) 

- 0.06 
(-0.39) 

0.19 
(1.67) 

0.17 
(1.48) 

.077 

149 

39433.78 

14.59 

29.06 

20.82 

79 

SUmau 
1980 

-605.81] 
(-0.97) 

10.45 
(3.29) 

6.43 
(1.02) 

- 0.0' 
(-I.li:?) . 

- O.la 
(-1.27) 

- 0.01 
(-0.16) 

0.10 
(2.43) 

.021 

903 

39192.77 

25.21 

8.58 

653 
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T~le 55.10. PrOqraa Effect" on !:mDl ~ oyment Ratio., separately by Per1?d 

,OLS Coetticienta and Pilot SUe Hun. ' 
tor H1apan~c KIll .. (T~le 5.7" 

Pall 
1978 

Coetticienta (t-autiatics) I 

Pilot d_ 

Aqe (IOOntha) 

Aqe oquAred 

Employm'llnt ratio, 
Sprinq 1977 

Employment ratio, 
SUIIIOler 1977 

Employaent ratio, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-279.45 
(-0.38) 

- 0.36 
(-0.05) 

2.50 
(~.36) 

- 0.00 
(-0.28) 

0.09 
(0.71) 

0.06 
(0.67) 

- 0.05 
(-0.46; 

.052 

188 

Pilot S1 ttl Mean.: 

Aqe (months) 

Aqe squared 

Employment ratio, 
Sprinq 1977 

Employment ratio, 
summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
FAll 1977 

N 

207.77 

43371.36 

18.11 

39.49 

24.16 

1:;2 

Sprinq Pall 
1979 1979 

68.83 
(0.09) 

3.08 
(0.45) 

- 0.67 
(-0.09) 

0.00 
(0.14) 

0.06 
(0.53) 

0.12 
(1.32) 

0.07 
(0.65) 

.067 

180 

206.03 

42623.95 

16.76 

38.89 

21.83 

126 

10.95 
(0.05) 

6.65 
(0.82) 

- 0.05 
(-0.00) 

- 0.00 
(-0.02) 

- 0.03 
("0.23) 

0.17 
(1.59) 

0.10 
(0.78) 

.037 

148 

202.49 

41124.02 

36.70 

20.46 

103 

Sp"inq 
1980 

-1032.87 
(-0.64) 

4.19 
(0.49) 

10.88 
(0.68) 

0.03 
(-0.19) 

0.16 
(1.51) 

- 0.02 
(-0.18) 

.022 

144 

202.14 

40976.60 

12.54 

35.64 

20.08 

100 

&m.er 
1978 

120.14 
(0.14) 

3.15 
(0.44) 

- 0.95 
(-0.12) 

\' , 0.00 
'(0.14) 

- 0.06 
(-0.48) 

0.17 
(1.80) 

0.02 
(0.19) 

.035 

169 

209.84 

44211.43 

19.3U 

42.10 

120 

SUiaer 
1979 

- 1.60 
(-0.22) 

0.46 
(0.05) 

- 0.00 
(-0.02) 

- 0.06 
(-0.49) 

0.14 
(1.46) 

0.08 
(0.73) 

.029 

166 

204.25 

14.65 

38.17 

117 

~T~ab~le~5~5~.~I~I~.-!Pr~~~!f~~~~~~~~ ogram. Effect. on E!pl0 o!.Syman~.., Ratio., Separately by Period, for Whit. FQII.&le. 
coettic!eri'l:. and Pilot Site !leana (Table 5.7) I 

?all 
1978 

Coetticients (t-sUtistic.) I 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

Aqe (montha) 

Aqe squared 

Employment rOotio, 
Sprinq 1977 

Employment ratio, 
SUmmer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-41.:!9 
(-0.08) 

6 • .<12 
(1.34) 

0.50 
(0.10) 

- 0.00 
(-0.08) 

0.13 
(1.12) 

- 0.10 
(-1.20) 

0.27 
(2.67) 

.064 

286 

Pilot Site Heans: 

Aqe (month.) 

Aqe aquared 

Employment ratio, 
.Sprinq 1977 

fAployment ratio, 
SWlmer 1977 

fAployment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

N 

207.q 

43108.31 

10.41 

16.90 

12.94 

162 

Sprinq 
1979 

-506.66 
(-0.87) 

7.08 
(1.56) 

5.06 
(0.91) 

- 0.01 
(-0.91) 

0.01 
(0,,10) 

- 0.05 
(-0.55) 

0.47 
(4.75) 

.125 

274 

205.86 

4.~558.0J 

9.19 

15.73 

11.69 

155 

Pall 
1979 

916.55 
( 1.13) 

- 1.01 
(-0.18) 

- 8.92 
(-1.12) 

0.02 
( 1.13) 

- 0.01 
(-0.05) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

0.26 
( 1.70) 

.034 

213 

201.98 

40940.10 

8.31 

15.92 

8.93 

120 

Sprinq 
1980 

-222.00 
(-0.24) 

2.56 
(0.43) 

2.75 
(0.30) 

- 0.01 
(-0.33) 

0.43 
(2.35) 

0.14 
(1.29) 

- 0.21 
(-1.22) 

.046 

201 

200.52 

40327.84 

7.70 

14.51 

8.21., 

112 

196 

_er 
1978 

-106.84 
(-0.18) 

- 0.24 
(-0.05) 

1.01 
(0.18) 

- 0.00 
(-0.15) 

0.06 
(0.56) 

0.06 
(0.71 ) 

0.26 
(2.59) 

.094 

263 

210.00 

44294.19 

12.13 

18.47 

14.62 

148 

-499.96 
(-0.67) 

1.71 
(0.33) 

5.17 
(0.71) 

- 0.01 
(-0.72) 

0.11 
(0.79) 

- 0.10 
(-1.14) 

0.38 
(3.19) 

.072 

233 

203.91 

4~,728.63 

8.13 

15.98 

10.39 

134 

1980 

-1056.41 
(-0.46) 

13.69 
( 1.55) 

11.69 
(0.53) 

0.03 
(-0.57) 

0.08 
(0.56) 

0.13 
(1.23) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

.054 

121 

199.76 

39992.08 

35.51 

B7 

1900 

-1329.28 
(-0.97) 

2.2'1 
(0.32) 

14.24 
(1.03) 

0.04 
(-1.06) 

0.52 
(2.35) 

C).Og 
(-0.61) 

0.03 
(-0.171 

.052 

160 

197.64 

39141.24 

6018 

12.35 

89 

I 
I 
~, 
I 

I 
I 
t 

\ 
i 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-stati.tic.) I 

Pilot dUIIIIY 

Aqe (months) 

Age squared 

_1551.34 
(-6.62) 

27.71 
(12.48) 

14.84 
(6.58) 

0.04 
(-6.50) 

Employment ""tio. - 0.11 
Sprinq 197'7 (-1.38) 

Employment ratio, 0.13 
Sw.mar 1977 (3.71) 

fAployaent ratio, - 0.03 
Fall 1977 (-0.52) 

H2 .121 

N 1568 

Aqe (months) 204.48 

Aqe squared 41984.70 

Employment ratio, 2.52 

Spring 1977 

Employment ratio. 15.16 
summer 1977 

!IIIployment ratio, 5.50 

Fall 1977 

Sprinq 
1979 

-1272.28 
(-4.67) 

30.04 
(12.91) 

12.46 
(4.71) 

0.03 
(-4.71) 

0.12 
(3.52) 

0.06 
(1.05) 

.113 

1542 

203.08 

41392.54 

2.33 

15.57 

5.32 

10 ant Ratio. Sa aratel b Period tor Black Female. (Tabl. 5.7): 

OLS Coefficient. and Pilot Site Meane 

Fall 
1979 

22.07 
(8.31) 

7.24 
( 1.87) 

_ 0.02 

(-,.98) 

_ 0.14 

(-1.39) 

0.07 
(1.69) 

C.03 
(0.52) 

.069 

1192 

200.01 

40125.23 

14.13 

4.80 

Spr1n'1 
1980 

19.25 
(6.98) 

8.13 
(1.74) 

_ 0.02 
(-I.B3) 

- 0.03 
(-0.27) 

0.04 
( 1.03) 

0.10 
(1.l9) 

.055 

1140 

199.01 

39708.04 

14.14 

suoaer 
1978 

-1180.40 
(-4.16) 

19.76 
(8.23)' 

11.51 
(4.29) 

0.03 
(-4.36) 

0.09 
(-1.08) 

0.23 
(6.43) 

0.03 
(-0.52) 

.084 

1396 

207.46 

43200.34 

2.86 

989 

SU-e:: 
1979 

-849.37 
(-2.42) 

17.03 
(6.62) 

8.87 
(2.57) 

- 0.02 
(-2.65) 

_ 0.17 

(-1.71) 

0.12 
(3.17) 

_ 0.04 

(-0.56) 

.047 

1362 

201.67 

40803.36 

15.73 

5.17 

978 

s.-er 
1980 

-2.78 
(-0.00) 

10.20 
(3.33) 

0.59 
(0.10) 

-0.00 
(-0.15) 

-0.01 
(-0.06) 

0.10 
(2.12) 

-0.03 
(-0.33) 

.020 

925 

197.90 

39248.67 

1.69 

14.89 

4.72 

671 
811 

---------,----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1092 850 

N 1109 

PrOgram Ethets on E!!!plo'fll!!nt Ratio •• Separately by Period, tor Hbpanic Female. (Table S. 7): 

'r~le 05.13. 

Fall 
1978 

coetticientB (t-stati8tic.) I 

conatant 

Pilot dUIDIIIY 

Age (months) 

Aqe 1I<!Il=8d 

-1317.14 
(-2.27) 

14.91 
(2.49) 

12.48 
(2.23) 

0.03 
(-2.18) 

Employment ratio, 0.31 
Sp::inq 1977 (2.02) 

Employment ratio. O. 17 
SUmmer 1977 (1.96) 

Employment rlltio, - 0.02 
Fllll 1977 (-0.20) 

~ .1~ 

Pilot Sit. Hean8' 

Aqe (month.) 204.41 

Aq. squared 41976.11 

fAployment ratio, 6.44 

Sprinq 1977 

fAployment ratiO. 30.63 

s"""".r 1977 

EIIIployment ratio, 15.58 

Pall 1977 

N 147 

Sprinq 
1979 

_1101.01 
(-1.40) 

11.97 
(1.89) 

11.15 
(1.45) 

0.03 
(~1.49) 

0.12 
(0.77) 

0.22 
(2.40) 

0.15 
( 1.40) 

.129 

200 

202.30 

41068.72 

5.71 

30.95 

15.07 

139 

OLS COefficient. and Pilot Site Hean. 

Fall 
1979 

137.73 
(0.11) 

_ 4.96 

(-0.70) 

1,04 
(-0.09) 

0.00 
(0.08) 

0.05 
(0.24) 

0.29 
(2.85) 

0.03 
(0.24) 

.069 

169 

200.53 

40331.85 

4.57 

29.69 

12.55 

120 

Sprinq 
1980 

-2Q3.14 
(-0.13) 

2.52 
(0.16) 

_ 0.01 
(-0.17) 

0.09 
(0.43) 

0.38 
(3.67) 

_ 0.06 
(-0.46) 

.102 

160 

199.16 

39757.55 

4.01 

30.36 

12.44 

113 

197 

_r 
1978 

-710.32 
(-0.86) 

25.47 
(3.58) 

6.92 
(0.89) 

_ 0.02 

(-0.90) 

0.14 
(0.86) 

0.20 
(2.06) 

_ 0.03 

(-0.22) 

.128 

175 

207.94 

43411.09 

33.29 

16.12 

124 

-1409.33 
(-1.35) 

5.86' 
(0.81) 

14.63 
(1.42) 

0.04 
(-1.47) 

0.11 
(0.62) 

0.11 
( 1.09) 

0.09 
(0.77) 

I 

.056 

184 

201.64 

40789.38 

5.58 

31.59 

14.81 

133 

suaau 
1980 

-382.98 
(-0.21) 

12.24 
( 1.60) 

4.28 
(0.23) 

- 0.01 
(-0.25) 

0.39 
(1.86) 

0.33 
(3.22) 

- 0.09 
(-0.65) 

.145 

145 

198.47 

39476.25 

30.52 

11.94 

106 

" Il , 
,j 



'" '1'able a5.14. Pro 
lUI Effects on ~Em 1 nt Ratio. Se ratel b P~riod tor Whit 

Table 5.7): "OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site MeAns • e. 

Pilot dUlllllly 

A'18 (months) 

Employment ratio, 
Sprin'1 1917 

Empl'Oyment ratio, 
'SUIItOer 1977 

bployment ,'ratio I 
Fall 1977 

R2 

II 

Fall 
1978 

1;:-----­
-41&;67 

(-1.01) 

11\'08 
(3.\jS) 

0.02 
(0.23) 

0.03 
(0.51) 

".26 
(3.90) 

.080 

525 

Pilot Sito Meanar 

Age (months) 206.15 

Sprin'1 
1979 

9.62 
(2.63) 

- 0.01 
(-1.10) 

0.03 
(0.45) 

0.12 
(1.93~) 

0.27 
(3.99) 

.108 

506 

205.13 

42694.72 42255.21 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 \ 

Employment ratio, 
SUmmer 1977 

~ployment ratio, 
Fall 1917 

Ii 

13.96 13.07 

22.74 21.96 

16.75 15.86 

289 2S1 

Fall 
1979 

-44.29 
(-0.07) 

0.55 
(0.13) 

0.45 
(0. 07) 

- 0.00 
(-0.03) 

0.01 
'0.12) 

0.03 
(0.48) 

0.25 
(2.96) 

.056 

407 

201.96 

40931.41 

12.12 

21.(16 

227 

Sprin'1 
1980 

-28.7S 
(-0.04) 

8.66 
( 1.95) 

0.41 
(0.05) 

- 0.00 
(-0.04) 

0.09 
(0.92) 

0.21 
(2.81) 

0.06 
(0.67) 

.068 

379 

200.17 

40183.99 

10.56 

20.14 

13"s 

208 

SWrmIer 
1978 

27.98 
(0·06) 

4.40 
(1.16) 

- 0.02 
(-0.01) 

- 0.00 
(-0.00) 

- 0.06 
(-0.S6) ~ 

0.27 
(4.17) 

.087 

480 

208.94 

43838.12 

16.57 

24.55 

19.02 

262 

-390.34 
(-0.65) 

- 0.55 
(-0.14) 

4.09 
(0.70) 

0.10 
(1.22) 

- 0.00 
1-0.02) 

0.25 
(3.28) 

.063 

439 

41561.46 

247 

Tab~ a5.15. Pro 
am Effecta On 10 t Ratioa Se atal Period 

for alacke Tabla 5.7/: 
aLB coafUcianta and Pilot SUe Ileana 

Pall 
1978 

Spring 
1979 

Coefficient!; (t-.tAtiatica). 

Constant 

lOilot: dUlllllly 

Age (montha/ 

tmployment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Sucmar 1977 

Employment: ratio, 
Fllll 1977 

R2 

II 

-1408.75 
(-7.95/ 

25.34 
(15013) 

13.39 
(7.85) 

0.03 
(-7.67) 

0.02 
(0.46) 

0.09 
(3.91) 

0.01 
(0.30) 

.105 

2917 

Pilot Site He,.,... 

!iIIlploY"ant ratio, 
Sprinq 1917 

lilIploymant ratio, 
S ....... 1977 

lilIployment ratio, 
Pall 1977 

II 

204.55 

42014.65 

21.18 

8.45 

2084 

-1202.16 
(-5.94) 

27.95 
(16.16) 

11.62 
(5.91) 

0.03 
(-5.811 

0.01 
(0.25) 

0.09 
(3.SI) 

0.05 
( 1.21) 

.103 

2873 

203.36 

41511.53 

4.93 

21.24 

8.06 

2059 

Fall 
1979 

-91.22 
(-0.32) 

20.55 
(10.41) 

1.23 
(0.44) 

- 0.00 
(-0.49) 

- 0.07 
(-1.16) 

0.06 
(2.0J) 

0.08 
11.79) 

.049 

2313 

200.28 

40239.29 

4.34 

19.37 

1657 

-436.21 
(-1.30) 

19.59 
(9.66) 

- 0.01 
(-1.51) 

- 0.08 
(-1.23) 

0.05 
(1.63) 

0.12 
(2.44) 

.048 

2207 

199.25 

39806.16 

4.211 

19.01 

1579 

198 

SUmmIU' 
1978 

-788.21 
(-3.78) 

17.09 
(9.48) 

7.65 
(3.S7) 

- 0.02 
(-3.87) ~ 

- 0.02'·~ 
(-0.47) 

- 0.02 
(-0.42) 

.060 

2604 

207.74 

43321.35 

5,80 

22.01 

9.68 

1847 

-668.64 
(-2.60) 

14.28 
(7.56) 

0.02 
(-2.7S) 

- 0.10 
(-I.Tn 

0.12 
(4.39) 

0.03 
(0.75) 

.032 

2588 

201.81 

40888.o.c 

4.69 

7.77 

186S 

SUlmter 
1980 

-180.11 
(-0.16) 

S.80 
/1.15) 

2.27 
(0.20) 

D~bl 
(-D.21) 

0.16 
(1.40/ 

O.I:t 
~ '7~-.c:~ {'1.~22) 

.044 

309 

197.98 

39278.80 

10.13 

20.20 

13.34 

160 

SUmmer 
1980 

-301. 02 
(-0.68) 

10.24 
(4.61) 

3.48 
(0.79) 

- 0.03 
(-0.37) 

0.06 
(1.90) 

0.08 
( 1.49) 

.017 

1828 

197.83 

39221.10 

19.98 

6.62 

1324 

I 
I 

\ 
\ 

Tabla 85.16. Program Effects on E!!!ploY"'ent Ratio., Separately by Period. for Hispanic. (Table 5.7): 
aLB Coefficients and Pilot Stte Means 

Fall 
1978 

Coafficient. (t-.tatiatica), 

Conatant -1017.38 
(~2.23) 

Pilot d_ B.20 
\1.77) 

A'18 (montha) 9.64 
(2.20) 

Age squared 0.02 
(-2.11) 

EIIIplo~ent ratio, 0.18 
Sprinq 1977 (1.96) 

Employment ratio, 0.13 
s.-.r 1977 (2.03) 

EIIIployMnt ratio, - 0.01 
Pall 1977 (-0.11) 

112 .088 

II 398 

Pilot: Site Mean •• 

Employment l;atio, 11.96 
SPl:inq 1977 

!mployment utio, 34.82 
S_r 1977 

Employment ratio, 19.64 
Pall 1977 

II 279 

Sprinq 
1979 

-535.37 
(-0.95) 

9.07 
(1.93) 

5.42 
(0.99) 

- 0.01 
(-0.98) 

0.12 
(1.32) 

0.19 
(2.90)· 

0.12 
(1.62) 

.093 

390 

204.J)8 

41801!.19 

10.97 

34.73 

18.28 

265 

Pall 
1979 

-141.85 
(-0.16) 

0.09 
(0.02) 

I.B5 
(0.21) 

- 0.00 
(-0.2':!) 

0.04 
(0.31) 

0.23 
(3.17) 

0.09 
(0.93) 

.056 

317 

201.43 

40697.74 

16.20 

223 

Spring 
1980 

, -683.59 
(-0.61) 

- 3.22 
(-0.58) 

1.29 
(0.65) 

- 0.02 
(-0.67) 

0.03 
(0.28) 

• 
0.27 

(3.59) 

- 0.02 
(-0.17) 

.054 

304 

200.56 

40329.87 

B.02 

16.03 

213 

SUmmer 
1978 

-345.31 
(-0.59) 

14.72 
(2.91) 

3.53 
(0.64) 

- 0.01 
(-0.64) 

0.03 
(0.34) 

0.20 
(2.89) 

0.03 
(0.37) 

.071 

344 

20B.88 

43804.70 

13.37 

:1I.21 

244 

Swmer 
1979 

-723.09 
(-0.99) 

2.34 
(0.45) 

7.61 
( 1.06) 

- 0.02 
(-1.08) 

0.04 
(0.38) 

0.14 
(2.07) 

0.09 
(1.14) 

.035 

350 

202.86 

41290.40 

9.83 

17.65 

250 

'Table 85.17. Prose- Erfeeta on Emplo)'!!!!!t Ratio •• separat:flly by Period. for Mal.~. (Tabla 5.7): 
aLB coatfic!ent. and Pilot Site Meana 

Fall 
1978 

Coafficients (t-atatiatic.). 

Constent -1063.49 
(-4.53) 

Pilot dUlUlY 18.45 
(B.47) 

Age (montha) 10.02 
(4.44) 

Age squared o. 02 
(-4.25) 

!mployment ratio, 0.05 
Spring 1977 ( 1. 02) 

E::oployment ratio, 0.06 
Summer 1977 (2.04) 

tmployment: r"tio, 0.08 
rall 1977 (1.98) 

112 .083 

II 1776 

Pilot Sit", 'Ieana. 

"'18 (montha) 204.99 

11.'18 squared 42202.39 

EIIploymant ratio, 10.31 
Sprinq 1977 

EIIploymant ratio, 29.47 _r 1977 

EIIployaant ratio, . 14.14 
:rall 19'17 

II 1234 

spring 
1979 

-944.83 
(-3.55) 

20.09 
(9.05) 

9.00 
(3.49) 

- 0.02 
(-3.34) 

0.07 
(1.49) 

0.08 
(2.70) 

0.08 
(1.85) 

.087 

1743 

203.97 

41771.47 

9.81 

29.02 

1219 

Fall 
1979 

14.56 
(5.82) 

- 0.82 
(-0.23) 

0.00 
(0.26) 

- 0.04 
(-0.68) 

0.04 
( 1.23) 

0.14 
(2.83) 

.036 

1463 

200.91 

40496.01 

8.43 

12.09 

1017 

Spr~9' 
1980 

-2BO.BO 
(-0.64) 

16.39 
(6.39) 

3.04 
(0.70) 

- 0.01 
(-0.69) 

- 0.06 
(-1.021 

0.08 
(2.11) 

0.12 
(2.26) 

.039 

1389 

199.80 

40031.04 

7.91 

25.61 

11.18 

964 

3.99 

SUmmar 
1978 

-338.30 
(-1.26) 

'12.12 
15.25) 

3.32 
( 1.31) 

- 0.01 
(-1.25) 

- 0.05 
(-I.04) 

0014 
(4.48) 

0.07 
(1.64) 

.042 

1594 

20S.21 

43520.90 

".67 

31.06 

1092 

SUmmer 
1979 

-531.23 
i-l,\62) 

7';58 
(3.22) 

5.42 
(1.69) 

0.01 
(-1.64) 

- 0.06 
(-1.25) 

0.09 
(2.94) 

0.08 
(1.83) 

.023 

1598 

41113.06 

9014 

27.90 

1117 

SUmmer 
1980 

-1581.03 
(-1.14) 

12.51 
(2.15) 

16.56 
(1.19) 

0.04 
(-1.23) 

0.20 
(1.73) 

0.23 
(3.03) 

O. 02 
(-0.17) 

.094 

266 

199.05 

39708.77 

32.77 

15.68 

193 

SUmmar 
1980 

-544.95 
(-0.95) 

9.86 
(3.62) 

5.83 
( 1.011 

- 0.01 
(-1.~11 

- 0.03 
(-0.46) 

0.03 
(0.84) 

0.15 
(2.71) 

.023 

1173 

198.03 

39300.92 

26.67 

11.1l0 

B19 

: ~ 
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Table B5.18. Program Effects on Employment Ratios, Separately by Period, for Females (Table 5~7): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -1346.24 
(-6.67) 

pilot dummy 23.11 
( 12.17) 

Age (months) 12.88 
(6.64) 

Age squared 0.03 
(-6.54) 

Employment ratio, 0.04 
Spring 1977 (0.60) 

Employment ratio, 0.10 
SUmmer 1977 (3.43) 

Employment ratio, 0.02 
Fall 1977 (0.58) 

R2 .096 

N 2064 

Pilot, Site Means: 

Age (months) 204.78 

Age squared 42112.18 

Employment ratio, 3.82 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 16.96 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 7.39 
Fall 1977 

N 1418 

Spring 
1979 

-1158.93 
(-4.91) 

25.13 
(12.72) 

11.40 
(4.98) 

0.03 
(-4.99) 

0.02 
(-0.32) 

0.11 
(3.72) 

0.15 
(3.30) 

.098 

2016 

203.31 

41490,.40 

3.44 

17.13 

7.01 

1386 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

]'all 
1979 

-351.80 
(-1.04) 

15.95 
(7.01) 

3.95 
(1.18 ) 

- 0.01 
(-1.27) 

- 0.04 
(-0.49)/) 

0.08 
(2.23) 

0.07 
(1.35) 

.041 

1574 

200.28 

40237.69 

3.03 

16.04 

1090 

Spring 
1980 

-602.42 
(-1.49) 

14.31 
(6.08) 

6.58 
(1.63) 

- 0.02 
(-1.72) 

0.10 
(1.19) 

0.08 
(2.12) 

0.05 
(0.85) 

.039 

1501 

199.19 

39780.44 

15.95 

1036 

Summer 
1978 

-923.89 
(-3.78) 

17.36 
(8.45) 

9.01 
(3.90) 

- 0.02 
(-3.95) 

- 0.01 
(-0.10) 

0.22 
(6.99) 

0.02 
(0.48) 

.074 

1834 

43349.44 

17.72 

8.19 

1261 

Summer 
1979 

-805.60 
(-2.64) 

14.19 
(6.46) 

8.43 
(2.81) 

- 0.02 
(-2.91) 

- 0.03 
(-0.44) ,~ 

0.10 
(2.86) 

0.05 
(0.98) 

.037 

1779 

201.91 

40901.46 

3.24 

17.45 

6.76 

1245 

Summer 
1980 

-241.16 
(-0.46) 

9.39 
(3.62) 

3.00 
(0.57) 

- 0.01 
(-0.63) 

0.21 
(2.12 ) 

0.10 
(2.65) 

- 0.03 
(-0.49) 

.026 

1230 

197.94 

39265.48 

2.39 

16.54 

5.81 

866 

I 
i\ 

I 
~ 
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Table B5.19. Program Effects on Employment Ratios, Separately by Period, for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort (Table 5.4): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -3718.15 
(-2.72) 

Pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, -
Fall 1977 

R2 

23.33 
( 12.31) 

7.52 
(1.97) 

0.00 
(-) 

13.35 
(2.99) 

2.32 
(-0.64) 

0.49 
(-0.24) 

3.17 
(-0.79) 

36.88 
(2.62) 

0.09 
(-2.52) 

0.07 
(1.21) 

.0.09 
(3.26) 

0.00 
(-0.11) 

.118 

2005 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

l\ge squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

N 

.049 

.370 

.041 

.057 

.426 

.057 

194.13 

37712.86 

3.78 

18.69 

1377 

Spring 
1979 

-1555.67 
(-1.25) 

23.41 
(11.83) 

9.08 
(2.27) 

0.00 
(-) 

16.53 
(3.53) 

4.25 
(-1.12) 

2.45 
(1.18) 

4.24 
(1.01) 

15.24 
( 1.19) 

0.04 
(-1.12) 

0.04 
(0.67) 

0.10 
(3.51) 

0.08 
(1.59) 

.097 

2053 

.049 

.368 

.040 

.056 

.430 

.057 

193.85 

37608.04 

3.68 

18.61 

6.56 

1413 

Fall 
1979 

-1924.38 
(-2.19) 

19.04 
(8.97) 

1.35 
(0.32) 

0.00 
(-) 

13.67 
(2.78) 

8.55 
(-2.08) 

3.37 
(-1.51) 

7.53 
(-1.69) 

20.23 
(2.22) 

0.05 
(-2.23) 

0.00 
(-0.04) 

0.07 
(2.09) 

0.06 
(1.06) 

.057 

1920 

.049 

.384 

.042 

.056 

.~12 

.057 

193.15 

37339.60 

3.80 

18.25 

6.31 

1322 

Spring 
1980 

-1989.18 
(-2.24) 

18.81 
(8.76) 

1.79 
(0.41) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.54 
(-1.33) 

4.01 
(-1.77) 

7.64 
(-1.70) 

20.96 
(2.28) 

0.05 
(-2.28) 

0.06 
(0.94) 

0.07 
(2.19) 

0.00 
(-0.05) 

.054 

1914 

.049 

.383 

.042 

.056 

.412 

.058 

193.14 

37336.91 

3.75 

18.24 

1318 

20,1 

SUmmer 
1978 

-5705.52 
(-2.05) 

17.01 
(7.50) 

7.94 
(1.76) 

0.00 
(-) 

15.55 
(2.91) 

11.53 
(-2.67) 

1.10 
(-0.46) 

1.41 
(0.28) 

57.32 
(2.02) 

0.14 
(-1.99) 

0.03 
(0.50) 

0·18 
(5.39) 

0.00 
(-0.05) 

.080 

1515 

.051 

.360 

.043 

.060 

.433 

.053 

196.34 

38564.72 

4.60 

19.83 

8.08 

1032 

SUmmer 
1979 

-1404.11 
(-1.,~9) 

\1 

11.09 
(5.32) 

0.36 
(-0.08) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.34 
(1.71) 

17.69 
(-4.32) 

1.92 
(-0.44) 

14.50 
( 1.19) 

0.04 
(-1.16) 

0.02 
(0.36) 

0.10 
(3.14) 

0.00 
(-0.09) 

.037 

1980 

.048 

.377 

.042 

.055 

.421 

.057 

193.56 

37495.49 

3.76 

18.86 

6.63 

1368 

SUmmer 
1980 

-1229.05 
(-1.37) 

12.42 
(5.46) 

2.49 
(0.55) 

0.00 
(-) 

11.50 
(2.23) 

2.91 
(-0.67) 

8.57 
(-3.64) 

8.57 
(-1.87) 

h 13.17 
( 1.41) 

0.03 
(-1.42) 

0.05 
(0.67) 

0.07 
(2.07) 

0.03 
(0.63) 

.040 

1685 

.'047 

.393 

.046 

.057 

.396 

.061 

193.12 

37328.65 

19.03 

1191 

.----~ 
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Table 35.20. Program Effects on Labor",Force Particioation Rates. Seoaratelv by Period (Table 5.10): 
OLS"Coefficients and Pil,,)t S1 te Means 

Fall 
1978 

Spring 
1979 

Coefficients It-statistics): 

Constant 

pilot dummy 

wl1ite male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

;mite .female 

Black female 

aispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
ticipation rates, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par­
ticipation rates, 
Summer 1977 

Labo~ force par­
ticipation rates, 
Fal.! 1977 

R2 

N 

-956.01 
(-6.32) 

20.27 
(14.26) 

8.59 
(2.98) 

0.00 
(-) 

4.36 
( 1.38) 

- 6.99 
(-2.64) 

2.87 
(-1.89) 

9.02 
(-3.01) 

9.10 
(6.25) 

0.02 
(-6.02) 

0.01 
(0.41 ) 

0.13 
(0.20) 

0.04 
(1.33 ) 

.098 

3840 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male .048 

Black male .368 

Sispanlc male .050 

wilite female .061 

Black female .418 

IUspanlc female .055 

Age (months) 204.87 

Age squared 42154.15 

Labor Lorce par- 9.29 
ticipation rates, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 35.91 
ticipation rates, 
SUmmer 1977 

Labor force par- 13.79 
ticipation rates. 
Fall 1977 

N 2652 

-821.64 
(-4.77) 

21.81 
( 15.10) 

9.81 
(3.35) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.36 
(3.21) 

- 9.04 
(-3.33) 

- 2.67 
(-1.75) 

- 7.09 
(-2.31) 

8.00 
(4.78) 

- 0.02 
(-4.65) 

0.02 
(0.59) 

0.12 
(6.00) 

0.08 
(2.78) 

0103 

3759 

.372 

.048 

.060 

.053 

203.62 

8.58 

35.65 

2605 

Fall 
1979 

-175.27 
(-0.73) 

13.06 
(8.01 ) 

4.41 
( 1.36) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.79 
(2.16) 

- 11.53 
(-3.73) 

- 7.05 
(-4.09) 

- 16.07 
(-4.74) 

2.07 
(0.87) 

- 0.01 
(-0.86) 

- 0.06 
(-1.37) 

0·10 
(4.42) 

0.08 
(2.27) 

.053 

3037 

.051 

.383 

.049 

.057 

.403 

.057 

200.5S 

40362.37 

7.64 

34.49 

11.85 

2107 

1\ 

Spring 
1980 

-597.67 
(-2.09) 

14.57 
(8.71) 

6.54 
( 1.93) 

7.62 
(2.08) 

- 11. OS 
(-3.47) 

7.13 
(-4.04 ) 

- 14.86 
(-4.26) 

6.37 
(2.24) 

0.02 
(-2.25) 

0.02 
(-0.55) 

0.10 
(4.27) 

0.05 
( 1.30) 

.057 

2890 

.048 

.383 

.050 

.056 

.406 

.057,,/ 

199.4~~ 
1\ 
\\ 

39901 .. 23 \ 
\\ 

7.09 

34.01 

10.94 

2000 

202 

SUmmer 
1978 

-477.93 
(-2','73) 

14.84 
(9.93) 

5.01 
( 1.66) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.00 
( 1.51) 

- 12.09 
(-4.38) 

5.55 
(-3.47) 

- 5.77 
(-1.17) 

4.73 
(:l.8!» 

0.01 
{-2.80) 

0.17 
(8.01) 

0.04 
(1.25) 

.072 

3428 

.048 

.365 

.01l1 

.063 

.420 

.053 

207.99 

43429.01 

10.73 

15.67 

2353 

Summer 
1979 

-425.83 
(-2.02) 

11.67 
(7.65) 

5.10 
(1.65) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.73 
(2.31) 

- 16.29 
(-5.61) 

7.17 
(-4.48) 

- 11.87 
(-3.72) 

4.51 
(2.18) 

- 0.01 
(-2.13) 

0.08 
(-2.27) 

0.14 
(6.50) 

0.05 
( 1.53) 

.059 

3377 

.048 

.375 

.Os,o 

.057 

.414 

.056 

202.14 

41001.52 

8.02 

35.41 

12.56 

2362 

Summer 
1980 

-498.51 
(-1.36) 

9.96 
(5.57) 

5.42 
(1.52) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.75 
(1.49) 

- 10.28 
(-2.99) 

9.78 
(-5.22) 

- 17.13 
(-4.811 

5.51 
(1. 49) 

- 0.01 
(-1.50) 

0.01 
(0.19) 

0.09 
(J.64) 

0.03 
(0.67) 

.049 

2403 

.047 

.387 

.052 

·053 

·398 

·063 

197.99 

39282.71 

6.42 

10.54 

:/ 

f 

Table 35.21. Emolovment Rates, Seoarately bv Pe~iod (Table 5.10): 
Proaram Effectso~~ Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statisticsl: 

constant 

Pilot dUmmy 

White male 

Black :nale 

Hispanic male 

White female 

8lack female 

Sispanlc female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
,Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
Summer 1977 

~ployment rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

-1202.30 
(-7.10) 

21.82 
(13.66) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.40 
(2.93) 

3.09 
(-1.04) 

2.79 
(-1.64) 

2.79 
(-0.83) 

11.49 
(7.06) 

0.03 
(-6.88) 

0.03 
(-0.911 

0.08 
(4.03) 

0.09 
(3.93) 

.087 

Spring 
1979 

-1125.66 
(-5.81) 

23.8:! 
(14.61) 

10.11 
(3.08) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.93 
(4.92) 

2.68 
(-0.8B) 

2.95 
(-1.71 ) 

1.99 
(0.58) 

10.95 
(5.82) 

0.03 
(-5.711 

0.03 
(0.94) 

0.08 
(4.38) 

0.06 
(2.53) 

.092 

Fall 
1979 

-66.82 
(-0.25) 

16.54 
(9.01) 

7.15 
(1.97) 

0.00 
(-) 

15.63 
(3.85) 

- 7.43 
(-2.14) 

- 7.10 
(-3.66) 

- 6.78 
(-1.78) 

1.04 
(0.39) 

- O.~O 
(-0.43) 

- 0.01 
(-0.43) 

0.06 
(2.62) 

0.07 
(2.64) 

.052 

l'lpring 
1980 

-270.98 
(-0.84) 

16.30 
(8.64) 

7.63 
(2.01) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.20 
(2.95) 

6.13 
(-1.71) 

- 7.70 
(-3.87) 

- 6.54 
(-1.66) 

3.26 
( 1.02) 

0.01 
(-1',10) 

0.00 
(0.12) 

0.05 
(2.03) 

0.08 
(2.83) 

.051 

SUmmer 
1978 

-687.16 
(-3.41) 

15.39 
(8.92) 

0.98 
(0.28) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.17 
(4.48) 

11.17 
(-3.51) 

- 4.60 
(-2.50) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

6.84 
(3.59) 

0.02 
(-3.63) 

- 0.02 
(-0.73) 

0.20 
(9.44) 

0.06 
(2.38) 

.088 

SUmmer 
1979 

-647.69 
(-2.63) 

8.81 
(4.93) 

2.28 
(0.63) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.40 
(2.14 ) 

17.72 
(-5.21) 

- 8.37 
(-4.46) 

6.94 
(2.87) 

0.04 
(-1.12) 

0.10 
(4.85) 

0.01 
(0.56) 

.038 

Summer 
1980 

-321.51 
(-0.76) 

10.81 
(5.21) 

5.75 
( 1.40) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.56 
(2.36) 

- 6.24 
(-1.57) 

- 10.05 
(-4.63 ) 

- 8.97 
(-2.18) 

3.96 
(0.93) 

- 0.01 
(-1.00) 

0.06 
( 1.63) 

0.06 
(2.56) 

0.03 
( 1.09) 

.043 

28901 ___________ ~3:4~2~8~ ___________ 3_3_7_7 _____________ 24_0_3 __ __ ~N~ ________________ ~3~8:4~0~ ________ ~3~7~S~9 __________ ~~---------------3037 

Pllot Site Means: 

White male 

Black male 

IUspanlc male 

White female 

Black female 

Sispanic female 

Age (,months I 

Age squared 

Employment rqte, 
SP"ing 1977 

Employment rate, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate. 
Fall 19.77 

N 

.048 

.368 

.050 

.061 

.418 

.055 

204.87 

'42154.15 

9.60 

18.70 

2652 

.048 .051 

.372 , .383 

.048 .049 

.060 .057 

.419 .403 

.053 .057 

203.62 200.59 

41621.92 403';2.37 

8.35 

29.87 27.71 

17.98 16.51 

2605 2107 

.048 .048 .048 .047 

.383 .365 .375 .387 

.050 .051 .oso .052 

.056 .063 .057 .053 

.406 .420 .414 .398 

.057 .053 .056 .063 

207.99 202·14 197.99 

39901.23 43429.01 41001.52 39282.71 

7.n 10.72 8.90 7.40 

27.24 30.92 29.64 

15.83 20.61 17.77 16.07 

2000 23S3~ _____________ 23_6_2 __________ . ___ 16_8_5 __ __ 
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Table B5.22. Proen"am Effects on Unemoloymept Rates. seoaratel', bv Period (Table 5.10): 

Fall 
19'18 

Coefficients Ct-statistics): 

Constant 

pilot dcmmy 

"'hi.te male 

Black :nale 

Hispanic male 

Whit.e female 

Black female 

alspanic fec.ale 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Unemployment rate,­
Spring 1977 

Unemployment. rate, 
Swruner 1917 

Unemplo}~ent rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

1288.19 
(7.60) 

21.82 
(-13.66) 

7.10 
(-2.21) 

0.00 

.H 

10 .40 
(-2.93) 

3.09 
( 1.04) 

2.79 
(1.64) 

2.79 
(0.83) 

11.49 
(-7.06) 

0.03 
(6.88) 

0.03 
(-0.91) 

0.08 
(4.03) 

0.09 
(3.93) 

.087 

3840 

Pilot Site Means: 

Black male .368 

Hispanic male .050 

White female .061 

Black female .418 

Hispanic female .055 

Age (months) 204.87 

Age squared 42154.15 

Unemployment rate, 90.40 
Spring 1977 

unemployment rate, 70~16 

SUI:lIIler 1977 

Unemployment rate, 81.30 
Fall 1977 

N 2552 

Spring 
1979 

1208.66 
(6.24) 

23.82 
(-14.61) 

10.11 
(-3.08) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.93 
(-4.92) 

2.68 
(0.e8) 

2.95 
( 1.71) 

1.99 
(-0.58) 

10.95 
(-5.82) 

0.03 
(5.71) 

0.03 
(0.94) 

0.08 
(4.38) 

0.06 
(2.53) 

.092 

3759 

.048 

.372 

.048 

.060 

.419 

.053 

203.62 

41621.92 

90.79 

70.13 

82.02 

2605 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

155.29 
(0.58) 

- 16.54 
(-9.01) 

7.15 
(-1.97) 

0.00 
(-) 

15.63 
(-3.85) 

7.43 
(2.14) 

7.10 
(3.66) 

6.78 
(1.78) 

,.04 
(-0.39) 

o.oa 
(0.43) 

0.01 
(-0.43) 

0.06 
(2.62) 

.052 

3037 

.051 

.383 

.049 

.05, 

.403 

.057 

200.59 

40362.37 

91.65 

72.29 

2107 

Spring 
1980 

357.93 
( 1.12) 

- 16.30 
(-8.64) 

7.63 
(-2.01 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.2(' 
(-2.95) 

6.13 
(1.71) 

7.70 
(3.87) 

6.54 
(1.66) 

)' 
0.01 

( 1.10) 

0.00 
(0.12) 

0.05 
(0.02) 

0.08 
(2.83) 

.051 

2890 

.048 

.383 

.050 

.056 

.-106 

.057 

199.48 

39901.23 

92.23 

72.76 

84.17 

2000 

204 

SUmmer 
1978 

763.85 
(3.80 ) 

- 15.39 
(-8.92) 

0.98 
(-0.28) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.17 
(-4.48) 

4.60 
(2.50) 

0.00 
(-0.00) 

6.84 
(-3.59) 

0.02 
(3.63) 

0.02 
(-0.73) 

0.20 
(9.44) 

0.06 
(2.38) 

.088 

3428 

.048 

.365 

.051 

.063 

.420 

.053 

207·99 

43429.01 

89.28 

69.08 

79.39 

2353 

SUmmer 
1979 

739.56 
(3.00) 

8.81 
(-4.93) 

2.28 
(-0.63) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.40 
(-2.14) 

17.72 
(5.21) 

8.37 
(4.46) 

6.78 
(1.81) 

6.94 
(-2.87) 

0.02 
(2.93) 

0.04 
(-1.12) 

0.10 
(4.85) 

0.01 
(0.56) 

.038 

3377 

.048 

.375 

.050 

.057 

.414 

.056 

202.14 

41001.52 

91.10 

70.36 

82.23 

2362 

Summer 

1980 

405.64 
(0 .96) 

- 10.81 
(-5.21) 

5.75 
(-1.40) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.56 
(-2.36) 

6.24 
(1.57) 

10. as 
(4.63) 

8.97 
(2.18) 

3.96 
(-0.93) 

O. 01 
(1.00 ) 

/. 0.06 
. (1.63) 

0.06 
(2.56) 

0.03 
(1.09) 

.043 

2403 

.047 

.387 

.052 

.053 

.398 

.063 

197.99 

39282.11 

92.6l'. 

71.36 

83.93 

1685 

I 
\) 

Table 35.23. 

the 15-16 year Old cohort (Table 5.11): 
participation Rates, seoarate7Y by period, for 

Proaram Effects on Labor Force OLS Coefficients and Pilot S1te Means 

Fall 
1978 

coefficients (t_statistics): 

constant -2264.02 
(-1.65) 

Pilot dummy 22.63 
(11.86) 

White male 

Black male. 

HispaniC male 

White fe ..... le 

Black female 

Hispan~f female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

tabor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Labor fo~ce par­
t{'bipa tion rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

9.91 
(2.58) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.66 
(1.93) 

3.81 
(-1.04) 

0.30 
(0.15) 

7.45 
(-1.84) 

22.15 
(1.57) 

0.05 
(-1.47) 

0.04 
(0.63) 

0.13 
(4.59) 

0.00 
(-0.07) 

.109 

2005 

Pilot Site ~eans: 

w'hite male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

liispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor fo;ce- par­
ticipation rate, 
Swr.mer ·1977 

Labor force ~r­
ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 

.049 

.370 

.041 

.057 

.426 

.057 

194.13 

37712.86 

.~.27 

31.48 

7.99 

1377 

Spring 
1979 

-921.36 
(-0.76) 

22.77 
( 11.69) 

9.52 
(2.42) 

0.00 

H 

12.28 
(2.67) 

6.79 
(-1.81) 

1.47 
(0. 72 ) 

0.82 
(-0.20) 

8.83 
(0.70) 

0.02 
(-0.63) 

0.00 
(O.OS) 

0.13 
(4.58) 

0.07 
(1.56) 

.096 

2053 

.049 

.368 

.040 

.056 

.430 

.057 

37608.04 

4.17 

31.27 

7.79 

1413 

Fall 
1979 

-1433.99 
(-1.70) 

16.08 
(7~87) 

2.08 
(0.511 

0.00 

H 

10.24 
(2.17) 

10.13 
(-2.56) 

4.05 
(-1.88) 

13.30 
(-3.10) 

15.03 
(1.72) 

0.04 
(-1.69) 

0.04 
(-0.70) 

0.10 
(3,54) 

0.06 
(1.20) 

.055 

1920 

.G49 

.384 

.04~ 

.056 

.412 

.057 

193.15 

37339.60 

4.30 

31.17 

7..58 

1322 

Spring 
1980 

-131Z.34 
(-1.55) 

16.69 
(8.12) 

2.42 
(0.58) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.02 
(2.10: 

9.23 
(-2.32) 

4.52 
(-2.09) 

13.32 
(-3.09) 

13.78 
( 1.56) 

0.04 
(-i.54) 

0.02 
(0.31l 

0.08 
(2. 79) 

0.02 
(0.37) 

.053 

1914 

.049 

.383 

.042 

.056 

.412 

.058 

193·14 

37336.91 

4.24 

31.19 

7.53 

1318 

205 

SUmmer 
1978 

-4619.22 
(-I. 70) 

17.36 
(7.88) 

7.89 
(1.79) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.05 
(1.94) 

12.30 
(-2.93) 

1.54 
(-0.66) 

1.76 
(-0.35) 

46.40 
( 1.68) 

0.12 
(-1.65) 

0.02 
(0.31) 

0.18 
(5.75) 

0.01 
(0.16) 

.083 

1515 

.051 

.360 

.043 

.060 

.433 

.053 

196.34 

38564.72 

32.92 

1032 

S\1IrlIl.er 

1979 

-881.26 
(-0.79) 

12.44 
(6.33) 

4.63 
(1.16) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.42 
(1.62) 

17.81 
(-4.60) 

3.10 
(-1. 50) 

5.42 
(-1.31 ) 

9.06 
(0.79) 

0.02 
(-0.'15) 

0.07 
(-1.19) 

0.15 
(5.29) 

0.03 
(0.59) 

.055 

.048 

.377 

.042 

.055 

.057 

193.56 

37495.49 

31.61 

7.89 

1368 

Summer 
1980 

-1002.% 
(-1.19) 

11.16 
(5.21) 

3.01 
(0.71 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.37 
( 1.52) 

7.22 
(-1.76) 

8.13 
(-3.66) 

10.72 
( 1 .• 22) 

0.03 
(-0.46) 

0.08 
(2.64) 

0.04 
(0.S8) 

.041 

1685 

.047 

.393 

.046 

.057 

.396 

.061 

193.12 

37328.65 

4.26 

32.09 

7.82 

1191 



2 

'" ;' 

2 

Table B5.24. PrOgram Effects on Emolovment Rates, ~~eoaratelv bv Period, for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort (Tabl~ 3.11): 
OLS Coe£.~c~ents and P;lot Site ~eans 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

wllite female 

Black female 

Hi5~anic fema.le 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-4613.67 
(-3.00) 

24.62 
(11.54) 

8.41 
(1.97) 

0.00 
(-) 

19.48 
(3.87) 

0.84 
(-0.21) 

1,. 3\~ 
(·6.29) 

4;;'.09 
(2.91) 

0.11 
(-2.82) 

0.05 
(-1.17) 

0.10 
(4.03) 

0.04 
(1.26) 

.112 

2005 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male .049 

Black male .370 

Hispanic male .041 

White female .057 

Black female .426 

Hispanic female .057 

Age (months) 194.13 

Age squared 37712.86 

Employment r~te, 5.93 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 25~ 59 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 13.69 
Fall 1977 

N 1377 

Spring 
1979 

-874.88 
(-0.64) 

25.00 
(11.45) 

11.18 
(2.54) 

0.00 
(-) 

23.05 
(4.46) 

1.20 
(-0.29) 

1.74 
(0.76) 

10.49 
(2.27) 

8.16 
(0.58) 

0.02 
(-0.50) 

0.01 
(0.31) 

0.08 
(2.89) 

0.06 
( 1.64) 

.094 

2053 

.049 

.368 

.040 

.056 

.430 

.057 

193.85 

37608.04. 

5.85 

25.47 

13.34 

1413 

Fall 
1979 

-2059.63 
(-2.17) 

20.04 
(8.71) 

3.23 
(0.70) 

0.00 
(-) 

16.51 
(3.10) 

9.63 
(-2.16) 

4.42 
(-1.82) 

5.45 
(-1.13) 

21.66 
(2.19) 

0.06 
(-2.20) 

0.03 
(-0.72) 

0.04 
( 1.51) 

0.07 
(1.99) 

.058 

1920 

.049 

.384 

.042 

.056 

.412 

.057 

193.15 

37339.60 

5.74 

24.89 

13.35 

1322 

Spring 
1980 

-2374~97 

(-2.48) 

20.42 
(8.81) 

4.46 
(0.96) 

0.00 
(-) 

14.07 
(2.61) 

5.26 
(-1.17) 

5.53 
(-2.27) 

6.08 
(-1.25) 

25.13 
(2.53) 

0.07 
(-2.55) 

0.01 
(0.31) 

0.03 
(0.99) 

0.06 
(1.59) 

.056 

1914 

.049 

.383 

.042 

.056 

.412 

.058 

193.14 

37336.91 

5.61 

24.89 

13.32 

1318 

SUmmer 
1978 

-6308.99 
(-1.99) 

16.81 
(6.49) 

4.74 
(0.93) 

0.00 
(-) 

20.02 
(3.29) 

14.06 
(-2.86) 

2.11 
(-0.77) 

4.85 
(0.84) 

63.78 
( 1.97) 

0.16 
(-1.95) 

0.02 
(-0.38) 

0.:22 
(6.86) 

0.02 
(0.58) 

.089 

1515 

.051 

.360 

.043 

.060 

.433 

.053 

196.34 

38564.72 

6.91 

26.58 

15.95. 

1032 

SUlr.mer 
1979 

-1753.07 
(-1.33) 

7.60 
(3.27) 

0.43 
(0.09) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.36 
(1.54) 

21.85 
(-4.78) 

6.37 
(-2.61) 

0.18 
(-0.04) 

18.28 
( 1.34) 

0.05 
(-1.32) 

0.04 
(-0.80) 

0.11 
(4.02) 

0.02 
(-0.45) 

.035 

1980 

.048 

.377 

.042 

.055 

.421 

.057 

193.56 

37495.49 

5.91 

25.79 

13.64 

1368 

SUII:!:ler 
1980 

-1354.91 
(-1.37) 

13.00 
(5.20) 

2.77 
(0.56) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.34 
(2.17) 

5.37 
(-1.13) 

8.60 
(-3.32) 

8.65 
(-1.75) 

14.76 
( 1.44) 

0.04 
(-1.46) 

0.04 
(0.80) 

0.05 
(1.61) 

0.04 
(0.98) 

.038 

1685 

.047 

.393 

.046 

.057 

.396 

.061 

193.12 

37328.65 

5.70 

26.13 

13.90 

1191 

Table BS.25. Proaram Effects on Emolovment Ratios, Seoarately bv Period, for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort 
Excluciina Denver and phoenix (Table AS.4): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

wllite male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic fea.male 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ra~o, 
Summer 1977 

-3848.97 
(-2.56) 

24.89 
(12.07) 

4.70 
( 1.10) 

0.00 
(-) 

13.10 
(0.58) 

4.90 
(-1.24) 

0.78 
(-0.38) 

4.77 
(0.38) 

38.13 
(2.47) 

0.09 
(-2.37) 

0.05 
(0.67) 

0,09 
(2.89) 

Employment ratio, -
Fall 1977 

0.04 
(-0.68) 

R2 .122 

N 1668 

pilot Site Means: 

White tnale 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (!I1~n ths ) 

.045 

.407 

.002 

.055 

.485 

.006 

194.12 

Age squared 37709.28 

Employment ratio, 2.59 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 16.41 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 4.82 
Fall 1977 

N 1136 

Spring 
1979 

-2105.67 
(-1.58) 

27.02 
(12.62) 

6.52 
(1.47) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.70 
(0.75) 

6.47 
(-1.57) 

1.93 
(0.90) 

4.67 
(0.36) 

20.80 
(1.51) 

0.05 
(-1.44) 

0.08 
(1.02) 

0.10 
(3.09) 

0.01 
(-0.12) 

.109 

1714 

.044 

.407 

.002 

.053 

".488 

.006 

193.80 

37590.40 

16.34 

4.68 

1171 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-2092.84 
(-2.27) 

23.1'.l 
(10.021 

0.27 
(0.06) 

0.00 
(-) 

15.02 
(-0.61) 

8.42 
(-1.89) 

4.17 
(-1.81) 

5.48 
(-0.38) 

21.95 
(2.29) 

0.06 
(-2.29) 

0.02 
(0.19) 

0.05 
(1.30) 

0.03 
(0.44) 

.068 

1603 

.045 

.424 

.002 

.054 

.470 

.005 

193.01 

37284.51 

2.71 

15.78 

1093 

Spring 
1980 

-2265.45 
(-2.44) 

23.27 
(9.97) 

0.07 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(-) 

40.44 
(-1.63) 

5.14 
(-1.15) 

5.17 
(-2.22) 

11.90 
(-0.83) 

23.86 
(2.47) 

0.06 
(-2.48) 

0.10 
( 1.26) 

0.05 
(1.55) 

0.00 
(-0.06) 

.071 

1600 

.045 

.424 

.002 

.054 

.469 

.006 

193.00 

37281.71 

2.71 

15.80 

4.48 

1091 

207 

Summer 
1978 

-6299.83 
(-2.08) 

16.41 
(6.70) 

5.60 
(1.10 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.90 
(0.08) 

13.85 
(-2.91) 

0.96 
(-0.39) 

37.59 
(2.06) 

63.24 
(2.05) 

0.16 
(-2.01) 

0.01 
(-0.14) 

0.18 
(4.93) 

0.03 
(-0.42) 

.074 

1264 

.044 

.398 

.002 

.055 

.497 

.004 

196.41 

38595.19 

3.04 

17.44 

5.85 

841 

Summer 
1979 

-1580.92 
(-1.26) 

13.67 
(6.02) 

1.46 
(0.31 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

23.94 
(-0.98) 

22.23 
(-4.98) 

3.46 
(-1.53) 

10.31 
(0.76) 

16.31 
(1.26) 

0.04 
(-1.23) 

0.04 
(0.46) 

0.10 
(2.94) 

0.05 
(-0.80) 

.048 

1652 

.043 

.418 

.002 

.051 

.480 

.006 

193.47 

37461.87 

2.60 

16.60 

4.76 

1129 

Cf.J· 

Summer 
1980 

.. \.jJ2 .54 
(-1.51) 

13.13 
(5.31) 

0.41 
(0.08) 

0.00 
(-) 

31.40 
(-1.29) 

2.02 
(-0.43) 

9.55 
(-~.93) 

13.48 
(-0.90 ) 

15.26 
( 1.55) 

0.04 
(-1.55) 

0.06 
(0.74) 

0.05 
( 1.31) 

0.02 
(0.24) 

.036 

1401 

.044 

.437 

.002 

.057 

.455 

.005 

192.96 

37269.44 

2.62 

16.44 

4.52 

970 

0' 

i·' 
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Table B5.26. Program Effects on "'Labor Force Particioation .Rates# Seoarately bv Period, for Denver/Phoenix (Table AS.5): 
QLS CoefficienLs and Pilot Site Means 

FaLl. 
1978 

Coefficients (t-s~atistics): 

Constant -459.70 
(-1.2F.) 

piLot d=y 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Spring 1971 

I.a.bor force 
participation rate, 
Summer 1971 

Labor force 

9.06 
(2.46) 

18.03 
(2.37) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.61 
(1.41) 

2.40 
(-0.34) 

7.30 
(-1.16) 

7.22 
(-1.35) 

4.47 
(1.28) 

0.01 
(-1.21) 

0.10 
( 1.55) 

0.11 
(2.14) 

0.03 
participation rate, (-0.56) 
FaLl. 1977 

R2 .077 

N 654 

pilot Site Means: 

White male .063 

Black male .162 

Hispanic male .261 

White female .076 

8l.ack femaLe .145 

Hispanic female .293 

A9" (months) 205.<15 

Age squared 42398.93 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Summe:t: 1977 

14.21 

43.49 

Labor force 21 • 66 
participation =ate, 
Fall 1977 

N ~ 475 

Spring 
1979 

-349.53 
(-0.81) 

6.69 
(1.82) 

19.73 
(2.63) 

0.00 
(-) 

16.59 
(3.09) 

4.36 
(0.61) 

3.79 
(-0.60) 

1.29 
(-0.24) 

3.65 
(0.88) 

o. 01 
(-0.87) 

0.05 
(0.72) 

0.16 
(3.23) 

0.10 
( 1.80) 

.105 

626 

.066 

.167 

.261 

.075 

.139 

.292 

203.89 

41729 • .53 

12.95 

43.47 

20.26 

452 

FaLl. 
1979 

-145.05 
(-0.22) 

0.24 
(0.06) 

19.37 
(2.40) 

0.00 
(-) 

20.66 
(3.55 ) 

10.16 
( 1.22) 

2.72 
(0.38) 

2.45 
(-0.43) 

1.69 
(0.26) 

0.00 
(-0.25) 

0.00 
(-0.02) 

0.20 
(3.75) 

0.05 
(0.70) 

.104 

506 

.070 

.169 

.261 

.065 

.129 

.306 

201.13 

40565.17 

11.75 

43.43 

19.23 

372 

Spring 
1980 

-1324.05 
(-1.64) 

0.94 
(-0.22) 

19.12 
(2.19) 

0.00 
(-) 

18.14 
(3.01) 

8.57 
(1.00 ) 

2.74 
(0.37) 

4.58 
(-0.71) 

13.38 
( 1.67). 

0.03 
(-1.65) 

0.02 
(0.21) 

0.22 
(4.00) 

0.04 
(-0.62) 

.099 

485 

.062 

.174 

.263 

.067 

.134 

.300 

200.36 

40242.79 

10.95 

43.32 

18.61 

357 

208 

Summer 
1978 

-239.41 
(-0.54) 

12.16 
(3.06) 

1<t.85 
(1.88) 

0.00 
(-) 

9.00 
( 1.58) 

6.01 
(-0.83) 

4.16 
(-0.63) 

2.65 
(-0.47) 

2.68 
(0.64) 

0.01 
(-0.67) 

0.01 
(0.09) 

0.14 
(2.90) 

0.05 
(0.77) 

.073 

578 

.069 

.160 

.259 

.085 

.150 

.277 

207.99 

43438.89 

15.81 

44.78 

23.52 

433 

Summer 
1979 

-540.22 
(-1.02) 

1.53 
(-0.39) 

6.12 
(0.80) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.81 
(2.34) 

0.84 
(0.11 ) 

5.85 
(-0.90) 

7.86 
(-1.45) 

5.76 
(1.1 1) 

0.01 
(-1.11) 

0.03 
(-0.43 ) 

0.13 
(2.46) 

0.08 
(1.31 ) 

.071 

571 

.068 

.166 

.259 

.075 

.136 

.296 

202.59 

41172.81 

12.12 

43.42 

19.50 

<125 

5uD'.mer 
1980 

17.52 
(0.02) 

10.87 
(2.35) 

18.66 
(2.04) 

0.00 
(-) 

18.99 
(3.07) 

2.61 
(0.29) 

- 2.19 
(-0.29) 

- 4.27 
(-0.70) 

0.21 
(0.02) 

- 0.00 
(-0.03) 

0.05 
(0.62) 

0.18 
(3.14) 

0.02 
(0.22) 

.111 

418 

.053 

.178 

.257 

.060 

.135 

.317 

198.72 

39566.57 

10.10 

43.41 

18.22 

319 

'. 
\ 

Table 65.27. Program Sffects on Emolovment Rates, Seoarately by Period, 
OLS Coeff:icient:.s and Pilot Site Means 

Fall. 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

PiLot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

BLack femaLe 

!'--i-anic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
SUlIID\er 1977 

Employment rate, 
FaLl. 1977 

R2, 

N 

-199.32 
(-0.48) 

8.50 
(2.02) 

10.46 
(1.21) 

0.00 
(-) 

6.01 
(0.98) 

0.75 
(0.09) 

6.95 
(-0.97) 

7.70 
(-1.27) 

2.04 
(0.51) 

0.00 
(-0.46) 

0.01 
(-0.16) 

0·01 
( 1.46) 

0.10 
(2.21) 

.055 

654 

pilot Site Means: 

Whi te maLe .063 

BLack maLe .162 

Hispanic male .261 

White female .Oi6 

Black femaLe • 145 

Hispanic female .293 

Age (months) 205.45 

Age squared 4239B.93 

Employment rate, lB.51 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 46.90 
Sununer 1977 

Employment rate, 32.37 
Fan 1977 

N 475 

Spring 
1979 

-361.23 
(-0.74) 

5.32 
( 1.27) 

16.27 
(1.91) 

0.00 
(-) 

19.77 
(3.23) 

10.22 
(1.25) 

1.81 
(-0.25) 

4.25 
(0.71 ) 

3.82 
(0.81 ) 

0.01 
(-O.B1) 

0.07 
( 1.29) 

0.11 
(2.49) 

0.09 
(1.97) 

.080 

626 

.066 

.167 

.261 

.075 

.139 

.292 

203.89 

41729.53 

17.77 

47.30 

31.26 

452 

Fan 
1979 

-319.13 
(-0.42) 

0.37 
(-0.08) 

19.27 
(2.09) 

0.00, 
(-) 

20.55 
(3.07) 

2.84 
(0.30) 

3.67 
(-0.45) 

1.0B 
(-0.17) 

3.35 
(0.44) 

0.01 
(-0.43) 

0.01 
(-0.17) 

0.15 
(2.98) 

0.07 
( ,.31) 

.087 

.,506 

.070 

.169 

.261 

.065 

.129 

.306 

20 1. 13 

40565. t7 

17.1B 

47.10 

30.50 

372 

Spring 
1980 

-1005.35 
(-1.11) 

5.33 
(-1.09) 

23.10 
(2.36) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.87 
(2.63) • 

5.29 
(0.55) 

4.99 
(-0.61) 

0.12 
(-0.02) 

10.20 
( 1.13) 

0.02 
(-1. 11) 

0.01 
(-0.12) 

0.09 
( 1.77) 

0.07 
(1.35) 

.071 

485 

.062 

.174 

.263 

.067 

.134 

.300 

200.36 

40242.79 

15.55 

46.76 

30.38 

.. 357 

2.09 

tor Denver/Phoenix (Table AS.5): 

SUl:uner 
1978 

-170.12 
(-0.35) 

16.48 
(3.74) 

9.23 
(1.05) 

0.00 
(-) 

15.18 
(2.40) 

2.32 
(-0.29) 

5.94 
(-0.81) 

3.95 
(-0.63) 

2.10 
(0.45) 

0.01 
(-0.50) 

0.01 
(-0.24) 

0.19 
(4.12) 

0.08 
(1.79) 

.124 

578 

.069 

.160 

.259 

.085 

.150 

.277 

207.99 

43438.69 

20.54 

47.59 

34.59 

433 

SW:runer 
1979 

-260.28 
(-0.42) 

0.02 
(-0.00) 

0.06 
(-0.01) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.22 
( 1.29) 

2.51 
(0.29) 

~ .• 91 
(-0.38) 

7.89 
(-1.25) 

3.18 
(0.53) 

0.01 
(-0.55) 

0.03 
(-0.57) 

0.08 
( 1.74) 

0.05 
(1.02) 

.032 

571 

.068 

.166 

.259 

.075 

.136 

.296 

202.59 

41172.81 

17.49 

47.58 

30.87 

425 

5w::mer 
19BO 

1026.98 
(0.86) 

11.91 
(2.21) 

19.74 
( 1.87) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.96 
(2.50) 

1.73 
(-0.16) 

2.82 
(-0.33) 

1.19 
(-0.17) 

9.95 
(-0.83) 

0.02 
(0.82) 

0.07 
(0.91) 

0.09 
( ".72) 

0.09 
(1.55) 

.088 

418 

.053 

.178 

.257 

.060 

.135 

.317 

198.72 

39566.57 

14.73 

46.85 

29.3(3 

319 
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Table 55.19. Pro cram Effects on Labor Force Particioation Rates. Seoaratelv o bv Period, for Cii1cinnati/Louisville (Table ;'5.51: 

LS .. Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -412.76 
(-1.51) 

'tr"hite male 

Black male 

14.27 
(5.75) 

2.80 
(0.63) 

0.00 
(-) 

Hispanic male - 29.60 
(-1.30) 

v.lli te female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

tabor force 
participation rate. 
Spring 1977 

tabor force 
participation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

6.20 
(-1.56) 

4.20 
(-1.53) 

8.41 
(0.43) 

3.95 
(1.50) 

0.01 
(-1.40) 

0.08 
( 1.45) 

v.15 
(4.06) 

0.05 
(1.03 ) 

.095 

1085 

Pilot Site Means: 

White !nale 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

w'"hite female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

.ot I' 
\ \ 
.J 

.369 

.003 

.099 

.460 

.005 

204.60 

Age squared 42038.94 

Labor for~e 11.46 
participation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Summer '1977 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Fall. 1977 

N 

42.01 

15.95 

658 

Spring 
1979 

-655.63 
(-2.061 

15.93 
(6.25) 

1.58 
(0.34) 

0.00 
(-) 

11.34 
(-0.50) 

- 11.72 
(-2.85) 

6.35 
(-2.26) 

6.91 
(0.35) 

6.37 
(2.07) 

0.01 
(-1.98) 

0.06 
(1.03) 

0.14 
(3.63) 

0.08 
( 1.661 

.109 

1054 

.065 

.372 

.003 

.094 

.461 

.005 

203.77 

41681.76 

11.09 

42.06 

15.47 

\ 649 

Fall 
1979 

-418.24 
(-0.97) 

15.06 
(5.39) 

3.04 
(0.60) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.57 
(-0.55) 

8.88 
(-2.00) 

- 13.62 
(-4.46) 

0.99 
(0.04) 

4.41 
(1.04) 

0.01 
(-1.02) 

0.05 
(-0.73) 

0.06 
(1.44) 

0.12 
(1.95) 

.075 

881 

.063 

.390 

.004 

.092 

.447 

.004 

200.84 

40468.90 

9.92 

40.7B 

14.00 

541 

Spring 
1980 

-B02.18 
(-1.55) 

16.33 
(5.65) 

1.72 
(0.32) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 35.01 
(-1.51) 

- 10.26 
(-2.22) 

- 13.19 
(-4.1B) 

0.86 
(0.04) 

8.42 
(1.63 ) 

0.02 
(-1.65) 

0.05 
(-0.72) 

0.06 
(1.47) 

0.10 
( 1.53) 

.078 

83'" 
\~ / 

.059 

.393 

.004 

.092 

.44B 

.004 

199.51 

39913.66 

9.56 

40.01 

12.91 

509 

210 

SUInC\er 

1978 

2B.75 
(0.09) 

9.6B 
(3.72) 

4.25 
(0.92) 

0.00 
(-) 

-27.51 
(-1.22) 

-11.50 
(-2.7B) 

- 7.20 
(-2.49) 

24.69 
(0.89) 

- 0.19 
(-0.06) 

0.00 
(0.12) 

0.04 
(0.70) 

0.17 
(4.23) 

0.05 
(1.05) 

.086 

976 

.062 

.370 

.003 

.099 

.464 

.002 

208.18 

43507.46 

13.71 
o 

43.97 

lB.73 

577 

S=er 
1979 

-385. 10 
(-0.98) 

8.54 
(3.11) 

1.04 
(0.21 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.36 
(0.],3) 

- 14.85 
(-3.39) 

- 10.31 
(-3.44) 

13.27 
(0.65) 

3.99 
(1.04 ) 

0.01 
(-0.99) 

0.07 
(-1. DB) 

0.12 
(3.00) 

0.10 
(1.73) 

.063 

957 

.062 

.385 

.003 

.093 

.452 

.005 

202.33 

41077·84 

10.34 

40.9B 

14.64 

600 

SUIruoer 
1980 

-91.96 
(-0.13) 

11.72 
(3.66) 

1.25 
(0.22) 

0.00 
(-) 

-48.30 
(-1.72) 

- B.90 
(-1.77) 

-10.33 
(-3.03) 

- 5.49 
(-0.24) 

1.5B 
(0.23) 

- 0.00 
(-0.26 ) 

- 0.04 
(-0.42) 

0.03 
(0.55) 

0.13 
(1.83 ) 

.053 

711 

.056 

.400 

.002 

.089 

.449 

.004 

198.10 

39331.57 

8.41 

40.41 

12.13 

461 

-~-

Table B5.29. Program EffectS on EInoloVl::ent !I"tes, Seoarately by period, for Cincinnati/Louisvi~le (Table A5.5): 
';OLS coefficient:.s and Pilot Site Means 

summer 
19BO 

Fall 
197B 

Coefficients (t_sta~istics): 

constant:. -1124.92 
(-3.68) 

pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

aispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
summer 1971 

Employment rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

19.41 
(6.95) 

2.56 
(0.52) 

0.00 
(-) 

37.30 
(-1.46) 

6.35 
(-1.43) 

5.34 
(-1. (2) 

10.91 
(3.71) 

0.03 
(-3.68) 

0.10 
(2.01) 

0.10 
(2.B2) 

0.04 
(1.07) 

.101 

1085 

Pilot Site MeanS: 

White male .064 

Black male .369 

Hispanic male .003 

White female .099 

Black female .460 

Hispanic female .005 

Age (months) 204.60 

Age squared 42038.94 

Employment rate, 11.9B 

Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 33.42 

s=er 1977 

Employment rate, 22.33 

Fall 1977 

N US 

-1310.29 
(-3.65) 

19.19 
(6.61) 

2.23 
(0.43) 

0.00 
(-) 

18.20 
(0.70 ) 

5.B5 
(-1.25) 

B.34 
(-2.60) 

2.34 
(0.10) 

12.7B 
(3.67) 

0.03 
(-3.62) 

0.09 
(1.71) 

0.12 
(3.17) 

0.03 
(0.64) 

.100 

1054 

.065 

.372 

.003 

.094 

.461 

.005 

203.77 

41681.76 

i11 .BO 

33.99 

22.18 

649 

Fall 
1979 

-25B.96 
(-0.54) 

17.78 
(5.72) 

5.45 
(0.9B) 

0.00 
(-) 

4.39 
(-0.17) 

3.33 
(-0.68) 

- 13.45 
(-3.94) 

5.97 
(-0.23) 

2.69 
(0.57) 

0.01 
(-0.55 ) 

0.04 
(0.76) 

0.01 
(-0.14) 

0.09 
(1.90) 

.072 

Bill 

.063 

.390 

.004 

.092 

.447 

.004 

200.84 

40468.90 

10.51 

31.22 

19.73 

541 

Spring 
19BO 

-4B9.67 
(-0.85) 

19 •• 1 
(5.8B) 

2.35 
(0.40) 

0.00 
(-) 

2.21 
(-0.08) 

2.90 
(-0.56) 

- 10.85 
(-3.04) 

5.39 
(-0.21) 

5.32 
(0.93) 

0.01 
(-0.96) 

0.01 
(0.15) 

0.02 
(0.41) 

0.11 
(2.10) 

.070 

833 

.059 

.393 

.004 

.092 

.448 

.004 

199.51 

39913.66 

30.72 

19.13 

509 

211 

summer 
1978 

-304.77 
(-0.87) 

13.30 
(4.47) 

3.54 
(0.68) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 32.39 
(-1.26) 

9.73 
(-2.07) 

6.B5 
(-2.07) 

18.48 
(0.59) 

3.0B 
(0.94) 

0.01 
(-0.94) 

0.Q7 
(1.36) 

0.16 
(4.03 ) 

0.03 
(0.77) 

.OB5 

976 

.062 

.370 

.003 

.099 

.464 

.002 

208.18 

43507.46 

13.75 

35.62 

25.35 

577 

SUI:U:ler 
1979 

-9B2.B7 
(-2.17) 

8.33 
(2.60) 

2.23 
(0.39) 

0.00 
(-) 

23.25 
(0.86) 

19.58 
(-3.86) 

- 12.71 
(-3.63) 

10.57 
(0.45) 

10.03 
(2.26) 

0.02 
(-2.25) 

0.02 
(0.42) 

0.07 
(1.70 ) 

0.01 
(-0.24) 

.049 

957 

.062 

.385 

.003 

.093 

.452 

.005 

202.33 

41077.B4 

10.B4 

20.87 

600 

302.75 
(0.38) 

12.91 
(3.48) 

0.94 
(0.14) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 36.35 
(-1.12) 

3.B9 
(-0.67) 

6.96 
(-1.76) 

- 12.49 
(-0.47) 

2.20 
(-0.27) 

0.00 
(0.21) 

0.11 
(1.53 ) 

0.00 
(0.03) 

0.06 
(0.99) 

.046 

711 

.056 

.400 

.002 

.089 

.449 

.004 

19B.l0 

39331.57 

9.16 

31.57 

lB.91 

461 
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Table 85.30. Program Effects on Labor Force Particioation Rates, Secarately by· Period, for Baltimore/Cleveland (Table AS.5): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1978 

Spring 
1979 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot d=y 

White male 

Black onale 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

Bispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

-1787.84 
(-6.78) 

25.80 
(9.29) 

5.38 
(0.78) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.19 
(-0.74) 

10.84 
(-1.6B) 

0.25 
(-0.10) 

11.96 
(-0.82) 

17.09 
(6.73) 

0.04 
(-6.59) 

Labor force 0.07 
participation rate, (-1.10) 
Spring 1977 

Labor force 0.15 
participation rate, (4.18~ 

SllIIIlIler 1977 

Labor. force 0.00 
participation rate, (-0.06) 
Fal~ 1977 

R2 .119 

N 1299 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male .019 

Black male .422 

Hispanic ~ale .006 

White female .028 

Black female .520 

Hispanic female .005 

Age (month) 205.42 

Age squared 42387.41 

Labor force 7.36 
participation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force 34.08 
participation rate, 
S=er 1977 

Labor force 11.80 
participation rate, 
Fal~ 1977 

N 1002 

-1250.42 
(-4.22) 

28.52 
(10.09) 

8.78 
(1.25) 

o.oa 
(-) 

1.60 
(-0.11) 

16.71 
(-2.54) 

1.38 
(0.56) 

6.10 
(-0.39) 

12.18 
(4.23) 

0.03 
(-4.16) 

0.02 
(0.28) 

0.12 
(3.19) 

0.01 
(0.24) 

.106 

1279 

.018 

.421 

.005 

.027 

.524 

.004 

203.95 

41765.09 

6.50 

33.73 

10.83 

988 

Fall 
1979 

-92.14 
(-0.23) 

11.69 
(3.78) 

12.76 
(1. ~._;) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.50 
(0.10) 

-17.21 
(-2.40) 

- 3.75 
(-1.38) 

-24.24 
(-1.54) 

1.50 
(0.38) 

- 0.00 
(-0.41) 

- 0.08 
(-1.04) 

0.07 
(1.78) 

0.06 
(0.89) 

.030 

1037 

.023 

.433 

.005 

.029 

.505 

.005 

200.53 

40343.86 

5.64 

32.11 

9.54 

794 

Spring 
1980 

-614.97 
(-1.32) 

13.87 
(4.38) 

17.00 
(2.28) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.71 
(0.11) 

14.46 
(-1.95) 

4.03 
(-1.45) 

- 22.05 
(-1.29) 

6.82 
( 1.46) 

0.02 
(-1.51) 

0.02 
(-0.24) 

0.04 
(1.06) 

0.08 
(1.22) 

.038 

992 

.022 

.436 

.005 

.029 

.503 

.005 

199.50 

39912.53 

5.11 

31.76 

8.49 

759 

212 

SUmmer 
1978 

-1467.10 
(-4.95) 

13.63 
(4.79) 

4.25 
(-0.60) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.74 
(-0.13) 

14.09 
(-2.12) 

8.50 
(-0.51) 

14.32 
(5.10) 

0.03 
(-5.13) 

0.01 
(0.12) 

0.21 
(5.52) 

0.06 
(-1.17) 

.073 

1170 

.020 

.421 

.007 

.028 

.521 

.003 

208.7,9 

43757.43 

8.61 

35.12 

13.63 

894 

SUmmer 
1979 

-242.81 
(-0.70) 

12.33 
(4.42) 

8.22 
( 1.18) 

0.00 
(-) 

16.93 
(-1.19) 

- 29.54 
(-4.39) 

3.36 
(-,1.38) 

8.93 
(-0.59) 

3.00 
(0.89) 

0.01 
(-,0.94) 

0.07 
(-1.04) 

0.16 
(4.24) 

0.02 
(-0.28) 

.051 

1204 

.019 

.422 

.005 

.025 

.525 

.004 

202.61 

41193.20 

6.05 

33.66 

10.51 

926 

SUmmer 
1980 

-688.49 
(-1.18) 

4.89 
( 1.53) 

7.75 
(0.98) 

0.00 
(-) 

0.32 
(-0.02) 

7.29 
(-0.95) 

7.99 
(-2.81) 

- 21.87 
(-1.20) 

7.61 
( 1.29) 

0.02 
(-1.31) 

0.06 
(0.69) 

0.05 
( 1.19) 

0.00 
(-0.01 ) 

.021 

884 

.023 

.430 

.006 

.027 

.509 

.005 

197.62 

39138.56 

4.07 

31.51 

7.11 

664 
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Table 35.31. Program Effects .on Emolovment Rates, Separatel" by Period, for Baltimore/Cleveland (Table AS.S): 

Fa~l 

1978 

Coefficiencs (t-seatistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

Whit.e ma~e 

Slack male 

Hispanic male 

Whi te female 

Black female 

Hispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Dnployment rate, 
SllIIIlIler 1977 

Emplo~~ent rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-1887.54 
(-6.32) 

21.91 
(6.91) 

4.29 
(-0.55) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.42 
(-0.09) 

4.99 
(-0.68) 

0.89 
(0.32) 

12.67 
(-0.76) 

18.09 
(6.30) 

0.04 
(-6.19) 

0.11 
(-1.88) 

0.04 
( 1.16) 

0.09 
(2.08) 

.082 

1299 

Pilot Site ~eans.: 

White male .019 

Black ma~e .422 

Hispanic male .006 

White female .028 

Black female .520 

Hispanic female .005 

Age (months) 205.42 

Age squared 42387.41 

Employment rate, 5.74 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 26.98 
SUII:lI1er .1977 

Employment rate, 15.40 
Fall 1977 

N 1002 .. 

Spring 
1979 

-1380.94 
(-4.18) 

32.38 
( 10.13) 

11.43 
(1.46) 

0.00 
(-) 

2.42 
(-0.16) 

12.46 
(-1.70) 

2.61 
(0.96) 

9.10 
(-0.52) 

:3.45 
(4.19) 

0.03 
(-4.14) 

0.02 
(-0.27) 

0.03 
(0.84) 

'0.07 
(1.59) 

.098 

1279 

.018 

.421 

.006 

.027 

.524 

.004 

203.95 

41765.09 

5.31 

26.97 

14.70 

988 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-225.16 
(0.49) 

19.24 
(5.33) 

12.73 
( 1.51) 

0.00 
(-) 

13.00 
(0.72) 

-12.12 
(-1.46) 

- 1.31 
(-0.42) 

- 3.39 
(-0.19) 

- 1.39 
(-0.30) 

0.00 
(0.19) 

- 0.05 
(-0.68) 

0.05 
(1.35) 

0.04 
(0.90) 

.046 

1037 

.023 

.433 

.005 

.029 

.505 

.005 

200.53 

40343.86 

4.48 

23.61 

12.67 

794 

Spring 
1980 

-396.56 
(-0.75) 

18.53 
(5.10) 

12.60 
(1.49) 

0.00 
(-) 

2.14 
(-0.12) 

4.59 
(-0.55) 

3.67 
(-1.17) 

- 28.75 
(-1.49) 

4.92 
(0.93) 

0.01 
(-1.05) 

0.05 
(-0.63) 

0.00 
(0.04) 

0.13 
(2.60) 

.053 

992 

.022 

.436 

.005 

.029 

.503 

.005 

199.50 

39912.53 

4.03 

23.29 

11.83 

759 

213 

SWru:ner 
1978 

-1751.01 
(-5.11 ) 

9.20 
(2.76) 

11.61 
(-1.41) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.25 
(-0.46) 

18.06 
(-2.34) 

0.94 
(-0.32) 

5.66 
(0.29) 

17.20 
(5.31) 

,0.04 
l·r5.37) 

0.03 
(-0.42) 

0.17 
(4.75) 

0.06 
(1.46) 

.072 

1170 

.020 

.421 

.007 

.028 

.521 

.003 

208.76 

43757.43 

6.33 

27.68 

16.79 

894 

SUmmer 
1979 

-199.18 
(-0.49) 

7.97 
(2.41) 

6.97 
(0.85) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 19.54 
(-1.17) 

- 25.67 
(-3.24) 

3.10 
(-1.09) 

5.46 
(-0.30) 

2.96 
(0.74) 

0.01 
(-0.87) 

0.08 
(-1.34) 

0.10 
(2.90) 

0.04 
(0.94) 

.042 

1204 

.019 

.422 

.005 

.025 

.525 

.004 

202.61 

41193.20 

5.19 

26.69 

14.39 

926 

SUmmer 
1980 

-1047.68 
(-1.55) 

5.60 
( 1.49) 

6.88 
(0.78) 

0.00 
(-) 

12.56 
(0.71 ) 

2.26 
(0.25) 

9.68 
(-2.94) 

12.12 
(-0.58) 

11.66 
(1.71) 

0.03 
(-1.80 ) 

0.00 
(-0.00 ) 

0.06 
( 1.44) 

0.02 
(0.46) 

.036 

884 

.023 

.430 

.006 

.027 

.509 

.005 

197.62 

39138.56 

22.92 

11.11 

664 

.... 
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Table BS.32. Proar~ Effects on Labor Force Parti~iDation Rates, Seoaratelv b~ Period, for Mississiooi pilot/Control (Table AS.51: 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t~statisticsJ: 

Constant:. -1008.50 
(-3.01) 

Pilot d=y 

w"hite mal.e 

Black male 

White female 

Black female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force 
participation rate, 
Spring 1977 

IAbor force 
participation rate, 
SUmmer 1977 

Labor force 
pareicipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 

22.85 
(8.05) 

17.86 
(3.10) 

0.00 
(-) 

6.67 
(-1.15) 

6.07 
(-2.11) 

9.48 
(2.93) 

0.02 
(-2.79) 

0.16 
(-1.85) 

0.06 
( 1.28) 

0.22 
(2.97) 

.145 

802 

Pilot Site Means: 

White male .070 

Black male .448 

White female .064 

Black fE:male .418 

Age (months) 

Age squared 41623.83 

Labor force 5.77 
participation rate, 
Spring 1977 

-.abor force 24.72 
participation rate, 
summer 1977 

Labor force 7.64 
participation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 517 

Spring 
1979 

-799.84 
(-2.19) 

25.41 
(8.81) 

21.57 
(3.67) 

0.00 
(-) 

6.54 
(-1.12) 

6.65 
(-2.27) 

7.56 
(2. '3) 

0.02 
(-2.01) 

0.13 
(-1.48) 

0.09 
(1.97) 

0.13 
(1.65) 

.150 

800 

.070 

.455 

.064 

.411 

202.57 

41178.28 

5.58 

24.40 

516 

OLS Coefficients and ~ilot site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-404.94 
(-0.78) 

14.56 
(4.19) 

0.09 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 21.78 
(-2.91) 

9.56 
(-2.72) 

4.04 
(0.79) 

0.01 
(-0.74) 

0.11 
(-0.91 ) 

0.09 
(1.73) 

0.12 
(1.15) 

.070 

613 

.073 

.. 471 

.058 

.398 

199.86 

40066.44 

4.71 

22.39 

6.65 

400 

Spring 
1980 

-384.82 
(-0.62) 

17.00 
(4.80) 

6.46 
(0.91) 

0.00 
(-) 

21.75 
(-2.76) 

9.51 
(-2.67) 

3.88 
(0.63) 

0.01 
(-0.58) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.10 
(1.78) 

0.04 
(0.37) 

.082 

580 

.072 

.469 

.051 

.408 

198.58 

J9536.31 

4.04 

21.57 

5.90 

375 

214 

SUmmer 
1978 

345.84 
(0.85) 

15.91 
(5.25) 

14.95 
(2.38) 

0.00 
(-) 

4.11 
(-0.66) 

8.93 
(-2.89) 

3.47 
(-0.90) 

0.01 
( 1.01) 

0.26 
'(-2.81) 

0.12 
(2.68) 

0.18 
(2.29) 

.111 

704 

.067 

.446 

.064 

.423 

206.22 

42664.78 

6.24 

25.40 

8.20 

449 

SUmmer 
1979 

-707.32 
(.·1.46) 

19.03 
(0'.88) 

15.65 
(2.33) 

0.00 
(-) 

19.72 
(-2.79) 

- 11.60 
(-3.52) 

6.'17 
(1.42) 

0.02 
(-1.30) 

0.29 
(-2.50) 

0.15 
(3.05) 

0.04 
(0.38) 

.133 

645 

.071 

.476 

.056 

.397 

200.J8 

40281. 12 

4.83 

22.95 

6.97 

411 

Summer 
1980 

\'1 

-1227.39 
(-1.48) 

11.85 
(2.91) 

11.74 
(1.51 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

21.J6 
(-2.21) 

18.21 
(-4.33) 

12.16 
(1.45) 

0.03 
(-1.37) 

0.12 
(-0.83) 

0.16 
(2.60) 

0.08 
(-0.73) 

.140 

390 

.087 

.523 

.046 

.344 

197.80 

39210.65 

22.87 

241 
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Table 95.33. Program Effects on Emcloyment Rates, Seoaratelv bv Per~adt for MississiDOi pilot/Control (Table AS.5): 

Fall 
1978 

COt~fficients (t-statistics) \' 

Constant 

pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

I;hite female 

Black female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-1155.71 
(-3.18) 

23.00 
(7.J9) 

22.42 
(3.60) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.47 
(0.23) 

6.32 
(-2.01) 

10.77 
(3.07) 

0.02 
(-2.91) 

0.07 
(-1.10) 

0.05 
( 1.12) 

0.08 
(1.41) 

.135 

802 

pilot Site Means: 

White male .070 

Black male .448 

White female .064 

Black female .418 

Age (months) 203.63 

Age squared 41623.83 

Employment rate, S.~9 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 15.12 
S=er 1977 

Employment rate, 7.90 
Fall 1977 

N 517 

spring 
1979 

-1035.47 
(-2.52) 

23.09 
(7.04) 

20.70 
p.14) 

0.00 
(-) 

1.16 
(0.18) 

8.05 
(-2.43) 

9.76 
(2.44) 

0.02 
(-2.31) 

0.05 
(-0.75) 

0.12 
,;t (2.42) 

0.03 
(-0.40) 

.112 

800 

.070 

.455 

.064 

.411 

202.57 

41178.28 

5.90 

14.96 

7.36 

516 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-577.14 
, (-1.03) 

15.29 
(4.02) 

1.34 
(0.18) 

0.00 
H 

14.96 
(-1.84) 

- 12.00 
(-3.15) 

5.77 
(1.04) 

0.01 
(-1.00) 

0.02 
(-0.28) 

0.06 
(1.03) 

0.08 
(0.98) 

.060 

613 

.073 

.471 

.058 

.398 

199.86 

40066.44 

4.92 

13.09 

6.77 

400 

Spring 
1980 

398.75 
(0.56) 

18.44 
(4.54) 

8.48 
(1.05) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 18.09 
(-2.02) 

- 13.38 
(-3.29) 

3.80 
(-0.54) 

O.Dl 
(0.56) 

0.10 
( 1.14) 

0.12 
(1.86) 

0.09 
(-1.01) 

.079 

580 

.072 

.469 

.051 

.408 

198.58 

39536.31 

4.44 

11.95 

5.61 

375 

215 

summer 
1978 

347.10 
(0.70) 

12.23 
(3.28) 

6.93 
(0.91) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.20 
(-0.95) 

9.84 
(-2.61) 

3.33 
(-0.71) 

0.01 
(0.78) 

0.11 
(-1.52) 

0.23 
(4.19) 

0.02 
(-0.28) 

.067 

704 

.067 

.446 

.064 

.423 

206.22 

42664.78 

15.24 

8.65 

449 

SUI!II:ler 
1979 

-1149.31 
(-1.98) 

10.93 
(2.80) 

3.95 
(0.50 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

23.71 
(-2.80) 

16.15 
(-4.08) 

11.38 
( 1.99) 

0.03 
(-1.92) 

0.03 
(-0.32) 

0.16 
12. 57 ) 

0.16 
(-2.03) 

.075 

645 

.071 

.476 

.056 

.397 

200.38 

40281.12 

5.52 

13.68 

7.32 

411 

SUmmer 
1980 

-798.47 
(-0.82 ) 

12.03 
(2.50) 

12.01 
( 1.32) 

0.00 
(-) 

- 15.92 
(-1.40) 

- 19.57 
(-3.97) 

7.97 
(0.81 ) 

0.02 
(-0.76) 

0.07 
(0.73) 

0.11 
( 1.51) 

0.10 
(-1.02) 

.099 

390 

.087 

.523 

.046 

.344 

197.80 

39210.65 

5.27 

14.66 

6.65 

241 
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Table B5.34. Estimated Pilot Site Labor Force Par-ticipation 
and Employment Rates in the Absence of th1 Program, 

Separately by Period (Table A5.5) 

Denver 

Labor force parti­
cipation rate 

Employment rate 

Cincinnati 

Labor force parti-
cipation rate 

Employment rate 

Baltimore 

Labor force parti-
cipation rate 

Employment rate 

Mississippi 

Labor force parti-
cipation rate 

Employment rate 

1see notes to' Table 5.3 

School-year 
average 

43.43 
47.31 

31.74 
23.72 

37.41 
29.73 

23.87 
20.53 

SUnuner 
average 

45.11 
48.58 

38.23 
33.21 

48.04 
47.18 

33.34 
35.06 

During-program 
average 

43.99 
47.74 

33.90 
26.88 

40.95 
35.55 

27.03 
25.38 
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Table B5.35. program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period, for White Males (Table A5.6): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients {t-statistics}: 

Constant. -810.11 
(-1.27) 

pilot dummy 15.47 
(2.83) 

Age (months) 7.67 
(1.25) 

Age squared 0.02 
(-1.18) 

Labor force par- 0.13 
ticipation rate, (-1.42) 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 0.13 
ticipation rate, (1.42) 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par- 0.17 
ticipation rate, (2.01) 
Fall 1977 

R2 .093 

N 239 

Pilot site means: 

Age (months) 204.90 

Age squared 42167.15 

Labor force par- 21.51 
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 41.28 
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 

26.28 

127 

Spring 
1979 

-414.38 
(-0.57) 

13.48 
(2.45) 

3.81 
(0.54) 

0.01 
(-0.46) 

0.06 
(-0.63) 

0.22 
(2.43) 

0.06 
(0.66) 

.100 

232 

204.23 

41882.69 

20.95 

40.93 

25.70 

126 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall Spring Stunrner Stunrner Sununer 
1979 1980 1978 1~79 1980 

-397.32 -248.86 76.13 -555.41 820.74 
(-0.38) (-0.18) (0.11) (-0.64) (0.43) 

0.13 9.10 12.84 0.18 1.54 
(-0.02) (1.50) (2.27) (-0.03) (0.24) 

3.77 2.16 - 0.57 5.49 8.06 
(0.37) (0.16) (-0.08) (0.65) (-0.43 ) 

0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 
(-0.31) (-0.11 ) (0.11 ) (-0.59) (0.45) 

0.14 0.18 - 0.21 0.14 0.08 
(-1.34) (-1.62) (-2.25) (-1.39) (-0.63) 

0.22 0.34 0.21 0.16 0.22 
(2.30) (3.49) (2.32) (1.75) (2.07) 

0.10 0.03 0.16 0.07 0.04 
( 1. 10) (0.29) (1.86 ) (0.14) (0.34) 

.082 .117 .079 .048 .055 

194 178 217 206 149 

201.93 199.77 207.55 202.98 198.37 

40921.65 40016.17 43246.03 41363.23 39433.78 

19.47 16.23 25.12 20.59 17.02 

40.49 39.54 42.83 40.53 41.92 

26.9,9 23.87 29.25 27.26 26.39 

107 96 114 113 79 
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Table :85.36. Pro2Eam Effects on Labor Force ParticiEation Rates, Se~aratel~ bX Period, for Black Males (Table A5.6): 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Summer ., 
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -930.07 -809.85 69.72 -469.52 -246.77 -144.45 -650.57 
(-3.57) (-2.79) (0.18) (-1.05) (-0.85) (-0.42) (-1.15 ) 

Pilot dummy 21.96 23.37 17.30 18.52 15.74 13.11 12.46 
(8.90) (9.40) (6.38) (6.66) (6.12 ) (5.16) (4.32) 

Age (months) 8.64 7.62 - 0.62 4.86 2.34 1.49 6.75 
(3.44) (2.70) (-0.16) (1. 09) (0.85) (0.44) (1.18 ) 

Age squared 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 - 0.02 
,- (-3.21) (-2.52) (0.24) (-1.05) (-0.73) (-0.34) (-1. 13) 

Labor force par- 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.12 0.06 
ticipation rate, (0.08) (0.42) (-0.95) (-0.82) (0.07) (-2.11 ) (-0.88) 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.10 0.11 0.03 
ticipation rate, (2.40) (2.40) (1.28) (1.08) (2.72) (3.19) (0.85) 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par- 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.07 
ticipation rate, (0.67) (0.62) (1.10 ) (0.77) (0.12) (0.69) (1.02 ) 
Fall 1977 

N R2 ..... .104 .103 .046 .046 .052 .042 .029 
co 

N 1349 1331 1121 1067 1208 1226 903 

pilot site means: 

Ag." (months) 204.62 203.67 200.58 199.50 208.07 202.09 197.76 . : 
Age squared 42048.72 41645.89 40359.41 39909.77 43460.84 40982.67 39192.77 

" 

Labor force par- 11.36 10.76 9.21 8.78 13.18 9.90 7.99 
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 41.42 40.86 38.44 37.79 42.91 39.75 38.93 
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

C> Labor force par- 15.31 14.39 12.56 11.62 17.77 13.72 10.76 
ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 975 967 807 768 85(3 887 653 
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; ; Age (months) 207.77 204.25 206.03 202.49 202.14 199.76 209.84 

Age squared 43371.36 42623.95 41124.02 40976.60 44211.43 41859.94 39992.08 i .'~ 

i 
Labor force par- 20.81 18.88 15.62 14.83 22.27 16.76 15.17 , 

1 , " ticipation rate, , 
'f ,~ 

Spring 1977 
! , ! 
I 

jl~ I, 
f! 

Labor force par- 49.39 
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

48.70 47.42 46.53 52.12 48.44 46.34 

:1 1,1 

l! 
i\ 
f,t 

Labor force par- 27.97 
ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

25.18 23.95 23.32 30.64 24.02 22.57 

\ i 
\ 
i. 

N 132 87 126 103 100 120 117 

:~ 
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Period, for Black Fema16s (Table A5.6): 

Table B5.39. Pro am Effects on Labor Force 
OLS 

Fall Spring Fall spring Summer Summer Summer 

1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -1158.88 -980.28 -642.66 -840.28 -918.52 -710.93 -177.23 

(-4.94) (-3.65) (-1.65) (-1.84) (-3.29) (-2.12) (-0.30) 

pilot dummy 26.07 27.72 18.28 18 • 59 18.50 17.32 9.39 

(11.86) (12.18) (6.97) (6.94) (7.92) (7.10 ) (3.16) 

Age (months) 11.16 9.69 6.84 8.94 9.05 7.47 2.34 

(4.94) (3.71) \1.78) (1.96) (3.42) (2.27) (0.39) 

Age squared 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 

, 
(-4.87) (-3.70) (-1.S3) (-2.02) (-3.48) (-2.32) (-0.42) 

Labor force par- 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.07 0.01 0.15 - 0.06 

ticipation rate, (-0.23) (-0.46) (-0.67) (-0.69) (-0.15) (-1.78) (-0.52) 

Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 0.18 0.14 0.10 0.08 0.24 0.17 0.09 

ticipation rate, (5.61) (4.37) (2.61) ( 1.99) (7.18 ) (4.88) (2.21) 

Summer 1977 

Labor force par- 0.02 0.08 0.05 0.13 0.02 0.00 0.05 

N 
ticipa.tion rate, (-0.34) (1.46) (0.72) (2.04) (-0.37) (-0.07) (0.64) 

N Fall 1977 
~ 

R2 • .114 .106 .049 .054 .087 .057 .018 

N 1568 1542 1192 1140 1396 1362 925 

pilot site means: 
197.90 

Age (months) 204.48 203.08 200.01 199.01 207.46 201.67 

Age squared 41984.70 41392.54 40125.23 39708 • .04 43200.34 40803.36 39248.67 

Labor force par- 4.41 3.84 3.51 5.14 3.66 2.62 

ticipation rate, 
spring 1977 

I,abor 'force par- 30.01 30.03 29.27 29.10 30.63 30.17 29.81 

ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

7.98 7.44 6.86 9.78 7.75 

Labor force par- 8.56 

6.71 

ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

978 
N 1109 1092 850 811 989 671 
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Table B5.40. Pro ram Effects on Labor Force Partici ation Period, for His anic Females (Table A5.6): 

OLS Coefficients Means 

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Sununer Sununer 

1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 

Coefficients (t-statisticlS) : 

Constant -1513.26 -1245.85 35.10' -68.99 -1020.54 -1724.45 -284.91 

(-2.53) (-1.60) (0.03) (-0.04) (-1.25) (-1.68) (-0.16) 

Pilot dummy 13.89 11.89 - 3.14 - 5.32 .21.41 3.74 15.93 

(2.26) (1.90) (-0.44) (-0.74) (3.02) (0.5~) (2.13) 
" 

Age (months) 14.49 12.65 0.02 1.09 10.00 17.76 3.37 

(2.52) (1.66) (0.00) (0.07) (1.29) (1.76) (0.18 ) 

Age squared 0.03 0.03 - 0.00 - 0.00 0.02 0.04 - 0.01 

, (-2.48) (-1.70) (-0.01) (-0.08) (-1.32) (-1.81) (-0.21) 

Labor fCJrce par- 0.22 0.14 - 0.07 - 0.06 0.13 0.04 0.20 

ticipation rate, (1.67) (1.02) (-0.41) (-0.35) (0.89) (0.28) (1.14) 

Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 0.13 0.21 0.29 0.45 0.18 0.13 0.39 

ticipation rate, ( 1.41) (2.39) (2.87) (4.37) (1.85) (1.32 ) (3.81) 

Summer 1977 

Labor force par- 0.00 0.10, - 0.04 - 0.18 0.01 0.06 0.21 

ticipation rate, (0.01) (0.92) (-0.29) (-1.38) (-0.10) ({i.52) (-1.60 ) 

Fall 1977 
N 
N 

R2 N .109 .115 .056 .119 .100 .054 .144 

N 210 200 169 160 175 184 145 

pilot site means: 
198.47 

Age (months) 204.41 202.30 200.53 199.16 207.94 201.64 

Age squared . 41976. 11 41068.72 40331.85 39757.55 43411.09 40789.38 39476.25 

Labor force par- 7.88 6.94 5.62 9.59 6.53 4.19 

ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 36.46 36.83 35.58 36.28 39.25 37.68 35.73 

ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Labor force p~r- 16.85 16.11 13.62 13.46 17.85 15.90 12.85 

ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 147 139 120 113 124 133 106 
~-,~.----.--~.--."--.... ~--..,...,..-'----
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Table E5.41. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, Separately by Period, for Whites (Table A5.6): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer Summer Summer 
1978 1979 1979 19BO 197B 1979 19BO 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -330.72 -557.25 63.B2 -4BB.35 ' 77 .22 -619.50 -739.89 
(-O.BO) (-1.20) (0.10) (-0.63) (0.17) (-1.08) (-0.70 ) 

pilot dummy 11.28 11.63 - 1.33 5.34 7.23 3.2B 2.1B 
(3.14) (3.24) (-0.32) (1.24) ( 1.96) (0.B5) (0.45) 

Male 14.7B 18.03 14.36 16.39 16.52 20.05 14.77 
(4.01) (4.91) (3.39) (3.69) (4.35) (5.06) (2.97) 

Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) 

Age (months) 3.15 5.31 - 0.53 5.02 - 0.74 • 6.07 7.96 
(O.BO) (1.1B) (-O.QB) (0.65) (-0.17) (1.0B) (0.75) 

Age squared - 0.01 - 0.01 0.00 - 0.01 0.00 0.01 - 0.02 
(-0.74) (-1.12) (0.12) (-0.64) (0.22) (-1.04) (-0.76) 

Labor force par- 0.02 0.02 - 0.10 0.01 - 0.11 0.04 0.15 
ticipation rate, (-0.26) (0.25) (-1.14) (0.11) (-1.54) (-0.52) (1.36) 
Spring 1,~77 

Labor force par- 0.05 0.10 0.17 0.21 0.15 0.12 0.08 
ticipation rate, (0.B9) (1.77) (2.54) (3.03) (2.46) (1.9'3) ( 1.01) 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par- O.lB 0.15 0.14 0.02 0.17 0.12 0.01 
ticipation rate, (2.72) (2.34) (1.70) (-0'~22) (2.66) ( 1.61) (-0.13) 
Fall 1977 

R2 .100 -138 .089 .089 • 113 .115 .063 

N 525 506 407 379 480 439 309 

Pilot site means: 

Male .439 .44B .471 .462 .435 .457 ·470 

Female .561 .552 .529 .538 .565 .543 .530 
(\ 

Age (months) 206.15 205.13 "201.96 200.17 20B.9'1 20).49 197.9B 

Age squared 42694.72 42255.21 40931.41 401B3.99 43B3B.12 41561.46 3927B.BO 

Labor force par.., 16.53 15.71 14.97 13. III 19.0B 15.17 12.36 
ticipation rate, 
spring 1977 

Labor force par- 33.54 33.12 33.53 31.98 35.62 33.21 32.32 
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par- 20.68 19.91 )9.40 16.98 23.08 20.22 17.38 
ticipation rate,. 
'Fall 1977 

N 289 281 227 2011 262 247 16B 
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Table B5.42. program Effects on Labor Force ParticiEation Rates, SeEaratel~ b~ Period, for Blacks (Tahte AS .6): 
OLS Coefficients a~A.!,!...~_S~t~ f.leans 

Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer SUmmer &-..mmer 
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

constant -1082.87 -°11.36 -266.91 -640.89 -597.41 -412.90 -432.53 
(-6.20) (-4.61) (-0.98) (-2.00) (-2.96) (-1.71) (-1.05) 

pilot dummy 24.07 25.78 17.72 18.52 16.96 15.22 10.87 
(14.63) (15.33) (9.39) (9.60) (9.77) (8.62) (5.26) 

Male 3.00 2.97 7.39 7.53 5.72 7.51 10.26 
(1.98) ( 1.93) (4.30) (4.28) (3.57) (4.68) (5.49) 

Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) 

Age (months) 10.27 8.81 2.88 6.72 5.82 4.30 4.68 
(6.10) (4.59) (1.07) (2.11) (3.05) (.1.82) ( 1.13) 

Age squared 0.02 - 0.02 0.01 - 0.02 0.01 - 0.01 - O. 01 
(-5.90) (-4.46) (-1. 06) (-2.12) (-3.01 ) (-1.79) (-1.12) 

Labor force par- 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.07 0" no - 0.12 - 0.06 
ticipation rate, (-0.04) (0.02) (-1.16) (-1.23) . (-0.08) (-.;!. 59) (-1.02) 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 0.13 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.18 0.14 0.06 '"" 
ticipation rate, (5.78) (4.88) (2.75) (2.10) (7.15) (5.74) (2.23 ) 
Summer 1977 

'" Labor force par- 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.06 

'" ticipati.on rate, (0.35) (1.4~) (1.40) (1.92) (-0.26) (0.57) ( 1.15) 

*'" Fall 1977 

R2 .110 .101 .')50 .055 .067 .051 .037 

N 2917 2873 2313 220'i 2604 2588 1828 

Pilot site means: 

!o\ale .468 .470 .487 .486 .465 .476 .493 

Female .532 .530 .513 .514 .535 .524 .507 

Age (months) 204.55 203.36 200.28 199.25 207.74 201.87 197.83 

Age squared 42014.65 41511.53 40239.29 39806.i6 43321.35 40888.64 39221.10 
If 

\" Ii 
1 ~ 

Labor force par- 7.66 7.09 6.29 5.97 8.88 6.63 5.27 I 
lJ 

ticipation rate, n 
Spring 1977 n 

jl 
Labor force par- 35.35 35.11 33.74 33.32 36.33 34.73 34.31 ~ \' 

'\ 
ticipation rate, 

II Summer 1977 
I" 

Labor force par- 11.71 10.99 9.93 9.18 13.49 10.59 8.70 II '\ r1 
) 

'ticipation rate, ¥ Iy, Fall 1977 ,_t' 

C\ t !f,J!~i 
I w;.," ~ 

-'.'J N 2084 2059 1657 1579 1847 1865 13 24 
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Table B5.43. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates, separately bY Period, for Hispanics (Table A5.6): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot site Means 

Fall. 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -909.35 
(-2.03) 

pilot dummy 8.27 
(1.82) 

Male 12.61 
(2.97) 

Female 0.00 
H 

Age (months) 8.53 
( 1.98) 

Age squared - 0.02 
(-1.88) 

Labor force par- 0.10 
ticipation rate, ( 1. 10) 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par- 0.16 
ticipation rate, (2.47) 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par- 0.03 
ticipation rate, (-0.36) 
Fall 1977 

R2 .110 

N 398 

Pilot site means: 

Male 

Female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par-
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par-
ticipation rate, 
Summe%' 19'71 

Labor force par-
ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 

.473 

,527 

206.00 

42636.23 

14.00 

42.5S 

22.11 

279 

J .f 

Spring Fall 
1979 1979 

-496.34 317.36 
(-0.92) (0.37) 

9.13 1.48 
(2.03) (0.29) 

16.37 22.79 
(3.91) (4.87) 

0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) 

4.96 - 2.70 
(0.95) (-0.32) 

- 0.01 0.01 
(-0.93) (0.30) 

0.05 0.05 
(0.61 ) (-0.47) 

0.22 0,24 
(3.58) (3.45) 

0.09 0.04 
(1.21) ('0.49) 

.138 .127 

380 317 

.475 .462 

.525 .538 

204.08 201.43 

41808.19 40697.74 

12.62 10.24 

42.48 () 41.05 

20.43 18.39 

265 223 

(:/ 

Spring Summer 
1980 1978 

SUnuner SUnuner 
1979 1980 

-458.47 -558.98 -500.36 -487.77 
(-0.43) (-0.99) (-0.73) (-0.38) 

- 0.36 13.53 0.80 13.68 
(-0.07) (2.77) (-0.16) '''- 55) 

21.17 10.57 1"'.83 21 3~ 

(4.<10) (2.34) (~ .26) (4.39) 

0.00 0.00 , .00 .00 

H (-) (-) (-) 

5.03 5.49 5.30 5.60 
(0.48) ( 1.02) (0.79) (0.43) 

0.01 0.01 - 0.01 0.02 
(-0.50) (-1.01) (-0.79) (-0.47) 

0.00 0.01 - 0.06 0.08 
(0.03) (0.12) (-0.61) (0.78) 

0.31 0.16 0.17 O. :27 

(4.40) (2.45) (2.60) (3.90) 

0.08 0.03 0.08 - 0.04 

(-0.87) (0.41) (1.02) (-0.47) 

.134 .077 .091 .172 

304 344 350 266 

.469 .492 .468 .451 

.531 .508 .532 .549 

200.S6 20(']..88 202.86 199.05 

40329.87 43804.70 41290.40 39708.77 

9.55 15.83 11.32 9.14 

41.09 45.58 42.71 40.51 

18.09 24.14 19.70 17.23 

213 244 2!)O 193 

I~ ~ .... --.. . ~;""""I-v-r;¢", 
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Table 55.44.. Program Ef=ec:t:.s on Label::' Force partic'ication Rat~~..!. §ecarately bv Pe;-,;~pr !-iales (Tabl! AS.:.§.l: 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficien~s {t-scat~stics}: 

Constant 

pilot dm:uny 

'iowllites 

Blacks 

Hispanics 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Spring 197'/ 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Laber force pa~­
tlcipation rate, 
Fa~~ 1977 

R2 

N 

-799.46 
(-3.52) 

18.67 
(8.77) 

8.49 
(2.87) 

0.00 
(-) 

4.30 
(1.34) 

7.41 
(3.39) 

0.02 
(-3.13) 

0.02 
(-0.45) 

0,,10 
(3.21) 

0.05 
(1.29) 

.095 

1776 

~lot site me~~: 

White 

Blacks 

Rlspanic 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par­
tiCipation rat.e, 
SUmmer 1977 

Labor force par­
tiCipation rate, 
Fal~ 1977 

N 

.103 

.790 

.107 

204.99 

42202.39 

13.42 

42.26 

17.79 

1234 

Spring 
1979 

-658.79 
(-2.60) 

19.66 
(9.22) 

9.93 
(3.36) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.49 
(3.25) 

6.15 
(2.50) 

0.01 
(-2.29) 

0.:11 
(0.30) 

0.11 
(3.69) 

0.04 
(1.12) 

.103 

1743 

.103 

.794 

.103 

203.97 

41771.47 

12.65 

41.68 

16.67 

1219 

OLS Coe,fficient.s and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

47.11 
(0. (4) 

13 .. 2 ~ 
(5.65) 

4.28 
(1.32) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.84 
(2.19) 

- 0.35 
(-0.10) 

0.00 
(0.18) 

- 0.06 
(-1.20) 

o.oe 
(2.48) 

0.08 
(1.83) 

.042 

1463 

.10S 

.7.94 

.101 

200.91 

40496.01 

10.94 

39.56 

15.23 

101'1 

Spring 
1980 

-459.87 
('-1.13) 

15.28 
(tj.35) 

6.98 
(2.a6) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.53 
(2.07) 

4.'/5 
(1.171 

0.01 
(-1.12) 

0.04 
(-0.78) 

0.09 
(2.69) 

0.04 
(0.79) 

.044 

1389 

.100 

.796 

-t04 

199.80 

40031.04 

10.15 

38.87 

14.05 

964 

226 

SU=:.l:\er 
1978 

-158.41 
(-0.62) 

13.96 
(6.34) 

5.25 
(1.711 

0.00 
(-} 

5.44 
(1.63) 

1.53 
(0.63) 

0.00 
(-O.S1) 

0.05 
(-1.251 

0.11 
(3.63) 

0.05 
(1.32) 

.052 

1594 

.104 

.786 

.110 

206.21 

435:;:0.90 

15.43 

43.91 

20.39 

1092 

Su=ter 
1979 

-148.96 
(-0.491 

8.94 
(4.10 ) 

4.86 
(1.58) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.75 
(2.36! 

1.54 
(0.52) 

- 0.00 
(-0.40) 

0.12 
(-2.61) 

0.12 
(4.08) 

0.05 
(1.21 ) 

.041 

1598 

.101 

.794 

.105 

202.41 

41113.06 

11.70 

40.74 

16.17 

1117 

-"-~-e:~:;;;::::.:.~~=~.;;,..--:;:;:;-..:;.~...".:;:::::-~~-~-"'--------~------------~~~~'. ,_.-. 
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-482.03 
(-0.92) 

10.74 
(4.30) 

5.48 
(1.55) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.43 
(1.44) 

5.12 
(0.98) 

0.01 
(-0.94) 

0.03 
[0.62) 

0.07 
(2.07) 

0.06 
( 1.13) 

.030 

1173 

.096 

.798 

.106 

198.03 

39300.92 

40.00 

13.52 

819 

Table BS.45. PrQaram Effects on Labor Force Participation Rates. Seoarately bv Period, for Females (Table A5.61: 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficien~s (t-statistics): 

constant 

Pilot dummy 

wllites 

Blacks 

aispanics 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1917 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1917 

Labor force par~ 
ticipation rate, 
Fa~~ 1977 

R2 

N 

-1061.59 
(-5.24) 

21.77 
( 11.43) 

3.69 
(-1.41) 

0.00 
(-) 

6.19 
(-2.10) 

10.25 
(5.26) 

0.02 
(-5.1SI 

0.07 
(1.33) 

O. '5 
(5.31) 

0.01 
[0.31) 

.095 

2064 

Pilot site medoS: 

White 

BlaCKS 

HispaniC 

",ge (months) 

Age squared 

Labor force par­
tic.l.pation rate,­
Spring 1977 

L.d,Qr force pllr­

ticipation rat.e, 
Summer 1977 

LabQr force par­
ticipa tion rate, 
Fall 1977 

.114 

.782 

.104 

42112.18 

5.70 

30.39 

10.30 

1418 

o 

-956.01 
(-4.09) 

23.46 
(12.01) 

6.06 
(-2.251 

0.00 
(-) 

4.92 
[-1.5') 

9.5r, 
(4·1.!l) 

0.02 
[-4.20) 

0.04 
(0.71) 

0.13 
(4.58) 

0.12 
(2.81) 

.098 

2016 

.112 

.788 

.100 

203.31 

41490.40 

5.0Q 

30.35 

9.60 

1386 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fal~ 

1979 

-441.10 
(-1. JI) 

12.91 
(5.68) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.91 
(-2.62) 

4.84 
( 1.45) 

0.01 
(-1.50) 

0.05 
(-0.74) 

0.12 
(3.75) 

0.07 
(1. 24) 

.039 

1574 

-tID 

.7BO 

.110 

200.28 

40237.69 

4.57 

29.75 

8.69 

1090 

Spring 
1980 

-784.94 
(-1.96) 

13.63 
(5.95) 

3.96 
(-1.23) 

0.00 
1-) 

7.98 
(-2.27) 

8.40 
(2.11) 

0.02 
(-2. IS) 

0.01 
[0.20 I 

0.11 
(3.33) 

0.06 
(1.03) 

.043 

1501 

.108 

.783 

.109 

199.19 

39780.44 

4.23 

29.49 

8.04 

103'6 

227 

Summer 
1976 

-749.52 
(-3.11) 

15.88 
(7.85) 

6.08 
(-2.22) 

0.00 
(-) 

0.52 
(-0.16) 

7.40 
[3.25) 

0.02 
(-3.29) 

0.04 
{0.58} 

0.22 
(7.46) 

0.01 
(0.25) 

.078 

1834 

.117 

.785 

.098 

207.80 

43349.44 

6.67 

31.41 

11.58 

1261 

Summer 
1979 

-730.50 
(-2.48) 

14.18 
(6.68) 

8.45 
(-2.87) 

0.00 
H 

4.91 
(-1.53) 

7.67 
(2.65) 

0.02 
(-~.' 72) 

O.OJ 
(-0.41) 

0.04 
(0.84) 

.053 

1779 

.108 

.785 

.107 

201.91 

40901.46 

30.64 

1245 

Summer 
1980 

-522.98 
(-1.0T) 

9.17 
(J.58) 

0.74 
(-0.21 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

7.30 
(-2.00) 

5.87 
( 1.13) 

0.02 
(-1.17) 

(I. O~\ 
d'.II) 

0.11 
(2.95) 

0.01 
(-0.21 ) 

.Oi6 

1230 

-t03 

.775 

.122 

197.94 

39265.48 

3.39 

29.92 

7.73 

866 

.~ .. --~. 



'!'a.ole 55.46. Proaram Effects on Emolovmenc Rates, Seoarately bv Period, £or Whi~e 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means ~ Males (Table AS.7): 

Fall 
1978 

Coef£iciencs (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

Age (I:lonths) 

Age sqcared 

-1174.81 
(-1.71) 

17.S9 
(2.99) 

11.33 
(1.71) 

0.03 
(-1.68) 

Employment rates, -
Spring 1977 

0.01 
(-0.13) 

Empl,oycent rates, 
Summer 1977 

Employmen~ rates, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

0.03 
(0.43) 

0.26 
(3.48) 

.116 

239 

Pilot site meanS: 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employcent rates, 
Spring 1917 

~ploycent rates, 
SUI!lJller 1977 

Employcent rates, 
Fall 1977 

II 

204.90 

42167.15 

22.45 

38.16 

28.38 

127 

Spring 
1979 

-920.43 
(-1.14) 

16.27 
(2.67) 

8.96 
(1.15) 

0.02 
(-1.12) 

0.07 
(0.88) 

0.07 
(0.95) 

0.15 
(1.95j 

.093 

232 

204.23 

41882.69 

21.84 

37.67 

27.81 

126 

Fall 
1979 

-1964.13 
(-1.63) 

5.31 
(0.78) 

19.06 
(1.01 ) 

0.05 
(-1.56) 

0.04 
(0.43) 

0.07 
(0.83) 

0.10 
(1.18) 

.075 

194 

201.93 

40921.65 

36.46 

30.20 

107 

Spring 
1980 

-311.25 
(-0.20) 

14.29 
(2.10) 

2.81 
(0.18) 

0.01 
(-0.14) 

0.10 
(-0.95) 

0.26 
(3.01) 

0.07 
(0.87) 

.117 

178 

1'39.77 

40016.17 

17.21 

35.44 

26.94 

96 

Su=er 
1978 

-363.37 
(-0.44) 

11.17 
(1.71) 

4.09 
(0.52) 

0.01 
(-0.57) 

0.02 
(0.24) 

0.05 
(0.62) 

0.23 
(2.75) 

.073 

217 

207.55 

4J:!46.03 

25.89 

39.88 

31.61 

114 

Su=er 
1979 

258.61 
(0.25) 

3.12 
(-0.47) 

2.03 
(-0.20) 

0.00 
(0.21 ) 

0.07 
(0.79) 

0.06 
(0.71) 

0.03 
(0.37) 

.019 

206 

202.98 

41363.23 

21.70 

36.78 

30.12 

113 

Table B5. 47 • Program Effects on Emolovment Rates, Seoaratelv bv Period. for Black Males (~ 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means able AS.71: 

Fall 
1978 

coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

-1173.46 
(-3.99) 

21.44 
(7.69) 

11.11 
;3.92) 

0.03 
(-3.77) 

Employment rates, -
Spring 1977 

0.03 
(-0.68) 

Employment rates, 
Summer 1977 

Employcent rates, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

0.07 
(2.16) 

0.08 
(2.06) 

.080 

1349 

Pilot site means: 

Age (months) 

IIge squared 

Employment rates, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rates~ 
SWIU:1er 1977 

Employment rates, 
Pall 1977 

N 

204.6:< 

42048.72 

11.52 

21.64 

975 

Spring 
19·,.? 

-1177.46 
(-3.58) 

25.61 
(9.09) 

11.18 
(3.50) 

0.03 
(-3.34) 

0.00 
(0.10) 

0.07 
(2.28) 

0.01 
(0.23) 

.091 

1331 

203.67 

41645.89 

11.31 

20.79 

967 

Fall 
1979 

410.65 
(0.94) 

19.96 
(6.40) 

3.91 
(-0.9'1 ) 

0.01 
(0.94) 

0.04 
(-0.74) 

0.06 
( 1.69) 

0.04 
(0.98) 

.043 

1121 

200.58 

40359.41 

9.78 

31.82 

18.16 

807 

Spring 
1980 

-165.58 
(-0.32) 

18.32 
(5.70) 

2.07 
(0.40) 

0.01 
(-0.42) 

0.01 
(-0.14) 

0.04 
(1.10) 

0.01 
(0.32) 

.032 

1067 

199.50 

39909.77 

9.51 

31.14 

17.49\> 

768 

Su=er 
1978 

-404.57 
(-1.19) 

12.58 
(4.17) 

4.02 
(1.25) 

0.01 
(-1.21) 

0.00 
(-0.08) 

0.19 
(5.40) 

0.01 
(-0.31 ) 

.049 

1208 

208.07 

43460.84 

12.68 

37.04 

858 

Su.mmer 
1979 

-789.91 
(-1.93) 

8.37 
(2.77) 

8.20 
(2.05) 

0.02 
(-2.05) 

0.06 
(-1.26) 

0.12 
(3.46) 

0.01 
(-0.12) 

.022 

1226 

202.09 

40962.67 

10.85 

33.90 

20.10 

887 

j 

Su=er 
1980 

1925.28 
(0.90) 

9.14 
( 1.23) 

19.11 
(-0.89) 

0.05 
(0.90 ) 

0.03 
(0.25) 

0.12 
(1.25) 

0.16 
(1.72) 

.087 

149 

198.37 

39433.78 

18.38 

39.27 

30.46 

79 

SUmI:1er 
1980 

-419.98 
(-0.62) 

9.89 
(2.87) 

0.01 
(-0.72) 

0.07 
( 1.26) 

0.04 
(1.12) 

0.02 
(-0.42) 

.014 

903 

197.76 

39192.77 

8.76 

J2.70 

17.37 

653 

l 
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Table BS.4S. Proaram Effec~s on Emolovment Rates, Seoaratel' bv Period, for Hisoanic Males (Table AS.7): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rates, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rates, 
!;\lIIII!l"r 1977 

Employment races, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-198.83 
(-0.25) 

0.44 
(-0.06) 

1.91 
(0.25) 

0.00 
(-0.19) 

0.10 
(-0.94) 

0.08 
(0.93) 

0.10 
(1.18) 

.042 

188 

Pilot site means: 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rates, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rates, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rates, 
Fall 1977 

N 

207.77 

43371.36' ! 

// 
23.711 

\ 

49.61 

40.92 

132 

Spring 
1979 

-51.50 
(-0.06) 

3.61 
(0.49) 

0.61 
(0.07) 

;'} 

- O~'o~ 
(-0.02) 

0.02 
(0.20) 

0.10 
(1.27) 

0.05 
(0.65) 

.048 

180 

206.03 

42623.95 

22.57 

49.15 

38.61 

126 

Fall 
1979 

3.25 
(0.00) 

12.19 
( 1.39) 

0.53 
(0.04) 

- 0.00 
(-0.04) 

- 0.12 
(-1.01) 

0.08 
(0.85) 

0.08 
(0.85) 

.031 

148 

202.49 

41124.02 

19.43 

47.81 

37.55 

103 

Spring 
1980 

-837.17 
(-0.50) 

12.00 
( 1.35) 

8.94 
(0.54) 

0.02 
(-0.55) 

0.11 
(-0.95) 

0.03 
(0.31) 

0.11 
(1.16) 

.033 

144 

202.14 

18.01 

46.45 

37.67 

100 

SUmmer 
1978 

25.43 
(0.03 ) 

11.01 
(1.52) 

0.06 
(O.OI) 

0.00 
(0. a 1) 

0.03 
(0.31) 

0.23 
(2.85) 

0.08 
(1.04) 

.113 

169 

209.84 

44211.43 

25.28 

52.07 

43.35 

120 

SUmmer 
1979 

1241.38 
( 1.16) 

1.58 
(-0.21) 

11.74 
(-1.12) 

0.03 
( 1.14) 

0.17 
(-1.70) 

0.14 
(1.78) 

0.03 
(-0.37) 

.035 

166 

204.25 

41859.94 

20.89 

48.92 

38.06 

117 

Table BS.49. Proqram Effec~s on Emolo ent Rates. Seoaratel bv Period, for White Females (Table AS.7): 
OLS coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
'1978 

Coefficients ft-statisticsl: 

constant 

Pilot dummy 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rates, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rates, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rates, 
Fall 1917 

N 

317.92 
(0.51) 

5.00 
(0.92) 

2.9B 
\-0.50) 

0.01 
(0.53) 

0.14 
(1.50) 

0.14 
(-1.68) 

0 .• 22 
(2:.49) 

.~156 

286 

Pilat site means: 

Age (months) 207.1;1 

Age squa.ed 43108.31. 

Employcent rates. '1. 52 

Spring 1917 

Employment rates. 
Summer 1977 

Employment rates, 
fall 1977 

N 

22.33 

162 

Spring 
1979 

-1076.37 
(-1.52) 

0.70 
(0.13) 

,10.52 
(1.54) 

0.02 
(-1.52) 

0.26 
(2.61) 

0.07 
(-0.88) 

0.:13 
(2.57) 

.092 

274 

205.86 

42558.03 

13.24 

21.41 

18.89 

155 

Fa),l 
1979 

743.43 
(0.83) 

3.49 
(-0.55) 

7.19 
(-0.81) 

0.02 
(0.83) 

0.02 
(0.15) 

0.01 
(0.13) 

0.08 
(0.75) 

.014 

213 

201.98 

40940.10 

12.38 

22.09 

17.33 

120 

spring 
1980 

-520.95 
(-0.51) 

5.43 
(0.81) 

5.84 
(0.57) 

0.02 
(-0.60) 

0.13 
(0.94) 

0.08 
(-0.70) 

0.27 
(2.12) 

.052 

201 

200.52 

40327.84 

11.48 

20.54 

15.39 

112 

229 

s=er 
1978 

271.717 
(-0.40) 

0.10 
(0.02) 

2.S~ 

(0.40) 

0.01 
(-0.36) 

0.18 
(1.96) 

0.02 
(0.25) 

0.21 
(2.30) 

.102 

263 

210.00 

44294.19 

16.26 

21.81 

148 

SUmmer 
1979 

-448.97 
(-0.51) 

0.48 
(-0.08) 

4.73 
(0.55) 

0.01 
(-0.55) 

0.22 
(2.02) 

0.02 
(-0.25) 

0.09 
(0.90) 

.033 

233 

203.91 

41728.63 

12.48 

22.53 

18.17 

134 

Summer 
1980 

-1525.76 
(-0.67) 

15.07 
( 1.64) 

16.20 
(0.71) 

0.04 
(-0.73) 

0.01 
(0.10) 

0.05 
(0.58) 

0.05 
(0.53) 

.039 

121 

199.76 

39992.09 

19.60 

46.50 

37.24 

87 

SUmmer 
1980 

-739.25 
(-0.51) 

3.93 
(0.52) 

8.57 
(0.59) 

0.02 
(-0.63) 

0.27 
( 1.81) 

- 0.20 
(-1.46) 

0.26 
(1.75) 

.067 

160 

197.64 

39141.24 

10.61 

18.}7 

13.75 

89 

-,-



Table 55.50. Pro or am Effects on Ecolovment Rates, Seoaratelv bv Period, for Black Females (Table AS.7): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -1615.92 
(-6.22) 

Pilot d=y 

J\ge (months) 

Age squared 

£mplo~enc rates, -
Spring 1977 

Emplo~ent rates, 
SWI:l:1er 1977 

Employment rates, 
Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

29.98 
(U.17) 

15.50 
(6.20) 

0.04 
(-6.13) 

0.14 
(-2.34) 

0.12 
(3.90) 

0.04 
(0.91) 

.118 

1568 

pi~ot site means: 

Age (months) 204.48 

Age squared 41984.70 

~plo~~ent rates, 3~7' 

Spring 1977 

Employcent rates, 
Summer 1977 

Ebployoent rates, 
Fall 1977 

N 

20.90 

11.12 

1109 

Spring 
1979 

-1263.7S 
(-4.27) 

32.16 
(12.72) 

12.41 
(4.31 ) 

0.03 
(~4.31) 

0.08 
(-1.38) 

0.12 
(3.8?) 

0.05 
11.34} 

.113 

1542 

203.08 

41392.54 

3.49 

21.49 

10.83 

1092 

QLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-634.60 
(-1.49) 

23.64 
(8.18) 

6.91 
( 1.64) 

0.02 
(-1.76) 

0.03 
(-0.37) 

0.03 
(0.93) 

0.09 
(l.S7) 

.070 

1192 

200.01 

40125.23 

3.16 

19.30 

9.72 

850 

Spr.ing 
1980 

-311.00 
(-0.61) 

21.30 
(7.13) 

3.84 
(0.76) 

0.01 
(-0.87) 

0.01 
(0.11 ) 

0.02 
(0.42) 

0.13 
(2.60) 

.062 

1140 

199.01 

39708.04 

3.02 

19.28 

9.34 

811 

Summer 
1978 

-1231.41 
(-3.85) 

20.83 
(7.68) 

12.11 
(4.00) 

0.03 
(-4.0B) 

0.16 
(2.67) 

0.25 
(7.70) 

0.05 
(1.2S) 

.100 

1396 

207.46 

43200.34 

21.56 

11.96 

989 

SumI:ler 
1979 

-952.12 
(-2.42) 

14.31 
(4.97) 

9.99 
(2.SB) 

0.03 
(-2.66) 

0.11 
(-1.49) 

0.11 
(3.16) 

0.01 
(0.28) 

.035 

1362 

201.67 

40803.36 

3.41 

21.81 

10.67 

978 

Sununer 
1980 

-212.29 
(-0.31) 

10.47 
(3.05) 

2.95 
(0.43 ) 

0.01 
(-0.50) 

0.07 
(-0.79) 

O. 06 
(1.46) 

0.04 
(O.68) 

.023 

925 

197.90 

39248.67 

2.61 

20.53 

9.61 

671 

Table BS .51. Prooram Effects on EcoloVDIent Rates, Seoaratelv bY' Pe'riod, for Hisoanic Fet;:'..ales (Table AS. 7): 

Fall 
1978 

Coefficients (t-stacistics): 

Constant 

pilot d=y 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rates, 
Spring 1977 

Emplo~ent rates, 
SllIIImer 1977 

Employment r~tes, 
pall 1977 

R2 

N 

-914.45 
(-1.38) 

15.91 
(2.34) 

8.69 
(1.37) 

0.02 
(-I.J2) 

0.14 
(1.26) 

0.18 
(2.41) 

0.04 
(0.46) 

.126 

210 

Pilot site means: 

Ag .. (months) 

Age S<i'~ed 

Employment r~ees, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rates, 
"Stm1II:er 1977 

Employment rates, 
Fall 1977 

204.41 

41976.11 

12.17 

26.65 

147 

Sprin9 
1979 

-1361.90 
(-1.50) 

11.22 
( 1.53) 

14.06 
(1.58) 

0.04 
(-1.64) 

0.15 
( 1.90) 

0.02 
(O.27) 

.098 

200 

202.30 

41068.72 

11.43 

41.85 

26.02 

139 

OLS Coef!icients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

25.18 
(0.02) 

- 7.69 
(-0.98) 

0.30 
(0.02) 

- G.OO 
(-0.04) 

0.11 
(0.79) 

0.25 
(2.88) 

0.02 
(0.16) 

.084 

169 

200.53 

40331.85 

10.74 

40.30 

1:20 

Spring 
19Bo 

-1467.76 
(-0.80) 

10.29 
(-1.24) 

15.14 
(0.83) 

O. II 
(0.781 

0.21 
(2.28) 

0.03 
(-0.31) 

.064 

160 

199.16 

39757.55 

9.29 

40.58 

22.88 

113 

230 

SUmmer 
1978 

-920.84 
(-1.02) 

31.50 
(4.05) 

9.11 
( 1.07) 

0.02 
(-1.10) 

O. 03 
(-0.28) 

0.19 
(2.15) 

O. 09 
(0.95) 

.158 

175 

207.94 

43411.09 

14.43 

43.68 

28.37 

124 

Summer 
1979 

-1368.78 
(-1.18) 

9.17 
( 1.14) 

14.43 
(1.26) 

0.04 
(-1.31 ) 

0.03 
(-0.24) 

0.10 
(1.20) 

0.05 
(0.57) 

.054 

184 

201.64 

40789.38 

11.20 

25.69 

133 

Sununer 
1980 

-842.52 
(-0.41) 

20.04 
(2.34) 

8.95 
(0.43 ) 

0.02 
(-0.45) 

0.16 
( louS) 

0.28 
(3.13) 

0.01 
(-0.06) 

.163 

145 

198.47 

39476.25 

8.44 

40.91 

22.74 

106 
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Table B5.52. program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for Whites (Table A5.7): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

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

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -298.78 -924.23 -143.77 -323.27 -101.55 -102.34 553.92 
(-0.65) (-1.75) (-0.20) (-0.38) (-0.19) (-0.15) (0.48) 

Pilot dUllllllY 11 •. 05 8.19 0.07 9.60 5.55 1.38 7.70 
(2.76) (2.01) (-0.01) (2.01) ( 1. 31) (-0.31) ( 1.46) 

Male 9.03 10.77 13.49 11.47 11.21 18.44 10.52 
(2.22) (2.60) (2.86) (2.35) (2.59) (4.06) ( 1.94) 

Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
't (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) H H 

, Age (months) 2.89 8.98 1.36 3.44 1.17 1.33 - 4.94 
(0.65) (1.76) (0.19) (0.41) (0.24) (0.21) (-0.42) 

Age squared 0.01 - 0.02 0.00 0.01 - 0.00 0.00 0.01 
(-0.61 ) (-1.72) (-0.14) (-0.40) (-0.24) (-0.21) (0.40) 

Employment rate, 0.07 0.15 0.05 0.03 0.09., 0.13 0.15 
Spring 1977 (1.05) (2.36i (0.66) (0.32) (1.36) (1.92) (1. 70) 

Employment rate, 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.11 0.04 0.02 - 0.00 
Summer 1977 (-0.94) (0;17) (0.71) (1.71) (0.66) (0.34) (-0.06) 

rv 
W Employment rate, 0.23 0.18 0.09 0.14 0.21 0.06 0.17 ... Fall 1977 (4.07) (3.07) (1.30) (1.91) (3.56) (0.90) (2.17) 

R2 .082 .102 .058 .078 .096 .071 .073 

N 525 506 407 379 480 439 3(19 

pilot site means: 

Male .439 .448 .471 .462 .435 .457 .470 

Female .561 .552 .529 .538 .565 .543 .530 

Age (months) 206.15 205.13 201.96 200.17 208.94 203.49 197.98 

Age squared 42694.72 42255.21 40931.41 40183.99 43838.12 41%1.46 39278.80 , , 
Employment rate, 18.00 17.09 16.46 14.12 20.45 16.70 14.26 I 

! 
Spring 1977 M 

,~ Employment rate, 29.29 28.70 28.87 27.42 30.46 29.05 28.20 I ,-
~ 

il Summer 1977 l 
--'-~ 

, 
r~ 

I r'l 
Employment rate, 23.64 22.89 20.72 26.07 23.64 21.61 

~., 23.40 
Fall 1977 I 

! 
0'1 N 289 281 227 208 262 247 168 
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Table B5.53. Program Effects on EmEloyment Rates, seEaratell bX Period, for Blacks (Table A5.7): 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Si!.e Means 

c' Fall Spring Fall Spring Summer SUmmer Swnmer 
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -1431.39 -1222.68 -79.39 -214.38 -820.35 -855.71 • '14.87 
(-7.33) (-5.54) (-0.26) (-0.59) (-3.52) (-3.02) (0 '1.65) 

Pilot dummy 26.10 29.20 21.80 19.77 16.79 11.49 10.10 
( 14.12) (15.50) (10'.26) (9.03) (8.31) (5.52) (4.16) 

Male 3.11 3.38 7.40 8.05 5.H' 8.63 10.55 
( 1.84) (1.96) (3.83) (4.04) (2.74) (4.56) (4.82) 

Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) 1-) 

, 
Age (months) 13.65 11.81 1.14 2.68 8.07 8.90 3.81 

(7.27> (5.51) (0.38) (0.75) (3.65) (3.20) (0.79) 

Age !1.q\l.ared 0.03 0.03 - 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 - 0 •. 01 
(-7.11 ) (-5.40) (-0.44) (-0.83) (-3.69) (-3.26) (-0.85) 

" 

Employment rate, 0.06 0.03 - 0.04 0.01 0.06 - 0.07 0.03 
Spring 1977 (1.85) (-0.80) (-0.92) (-0.18) (-1.72) (-1.83) (0.59) 

Er>tployment rate, 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.22 0.11 0.05 
Summer 1977 (4.19) (4.30) (1.93) ( 1. 11 ) ,(9.12) . (4.65) ( 1.82) 

N 
w 
N Employment rate, 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.01 

Fall 1977 (2.21) (1.09) (2.02) ( 1.95) (0.54) (0.15) (0.16) 

,. R2 .098 .100 .057 .052 .074 .035 .030 

N 2S17 2873 2313 2207 2604 2588 1828 
-

t' Pilot site means: 

L: 
Male .468 .470 .487 .486 .465 .476 .493 

Female .532 .530 .513 .514 .535 .524 .507 

Age (months) 204.55 203.36 200.28 199.25 207.74 201.B7 197.83 

L~ Age squared 42014.65 41511.53 40239.29 39806.16 43321.35 40888.64 39221.10 
I. (f 

I 
H Employment rate, 7.36 7.16 6.38 6.18 8.15 6.95 5.64 '. r ~ /p-' , ' Spring 1977 >'/ 

1": 
tl Employment rate". 27.8'1 28.04 25.39 25.05 28.75 27.56 26.53 . , . 
" Slll\1lttez: 1977 ~, 1 

", r, 
II Employment rate, 16.04 . . 15.51 .. 13.83 13.30 17.84 15.15 13.44 
f'~ Fall 1977 ~. L 
h \) 

"-
N 2084 2059 165'1 1579 1847 1865 1324 

~ 
~ ;f j -~-~. , 

'-'-~.-.";"-~~- ;;.--y .... --
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Table B5.54. Program Effects on Employment Rates, Separately by Period, for Hispanics (Table A5.7): 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall Spring Fall Spring SUmmer Sununer 
1978 1979 1979 1980 1978 1979 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant -'h2.10 -649.01 -33.83 -942.23 -384.07 -47.09 
(-1.46) (-1.05) (-0.03) (-0.78) (-0.63) (-0.06) 

Pilot dummy 8.49 9.05 1.90 0.57 21. 71 4.74 
(1.66) (1h5) (0.34) (0.10) (4.12) (0.85) 

Male 12.36 15.60 21.27 17.94 16.18 15.64 
{2.61) (J.24) (3.99) (3.27) (3.33) (3.10) 

Female 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) 

Age (months) 6.95 6.69 0.75 9.78 3.93 1.09 
(1.44) (1.11) (0.08) (0.81) (0.68) (0.14) 

Age squared 0.02 0.02 - 0.00 - 0.02 0.01 - 0.00 
(-1.38) (-1.12) (-0.09) (-0.82) (-0.69) (-0.17) 

Employn:ent rate, 0.00 0.10 -.0.02 0.01 0.01 - 0.11 
Spring 1977 (0.04) (1.25) (-0.17) (-0.10) (0.08) (-1.39) 

EmploYment rate, 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.22 0.13 
Summer 1977 (2.55) (2.42) (2.61) (1. 79) (3.74) (2.22) 

Employment rate, 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.02 
Fall 1977 'b.29) (0.81) (0.83) (0.76) (1.51 ) (0.26) 

R2 .092 .090 .093 .064 .163 .051 

N 398 :;eo 317 304 344 350 

pilot sit~ means: 

Male .473 .475 .462 .469 .492 .468 

Female .527 .525 .538 .531 .508 .532 

Age (months) 206.00 204.08 201.43 200.56 208.88 202.86 

Age squared 42636.23 41808.19 40697.74 40329.87 43804.70 41290.40 

Employment rate, 17.64 16.13 14.76 13.39 19.77 15.73 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 45.03 45.32 43.76 43.34 47.81 45.76 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 33.40 32.01 29.39 29.83 35.73 31.48 
Fall 1977 

N 279 265 223 213 244 250 

-~----.-~ .. - ...• --. 
--- •••• ~<~ -- .... " ..... - • ....--.- ....... ,----~ 

/ , 

~1 

Summer 
1980 

-1724.41 
(-1.15) 

18.17 
(2.94) 

18.27 
(3.28) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.88 
(1.20 ) 

0.05 
(-1.22 ) 

0.07 
(0.70) 

0.18 
(2.78) 

0.02 
(0.26) 

.137 

266 

.451 

.549 

199.05 

39708.77 

13.47 

43.43 

29.28 

193 
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Table 55.55. Program Effects on Employnlent Rates, Separat~ly by Period, for Males (Table A5.7): 

Fall Spring 
1978 1979 

Coefficients (t-statistics) : 

Constant -1085.00 -1049.31 
(-4.26) (-3.66) 

Pilot dummy 18.19 21.59 
(7.59) (8.95) 

White 6.16 9.86 
( 1.87) (2.97) 

Black 0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) 

Hispanic 10.00 18.07 
(2.77) (4.94) 

Age (months) 10.30 9.98 
(4.20) (3.59) 

Age squared 0.02 0.02 
(-4.05) (-3.43) 

': ::Employment rate, 0.03 0.02 
:iSpring 1977 (-0.93) (0.58) 

Employment raOte, 0.06 0.07 
summer 1977 (2.26) (2.66) 

Employment rate, 0.11 0.04 
Fall 1977 (3.61) (1.24) 

R2 .079 .095 

N 1776 1743 

Pilot site means: 

White .103 .103 

Black .790 .794 

Hispanic .107 .103 

Age (months) 204.99 203.97 

Age squared 42202.39 41771.47 

Employment rate, 13.95 13.56 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 31".53 37.(19 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 24.40 23.36 
Fall 1977 

N 1234 1219 

~ .. ,..,.~----...--~ ..... --~--.~ ............. -----......... ---

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall Spring 
1979 1980 

139.33 -192.95 
(0.36) (-0.41) 

16.45 16.75 
(6.11 ) (6.09) 

7.12 8.33 
(1.91 ) (2.16) 

0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) 

15.70 12.41 
(3.79) (2.97) 

1.26 2.26 
(-0.32) (0.49) 

0.00 0.01 
(O.36) (-0.49) 

0.03 0.03 
(-0.66) (-0.58) 

0.06 0.06 
( 1.94) ( 1.97) 

0.06 0.04 
(1.73) ( 1-13) 

.047 .040 

1463 1389 

.105 .100 

.794 .796 

.101 .,104 

200.91 199.80 

40496.01 40031.04 

11.94 11.16 

33.92 33.16 

21.39 20.52 

1017 964 

{} 

Summer 
1978 

-377.08 
(-1.28) 

11.89 
(4.65) 

0.32 
(0.09) 

0.00 
(-) 

17.59 
(4.53) 

3.82 
(1.37) 

0.01 
(-1.35) 

0.00 
(O.13) 

0.17 
(5.65) 

0.'''4 
( 1~2J) 

.068 

1594 

.104 

.786 

.110 

208.21 

43520.90 

15.45 

38.99 

27.41 

1092 

Swnil1.er 
1973 

-489.40 
(-1.38) 

5.58 
(2.1G) 

1.89 
(O.53) 

0.00 
{-I 

8.38 
(2.15) 

5.24 
(1.50 ) 

0.01 
(-1.50 ) 

0.05 
(-1.24) 

0.12 
(3.90) 

0.00 
(-0.08) 

.020 

1598 

.101 

.794 

.105 

202.41 

41113.06 

13.00 

35.76 

23.00 

1117 

Sl.1lII\I'r 

198! 

-278.25 
(-0.45) 

10.28 
«(Oi) 

5.72 
( 1.39) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.57 
(2.37) 

3.33 
(0.54) 

0.01 
(-0.56) 

0.06 
(1.38) 

0.05 
( 1.42) 

0.02 
(0.54) 

.024 

1173 

.096 

.798 

.106 

198.03 

39300.92 

10.84 

34.80 

20.74 

819 

I 
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Table B5.56. pro2ra!ll Effects 

tall Spring 
1978 1979 

Coefficients (t-statistics) : 

Constant -1287.58 -1191.01 
(-5.69) (-4.54) 

'?ilot dUmmy 24.93 25.61 
( 11.64) (11.60 ) 

~1hite 0.56 0.'14 
(0.19) (0.24) 

Black 0.00 0.00 
(-) (-) 

Hispanic 0.22 4.44 
(0.07) (1.28) 

Age (months) 12.34 11.76 
(5.67) (4.62) 

Age squared 0.03 0.03 
(-5.58) (-4.62) 

Employment rate, 0.02 0.04 
Spring 1977 (-0.34) (O.85) 

il Employment rate, 0.09 0.09 
~ 

! SUmmer 1977 (3.44) \3.40) 

II N , 
Employment rate, 0.06 0.08 J (,oJ 

\ 111 Fall 1977 (1.76) (2.32) 
( 

i R2 .088 .086 j 
j N 2064 2016 

! 
': Pilot site means: 

I White .114 .112 

i Black .782 .788 I 

1 Hispanic .104 .100 

I 
Age (months) 204.78 203.31 

I 
Age squared 42112.18 41490.40 

Employment rate, 5.82 5.38 
Spring 1977 

I a Employment rate, 23.14 23.52 
, ~ Summer 1977 . 
" l~ Employment rate, 13.73 13.26 

~ " 

,f,:- Fall 1977 
, 

'N 1418 1386 

.~ 

"- {f'-,. '~::Z;;....,??,::, ~~~j.-I~~.c"~. # . 

c .. • -

on Emelo~ent Rates, Seearatel~ b~ Period, for Females (Table A5.7) : 
OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall Spring SUmmer Summer Summer 
1979 1980 1976 1979 1980 

-332.12 -402.52 -967.04 -828.11 -372.10 
(-0.90) (-0.91) (-3.51) (-2.42) (-0.p3 ) 

16.60 15.86 18.66 11.73 11.36 
(6.63) (6.13) (7.99) (4.74) (3.88) 

0.06 1.17 5.62 8.85 3.90 
(~0.02) (0.33) (-1.79) (-2.59) (0.97) 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 r.oo 
(-) (-) (-) (-) I') 

0.30 0.64 4.29 1.44 1.91 
(0.08) (0.16) (1. 15) (J.38) ( '.22) 

3.84 4.71 9.51 8.77 4.54 
(1.05) (1.07) (3.65) (2.61) (0.77) 

0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 
(-1014) (-1.17) (-3.71) (-2.70) -0.85) 

0.01 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.07 
,(0.26) ( 1.12) (-1.25) (-0.27) (0.97) 

0.05 0.03 0.23 0.09 0.07 
(1.66) (0.77) (7.75) (2.95) (2.10) 

0.08 0.12 0.08 0.03 0.05 
(1.89) (2.90) (2.18) (0.86) ( 1.05) 

.040 .044 .093 .034 .031 

1574 1501 1834 1779 1230 

.110 .108 .117 .108 .103 

.780 .783 .785 .785 .775 

.110 .109 .098 .107 .122 

200.28 199.19 207.80 201.91 19'1.94 

40237.69 39780.44 43349.44 40901.46 39265.48 

5.01 4.62 6.63 5.22 4.15 

21.92 21.74 23.93 24.15 22.81 

11.S'5 11.47 14.73 13.08 11.64 

1036 1261 1245 866 

------~--.,....,,----~ ....... ~.---.-..... 
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'rable B5. 57 • 
Proarao S~fects on· Labor Force Particioation Rates, Secaratelv bv Period, 

for the 15-16 Year Old Cohort Excludina Denver/Phoenix (~able AS.9): 

E:all 
1978 

SP':-ing 
1979 

Coefficients (t-statisticsl: 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

White :nale 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

Whi te female 

Black female 

Hispanic fecale 

Age (months) 

Age Squared 

Labor force par_ 
ticipation rate, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Summer 1977 

Labor force par­
ticipation rate, 
Fall 197'7 

R2 

II 

-2133.43 
(-1.42) 

24.57 
(11.85) 

6.41 
( 1.49) 

0.00 
(-) 

8.22 
(0.36) 

5.61 
(-1.41) 

0.33 
(0.16) 

4.05 
(0.32) 

20.76 
( 1.34) 

0.05 
(-1.25) 

0.02 
(0.28) 

0.14 
(4.52) 

0.03 
(-0.51) 

-115 

1668 

Pilot site ceans: 

White male .045 

Black male .407 

Hispanic male .002 

White female .055 

Black female .485 

Hispanic female .006 

Age (months) 194.12 

Age squared 37709.28 

Labor force par- 3.17 
ticipation ra~e, 
Spring 1977 

Labor force par­
tiCipation rate, 
SlllItmer 1977 

29.91 

Labor force par- 6.17 
ticipation rate, 
Fall 1977 

1136 

-1278.57 
(-0.97) 

25.95 
(12.27) 

7.09 
( 1.6,) 

0.00 
(-) 

:i. 72 
(-0.16) 

8.77 
(-2.15) 

1.16 
(0.55) 

4.97 
(0.39) 

12.41 
(0.92) 

0.03 
(-0.85) 

0.01 
(0.12) 

0.12 
(4.07) 

0.01 
(0.14) 

.107 

1714 

.044 

.407 

.002 

.053 

.488 

.006 

133.80 

37590.40 

6.00 

1171 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Fall 
1979 

-1354.96 
(-1.53) 

19.66 
(8.84) 

0.87 
(0.19) 

0.00 
(-) 

5.52 
(0.23) 

12.18 
(-2.84) 

4.93 
(-2.22) 

9.13 
(-0.66) 

14.18 
( 1.54) 

0.04 
(-1.51) 

0.08 
(-1.05) 

0.09 
(2.82) 

0.09 
(1.54) 

.064 

1603 

.045 

.424 

.002 

• 054 

.470 

.005 

193.01 

37284.51 

3.26 

29.38 

5.84 

1093 

Spring 
1980 

-1276.15 
(-1.44) 

20.39 
(9.14) 

0.75 
(0.16) 

0.00 
(-) 

16.34 
(-0.69) 

5.80 
(-2.61) 

11.94 
(-0.87) 

13.44 
(1.46) 

0.03 
(-1.43) 

0.02 
(-0.27) 

0.06 
( 1.95) 

0.07 
( 1.10) 

.063 

1600 

.045 

.424 

.002 

.054 

.469 

.006 

193.00 

37281.71 

29.43 

5.85 

1091 

236 

Smmner 
1978 

-4847.74 
(-1.64) 

17.46 
(7.33) 

5.12 
( 1.03) 

0.00 
(-) 

3.07 
(-0.13) 

13.28 
(-2.86) 

1.07 
(-0.44) 

28.15 
(1.58) 

48.69 
(1.62) 

0.12 
(-1.59: 

0.00 
(-0.00) 

0.19 
(5.47) 

0.03 
(-0.51) 

1264 

.044 

.398 

.002 

.055 

.497 

.004 

196.41 

38595.19 

3.70 

31.17 

7.32 

841 

SUmmer 
1979 

-880.43 
(-0.74) 

15.44 
(7.21) 

6.67 
(1.49) 

0.00 
( .. ) 

- 3.56 
(-0.15) 

- 21.97 
(-5.21 ) 

3.22 
(-1.51) 

5.70 
(0.45) 

9.04 
(0.74) 

0.09 
(-1.26) 

0.16 
(5.02) 

0.02 
(0.40) 

.070 

1652 

.043 

.418 

.002 

.051 

.480 

,006 

193.47 

37461.87 

3.17 

30.05 

6.12 

1129 

Swruner 
1980 

-1046.31 
(-1.17) 

11.49 
(4.95) 

0.10 
(0.02) 

0.00' 
(-) 

21.99 
(-0.96) 

7.94 
(-1.80) 

9.08 
(-3.96) 

11.15 
(1.20) 

0.03 
(-1. '18) 

0.05 
(-0.69) 

0.06 
(1.70 ) 

0.06 
(0.98) 

.036 

1401 

.044 

.437 

.002 

.057 

.455 

.005 

192.96 

3.26 

30.26 

970 

~.~---.~~---------------------------

Ii 

Fall 
1978 

Table 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

White male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

aispanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 
, Fall 1977 

R2 

N 

-3962.71 
(-2.,]6) 

5.55 
(1.17) 

0.00 
(-) 

31.51 
(1.26) 

3.70 
(-0.84) 

1.14 
(-0.49) 

0.31 
(0.02) 

39.31 
(2.28) 

0.10 
(-2.18) 

0.06 
(-1.12) 

0.11 
(3.82) 

0.01 
(-0.27) 

.110 

1668 

Pilot site means: 

Whi.te male 

Black male 

Hispanic male 

White female 

Black female 

~spanic female 

Age (months) 

Age squared 

Employment rate, 
Spring 1977 

Employment rate, 
Summer 1977 

Employment rate, 
Fall 1977 

N 

.045 

.407 

.002 

.055 

.485 

.006 

194.12 

37709.28 

4.11 

22.14 

10.69 

1136 

1 ent. Rates, Seoara'tel., by Period, 
B5.58. Proarac Effects 00 Em~ ~rm Deover/Phoen~x (Table A5.9): 
the 15-t6 Year Old Cohort exc u .nq . Means 

OLS Coefficients and P.11ot Sl.te 

Spring 
1979 

-816.47 
(-0.56) 

28.76 
( 12.19) 

7.93 
(1.63) 

0.00 
(-) 

9.97 
(-0.38) 

3.38 
(-0.75) 

1.34 
(0.57) 

2.71 
(0.19) 

7.44 
(0.49) 

0.02 
(-0.42) 

0.02 
(0.42) 

0.09 
(3.10) 

0.01 
(-0.20) 

.100 

.044 

.407 

.002 

.053 

.488 

.006 

193.80 

37590.40 

4.07 

22.04 

10.37 

1171 

Fall 
1979 

-2186.80 
(-2.19) 

24.06 
(9.61) 

1.41 
(0.28) 

0.00 
(-) 

10.46 
(-0.39) 

9.40 
(-1.95) 

4.83 
(-1.94) 

1.39 
(0.09) 

22.99 
(2.22) 

0.06 
(-2.22) 

0.02 
(-0.32) 

0.04 
(1.11) 

0.05 
( 1.30) 

.066 

1603 

.045 

.424 

.002 

.054 

.470 

.005 . 

193.01 

37284.51 

4.02 

21.17 

10.39 

1093 

>, 

Spring 
1980 

-2782.63 
(-2.79) 

25.54 
( 10.19) 

1.48 
(0.29) 

0.00 
(-) 

47.24 
(-1.77) 

2.93 
(-0.61) 

6.08 
(-2.44) 

19.34 
(-1.25) 

29.44 
(2.84) 

0.08 
(-2.87) 

0.05 
(0.92) 

0.03 
(1.03 ) 

0.05 
( 1.16) 

.076 

1600 

.045 

.424 

.002 

.054 

.469 

193.00 

37281.71 

4.02 

21.21 

10.40 

1091 

237 

Swrur.er 
1978 

-6748.14 
(-1.95) 

14.81 
(5.27) 

1.14 
(0.20 ) 

0.00 
(-) 

9.11 
(-0.34) 

18.17 
(-3.34) 

2.42 
(-0.85) 

40./33 
( 1.96) 

68.04 
(1.93) 

0.17 
(-1.90) 

0.11 
(-1.86) 

0.22 
(6.32) 

0.00 
(0.00 ) 

.076 

1264 

.044 

.398 

.002 

.055 

.497 

.004 

196.41 

38595.1!1 

4.43 

23.09 

12.55 

841 

SUmmer 
1979 

-1721.67 
(-1.23) 

9.57 
(3.77) 

3.28 
(0.62) 

0.00 
(-) 

26.40 
(-0.96) 

26.47 
(-5.31) 

6.56 
(-2.60) 

~.94 

(0.33) 

17.95 
( 1.24) 

0.05 
(-1. 22) 

0.01 
(-0.")0) 

0.13 
(3.96) 

0.06 
(-1.33) 

.041 

1652 

.043 

.418 

.002 

.051 

.480 

.006 

193.47 

37461.87 

4.15 

22.33 

10.67 

1129 

Summer 
1980 

-1743.91 
(-1.67) 

13.24 
(4.86) 

0.00 
(-) 

38.93 
(-1.45) 

3.88 
(-0.75) 

9.43 
(-3.52) 

11.87 
(-0.72) 

18.80 
( 1.73) 

0.05 
(-1.75) 

0.05 
(0.77) 

0.05 
( 1.38) 

0.02 
(0.41) 

.033 

1401 

.044 

.437 

.002 

.057 

.455 

.005 

192.96 

37269.44 

4.01 

22.21 

10.77 

970 

, " 

" 
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Table BG.1. Program Effeots on the Percentage of Program-Eligible Time 
pEent in Different School and EmElo~ment States (Table 6.11: 

OLS ~oefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 1 
Pilot site means: 

Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of time 
time enrolled, time enrolled, not enrolled, 

Variable employed riot employed employed 

Constant - .503 - .034 .248 ;, 
(3.796) ( .212) (2.083:) 

Pilot site .132 - .091 .020 
( 17.116) (10.904) (3.212) 

Age in June 1978 .699 .722 - .264 
(lI1onths/100) (5;309) (4.612) (2.237) 

Age squared - .184 - .216 .097 
(5.437) (5.460) (3.234) 

White male - .027 - .003 .068 
(2.443) (.371) (6.449) 

Black male 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(-) (-) (-) 

Hispanic male - .010 - .059 .104 
(.566) (3.073) (7.261 ) 

Whi te I'emale - .037 - .038 - .007 
(2.556) (2.427) (.586) 

Black female .021 .027 - .059 
(2.535) (3.102) (8.917) 

Hispanic female - .021 - .026 - .025 
(1.300) (1.492) (1.853 ) 

Proportion of pre-
program time: 

EI1rolled, employed .229 - .263 .034 
(9.114) (9.615) (1.682) 

Not, enrolled, - .135 - .425 .401 
employed (5.233) (15.173) (19.159) 

Not enrolled, - .215 - .403 .038 
not employed (2.925) (5.503) ( .512) 

R2 .169 .239 .207 

N 4033 4033 4033 

1Fitted values for the percentage of time not enrolled and not employed are calculated by subtracting 
the fitted values for the three estimated categories from 100. 

fl 

!J j 

1.000 

1.000 

2.050 

4.230 

.048 

.368 

.049 

.061 

.4:':0 

.054 

.057 

• 0~11 

.282 

2778 
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Table B6. 2. Procrram !::ffects on the Percentaae of Proaram-Elioible Time Scent: in Different 
School and Etnolovment: States, bv PrimarY State in the P:-e-oroaram Perl.od (Table 6.2): 

OLS Coefficients and Pilot Site !ieans 

Coefficients (t-statisticsl: 1 

Youths pril:::.arily enrolled, Youths primarily enrolled, not 
employed in creproaram period emoloved in oreoroaram~c~e~r=i~od~ ______ __ 

'lari.able 

cc. .. ',Stane 

Pilot site 

Age in 
June 1978 
(months/l00) 

Age squared 

Percentage of 
time enrolled, 
emplo"ed 

1.434 
(.357) 

.107 
(2.404) 

-1.052 
( .271) 

.218 
( .235) 

White male .009 
( .15B) 

Black male O. 000 
(-) 

Hispanic male .038 
( .553) 

White female -.032 
(.309) 

Black female .025 
(.-136) 

Hispanic 
female 

.250 
(2.901) 

Proportion of 
pre-program time: 

N 

Enrolled, 
employed 

.116 
(.752) 

Not enrolled,- .106 
employed ( • 36B) 

Not enrolled,- .230 
net employed ( 1. Bn) 

.031 

194 

Percen t:a~e of 
time enrl!Hled, 
not empL':Jyed 

1.602 
(.468) 

- .030 
( .7BB) 

- .709 
(.215) 

.OB2 
( .104) 

- .16B 
(3.390) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .152 
(2.623; 

- .017 
(.194) 

- .034 
(.720) 

- .092 
(1.257) 

- .231 
(2.006) 

- .190 
( 1.132) 

0159 
(.277) 

.115 

194 

Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of 
time not en- time enrolled, time enrolled, 
rolled, employed employed not employed 

3.B32 -2.420 2.94B 
(1.1B7) (2.511) (2.765) 

- .015 
( .416) 

-3.996 
( 1.2B3) 

1.043 
( 1.397) 

.094 
(1.99B) 

n.ooo 
(-) 

.120 
(2.179) 

.032 
( .3B4) 

- .051 
(1.12B) 

- .033 
( .479) 

.153 
(1.30B) 

.~.94 

( 1.439) 

.043 
( .043) 

.098 

194 

.166 
( 17.562) 

2.599 
(2.773) 

- .653 
(2.867) 

- .033 
( 1.537) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .023 
( .9BB) 

- .035 
(1.BI3) 

.026 
(2.743) 

- .041 
(1.919) 

.409 
(7.106) 

- .0~1 

( .660) 

- .3Bl 
(1.369) 

.135 

2995 

Coeff:icients (t-statistics): 1 

- .131 
( 12.539) 

-2.069 
( 1.995) 

.444 
( 1.763) 

- .090 
(3.792) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .079 
(3.116) 

- .04B 
(2.23B) 

.016 
(1.52B) 

- .052 
(2.1B6) 

- .555 
(B.725) 

- .510 
(6.025) 

- .401 
(1.452) 

.106 

2995 

Percentage of 
time not en­
rolled I employed 

-1.257 
(2.035) 

1.IB7 
( 1.977) 

- .253 
(1.734) 

.077 
(5.61B) 

0.000 
(-) 

.110 
(7.475) 

- .002 
(.192) 

- .044 
(7.061) 

.021 
( 1.517) 

.22B 
(6.192) 

.194 
(3.963) 

.046 
(.16B) 

1.06 

2995 

Youths primarily not enrolled, 
E'.:mploved in oreoroaram oeriod 

Youths priJ::larily not enrolled, not 
emoloved in o:ceproaram period 

Variable 

Constant 

P.ilot site 

Age in 
June 1978 
(months/l00) 

Age squared 

.'bite mo\le 

Percentage of 
time enrolled, 
employed 

1.453 
( .5BO) 

.004 
(2.33) 

-1.IB9 
(.521) 

.276 
( .534) 

- .061 
(2.3B6) 

Percentage of 
time enrolled I 
not employed 

-4.493 
(1.614) 

.005 
( .212) 

4.347 
(1.716) 

-1.011 
(1.762) 

- 0.021 
(.732) 

Percentage of 
time not en­
rolled, employed 

B.299 
(1.126) 

- .037 
( .653) 

-B.076 
(1.204) 

2.012 
(1.324) 

.207 
(2.759) 

Percen eage of 
time enrolled, 
employed 

-1.B99 
(1.633) 

.037 
(3.001) 

1.911 
(1.766) 

- .435 
(1.739) 

- .076 
(3.021) 

Percentage of 
time enrolled, 
not employed 

1.563 
( 1.231) 

- .005 
(.359) 

-1.0B5 
(.91B) 

.244 
(.893) 

- .044 
(1.613) 

239 

Perc::enta3'e of 
time not en­
rolled, employed 

-4.7B5 
(2.645) 

.033 
(1.707) 

4.630 
(2.749) 

-1.074 
(2.756) 

.046 
(1.173) 

Pilot site n:eans: 

Youths primarily 
enrolled, em­
ployed in pre­
program period 

1.000 

1.000 

2.050 

4.230 

.119 

.4BB 

0104 

.044 

.193 

.052 

.637 

.169 

.05B 

135 

Youths primarily 
enrolled, not 
employed in pre­
progl:am period 

1.000 

1.000 

2.010 

4.060 

.036 

.3B4 

.040 

.04B 

.444 

.04B 

.02B 

.054 

.IB9 

20BO 

P.ilot site means: 

Youths primarily 
enrolled, em­
ployed .in pre­
progx-am period 

1.000 

1.000 

2.230 

5.000 

.200 

Youths primarily 
enrolled, not 
employed in pre­
program. period 

1.000 

1.000 

2.190 

4.810 

.053 

I' 

il 
I' .\ 
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!able B6.2. (Continued) 

Black male 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

(-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) 

Hispanic .071 .001 .051 .026 .024 .063 

male (2.353) (.035) ( .580) ( .949) ( .774) (1.451) 

White - .038 - .020 .076 - .073 - .038 - .069 

female (1.298) ( .618) (.877) (3.853) (1.818) (2.339) 

Black - .029 - .010 - .096 - .025 .022 - .122 

female (.970) (.306) (1.105) (1.718) (1.350) (5.327) 

{' 

Hispanic .016 .005 - .079 - .066 - .014 - .101 

female (.356) (.105) (.592 ) (2.891) (.564) (2.842) 

Proportion of 
pre-program time: 

/ Enrolled, .061 .170 .011 .561 - .216 - .200 

employed ( .555) (1.731) (.037) (4.830) (1.708) (1.111) 

Not enrolled,- .118 - .124 .248 - .136 - .375 .561 

employed (1.447) C( 1.819) (1.177) (2.236) (5.659) (5.931) 

Not enrolled,- .164 - .067 - .319 - .145 - .311 .015 

not employed (1.88) (.119) (.443) (.603) (1.300) ( .061) 

R2 .064 .068 .184 .126 .130 1.50 

N 
~ N 147 147 147 697 697 697 

0 

'see note to Table B6.1. iI 

r~ 

f) 

) 
C) 

l ~. <-

----------------~ 

.311 .272 

.156 .047 

.133 .112 

.133 .438 

.067 .078 

.069 .013 

.750 .049 

.114 .791 

90 473 
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APPENDIX C 

In measuring program impacts for this report, we have restricted 

attention to sample members who responded to all three during-program 

interviews: Waves I, II, and III. Both Waves II and III are required if 

our data are to cover the period of full program operation. However, since 

a significant portion of the original sample did not complete all three 

interviews, this opens the possibility of bias in our resul'Ls. Such attri­

tion bias may occur if pilot site sample respondents are systematically 

different from comparison site sample respondents in ways that are not 

corrected for in our statistical analyses of the data. 

In an attempt to test for the existence and magnitude of such bias, 

a special survey of a subset of Wave II nonrespondents was undertaken 

during Wave III data collection. That is, special. efforts were made to 

locate Hispanics in Denver and Phoenix and blacks in Baltimore and Cleveland 

who had not responded to Wave II; those located were administered both 
1 

Waves II and III. The resulting attrition sample was then used to 

estimate program efforts for survey nonrespondents; these results were then 

compared with estimated efforts for otherwise identical respondents. The 

result is a straightforward calculation of potential attrition bias, 

utilizing a methodology which is likely to be more reliable than the 

econometric techniques employed to estimate bias in our previous report. 

(See Farkas et ale (1980: Appendix A1).)2 

Program Participation 

Table C2.1 shows program participation rate estimates for the local 

field survey and attrition survey samples, and estimated program participa­

tion rates in the absence of attrition for (a) Hispanic youths in Denver, 

1Attention was restricted to particular race and site groups in an attempt 
to use limited resources to provide as much information as possible 
concerning the most substantively important program effects. 

2The difficulty with econometric tests for attrition bias is that they 
rely upon (necessarily) untested assumptions regarding relationships among 
the variables in the analysis. It should be noted, however, that our 
previous work in this regard concluded that sample attrition was not a 
problem for the analysis. 
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Table C2.1. 

Cumulative: 
Spring 1978 
through 
Summer 1980 

1 
Sample Attrition and Program Participation Rates 

Spring 
1978 

SUmmer 
1978 

Fall 
1978 

Spring 
1979 

SUmmer 
1979 

Fall 
1979 

Spring 
1980 

Hispanic youths in Denver: 

2 
Local fi~ld survey sample 

Attrition sample
3 

. 

Estimated participation 
rates in ~e absence of 
attrition 

36.9 
(268)5 

18.7 
(150 ) 

27.8 

19.1 25.4 23.2 
(210) (232) (263) 

7.7 9.5 9.7 
(130) (137) (144) 

13.4 17 .5 16.5 

26.0 26.7 17 .5 15.9 
(250) (236) (211) (201) 

10.0 12.3 10.4 8.5 
(140) (130) ( 1, '\5) (106) 

18.0 19.5 14.0 12.2 

Black youths in Baltimore: 

Local field survey sample 

P.ttrition sample 

Estimated participation 
rates in the absence of 
attrition 

70.5 
(999) 

61.7 
(107) 

68.4 

43.3 
(770 ) 

33.7 
(86) 

41.0 

47.3 47.4 
(842) (944) 

34.0 34.3 
(94) (105) 

44 •• 44.2 

51.9 51.5 43.2 44.5 
(933) (876) (745) (712) 

41.4 32.2 27.9 31.6 
(99) (90) (79) (76) 

49.3 46.8 39.5 41.4 

1The participation rate is the number of youths ever" holding a program job in a period divided by the 
number ever program~eligible. See Chapter 3 for further details. 

2 

3 
The sample includes youths who completed three w~ves of the local field survey. 

The sample includes youths who did not complete the second wave olf the 'survey but were reinterviewed 
at a later date, using a special questionnaire that cpllected in~rmation about their activities 
during both the Wave II and Wave III time periods. 

SUmmer 
1980 

13.7 
(183) 

4.3 
(92) 

9.0 

39.6 
(624) 

28.8 
(66) 

37.0 

4Average of the estimated participation rates for the local field.survey sample and the attrition sample 
with one minus the attrition rate and the attrition rate, respectively, as weights, The Wave I - Wave III 
sample attrition rate for Denver is .499; for Baltimore, .244. 

5Number of eligible youths •. 

(~~~~~j~~~~~~-'--------------------------------------------------' 
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and (b) black youths in Baltimore. Estimated rates in the absence of attri­

tion are computed as a weighted average of the respondent and nonrespondent 

rates, with the weights being the percent of the total sample represented 

by each. 

The first panel of this table shows the results for Hispanics in 

Denver. Youth completing the first three waves of the local field survey 

(LFS) have much higher participation than attritors--twice as high on a 

cumulative basis, and almost three times as high for particular periods. 

Combined with very high sample attrition for Denver (almost 50 percent for 

the Wave I - Wave III comparison), this leads to a large downward correc­

tion in the LFS participation rates--from 36.9 percent to 27.8 percent on a 

cumulative (ever participated) basis. 

The second panel displays analogous results for blacks in Baltimore. 

Once again attritors show lower participatioIl, but in this case the gap is 

narrower--from 70.5 percent to 61.7 percent on a cumulative basis. Since 

sample attrition was much lower in Baltimore (24.4 percent), the result is 

only a small correction to the LFS particip,ation rate--from 70.5 percent 

down to 68.4 percent. 

What are we to conclude regarding the effect of attrition on 

participation rate estimates for the sample as a whole? Not surprisingly, 

in all cases examined above attritors showed lower particiption than LFS 

completers, and we certainly conclude that the LFS estimates of participa­

tion reported in Chapter 3 are biased upwards. As for the magnitude of 

this bias, the two panels of Table C2.1 yield conflicting stories--a large 

bias in Denver, but a very much smaller bias in Baltimore. This difference 

is partly attributable to the pa.rticularly low participation rates of 

Denver attritors, but is even more directly due to the very much higher 

attrition rate in Denver than Baltimore. This latter fact yields a rela­

tively optimistic conclusion for attrition bias in the sample as a whole. 

For it is Denver/Phoenix which show the highest sample attrition--no other 

sites come close. Moreover, Balt~more in particular, and blacks in general, 

are a relatively large proportion of the sample as a whole., Thus we 

conclude that corrected partici,fation rate estimates for the sample as a 

244 

those for Denver Hispanics and Baltimore blacks, but 
whole would lie between 

Th~s leaves undisturbed our overall substan-
very much closer to the latter. ~ , 1 

't high in this demonstrat~on. 
tive conclusion that participation was qu~ e 

School Enrollment 

Table C2.2 shows regression-adjusted, program effect estimates on 

school 
enrollment in the LFS and attrition samples, as well as the estimated 

These are computed from probit , the' absence of attrition. program effect ~n 
. lculations in which a dummy variable for pilot site, attrition 

regress~on ca 

h hypothesis of different program effects for the 
sample members tests t e 

These regression calculations are shown in 
LFS and attrition samples. 

Table C2.3. 

most important result from this analysis is that in all cases The 
'bl coefficient fails to achieve 

the pilot site attrition sample dummy var~a e 
't' for the variables in the 

statistical significance (see the t-stat~s ~cs 

fourth row of Table C2.3), indicating no significant difference between LFS 

The estimated program effects in the 
and attrition sample program effects. 

C~lculated in Table C2.2 show an increase over the LFS 
absence of attrition ~ 

th t the LFS findings reported in 
effects in three out of four cases, so a 

a conservative approach based 
Chapter 4 !(';).y be downward biased. However, 

mus"'"' conclude that we have failed to find 
on statistical significance ~ 

evidence of bias. 

Employment 

h lyses for program effects on 
Tables C2.4 and C2.5 repeat t ese ana 

The pilot sit~ attrition sample dummy variable is significant 
employment. 

summer O
f 1980 in Denver, and for the fall of 1979 and the 

only for the 
For Denver, the estimated effect in the 

summer of 1978 in Baltimore. 

smaller (or more negative) than the LFS 
absence of attrition is generally 

I ' 1 consequence since we have already 
estimated effect, but this is of ~tt e 

f var~ety of reasons (poor program implementation and a 
concluded that or a ~ 

) effects were small or,nonexis-
strong labor market, in particular , program 

tent in this site (see Chapter 5 above). 

1 h t ' e patterns in Table C2.1 generally 
It should also be noted that t e over- ~m 
reflect those reported for the sample as a whole. 

245 
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Table C2.2. Sample Attrition and Program Effects 
on Total School Enrollment Rates 

Hispanic youths 
in Denver: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Black youths in 
Baltimore: 

Fall 1978 

Fall 1979 

Local field surve2: sam,Ele 
Pilot 
site Program 
rate effect 

58.9 

75.9 

64.9 

1 
,Attrition sample 

2 

Pilot 
site Program 
rate effect 

1.0 

26.9 

59.8 14.1 

Estimated 
program 
effect in 
the absence 
of attrition 

5.9 

1The sample includes youths who completed three waves of the local field 
survey • The program effect is the difference between the pilo.t site rate 
and a regression-adjusted comparison site mean (fit at pilot site average 
personal characteristics, enrollment rates and highest grade completed). 
Means of the right-hand side variables and probit coefficients are reported 
in Table C2.3. 

2The sample includes youths who completed the special attrition survey. 
The program effect for this sample is calculated in the same ~anner as the 
program effect for the local field survey sample. None of the program 
effects in the attrition sample are significantly different, in a statis­
tical sense, from the effects for the local field survey sample. 

3Average of the estimated program effects for the local field survey 
sample and the attrition sample with one minus the attrition rate and the 
attrition rate, respectively, as weights. The Wave I - Wave III sample 
attrition rate for Denver is .499; for Baltimor~, .244. 
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If: 

Variable 

Constant 

Attrition 
sample 

pilot site 

Pilot site x 
attrition 
sample 

Age in 
June 1978 
(months/lOa) 

Male 

Female 

Enrolled, 
Fall 1977 

Enrolled, 
Fall ·1977 x 
litttrition 
sample 

Highest grade 
completed, 
Summer 1977 

Highest grade 
completed x 
attrition 
sample 

G:r;ade missing, 
Summer 1977 

Grade missing, 
x attrition 
sample 

N. 

Table C2.3. sample Attrition and ~rogram Effects on School Enrollment Rates (Table C2.2): 
Probit Coefficients and Pilot Site Means 

Coefficients (t-statistics): 

Total enrollment 
for Hispanic 
youths in Denver/ 
Phoenix 

Fall 
1978 

3.197 
(2.635) 

-1.827 
(1.166) 

.101 
(.638) 

- .075 
(.218) 

-2.821 
(5.135) 

0.000 
(-) 

.018 
( 0148) 

1.307 
(6.621) 

- .190 
(.523) 

.169 
(1.018) 

1.740 
(2.131 ) 

1.274 
(.830) 

553 

Fall 
1979 

8.485 
(5.455) 

-2.229 
(1.221 ) 

- .037 
(.201) 

.272 
(.612) 

-5.555 
(6.456) 

0.000 
(-) 

.111 
(.794) 

1.274 
(3.343) 

- .687 
( 1.176) 

.150 
(1.162) 

.248 
(1.222) 

1.144 
(.996) 

2.232 
(1.223) 

441 

TOtal enrollment 
for black youths 
in Baltimore/ 
Cleveland 

Fall 
1978 

3.794 
(4.913) 

-1.733 
( 1.415) 

.150 
(1.178) 

.328 
(1.267) 

-3.456 
(9.697) 

0.000 
(-) 

.002 
(.021) 

1.216 
(8.237) 

- .267 
( .873) 

.360 
(7.814) 

.130 
( 1.016) 

2.434 
(5.601) 

1.757 
p.534) 

1383 

JI 

Fall 
1979 

7.265 
(8.162) 

-1.590 
(:1.179) 

.077 
i( .627) 

.349 
( 1.293) 

-4.649 
(1(1.727) 

0.000 
(-) 

- .038 
(.447) 

.628 
(3.451) 

- .182 
(.513) 

.238 
(4'.922) 

0136 
( .978) 

1.427 
(3.427) 

1.679 
(1.336) 

1097 

Denver Hispanics 
in LFS sample 

Fall 
1978 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

2.060 

.471 

.529 

.753 

·.000 

6.810 

.000 

.243 

.000 

263 

Fall 
1979 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

2.020 

.460 

.540 

.806 

.000 

7.340 

.000 

.171 

.000 

211 

Pilot site means: 

Denver Hispanics in 
in attrit:L"on sample 

Fall 
1978 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

2.080 

.500 

.500 

.736 

6.830 

6.830 

.257 

.257 

144 

Fall 
1979 

1.000 

1. 000 

1.000 

1.000 

2.040 

.530 

.470 

.800 

.800 

7.110 

7.110 

.209 

.209 

115 

Baltimore blacks 
in LFS sample 

Fall 
1978 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

2.050 

.448 

.552 

.881 

.000 

6.680 

.000 

.226 

.000 

744 

Fall 
1979 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

2 •. 010 

.462 

.538 

.909 

.000 

6.610 

.000 

.20 j 

.OO() 

745 

Baltimore bl~';ks in 
attrition s~'!\.~ 

Fall 
1978 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1. 000 

2.080 

.543 

.457 

.752 

.752 

6.170 

'0 

.286 

.286 

105 

\ 

Fall 
1979 

1.000 

1. 000 

1. 000 

1. 000 

2.030 

.570 

.430 

.797 

.797 

6.130 

6.130 

.266 

.266 

79 
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Table C2.4. Sample Attrition and Program Effects 
on ~mployment Ratios 

Hispanic youths 
in Denver: 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1973 
Spring 1980 

SUmmer 1978 
SUmmer 1979 
SUmmer 1980 

Black youths in 
Baltimore: 

Fall 1978 
Spring 1979 
Fall 1979 
Spring 1980 

SUmmer 1978 
Summer 1979 
SUmmer 1980 

, 1 
Local field survey sample 

Pilot 
site 
rate 

39.3 
46.1 
40.0 
41.6 

49.5 
47.6 
47.9 

45.7 
49.9 
47.4 
47.2 

48.7 
51.6 
43.8 

Program 
effect 

15.5 
- 0.1 

13.7 

28.5 
33.7 
21.4 
19.8 

14.8 
12.5 
9.5 

2 Attrition sample 
Pilot 
site 
rate 

34.3 
39.7. 
39.3 
33.8 

39.4 
46.7 
33.8 

38.1 
46.6 
35.1 
39.7 

38.6 
41.3 
37.4 

Program 
effect 

.~2. 2 
0.9 
6.7 
5.9 

9.7 
5.6 

-13.6*** 

20.4 
25.2 
4.4** 
6.4 

1.0* 
7.1 
0.6 

Estimated 
program 
effect in 
the absence 3 
of attrition 

4.8 
3.6 
4.2 
5.1 

12.6 
2.7 
0.1 

26.5 
31.6 
17.3 
16.5 

11.4 
11.2 
7.,3 

1The sample includes youtils who completed three waves of the local field 
survey. The program effect is the difference between the pilot site rate 
and a regression-adjusted comparison site mean (fit at pilot site average 
personal characteristics and preprogram employment). Means of the right­
hand side variables and regression coefficients are reported in Table C2.5. 

? . 
'-The sample includes youths who comple,ted the special attrition survey_ 

The program effect for this sample is calculated in the same manner as the 
program effect for the local field survey sample. Asterisks indicate 
attrition sample program effects different from local field survey program 
effects at the 10 percent (*), 5 percent (**), or 1 percent (***) level 
of significance. 

3Average of the estimated program effects for the local field survey 
sample and the attrition sample with one minus the attrition rate and 
the attrition rate, respectively, as weights. The Wave I - Wave III 
sample attrition rate for Denver is .499; for Baltimore, .244. 
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and Program Effects on _am o~ 

Spring 1979 

Hispanic Youths iI1: ,Denver/Phoenix 

Constant 

Pilot dummy 

Attrition sample 
dUII1lllY 

Pilot x attrition, 
sample dummy 

Female Dummy 

Age 

Age squared 

Employt.::.ent ra tic, 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 x 
attrition sample 
dUII1lllY 

Employment ratio, 
SUII1lller 1977 x 
attrition sample 
dUII1lllY 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 l< 

attrition sample 
dUJllIllY 

R2 

-10n.'1 
(2;'~') 

7.26 
(1.5) 

1.30 
(0.2) 

9.41 
( 1. 0) 

13.09 
(3.6) 

9.90 
(2.6) 

- 0.023 
(2.5) 

0.177 
(2.0) 

0.134 
(2.1) 

- 0.049 
(0.6) 

- 0.432 
(2.8) 

0.078 
(0.7) 

0.243 
( 1.8) 

.109 

553 

- 836.0 
( 1.8) 

6.22 
(1.3) 

- 3.70 
(0.4) 

5.35 
(0.6) 

13.96 
(3.8) 

8.67 
(2.0) 

- 0.021 
(2.0) 

0.113 
( 1.2) 

0.188 
(2.9) 

0.107 
(1.4) 

- 0.292 
(1.9) 

0.049 
(0.4) 

0.087 
(0.7) 

.131 .. 

531 
N 

C2.5B. Black Youths in Baltimore/Cleveland 

cm'lStant 

t'ilot dUJllIllY 

Attrition sample 
dummy 

Pilot x attrition 
sample dummy 

Female Dummy 

Age 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

Employoent ratio, 
SUII1lller 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1971 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 " 
attrition sample 
dummy 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 x 
attrition sample 
dUJllIllY 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 x 
attrition sample 
dummy 

R2 

N 

-1795.0 
(6.8) 

28.53 
(9.2) 

- 2.70 
(0.4) 

9.09 
(1.1) 

- 1.74 
(0.7) 

17.12 
(6.7) 

- 0.040 
(6.6) 

- 0.061 
(0.8) 

0.035 
(0.9) 

- 0.020 
(0.3) 

- 0.156 
(0.8) 

0.068 
(0.7) 

0.206 
( 1.4) 

.111 

1383 

-1282.4 
(4.2) 

33.69 
(10.7) 

3.34 
(0.5) 

8.49 
(1.2) 

0.70 
(0.3) 

12.50 
(4.2) 

- O. 030 
(4.2) 

0.067 
(0.8) 

0.020 
(0.5) 

- O. 009 
(0.1) 

- 0.527 
(2.5) 

0.022 
(0.2) 

0.407 
(2.7) 

.109 

1357 

.. 

Fan 1979 

113.8 
(0.2) 

1.79 
(0.3) 

3.67 
(0.4) 

4.89 
(0.5) 

18.70 
(4.6) 

1.58 
(0.2) 

- O. 004 
(0.2) 

- 0.019 
(0.2) 

0.208 
(2.9) 

0.088 
( 1.0) 

- 0.159 
(0.9) 

• - 0.086 
(0.7) 

0.095 
(O_?) 

.102 

441 

150.0 
(0.4) 

21.36 
(6.0) 

4.10 
(0.6) 

5.10 
(1.9) 

- 0.74 
(0.2) 

0.001 
(0.1) 

0.047 
( 1.0) 

0.093 
(1.2) 

- 0.074 
(0.3) 

0.009 
(0.1) 

0.131 
(0.8) 

.056 

1097 

Spring 1980 

-1053.2 
(1.2) 

- 48.2 
(0.8) 

10.81 
(1.1) 

1.61 
(0.2) 

16.57 
(3.9) 

11.01 
(1.2) 

- 0.027 
(1.3) 

- 0.006 
(0.1) 

0.237 
(3.2) 

- 0.019 
(0.2) 

0.031 
(0.2) 

- 0.046 
(0.4) 

0.114 
(0.7) 

.101 

420 

-'530.3 
( 1.1) 

19.83 
(5.5) 

4.81 
(0.7) 

13.42 
( 1.6) 

5.30 
(1.9) 

6.18 
( 1.3) 

- 0.017 
(1.4) 

- 0.124 
(1.2) 

0.025 
(0.5) 

0.147 
( 1.8) 

- 0.323 
(1.4) 

0.062 
(0.5) 

0.255 
(1.5) 

.063 

1050 
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, Summer 1978 

- 448.7 
(0.9) 

15.54 
(3.1) 

13.72 
( 1.5) 

- 5.83 
(0.6) 

11.08 
(2.9) 

4.73 
( 1.0) 

- 0.012 
(1.1) 

0.048 
(0.5) 

0.159 
(2.4) 

O. 010 
(0.1) 

- 0.125 
(0.8) 

0.172 
( 1.5) 

0.127 
(0.9) 

.128 

492 

-1441.8 
(4.7) 

14.81 
(4.,5) 

2.22 
(0.3) 

13.78 
(1.8) 

2.27 
(0.9) 

14.12 
(4.8) 

- 0.034 
(4.9) 

- 0.000 
(0.0) 

0.161 
(3.9) 

- 0.051 
(0.8) 

- 0.396 
(1.8) 

0.048 
(0.4) 

0.204 
( 1,4) 

.059 

1250 

Summer 1979 

- 243.7 
(0.4) 

- 0.13 
(0.0) 

- 12.11 
(1.3) 

5.76 
(0.6) 

19.11 
(4.9) 

3.09 
(0.5) 

- 0.008 
(0.6) 

- 0.011 
(0 .1) 

0.159 
(2.3) 

0.061 
(0.7) 

- 0.259 
( 1.5) 

0.064 
(0.5) 

0.143 
( 1.0) 

.105 

489 

- 392.9 
(1.1) 

- 8.20 
(1.2) 

5.43 
(0.7) 

5.72 
(2.3) 

4.68 
( 1.3) 

- 0.012 
(1.4) 

- 0.098 
( 1.1) 

0.097 
(2.4) 

0.006 
(0.1) 

- 0.248 
(1.2) i) 

0.101 
(0.9) 

0.173 
( 1.1) 

.043 

1278 

SWruner 1980 

- 821.9 
(0.7) 

13.74 
(2.3) 

15.60 
( 1.5) 

- 27.35 
(2.5) 

- 16.73 
(3.8) 

9.12 
(0.8) 

- 0.024 
(0.9) 

0.156 
( 1.3) 

0.198 
(2.7) 

- 0.018 
(0.2) 

- 0.352 
( 1.5) 

- 0.096 
(0.7) 

O. 056 
(0.3) 

.123 

364 

- 902.3 
( 1.5) 

9.46 
(2.6) 

1.76 
(0.2) 

- 8.89 
( 1.0) 

- 10.61 
(3.7) 

9.92 
( 1.6) 

- 0.026 
(1.7) 

- U027 
(0.2) 

0.047 
( 1.0) 

0.016 
(0.2) 

- 0.058 
(0.3) 

O. 063 
(0.5) 

0.008 
(0.0) 

.036 

934 

'-.-.. 



as -

Employment ~ffects for Baltimore are more interesting, since they 

are reported to be large and positive in Chapter 5, and although not all 

pilot site attrition sample dummy variables are statistically significant 

in the lower panel of Table C2.5, the negative signs of this coefficient 

are consistent across time periods. As a result, Table C2.4 shows a 

reduced program effect in the absence of attrition for this site, with the 

reduction falling in the 2 to 3 percentage point range. That is, from 28.5 

to 26.5 percent, from 33.7 to 31.6 percent, etc. (See the second and fifth 

columns in the bottom panel of Table C2.4.) Since, as discussed above for 

participation, Baltimore blacks more nearly resemble the full sample than 

do Denver Hispanics, this encourages us in the correctness of our basic 

sUbstantive finding regarding YIEPP employment effects--they are large and 

positive. 
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Table C2.6. Means for Samole Attrition and Proaram 
Effects on Emolovment Ratios (Table C2.4l 

Fall 1978 Spring 1979 Fall 1979 

C2.6A. Loc~l Field Survey, Hisoanic Youths in Denver 

Female 

Age 

Age squared 

Employmen~ ratio, 
Sl?ring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

Dependent variable 
{Employment ratio 
in __ l 

N 

.529 .528 

206.1 204.2 

42668.4 41844.6 

12.7 11.6 

36.6 36.5 

20.2 18.7 

39.3 

263 250 

C2.6B. Attrition Sample, Hisoanic Youths in Denver 

Female 

Age 

llJnployment ratio, 
Sl?ring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
S1.ml1:1er 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

Dependent variable 
(Employment ratio 
in __ l 

N 

.500 

207.8 

43370.6 

13.3 

26.2 

34.3 

.486 

207.0 

43004.7 

12.9 

42.4 

26.3 

39.7 

140 

.540 

201.6 

40748.4 

34.8 

16.7 

40.0 

211 

.470 

203.6 

41594.5 

11.3 

45.1 

23.9 

39.3 

115 

C2.6C. Local Field Survev. Hisoanic ~ouths in Phoenix 

Female" 

Age 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Sl?ring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employm_nt ratio, 
Fall 1977 

Dependent variable 
(Employment ratio 
in l 

N 

.527 

204.9 

42189.8 

13.0 

28.2 

18.2 

30.9 

110 

.528 .518 

203.3 199.7 

41490.9 39992.4 

11.6 8.3 

23.3 

17.1 12.3 

38.1 39.5 

106 85 

C2.6D. Attrition Sample, Hisoanic Youths in Phoenix 

Female 

Age 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Sl?ring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

Dependent variable 
(Eml?loyment ratio 
in __ ) 

N 

.528 

206.4 

42797.6 

15.0 

36.2 

32.6 

36 

.543 .533 

... ",6.Q 203.7 

42999.7 41601.' 

34.5 33.8 

18.9 16.5 

34.3 42.0 

35 30 

Spring 1980 Summer 1978 

.532 .517 

200.6 208.8 

40361.1 43776.0 

8.5 14.1 

34.8 39.2 

16.6 21.9 

41.6 49.5 

201 232 

.453 .504 

202.0 209.2 

40899.5 43952.5 

10.3 13.3 

45.3 

24.3 25.6 

33.8 39.4 

106 137 

.518 .511 

199.2 208.8 

39752.4 43752.5 

15.4 

22.7 31.2 

11.4 

43.7 33.0 

83 92 

.533 .516 

203.7 209.5 

41601.1 44011.6 

17.4 

33.8 

16.5 21.3 

34.7 27.2 

30 31 

251. 

SWr.mer 1979 Summer 1980 

.534 .552 

203.0 199.2 

41339.5 39756.0 

10.4 8.7 

36.4 34.6 

18.0 16.1 

47.9 

236 183 

.485 .434 

205.1 200.0 

42231.0 40071.0 

11.6 8.0 

43.2 

25.5 23.6 

46.7 33.8 

130 92 

.505 .538 

201.1 199.8 

40569.3 40011.5 

9.0 

23.0 20.4 

13.8 11.0 

31.3 

91 65 

.531 .542 

205.2 202.1 

42235.8 40938.7 

34.6 33.8 

18.0 14.8 

42.8 

32 24 



Table C2.6. (Continued) 

Fal.l 1978 Spring 1979 Fal.l 1979 

C2.6E. Local Fiel.d Survev, Black Youths in Balt~ore 

Femal.e 

Age 

Employment ratio, 
spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 
SUmmer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fal.l 1977 

Dependen t variable 
(Employment ratio 
in __ ··l 

N 

42357.6 

4.0 

20.2 

7.6 

45.7 

944 

.555 .538 

204.0 200.6 

41764.5 40368.0 

20.1 17.6 

5.9 

49.9 47.4 

933 745 

C2.6F. Attrition Samole, Black Youths in Baltimore 

Female .457 • 444 .430 

Age 208.0 205.9 202.7 

Age squared 43500.3 42549.9 41222.8 

Employment ratio, 4.7 4.4 5.5 
Spring 1977 

Employment ratio, 24.3 23.9 22.8 
Summer 1977 

Dlployment ratio, 8.8 8.5 8.2 
Fal.l 1977 

Dependent variable 38.1 46.6 35.1 
(Employment:. ratio 
in l 

N lOS 79 

C2.6G. Local. Field Survey, Black Youths in Cleveland 

Female 

Age 

Age squared 

Employment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

EClployment .ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fall 1977 

Dependent variable 
(Employment ratio 
in __ l 

N 

.529 .526 

204.5 202.6 

41989.0 41221.4 

5.3 5.5 

35.8 36.2 

9.5 9.5 

17.2 16.6 

255 249 

C2.6H. Attrition Samcle, Black 'Youths in Cleveland 

Female 

Age squared 

Etnployment ratio, 
Spring 1977 

F.m.ployment ratio, 
Summer 1977 

Employment ratio, 
Fal.l 1977 

Dependent "variable 
(Employment ratio 
in __ l 

N 

.443 .434 

206.9 205.0 

42946. I 42150.5 

4.5 

29.6 30.8 

9.5 

20.3 23.7 

79 76 

• 512 

199.8 

40029.5 

5.7 

8.6 

27.3 

207 

.439 

2C3.3 

r
l'461 . ..t 
\. 
\. 5.4 

",::::;" 

30.3 

31.5 

66 

252 

Spring 1980 Summer 1978 

.536 .553 

199.6 208.8 

39938.2 43758.9 

2.8 4.5 

17.3 21.0 

5.1 8.7 

47.2 48.7 

712. 842 

.447 .436 

201.9 

40881.1 44717.2 

5.7 5.2 

22.9 2(·.5 

8.6 9.8 

39.7 38.6 

76 94 

.518 .517 

198.9 207.0 

39658.2 43042.1 

4.8 6.3 

34.6 37.5 

11.0 

.28.6 36.1 

199 238 

.460 

202.4 208.9 

41053.5 43791.0 

4.6 

30.1 29.9 

10.3 ,. 11.2 

35.1 40.8 

63 76 

() 

Summer 1979 

.555 

202.7 

41213.1 

3.5 

19.8 

6.9 

51.6 

876 

.433 

204.0 

41749.8 

4.8 

24.1 

9.3 

41.3 

90 

.527 

201.5 

40724.0 

5.7 

35.7 

8.5 

41.2 

239 

.425 

204.5 

41930.3 

4.8 

30.3 

10.3 

36.0 

73 

Summer 1980 

.542 

197.7 

39178.3 

17.0 

4.5 

43.8 

624 

.470 

200.2 

40178.4 

6.5 

7.8 

37.4 

66 

.513 

197.8 

3921.7.5 

5.1 

35.1 

35.4 
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