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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 patterns
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 togethef. 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 oceasion 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 1its 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 Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) to conduct
the research and oversee the operations of the YiEPP demonstration.
Based on an agenda identified in the 1977 Youth Act, a large, four-part
research program was designed to address: (1) 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 feasibiliﬁy 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, eariy impacts, and many special issues. The two reports
published at this time summarize the implementation and impact lessons
from the full 30-month demonstration periodjand provide cost data. A

final report scheduled for 1983 will examineﬂﬁhether YIEPP had longer-
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term, post-program effects on the youths” educational and employment
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
start-up difficulties, the report suggests that the demonstration’s
overall record was one of significant managerial achievement.

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
any other group. This finding is particularly significant in the context
of the experience of the past 25 &ears, when there has been a consistent
and dramatiq“ decline in minority youth employment, particularly for
males. Thus, while in 1955 black male youths were employed at the saﬁe
rate as whites, by 1981 their employment rate had been cut in half, while
that of white youths remained constant or improved. A similar, though
somewhat less dramatic, stofy 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

sorting among the conflicting explanations of job shortages, discrimina-

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

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

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

i
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in working. The striking finding in the impact study, where fIEPP 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
ischool.

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 proved 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, voung people do want to work -- even
at the minimum wage, ap? 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

essential 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 tramsition year immediately following 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

’4

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.

Judith M. Gueron
Executive Vice-President

Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation
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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-
income or welfare households, who had not yet graduated from high school.

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

3

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

.Equivalency Diploma (GED) through an alternative educational program.

For YIEPP participants, getting and keeping this subsidized job was
conditional on satisfactory schooling and job performance.

An important difference between this and previous programs intended
to draw youths back to school waé that both school and work performance
standards wéfe to be met as a condition of remaining in the program. The
schooling requirement eliminated the possibility that some youthg
would quit school to take advantage of a subsidiﬁéd job -— a potential
problém in other subsidized employment programs and strategies (such aé a
youth subminimum wage)~desigﬁed to incregse employment for this p0pula-

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 thar 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 youths are a prime target for this
program, YIEPP concentrated as well on providing work experience for an
in-school population.

The short run goals of YIEPP were to:

° Reduce the school dropout rate

(o Increase the high school graduatioﬁ rate

'y P%ovide work experience -
B i

o | Provide income

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

These goals were to be accomplished through the participants'
improved performance in school and a meaningful work experience. The
operational objéétives of the demonstration were to document the poten-
tial deménd for .he prograﬁ by youths and employers and to demonstrate

-

its administrative feasibility.

The Social Problem

The social problem addresssed by YIEPP is chronic youth joblessness.
This " joblessness has developed and worsened over the past several
decades, particularly émong black" youths, who represent the core of the.

problem.
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The evidence is striking. During the past 25 years, the employment /
population ratio1 for white teenage males (aged 16 to 19) has remained
at about 90 percent of that for all workers. in contrast, the employ-
ment /population ratio for black male teenagers, which was c¢omparable 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 in
1968. For black teenage females —- the group with the worst experience
of all -~ the employment/population ratio dropped‘in 25 years from 48 to
39 percent of that for all workers. The story is similar for labor force
participation and 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 td 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-

'S
acting. First, much of the high level of unemployment (%obking 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 . . s e e
The employment/population ratio is the number of employed indivi-

duals in a given group divided by the total number of individuals in that

~ group.

Q
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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 1is 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 ﬁhis age group
may work against blacks to the extent that s&me 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 wellkas 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 aggregate 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):

P 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? demonsiration incorporated the
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following positive features:

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

® While the program itself only provided employment, work experi-
ence and schooling (or participation in a GED program) were

J9int requirements for participation; one could not ocecur
without the other.

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

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

. 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. The '"treatment" provided was explicit; it
attempted to combine work and school experiences for youths in a comple-

mentary and mutually reinforcing way.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design underlying the impact analysis had two major
characteristics. First, it made use of matched comparison-sites, chosen
to help measure net program effects. Second, it focused on program
eligibles, not just participants. |

NI

Comparison sites. The matched pairs on which the evaluation was

based were:

Pilot Site Comparison Site

D?nv?r, Colorado Phoenix, Arizona
ClnC}nnati, Ohio Louisville, Kentucky
B§1t}more, Maryland Cleveland, Ohio
Mls§1ssippi Mississippi

(eight rural counties) (six rural counties)
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These eight sites were paired on the basis of similar economic and
demographic characteristics, and in each one, a random sample of program-—
eligible youths was identified. The study sample of youths eligible for
YIEPP in June, 1978 shortly after its inception was weighted heavily (over
35 percent) toward youths aged 15 and 16. This sf;ategy allowed a large
pﬁrtion of the youths to age into eligibility during the demonstrdtion
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 cperations, 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 indiqate 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 sités 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. AFour-site and three-
site aggregations (the latter exclude the Dehver-Phoenix pair for reasons

discussed below) are used to express-average program impacts.
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The Focus on Eligibles. 1In 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 nonpg;;icipants -- an important fact in a
program where participants are é#titled 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 program participation, and the factors that influenced partici-

pation.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATIONS

The program and research has been coordinated throughout by the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), 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 performance.

Over the period of full operations -~ from the spring of 1978
through August of 1980 —- almost 82,000 youths enrolled in 17 pilot areas
of various sizeQ 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 1is
discussed briefly to establish the operational context of the program.

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

The overall level of program operations, however, encompassed
some major site distinctions. 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 the public schools -- the program was never fully imple-
mented in that site. Program intake was closed down in June,
1979; with new enrollments  frozen, the participation level
remained low.

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

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

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

Management. Baltimore was an effectively managed project, with
strong central control and mayoral support. Denver, as indi-
cated above, was the least effectively managed. While Missis—
sippi was a rural site, with a large number of separate politi-
cal jurisdictions, 1its 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 obtaining sufficient jobs for youths and
delays in job assignments.

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

Recruitment. Recruitment efforts were generally successful in
Teaching a high proportion of program eligibles. By the end of
the demonstration in August, 1980, 94.2 percent of in-school
eligibles and 75.3 percent of dropouts had been informed of the
program., Of the in-school youths who knew of the program, some
85 percent applied; of the out-of-school youths, 61 percent,
This difference is generally attributable to a combination of
prime sponsor recruitment emphasis on the easier to reach
in-school population, and the relatively lower interest among
dropouts, especially older dropouts, in returning to school.

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

Job Developmcrit. For the most part, job developers success—
fully found adequate numbers of jobs. for the youths enrolling
in YIEPP. Over the course of the demonstration, the 17 YIEPP
prime sponsors assigned some 76,000 youths to subsidized work
experience with 10,816 work sponsors. About 93 percent of all
enrollees received work positions. The large proportion of

jobs developed were in the public or nonprcfit 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
to?al hours worked in that site. 1In 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 researcun study has found that,
for the most part, jobs in all sectors were meaningful ones.
Over 86 percent of the worksitef were judged adequate or better
by independent field assessors.

gnforcement of School and Job Standards. One major operational
issue facing YIEPP was an inherent conflict between the program
operators amnd 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
§chool reFention, even though the conditional offer of a YIEPP
job was intended to spur a youth’s school attendance. Any
such discouragement effect would be antithetical to the philo~
sophy of educators who see schooling as a right and are gener-
ally opposed to any institutional device that denies that right
or otherwise discourages school attendance. =«

In practice, this potential conflict was muted, in part, be-
cause the school performance and attendance standards were not
set high. Additionally, once the schooling standards were
estab1i§hed, they were haphazardly enforced, especially at the
l?rge 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 tpe 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
attend§nce and performance for themselves, If these standards
were violated, employers usually turned to the program, which
enf?rced 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 The findings presented below assess the effects of the YIEPP program

The following key questions are addressed in this report: during its full operational period and offer an initial indication of its

. .. . 1.
° What were the levels and determinants of program participation?

’é . . .
| potential impact. These during-program issues of participation and
¢ . What was the during-program impact on youth employment? ! program impacts are particularly important since YIEPP must first demon-
° What was the during-program impact on school enrollment? % strate its ability to attract participants and place them in appropriate
® What was the during-program impact on the tradeoff between ; jobs and in school before later postprogram effects can be found. While

school enrollment and employment?
the full sample of participants is discussed, primary attention is
This study puts forth the following general conclusions:
focused on the 15- to l6-year-old cohort since this group’s experiences
° 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

i effects occurred even at the federal minimum wage.

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

national program.

SRS ET IS e

® In the presence of YIEPP, employment rates of black males : Participation
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.

The extent of program participation and the characteristics of

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

romsrivia

B o

° Displacement was sq{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;

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

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

o ] ' program participation is high, but participants are eligible youths who
° 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.

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

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

2 . . . s .
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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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 pofential dropouts in school, in providing useful
work e§perience for youths, and in employing otherwise unemployed youths,
then the program will have exerted a positive impact on the target
population during the program pgriod. The stage is then set for possible
postprogram impacts.

First, this study presents-éstimates 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 mnot

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 1 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 yogths participated at least once in YIEPP,
Participation reached a high of 68.8 percent in Baltimore,qwhere a strong
program with aggressive outreach was combined with a weak labor market.
The rate was lowest in Denver (38.8 percent), where truncation of the
entitlgpent provision was combined with a strong labor market.

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

participation explained earlier, the behavior of the 15~ to 16-year—old
cohort is the best predictor of a participation pattern that might result
as successive cohorts age through an ongoing national program. The 15~
to 16-year—olds 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 percentége points (43 percent)
greater than thatcfor the 17- to 20~year<old cohort. This indicates that
demand for and participgtion 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.

Program Participation Rates and

Durations

by Site and Selected Characteristics—-Cumulative:

Spring 1978 through Summer 1980

Percent of eligible
youths ever partici-

Average weeks par-
ticipating, for

pating in YIEPP participant

All Sites 56.2 56.1
Denver 38.8 47.8
Cincinnati 49.3 50.4
Baltimore 68.8 64.6
Mississippi 56.2 47.0
Years of age in

June, 1978

15-16 65.8 57.3

17-20 46.0 54.2
Male 55.3 54.9
Female 57.1 57.1
White 21.5 46.3
Black 63.4 56.7
Hispanic 38.3 54.2
Source:  Tables 3,1, 3.2, and 3.3.
Note: These cumulative rates are estimated;}rom a sample that is

continuously adjusted to reflect program eligibility with
respect to age, location, and high scheol graduationm.

—XXXi-

e A e

R N




e

significant. Over 63 percent of eligible blacks participated at some
time, compared to only 21.5 percent of whiteé. 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 rate than young men once one adjusts
for such factors as race.

A youth’s ﬁrevious schooling and employment experience --— key policy
variables for this program -- had significant effects on participation
rates over time. Over the first 18 months of program operatiom, 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:4on1y 22 percent. (Farkas, et al. 1980: Table 2.3.)

Finally, in tracking participation experience over time, it 1is

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

much higher absolute and relative probability of persisting in program

 participation over successive time periods compared to those youths who

were employed in a nonprogram job or not working at all.

Duration of Program Participation. On average, participants were

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

were eligible, ranging from an average of 64.6 weeks in Baltimore to

i
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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 l6-year-old cohort
participated 57.3 weeks, on average, in contrast to the 17- to 20-
year-olds, who participated 54.2 weeks.

Black females registered the highest mean weeks of participation 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 gigh
1eye1 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, somé 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

(See Table 2.)

a significant net positive effect. 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 alome,
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Table 2. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios by Total Sample,,

Sex, Race, and 15— to l6-year-old Cohort for Summary Time Periods

- Estimated pilot

Program effect as

Pilot site ratio in a percent of ratio
site the absence of Program in the absence of
ratio the program effect the program
Total sample
School-year avgrage’ 40.3 21.5 18, 9wk 87.9
Summer average 42.7 .30.9 11.8%%* 38.2
Total during—program average 41.2 24.6 : 16, 6%%* 67.5
White male
School-year average 46.6 34.5 12, 1%% 35.1
Summer average 47.0 42.6 4.4 10.3
Total during—program average 46.7 37.2 9.5% 25.5
Black male
School-year average 43.0 21.2 21, 8¥** 102.8
Summer average 46.5 34.4 12, 1%%% 35.2
Total during—-program average 44,1 25.6 18, 5%%% 72.3
Hispanic male
School-year average 51.3 47.9 3.4 7.1
Summer average . 55.1 . 50.0 5.1 10.2
Total during-program average 52.6 48.6 4.0 8.2
White female
School-year average 29.1 25.3 3.8 ©15.0
Summer average 30.8 29.5 1.3 4.4
Total during-program average 29.6 26.7 2.9 10.9
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= Table 2. (Continued) ;
? Estimated pilot Program effect as A
2 Pilot site ratio in a percent of ratio

3 site the absence of Program in the absence of i
i ratio the program effect the program i

? Black female j

; i

’ 13 School-year average 38.5 13.8 24, T¥¥* 179.0 1
; Summer average 39.0 23.3 15, 7%#% 67.4 :

2 Total during-program average 38.7 17.0 21, 7kk*% 127.6 :

i Hispanic female ;

%, School-year average 33.3 30.3 3.0 9.9 §

: Summer average 41.8 27.3 14.5%% 53.1 i

c o i | Total during—program average 36.2 29.3 6.9% 23.5 Bt

s >¢

i el ¢

1 % e

i i 15- to l6-year—old cohort .é

ﬁ School-year average 39.6 18.4 21, 2%%% 115.2 1ﬁ

; ﬁ Summer average 42.8 29.3 13, 5%%* 46.1 o

b Total during-program average 40.7 22.1 18, 6*¥k 84.2 P

i 5

§ Source: Tables 5.3, 5.4 and 5.6. v \ L

| i

: School-year average includes the periods of fall 1978, spring 1979, fall 1979 and %}

spring 1980. v |

: =

Summer average includes the summers of 1978, 1979 and 1980. gg

\3 % = gignificant at the 10 percent level g
; #% = gignificant at the 5 percent level 5
%%k = gignificant at the 1 percent level i

. . ;1;
i i
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employment increased by 102.8 percent (to 43.0 percent), to become nearly

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

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

the areas where it operated, and its impact on the 15- to l6-year-old

cohort was the largest of any on the age cohorts.

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

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

all target population youths who desired one. Adequate numbers of jobs

were provides in a timely manner, and job assignments were relatively

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). Every one 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,

and if net job creation were also high, these two factors, among others,

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

As Table 2 shows, during the two school years of full program operation,
YIEPP is estimated to have raised youth employment in the four sites from

91.5 percent (in the absence of the program)‘to 40.3 percent —-- an

increase of 87.9 percent.

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

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

ployment/population ratio during the school year essentially doubled.
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The largest effect by race f—‘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 significant YIEPP effect was found for

Hispani i i
panic 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

Th - 6- - '
e 15’ to 16-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 inqrease 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 employméaf 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

la s e o e .
rge, positive, and statistically significant, although they were
smaller than those for the school year. This smaller summer effect is
d . . s

ue, 1in part, to the competition of other summer youth programs. Across

i

) : .
he th?ee summers, the YIEPP employment effect averaged 11.8 percentage
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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 percenﬁ (in the absence of the
program) to 41.2 percent -- a 67.5 percent increase.

Tests for statistical bias due t6 s;mple attrition indicéte that
attrition does not significantly change tﬁesé ‘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 pbséibie goals. One was to
remove the potentially negative effect of an employment offer on school

enrollment and attendance, 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 and 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, thereforeg was whether ‘the subsidized
job offer caused school enrollments to suffer.

YIEPP increased totai 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, respefﬁively, 7.0 and 4,3
percent of the school enrollment levels expected 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 alt;rnative educ#tion programs —— those leading to a GED —-—
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 effects may be understated.

The schooling effects on the 15; to l6-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 period, YIEPP is estimated to have sig?ificantly lowered the
dropout rate by 3.3 percentage poinﬁs, repre;énting a 12.0 percent
decrease in the ‘rate expected in the absen;e 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
progfam; This larger effect occurs, in part, because of the small number
of 15— to l6-year—-olds who were out of school when the demonstration

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

—-XXX1ix-
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Table 3. Program Effects on School Enrollment, Cumu

lative Dropout’ and

Return-to~School Rates for

the 15~ to 16-year-old Cohort, Fall 1979

Pilot
site
rate

Estimated
pilot site
rate in the
absence of
the program

Program effect

R BERL  AS RA e e

percent of rate
in the absence of

the program

School Enrollment Rate
CumulativefDropout Rate

. a
Cumulative Return—to-School Rate

75.7
24,3

23,2

72.4

27.6

14,2

4.6

-12.0

63.4

Source:

Return~

Tables 4.5 and 4.6

to-school rates are for 79 respondents out of school

* = significant at the 10 percent level

&

in the fall of 1977.
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i
3
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of time, However, an analysis on a year—by-year basis suggests that the

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

first 18 months of program operations. For all youths in the sample,
there was a significant reduction of 4.4 percentage points in the dropout
rate and an increase of 6.6 percentage points in the return—to-school
rate in the first year of the program. There were no significant effects

for the full sample in the second year.

Effects by Site, Race and Sex. The largest program effects were
obsezvéd in Cincinnati, but these may have been due, at least in part, to
an unusual (and unexplained) school enrollment deciine 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 reseible the overall effects discussed above.

Effects for blacks generally resembled those for the gample as a
whole, which is not surprising since black youths ponstituted’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 ?eported school enrollment effects fof His-
panic youths were estimatedi;g essentially zero. Both of these sets of
findings, however, must be interpreted carefully since we are not confi-
dent that we have successfully disentangled site effects —- most whites
were ;?/Cincinnati and Louisville, most Hispanics were in Denver and
Phoenix —-- from race effects.

Program effects were similar for the full éample 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—td—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 fof 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 resﬁlt when policies to
increase the employment demand of youths from low-income households are
implemented without  attention to school enroilmenf (Gustman and Stein-
meier 1981). In desgribing 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 empleyed 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

3
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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 74 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, is 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 risﬁi 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.) 1In
effect, the trade-off between schooling and work was Jdefeated.

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 enrollment rose

by 3.4 percentage points, a modest 6.0 percent increase over the estima-
ted rate in the absence of the program. YIEPP’s impact on this group’s
employment, however, was verv large, increasing 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
enrollment among this group.

Finally, YIEPP exerted no statistically significant effects on

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

-x1iii-.,
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Table 4.

Program Effects on School Enrollment and Employment,

by Primary Preprogram Enrollment and Employment Status

Percentage of

Estimated rate in

Program effect as
a percent of rate

program—eligible Observed the absence cf the Program in the absence of
time spent: rate - program effect the program
A. Youths primarily enrolled and employed

in the preprogram period (N=194)
Enrolled 61.5 53.9 7.6% 14,1
Employed 56.2 47.0 9.2% 19.6
B. Youths primarily enrolled and not

employed in the preprogram period

(N=2995)
Enrolled 60.1 56.7 3. 4k 6.0
Employed 40.7 21.7 19.Q%#* 87.6
C. Youths primarily not enrolled and

employed in the preprogram period

(N=147) )
Enrolled 11.1 10.3 0.8 7.8
Employed 52.9 56.2 - 3.3 - 5.9
D. Youths primarily not enrolled and

not employed in the preprogram period

(N=697) ,
Enrolled 17.7 14.5 3.2%% 22.1
Employed 27.0 20.0 7.0%%% 35.0
Source: Table 6.2.

* = gignificant at the 10 percent level
** = gignificant at the 5 percent level
%%k = gignificant at the 1 percent level

T g o . P—— -
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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 closely the simple
demand-side policies, such as the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit or the youth

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

school enrollment.

CONCLUSIONS
" The findings reported in this summary represent the impacts of YIEPP
on its eligible youth population during the entire period of full program
operations. These findings establish ;he 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 péstprogram impacts on labor productivity and
the employment of youths is negligible.
Given this set of conditionms,

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

The likely effects of an ongoing national program are best
indicated by the experiences of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort,
among whom the demand for and participation in YIEPP, studied
longitudinally, was higher than for the sample as a whole.
The cumulative participation rate of this cohort was 65.8
percent: 9.6 percentage points or about 17 percent higher
than for the sample as a whole, and almost 20 percentage
points, or 43 percent, greater than that of the 17~ to 20-year-
old age cohort.

The net program employment effect of 18.6 percentage points for
the 15- to 16-year-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 115 percent. 1In general, a
program like YIEPP can be expected to have larger effects on
younger individuals who are still in school or have recently
dropped out and to whom a minimum wage job is more attractive.

For the sample as a whole, total school enrollment increased -

significantly, by 4.8 percentage points in the fall of 1978 and
2.5 percentage points in 1979. The increase for the 15- to
16-year-olds was 4.1 percentage points in the first year and
3.3 percentage points in the second, representing an increase
in both years of almost 5 percent over the enrollment rate,
expected in the absence of the program.

For the 15- to 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). 1In additionm,
the rate of return to school for out-of-school youths increased

-xlvi-

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

Alternative educational programs —-- those leading to a GED --
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.

-xlvii-
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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, was estab-
lished to demonstrate the efficacy of work combined with education or
training as a partial remedy to high youth unemployment, low labor force
participation, and excessive school dropout rates.

The YIEPP demonstration was targeted on youths aged 16 to 19 living
in poor and/or welfare households, who had not received a high school
diploma' or its equivalent. For YIEPP participants, getting and keeping
a subsidized job at the federal mipimum wage was strictly conditional on
school participation, as well as ’satisfactory"performance on the job.

The Department of Labor was 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 Associates Inc. MDRC's
direction also included oversight of local program operations, carried out
by tComprehensive 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 prdgrams to al;eviaﬁe
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 Neiéhborhogd Youth Corps.
The Job Corps program offered training and employment to youths, who were
also housed by the program during their part;cipation in it. The Neighborj

hood Youth Corps was the historical antecedent of YIEPP, and included

-




in-school, out-of-school, and summer youth employment components. Both
the Job 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
age.1

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

1See Grant and Eiden (1981).

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

2The employment/population ratio is the ‘total number of employed persons
in a given group divided by the total number of persons in that group.
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Table 1.1. Percent of High School Dropouts among Persons 16 to 19 Years Old,

by Age, Race and Sex: United States, October, 1977, 1978 and 1979

16 and 17 18 and 19
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
All Races:
Total 8.6 8.8 8.6 16.6 16.7 16.8
Male 8.3 8.9 8.0 17.7 17 4 18.4
Female 9.0 8.6 9.3 15.6 16.0 15.4
White:
Total 8.8 9.1 8.7 15.9 15.6 : 16.0
Male 8.6 9.6 8.4 17.0 16.3 17.7
Female 9.1 8.7 9.0 14.8 15.0 14.3
Black:
Total 7.6 7.3 7.9 21.9 24.2 22.9
Male 6.9 5.2 4.9 23.8 25.8 24.5
Female 8.4 9.4 10.9 20.3 22.8 21.6

Source: Digest of Education Statistics, editions of 1979, 1280 and 1981.
National Center for Education Statistics. Table 62, 60 and 60,
respectively.
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Figure l.3, Unemployment Rates by Demographic Characteristics, 1955-80
(Percent: Monthly Data Seasonally Adjusted)

are severe, protracted and of apparently worsening dimensions, and focus

sharply on black teenagers.1

lhe problems of school dropout rates and discouraging labor market

55 |- _ : g experience take on a larger meaning as the youths age over thelr life

o ' ' ’ i; cycle. National evidence suggests that teenage youths who are neither in

; ;;xf ! =§‘ the labor force nor attending school suffer lower employment and earnings
e 50 |- ¢5 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
45 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 perpetuat:on of a cycle of poverty and correlated social
Black & Other Females, 16-19 3 ills, are magnified. when they are concentrated in particular neighborhoods
| : in poverty.

Plack & Other Kales, je-19 | . Many possible explanations have been advanced for this increasingly

serious problem, but understanding the causes and designing effective

N

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

The Features and Goals of the Youth Incentive Entitlement Project

In a new effort to understahd the" problem and find policy solu-
1 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

f Youth Incentive ‘Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP).

White Males, 16-19 o [ : : o o 1
White Females, 16-19 = 1 . W
, g The situation for Hispanic youths is much less well documented at this
v ;{ ’ time. The Congressional Budget Office notes that the unemployment- rate
-l 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-Bmerican youths have an
unemployment rate similiar to all: youths, while the unemployment rate for :
all other Spanish origin youths is lower than the average for all youths. i)
See Congressional Budget Office (1978).

SRR S

All workers

White Males, 20 and over

2See Stevensoh (1978); Elwood ({1982); and Corcoran (1982).

BRI

3See, for example, the papers in Anderson and Sawhill (1980); and Freeman :
and Wise (1982). o ‘ ‘:

1955 60 65 70. . 75 80 85

Spurce: ‘Economic Report of the President, January 1981, Table B-31.
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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-sidé 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, the "employment gap" caused by insufficient demand for
target population youths at the federal minimum wage.1 Thié "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
return to school. Nevertheless, with this caveat, and used in conjunction
with program participation rates and program operation costs, YIEPP employ-
ment effects can help to compute the tost of certain policy strategies for

reducing or eliminating major youth unemployment.

1See Chapter 5 below. Such a calculation can" also be bassed simply on
national statistics of the number of youths who report themselves to be
unemployed. However, youth self-reports that they are "looking for work"
are notoriously unreliable and fail to account for discouraged workers who
enter the labor force only when jobs are available. Thus, the best test
of the minimum number of target 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).

S o

et

T e

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. Although 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
meaningful operational component of YIEPP.1

The short-run goals of YIEPP, as reflected in the 1978 amendments
to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. (Public  Law 95-524.

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

Rediice school dropout rates,

Increase high school graduation rates,

e Provide work experiénce 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 éoals. 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 rgport.

Since 1977, the policy climate has changed dramatically. Programs
established by the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act have cime
undé¥ 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 public 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). :




; .. ® The quality of program management was relatively high
Analyses of previous youth employment and training programs suggest % ) due in part to careful selection of prime sponsor sités
through a competitive bid process plus extensive third

the following lessons for policy and program design1:
party, nongovernmental, monitoring.

® Work experience alone does not appear to improve the
long run employability or school attendance of youth,

especially if the johs are ill-defined, with low j i i i
quality supervision.g jects, four of which form the basis of the evaluation reported here, and

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

e Work experience may be more effective when combined ten smaller (Tier II) projects: e Wer - e e
with other services, such as job placement, skills

trainin or basic ed ion.
g ucation counties. As a group they averaged 3,000 working participants per month

passed entire central cities, large poverty neighborhoods, or sets of

e Though poorly evaluated, services aimed at changi
: ging / i ]

P e raits oo boceonas satues have ot goo _ and enrolled 72,000 youths overall. The Tier II projects covered smaller
been shown to be successful. Of all the services
offered to youths other than skills trainin j

g, job ici '
S e e o e oo effecti;e. participants per month and cumulatively enrolled 9,000 youths overall.

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

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

e Su?cgss in the work place is directly related to basic scale study of program impacts:1
writing, communication, and computation skills.

e Development and maintenance of minimum behavioral and e Baltimore, Maryland, a partial city site

program performance standards is a must. Effective e Denver, Colorado, a full city site
management is, thus, a necessary condition for an
effective program. e Cincinnati, Ohio, a full city site
. X e Mississippi, a rural site composed of 19 counties that
In response to these lessons, YIEPP had the following qperational g . encompassed 28 separate school districts (only eight of
which are included in the impact analysis: Adams,

Claiborne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne

e A job at the federal minimum wage was provided to all ; and Wilkinson).

eligible youths who demanded one. e

features: i

. The experiences of program~eligible ouths who lived in these sites were to
e The program involved work experience combined with g o ° g

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

e Both work and schooling performance and attendance with technically eligible youths from other areas where the program was

standards were est i ; : :
stablished and enforced. not available. These comparison sites were matched to the evaluation sites

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

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

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

® Services were mainly directed at the successful comple- L e Cleveland (for Baltimore)

tion of work and schooling. !
e Phoenix (for Denver)

1
See Stromsdorfer (1980). 1
- ‘vhe Tier I sites not chosen for study were Boston, ' Detroit, and King=-

Snohomish counties in Washington State. The Tier II sites, at which

2
There may be a causal relationship between work experience in one period r 11 YIEPP s were conducted ere  located in Alachua County
smaller programs wer on ¢ W ’

and the probability of working and receiving higher earnings in future

periods. This relationship is not well understood. See Elwood (1982). 1 ? Florida; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Berkeley, California; Dayton, Ohio;
v : Monterey County, Californiap Nashua County, New Hampshire; New York, New
' . { 1% York; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Steuben County, New York; and Syracuse,

} : New York. ~
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e Iouisville (for Cincinnati)

e 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
interpretation of the impact analysis and the relative success of the
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

during the spring of 1978. After an initial recruitment drive, almost
30,000 youths had enrolled in YIEPP by June, 1978, over one-half of them at
the four evaluation sites selected for the 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,
when full operations ended. Youths actively participating, or working,
however, numbered 76,000 over the entire demonstration period. Table

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

Table 1.2. Number of Youths Assigned in YIEPP Projects

Evaluation Total YIEPP

study Sites . Demonstration
March 1978 2,562 3,541
May 1978 ' 9,076 13,654
June 1978 12,559 21,204
July 1978 14,371 25,099
September 1978 11,954 19,8717
December 1978 12,371 21,038
June 1979 11,247 21,443
September 1979 11,142 20,485
December 1979 11,582 . 22,080
June 1980 12,001 24,595
August 1980 7,450 17,787

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

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

~The four evaluation sites accounted for close 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. of particular inportance to this evaluation was a
series of management difficulties encountered in YIEPP operations in
Denver. For, a number of reasons—-including organizational problems,
negative publicity, and a breakdown of relationships with the public
schools1—-the program was never fully implemented in Denver. Program
intake was closed down in June, 1979 and by the end of the summer, on-board
enrollment was less than 1,400 (and active participants below 700).
Thereafter, new enrollment was frozen and the numbexr of active participants
remained low. |

As a result, Denver cannot be considered an entitlement program in
the same context as the other sites because while participants in Denver
did receive program treatments that may have resulted in impacts, the
program, as implemented there, was basically a limited slot program in the
iast 14 months of operation. when aggregations of impacts across study
sites are shown later in this report, we show them, when it makes a differ-
ence, with and without the Denver-Phoenix pair.

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

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

1See Diaz et al. (1980).

2Combined cross—-site impact measures, whether including or excluding the
Denver-Phoenix pair, must be regarded with great care. For reasons
explained later in this chapter, such measures represent neither the aver-
age impact of an entitlement program for youths nor the impact that would
be expected if the program were implemented nationally. They are a short-
hand way of summarizing the average impact of the progranm 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-scheel 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 recruitment 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 23
percent of all enrollees received work positions. Over the course of the
demonstration, the 17 YIEPP prime sponsors assigned some 76,000 youths to
subsidized work experience with 10,816 work sponsors.

While the large proportion of jobs developed were inhthe public or
nonprofit sectors, prime sponsors were allowed to offer private employers
100 percent wage subsidies if they employed YIEPP enrcllees. 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

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 the

' iti IEPP job
youths' staying in school, even though the conditional offer of a YIE j

was intended to spur a youth's school performance. Any such discouragement

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

see schooling as a right and are generally opposed to any institutional

device that denies that right or otherwise discourages school attendance.
In practice, this potential conflict was muted, perhaps in part
because the school performance and attendance standards were not set high.

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

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

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

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

satisfactory. The basic school enrollment condition, however, appears to

have been effectively enforced.
The work experience standards for job performance and attendance

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

of employers in seeing that poorly performing or attending youths were

removed from their worksites. While employers were provided with some

guidance by prime sponsors, they were generally left to define standards of

attendance and performance for themselves. TIf these standards were V10—

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

priate sanctions, either suspension or termination.

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

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

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

program. Postprogram effects on employment, earnings, and postsecondary

school attendance will be the subjectvof the final impact report.
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Chapter 2 discusées 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 labor

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. The first section discusgas four critical issues in the
research design: the focus upon eligibleé, 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 1is based are then presented and compared with relevant portions of
the national probability sample being followed by the National Longitudinal
Survey of Young BAmericans. 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 loock 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 decision.
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 entitled to participate and that the program was obligated to serve
all eligibles who applied. This feature contrasts with all prior employ-
ment policy initiatives which, in one way or another, were limited slot
programs .

A second 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

17

Rt

U et o g

R e e M TS e 5,



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

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

The Comparison Group. The choice 6f a compérison group is very

important to any program evaluation design, because observation of  the
comparison group provides estimates of what would have happened to the
individuals eligible to participate (i.e., 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 assignmant by requiring that all

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

1Although youths only became eligibie for YIEPP after 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 (D) technically
eligible youths from other areas where the program was not available.
The first choice, commonly called a participant/nonparticipant design,
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-
participants. In a participant/nonparticipant comparison, the effects of
differences of this sort, if indeed they can ever be measured, will be
confounded with the impact of the program itself.1

The second strategy for choosing a comparison group, and the one
used in the YIEPP evaluation, is to select a group of technically eligible
youths who are similar to the eligible 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
advantage over all other strategies, including random assignment within
program. If both pilot and comparison groups face the same labor market,
for instance, the job development efforts by program operators for partici-
pants could make it harder for nonprogram youths in the comparison group to
find employment. As a result, the employment effects of the program would

be overestimated because the program would have reduced the employment

1Al’chough’it is conceptually possible to correst for .the_ effects of se-
lection bias through the u se of a variety of statistical p:r'oceduresi,:
the success of these adjustments depends critically upon assumptions a:}c;ut
the appropriate form of the statistical mode]..s.. To .the »extentd ad
selection bias is related to observable characteristics, it can be z(.aftéce_
by using simple regression methods. However, the unobservable lble;
ences, as in the text example about employment‘, are ofte1:1 the pro eh.
Models that correct for these differences require assumpt‘lons about tbe
distribution of unobserved variables, and these assum;:)tn.ons cannot he
tested. If the assumptions are wrong, these models Wlll‘ not x-nake the
appropriate correction. For more information on selection bias, see
Stromsdorfer and Farkas (1980).
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opportunitiés 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 diétribution
of occupational employment) rather than effects that are £he 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 evaluation is based are:

Pilot Site Comparison Site
Denver, Colorado Phoenix, Arizona
Cincinnati, Ohio Iouisville, Kentucky
Baltimore, qaryland Cleveland, ?hio
Mississippi Mississippi

(eight rural counties) (six rural counties)

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

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

1The eight rural pilot site counties for the evaluation are Adams, Clai-
borne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne and Wilkinson. These
eight counties were part of a 19-county program area spanning the southern
portion of the state from the Alabama border to the Mississippi River.
The comparison counties for the evaluation include Clarke, Humphreys,
Lauderdale, Sharkey, Smith and Washington, located north of the target
area but still in the southern half of the state. Because there are
pronounced demographic differences between eastern and western Missis-

sippi, both pilot and comparison sites are composed of separate clusters
of southeastern and ¢ 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
This
jobs
data

o b R i 3

et al. ( 1982 H Table IV'-1 ) .

ratio is the number of individuals who participated in
divided by the numbexr of individuals enrolled. These
are derived from the Local Field Survsy -
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Cohort Effects. A principal goal of this analysis is to use data

from the YIEPP projects in the four pilot sites between 1978 and 1980 to
estimate the effects of a potential national program. This national
program can be imagined in a speady 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 difficult 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-
tional 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 been completed, there was
further change in the composition of the longitudinal sample because
Congress extended the YIEPP demonstration beyond its original 18 months. A

fourth wave was added to the originally planned three-wave survey, allowing
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the sample to be followed for 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 (Wwave 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
demonstratioh@ These youths had completed the regular questionnaire as
long as they lived in the site. Although their move caused them to lose
their eligibility for YIEPP, these youthshwere“administered a telephone
follow-up questionnaire (the Remote Movers survey) which, though somewhat
briefer than the field instrument, alsd 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
vyIEPP. It includes (a) black youths from Baltimore (the largest study site
with the largest number and concentration of black youths) and its compari-
son site (Cleveland); and (b) Hispanic 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 cuccessive 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 extensive 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
emall to affect statistical precision. Tests for attrition bias are also
performed throughout the studf.

The basic demographic characteristics of this sample at baseline

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

Race:
White
Black
Hispanic

Sex:
Male
Female

Age as of June 1978:
15
16
17
18
19

School status as of

March 1978:
In-school
Out~of-scliool

Y4

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

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:
0
1
5
>2
Living with neither
natural parent,
March 1978:

1977 family income

24.3%

22.1%

22.5%
30.8%
0.3%

49.2%
50.8%

14.4%

1.5%

0.5%
98.0%

85.9%
11.8%
2.0%
0.3%

11.7%

$5,305

Note: -All statistics in this table are based on the 4,033 observations in the Analysis Sample.
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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 YTIEPP-eligible) population. More thanvthree 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 accounted for over 93 percent of the Hispanic youths in
the analysis sample.

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

Over three-quarters of the sample was enrolled in schecol 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 1lowest for white 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 orly 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 increased,
relative grade attainment decreased. The mean grade attainment for 16-
through 19-year-olds was 9.3, 9.7, 9.8 and 10.1, respectively, 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 vears compared to the male baseline grade of 9.2 years,
even though femalg 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 two full grades below normal
level, including over 40 percent of the 18- and 19-year-olds. Not sur-
prising, in-school youths had a higher grade attainment than those not in
school, with mean grade completed ranging from 1.4 to 1.6 grades higher,
depending upon the age cohort. Even among in-school youths, however, 34

percent had not completed the grade level usually expected for their

age.

About one-half of the sample had worked at some job during the
period prior to baseline (January, 1977 - March, 1978).1 Work experience
during this period was particularly 1likely 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 comprehensive way of looking at labor force attachment is
used-~the total number of days workedé as a proportion of the total number
of days available for work--the picture of preprogram employment is not
greatly altered. Overall, the average sample member worked 14.4 percent of
the 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 working 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.

A 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. At the cther sites,
Hispanics Qorked 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 attachment 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. It was also lower for black youths than for whites
or Hispanics.

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-guarter of those
who had been married were already separated or divorced. Marriage was
particularly rare among blacks. At baseline, only 0.4 percent of the black
sample members were married, compared to 3.9 percent of 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-guarters 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.

The high incidence of childbearing among female sample members should
be kept in mind when considering the findings presented in later chapters.
Because of the pilot/comparison group design, the estimated effects of
the 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 attachment.

¥
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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 percént had still never been married, but as the
sample aged, more had become married and/or divorced. The ratio of
marriage to divorce or separation was about four to one. 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-~gquarter 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 WNational Longipudinal Survey of Young
Americans (NLS) national probability sample——bbthﬁfor 15- to 19-year-old
noverty 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 minorities as well as residents below the OMB poverty
level. Second, the YIEPP sample was noticeably younger than either of its
NLS counterparts. Both this and the sharply different distribution 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

: Wave T Wave II Wave III
! Spring 1978 Fall 1979 Fall 1980
E . Marital status:
: Married 1.5% 4.4% 7.7%
‘. Separated or divorced 0.5% 0.7% 1.9%
8 Never marxried 98.0% 94.9% 90.4%
Parental status:
No children 85.9% 76.6% 66.3%
1 child 11.9% 18. 1% 24.9%
2 children 2.0% 4.1% 6.8%
> 2 children 0.2% 1.2% 2.0%
Living with neither
natural parent 11.7% 19.4% 27.2%
Median age of sample 17 yrs, 1 month 18 yrs, 6 months 19 yrs, & months
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Table 2.4. The YIEPP Sample Compared with the

National Longitudinal Survey of Young American Samples

YIEPP , a
analysis 1978 NLS Sample
sample Poverty youths All youths
Race:
White 13.7% 48.2% 80.0%
Black 76.2% 38.3% 13.75/1
Hispanic 10.1% 13.5%" 6.37 °
Age:
15 19.3% 20.2% 20.3%
16 32.0% 21.0% 20.7%
17 24.8% 21.0% 19.9%
18 13.7% 17.8% 19.5%
19 10.2% 20.0% 19.6%
Sex:
Male 46.3% 49.4% 51.3%
Female 53.7% 50.6% 48.7%
Schocl status
March 1978:
In school 76.8% 71.3% 77.7%
Not in school 23.2% 28.7% 22,3%
Highest grade attained,
June 1978:
<8 24.3% 12.8% 4.7%
9 22.1% 16.0% 11.5%
10 22.5% 24.3% 23,7%
11 30.8% 15.8% 20.9%
212 or GED 0.3% 31.1% 39.2%
Mean grade attained,
June 1978 9.44 9.45 9.96
Marital status,
Spring 1978:
Married 1.5% 5.2% 4.5%
Not married 98,5% 94.8% 95.5%
Children:

Yes 14.1% 12.6% 4.3%
No 85.9% 87.4% 95.7%
Living with neither 2 b
natural parent 11.7% 31.7% 20.4%

Mean family income® $5,305 $4,228 $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.

bIncludes youths in college, which are 4.4 percent and 7.2 percent,
respectively, of the two NLS samples.

“Mean family income figures are for calendar year 1977 for the
YIEPP sample, calendar year 1978 for the NLS sample.

dTha "poverty" sample ¢l 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 only 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.

b 31

R

Sy

s

i

|

L -




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 YIEPRPP 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 sites 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. Thirqg,
geographic diversity was desired, increasing the likelihood that one east
coast site (Baltimore or Boston), one central site (Cincinnati or Detroit)
Oor 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 increésing the‘ Bcreening costs of
sample selection. Denver's strong labor market was Eherefore a negative
factor on that point, but the fact that Denver had the oﬁiy Hispanic

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

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

The

consideration because, at the time sites were selected,
major uncertainty on how long the Boston program could be funded.
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 mnational

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

especially as these results will be shown to vary both
With

done cautiousliy,
with local labor market conditions and for different racial groups.
this in mind, the impact evaluation considers each pilot site (or pilot/
comparison pair) on its own terms as revealing a great deal about what
happens when a program is introduced into a 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 sites.

The selection of comparison sites was systematically aimed at

obtaining the closest possible match for each of the YIEPP sites chosen for

the evaluation. Pairs were matched on the following dimensions:

e Population
e Size of labor market

e Population growth, 1970-75
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Table 2.5 YIEPP Evaluation Sites Cospared to YIEPP Total and the Nation

Site

Racial composition -of

Unemployment rate population
Baltimore 10.3% (1976)2 15% white, 85% nonwhite (1977)
4 b
Cincinnati 7.0%i(1977) 72% white, 28% nonwhite (1970)
b
Denver 6.9% (1976) 91% white, 9% nonwhite
17% Hispanic (1978)
Mississippi 4.3% (197.7)c 60% white, 40% nonwhite {1975)
YIEPP evaluation sites 7.1% —
(unyeighted average)
b
Boston 9.8% (1977) 77% white, 22% nonwhite
: 1% other (1970)
b &
Detroit 13.1% (1977) 30% white, 70% nonwhite (1977)
King-~Snohomish 6.7% (1977)b 90% white, 10% nonwhite (1979)
Total non-study Tier I sites B.8% S
(unweighted average)
Tier II sites (unweighted average) 9.9% -d
Total program (unweighted average) 8.6% —
Nati
on 7.0% (1977) 89% white, 11% nonwhite (1970)
5% Hispanic

Sources: Manpewer Demonstration Research Corporafion (1977, Table 1); U.S.
Department of Commerce (1978); and U.S. Department of Labor (1981).

a.
Rates shown are for the city.

Rates shown are for the prime sponsor area.

c
Rates shown are for the state.

ot estimated.
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e Unemployment rate
e TLabor market distribution of jobs
e High school dropout rate

e Ethnic distribution of population, particularly the
youth population

e Characteristics of the poverty population

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 morecweight 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
(in 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. Baltimore, however, had a larger central city, a
slower rate of population decline and a higher black population, especially
in the YIEPP target area. Thekonly alternative as a comparison site,
however, 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 pdpulation and rate of growth. Howéver, 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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Table.2.6. Selected Characteristics of the Pilot and Comparison Sites

Families with Percent
Population money income Percent Spanish Percent enrolled Unemployment Employmentc

Population change below poverty black surname  ia school, 1970  rate, 1977 Wholesale

Jguly 3, 1975 1970-1975 level, 1969 1970 1970 16-17 18-19 SMSA Total Manufacturing & retail Government
Denver 484,500 - 5.9% 9.4 11.0 16.8 89.4 52.8 5.9 670,200 15.7% 25.2% 18.2%
Phoenix 664,700 12.9% 8.8 7.0 14.0 86.0 52.3 7.4 490,300 17. 1% 26.2% 18.3%
Cincinnati 412,600 - 9.0% 12,8 27.6 0.6 83.6 60.0 5.6 562,100 28.7% 23.1% 14. 1%
Louisville 336,000 - 7.1% 13.0 23.8 0.4 83.3 46.2 5.2 372,400 28.7% 22.3% 14.2%
Baltimore 851,700 - 6.0% 14.0 46.4 0.9 84.4 49.6 6.7 864,900 18.6% 22.8% 22.3%
Cleveland 638,800 -14.9% 13.5 38.3 1.9 87.6 46.8 5.9 880,900 30.7% 22.9% 13.5%
Mississippi Piloth 167{200 2.3% 38.5 49.4 <0.1 na 7-0a 32,300 45.3% 23.9% 20.2%
ansissiégi Comparison” 195,900 2.0% 37.3 45.3 <0.1 na 7.4 43,500 37.9% 25.9% 18.2%
United States 213,030,000 4.8% 10.7 1.1 5.1% 90,0 47.7 8.2 90,546,000°  22.8% 20.7% 17.28

Note: Unless otherwise noted, statistics in the above table are for the central city or, for Mississippi, the cluster of counties.

21976 aata.

The Mississippi bilot counties are: Adams, Claiborne, Covington, Franklin, Jefferson, Jones, Wayne and Wilkinson. The Mississippi control
counties are: Clarke, Humphreys, Lauderdale, Sharkey, Smith and Washington.

CFor the six cities, reported employment is for the SMSA for 1977; for the Mississippi counties, employ{

coverad by Social Security, by industry sector, as of March 12, 1975.
dData are for calendar year 1976.

eData are for calendar year 1977.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce (1978); U.S. Department of YLabor (1981); and U.S. Department of Labor (1981).
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rate. The school enrollment data were very similar. In any case, San
Jose, the closest alternative to Phoenix, was a much worse match. San Jose
was smaller, faster growing, located in a different region, more heavily
Hispanic, and with a different school enrollmeént 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 work
experience than sample youths at other sites. The one difference between
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 compositions of the two were not very similar, but they both
had a majority of Hispanics and together accounted for almost 95 percent of
the Hispanic eligibles in the analysis sample. The two site samples were
also similar in having more work experience, a higher rate of marriage, and
higher income than the eligibles at the other study sites. ‘

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

The analysisﬁsample match was least close in Cincinpnati and Louis-
ville; Family incoﬁékwas reasonably similar, but.in comparison to Louis-

/

vil;é} the analysis saﬁg;e in Cincinnati had a higher propoption of blacks,
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Table 2.7. Analysis_ Sample Characteristics of Pilot and Comparison sites®

8~gite G-Biteb
~ Mississippi Misgissippi Total Total Total Total
Denver Phoenix Cincinnati Louisville Baltimore Cleveland Pilot Comparison Pilot Comparison Pilot Comparison
Race: . )
White 14.2% 20.5% 16.2% 31.4% 4.7% 12.0% 13.4% 16.4% 11.08 19.9% 10.2% 19.8%
Black 30.8% 18.4% 82.9% 68.2% 94.3% 86.1\ " 86.6% 89.2% 78.8% 70.4% 89.0% 79.3%
Hispanic 55.0% 61.1% 0.9% 0.4% 1.0%8 1.9% 0.0% 0.4% 10.2% 9.3% 0.8% 0.9%
Sex: .
Male 48.3% 46.0% 43.5% 46.7% 44.8% 49.2% 51.8% 41.4% 46.4% 46.0% 46.0% 46.0%
Female 51.7% 54.0% 56.5% S3.3% 55.2% 50.8% 48.2% 58.6% 53.68 54.0% 54.0% 54.0%
Age, June 1978: ) :
15 17.0% 23.9% 20.9% 14 7% 20.3% 19.7% 20.9% 16.3% 20.0% 17.7% 20.6% 16.6%
16 32.9% 28.8% 31.3% 33.7% 29.2% 32.1% 34.2% 38.5% 31.3% 33.7% 31.0% 34.5%
17 25.1% 26.1% 24.6% 21.3% 23.9% 26.3% 27.1% 26.5% 24.9% 24.5% 24.9% 24.3%
18 14.2% 10.3% 13.1% 15.8% 15.9% 11. 1% 11.4% 11.9% 14.0% 12.9% .JAWO\ 13.3%
19 10.8% 10.9% 10. 1% 14.5% 10.7% 10.8% 6.4% 6.8% 9.8% 11.2% ‘f 5% 11.33%
School statué,
March 1978: N
In school 71.3% 65.4% 76.9% 62.5% 80.7% 83.6% 83.5% 81.8% 78.6% 72.8% 80.0% 74.1%
Not in school 28.7% 34.6% 23.1% 37.5% 19.3% 16.4% 16.5% 18.2% 21.4% 27.2% 20.0% 25.9%
Worked at all,
January 1977-
March 1978:
Worked 68.6% 63.2% 51.9% 40.8% 47.5% 63.4% 30.1% 41.4% 48.9% 50.0% 44.7% 47.7%
Not worked 31.4% 36.8% 48. 1% 59.2% 52.5% 36.6% 69.9% 58.6% 51. 1% 50.0% 55.3% 52.3%
Percent time
" working,
© Wanuary 1977-
March 1978: 21.8% 22.0% 17.8% 13.0% 10.7% 17.9% S.0% 11.3% 14. 1% 15.2% 12.4% 14.0%
Mean grade
attained: 9.8 9.7 9.2 10.2 9.3 9.7 9.9 9.8 9.5 9.5 9.4 9.4
Marital status, A
March 1978: . -
Married .38 5.4% 0.9% 3.5% 0.3% 0.3% 1.7% 1.3% 1.0% + 245% 0.8% 2.0%
Separated or
divorced 1.0% . 0.0% 0.9% .0.9% 0. 1% 0,08 L) 0.08 0.6% 0.3% 0.6% 0.4%
Never married 96.7% 94.6% 98.2% 95.6% 99.6% 99.7% 97.2% 98.7% 98.4% 97.2% 98.6% 97.6%
Number of
children,
March 1978: .
0 88.7% 89.7% 85.6% 79.4% 83.5% 80.2% 89.2% 86.5% 86, 1% 85.4% @ B85.5% 84.7%
1 10.1% 9.2% 11.4% 18.0% 14.3% 7.9% 8:2% 10. 1% 11.6% 12.3% 12.0% 12.8%
2 1.2% 1.18 2.5% 2.4% 1.8% 1.6% 2.6% 2.7% 2.0% 2.8 2.2% 2.2%
>2 0.0% 0.0% o 0.5% 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 0:0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3%
Mean family
income for .
1977 $5,79% $5,365 $5,379 $5,170 $5,402 $5,349 $4,696 $5,212 $5,318 $5,274 $5,159 $5,244
N 487 185 692 456 1060 317 539 297 2,778 1,255 2,291 1,070
aThn variables in this tahle reflect haseline characteristies of the analysis sample.
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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 differenées attributable
toc 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~modél was
estimated using the sample of youths from both pilot and comparison sites
who were eligible for participationyin 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 coefficieﬁt 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

1In the example of the employment/population ratio in the f£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 compariscn
sites, controlling for differences in the other variables in the regres—
sion equation. ' Using lagged values of the outcome variable is particu-
larly important to the goal of reducing site effects that can be con-
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Attrition from the Baseline Longitudinal Sample

The analysis sample of 4,033 yduths, 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 slightliy younger and
more female than the average). The different longitudinal response rates
by site also caused the distribution of the sample to alter across sites.
Baltimore, ILouisville, and the two Mississippi sites gained, Wwhile 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
percentage of the analysis sample was 68.9 percent.1

The analysis sample was somewhat more attached to schqpl in March,
1978, than the baseline longitudinal sample and had slighﬁky le5$ prioxr
work experience. The difference in each case, however, was médestQ Grade
attainment (both its mean and distribution) and childbearing behavior were

virtually identical for the two samples.

founded with program effects. To the extent, for example, that unem-
ployment rates are consistently 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.

1See Barclay et al. (1979: Chapter 3).
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Table 2.8.

Characteristics of Baseline Longitudinal

and Analysis Samples

Baseline
longitudinal Analysis
Characteristic sample sample
Race:
White 17.2% C13.7%
Black 69.9% 76.2%
Hispanic 12.8% 10.1%
Sex:
Male 49,2% 46.3%
Female 50.8% 53.7%
Age as of
June 1978:
15 14.7% 19.3%
16 30.6% 33.0%
17 26.9% 24.8%
18 15.7% 13.7%
19 12.1% 10.2%
Site:
Denver 16.0% 12.1%
Phoenix 6.8% 4.6%
Cincinnati 18.8% 17.2%
Louisville 9,9% 11.3%
Baltimore 22.9% 26.3%
Cleveland ) 8.3% 7.9%
Mississippi Pilot 10.9% 13.3%
Mississippi
Comparison 6:4% 7.3%
School status
as of March
1978:
In school 72.6% 76.8%
‘Out of school 27.4% 23.2%
Highest grade
attained, June
1978:
<8 24.0% 24.3%
9 23.0% 22.1%
.10 22.5% 2Z2.5%
1 30.2% 30.8%
212 or GED 0.3% 0.3%
Percent time
working, January
1977=March, 1978: 15.8% 14.4%
Mean grade
attained, June
1978: 9.49 9.44
Children:
Yes 14.4% 14.1%
No 85.6% 85.9%
N 6,501 4,033

a . ;
For more detailed statistics on this original sample, see

Barclay, et al.

(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 tbis 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 in 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 awarenéss 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 yet graduated from high school. Sample members were followed

over . time with successive survey waves, even though their eligibility

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

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 tlie sample increased. Also, some youths, over time, moved out of
program sites or desigﬁated 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

sample.1 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

city. Movement of residency of sample members between the target area
and the nontarget area in Baltimore is not detected in the survey. It
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The data base used in this report encompasses all sample members
who completed local field interviews in each. of the first three survey
waves.1 Different proportions of these youths were eligible for YIEPP at
different points in time, depending upon age and high school graduation.
For example, Table 2.9 shows the size and basic characteristics of the
eligible sample members at several points since the sp;ing 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 June, 9978, had already been eliminated
from the sample after baseline. At the peak, in the fall of 1978, err 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.

1'I'he 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 interviews were completed in
Wave III. These two groups, are, however, included in the analysis of
attrition bias presented in this volume.
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Table 2.9. Program Eligibles, Spring 1978 - Summexr 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%
Race:

White 14.3% 14.0% 13.7% 13.5% 13.0% 13.4% 13.1% 12.9%

Black 75.7% 76.0% 76.0% 76.4% 76.6% 76.2% 76.4% 76.1%

Hispanic 10.0% 10.0% 10.3% 10.1% 10.4% 10.4% 10.5% 11.0%
Age at the time:

16 43.6% 37.9% 38.4% 26.5% 16.2% 6.8% 1.1% 0.7%

17 29.6% 31.0% 30.5% 33.1% 36.9% 42.7% 33.7% 20.0%

18 16.2% 17.7% 18.3% 24.2% 27.0% 28.9% 36.0% 43.1%

19 10.6% 13.4% 12.8% 16.2% 19.9% 21.6% 29.2% 36.2%
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of aging, graduating, or moving out of eligibility, and the fact that the
sample no longer contained many 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
at pilot sites. Two and one~third years later, pilot sites contained
70.1 percent of the remaining eligibles, a negligible change. The eligible
sample became slightly more male over time, but again the change is margi-
nal. The racial composition of 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 coﬁparison 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 wav%g of interviewsi Ehe
spring of 1978 (Baseline), the fall of 1979 (Wave II) and the fall of g’.'/?éo
(Wave III). The pilot and comparison sites and samples match, onﬂihe
whole, relatively well, increasing confidence that estimates based wupon
pilot-comparison differences are not confounded by other effects. The
models that produce these‘estimétes further control for, and thus net out,

differences in demographic and key site vafiables. 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 ln this report. Characteris-
tics of the sample of youths for this evaluatlon 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 oE low income youths reflected in the NLS. As such, the YIEPP
target group is extremely vulnerable to the complex problems of high
unemployment rates, smaller earnings, and underachievement in education
discussed in Chapter 1.

While school attachment (as of March,  1978) was not below national
norms, this is probably =z 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 youtbs increased. Last, there was an unusually high incidence of
childbearing among sample members, a phenomenon which undoubtedly exacer-
bates the difficulty of educational progréss and employment for thig

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 empldyed in YIEPP jobs and the pattern of their subsequent program
experiences are key determinants of program impacts. Participation pat-
terns also determine program costs. In our previous analysis (Farkas et
al. (1980: Chapter 2)) we found that YIEPP participation varied across
sites, over time, and by individual éharacteristics. 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 underlyihg the’pfograinmpacts on school and work repcrted in
Chapters 4 through 6 beibw. In this chapter we extend the analysis of
participation to the”two and one-half years of full-scale YIEPP operations.
The dlscuss1on here complements the discussion in the MDRC Implementation
Reports (Diaz et al. (1982)), and definitively summarizes our part1c1patlon
resulés 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 MDRC
implementation studies suggest that Denver ran a rqlaﬁively' poor YIEPP
program, Baltimore ran an effective program, and Cincinnati and Mississippi
fell between these extremes. As we shall see, participation and other

site-specific findings strongly support this ranking.

Measuring Program Participation

YIEPP had four eligibility rules--the participating youth must

reside in a program area, must be between 16 and 19 years of age, and must

not have graduated from high school ox completed the GED, and family income
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must be below the poverty level. (See Chapters 1 and 2 above.) In this
report we restrict attention to youths who completed all three waves of the
local field survey in order to maintain a complete and consistent longitud~-
inal data set for the analysis sample. While this wesults in differential
attrition for each time period analyzed and somewhat smaller samble sizés,
we conducted tests for attrition bias1, which indicated that sample size
reduction was too small to affect the statistical precision of our esti-
mates. We then further restricted attention to program-eligible youths on
a period-by-period basis, separately for each season, from the spring of
1978 through the summer of 1980. Only youths who were income~ and loca-
tion-eligible at the time of the screening interview in the spring of 1978
and who had not graduated from high school by the summer of 1978 were
included in the survey sample. In the analyses for this report we also
eliminated youths who subsequently moved out of the program (or comparison
site) area,2 plus those who were ineligible due to age oxr high school
graduation on a period-by-period basis. That is, we "aged" youths into and
out of eligibility separately by peribd,3 and youths "graduated" out of
eligibility in the period following the one in which they received a high
school diploma or its equivalent. This restriction of the study sample to
program eligibles is more elaborate than the effort undertaken in our
previous report, so that the results reported here supercede previous
findings.

Program participants are defined as youths holding a‘YIEPP job for

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

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

2That is, youths who moved sufficiently far from their c¢ity or town of
residence to receive a "remote movers" questionnaire. -

3Youths aged 15 or less in the spring of 1978 became eligible in the
period during which they reached age 16; older youths became ineligible

in the period following the one in which they turned 20.

4For a description of the survey methodology used to identify YIEPP jobs,
see Farkas et al. (1980: p. 12 and Appendix A2).
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but for some reason never worked at a program job for the minimum period
These individuals never received the basic YIEPP treatment, a program job
- Therefore, the program is unlikely to have had any impact 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 duripg 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

s o 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
pPermit examination of the participation pattern . exhibited by a cohort of
yéuths 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 progfam.

siail remaining differences are due to data cleaning and changes in the
sluty sample. In this report we restrict attention to youths who com-
pleted three waves of the local field survey, and focus more elaborately

2 .
See 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-re
. ports, rather than a
mining participation. ’ methodology for deter-
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Table 3.1. Program Participation ﬁates by Site

h Cumulative: G
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 a 24.8 33.4 34.4 37.8 38.8 30.0 32.1 . 28.4
2,778)° . (2,132) (2,353) - {2,652)  (2,603) (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 26.1 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 chapterx, the sample includes youths who have completedfall three waves of the Local Field Survey

SNumber of eligible youths.

Sl

in all four pilot sites.
.ever holding a program job for at leas
are defined as being program-eligible
have not graduated from high school or received the GED.

See Chapter 2 for further details.
t two weeks divided by the n
in a particular period if (1

All youth

residential eligibility requirements as of the spring of 1978. .°

The participation rate is the number of youths
unber ever eligible in
) they are age 16 through 19 and (2) they

s in the sample met the family income and

each period. Youths
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First, however, we focus on Table 3.1, which indicates participa-
tion levels at different points in time, as we;l as intersite differences
in these levels. The first column of the table shows cumulative partici=-
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 in YIEFP
at some time. This is a weighted (by site sample size) average of 68.8
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 proérmn 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 sprihg of 1978 to a high of 38.8
percent in the summer of 1979, and falling thereafter to 28.4 percent in
the summer of 1980. This pattern is largely due to the aging of the
sample, although variations in program administration over time also play
some role. The pattern over time is similar across sites, with period-
specific rates rising to a peak in the summer of 1979, and declining
thereafter in each site. Relative site participation rates are generally
stable over time, with Baltimore showing the highest rates, usually fol-

lowed in order by Mississippi, Cincinnati, and Denver.

The Effect of Sample Attrition. . It is useful to assess the effect
of sample attrition on these results. This can be done through study of

the attrition sample data. As described in Chapter 2, these data were
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collected by restricting attention to Hispanics in Denver/Phoenix and
blacks in Baltimore/Cleveland, and undertaking special efforts to locate
youths who dropped from Wave IT 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 zrate 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 pattern is similar in the two samples. Since
it is the Baltimore rather than the Denver experience which was typical of
data collection as a whole (see Jerrett et al. 1982), we are confident that
although correction for attrition somewhat lowers estimated participatinn,
it does not disturb the overall finding of high YIEPP participation.

Program Participation by Cohort. Table 3.2 displays participation

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

year-old cohort suggests the pattern that would be observed as -successive
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mable 3.2. Program Participation Rates by Cohort and Period
Cumulative:
Spring 1978
through Spring Summer Fall Spring Summexr Fall Spring
Summer 1980 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980
Age in June 1978:
15~-16 65.8 a 28.4 36.0 35.6 41.0 44.1 36.5 38.8
(1,435) (789) (1,032) (1,377) (1,413) (1,368) (1,322) (1,318)
17-20 46.0 22.7 31.4 33.1 34.0 31.6 18.9 19.1
(1,343) (1,343) (1,321) (1,275) (1,192) (994) (785) (682)
See note to Table 3.1.
8 umber of eligible youths.
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? P Table 3.3. Program Participation Rates

1 i ] (Spring 1978 - Summer 1980) by Cohort,
cohorts aged through an ongoing national program. For this group, the | Race and Sex
cumulative participation rate is 65.8 percent, 9.6 percentage points higher %

. : hs age 17 to
than the cumulative rate for the total analysis sample shown in Table 3.1. | All . Youths age 15 to YouF s ag 1978

! youths 16 in June 1978 20 in June
This higher value is a better estimate of the true "longitudinal™ rate :
experienced by target population youths in an on-going national:program.; : 5.9 44.3

: ‘ 55.3 65. :

Each period-specific rate for this group also reflects these elevated i Male (1'290)a (656) (634)

I

participation levels, but the time pattern is as before, rising to a peak . ‘ ) 65. 7 47.5
e 57.1 . :
during Summer, 1979, and declining thereafter. The peak occurs when these Female (1,488) (779) (709)
youths are 16 to 17 years of age, supporting previous findings and program
MIS results suggesting that YIEPP is most attractive to younger indi-
: 11.2

viduals. ] 21.5 31.8

/ White (303) (151) {152)

Not surprisingly, participation is lower for-the 17- to 20-year-old . .
53.4
cohort, a significant percentage of whom have dropped out of school and/or Black 63.4 ,17?;3) (1,043)
, 2,190) i1 ’

found non-YIEPP en; loyment. The much higher rates for the 15- to 16-year- | (2

: 29.7
old cohort are most appropriate for generalizing to a potential nsztional | Hispanic 38.3 ?Z;?) (148)

; 285) .
brogram. These rates leave the qualitative impressions of Table 3.1 | ( §
unchanged~~demand for and participation in YIEPP was very high among target '

opulation youths. . 9.4
bop yeu White male 24.1 336;) (64)
Program Participation by Sex, Race, and Cohort. The first column (133)
of Table 3.3 shows cumulative participation rates for sex and race groups.2 White Female 19.4 2652) 1%é;) j
Females were slightly more likely than males to participate in the program (170) ( :
(57.1 percent versus 55.3 percent), and blacks (63.4 percent) were much 71.3 51.4 ;
: Black male 61.7 530) (492) :
more likely to participate than Hispanics (38.3 percent) or whites (21.5 j (1,022) ( 5
percent). However, since almost all Hispanics were in Denver, participa- 5 4.8 " 73.4 55.2 :
| Black female 64. 617) (551)
tion rates for this group are confounded with the Denver site effect. (1,168) ( 5
In the full race/sex breakout, black females show the highest ; 0 49.{ : 28.2 ?
% Hispanic male 37- 57) (78) :
participation rate (64.8 percent) followed by black males (61.7 percent), % (135) ( ‘
Hispanic females (39.3 bercent), Hispanic males (37.0 percent), white males § 3 46.3 31.4 s
. | & Hispanic female 39. 80} - (70) !
(24.1 percent) and white females (19.4 bercent). These results are consis- g F (150) ( :

‘ ; :
tent with the observation that in the absence of federal assistance, : é é
minority and female youths experience the greatest difficulty finding ¢ '

employment.
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Seé note to Table 3.1.
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@Number of eligible youths: -

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. .
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For period-specific rates for these groups, see Appendix A, Table A3.2.
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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 ppints. Rates for the older cohort are
shifted downward, typicalily by a*iike amount.

Table 3.4 presents regression-adjusted estimates of the net erffects
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.

The 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. Table 3.5 shows

the effect of family status on YIEPP participation. 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
gatural parent, (bj married, or (c) had their own children at the beginning
of the period. (These categories are not mutually exclusive.) Then,
restricting attention to érog;am eligible youths, we calculate program
participation rates for all females, and for females in each of these
categoriesQ These calculations are repeated for males. Finally, the
entire set of calculations (including recalculation of family status at the
beginning of the period) is repeated for the period of the fall of 1979 to
the summer of 1980.

We find that each of the statuses--living with neither natural

parent, married, or having children~-depresses YIEPP participation. The

strongest depressive effect is associatéd.:with marriage, which reduces

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

Cumulative:
Spring 1978
through
Summer 1980
Denver 46.3%**
Cincinnati 49.6%%*
Baltimore (reference group) 65.5
Mississippi . 55, 1%*

Age in June 1978:

15-16 65.6%*

17-20 (reference group) 46.1
Male (reference group) 55.5
Female 56.7
White " 24.4%%
Black (reference group) 61.5
Hispanic 48 . 5%*
White male 26,9%*
White female ‘ 22.5%%
Black male (reference group) 60.2
Black female 62.8
Hispanic male . 48, 3**
Hispanic female ) ‘ 48.7%*%

Note: The probability of ever participating from Spring 1978 through Summer

1980 was estimated as a function of site, cohort, sex, and race. Pre-
dicted participation rates. for each characteristic are calculated at the
overall sample mean values of the other characteristics. See Appendix B
for the parameter estimates and sample means.
**Pafficipation rates for these groups are significantly differant from
the rate for the reference group at the 5 percent significance level.
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Table 3.5. Program Participation Rates by ' zero to 12 percentage points. These results occur for both males and
é Sex, Family Status and Period females, which supports the credibility of the finding despite the small
: Spring 1978 Fall 1979 sample sizes involved.
! - Sex and family status at i through through ‘ Living with neither natural parent and having one's own children
: the start of the period Summer 1979 Summer 1980 ,
depress participation by similar amounts. For females, they each decrease
s : participation by approximately 13 percentage points in both periods. For
Female: 51.9 38.8 .
(1,481)b\ (1,090) . males, neither decrease participation much in the earlier period, but both
L. ~decrease it approximately 13 percentage points in the later period. of
Living with neither 40.5 24.3 , ‘
natural parent (190) (214) , course, these results are based on simple tabulations and are, therefore
. « o i suggestive rather than definitive. In conjunction with previous findings, ;
Married 12.5 9.5 ' i
(40) (42) : they portray YIEPP as most attractive to younger individuals, still living
& as minors prior to their transition to adulthood. ‘This is consistent with
Has own children 36.6 27.2 : o
(328) (361) the YIEPP offer of entry level employment, paying no more than the minimum
“ wage.
Male: 49.1 35.1 3
(1,284) (1,017) : Program Participation by School and Work Status in the Previous
‘ Period. Table 3.6 displays period-specific program participation rates
Living with neither 45.1 22.8 - prays P e prog P P
natural parent T (122) (123) , according to whether the youth was enrolled in school and not employed,
L ’ employed at a nonprogram job, or employed at a program.job in the previous
. Married 0 . 7.4
; (7) (14) 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 .
Has own children 50.0 21.6 ' L
(8) (74) 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 ‘
See note to Table 3.1. ' : ) ‘ table (because these refer to the previous suaner period), whereas during ;
a P 5} . : spring and summer the majority of observations are in the "enrolled in k
Family status is determined as of the spring of 1978 for the Spring : . school" rows. It is encouraging to observe that the "not enrolled in i
1978 - Summer 1979 period and as of the fall of 1979 for the Fall ’ ” . - '
1979 ~ Summer 1980 period. school/employed at a program job" row exhibits large counts only during i
b ' . .
Number of eligible youths. : H - each fall, which is consistent with YIEPP regulations. i

Not surprisingly, the highest participation rates--often as high as §

80 to 90 percent--are found in the first and fourth rows of this table.
I N ¥

These individuals were employed by the program in the previous period, so

that 'persistence of such employment is not surprising. This persistence

e

also is generally higher for youths enrolled in school in the previous

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

i
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! | i
”f Table 3.6. Program Participation Rates by School and ﬁ
i Work Status in the Previous Period 5
! < ¢
5. School and work status Spring Summer = Fall Spring Summer Fall Spring Summer
5 in the previous period? 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 - 1980,
i " Enrolled in school: %
%; Employed at a program job ——— 93.3 84.2 89.2 86.5 55.0 90.3 78.1
; (551) (57) (854) (836) (60) (587) (517)

o E Employed at a nonprogram job 28.2 b 10.5 21.4 11.9 5.3 k 6.7 3.8 5.1 %
f‘ , (209) (332) (14) (177) (169) (15) (133) (118) :
!

; Not employed 29.3 20.7 13.8 15.6 20.1 10.0 11.5 12.5

: (1,484) (1,004) (58) (211) (710) (50) (522) (345)

% Not enrolled in school:

;i o ;

¥ o Employed at a program Jjob - 92.9 83.2 70.8 - 60.5 61.2 64.0 - 62.1

! (14) (778) - (48) (43) (756) (25) {29)

]

z Employed at a nonprogram job 3.7 0.7 8.3 1.2 0.5 _ 9.3 1.9 0.0 . . ,
. : (107) (152) (386) (168) ““ (120) ~  (334) (211) (227) : : i

| Not employed 9.3 5.0 12.8 5.1 3.6 11.0 5.0 1.8

! (332) (300) (1,359) (447) (414) (892) (522) (449) i

i » i

See note to Table 3.1.

SThe "previous period" for Spring 1978 is Fall 1977; for Summer 1978, it is Spring 1978; and so on. Youths were
classified as enrolled if they were ever enrolled in school during the period, as employed at a program job if

ever so employed, and as employed at a nonprogram job if ever employed,ﬁuring the period but never a program
participant. . . ‘ i 4

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

Fpériéas, participation declined from 83.2 percent to 61.2 percent. That

is, many youths left the program after the summer of 1979, many of them as
a result of high school graduation.

The next highest set of participation rates is observed for 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 toc 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){ o

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 moré than two jobs. Thus, program job hopping appears to have
been relatively minimal. These ﬁistributions 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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Table 3.7. Participant Program Experiences by Site
; All sites Denver Cincinnati Baltimore Mississippi
§ (N = 1,562) (N = 189) (N = 341) (N = 729) (N = 303)
%
f Percentage of participants
b holding a total of:
i
v One program job 45.3 49.2 43.7 45.0 45.2
{4
Two program jobs 39.3 35.4 34.0 42.8 39.2
¢
: Three or more program jobs 15.4 15.4 22.3 12.2 15.6
g
f Percentage of program
: jobs in:
5 Private sector 29.0 45.7 '39.1 27.5 10.6
Public sector® 71.0 54.3 60.9 72.5 89.4
Average number of meetings
with Brogram counselor per
3 month ‘ 1.8 2.3 3.1 0.9 1.4
Percent of participants
receiving special services:
‘ Oriemntation meeting 66.5 43.4 65.9 73.1 66.4
! Educational or aptitude E «
! testing 25.3 28.8 ’ 37.4 21.2 19.0
5 Employment counseling 53.9 57.1 65.3 47.2 56.3
1 Reimbursement of ;
: transportation expenses 14.8 8.5 17.4 12.4 18.7
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Table 3.7. (Continued)
All sites Denver Cincinnati Baltimore Mississippi
(N = 1,562) (N = 189) (N = 341) (N = 729) (N = 303)
Tutoring ) 11.8 ; 17.0 10.3 10.4 13.8
Child care 5.0 4.2 3.8. 3.6 11.2

Note: These figures include all youths who were program participants from the spring of 1978 through the

summer of 1980.

a

Includes not-for-prefit organizations.

’bApproximately 30 percent of the participants did not report the number of meetings held with a program coun-

(o]

selor. These youths are deleted from the calculations.

Participants can receive more than one service.
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A variety of services was provided to the YIEPP participants across
the sites, though no particular set of services was required. Differences
in services thus reflect individual program operator choice. On average,
youths met with a program counselor 1.8 times per month; this varied from a
high of 3.1 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 most common service wam employment counseling,
mentioned by 53.9 percent of the sample. The remaiﬂing 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 (5.9 percent). Site profiles show
Denver concentrating on employment counseling, but also providing the
greatest amount of tutoring. Cincinnativbffg;;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 weeks participating, and the percentage of
eligible time partigipating 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 .impression 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 highér 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 whif@s: For joint race/

sex categories, black females showed the greatest, and white males the
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Table 3.8. Duration of Frogram Participation by Site, for Program Participants

Mean weeks

Percentage of

program- Means weeks eligible time

eligible participating participating
All sites (N = 1,562) 114.4 56.1 51.2
Denver (N = 189) 121.1 47.8 40.6
Cincinnati (N = 341) 116.7 50.4 46.3
Baltimore (N = 729) “114.4 64.6 58.6
Mississippi (N = 303) 107.5 ‘ 47.0 45.3

Note: These figures include all youths who were ever program participants,
from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980.

qeeks 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,

for Program Participants

Mean weeks

[

Percentage of

program-=_ Mean weeks eligible time
eligible participating participating
Age in June 1978:
15-16 ﬂN = 944) 117.8 57.3 50.0
17-20 (N = 618) 109.2 54.2 52.9
Male (N = 713) 116.3 54.9 49.1
Female (N = 849) 112.8 ’ 57.1 52.9
White (N = 65) 110.5 46.3 45.4
Black (N = 1,398) 114.2 56.7 i 51.8
i
Hispanic (N = 109) 119.6 54.2 47.0
White male (N = 32) 113.4 43.8 40.7
White female (N = 33) 107.7 48.7" 49.9
Black male (N = 631) 115.9 55.3 49.6
Black female (N = 757) 112.7 57.8 53.6
Hispanic-'male (N = 50) 123.1 56.3 47.6
Hispanic female (N = 59) 116.6 52.4 46.6

Note:

These figures include youths from all four sites who were ever program

participants, from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980.

®Heeks program—eligible equals total number of weeks in all seasons for
which a youth was eligible to participate.
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bWeeks participating equals total number of weeks employed in program jobs.
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least, YIEPP attaéhment. This isvconsistent&@ith the relative ability of
these groupé to £find noﬁ—YIEPP employméﬂt. | 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, 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 Jjoined remained
more attached to the program. Whites were particularly unligely to join,
but once they did join, théir attachment behavior was relativéig 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 implementati=n in these sites.
Rates for the 15- fo 16—yéar—old—cohort (youths who aged through the
program) were highér, averaging 65.8 percent of eligibles. These higher
rates are an indication of what might be expected in an ongoing national
program. The ekperience 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 thg entry level,

minimum wage jobs offered by the program. -
)
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Tabl? 3.10. Adjusted Duration of Program Participation
by Site, Cohort, Race and Sex, for Program Participants

Percentage of
eligible time

participating

Denver 36.5%*%
Cincinnati 46.9%*
Baltimore (reference group) 59.0
Mississippi e 46, 3**
Age in June 1978:

15~16 50.5

17-20 (reference group) 52.2
Male (reference group) 49.4
Female 52.7
White 49.0
Black (reference group) Q 50.6
Hispanic 59.8
White male 45.7
White female 52.2
Black male (reference group) 48.7
Black female 52,2%*
Hispanic male 59.7%**
Hispanic female 59.9

The perce?tage of eligible. time participating, for youths who were
ever paFtlcipants from the spring of 1978 through the summer of 1980
was estimated as a function of site, cohort, sex and race. Predictéé
percentages for each characteristic are calculated at the overall
sample mean values cof the other characteristics.
for parameter estimates and sample means. k

Note:

See Appendix B
*k

Percentages for these groups are significantly different from the per-—
centage for the reference group at the 5 percent significance level.
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Females were slightly more likely than males to participate in
YIEPP. Blacks had the 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-YIEFP employment.
Youths who were 1living with neither natural parent, married, or

had their own children were less likely to participate in YIEPP than the

rest of the sample. The effect was strongest for married youths. This

reinforces the finding that the entry level, minimum wage nature of program
employment made YIEPP most 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

Within each group, youths previously employed in the program
Also

the program.
were very much more 1likely to participate in the currenf period.
within each group, not employed youths were more likely to participate than

were youths employed at a nonprogram job. These results are consistent

with the YIEPP school enrollment requirement, and the relative attractive-
ness of the program to youths who cannot otherwise find employment.

When the focus shifts to YIEPP participants, we find reasonable
stability of employment--only 15.4 percent of participants held more than
two YIEPP jobs. Fully 71 percent of these jobs were in the public sector,
with strongest private sectox representation in Denver and the weakest

in Mississippi. 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 méles. Combined with previous results,
this finding means blacks were the most‘likeiy to join YIEPP, but Hispanics
who Jjoined remained more attached to the program than any other group.
Whites were particularly unlikely to Jjoin the program, but once they did
join, their attachment behavior was relatively similar to that of the other

groups.
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CHAPTER 4

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

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

puncan (1965, p-134)
This quotation identifies a problem which has too often been

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

studies support the mnotion 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 households.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 was one of the major innova-

tions of YIEPP.2

Measurement Issues

The potential school enrollment effects of YIEPP can be looked at
in two ways. First, the program can be regarded as an opportunity to
increase school enrollment within the target population, using program
jobs as the inducement. From 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 Steipmeier (1981), and
Chapter 6 below.

2Such a requirement is, however, an‘ operational part of the residential
component of Job Corps.
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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 associated with local standards and
their enforcement. In this section we briefly review some of these issues
to provide a more realistic backdrop for the school enrollment effects
analysis of this chapter.1

Enforcement of schooling standards was a new task for the CETA
prime sponsors administering YIEPP. This task called for a good working
relationship with the local school administration and required much
effort. The demand for monthly school performance information was felt to
be particularly burdensome, even though, for their part, the schools were
asked only to monitor enrollment and performance; enforcement of standards
was the responsibility of YIEPP prime sponsor managers. While local
standards varied across sites, relatively uniform standards for the purpose
of program eligibilitj 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 perfoimance."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 perforﬁance 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 yoﬁfhs dropping out of school; 17 percent of all program

1The implementation information that follows is summarized 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. OQutreach 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 regquirement. 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 in 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 from September through December.1 We

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

The central methodological problem in measuring program effects on
school enrollment rates is to estimate what the school enrollment rate in
the pilot sites would have been in the absence of YIEPP. In particular, if
the comparison site school enrollment rates are to represent the pilot site
rates in the absence of YIEPP, the actual comparison site rates must be
adjusted to reflect the demographic characteristics and preprogram school-
ing experiencg; 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 Program eligibility was defined by
age and graduation status, exactly as in Chapter 3. Included in the model
as right hand side variables were a dichotomous variable indicating whether
a youth was from a pilot or comparison site, dichotomous variables repre-
senting race and sex groups, age in months, school enrollment status in
the fall of 1977, and highest grade completed as of the summer of 1977.
The coefficients in this model estimate the independent 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.

Because the dependent variable in the model, enrclled or not, is dicho-
tomous, probit models were estimated.

Coefficient 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 GED). The third section presents the estimated program effects on
school enrollment for the 15- to 16-year-old cohort. This is followed by
an examination of program effects by site and by race and sex subgroups of

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

chapter.

Program Effects on school Enrollment by Type of Degree Program

As a guide to understanding the 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 fall of 1977, over 80 percent of the youths in the sample were
enrolled in school, and almost all of the enrolled youths were in a program
leading to a regular high school diploma rather than the GED.1 As the
youths age, enrollment rates drop. Two years later, in the fall of 1979,
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 with
naticnal 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 for all United States youths were calculatea separately
for age, race and géx groups. These rates are shown in Appendix A, Table
"ad4.1. 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 youﬁhs.

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

Estimates of YIEPP's effect on the school enrollment rates of

program-eligible youths are shown in Table 4.2.
Preprogram During—-program:-
Fall 1977 Fall® 1978 Fall 1979

In the fall of 1978 YIEPP is estimated to have increased total

school enrollment by 4.8 percentage points from an enrollment rate of 69

Total school enrollment: | percent in the absence of the qprogrép. This finding is statistically
.significant at the 1 percent level. It is also very similar to the esti-
Pilot sites 84.2 73.8 61.3 i . . . 1
‘ b mated program effect reported in the previous volume on program impacts.
Control sites 80.9 66.0 56.7 ; The effect on total enrollment was due to almost equal increases in enroll-
.k ment among youths in regular high school and GED programs. In the fall of
a {14

Regular school enrollment: G 1979, the estimated program effect drops from 4.8 to 2.5 percentage
Pilot sites 80.9 68.3 55.2 : points. This diop is primarily composed of a decline in the program effect
on regular school enrollment, which goes from 2.9 percentage points in 1978

Control sites 77.5 , 62.9 52.5

to 0.9 percentage points in 1979. The program effect on GED enrollment in

b the fall of 1979 drops lessg dramatically from the 1978 result. (The
GED enrollment:

. reasons for this decline in the estimated regular school enrollment effects

Pilot sites 3.3 5.7 6.2 (and its components-~the dropout and return-to-school rates) are discussed
Control sites 3.3 3.2 4.2 : on pages 81-82 below.)
Tests for Attrition Bias. An additional potential source of error
Sample sizes:® 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
Pilot sites 2,778 2,652 2,107
~ original sample members to follow-up surveys introduces bias into the
. |
Control sites 1,255 1,188 930 | measurement of schooling effects when the average enrollment rates of these
‘ individuals differ between the pilot and comparison sites. In the previous
®Enrolled at all in a program leading to a regular high school diploma. ! ? impact report, statistical tests for sample selection bias in the 'school
|
i

bEnrolled at all in a program preparing students for the GED examination. enrollment effects were performed. These tests found that attrition bias

- , 2 ;
°The sample inclydes youths who have completed three waves of the local was not a problem. In this report program effects on total school
field survey and are eligible for the program during the period in

. : enrollment rates have been estimated for a special. attrition sample of
question. See Chapter 2 for further details.

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

et oo e oAt o

i 2The results are reported in Farkas et al. (1980). The discussion- there
§ also includes a more detailed discussion of the relationship between sam-
Lo f ple attrition and the bias it can introduce into the measurement of
i program effects.

76
77

ISR e




/i

‘8L

ot S R RS, SR £ A L S R e AR R A SRS B St 5 RS JoAat £ | A o] M s IRE T 2 ST

Program Effects on School Enrollment

Table 4.2. Rates
by Type of Degree Program
Estimated
pilot site ‘Program effect as
- rate in the percent of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of Prograg in the absence of
sizea rate the program effect the program
Total school enrollment:
Fall 1978 3,840 73.8 69.0 4.8%*% .
Fall 1979 3,037 61.3 58.8 2.5% 4.3
Regular school enrollment:
Fall 1978 3,840 68.3 65.4 R - 4.4
Fall 1979 3,037 55.2 54.3 0.9 1.7
GED enrollment: .
Fall 1978 3:840 5.7 3.3 2.4%%% 72.7
Fall 1979 3,037 . 6.2 4.5 1.7%% 37.8

aThe 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.

This is a regression-adjusted compérison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal characteristics

and preprogram. school enrollment.

mates are reported in Appendix B.

Means of the right hand side variables and probit coefficient esti-

CThis is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the

t-statistic on the pilot

* = gignificant at the
*% significant at the
significant at the

*k*x

site dummy variable regression coefficient.

10 percent level.
5 percent level.
1 percent level.
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Hispanic youths in Denver/Phoenix and black youths in Baltimore/Cleveland
who did not respond to the Wave II survey but who were reinterviewed at a
later date. school enrollment effect estimates for these and matching
youths who completed all three survey waves are reported in Appendix C,
Table C2.2.

For Hispanic youths in Denver, the program effects in the attrition
sample are lower than the effects estimated for the analysis sample in the
fall of 1978 and higher than those in the fall of 1979. But the differences
are small in magnitude, and insignificantly different from zero. In
Baltimore, the program effects on the school enrollment rates of black
youths in the attrition sample are much larger than the program effects
estimated for the analysis sample. But, because of the small size of the,
attrition sample, the difference between the program effects is not statis—
tically significant. When the program effects for the two samples are
combined in a weighted average tased upon the attrition rates, this summary
measure of program impacts is twice as large as the estimates from the
analysis sample alone--suggesting that, in Baltimore at least, estimateé
program effects based upon the analysis sample may underestimate the true

program effect.

Effects on Dropout and Return-to-School Rates. The discussion
above focuses on a key reason as to why the program effect declined in the
second year. To answer this question further and understand moré about the
way YIEPP acts to increase the schooling activity 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. For youths who were previously out of school, the program can
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-
to-school rates. The dropout rate is defined as the percentage of youths

enrolled in the previous fall who were not enrolled in school in the fall a
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Table 4.3. Program Effects on Dropout and Return-to—-School Rates
Estimated
_ pilot site Program effect as
rate in the percent of rate
N Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
i size rate the program effect the program
a
Dropout rates:
Fall 1978 3228 16.8 21.2 -4 4R -20.8
Fall 1979 2215 23.6 23.3 0.3 1.3
' b
Return—to-school rates:
Fall 1978 612 18.7 12.1 6.6%* 54.5
Fall 1979 822 15.3 13.9 1.4 10.1

See notes a, b, and ¢ to Table 4.2 fo
absence of the program, and the program effect as percen

qof youths who were enrolled in the preceding fall,

bOf youths who were not enrolled in the p

* %

I

k¥

significant at the 5 peréent level.
significant at the 1 percent level.

receding fall,

r definitions of the sample,
t of rate in

the percentage curren

tly not enrolled.

the percentage currently enrolled.

the estimated pilot site rate in the
the absence of the program.

-
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year later. For exémple, a dropout in the fall of 1979 is a youth who was
enrclled 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. Both effects are statistically significant.
Thus, YIEPP had a positive influence on the enrollment rates both by

keeping in school youths who were previously enrolled (that is, by reducing

the dropout rate) and by inducing youths who were previously out of school |

to return to an educational 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
therefore subject only to program effects on the dropout rate.1

Program effects on dropout and return—-to-school behavior disappear
in the fall of 1979. VYIEPP is estimated to increase, rather than reduce,
dropout rates in 1979, although this estimate is not significantly differ-
ent from 2zero. And, although the program is still estimated to increase
the rate of return-to-school activity, this finding, also, is not statis-
ticall& 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 finding was reported in the previous impact réport (Farkas et
al. 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 aﬁd 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 previoﬁs fall. This is because, on
average, youths enrdiled 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 19792 As noted above, part of the answer
lies in the nature of the YIEPP analysis sample. To produce incremental
enrollment gains in the fall of 1979 the program must have enlisted
new program participants during the preceding year. This is particularly
clear in the case of return-to-school rates. By definition, the program
effect on return-to-school 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 sample contains
proportionately fewer youths who were 16 years old in 1979 than the actual
eligible population in the pilot sites. It is these youths, as shown in

Chapter 3, who were most likely to participate in YIEPP.
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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 aée into the program sometime after its start-up.  Program effects
on enrollment rates for this cohort are only slightly.smalier 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 shows 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 alternativé 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 Cohoxrt

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

Fall 1979

Fall 1978
Pilot Control
sites sites

(N=1,739) (N=592)

Pilot Control
sites sites
(N=872)2 (N=406)

- Type of school (%):
Public school--regular
curriculum 84.1 89.2 80.4 86.9
Public “school--alternative
curriculum 11.2 8.6 13.6 9.7
Private/parochial school 1.7 1.2 1.8 1.2
Special school for handicapped 1.2 0.5 0.3 0.7
Community-based school or
street academy 1.8 0.5 3.9 1.5
Type of program (%):
General studies 70.2 70.3 70.5 72.0
College preparatory 5.8 9.3 4.9 7.1
Commerical or business 5.7 4.8 5.6 3.9
Vocational or technical 17.0 14.5 14.6 14.4
Agricultural 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2
a
Other 1.2 0.8 4.1 2.4
Note:

The sample includes enrolled program—eligible youths who responded

to the survey questions.

a . . .
This category includes all other programs.

s
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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 nog'@e important in an older population, the rapid
changes youths experience i% school and work activities as they move from
16 to 19 years make the distinction important for this age group.

Table 4.5 reports the estimated program effects on enrollment,
dropout and return-to-school rates for the 15- to 16~year-old cohort. 1In
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 efifect 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, agaip 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
1557ﬁou16~year-old cohort is consistent with the hypothésis 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 f%-year-old cohort does not decline

as rapidly from the fall of 1978 to the fall of 1979 as it does for the
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/ Table 4.5. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and
' Return-to-School Rates for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort

) Estimated
| pilot site Program effect as
? Pilot rate in the a percent of rate
; Sample site absence of Program in the absence of
§ ’ size rate the program effect the program
i
é Total school enrollment rates:
1
Fall 1978 2,005 88.2 84.1 4. rkw 4.9
] Fall 1979 1,920 75.7 72.4 3.3% 4.6
j Dropout rates:
Fall 1978 1,924 9.6 12.9 =3.3%% -25.6
j
; Fall 1979 1,644 17.3 16.8 0.5 3w
-
% Return~-to-school rates:
Fall 1978 81 . 34.4 8.6 25.8%** 300.0
Fall 1979 276 27.3 16.1 11.2%% 69.6
Cumulative dropout rate:
Fall 1979 ‘ 1,920 24.3 27.6 -3.3* -12.0

See notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3. The sample is restricted to youths who were 15 or 16 in June, 1978.°

significant at the 10 percent level.
significant at the 5 percent level.
significant at the 1 percent level.

* %

*kk
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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 abbut zero, which is similar to the finding for
the full sample, YvIEPP 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
in the absence of the program to 24.3 percent: a 12 percent reduction.

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 effects on the return-to-school
rates of the young cohort. Thus, YIEPP, for this cohnort, has an important
impact on drawing younger teenagers back into school, a major objective of
YIEPP.

Ccumulative Effects: A Longitudinal Perspective. Because the 15~

to 16-year—old cohort most closely represents the experiences of a typical
cohort aging through an on-going national program, examining progran
effects on school enrollment in a longitudinal perspective is particularly
appropriate. in Table 4.6 program effects on total school enrollment in
the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979 are considered jointly.2

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. ILet us first

1
A program effect on return-to-school rates in the fall of 1979 depends

on the recruitment of new program participants in the preceding year.
But, due to operational difficulties, the Denver program was not allowed
to enroll new participants after March, 1979. . To check the impact this
might have on estimated school enrollment effects, Table 4.5 was re-
estimated excluding youths in the Denver and Phoenix sites. - (The results
are presented in Appendix R, Table A4.4.) The estimated program effect on
return~to-school rates in the fall of 1979 rises to 12.5 percpntage
points.

2The sample used in estimating the results for this table includes youths

in the 15— to 16-year-old cohort who were eligible for YIEPP in both the
fall of 1978 and the fall of. 1979. Program effects on enrollment rates
in the fall of 1978 and the fall of 1979 are estimated jointly in a
bivariate probit model in which the covariance parameter 1is allowed to
vary between pilot and comparison sites.
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Table 4.6. Cumulative Program Effects on School Enrollment Rates
for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort

Estimated pilot Program effect as

Enrollment status ) Pilot site rate in the percent of rate in
in Fall 1978 -and site absencebof the Program the absence of the
Fall 1979 rate program effectc program

For youths enrolled in school,

Fall 1977 (N=1,766):

Enrolled Fall 1978 and

not enrolled Fall 1979 15.2 13.9 1.3%* 9.4

Not enrolled Fall 1978

and enrolled Fall 1979 3.3 2.4 0.9* 37.5

Enrolled Fall 1978 and

enrolled Fall 1979 74.2 71.6 2.6%% 3.6

For youths not enrolled

in school, Fall 1977

(N=79):

Enrolled Fall 1978 and

not enrolled Fall 1979 15.2 3.3 11.,9%* 360.6

Not enrolled Fall 1978

and enrolled Fall 1979 3.2 11.7 -8.5 =72.6

Enrolled Fall 1978 and .

enrolied Fall 1979 18.4 1.7 16.7 982.3

Cumulative return-to-

school rate, Fall 1979

(N=79): 23.2 14.2 9.0 63.4

Note: The sample is restricted to youths who were i5 or 16 in Jume, 1978 and who were program-eliclble
in both Fall 1978 and Fall 1979.

a
taken from the:cross-tabulation of enrolled Fall 1978 by enrolled Fall 1979 for the pilot sites. See
Table A4.5 of Appendix A for the full set of results.

Taken from the iidjusted comparison site cross-tabulation, fit at pilot site average personal character-
istics (also fgund in, Table A4.5 of Appendix A).

c
Difference between columns 1 and 2. Statistical significance has been approximately determined from the
t-gtatistics of the parameters in the adjustment model measuring pilot-comparison site differences.

* = gignificant at the 10 percent level.

** = gignificant at the 5 percent level. -
t4% = gignificant at the 1 percent level.
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ccﬁsider 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 would have been out of school in the fall of 1978
but would return to‘sghool in the fall of 1979. By far the largest percen-
tage of the youths would have continued to be enrolled through ‘the two year
period. Finally, the remainder of the group, légé 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 ybuths 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 (1.3 + 0.9 =
2.2). These longitudinal results can also be summarized in a different
way: For the two complete school years during the operation of YIEPP,
pilot site youths in the 15- to 16=-year-old cohort were 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 enrolled, pilot site youths in this group were observed to

be enrolled an average of 0.6 years over the two year period. In the

1'I‘hls 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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absence of the program, the average number of Years enrolled was estimated
to be 0.2 years, implying a program-induced increase of 0.4 years. This
lérger effect for youths who were out of school in the breprogram period is
probably not statistically‘significant, but it does agree with the propor-
tionately large return-to-school effects already reported.

Finally, the bottom banel of Table 4.6 presents the cumulative
brogram effect on the return-to-school rate of youths who were dropouts in
the fall of 1977. 1In 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 bercent, 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. 1In 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 brogram 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
brogram effects on total school enrollment separately by site. 1In 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 for the Cincinnati site are

probably overestimates of the true program effect. First, bProgram 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

i et L

Estimated
pilot site Program effect as
rate in the percent of rate
) Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
g size rate the program effect the program
Denver:
Fall 1978 654 67.4 67.0 0.4 0.6
Fall 1979 506 52.4 50.7 1.7 3.4
Cincinnati:
Fall 1978 1,085 72.6 64.5 8, 1**% 12.6
Fall 1979 881 62.9 56.0 CB.O%*% ‘ 12.3
Baltimore:
<
Fall 1978 1,299 74.8 70.9 3.9% 5.5
Fall 1979 1,037 64.2 61.8 2.4 3.9
Mississippi:
. Fall 1978 802 79.3 75.5 3.8% .
Fall 1979 613 62.0 64.7 -2.7 -4.2
All sites but Denver:
Fall 1978 3,186 75.2 69.6 5.G*** .
Fall 1979 2,531 63.3 60.6 2.7%* .
See noteés to Table 4.2.
* = gignificant at the 10 percent level. -
*** = gjgnificant at the 1 percent level. ' °
;) ‘ & é?i\
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partly due to an inexplicably rapid decline in the school enrollment rates
for Cincinnati's comparison site, fouisville. 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 Iouisville 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 points higher as a result of the operation of YIEPP
in these sites, but they were lower for the second year of the program.

Effects by Race and Sex. Table 4.8 displays program effects on

enrollment, dropout and return-to-school rates separately by the race of
eligible youths. Black youths have estimated program effects that ~are
similar to the summary effects for the whole sample, which is not surpris-
ing--they constitute over three-quarters of the analysis sample. on the
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 ILouisville, 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

conditions in the public school environments of the urban sites in the
YIEPP analysis sample.
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Table 4.8. Program Effects on Enrollment, Dropout and
Return-to~school Rates by Race

Estimated
pilot site Program effect as
: ‘ rate in the percent of rate
2 Sample Pilot site absence of Program . in the absence of
ﬂ size, rate the program effect the program
; Total school enrollment rates: ’
! White: ‘ %
Fall 1978 525 56.9 46.9 10, 0%** 21.3
Fall 1979 407 43.1 28.4 14 . 7%**% 51.8
Black: : |
! Fall 1978 | ) 2,917 78.1 73.9 4, 2%%*% 5.7
Fall 1979 2,313 66.2 65.7 0.5 0.8
: . Hispanic: ’ %
Fall 1978 398 59.8 " 57.8 2.0 3.5 ?
8 Fall 1979 ' 317 44.0 ﬁ 45.9 -1.9 -4.1 ?
Dropout rates:
White: ;
Fall 1978 362 23.2 38.5 =15,3%** -39.7
Fall 1979 . 211 32.9 ¢ 42.7 , -9.8% -23.0
Black:
j Fall 1978 2,564 14.7 18.2 =3.5%% -19.2
Fall 1979 1,814 21.1 2004 - . 0.7 | 3.4
é Hispanic: v ‘
; Fall 1978 302,%5 28.1 26.2 1.8 . 6.9 E
;“3‘ Fall 1979 190 38.0 29.8 7.8 26.2
|
N - s : . . %
( o ,f,/ !
:
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Table 4.8. (Continued)
Estimated
pilot site Program effect as
rate in the percent of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program effect the program
Return=to-school rates:
White:
Fall 1978 163 8.9 10.3 -1.4 -13.6
Fall 1979 196 8.7 2.7 6.0%* 222.2
Black:
Fall 1978 353 22.2 12.8 9. 4%%* 73.4
Fall 1979 499 17.0 19.1 =2.1 11.0
©
-~ Hispanic:
Fall 1978 96 18.6 6.7 11.9%%* 177.6
Fall 1979 127 15.0 11.6 3.4 29.3
See notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3.
* = gignificant at the 10 percent level.
** = gignificant at the 5 percent level.
**% = gignificant at the 1 percent level.




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 ﬁ
result of both a program-induced reduction in the dropout rate and an E
increase in the propensity to return to school. 1In proportionate terms,
the return-to~-school effect is larger, but it operates on just over 10
percent. of the sample. Therefore, the largest contributicn to the school
enrollment effect comes from the program's success in keeping eligible
youths in school. BAs 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 oﬁxenrbllment, 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. The most striking
difference is that the estimated program effect for females in this period
is both relatively large and statistically significant, while the effect
for males is essentially not differenﬁ 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

of malesn1 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\g

Estimated
pilot site Program effect as
° rate in the percent of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program effect the program
Total school enrollment rates:
Male:
Fall 1978 1,776 73.1 B 68.7 4.4%* 6.4
Fall 1979 1,463 59.0 60.4 -1.4 -2.3
Female:
Fall 1978 2,064 74.5 69.2 - 5.3%*% 7.7
Fall 1979 1,574 63.6 57.3 6.3%%* 11.0
Dropout rates:
Male:
Fall 1978 1,534 18.7 23.2 -4 . 5** -19.4
Fall 1979 1,068 25.6 20.9 4.7%* 22.5
Female:
Fall 1978 1,694 15.0 19.3 -4 ,3%% -22.3
Fall 1979 1,147 21.7 25.7 -4.0% -15.6
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Table 4.9. (Continued) 7
: Estimated
§ pilot site Program effect as
: rate in the percent of rate
Sample Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program effect the program
Return-to-school rates:
Male:
Fall 1978 242 16.0 12.6 3.4 27.0
Fall 1979 395 13.1 13.9 -0.8 . -5.8
Female:
Fall 1978 370 20.5 11.7 8.8%%* 75.2
Fall 1979 427 ) 17.4 14.1 3.3 23.4
0
~
See notes to Tables 4.2 and 4.3.
, / s
* = significant at the 70 pezcent level. ‘/ !y
** = significant at the 5 percent level. ,
*** = significant at the 1 perceﬂt level.
i
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effects across subgroups of the gligible youth population, this difference
in program effects on dropout rétes 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-
ence, therefore, must be related to sex differences in thé”;ttachment to

school and work activity}
Summaxy

The schooling aspects of YIEPP may be judged minimally successful
if the school requirement simply prevented negative school enrollment
resulting from the incréeged 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 schoolienrollment increased by 2.9 percentage points during
the fall of 1978, and by 0.9 percentage points during the fall of 1979.
GED enrollment increased by 2.4 percentage points during the fall of 1978,
and by 1.7 percentage points during the fall of 1979. These findings
suggest that alternative educational programs (programs leading to a GED)
played an important role in the overall YIEPP school enrollment 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 marginally
attached to school were brought back or kept in school in the fall of
1978 but have left both the program and school one year later, thus
increasing the pilot site dropout rates.

o8
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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 of 1979.

The estimated program effects on the dropout and retﬁrn—to—school
rates decline from 1978 to 1979 partly due to the nature of the YIEPP
analygls sample. To produce incremental enrollment gains in the fall of
1979,£the program would have had to enlist new program participants during
the p%eceding 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. To these we
now turn.

Effects for the 15- to 16-year-old Cohort. Program effects on

total school enrollment rates are approximately as large as those estimated
for the total sample in the 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, issprobably
related to the fact that members of the 15- to 16-year-old cohort are

influenced 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 reéduced by the fall of 1979 by 3.3 percentage points: a 12 percent
reduction.

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.
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CHAPTER 5

PROGRAM EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

The principal YIEPP treatment is a guaranteed, federal minimum wage
job. It constitutes the most direct response to the youth unemployment
problem. Here we report the effect of this guarantee on increasing
the employment and decreasing the uneﬁployment (job 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
simildfﬁto those that existed for target population members earlier in the
1970s, and which will exist for such youths during the 19805.1 The
personal characteristics accounted for by our regression equations further

increase the generalizability of our results.

1of course, cdmparisons 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 the stability over time of conditions
on the demand side of youth labor markets. First of all, demand is inher-
ently volatile. The demand for youth labor is particularly sensitive to
business cycle fluctuations. Employer demand schedules for target popula-
tion youths (the number of such youths the employer would like to hire at
each potential wage rate) may have a shape that 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,f‘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 employment and training programs were at
an all time high. These 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 YIEFPP. 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 orx
eliminated. '

The danger is that we will underestimate YIEPP employment effects.
That is, pilot/comparison site employment differences attributed to YIEPP

may underestimate those that would have occuyrred in 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, 1975-1980

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 8.0
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
Mississippi® 8.3 6.6 7.4 7.1 5.8 7.5

s

Source: Employment and Training Report of the President, 1981,
Table D-8, pp. 243-246. The 1979 estimates for the cities are
revised estimates. The 1980 estimates for the cities are pre-
liminary estimates.

8gtate-wide rates from Employment and Training Report of the
President, 1981, Table D-4, p. 232.
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lower levels of comparison site public employment. However, to the extent
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, weEk 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, 1579. See Chapters 2 and 3 of
this report and Diaz and Ball (1982).) If none of these jobs Qere avaii~-
able in the absence of the program, the YIEPP participation rate would have
been identical to the program effect on employment. This effect, however,

can fall short of the YIEPP participation rate, an issue to which we now

turn.

YIEPP Employment, the YIEPP Employment Effect, and Displacement.

Where did the jobs 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 jdbs 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 YIEFP employment, the YIEPP
effect on employment in the pilot site as a whole, and the 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
pre-YIEPP demand at the federal minimum vage.1 This diagram also sets
forth. the basis for the estimation of the displacement rate (and net job
creatibn 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. BAs a
consequence, total employment shifts from its Lreprogram level of E0 to
?. The YIEPP effect on total site employment

;) 1
is thus ng— EO. The magnitude of the YIEPP effect on total site

its dusing-program level of E

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

E1. Since Ei youths still wish to work at the federal minimum wage,

YIEPP employment equals Ei - E1. . Displacement, the number of non-YIEPP

jobs transferred to the YIEPP payroll, is given by E0 - E1.

1Evidence for supply in excess of demand is high unemployment rates for
the target population, and the high YIEPP participation rates regorted in
Chapter 3.
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Figure 5.1. The Mechanism of Program Efféct on
Total Employment for the Target Population

To repeat, the total incréagg%in site-wide emplcyment due to YIEPP
=) -

-
N is (Ef - EO). If there is no di%ﬁlacement, this is also total YIEPP
employment. If there is displacement, with non-YIEPP labor demand shifting
back to E

s displacement is (E_ - E1) and total YIEPP employment is

1 0

(Ez - E1- When a program such as YIEPP is put in place, total employment

shifts out to ET, youth labor supply at the minimum wage, regardless of

Wage
Rate

whether displacement ig-'present. However, the extent of displacement

determines the number of program 3jobs that must be funded in ordér ‘to

ir & achieve this effect. 1In this chapter we estimate both quantities: the ;

Non-YIEPP ) ‘, n . . .
Labor Demand Labor Demand . total YIEPP effect on the emplovment/population ratio (the pexrcent of

with Without Labor -

I target population hours spent in eﬁ@loyment) and net job creation rates
YIEPP : -
YIEPP Supply : ; {the ratio of the total YIEPP effect on the employment/population ratio to

the total YIEPP employment/population ratio, that is, (Ei - Eo)/(éi
Minimum

Wag E1)). The former is the program effect. The latter measures the effi-
e

YIEPP .
Labor § ciency with which this effect was created.

Demand : i Definitions of Measures Used to Estimate frogram Effects. For each
of the seasonal periods between the summers of 1978 and 1980, we define a
: youth's employment/population ratio as the percent of days employed rela-
- ‘ - tive to the total number of days available for employment. The principal

4 outcome variable in this chapter is the site-wide mean of this employment/

population ratio, calculated separately for those target population youths . d

who were eligible for YIEPP during each of the periods in question.

Later - in this chapter we also estimate program effects on labor §

force participatioh, employment, and unemployment rates. - Following stan-

? dard conventions, a YOuth is in the 1labor force if he or she ié either

s employed or looking for work. -We define the period-specific labor force

=

e E ' v
1 ﬁ 0 1 Employment g participation rate as the percent of days @ youth spends in either ‘activ-

ity. Employmént and unemployment rates are then, respectively, the percent

Interpretation:ff : . 2
L. : ’ : IRV of a youth's labor. force day$ spent employed, and the percent of those days

“ \ 2 ‘ o .
YIEPP Effect on Tgﬁal Employment = E spent unemployed. These measures for YIEPP are then compared with those . boe

AN

N

" YIEPP Employment e reported by the, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.

. : As in the ‘previous chapter, prograﬁ effects are estimated by
Displacement =F ~F ' A » R . ' ' e
’ ' / . : S R comparing pilot &site ratios or rates with those to be expected in the - o
P » e b ; "
B ¢ ji

YIEPP Employment - DiSplacemeﬁf L . absence of the program. Whére appropriate, we also test for and -discuss

So, YIEPP Effect =

R R R AR TR

a1l i
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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 B5, and the attrition calculations are reported in

Appendix C.

5

Table 5.2.

Average Employment/Population Ratios, by

Pilot or Control Site, and Period

Total

Pilot Control

Sample Size

Pilot Control

Preprogram
i
i ; 7.0 7.6 2,778 1,255
Program Effects on the Employment/Population Ratio } Spring 1977 2 2,778 1,255
i ! Summer 1977 22.7 26.7 S 778 1,255
s 10.6 12. ' ’
Table 5.2 displays employment/population ratios for each of the é ; Fall 1977
preprogram and during-program periods,‘' separately for pilot and control é g During-program
sites. That is, for those sample youths who were eligible for YIEPP during i ; Summer 1978 40.6 26.4 2,353 1,272
! ; 8
the period in question (youths aged 16 to 19 who had not as yet graduated i : Fall 1978 38.2 17.7 2’232 1'154
| - i 42.2  19.8 ‘ ;
from high school), we compute the percent of days employed during this ; ! zprlgi 1:;3 45.2 34.5 2,362 1,8;2
period. These pilot and control site employment/population ratios were % Fall 1979 39.1 24.0 ir;g; 590
) i 41.3 26-2 14
relatively close to each other in the preprogram period, but the pilot site gprlzg :ggg 42.3 32.8 1,685 718
ratios significantly exceeded those in the control sites during the pro- 2
gram, indicating a positive YIEPP employment effect. In addition, summer ! Summaxy
employment,/ population ratios were generally higher than those during the »; Preprogram
school year, suggesting that the ratios from these two periods be treated School-year averz.ge 8.4 9.8 ::: :::
in two distinct groups. . Summer average 22.7 26.2
. Total preprogram o
Program Effects, Separately by Period. Chapter 3 revealed rela- average 12.1 13.9 ———
tively high YIEPP participation rates. As discussed already, if displace- |
ing~ ram
ment is low, these translate into large employment effects-~as shown in During=prog
Table 5.3. School~year average 40.3’ ;?.g —-— :::
, 42. . T
. Summer average
This table shows program effects of 21.1, 23.0, 15.5, and 15.7 Total during-program L .
percentage points during the school-year periods, for an overall school- average 41.2 25.1

year average of 18.9 percentage points. That is, during the two school

years of program operations, YIEPP is estimated to have raised employment

Note: The sample includes youths who have completed all three

: L , ; igi for the
on average from 21.5 to 40.4 percent, an iicrease of 87.9 percent over the . waves of the local field survey and are eligible

isti program during the period in question. See Chagte? 2 for
These effiects ane staklsticelly further details. The employment/population ratl? is the
significant at better than the 1 percent level. : | mber of wecks employed during a par?lcular per%od,
divided by the total number of weeks in that pfrlod. 3
i This provides an estimate of the "steady stéte' emp}oy- -
! o . ment/population ratio for the period. Unadjysted pilot
| and control site aveérages are reported in this table.

level in the absence of the program.

Program effects during the summers of 1978, 1979, and 1980 are also
large, positive, and statistically significant at better than a 1 percent

level, but are smaller than those observé&‘for the school year. Across

three summers, the YIEPP employment effect'averages 11.8 percentage points, . b aTheSe are averages of the periodrspecific ratios reported above,

weighted by the length of each period.
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é; Table 5.3. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, Full Study Sample

e R

Estimated pilot
site ratio in

Program effect as
a percent of ratio

Sacoriowia s g i e d T A

z%.‘:
% Sample Pilst site the absenceaof Progr in the absence of
¢ size ratio the program effect the program
é - —
v School year
¢
L Fall 1978 3,840 38.2 17.1 27, 1%%% 123.3
y Spring 1979 ' 3,759 42,2 19.2 23 .0%%% 119.8
! Fall 1979 3,037 39.1 23.6 15.5%%* 65.7
: Spring 1980 2,890 41.3 25.6 15.7**% 61.3
School~year average® —— 40.4 21.5 18, 9%** 87.9
» " Summer
‘Summer 1978 3,428 40.6 26.0 14.6%%* 56.2
Summer 1979 3,377 45.2 34.4 10,8%%* 31.4
- Summer 1980 2,403 42,3 32.2 10, 1*%*% 31.4
o \ ,
' Summer average® —— 42.7 30.9 11.8%%% 38.2
Total during-program average® =-- 41.2 24.6 16, 6*%* 67.5

Thls is-a regre551on-ad3usted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-

teristics and preprogram employment.

coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B.

Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression

Thls is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the

t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient.

These are averages of the perlod-spec1f1c ratios ‘reported above, welghted by the length of

each period.

**%* = gignificant at the 1 percent level.
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raising the employment/population ratio from 30.9 percent in the absence
of YIEPP to 42.7 percent--a 3B.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 é
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 n
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 Denver, this reduces already low program

effect estimates even closer to zero. (See Table 5.5 and the associated

discussion.) However, the result is not terribly striking in view of the , & A )
previously noted strong labor market and poor program implementation in ah
Denver. ' ‘ o .

The Ealtimore/Cleveland attrition sample also shows a reduced YIEPP

employment - effect. When this is averaged together with the local field ‘ v o . ¢

&

survey effect estimates for this site, using the attrition rate of 24.4 , v : _ o oy

W . M . . P Vg
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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 thﬁ 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
yvears 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-old cohort raises YIEPP employment effects from 18.9 to 21.2
percentage voints during the school year, and from 11.8 to 13.5 percentage
points durirg the summer. Over the full program period, the average
employment effect increases from 16.6 %o 18.6 percentage points, a rise of
12 percent.

As a final step, we have computed effects for the 15- to 16-year-
0ld 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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Table 5.

4. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios

for the 15- to 16=Year-old Cohort, Separately by Period

Estimated pilo£
site ratio in

Program effect as

a percent of ratio

Sample Pilot site the absence_of Progr in the absence of

size ratio the program effect the program
School year
Fall 1978 2,005 34.7 1.3 23.4%%% 207.1
Spring 1979 2,053 39.4 15.9 23 5%%% 147.8
Fall 1979 1,920 40.5 21.5 19, 0%** 88.4
Spring 1980 1,914 43.0 - 24.2 18.8%%% 77.7
School-year averagec -— 39.6 18.4 27.2%%% 115, 2
Summer
Summer 1978 ., 1,515 39.5 22.5 17.Q0%%* 75.6
Summer 1979 1,980 45.4 34.3 11, 1**% 32.4
Summer 1980 1,685 43.6 31.1 12.5%%* 40.2
Summer averagec e 42.8 29.3 13, 5%%% 46. 1
Total during—program averagec —— 4C.7 22.1 18.6%*** 84.2

a . . . . : . : . . . ) a
This is a-regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac- ..

teristics and preprogram employment.

coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B.

Means of the right-~hand-side variable and regression

bThis is the difference between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the

t-statistic on the pilct site dummy variable regression coeff1c1ent.

®These are averages of the perlod—spec1flc rates reported above, welghted by the length of

each period.

**% = gignificant 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 implementation, so that it is useful to disaggregate the
program effect estimates by site. These re{}ults are displayed in Table
5.5, which shows school-year, summer, and totaul 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
other sites.1 Where demand is close to meeting supply at the federal
minimum wage, the program effect will be small. (Recall Figure 5.1.)
Second, as also noted in previous chapters, program impleitentation in
Denver was relatively poor, leading to a freeze on intake of new partici-
pants in June, 1279. To 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. 1In any case, the results suggéét that future
YIEPP-like programs should be concentrated in areas with :;}relatively dis-
tressed local labor markets.

The three remaining sites in Table 5.5 show very strong and similar
eff:cts. In each case the school-year effect is significantly larger than

the summer effect, and all are statistically significant- at better than

R

1Evidefnce 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
(columr 2 of Table 5.5), and the relatively high target population wage
rates in Denver/Phoenix during the pre-program summer (Barclay et al.
(1979); Farkas, Olsen and Stromsdorfer (1981). .
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Table 5.5.

Program Effects on Emp;oyment/Population Ratios,

i e S S P e e

Separately by Site

o

Estimated pilot
site ratioc in

Program effect as
a percent of ratio
in the absence of

Total during-program average

1)

Pilot site the absenceaof Prograg

ratio the program effect the program
Denver
School~-year avgrage 39.6 37.3. 2.3 6.2
Summer average o 45.3 38.6 6.7% 17.4
Total during-program average. ' 41.5 37.7 3.8 10.1
Cincinnati
School~year average 35.5 18.6 16.9%%* 90.9
Summer average 36.4 ‘26.1 o 10, 3%** 39.5
‘Total during-program average 35.8 21.1 ' 14, 7*%* 69.7
Baltimore
School-year average 47.2 22.6 24.6%*x 108.8
Summer average 47.6 36.3 : 11, 3%%% 31.1
Total during—program average - 47.3 2722 20 Tx** 73.9
Mississippi
School-year average 34.2 16.4 AT grxx 108.5
Summer average 38.5 27.2 11,3%%% 41.5

35.6 20.0 15.6%** 78.0

. . . .
This is a regression=adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-

teristics ‘and: preprogram employment.

coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B.

b .
This is the dlfference between columns 1 and 2, w1th statistical SLgnlflcance computed from the
t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variahle regression coefficient.

®These are: averages of .the perlod-spec1f;c ratios welghted by the length of each period.

*

*kk

significant at the 10 percent level.
significant at the 1 percent- level.

Nz

Means of the right-hand-side variables and regre951on
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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 al. 1980) .
This finding may be due to the narrowed gap between summer minimum wage
supplyxand demand in the absence of YIEPP, resulting from subsidized
employﬁént 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
uniformly large and significant. As a result of the program, summer
employment for target population youths increased by 31 to 42 percent,
while school-year employment for these youths increased by 91 to 109
percent. '

Program Effects by Economic Sector. A potentially important YIEPP

innovation was the placement of some youths in subsidized private sector
jobs. The extent of such placement varied by site and over time, with ' » J)

greater use of private sector positions occurring toward the end of the’

demonstration. However, since the long run goal of the demonstration was
to increase postprogram employment and earnings, and since during-program
private sector employment may be more efficacious than simiiar public k ‘ B !

sector employment, the during-program sectoral employment impacts of " SR "

i

VIEPP are of some interest. o \ . o i , ‘ R ‘L SR

These impacts are reported in Table 5.6.1 It is immediately ',

clear that private sector employment effects are significantly smaller than

1Youths are coded as employed in the private sectdr if .they described

themselves as "an employee of a company or business for wages, salary, or

commission,"” or as "an employee of an individual oxr family for wages or
salary." i Youths are coded as employed in the public sector if they

described themselves as "y federal, state, or local government employee,”

or as "an emploYee of a church or charitable organization." '
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i Table 5.6. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios, Separately by Sector 'f
i Estimated pilot Program effect as ﬂ
4 site ratio in a percent of ratio “@
Sample = Pilot site the absence of Progra in the absence of 5
size ratio the program effect the program q
‘; :
§ A. Private Sector Employment
i School year s
Fall 1978 3,840 16.3 12.6 3. T7kk*k 29.4
Spring 1979 . . 3,759 18.5 14.0 4.5%%% 32.1
o Fall 1979 3,037 21.5 18.3 3.2%% 17.5 ;
> Spring 1980 2,890 22.8 19.2 3.6%%* 18.8
N School-year averagec —— ©19.9 16. 1 3.8%*% 23.6
Summer 1978 3,428 16.3 15.4 0.9 5.8
s = Summer 1979 3,377 21.3 2%.4 - 0.1 - 0.5 !
< Summer 1980 2,403 26.1 21.8 4,3%%% 19.7
- o Summer average® | - T21.2 19.5 1.7 8.7
Total during-program averqggc —_— 20.3 17.2 3. 1¥%** “18.0
" B. Public Sector Employment
: School year ‘
Fall 1978 , 3,840 22.0 4.5 17.5%%% 388.9 , s
Spring 1979 3,759 23.7 5.4 - 18,3 %** 338.9 -
Fall 1979 , 3,037 17.6 5.3 12, 5%%*® 232.1
- - Spring 1980 ‘ 2,890 18.5 6.4 12, tes 189. 1
o ‘School-year average - 20.5 5.5 15, Q*** 272.7 ; 5:. =
4 4
: E S 0 s i N
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Table 5.6. (Continued)
Estimated pilot Program effect as
.. site ratio in a percent of ratio
Sample Pilot site the absence_of Prograg in the absence of
. ) a
size ratio the program effect the program
Summer -
Summer 1978 3,428 24.3 10.9 13.4%*w 122.9
Summer 1979 1 3,377 23.9 13.2 10. 7%** 81.1
Summer 1980 Ay 2,403 16.2 10.3 5.9%%% 57.3
LA
Summer average ——— 21.5 1.5 10, Q* % 87.0
s Total during-program average =---— 20.8 7.5 13.3%%* 177.3

=1

£

a. ... . . . . . . ; .
This is a regression-adijusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal charac-
teristics and preprogram employment.

coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B.

Means of the right~hand-side variables and regression

This is the difference between ‘columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the
t-statistic on the pilot sitexgummy'variable regression coefficient.

c
These are averages of
each period. ‘

the period-specific ratios reported above,

**% = gignificant at the 5 percent level.

hkk =

= significant at the 1 percent level.

2y,
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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
statistically significant. With school year and summer combined, the total
private sector employment effect is a statisticélly significant 3.1 percen-
tage points, an increase of 18 percent over the level of 17.2 percentage
points expected in the absencé of YIEPP.

Public sector employment effects are very much larger, averaging 15
percentage points during the school year, and 10 percentage points during
the summer--increases respectively of about 273 and 87 percent over the
levels expected in the absence of YIEPP. With 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. YIEFPP 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 biack female employment
effect is 21.7 percentage points--an increase of 128 percent over the level

eéxpected in the absence of the program.
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i
ﬁ Table 5.7. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios Separately by
i ' Period, Sex, and Race
3 Estimated pilot Program effect as
1 site ratio in a percent of ratio
] Pilot site the absenceaof Progr in the absehce of
} ratio the program effect the program
L ; : 1
% White male
¥ i
L School-~year avgragec 46.6 34.5 12, 1%% 35.1
, i Summer average c 47.0 i 42.6 4.4 10.3
; Total during-program average 46.7 37.2 9.5% 25.5
£
§ Black male
! School~-year average 43.0 21.2 271.8%%% 102.8
: Summer average 46.5 34.4 12, 1%** 35.2
: Total during-program average 44.1 25.6 18.5%** 72.3
; Hispanic male
0
o© School-year average 51.3 47.9 3.4 7.1
oo Summer average 55.1 50.0 5.1 10.2
~ ’ : Total during-program average 52.6 58.6 4.0 8.2
{ White female
' ? | o | -
N School-year average 29.1 25.3 3.8 15.0
! Summer average : ) 3.8 29.5 1.3 4.4
‘ Total during-program average 29.6 © 2647 2.9 10.9
Black female
| school-year average 38.5 13.8 24.7%%* T 179.0
" Summer average .39.0 . 23.3 15, 7%%k% =" 67.4
- , S E Total during-program average w 38.7 1.0 21, 7%%*% 127.6
‘:K : . § ' .
. o
!
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PTable 5.7. (Continued)

Estimated pilot
site ratio in

Program effect as
a percent of ratio

RO SRR B Lo Uy

P A S s 2 g o AT

Pilot site the absence of Prograg in the absence of : B
. a =
ratio the program effect the program i
Hispanic female  £
§
School~year average 33.3 30.3 3.0 2.9 ;g' '
Summer average 41.8 27.3 14.5%* 53.1 %
Total during-program average 36.2 29.3 6.9% 23.5 i
2
. i
White /
|
School~year average 37.0 29.4 7.6%% 25.9
Summer average 38.1 34.9 3.2 9.2
Total during-~program ayverage 37.4 31.2 6.2% 19.9
Black
School~-year average 40.7 17.3 23, 4%%% 135.3
Summer average 42.6 28.7 13,9%%% 48.4
Total during=-program average 41.3 211 20.2%%% 95.7
Hispanic
School-year average 41.8 38.3 3.5 9.1 ‘ T
Summer average  48.0 38.1 9.9% 26.0 o :
Total during-program average 43.8 38.2 5.6 14.7 c 0
. ‘.4
. A
A
- % ‘ G : 3 ‘ . ot '

;‘ g’ i¢.’f;j:.i :;  i;i? ;¥;?ﬂ;’1   J“ j?E%;fff;  FQ&i,l



e ———r— ———

e e kbl

¥
= Table 5.7. {Continued)
¢ Estimated pilot Program effect as
i site ratio in a percent of ratio
§, Pilot site the absence_of Progr - in the absence of
%‘ ratioc the program effect ~ the program
g.
3
% )
i Male
;‘k
% Scheool-~year average ) 44.2 26.7 17.5%%* 65.5
: Summer average & 47.4 37.6 9.8%%* 26.1
P Total during-program ayerage 45.3 30.3 15, 0*** 49.5
§ Female
% School-year average 36.9 17.3 19.6%%* 113.3
Summer average 38.4 24.7 13, 7%** 55.5
i Total during-program average 37.4 19.8 17.6%%* 88.9
;
&This is a regression-adjusted, comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average peréonal charac~
. teristics and preprogram employment. Means of the right-hand-side variables and regression
r *  coefficient estimates are reported in Appendix B. I
bThis is the difference between columns 1 and 2, with statistical significance computed from the
" t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient.
“These are averages of the period-specific ratios weighted by the length of each period.
* = gignificant at the 10 percent level. ' '
** = gignificant at the 5 percent level.
*** = gignificant 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

r 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*récall Figure 5.1.)

The other statistically significant effects are for white males

during the school year and for Hispanic females during 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 more diffi-

cult to find during the school year than during the summer. The absence of

a statistically significant effect for white females is als¢ understand-

able-~these youths were,ﬁhe 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

understocd 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,

finding employment in the absence of the program;

Net Job Creation

experienced particular difficulty

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 YIEPP(ﬁfogram employment. The net job creation rate measures the

I : 4
efficiency with'which the YIEPP employment effect was achieved. If this

e i
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rate were equal/éo itQEEEXimum attainable value, 1.0, every YIEPP job hour
would have ledlE37a 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 been 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 ;mbvided employment that would not have been
otherwise available. Thig is a straightforward 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 43.5
percent, leading to an overall dJduring-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-
ment.

The second panel of this table shows school-year private sector
employment with a net job creation rate of 52.8 percent, 14 boints below
the overall school-year average. During the summer, net private sector job
creation fell to 26.6 percent, leading to an overall ptivate sector
average of 44.9 percent. By contrast, net public sector job creation
waé 80.2 percent during the school‘year and 54.6 perce;t during the summer,
for a public sector average of 71.5 percent.

pPut 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

Program Effect - Program
on Employment/ Employment/  Net Job
Populgtion Populgtion Creation
Ratio Ratio Rate
A. Totalﬁggployment
School year
Fall 1978 21.1 28.9 73.0
Spring 1979 23.0 31.7 72.6
Fall 1979 15.5 26.1 59.4
Spring 1980 15.7 26.1 60.2
Schoonl=~-year average ) 18.9 28.3 66.8
Summer
Summer 1978 14.6 28.4 51.4
Summer ¥ . 10.8 31.8 34.0
Summer 158 10.1 21.1 47.9
Summer averaged 11.8 27.1 43.5
Total duripg—program
average 16.6 27.9 59.5
‘B. Private Sector Employment
School year
Fall 1978 3.7 6.0 61.7
Spring 1979 4.5 7.6 59.2
Fall 1979 3.2 7.5 42.7
Spring 1980 3.6 7.5 48.0
School-~year averaged 3.8 7.2 52.8
Summer
Summer 1978 0.9 4.6 19.6
Summer 1979 - 0.1 7.7 - 1.3
Summer 1980 4.3 7.0 61.4
Summer averagel 1.7 6.4 26.6
Total duripg-program
ave'rageu 6.9 44 .9
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Table 5.8.

{Continued)

Program Effect

Program
on Employment/ Employment/ Net Job
Pqpylgtlon Population Creation
Ratio Ratio Rate®
C. Public Sector Employment
School‘zear
Fal} 1978 17.5 20.1 87.1
Spring 1979 18.3 21.8 83.9
Fall 1979 12.3 16.2 75.9
Spring 1980 12.1 16.4 73.8
School-year averaqed 15.0 18.7 : 80.2
Summer
Summer 1978 13.4
. 20.5 65.4
Summer 1979 - 10.7 21.8 ~ 49.1
Summer 1980 5.9 12.8 46.1
Summer Averaged 10.0 18.3 54.6
Total during-program -
averzge ‘ 13.3 18.6 71.5

a
Reported in Tables 5.3 and 5.6.

b . . &
This is the employment/population ratio in brogram jobs; the
éverage number of weeks spent by eligible youths in proérﬁ
Jobg during each period dividedﬁby the number of weeks in éh t
Period. These ratios have been calculated from the data al .
used for the analyses reported in Chapter 3. ) >

c :
Column 1 divided by column 2.

These arelaverages of the period-specific ratios reported
above, weighted by the length of each period.

0
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2.23 such jobs had to be created in-the private sector to employ one YIEPP
participant.1 ;

The message for policy seems clear. Private sector placements may
lead to better postprogram outcomes than public sector placements, but
private sector placements are achieved at a higher cost to the program
budget because of displacement. There is a tradeoff between higher gquality
jobs (closer to "real" jobs rather thah "make-work") and net Jjob creation.
(See also Ball and Wolfhagen (1981); Diaz and Ball (1982); and Welch et al.
forthcoming.)

Program Effects on Labor Force -Participation, Employment, and Unemploy-
ment Rates '

Table 5.9 displays labor force participation, employment, and
unemployment rates for pilot and cogtrol sites in the pre~program and
during-program periods. Thé labox fofée participation rate is the percent
of days employed or looking for work, and the employment and unemployment
rates are, respecti&ely, the share of these days spent at each activity.
The general impression 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 negatiQe

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 stétistically significant at

better than the 1 percent level. This represents Ah increment of 4?
} 1

\
percent over the labor force participation rate expecyéd in the absence of
the program. )
As the table also shows, employment rate effects afe large and

positive, averaging 19.7 percentage points duringrthe_school year and 11.7

percentagé points during the summer, for an overall average of 16.9 percen-.

tage points, an increment of§53 percent over the level expeéted in the

absencedof YIEPP. : .

$

it

, e‘2.23 figure, for example, is calculated as follows: 100.0/44p9 =
2.23. : . ‘ .
&5
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Table 5.9. Average Labor Force Participation, Employment,
and Unemployment Rates, by Pilot or Control Site and Period

Labor force Employmgnt Unemploygent Sample
participation rate rate rate Size

Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control

-3

Lo §
Preprogram

Spring 1977 9.5 11.3 9.8 12.4 90.2 87.6 2,778 1,255
Summer 1977 35.7 39.8 29.7 35.4 70.3 64.6 2,778 1,255
Fall 1977 14.0 16.0 18.6 20.6 81.4 79.4 2,778 1,255
. d

During—=program '
Summer 1978 49.2 34.9 50.1 35.5 49.9 64.5 2,353 1,075
Fall 1978 46.7 27.2 45.2 24.1 . 54.8 75.9 2,652 1,188
Spring 1979 50.9 29.8 50.0 27.3 50.0 72.7 2,605 1,154
Summer 1979 54.6 43.3 53.7 45.0 46.3 55.0 2,362 1,015
Fall 1979 50.7 38.0 44.4 28.5 55.6 71.5 2,107 930
Spring 1980 52.8 38.8 48.5 32.9 51.5 67.1 2,000 890
Summer 1980 55.2 45.9 50.4 40.2 49.6 59.8 1,685 718
Summarze ‘
Preprogram
School-year P w7

average 11.5 13.4 20.7 25.0 79.3 75.0 _— -—
Summer average 35.7 39.8 29.7 35.4 70.3 €4.6 . —— —
Total preprogram

average 17.6 20.1 - 32.9 39.3 67.1 - 60.7 — —

During-program

School-year

average 50.5 33.6 47.3 28.4 52.7 71e67 7 e _—
Summer average 52.9 41.3 51.3 40.2 48.6 59.7 — _—
Total during=-program o7 N

average 51.3 36.2 48.6 32,3 -51.4 67.6 ——— ——

éThe labor force participation rate is the number of weeks either émployed or looking
‘for work during a particular period, divided by the total number of weeks in that
period. Unadjusted pilot and control site averages are reported in this table.

bThe employment rate is the number of weeks employed during a particular period,
divided by the number of weeks in the labor force (employed or looking for work)
during that period. ’

cThe unemployment rate is the number of weeks looking for work during a particular
period, divided by the number of weeks in the labor force during that period.

dPreprogram unemployment (and, consequently, labor 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 who were enrolled in school were assumed to be not 8
‘looking for work. BAs a result, when other things are equal, our during-program
unemployment will be:measured as higher than preprogram unemployment. However,
since this will be true in both pilot and control sites in the preprogram period,

it introduces no bias into program effect estimates. ) ‘

®These are averages of the peridd—specific rates reported above, weighted by the
length of-each period. ,
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Table 5.10.

Program Effects on Labor Force Participation,

Employment, and Unemployment Rates

Estimated.pilot
site rate in the

Program effect as

a percent of ratio

Sample Pilot site absenceaof the Progra in the absence of

size rate program ' effect the program
A. Labor force participation rate® A
School year
Fall 1978 3,840 46.7 26.5 L 20.,2%%* ~ 76.2
Spring 1979 3,759 50.9 29.1 21.8%%* 74.9
Fall 1979 3,037 50.7 37.7 13.0%%** 34.5
Spring 1980 2,890 52.8 38.2 14.6%** 38.2

Ty

School-year average — 50.5 33.0 17.5%** 53.0
Summer S
Summer 1978 3,428 49.2 34.4 14.8%%* 43.0
Summexr 1979 , 3,377 54.6 43.0 11.6%*%% 27.0
Summer 1980 2,403 55.2 45.2 10.0%** 22.1
Summer average — 53.0 40.9 12, 1*%% ‘29.6
Total during-program averaged — 51.3 35.6 15, 7k** 44.1
B. Employment ratec
School year
Fall 1978 3,840 45.2 23.4 21.8%%% 93.2
Spring 1979 3,759 50.0 26.2 23.8%%% 90.8
Fall 1979 3,037 44.4 ¢ 27.9 16.5%*¥* 59.1
Spring 1980 . 2,890 48.5 32.2 16.3%** 5.6
School-year averaged —— 47.3 27.6 19, 7**%% . 71.4
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Table 5.10. (Zsntinued) y
AR Estimated pilot Program effect as
; site rate in the a percent of ratio
! Sample Pilot site absenceaof the ~ Progra in thg absence of
: ' size rate program " éffect ‘the program
i Summer - .. ..
% Summer 1978 3,428 50.1 34.7 15.4%%* 44.4
1 Summer 1979 3,377 53.7 44.9 8. 8%** 19.6
i Summexr 1980 2,403 50.4 39.6 10.8%**% 27.3
? Summer averaged ——— 51.4 39.7 11.7%%% 29.5
I . :
’ g Total during=-program averqged e 48.6 31.7 16.,9%** 53.3
! C. Unemployment rate®
: Fall 1978 - 3,840 54.8 76.6 —21.8%%% -28.5
: Spring 1979 3,759 50.0 73.8 —23.8%%* -32.2
s Fall 1979 , 3,037 55.6 72.1 =16, 5%*% -22.9
y o Spring 1980 2,890 51.5 67.8 -16.3%*% -24.0
i (]
% School-year averaged ——— 52.7 72.4 =19, T*%* -27.2
i Summer
Z Summer 1978 3,428 49.9 65.3 ~15.4%** -23.6 -
i Summer 19279 3,377 46.3 55.1 - 8.8%*%% -16.0
§ Summer. 1980 2,403 v 49.6 60.4 ~10.8%** -17.9
! Summex averaged ~—- 48.6 60.3 =11, Tk’ -19.4
ﬁ;rﬂmqwl E ' ; Total'during-prog;am avergged —— ; 51.4 N 68.3 =16.9%%% -24.7
; 3/P5ee notes to Table 5.2. .
! Csee notes 1-4 of Table 5.9. ’
dThese are averages of the.pgriod—specific rates reported above, weighted by the length of each
period. ’ : ' 8
’ *** = gignificant at the 1 percent level. R T I e s R S PR
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A Unemployment.1

Since the employment and unemploYment rates must
always sum to 1.0, any program effect 6n one of these quantities 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 unemploymeﬁﬁ 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 pérticipation raﬁe 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 increasge 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, unenployment rate effects
change by equal and opposite amounts.) 7

When Denver and Pheoenix are excluded, school-year labor force
participation rate effects increase to 22.7 percentaée points, and summer
labor force participation rate effects increase to 17.7 percentage points,
while school-year employment 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.

1Note 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 w<ate between pilot and the comparison sites
should, however, be free of bias.
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; Table 5.11. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, Employment. and t
gi Unemployment Rates for thé 15—~ to 16-Year—old Cohort, Separately by Period
% Estimated pilot Program effect as
o site rate in the a percent of rate
§ Sample Pilot site absenceaof the Progr in the absence of
i size rate program effect the program
E A. Labor force participation rate _ »
b School year
! .
i Fall 1978 = 2,005 43.0 20.3 22, Thx 111.8 l
{ Spring 1979 2,053 47.8 25.0 22,8k%% 91.2 :
% Fall 1979 1,920 51.0 35.0 16.0%** 45.7 §
17 Spring 1980 1,914 53.4 36.7 16.7%** 45.5 ]
N i
. )? School-year averagec - 49.0 29.4 19.6%%* 66.7 §
J
{ Summer %
; N Summer 1978 1,515 47.5 30.2 17, 3%%% 57.3 i
% w Summer 1979 1,980 53.9 41.5 . 12, 4%%% 29.9
‘ : Summer 1980 1,685 55.7 44.5 11, 2%%% 25.2
Summer averagec ——— 52.4 38.7 13, 7%%% 35.4 k! ;
Total during-program averagec —— 50.1 '32.5 17.6%**% 54.2
B. Employment rate s .
i
‘ i
School year
Fall 1978 2,005 42.0 17.4 24.6%*% . 141.4
! Spring 1979 2,053 47.2 22,2 25.0%%* 112.6
: Fall 1979 1,920 46.0 26.0 20.0%%* 76.9
P . Spring 1980 1,914 © 51.0 30.6 20.4%%* 66.7
'ﬁ~» i School-year average4 - 46.8 24,3 22. 5%k 92.6
ﬁi 3 e
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? 2 - Estimated pilot Program effect as
: \ site rate in the a percent of rate
g‘ Sample Pilot site absenceaof the  Progr in the absence of
é‘ size rate program effect the program
i Summer
Summer 1978 1,515 48.6 | 31.8 16, 8%** 52.8
o Summer 1979 : 1,980 54.2 46.6 T Eh*% . 16.3
- Summer 1980 . 1,685 52.3 39.2 13, fhxs 33.4
i ‘
¥
13 Summer averaged —— 51.7 39.2 12, GHkw 31.9
d i Total durintj?-program'averaged ——— 48.5 . 29.3 19, 2%%x 65.5
Lo 7 ‘ " -
B C. Unemployment rate I
i ‘
5 School year
; Fall 1978 : 2,005 - 58.0 82.6 —24,6%%*  -29.8
N Spring 1979 2,053 52.8 ; 77.8 =25,0%%* -32.1
. Fall 1979 1,920 , 54.0 74.0 =20.,0%%% ©. =27.0
i > Spring 1980 , 1,914 49.0 69.4 ~20, 4%** -29.4
w ' :
: School-year average“ —_— 53.2 75.7 —22,5%x* -29.7
5 Summer
Summer 1978 . 1,515 - 51.4 68.2 ~16.8%*% -24.6
Summer 1979 ' 1,980 45.8 53.4 - T.ok*¥ -14.2
T Summer Y980 ; 1,685 47.7 - 60.8 =13, 1*** -21.5
Spmﬁer aVeraged —— 48.3 : 60.8 =12,5%%% . -20.6
Total during-program averaged —— 51.5 70.7 =19, 2%%* -27.2
s ' z 3:PsCsee notes to Table 5.3. o < ' i »
g d'I'hese are averages of the periodrspecific rates reported above, weighted by the length of
] each period. ’
*** = gignificant at the 1 percent level.
o s - ORI i e o o
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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.
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, ahd unemployment rate effects are small,
and not statistically significant for Denver. The other three sites show
strong, positive and similar effects, the only departure from the pattern
of previous results reported on the employment/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 A5.6, A5.7, and A5.8, very large and positive effects
are found for black females and black males, with strong effects also for

Hispanic females during 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 cont;gl sites), period-specific employment/popu-
lation ratios for youths employed at all during a particular period are

guite high--in the 60 to 70 percent range. In the pilot sites during the

program these ratios increase by an additional 5 to 10 pefcentage points.

This suggests that +the principal YIEPP employment effect acts +through .

increasing the rate of transition from the "not employed” to thé "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 pfo&ram, Table A5.11 in Appendix
A suggests that these are minimal or nonexistent. buriné the program

period, in both pilot and control sites, during the school year and the

134

Similarly, when these effects are examined separately
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summer, median wage %ates are close ﬁo the minimum wage, with little
evidence of an effect‘aﬁé 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 pdpulation youths age into their post-
program period, ‘greater wage variation will be evidenced. This will be

explored in the Final Report to be completed in 1983.

Comparison with United States Average Employment and Unemployment Statistics

As is well known, employment and labor force activity rates often

differ significantly dcross surveys, particularly for youths. (See Freeman

and Medoff (1982).) In the interests of comparing our survey results with

the Current Population Survey results used 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 12th
day of October, 1978. From this we computed pilot and control site
employment/population ratios for race/sex groups. Then, among youths not
‘employed according to this measure, we counted as unemployed all those who
reported looking for work during this or any of the preqéding four weeks.
From this we computed pilot and control site unemployment/population

ratios for race/sex groupé. (For a description of this methodology as

applied by the Bureau of Tabor Statistics, see the Appendix to any issue of

Employment and Earnings.) Our results, along with those of the BLS, are

reported in Table 5.12.
Comparing our control site results with BLS calculations of United
States averages, we find generally the same race/sex pattern but different

overall levels in the two sets of results. That is, both Ve and the BLS
£ind the highest employment/population ratios for white males, followed
in order by white females, black males, and black females. For unemploy-—
ment/population ratios the order is reversed; the highest rates are for
black females, followed by black males, white females, and white males.
(We figd‘higher uﬁempléyment for white females than for white males,

Ohowevér, whereas the BLS finds the reverse.)
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Table 5.12. Employment/Population and Unempioyment/Population

Ratios for 16- to 19-year-old Youths by Race and Sex:
YIEPP Sample and United States Averages for
October 1978 !

B ) White Black White Black7‘

males males females females §
' ., a

Employment ratio
Pilot sites 47.4 41.9 29.2 - 38.7
Control sites 31.4. 18.6 20.9 10.6
United States //? 54.9 28.1 48.7 22,1

7

f
Unemployment ratioa *k\
Pilot sites ) 29.3 31.6 27.3.\ 29.7
Control sites ) 18.6 41.4 28,7 . 45.6
United States 8.5 12.4 7.4 13.4

Note:

a .
Because these employment/population and unemployment/
‘population ratios have been specially calculated using

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.

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 Earnings. For
blacks we use the statistics for "black and other."

a methodology designed to maximize comparability with
national (CPS) statistics, 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
ratio; employment rate = (employment/population ratio)/
labor force participation rate; unemployment rate =
(unemployment/population ratio)/labor force participa-
tion rate. ’
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Our control site employment/population ratios are from 10 to 28
percentage points lower than those reported by the BLS, whereas our control
site unemployment/population 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. Wo doubt, however, they also contain at least some
residual ‘differences associated with different survey and measurement

methodologies}
Summary

The results of this chapfer confirm that YIEPP exerted a very
strong positive effect on the employment of target population youths in the
sites where it was implement@d. On average, the percent of time employed

)

{employment/population ratlo) by these youths durlqg the school year

.increased from 21.5 to 40 4 percent, an 18.9 percentawe point increase

that represents én 1ncrement of 87.9 percent over the ratlo expected in the
absence of the program. During the summer, YIEPP increased the percent of
time employed from 30.9 to 42.7 percent, an 11.8 percentage point increase
representing an increment of 38.2 percent over the ratio expected in the
absence of the program. Overall, YIEPP increased employment from 24.6 to
41.2 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, theSe,gffects on 15- to 16-year-old youths suggest that
an ongoing national program will have ‘large and significant employment

effects on disadvantaged youth. i
YIEPP significantly increased private as well és public sector
employment, although the public sector effects are very mﬁéh the larger.
Employment effects are strongest foﬁibgack females and black males,
and' are not statistically significant for whitékfemales.

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 aﬁ overall average of 59.5 percent. That
is, 1.68 jobs had to bé identified or:created in ordexr to emplo? one YIEPP

participant. This measure of program job creation efficiency results
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as a weighted average of significantly higher efficien
public sector jobs,

cy in the creation of

and significantly lower efficiency in the creation of

‘private j i
sector jobs. Average net job creation rates were 44.9 percent in

the i
private sector, and 71.5 Percent in the public sector Of course
14

{progr i z i
bProgram requlations ang competing programs) of the demonstration.

YIEPP strongly increased pilot site labor forc
employment rates,

Overall,

€ participation andg
and strongly decreased pilot site unemployment rates.

th isi
€ Provision of a guaranteed federal minimum wage job for youths

meeti i
Ng Pprogram reguirements decreased job search by target populatio
» , n

out i \
y hs in the 1labor force from 70.7 to 51.5 percent, a 19.2 Percentage

Point decrease that represents 27.2 percent of the rate in the
the program.

dbsence of

Fi .
inally, YIEPP exerted little discernible effect on wage rateg

during the program period.

In ' i
sum, YIEPP succeeded in dramatically increasing the employment

experi i
Xpeérience of target population youths. The extent to which this experi

ence t i iti
ranslated into Positive Postprogram effects on employment and

earnings will(be investigated in the Final Report

138

ot st it
T T o

ST

Ees g e

w-!.a"sgj‘ IR A

CHAPTER 6

PROGRAM EFFECTS 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

typically at the federal minimum wage, have been

1960s.

employment programs,
implefented under many rubrics relatively continuously since the
Such programs have occasionally involved employment during the school vear,
but rarely with explicit attention to the potentially negativé gchool
a youth subminimum

enrollment effects of such employment.1 The second,

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, will most likely result in
as will be seen below,

reduced schcol enrollment.3 In direct contrast,

YIEPP reverses this effect-—-inducing youths to remain in or return to

school even while saturating the demand for jobs by these youths.

1Programs that provided subsidized -mployment to youths during the school
year include the Neighborhood Youth Corps, the Youth Conservation Corps,
and the Youth Employment and Training Program.

A
“Exceptions include Welch (1974) and Mincer (1978).

31n 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 proxy 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 program, also found strong positive effects on both employment and
high school graduation (Mallar et al. (1982)). .

139




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 period, we then
compute the percent of days the youth spent in each of the following school
and work states: enrolled and employed, enrolled and not employed, not
enrolled and employed, not enrolled and not employed. These variables for
the during-program eligibility period form the dﬁtcome 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
pexcent 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 Table 6.1.)
Fourteen percent of sample youths were not enrolled and not employed, and
iC percent of sample youths were both enrolled and employed. That is,
without 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 fIEPP.
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Table 6.1. Program Effects on the Percentage of Program-Eligible
Time Spent in Different School and Employment States

o A 2

Program effect as
a percent of the

; Estimated pilbt site percentage in the

ST

0 R R L

Percentage of program- Pilot site percentage in the ; c absence of the -
eligible time spent: percentage absence of the program Program effect program
b3 .
. Enrolled, employed 23.2 10.0 13,2%%% 132.0
/,/7 ]\\\\
¢ - Enrolled, not employed 28.2 38.0 - 9.gk¥* - 25.8
Is
; Not enrolled, employed 16.3 | 14.2 2.1 14.8
i Not enrolled, not employed 32.3 37.8 - B.5*k% - 14.6
Note: The sample includes youths who have completed all three waves of the Local Field Survey. N=4033.

&
)

P

Lvi

% youth's program—eligible period begins with January 1978 or the date he turns .16, whichever comes later,
and ends with his graduation date, the date he turns 20, or the date of the Wave III in

comes first.

This is a regression-adjusted comparison site mean, fit at pilot site average personal characteristics and
preprogram percentages of time spernt in the school/employment states.

see the text of Chapter 2.
reported in Appendix A.

s

Cov s o . : : . s s s el Cois
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.

**%* = significant at the 1 percent level.

e

P

N

=

texview, whichever

For a discussion of this methodology

‘Means of the right hand side variables and the coefficient estimates are \

o

R
= .

R S
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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 9.8 percentage points; and time spent not enrolled and 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 previousiy 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 Eeriod; youths already involved in the

desired program activity (joint school and work) prior
to the program. g

- 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 progrﬁm 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

AT

Percentage of program-

Pilot site

Estimated pilot site.
percentage in the

Program effect as
a percent of the
percentage in the
absence of the

i eligible time spent: percentags absence of the program Program effect program
{ A. Youths primarily enrolled and
employed in the preprogram
period (N=194)
; Enrolled, employed 36.9 26.2 10.7*%* 40.8
: Enrolled, not employed 24.6 27.7 - 3.1 - 11.2
Not enrolled, employed 19.3 20.8 - 1.5 7.2
& Not enrolled, not employed 19,35 25.3 - B - 24.1
B. Youths primarily ehrolled and
not employed in the preprogram
period (N=2,995)
f o Enrolled, employed 26.5 9.9 16.6%** 167.7
: Enrolled, not employed 33.6 46.8 =13.2%%* - 28.2
g Not enrolled, employed 14.2 11.8 7 2.4%%% 20.3
Not enrolled, not employed 25.7 31.5 ‘ : - 5.gk%* - 18.4
. .
o

s g g5 o 5 R
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Table 6.2. (Continued)
Program effect as
a percent of the
: : Estimated pilot site percentage in the
Percentage of program- Pilot site percentage in the absence of the
eligible time spent: percentage absence of the program Program effect program
C. Youths primarily not enrolled

and employed in the preprogram

period (N=147)

Enrolled, employed 4.8 4.4 0.4' 9.1
Enrolled, not employed 6.3 5.9 0.4 . " 6.8
Not enrolled, employed 48.1 51.8 - 3.7 - 7.1
Not enrolled, not employed 40.8 | 37.9 . 2.9 7.7

Youths primarily not enrolled

and not employed in the pre-

program period (N=697)

Enrolled, employed 8.3 - 4.6 ‘ 3.7%*% 80.4
Enrolled, not employed" 9.4 9.9 - 0.5 - 5.1
Not enrclled, employed | 18.7 ' 15.4 m,‘“3.3* 21.4
. Not “enrolled, not employed és.sﬂ 70.1 S -5 -o.3

See notes to Table 6.1. "A youth's preproéram period begins with Janvary, 1977 and ends with December, 1977

or the date the youth turns 16, whichever comes later. The primary school/employment state in the prepro-
period ‘is the '

gram

>

¥
*dkk

i

\significant
significant
significant

RS

state in which the youth spent most of his or her time.

at the 10 percent level.
at the 5 percent level.
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 (2), 16.6 percentage points fox
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 vélue for
previoﬁéi§ 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
on’ this hard core group is noteworthy as an indication of the program's
ability to reach the most critical group in the target population.\ 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——gengrally
shows a negative program effect, but this is statistically significan£ only
in panel B and represents appropriate behavior relative to. the YIEPP
design. Not surprisingly, among youths primarily enrolled and employed in
the preprogram 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 B and 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 consequénce 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 anduemployed
by 13.2 percentage points--and decreased the percent of time enrolled and
not employed, as well as not enrolleé 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 stgguses, 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 (EIS)
and Local Field Survey (LFS) Measures of Program Participation

Ever a participant in YIEPP, Spring 1978 through Summer 1979:%

According to LFS:©

No i Yes
Accord%ng to program - No 43.7 4.9
(EIS):
6.9 44.5 51.4
Yes
49.4 100.0

8he sample includes pilot site youths who were ever program-eligible,

Spring 1978 through Summer 1979, and who completed the first two waves
of the local field survey (N = 3,219).

Sample members were considered participants if they were enrolled

in the YIEPP management information system (EIS) and worked at a program
jobo .

Participants are youths reporting that a job they held (for at

| least two weeks) was sponsored by YIEPP or had school per formance
‘ requirements such as those imposed by the program.
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Table A3.2. Program Participation Rates by Race, Sex and Period

Spring Summer Fall Spring Summex Fall Spring Summer

1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980

Male 23,7 32.8 31.9 . 35.5 37.2 28. 1 30.1 . 28.3
(980) (1,092)  (1,234) (1,219) (1,117)  (1,017) (964) (819)

Female 25.8 33.9 36.5 39.8 40.3 31.7 33.9 28.5
(1,152) (1,261)  (1,418)  (1,386) (1,245)  (1,090)  (1,036) (866)

White 7.9 9.5 12.5 13.9 10.5 9.3 10.6 10.1
(241) (262) (289) (281) (247) (227) (208) (168)

Black 28.0 . 37.9 39.0 42.4 44.0 34.3 37.1 32.8
(1,670) +,(1,847)  (2,084)  (2,059) (1,865)  (1,657)  (1,579) (1,324)

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)

White male 7.8 12.3 15.8 14.3 11.5 9.3 10.4 10. 1
(102) (114) (127) (126) (113) (107) (96) (79)

White female 7.9 7.4 9.9 13.6 9.7 9.2 10.7 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) (978) (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:

note to Table 3.1 for

These figures include

definitions.

youths from all four pilot sites.
youths ever holding a program job in a particular period divided by the number program-eligible.
Numbers of eligible youths are shown in parentheses-.

The program participation rate is number of
See
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Table A3.3. Estimates of Annual Program Participation
in an Ongoing Program

A. Estimated egperiences of a cohort of 1,000 youths aging through
the program

Wumber of
full~time
For the year Number of Yumber of equivalent
starting at age eligibles participantsc participants
16 1,000 573 369
17 992 534 361
18 732 272 178
19 568 103 58

B. With cohorts of equal size, a popuéation of 1,000 youths age 16
through 19 would have an estimated

number of eligibles per year 823
number of participants per year 3T

nurher of full-time equivaiéﬁt participants
per year 242

Estimated from actual participation rates for eligible youths,
by cohort, for the two years beginning in Fall 1978, as follows

Age of youth in Fall 1978 - Fall 1979 -~
Fall 1978 Summer 1979 Summer 1980
Participants/
eligibles

16 57.3 51.5

17 56.0 34.6

18 39.6 18.1
Full time equiva-
lent participants/
eligibles:

16 36.9 34.1

17 38.7 22.1

18 26.5 10.2

a . :
All estimates are based upon three site averages, excluding

Denver, using the sample of youths completing all three waves
of the local field survey.

bEstimated from the cohort of youths turning 16 in Fall 1977,
using the proportions of youths who had not graduated from
high school or completed the GED in Fall. 1978, Fall 1979 and
Fall 1980.

®To simulate the number of participants for a cohort aging
through the program (column 3 in panel A), the following
participants/eligibles rates were multiplied times the
number of eligibles in column 2: 16 year olds -~ 57.3,

17 year olds - 53.8 (average of 51.5 and 56.0), 18 year
olds = 37.1 (average of 34.6 and 39.6) and 19 year olds -
18.1.  The following full-time equivalent participants/
eligibles rates were mu%tiplied by the number of eligibles
to form column 4: 16 year olds -~ 36.9, 17 year olds - 36.4
(average of 34.1 and 38.7), 18 year olds - 24.3 (average of
22.1 and 26.5), and 19 year olds ~ 10.2.

91f the cohorts are of equal size, the numbers of eligibles

and participants are the sum of the columns in panel A divided
by 4.
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Table A4.1. School Enrollment Rates for the 16= to 19-year—old

Youths by Race and Sex: YIEPP Sample and
United States Averages for October 1978

Pilot Control Inite
sites sites states
i le 46.0 34.8 65.0
White ma (115) 102)
67.4 59.4 73.1
Black male 3564 324)
49.8 56.9
Hispanic male 51.9 4 .
(120) (56)
33.4 58.8
White female 45.6 :
{154) (115)
68!2 57.3 65.0
Black female (1024) (118)
i j 51.3 50.5 53.8
Hispanic female 15 T) 50)

A

Note:

The school enrollment rate is def%ned as the ﬁercezzzgi

of youths without a high school dlploma.or GE cZFffer_
cate who are enrolled in school. To adjust f;; i °r
ences in the age distribution between the YIE ; sar::lprates
and the United States population, school enroltien16 =
were calculated separately by year of age (by : 18 e
17 and 18 to 19 age groups for the U.S. data) an v g

@ The sample includes youths who have comple?ed all t?ree
waves éf the local field survey- Sample sizes are 1in
parentheses.

bUnited States rates were calculated from the dazz 12r22e
Current Population Reports (U.S. Department of mm '

Bureau of the Census), Series P-20, Nos. 333, 346, and

365.
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Table RA4.2. Total School Enrollment Rates '
by Site, Race and Sex 1
: ‘ ? Pable A4.3. Total School Enrollment Rates
Pré Duri | for the 15- to 16-year—old Cohort by Site, Race and Sex
eprogram ring-program i 5 _
Pall 1977 Fall 1978 Fall 1979 :
Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control | Preprogram During-program
| Fall 1977 Fall 1978 Fall 1979
1 4.2 9 ) 73.6 66 1 56.7 | Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control
All youths 84. 80. 3. .0 61.2 6. i
(2,778) (1,255) (2,652) (1,188) (2,107) {9230) 5
7 9.4
w 96.3 95.7 88.2 82.3 75.7 6
! All youths
D /Ph i 79.1 76.2 67.0 63.7 52.2 47.8 l Y (1,435) (648) (1,377) (628) (1,322) (598)
enver/Phoenix . . . . . . i
(487) (185) (475) (179) (372) (134) &
. .6
; 95.5 91.8 88.0 79.2 69.9 63
Cincinnati/Louisville 83.1  73.9 72.5  55.5 62.7 506 Denver/Fhoenix (243)  (98) (241)  (96)  (229)  (88)
(692)  (456) (658)  (427) (541)  (340) §
, 2 o . I 88.6 73.2 78.8 61.0
Baltimore/Cleveland 86.2  89.3 74.7  73.4 64.1  63.4 ? Cincinnati/Louisvilie figi, ?géi) (351)  (216)  (339)  (213)
(1,060) (317) (1,002) (297) (794) (243) E ’
! 6. 92.3 76.4 78.6
Mississippi 86. 1 85.5 78.9  75.4 62.0  64.3 § Baltimore/Cleveland ?Z;g) ??;2, ?503) (156) (491)  (154)
{539) (297) {517) (285) (400) (213) %
75.5
ot s 95.7 95.1 91.6 86.9 75.7
Migsissippi
iss PP (299)  (164) (285)  (160) (263)  (143)
Male , 86.0 83.2 72.7 €6.1 58.9 59.0 :
B (1,290) (577) (1,234) (542) {1,017) (446)
69 ° 8
, 97.1  97.4 87.0  81.4 73.5
Female 82.6 78.9 74.3 65.9 63.3 54.6 ! Male (656) (302) (632) (290) (627) (285)
(1,488) (678) (1,418) (646) (1,090) (484) ﬁ
% 4.2 89.3 83.1 7707 69-0
Wh 69 4 56 4 7 | = (779)  (346) (745)  (338), (695)  (313)
ite «0 66 . .8 4.5 42.7 27.8 i
(303) (250) (289) (236) (227) (180)
, . 89.4 90.2 81.0 62.5 0.4
Black 87.4 85.8 77.8 73.4 66.1 66.2 R Rt White (151)  (123) (147)  (120) (139)  (110)
(2,190) (883) (2,084) (833) (1,657) (656) .
‘ i 78.3
, . 97.5 98.1 90.2 89.3 79.5
Hispanic 75.4 74.6 59.1 57.1 44.0 45.7 ‘ j Black (1,147) {464) (1,095) (448) (1,051) (429)
(285)  (122) (279)  (119)..  (223) (94) o2 | .
. 7 fi : 59.3
. . 94.2 88.5 80.0 70.0 61.4
v Hispanic 0 (132) (59)
o ‘ . ‘ (137) (61) (135) (60)
Note: Percent of youths enrolled at all in a program leading to a regular . |
high school diploma or GED certificate. The sample includes youths B i
i ! i i a regular
f Notes Fercent of youths enrolled at a1 in 8 progran lesding <o & remila:
e -g. or e.p gr u g € perlod in qu Lon. er o : high school diploma or GED certificate. The §amp e
eligible youths in parentheses. : who have completed three waves of the local field survey. who wa;e
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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Table A4.4. Program Effects on Enxollment, Dropout, and
Return-to=-School Rates for the 15— to 16-year—old Cohort
{Excluding the Denver and Phoenix Sites)

Estimated
‘ pilot site
rate in the

Program effect as
percent of rate

Sample ~ Pilot site absence of Program in the absence of
size rate the program effect the program

Total school enrollment rates:

Fall 1978 : 1655 88.3 84.6 . 3.7%% 4.4

Fall 1979 1591 76.8 73.6 3.2% 4.3
Dropout rates:

Fall 1978 - 1593 9.3 12.5 - 3.2%* -25.6

Fall 1979 1365 16.0 15.6 0.4 2.6
Return-to=school rates:

Fall 1978 62 26.7 6.5 20.2* 310.7

Fall 1979 226 26.8 14.3 12.5%% 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.

*

i

significant at the 10 percent level.

** = gignificant at the 5 percent level.
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Table Ad4.5. Program Effects on Total School Enrollment in
Fall 1978 and Fall 1979 for the 15— to 16-Year-old Cohort

Pilot site total school enrollment rates

Enrolled Fall 1977 no yes
Enrolled Fall 1978 no yes no yes
no 63.2 ] 15.2 7.3 |15.2
Enrolled Fall 1979
yes | 3.2} 18.4 21.6 3.3 | 74.2 77.5
33.6 100.0 89.4 100.0

Estimated pilot site school enrolliment 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 2.4 171.6 74.0
5.0 100.0 85.5 100.0

Program effects (in total school enrollment ratesD

Enrolled Fall 1977 no yes
Enrolled Fall 1978 no yes no yes
no {-20.11} 1%.9 - 4.8 1.3
Enrolled Fall 1979
yes | = 8.5 | 16.7 8.2 6.9 | 2.8 3.5
28.6 0.0 3.9 0.0
(N=79) (N=1,766)

Hote: The sample is restricted to youths who were 15 or 16 in June,
1978 and who were program-eligible in both the fall of 1978
and the fall of 1979.

2p bivariate probit model of enrollment in the two periods was esti-
mated separately for ycuths 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. 1In 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 mean personal characteristics. Means and coefficients
are reported in Appendix B4.

bProgram effects are the difference between the enroliment rates
in panel A and panel B.
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Table AS5.1: iz
1 Sample Sizeg (Number of Program Eligible Youths)

for the Program Effect Estimates of Table 5.4

D L. .
Pﬁg:ﬁ;i Cin?lngatl/ ) Baltimore/ Mississippi
; Louisville Cleveland Pilot/Control
Fall 1978 654
. 1,085

Spring 1979 626 1:054 :'igg 202

Fal} 1979 506 881 1’-79 e1e

Spring 1980 485 833 ; 'ggz o
582

Summer 1978 578

S?mmer 1979 571 g;g :'170 cas

Summer 1980 . 418 711 ’:g: 299
392

b
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Table A5.2. Average Employment/Population Ratios, by Sector,
Pilot or Control Site, and Period

y Private Sector Public Sector Sample Size
! Pilot Control Pilot Control Pilot Control
Preprogram
Spring 1977 5.6 5.9 1.4 1.7 2,778 1,255
Summer 1277 ) 10.7 15.8 12.0 10,4 2,778 1,255
Fall 1977 7.9 10.4 2.8 2.3 2,778 1,255
During—-program
Summer 1978 16.3 17.3 24.3 9.2 2,353 1,075
Fall 1978 16.3 14.1 22.0 3.5 A 2,652 1,188
Spring 1979 18.6  15.4 23.7 4.4 . 3 2,605 1,154
Summer 1979 21.3 22.7 23.9 11.8 2,362 1,015
Fall 19279 ’ 21.5 19.4 17.6 4.6 2,107 930
Spring 1980 22.8 20.6 18.5 5.6 2,000 890
Summer 1980 26.1 23.7 16.2 9.1 1,685 718
a

Summary
Preprogram
School~year average 6.6 7.9 2.0 1-9 —— —-——
Summer average 106.7  15.8 12.0 10.4 —— ——
Total preprogram )

average 7.6 9.9 4.5 4.0 ——— -—
During—program
School-year average 19.9 17.4 20.5 4.6 . - —-—
Summer average 21.2 21.2 21.5 10.0 —re ———
Total during-program

average 20.3 18.7 20.8 6.4 ——— —

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 number of weeks in that period. This
provides an estifnate of the "steady state" employment/population ratio
for the period. Unadjusted pilot and control site averages are reported
in this table.

aThese are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weightéd 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 . o 7
Males X Females "
White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
a1l 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 149 203 121 160 925 145
i ’ ‘ ‘
" ° e
&t
N
N \3 { ¢ ¢
\ } *
X o E . ’ N . ' . : : ¢ “5\\ o
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« § Table A5.4. Program Effects on Employment/Population Ratios for the 15-to 16—-year-old Cohort,
o { Excluding Denver and Phoenix, Separately by Period -
% . Estimated pilot §
i k Estimated pilot Program effect as i
o site ratio in , a percent of ratio {
Sample Pilot site the absenceaof Progra ;d in the absence of
W size ratio the program effect/f the program
j |
/ t 1
/ School-year
Fall 1978 1,668 34.0 9.1 i 24.9%%% 273.6
; ‘ Spring 1979 . 1,714 39.1 12.1 L 27.0%xx 223.1
' i Fall 1979 1,603, 41.7 18.6 # 23, T¥** 124.2
Spring 1980 . 1,600 44.4 21.1 23.,3%%% 110.4
§ School-year average® — 40.0 15.4 24.6%%* 159.7
i
3 Summer
. Summer 1978 1,264 37.6 21,2 16. 4%+ 77.4
{ g Summer 1979 1,652 45.5 31.8 13, 7%%* 43.1
Summer 1980 1,402 43.8 30.6 13.2%%% - 43.1
i
% Summexr averagec e 42.3 - 27.9 14.4%%* 51.6
Potal during-program avérage® -—~- 40.8 19.5 21.3%** 109.2
/ S o . ”
Tiiis 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. )
K é This is the différence between columns 2 and 3, with statistical significance computed from the
p N i t-statistic on the pilot site dummy variable regression coefficient.
- i
g 4 “These are averages of the period-specific ratios reported above, weighted by the length of
ol (‘“ g each period.
) -
e ”g **%* = gignificant at the 1 percent level. \
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Table A5.5. Program Effects on Labor Force Participation, Employment, and Unemployment Rates f~
during the Total Program Period, Separately by Site ‘
Estimated pilot Program effect as j
site rate in the a percent of rate 1
i
Pilot site absence of the Program in the absence of ;
rate program effect the program . - :
Denver §
Labor force participation g
rate 48.8 44.0 4.8 10.9 I
~ Employment rate 52.1 47.7 4.4 9.2
~ Unemployment rate 47.9 52.3 ~4.4 -8.4 :
i
Cincinnati ‘
Labor force Participation )
rate 42.8 33.9 8. 9%%*% 26.3 1
Employment rate 43.3 26.9 16.4%%% 61.0 :
Unzmployment rate 56.7 73.1 ~16.4%%% -22.4 : ’
Baltimore :
Labor force participation :
. rate 57.8 41.0 16.8%%% 41.0 {
Employment rate 53.6 35.5 18, 1H** 51.0 ‘
Unemployment rate 46.4 64.5 ~18. 1**% -28.1
Mississippi ‘
Labor force participation
, rate 