DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 325 638 CE 056 147

AUTHOLF Lewis, Morgan V.

TITLE Statewide Follow-up Surveys for Job Training
Partnership-Okio Program Year 1987.

INSTITUTION Free Library of Philadelphia, PA. Library for the
Blind and Physically Handicapped.

PUB DATE Jul 89

NOTE 115p.; For related documents, see CE 056 144-146.

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC05 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Data Collection; Employee Attitudes; =*Employer

Attitudes; *Employment Patterns; Employment Programs;

Followup Studies; »Job Training; =*Outcomes of

Education; Postsecondary Education; Program

Effectiveness; »*State Programs; Welfare Recipients
IDENTIFIERS *Job Training Partnership Act 1982; =*Ohio

ABSTRACT

Follow-up surveys were conducted of adult clients who
participated under Titles IIA and III of the Job Training Partnership
(JTP) Act in Ohio. Data were gathered from JTP clients 13 and 26
weeks after completion of the program and combined with data from ile
state management information system, and a survey of a sample of
employers of JTP-Ohio services. The survey found that a little more
than two-thirds of both M™itle IIA and Title III participants enter
employment. These former clients are far more likely to be employed
and to have higher weekly earnings when they are contacted after
termination than clients who leave JTP-0Ohio for other reasons. Durang
the first 13 weeks after leaving JTP-Ohio, former Title IIA clients
work an average of 8 weeks and Title III clients work almost 10
weeks. After 13 weeks, 59 percent of the Title IIA clients and 73
percent of the Title III clients, are employed. The Title IIA clients
who are employed earn an average of $218 and the Title III clients
earn $363. About the same results were found after 26 weeks. However,
persons who were welfare recipients when they began the programs were
working less and earning less than those not on welfare when they
enrolled. About half of those on welfare at the start of the program
are not on it after 13 or 26 weeks. Employers were generally
favorable to the program. The study concluded that the JTP-Ohio
program has been successful in helping more people with more problems
than on-the-job training alone could have been, but that some
individuals have more problems than the program can address. (XC)

AR KRR AR AR R KRR R KRR R AR R AR KRR RRRRRRRRR KRR RRRRARRRRRRRR " A RRRRARRARRRRRRRRRRARRKRARK

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. ®
*****************************************************t****t**********t*




o FRTRERRE TR AT e A T

Statewide Follow-up Surveys for
Job Training Partnership-Ohio
Program Year 1987

Morgan V. Lewis

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

D BY
4 el Rosmrt i e MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTE
OMce ot E ) A h al o

lﬂ‘ ONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION /
ED/ m LC%NST%“ (ERIC) ~ / ___ "/

roduced as -

f :::mv\:’lc ‘427:'.,.? 'DO':::: :;Dovohmu!non ]\_/ §W 7{""{ A

ongnating 1t \

£ Minor changes have been made to Improve
reproduction quahty

- ES
CATIONAL RESOU?C
t ovopm.onssmodntmldocu 10 THE‘ig:JON CENTER (Emc)
¢ :z::.:ovnm necessanly represent othcial INFOR
OERI position or pohCy

Center on Education and Training for Employment
The Ohio State University
1900 Kenny Road
Columbus, Ohio 43210

July 1989



)

T

Ll

O TRATEE A e

THE NATIONAL CENTER MISSION STATEMENT

The National Center for Research in Vocational Education's mission
is to increase the ability of diverse agencies, institutions, and
organizations to solve educational problems relating to individual
career planning, preparation, and progression. The National Center

fulfills its mission by:

Generating knowledge through research

Developing educational programs and products
Evaluating individual program needs and outcomes
Providing information for national plenning and policy
Installing educational programs and products

Operating information systems and services

Conducting leadership development and training programs




TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES . . . . . .
FOREWORD . . . . . . .
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . . . ¢ . ¢ ¢ &+ ¢ « &+ « o« o &«

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 2. METHODS
Sampling e e e e e e e e e e
Data Collection . . . . . . . . . . .
Statistical Analyses
Variables .

CHAPTER 3. TITLE IIA 13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Descriptive Data . .
Age, Race, and Gender

JTP Ohio Services and Reasons for Termlnatlon

Predetermined variables

CHAPTER 4. TITLE IIA 26-WEEK FOLLOW-UP
Descriptive Data
Age, Race, and Gender
JTP Ohio Services and Reasons for Termlnatlon
Predetermined Variables

CHAPTER 5. TITLE III 13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Descriptive Data e e e e e e e e
Basic Cross-Tabulations . . . . . . . . .

CHAPTER 6. EMPLOYER SURVEY

Procedures . . . .
Findings

CHAPTER 7. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
Title IIA Overview .

Title III Overview .
Implications

iii

iv
ix

xi

bW w

Y]

12
27
31

47
48
50
62
65
73

74
76

89

89
93

103
103

105
107



R . >
.

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

Model of services and reasons for
termination on outcomes

TITLE IIA MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR

ALL VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSIS . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE, BY
GENDER, AND BY AGE (BIVARIATE) . . . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE,
GENDER, AND AGE (MULTIVARIATE) . . .
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS BY AGE, BY RACE
AND BY GENDER . .

TITLE ITA MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR WELFARE
RECIPIENTS AND FOR NONWELFARE RECIPIENTS
BY AGE, BY RACE, AND By GENDER . . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY GENDER
RACE, AGE: AND BY WELFARE STATUS AT
APPLICATION . e .
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED HEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR
WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND NONWLLFARE
RECIPIENTS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER

SERVICE

TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY
TYPES OF SERVICES . .

TITLE IIa AVERAGE/PERCENTAGES BY REAaON
FOR TERMINATION . .

TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY
REASON FOR TERMINATION . . .

TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY EDUCATION
STATUS

TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY
EDUCATION STATUS . .

TITLE IIa AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY WELFARE
STATUS AT APPLICATION . .

TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY
WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION . .

TITLE IIA AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY FAMILY
STATUS AT APPLICATION . .

TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY
FAMILY STATUS AT APPLICATION . .

TITLE IIA AVERAGES/ PERCENTAGES BY BARRIERS
TO EMPLOYMENT AT APPLICATION . . .
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS BY BARRIERS TO
EMPLOYMENT . . . , . . . . o e

TITLE IIa AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY TYPE OF,

27

10
13
15

17

19

21

25
29
30
32
33
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43



TITLE IIA AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY EMPLOY-
MENT STATUS AT APPLICATION . . . ., . . . .
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGE BY
EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT APPLICATION . . ., .
TITLE IIA MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR ALL VARIABLES . . . e e v e v . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY AGE,

BY RACRE, AND BY AGE (BIVARIATE) . . . . . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE,

GENDER, AND AGE (MULTIVARIATE) . . . . . e e
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY

AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER . . . . ., . . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR WELFARE
RECIPIENTS AND FOR NONWELFARE RECIPIENTS

BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER . . . .
TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY GENDER,
RACE, AGE: AND BY WELFARE STATUS AT
APPLICATION . ., . . . I T T,
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR
WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND NONWELFARE
RECIPIENTS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GE..DER .
TITLE IIA AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY TYPE

OF SERVICE . . ., ., ., . R
TITLE IIA AVERAGE/PERCENTAGES BY REASON

FOR TERMINATION , . . R
TITLE IIA MEANS/»ERCENTAGES BY EDUCATION
STATUS AT APPLICATION . T
TITLE IIa AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY WELFARE
STATUS AT APPLICATION R
TITLE IIA AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY FAMILY
STATUS AT APPLICATION . I
TITLE IIA AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY BARRIERS
TO EMPLOYMENT AT APPLICATION . . , . . .
TITLE IIA ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGE BY
EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT APPLICATION . . ., . . .
TITLE III MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS .
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY AGE, BY
RACE, AND BY GENDER: BIVARIATE
RELATIONSHIPS . ., ., . [ T
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE,
GENDER, AND AGE: MULTIVARIATE CROSS-
CLASSIFICATION . . . . L R
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY FOUR TYPES
OF JTP SERVICES . . . T .
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY REASON

FOR TERMINATION . . . . R
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR EMPLOY-
MENT STATUS AT APPLICATION . . ., . . . .
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES OF OUTCOMES

BY EDUCATION STATUS . L T T
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR VARIABLES
BY WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION . . . . .
TITLE III MEANS/PERCENTAGES OF VARIABLES
BY FAMILY STATUS AT APPLICATION . . .

vi

44
45
49
51
52

54

56

58

63
64
67
68
69
70
71
72
75

77

78
80
81
84
85
86

87



RESPONSE RATES FOR EMPLOYER SAMPLE .
EMPLOYER OPINIONS OF JOB APPLICATION

SKILLS OF JTP CLIENTS © e e e e 4 4o
EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF JOB PERFORMANCE

OF JTP CLIENTS . . . . . . . . . . . ..
EMPLOYER PERCEPTIONS OF THE JTP PROGRAM
EMPLOYER COST-BENEFIT ASSESSMENT (Q8)
EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF JTP CLIENTS'
EMPLOYMENT-RELATED BEHAVIORS . . . . . . .
REASONS WHY EMPLOYERS PARTICIPATE IN JTP
OHIO PROGRAMS . . . . . . . . . . . ..
NUMBER OF JTP EMPLOYEES (Q6) o . o e e
AVERAGE TENURE OF JTP CLIENT EMPLOYMENT (Q7)
CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN EMPLOYEE AND
EMPLOYER REPORTS OF START DATE, END DATE,
AND EARNINGS . . . . . . . . . . . ... .
CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN EMPLOYEE AND

EMPLOYER REPORTS OF WHETHER STILL EMPLOYED .

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN EMPLOYEE AND
EMPIOYER REPORTS OF REASON FOR LEAVING/
STILL THERE . . . . . . . . .. .. .

vii

-

90
94
95
95
96
97
97
98
98
99

100

100



FOREWORD

The Job Training Partnership Act provides funds to the states
to assist individuals, especially those with serious barriers to
employment, to enter the labor market. 1In Ohio the Bureau of
Employment Services administers these funds and operates Job
Training Partnership-Ohio. This report was prepared to assist the
Bureau of Employment Services to carry out the evaluation
functions required by JTPA.

The report presents the results of surveys of former JTP-Ohio
clients, and their employers. These survey were conducted for our
Center by Appropriate Solutions, Inc. I wish to express our
thanks to Dr. Dennis Benson for the fine Cooperation we received
from his firm in this effort.

The analysis of the data collected by Appropriate Solutions
was directed by Dr. Morgan Lewis who also was responsible for the
preparation of this report. Dr. Lewis assumed direction of this
project when its previous director, Dr. Lawrence Hotchkiss, left
our Center to take another position. Dr. Lewis has asked me to
express his appreciation and indebtedness to Dr. Hotchkiss. The
procedures that were used to complete the project had all been
developed by Dr. Hotchkiss, and he also assisted in the prepara-
tion of this report by conducting the multivariate analyses it
contains. Dr. Hotchkiss's ongoing advice and assistance were
crucial to the completion of this report.

Other major contributions were made by Ms. Lisa Thiel and
Monyeene Elliott. Ms. Thiel was responsible for management of the
data and preparation of the analysis programs. The analyses
involved the combination of several large and complex data sets
and Ms. Thiel managed them in an admirable fashion. Ms. Elliott
handled the secretarial responsibilities of the project, including
the preparation of the final draft of this report, while teaching
its author to compose on a word processor. For this contribution,
Dr. Lewis will always be appreciative.

Finally, I am pleased to acknowledge the support and patience
of Ms. Alice Worrell, Manager of Evaluation Services, Ohio Bureau
of Employment Services. 1In the course of this project, Ms.
Worrell had to oversee the development of a number of new proce-
dures for sharing data between OBES, our Center, and Appropriate
Solutions. 1In dealing with the inevitable problems that arose,
she was unfailingly understanding and supportive for which all of
those who worked with her are very grateful,

Ray D. Ryan

Executive Director

Center on Education and
Training for Employment

ix




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents an evaluation of Job Training Partner-
ship (JTP) Ohio services to adult clients who participated under
titles IIA and III of the Jcb Training Partnership Act. Data from
follow-up surveys of JTP clients conducted 13 and 26 weeks after
completion of JTP-Ohio training were combined with data from the
state Management Information Systems (MIS) system. A survey of a
sample of employers of JTP clients was also conducted. Multi-
variate methods were applied to evaluate JTP-Ohio services.

These analyses were designed to determine if clients bene-
fitted from the services they received from JTP-Ohio in terms of
employment, earnings, and decreases in welfare dependency.
Gender, age, and race have strong influences on employment after
leaving JTP-Ohio, as do welfare status, previous work experience,
and educational attainment. All of these influences are in the
expected direction.

Just as important as all these individual characteristics,
however, is whether or not the clients enter employment at termi-
nation. A little over two-thirds of both title IIA and title III
clients enter employment and these former clients are far more
likely to be employed and to have higher weekly earnings when they
are contacted after termination than clients who leave JTP-Ohio
for other reasons.

During the first 13 weeks after leaving JTP-Ohio, former
title IIA clients work an average of 8 weeks and title III clients
work almost 10 weeks. When they are contacted during the thir-
teenth week, 59 percent of the IIA clients and 73 percent of the
title III clients are employed. The IIA clients who are employed
earn an average of $218 and the title III clients earn $363.

These differences reflect the difference in the characteristics of
clients: title III clients are more likely to be white males and
to have higher educational attainment and more work experience
than title IIA clients.

When former IIA clients are contacted again another 13 yeeks
later, 26 weeks after leaving JTP-Ohio, they have virtually the
Same average number of weeks worked and percentage employed during
the second follow-up period, and their average weekly earnings
have increased by $7.

It is far more difficult to Prepare individuals who are
welfare recip.ients at application for employment. when they are
contacted 13 and 26 weeks after termination, those who were on
welfare at application work less, earn less, and are more likely
to be receiving welfare than those who were not on welfare when
they enrolled. Nevertheless, participation in JTP-Ohio substan-
tially reduces the percentage receiving welfare. At application,
approximately one-nalf of all enrollees are recipients. At the
13-week follow-up, this figure drops to almost one-quarter and
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drops even a little lower at the 26-week follow-up. A little less
than 10 percent of clients who were not welfare recipients at
applications are receiving assistance when they are contacted at
follow-up.

In general, employers are satisfied with the JTP-Ohio clients
whom they hire. Employers were asked to make 15 ratings comparing
their typical employees who have been through a JTPA/PIC program
with those who have not had such a program. On eight of these
scales, the average ratings are in favor of JTP-Ohio clients, and
on five there are no significant differences. The exceptions are
on the amount of OJT and supervision needed. On these scales the
differences are in favor of employees who have not been through a
JTPA/PIC program. On the average, clients stay with their first
employers after leaving JTP-Ohio for almost a year (11.4 months).
Over 80 percent of employers report they are likely to nire more
JTPA/PIC participants in the future. Their most important reasons
for doing so are the wage subsidy and lower training and
recruitment costs, in that order.

Implications

Many personal characteristics over which JTP-Ohio has no
control have a strong influence on what happens to clients after
they leave their programs. One factor over which JTP-Ohio has
some control, however, has a powerful impact independent of
personal characteristics. That factor is whether or not the
client is employed at termination. Clients who are employed at
termination (in comparison to those who are not) are more likely
to be employed and are less likely to be on welfare when they are
contacted 13 and 26 weeks later. These are substantial differ-
ences of two to three magnitudes in favor of those who are
employed at termination, even when the effects of differences in
personal characteristics are statistically controlled.

Simply having a job at termination, however, is not as power-
ful as these comparisons suggest. What having a job indicates is
the presence of a number of other personal traits that are impor-
tant to success in the labor market. Those clients who had jobs
at termination also had--with the support and encouragement of
staff--surficient motivation, personal discipline, and resources
to persist in their JTP-Ohio programs. They wanted jobs enough to
find the JTP-Ohio agencies in their SDAs, to enroll with these
agencies, to accept the program assignments they were given, to
fulfill the responsibilities of their programs, and to accept the
jobs that the programs made available. They had, in other words,
successfully passed a number of screens or hurdles that indicate
they have the skills and personal characteristics that are desired
by employers.

Unfortunately, the services that JTP-Ohio can provide are not
enough to enable everyone who enrolls to develop or demonstrate

preferred skills and characteristics. About 3 of every 10 who
enroll do not have jobs when they leave even though the clients
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who are least job ready do receive the most services. Welfare
recipients, exoffenders, and those with handicaps, low educational
attainment and limited work experience are the ones most likely to
be assigned to classroom training which is the most intensive
service available from JTP-Ohio.

In some cases, though, the opportunities that can be provided
are not enough. When the employment and earnings of former
c'ients who took classroom training are compared to those who
received OJT, it appears that OJT produces much better results.
When the differences in the characteristics of clients assigned to
these programs are controlled statistically, much of the apparent
superiority of OJT disappears. It is not that OJT is a far more
effective program; rather, it is that classroom training is
assigned those more difficult to serve. When the differences in
clients served by the two programs are considered, the results of
these programs are much more similar than when the differences in
clients are not considered.

To a considerable degree, the results presented in this
report confirm the basic assumptioh that has been the core of
employment and training programs since their inception. Program
staff know that there are many peop who need a little more
assistance and encouragement than thHey have received in their
previous encounters with the educational and employment institu-
tions of our society. This is what 'JTPA provides. JTP-0Ohio
cannot overcome all the problems that all its clients bring to it
but it can and does help many and the effects of this assistance
persist at least for half a Year after the clients leave their
programs.

!
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Ohio Bureau of Employment Services (OBES) administers
many treining programs under the auspices of the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA). This report is part of a second round of
reports designed to provide OBES with detailed data that can be
used to help evaluate these training programs. The first sequence
was completed in early 1988 and reported on clients who had com-
pleted their programs during the first three quarters of Program
Year (PY) 1986. This second round is based on clients who left
their programs during the last quarter of PY 1986 and the first
three quarters of PY 1987. This second round thus covers the time
period from April 1, 1987 through March 31, 1988.

The present report contains the results for four separate
groups of respondents:

Chapter 3, title IIA clients 13 weeks after termination.
Chapter 4, title IIA clients 26 weeks after termination.
Chapter 5, title III clients 13 weeks after termination.
Chapter 6, employers of PY 1987 terminations.

To facilitate comparisons between the first and second round of
reports, the formats used for the tables in the first reports are
also used for this second round.

Data for this report are taken from three sources. The
primary data source is a follow-up survey of individuals who
received training or otaer services from JTP-Ohio programs con-
ducted under titie IIA and III of JTPA. These individuals were
contacted 13 or 26 weeks after leaving the program. The second
source is OBES's Management Information Systems (MIS). The MIS
files were merged with the data from the follow-up surveys to
produce the data summaries contained in this report. The third

source was a survey of a sample of employers of former title IIA
clients.

This report is divided into seven chapters. In addition to
the four listed above, chapter 2 explains the methodology of the
study, and chapter 7 summarizes and interprets the major findings.



CHAPTER 2

METHODS

Sampling

a preset level of precision with a 95 percent confidence level.

In drawing these samples, if an SDA had fewer than 200 terminees,
then all terminees in that SDA yere included in the sample. TE,
on the other hand, an SDA had more than 200 terminees, then the
procedures outlined in exhibit 3.11 of TAG were used to select the
sample size.

Once the proper sample size was determined, it was then
multiplied by a factor of 1.1 in order to obtain an oversample.
There are two reasons for oversampling. First, by oversampling,
we avoided sampling bias problems that can be caused by changing
sampling proportions due to an SDA wrongly estimating the number
>f terminees. Second, the oversample was used to provide a backup
pPool of cases from which to draw replacements in the event those
in the primary sample must be dropped due to disability or death.

All statewide statistical summaries for former title IIA
clients were calculated using sample weights. Sample weights were
used to correct for unequal sampling probabilities for different
SUAs, welfare status, and for the difference in response rates
between those employed and those not employed at termination. The
veights are defined as the proportion of individuals in the popu-
lation fo: each combination of SDA, welfare status, and employment
status divided by the total proportion of completions in the
sample. The sample weights yield precisely the same results
within each SDA for the total sample and welfare recipients as did
the adjustment for nonresponse bias displayed in TaG.

Data Collection

The first step in the data collection process was to attempt
to complete each interview by telephone. The telephone interview
followed in detail the DOL requirements as described in TaG.
After 2 weeks, if the intervicwar was unable Lo interview the
terminee successfully by phone, then a mail version of the ques-
tionnaire was sent. Five days after the mail survey was sent, a
combination thank-you and reminder letter was mailed to the
terminee. 1If, after an additional 5 days, the survey was not
returned, then a sec 3 mail Survey was sent. If the second mail
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survey was not returned and the terminee was still not success-
fully interviewed by telephone, then his or her file was classi-
fied as incomplete.

Included in the mailouts and in all the telephone messages
left for the terminee was the 800 telephone number for the ASI
survey center. This number was left with instructions encouraging
the terminee to call in to complete the interview. The "call-in"
method of data acquisition proved highly successful and accounted
for mocre completed interviews than either the initial phone calls
or the mail survey.

Statistica

Results of the statistical analyses are reported in bivariate
and multivariate tables. Eleven dependent variables are included
in the analyses. The first five are objective indices of the
former clients experiences after leaving JTP-Ohio programs:

(1) weeks worked during the 13-week follow-up pe .iod, (2) whether
employed during week 13 of the follow-up period, (3) earnings
during week 13 for those who worked, (4) whether receiving public
assistance (welfare) during week 13, and (5) whether attended
school during the 13-week follow-up period.

The other six dependent variables were not included in the
first round of reports. These include four attitudinal ratings by
clients of the training or services they received while a partici-
pant. These ratings were obtained as part of the l3-week follow-
up interview:

(6) Rating of program length: too short, too long, about
right; scored 1 to 3.

(7) Rating of instructors or other people who provided
services: poor, fair, good, excellent; scored 1 to 4.

(8) Overall rating of program or services: poor, fair, good,
excellent; scored 1 to 4.

(2) Ratings of degree to which training or services helped
in-first job held after program: not at all, a little,
some, a great deal; scored 1 to 4.

(10) Clients' report of whether JTPA assisted them to find
their first job: ves or no.

(11) Clients' report of whether employer required them to
sign up for JTPA to get their first job: yes or no.

Table entries are averages (or means) for weeks worked, earnings,

and attitudinal ratings; entries are percentages for the remaining
variables.



Regression analysis was applied to help isnlate the net
contributions of several variables to the eleven outcomes.
Results of the regressions generally are presented in tabular
format paralleling presentation of the bivariate relationships
™1 these tables, entries are adjusted means or percentages on the
dependent variables rather than observed values. Differences
among the adjusted entries indicate the net impact of a given
variable (e.g., race, gender, classroom training) while control-
ling for the remaining independent variables.

The adjusted entries are calculated to satisfy two criteria:
(1) Differences between adjusted means or percentages are consis-
tent with effect estimates in the regression analyses, and (2) the
(weighted) average of the cell entries equals the overall average
in the sample. (See, e.g., Cohen and Cohen 1983) .,

The primary advantages of adjusted means or percentages over
reporting regression coefficients is that the adjusted values
provide more information and permit ready comparison to the
bivariate tables. The primary disadvantages are that the adjusted
values are not as parsimonious and are more cumbersome to calcu-
late than the regression coefficients.

Va ble

This section contains the definitions of all the variables
used in the report except the six new dependent variables that are
defined above. The follow-up data are taken from the survey
described above. The other variables were defined from the Ohio
Bursau of Employment Services MIS system. The source of data used
to define each variable is indicated with the definition.

© Age--The data are divided into 3 age groups these
being (source--MIS):

—--Ages 29 and younger
--Ages 30-54
--Ages 55+

v Gender--(Source--MIS):

--Male (coded as 1.0 for regression analyses)
--Female

© Race--The data are divided into 3 racial
cateqories these heing (manrre--m1c):

- ——

--White
--Black

--Other--This group includes Hispanics, Asians,
and Others.




Education status at follow-up-~This variable
indicates whether or not an individual is enrolied
in school at follow-up (source--survey, q. 17):

~--yes
=-=no

Types of services--This variable gpecifies the
types of services the JTP client received. We
have chosen to use the tiree most common types of
services (source--MIS transaction records):

--Oon the job training/No on the job train:ng
~-~-Job search/No job search
--Classroom teaching/No classroom teaching

Reason for ending training--This variable speci-
fies why a JTP client left a JTP training program.
These variables contain five categories; these are
(source~~-MIS) :

--Entered employment A01-A05
~-~-Exceeded program duration Cl2
~--Exceeded 90 day hold status Cl4
--Pcor attendance C06,C07

-~-Other

Education status at Follow-up~-This variable
specifies the highest level of education the JTP
client attained (source--survey, gq. 16)

~--High school dropout--Grades < 12
~-~High school graduate--Grade 12
-=-Some college-~Grade 13,14,15
-~-l6+-~College graduate

Barriers to employment--Three variables are used
here to describe the most common barriers to
employment a JTP client might possess (source--
MIS);

~~0ffender (yes/no)
~-~Handicapped (yes/no)
~~Limited English (yes/no)

Family status--This variable specifies the posi-
tion of the individual within his/her houschold
(source~~-MIS):

--Single parent with > one child under 6 years old
~--Single parent with > one child 6-17 years old
--Parent in two parent home

it



-=-Other family member
--Unrelated individual
--Other

Public assistance at application~-This variable
specifies whether or not a respondent received
public assistance at the time of application to
participate in JTP programs (source--MIS):

Welfare status at application--If a JTP client
receives welfare this variable specifies the
different types of welfare the client may receive
(source--MIS) :

-=-AFDC
-=-General
-=-Not receiving public assistance

Received layoff notice at application (source--MIS):

-~Yes
-=No

Labor-force status at application (source--MIS):
-~-Employed

--Unemployed (not working but looking for work)
~--Not in labor force (not working, not looking)

Employment at week 13 and week 26 (source--survey):

-=Yes
-=-No

Earnings in week 13 and week 26 in dollars (set to nmissing
if not employed; source--survey):

Weeks worked during the 1 to l3-week and 14 to 26-week
follow-up periods (source--survey):

Welfare status at week 13 and week 26 (source--survey):

--Yes-~-received AFDC, general or refugee assistance
==Nn--raceived no public assistance

Weeks worked in year prior to application (source--survey)

Labor-market experience (source--survey)

Defined as number of years since last enrolled in full-
time school during which respondent worked at least 6
months.
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CHAPTER 3
TITLE IIA 13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

This chapter examines the labor market experiences of JTP-
Ohio participants during the three months immediately after they
left their programs. The findings are organized into four
sections. Section one presents basic descriptive data for all
variables used in the analyses. The remaining sections focus on
eleven outcome variables. The outcomes are (1) weeks worked
during the 13-week follow-up period, (2) employment status during
week 13, (3) earnings in week 13 for those employed that week,
(4) welfare status during week 13, (5} school attendance status
during the 13-week follow-up period, (6-9) clients' attitudinal
ratings, (10) JTPA assistance in finding first job, and (11)
employer required JTPA sign-up. The intended impact of JTP
programs on most of these outcomes is clear; JTP is supposed to
increase weeks worked, increase the chance of employment, increase
pay, and reduce the likelihood of receiving public assistance.
Clients should be satisfied with the services they received and
report they received assistance in finding their jobs. The
intended impact of JTP services on schooling is not so clear.
Under certain circumstances, it would be desirable to stimulate
school attendance; in other cases, work might be viewed as an
alternative to school. Schooling is included as an outcome
because it is a major activity that tends to compete with work.

Sections two to four of the chapter focus on independent
variables that may influence the five outcumes. Section two ana-
lyzes demographics--age, race, and gender effects. Section three
examines effects of JTP-Ohio services and reason for termination
from JTP. Section four analyzes effects of several additional
variables, including education and welfare status. A summary of
the major findings and a discussion of their implications are
presented in chapter 7.

The discussion of the tables emphasizes those findings that
appear most significant from a policy perspective. Any major
differences between the PY 1986 and PY 1987 findings, are noted.
The reader should keep in mind that when we refer to PY 1986, we
really mean the first three quarters; and when we refer to PY
1987, we really mean the last quarter of PY 1986 and the first
three quarters of PY 1987.

Descriptive Data

The means and standard deviations of each variable used in
this chapter ars shown in table 3-1. Most of the results are
similar to PY 1986. Approximately 60 percent of the respondents
(adjusted for nonresponse rate and SDA sampling stratification)
were employed at follow-up. The average weeks worked out of 13
was 7.9. The increase in weeks worked, although small (.29 of a

9




QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

TABLE 3-1
TITLE 11A MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALL VARIABLES
USED IN THE ANALYSES
Variable Varisble Code Mean |[Standard |Number in
Name Deviation |Category

Employed at Termination EMPLTERM 67.9% 45.79 6902
Employed at Fol low-up EMPLFLUP 59.49 48.53 6902
Average Pay in Week 13 PAVIX13 217.53 132.7 4282
Average Number of Weeks Worked

during follow-uwp WEEKSWRK 7.93 5.56 6902
Welfare Status at Follow-uwp WELSTA2 31.61 45.07 6766
Education Status at Follow-wp ATNDSCHL 3.54 17.79 6820
Client Average Ratings

Program {ength LENGTRNG 2.48 .85 5830

Staff RATEINST 3.26 79 8179

Program overall RATEPROG 3.4 8 6045

Help on job TRNHELP 2.52 1.5 4924
JTPA Assisted to Find Job JTPAASST 36.54 47.85 5055
Employer Required JTPA Signup EMPLREQ 17.63 33.73 4954
Labor Merket Experience LMEXPER 10.63 15.72 6552
Number of Weeks Worked in Year

Prior to Application WKSWRK 1 16.82 21.35 6556
Percent Male SEX 50.32 49.97 6902
Limited English Proficiency LEP .96 8.97 6902
Black BLACK 30.55 IS4 6902
Other Race OTHRRACE 3.3 17.72 6902
AFOC Recipient at Application AFDCAPL 35.79 47.90 6902
General Recipient at Application GENRLAPL 17.85 36.64 6902
Exceeded Program Duration TOOLONG 4.05 17.57 6902
Evrsadad 00 Dav Hald Sratie Evunn 7.4 24 32 4002
Low Attendance LOATTEND 6.62 25.14 6902
Ages 30 to 54 AGE3054 53.61 49.88 6902
Ages 55+ AGESSPL 3.30 17.22 6902
Handi capped HANDICAP 6.84 25.43 2015
Dropout DROPQUT 23.24 42.24 6902
Same College SMCOL 19.68 44.90 6902
College Graduate COLGRAD 7.36 26.53 6902
Offender OF FENDER 8.90 26.92 2016
Not in Labor Force NOTINLF 11.54 49.641 2016
Unemployed at Application UNEMPL 75.87 42.26 2016
Job Search JBSRCH 27.49 43.24 2016
Classroom Training OCC-CLAS 25.90 &4 .47 2016
On the Job Training oJT 26.19 &8.75 2016
Single Parent with > 1 child

Ages 1 to 6 SP1-6 12.01 31.463 2016
Two Parent Home TWOPAR 26.42 46.34 2016
Other Family Member OTHFAMM 6.79 25.84 2016
Single Parent with > 1 children

Ages 7 to 17 SP-617 16.92 3723 2M4
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week) is a statistically significant increase over the prior year.
The percentage employed at termination, however, was a full 10
percentage points higher than in PY 86. JTP services resulted in
placing more participants in jobs during PY 87, but the partici-
pants did not have comparable increases in their ability to retain
the jobs they received.

In PY 1987 the average weekly earnings for those working in
week 13 of the follow-up period was $218; an $11 increase over the
PY 1986 results that is highly statistically significant. At the
time of application to JTP-Ohio 53 percent were welfare recipi~
ents; at follow-up this figure had dropped to 32 percent. Both of
these figures are slightly higher than the previous year.

The major differences between the PY 86 and PY 87 samples lie
in (1) their educational attainment, (2) the percentage who
reported they attended school during the follow-up period, and
(3) their activities while enrolled in JTP-Ohio. The PY 87 sample
had higher percentages of clients who graduated from college.
Those who reported being enrolled in school during the follow=-up,
however, was much lower than in the prior sample. At least part
of this decline was because a specific question on participation
in education or training programs during the follow-up period was
not asked the PY 87 sample. The percentage of clients who
received job search assistance and classroonm occupational training
were both lower in PY 87 than in PY 86. The percentage receiving
on-the~-job training was the same.l

Table 3-1 presents the results for six variables that were
not included in the PY 1986 reports: the four satisfaction ratings
clients provided of their experiences in JTP-Ohio, the percentage
who felt JTPA assisted them to find their jobs, and the percentage
who reported their employer required them to sign up with JTPA to
get a job. All of the clients’ ratings are well above the neutral
or midpoint of the scales. The probabilities of obtaining scores
this far above neutral by chance are less than .001. The clients
were most satisfied with their experiences in their programs
(note that the rating of program length was on a 3-point sgcale)
and least satisfied with the degree of help their training or
services provided in their jobs. Only a little more than one-
third reported JTPA assisted them to find their jobs, and about

one-sixth said their employers required them to sign up for JTPA
to be hired.

lThe number for whom information on types of services received
and some other special charactsristics of participants is less
than one-~third of the total usable sample. This is because the
complete OBES file on each participant began to be provided in

February 1988. Prior to then, only selected characteristics had
been provided.
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Generalization of the findings raported here to the entire
eligible population would, of course, be risky. So long as the
profile of JTP clients remains stable, however, generalization to
JTP clients is not threatened.

Age, Race. and Gender

This section analyzes differences on the 11 outcomes by age,
race, and gender. The presentation proceeds in stages from simple
to complex. First, bivariate differences on the outcomes are
shown by age, race, and gender. Second, a multiway crossbreak
showing simultaneous differences on the outcomes by age, race, and
gender jis examined. Next, a multivariate analysis including
simultaneous controls for several variables that are likely to
influence the outcomes is presented. Finally, the age-race-~gender
tables are presented separately by welfare status at the time of
application.

Table 3-2 shows the bivariate associations between each of
the dependent variables and age, race and gender. Although all
the variables display some differences in average value or per-
centage across the 3 age categories, the differences are statisti-
cally significan* only for those marked with asterisks; the more
asterisks, the less likely a difference would be found by
chance.2 Age shows a strong association with earnings, welfare
status, and JTPA assistance in finding a job. The association
between age and earnings is curvilinear. From the youngest age
category to middle category earnings increase; they decline again
when comparing the middle category to the oldest cateqarv (85 and
older). Of course, the relatively small number of respondents in
the oldest age group could account for the apparent nonlinearity,
but the curvilinear relationsi.ip between age and earnings has been
observed frequently in past research.

Older workers and members of minority groups, those most
likely to need assistance in obtaining jobs, waere significantly
more likely to report they were assisted by JTP-Ohio. These and
similar findingys discussed at cther points in this chapter suggest
that JTP-Ohio staff are attempting to identify clients most in
need of help and to direct more services to these clients.

2In all tables in this chapter, and in the report, the following
signs are used to indicate level of statistical significance:

*P < .05; **p < .01l; #k¥p < ,001; *kk*p < ,0001.
Sample sizes in the tables are number drawn for the sample, not
the number of completed interviews. To find the number of com-
Pleted interviews, multiply the sample size by the response rate
converted to a proportion. For example in table 3-2, the response
rate for respondents 22-29 years of age was 77.31%. The sample
size is .7731 times 3879 or 2999.
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TITLE IIA MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE, BY GENDER, AND

TABLE 3-2

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

BY AGE (BIVARIATE)

Age Race Gender
Variables
22-29 | 30-54 S5+ White | Black| Other Male female
Average Nusber of Weeks Ld bl bbbl
during Follow-Up 8.03( 7.87 7.68 8.57] 6.52 8.23 8.46 7.40
Employment Rate at bdeidd ke
Follow-Up 59.58{ 59.72 56.48 | 64.68] 47.80 63.51 63.86 55.05
Average Weekly Earmnings bbb d hbid bk
at Follow-Up 208.83226.41 183.81 | 227.88/188.35 209.64 | 249.92 179.49
Education Status at
Follow-up. Percentage of
Indivicuels Receiving
Education 3.76] 3.45 2.4 3.45] 3.37 6.93 3.4 3.68
Welfare Status at
Follow-up. Percentage of e badainde bdinded
Individuals on Welfare 33.51] 31.37 10.97 | 24.34) 47.05 36.28 | 24.66 38.65
Clients' Average Ratings bl
Program length 2.50] 2.46 2.43 2.54) 2.35 2.2 2.46 2.50
i
Staff 3.26] 3.27 3.3 3.29] 3.2% 3.5 3.25 3.28
%
Program overall 3.16] 3.13 3.1 3.16] 3.12 3.19 3.12 3.18
%
Help on job 2.50] 2.54 2.64 2.51] 2.55 2.6 2.48 2.58
Parcantacs ITDA seeistad = e bl
to Find Job 35.72] 36.66 44 .65 33.32] 43.01 49.70 ] 37.53 35.31
Percentage of Employers badeiel bk
Required JTPA Sign wp 17.77) 17.51 14.53 17.77] 15.63 28.02 20.6% 13.93
Responge Rate 77.31) 80.72 90.17 82.31| 71.34 81.15 78.81 80.33
Sample Size 3879 4574 34 68| 2170 260 | 4530 1.1an




The relationships between race and the first five outcomes
corresponds to past findings. Blacks in this sample work less and
earn less than members of other races. They also are more likely
to receive public assistance than members of the other two racial
categories. In the current survey, unlike the previous one,
members of other racial/ethnic groups were also more like to
receive welfare than whites. The gender differences are in line
with past findings: females work less and earn less than males,
and they are also more likely to be on welfare than males.

There are a few statistically significant differences among
the groups in their ratings of their participation in JTP-Ohio
programs. As noted earlier, all of the ratings for all of the
groups are significantly higher than the midpoint of the scales.
The ratings of program staff are consistently the highest, the
ratings of the program overall and its length rank in the middle,
and the rating of the helpfulness of the program on the job the
lowest. There is some tendency for females to be a little more
positive on some of their ratings and minorities to be a little
more negative, but these differences tend to be minor. Males and
members of the "other" racial/ethnic group were more likely to
report their employers required them to sign up for JTPA to get
their jobs.

Table 3-3 shows the simultaneous three-way cross-
classification of means/percentages for the outcomes by age, race,
and gender. Cell sizes including the oldect age category and the
other racial category, often are too small to justify strong
conclusions. The primary patterns observed in table 3-2 tend to
persist in table 3-3. The curvilinear relationship between age
and earnings, however, is found for females_only in the other
racial group. It is present for all males.® Where sample sizes
are moderate to large, blacks generally earn less and work less
than whites or others, but the difference in earnings between
blacks and whites is much smaller among females than among males.
Females also earn less and work less than males. The earnings
discrepancy between males and females is smallest among blacks.
The large racial/ethnic differences in the likelihood of receiv ng
public assistance also hold up within age and gender categories.

The general pattern of participants' ratings also persists in
table 3-3 with no apparent interactions among the classification
variables. Minorities and older workers are more likely to report
JTPA assisted them to find their jobs, and males are more likely
to report their employers regquired them to sign up for JTPA.

3statistical tests of all the possible relationships are not
reported because there are too many of them to tabulate conve-
niently.
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TABLE 3-3

TITLE 11A MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE, GENDER, AND AGE (MULTIVARIATE)
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-MEEK FOLLOW-UP

White Black Other
Mate Female Male Female Male Female
Varisbles Age Age Age Age Age |_Age Age Age Age Age Age Age | Age Age Age Age | Age _Age
——ry JZ_ZZ_M_SL_ZLZ‘Z_}.LS&_ELM =34 &MM_&MMJL’MML
Average N r of Weeks
Worked during Follow-Up 8.9 9.16| 8.80{ 8.29| 7.70! 8.70 6.73| 6.60| 8.17| 6.58] 6.42] 4.22] 9.47 8.74| 3.03f 7.34f 7.50, 8.00
Average Weekly Earmnings at
Fol low-Up 244.261278.341219.221183.95|183. 26 152.16(188.76(220.33{157.09(178.63 ] 170.48 172.991221.16|257.43]|250.00{162.99]174.34| 101.00
Employment Rate at
Follow-Up 67.41] 70.13] 64.31] 62.20] 58.27 60.391 48.64] 50.56] 60.80) 45.82] 47.14 25.98] 70.98| 45.39] 23.29| 57.25) 62.90] 63.%
=  Ecucation Status at
U1 Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individusls Receiving
Education 3.53] 3.5% 0] 4.20] 3.12 93] 3.21| 2.451 14.25] 3.56] 4.01 0] 2.59| 7.77] 2¢.02| 8.24 6.78] 36.01
Vel fare Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individusls on Velfere 20.38| 19.76] 7.37] 32.07| 20.87 5.52] 42.52] 35.55| 14.26] 54.44] 55.05 21.10| 23.58] 32.99| 63.20| 51.32| 37.81 0
Clients' Average Ratings
Program Length 2.55 2.50] 2.s9| 2.57| 2.55 2.581 2.34] 2.23] 2.38] 2.43] 2.40 1.99| 2.36| 2.33| 1.8 2.45|] 2.70] 3.00
Staff 3.26| 3.28| 3.27| 3.30, 3.33 3.29 3.17] 3.21| 3.46| 3.20( 3.3 3.42{ 3.361 3.08] 2.67| 3.52] 3.14| 4.00
Program overal | 3.131 3.11] 3.08] 3.2¢] 3.18 3.02] 3.09 3.10f 3.37| 3.12] 3.12 3.645] 3.39) 3.03] 2.67( 3.21] 3.02| 4.00
Help on job 2.48| 2.44| 2.55| 2.53| .63 2.55| 2.46] 2.53] 4.00] 2.53| 2.62 2.38| 2.m| .52 0] 2.46] 2.7 2.9
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 34.59| 34.93] 48.51] 29.46| 30.03 43041 38,88 44,28 67.i2] 45.82] 41.99 31.20] 47.19| 61.80 0] 32.95] 59.57 0
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 20.39( 21.70{ 15.83{ 14.73] 12.51 17.33] 21.22] 17.06) 13.88] 13.43] 13.51 3.61| 25.75| 30.9¢ 0] 16.90] 41.77{ 36.0%
Response Rate 80.82| 83.03( 92.54] 75.13| 8.05 9.94] 65.20) 66.93( 68.75] 72.92] 77.21 91.30] 81.08] 76.92|100.00| 86.27! 80.39} 100.00
Sample Size 1523] 1786 106; 1193 1561 o 3 S11 16 601 588 23 7% 78 4 51 51 2
NOTE: Many of the differences among the means and percentages in this table are statistically significant. Individual differences are too numerous to
display.
-
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The data in table 3-3 are multivariate; they present rela-
tionships between each independent variable (age, race, gender)
while controlling for the other two independent variables. It is
possible to examine how the relationship between any outcome and
each independent variable differs across levels of the other two
independent variables. This detail comes at the expense of loss
of sample size and difficulty of interpretation, however.

The data in table 3-4 present a multivariate analysis that is
different than the data in table 3-3. Each average/percentage in
table 3-4 is adjusted for an array of control variables. Separate
multiple regressions were conducted for each outcome. Each
regzession equation contained age (using the same three categories
as before), race, and gender plus numerous additional controls.
The means are adjustad in such a way that their differences always
equal the value of a corresponding regression coefficient and
their weighted average over all categories of each independent
variable equals the overall average (grand mean).

The independent variables included in the regressions are
defined in chapter 2. It should be noted again that the complete
OBES file was available for approximately ona-third of the total
sample. It is only with these clients for whcm complete data were
available that the multiple regression analyses were run. The
characteristics of the subsample are very similar to the full
sample and the relationships among the variables are also likely
to be similar. On two of the outcome variables, however, the
subsample is significantly higher than the full sample. The mean
weekly earnings of those wh. were employed in week 13 are $16
higher in the subsample ($234 compared to $218), and the percent-
age attending school when interviewed is 5.1 percentage points
higher (8.6% compared to 3.5%). The other outcome variables did
not differ significantly.

The extensive set of control variables used to produce the
results in table 3-4 statistically "equalize" the effects of
differences among participants that existed prior to their entry
into JTP-Ohio. Despite the use of these controls, older workers,
and females were still found to earn less than younger workers,
and males. Since these controls include indicators of education
and work experience (human capital) that influence earnings, the
results suygest that older workers and females tend to be dispro-
portionately found in occupations that pay less than the occupa-
tions of younger male workers with similar levels of education and
previous experience. On the positive side, the lower earnings of
blacks found in the PY 1986 follow-up were not repeated this year,
but minorities did work significantly fewer weeks during the
follow-up period.

The much higher incidence of public assistance among females

shown in table 3-2 is eliminated when controls for preexisting
differences among participants are used to produce the results in
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TABLE 3-4
TITLE T1A ADJUSTED MEANS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1984
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Age Race Gender
Variables
2-29 30-54 55+ white Slack Other Nale female
Average Muber of Wgeks b
Worked During Fol low-Up 7.91 8.08 7.7 8.2% 7.37 7.0 8.19 7.78
Employment Rate at e Py
1 Follow-Up 58.36 61.74 47.69 62.31 53.00 57.2 62.60 56.54
Average Weekly Earnings e ikl
at Fol low-tp 222.00 247.03 181.52 833.06 236.08 232.01 270.37 191.99
Education Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individusls Receiving Lt e
- Education 2.1 6.53 0 8.53 8.53 10.9% 7.3 10.05
~
Welfare Status ot
Follow-Up. Percentage of oo
Individuals on Welfare 29.54 27.81 21.84 5.8 34.87 36.% 29.63 27.19
Clients' Average Ratings * ete
Program length 2.59 2.52 2.3 2.60 2.40 2.50 2.56 2.54
whed
Staff 3.2 3.18 3.29 3.5 3.04 3.21 3.16 3.3
Program overs!! 3.10 3.06 3.02 3.08 3.05 3.15 3.06 3.0
Help on job 2.49 2.53 2.7 2.5% 2.44 2.60 2.53 2.51
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 32.02 34.18 34.95 32.8 35.85 22.15 3%.25 32.13
Percentage of Ewployers b
Required JTPA Sign up 15.43 21.32 17.58 19.25 16.68 19.80 20.20 6.9
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table 3-4. This was one of the more surprising findings from the
PY 1986 data and it is repeated in the current data. The elimina-
tion of the gender difference by controlling welfare status at
application means females are no more likely to change their
status from application to follow-up than males. Racial differ-
ences in the percentage receiving welfare are also substantially
reduced by the controls, but remain statistically significant.
Minorities are mocre likely than whites to receive welfare at
follow-up, even when thair welfare status at application is
controlled.

With other characteristics controlled, blacks give lower
ratings to the length of their JTPA program and to the staff.
Workers in the 30-54 age range were significantly more likely to
be required to sign up for JTPA by their employers.

Table 3-5 displays the relationships between each outcome and
age, race, and gender separately for those who were receiving
public assistance and those who were not receiving public assis-
tance at the time of application. The advantage of table 3-5 over
table 3-4 is that one can determine from table 3-5 whether the
basic relationships are different for those receiving public
assistance at the time of applicution than for those who were not.
It turns out that the relationships are not different. As would
be expected, those who were not receiving welfare at application
have much better labor market experiences. They are far more
likely to be employed, to have worked more weeks during the
follow-up period, and to earn more, and far less likely to be
receiving public assistance. The primary patterns of differences
in the outcomes among the age categories, among the racial groups,
and between males and females, however, are the same irrespective
of whether or not the respondent was receiving public assistance
at the time of application.

Table 3-6 presents the simultaneous cross-tabulations of
means/percentages on the outcomes by welfare status at appli-
cation; age, race; and gender. Sample sizes here often are too
small to allow firm conclusions, but the main patterns observed in
table 3-3 also show up in table 3-6.

Table 3-7 shows adjusted means by age, by race, and by gender
separately for those on public assistance at application and those
not on public assistance. Identical procedures used for table 3-4
were used here, (except that welfare status at application was
used to sort the respondents into two groups and was not included
in the regression specifications). The curvilinear relationship
between age and earnings noted above remains, but it is not
statistically significant for those on welfare at application.
Blacks who were receiving public assistance at application worked
fewer weeks and were less likely to be employed at follow=-up.

As shown in earlier tables, however, there were no significant
differences across racial groups in the earnings of those who were
employed when contacted. Gender differences in earnings are
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TABLE 3-5

TITLE 11A MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND FOR

NONWELFARE RECIPIENTS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Welfare Recipients at Applicstion

Age Race Gender
Variables
22-9 30-54 55+ Vhite Black Other Male Femmle

Average Number of Woeks tene e
Worked during Fol low-Up 6.92 6.56 6.81 7.42 5.65 7.47 7.17 6.40
Esployment Rate ot bk bl
Follow-Up 50.50 49.72 50.12 55.83 40.90 57.88 53.41 47.62
Aversge Weekly Earnings L sete e
at Foliow-Up 193.64 201.30 122.76 206.93 176.78 196.04 27.3% 171.52
Education Status et
Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individusls Receiving b e
Education. 3.26 3.49 3.02 3.17 3.47 6.15 2,45 3.92
Welfare Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of b tete bkl
Indivicusls on Weifere. 52.11 52.82 40.86 45.07 63.10 54.55 45.14 57.65
Client's Average Retings baiainded *

Program length 2.9 2.41 2.40 2.52 2.3 2.30 2.40 2.48

L4 4

Staff 3.27 3.28 3.3 3.32 3.2 3.13 3.5 3.28

Program overall 3.16 3.14 3.10 3.17 3.12 3.03 3.12 3.17

Help on job 2.54 2.61 2.63 2.54 2.64 2.564 2.52 2.62
Percentage JTPA Assisted bl ene exey
to Find Job 35.85 40.08 39.36 32.56 46.74 48.69 40.92 35.65
permtm of Euployen L] L2220
Required JTPA Sign wp 16.89 15.90 14.24 16.62 15.18 23.51 19.82 13.42
Response Rate 76.2 78.65 83.33 80.34 72.28 76.07 76.84 78.12
Sample Size 2121 2356 % 2924 1454 135 1995 2518
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Table 3-5--Continued

Not Welfare Recipients at Application
Age Race Gender
Variasbles
22-9 30-54 55+ White Black Other Male Female

Aversge Number of Weeks e bkl hodd
Worked During Follow-Up 9.42 9.32 7.89 9.55 8.3% 9.03 9.49 8.96
Employment Rate at bolaiobd bbbl il
Fol lowUp 70.98 70.84 55.48 72.29] 62.06 69.30 .1 66.73
Average Weekly Earnings bk ware e
at Follow-Up 222.44 246.01 196.59 2461.82 204.12 223.02 263.42 188.41
Education Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individusls Receiving e haddeind
Education. 4.38 3.4 1.93 3.69 3.16 7. 4.0 3.3
Welfare Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of i e d
Individusls on Welfare. 9.93 7.53 3.8 6.48 13.38 17.50 8.20 8.42
Clisnt's Average Rstings ware

Program length 2.51 2.52 2.44 2.56 2.3 2.55 2.50 2.54

Staff 3.2 3.27 3.38 3.27 3. 3.3 3.2 3.29

L ]

Program overall 3.17 3.13 3.16 3.14 3.13 3.35 3.12 3.19

Help on job 2.46 2.48 2.64 2.49 2.42 2.65 2.4k 2.53
Percenitage JTPA Assisted wene e
to Find Job 35.61 3.m 45.63 3.8 37.62 50.62 35.9 34.92
Percentage of Employers L] ran
Required JTPA Sign wp 18.67 18.89 14.58 18.59 16.32 32.20 21.28 14.53
Response Rate 78.60 82.25 93.78 84.13 69.41 86.04 80.41 83.59
Sample Size 1755 2217 193 3320 716 129 2532 1633
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TABLE 3-6

VITLE 11A MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY GENDER, RACE, AGE: AND BY WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Females: Welfare Recipionts
vhite Black Other
Age Age Age
Varisbles
22-29 | 30-54 | 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+ 2-29 | 30-54 | 55+

Average Numwber of \eeks
Worked during Fol Low-Up 7.8] 6.58] 10.99} S.96] s.5%8/ o.73 6.62 7.46] 8.00
Employment Rate at
Fol low-Up 53.63| 49.971 86.07] «2.26] 40.96 0] 53.68| 69.88] 100.00
Average Weskly Earnings at
Fol low-Up 179.45] 177.05] 99.81] 172.18] 157.2% 0] 136.63 17’9& 101.00
Education Status at
Fol low-Up. Percentage of
Individuals Receiving
Education 3.32 3.93 0 3.19] 4.92 0| 5.99| 12.43 0
Welfare Status at
Fol low-Up. Percentage of
Individuals on Welfare 48.59] 49.95) 27.58| 65.08| 72.67] 36.39 66.63| 59.27 0
Client's Average Ratings

Program length 2.56 2.51 2.81 .21 2.4 1.64 2.40 2.56] 3.00

Staff 3.33 3.35 2.93 3.2 3.2 2.86] 3.49] 3,06/ 4.00

Program overall 3.24 3.17] 2.65 3.1 3.15 3.371 3.3 2.92 4.00

Help on job 2.5% 2.65 1.57] 2.62 2.7 3.00 2.59 2.40 4.00
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 23.41] 29.97| 9.68| 48.25] 48.33 0} 36.21| 61.77 0
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 12.99] 11.72| 13.80] 15.85] 12.11 0] 16.48] 41.19 0
Response Rate 80.06] 83.43| 90.91] 75.00] 78.28 | 100.00 78.12] 72.41 | 100.00
Number in Category 712 ™7 1" 456 419 H 32 29 1
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Table 3-6--Contiryed

Females: Not Welfare Recipients
white Bleck Other
Age Age Age
Varisbles
22-29 | 30-54 55+ 2-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+

Average Number of Weeks
Worked during Fol low-Up 9.0 8.9 8.3 8.74| 8.6 5.45 8.Nn 7.55 8.00
Employment Rate at
Fol Low-Up 75.28] 67.35] S5.16] 62.75| 62.9%4| 36.52] 63.95| 54.54 0
Average Veekly Earnings at
Fol low-Up 188.84| 188.30] 1468.78| 193.85] 192.43| 172.99| 204.59| 165.82 0
Education Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of

~“ividuals Receiving
Education 5.54 .3 1.12 4.88 1.67 0| 12.42 0| 100.00
Welfare Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individuals on Vel fare 6.M 7.65 0.99] 15.56| 8.87| 14.99| 22.52] 14.41 0
Client's Average Ratings

Program length 2.57] 2.60 2.52 2.48 2.3% 2.17 2.56 2.95 0

Staff J.24] 3.3 3.36 3.16] 3.27] 3.64 3.57] 3.2 0

Program overall 3.2 3.19] 3.10 3.15 3.06] 3.48 3.18] 3.16 0

Help on job 2.50 2.62 2.73 2.28] 2.4k 2.: 2.23 3.14 1.00
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 36.57] 31.73| 50.52] 39.48] 31.93] 34.25| 27.46| 56.85 0
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Signh wp 16.83| 13.18| 18.13 7.24] 15.9 3.97| 20.99] 42.49] 100.00
Response Rate 81.48| 85.70| 94.20f 71.85| 77.78| 84.21| 100.00| 90.90| 50.00
Number in Category 459 755 69 135 162 19 19 22 2
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Teble 3-6--Continued

MNalas: uelfara Recipients
whita Black Other
Age Age Age
Varisbles
22-29 | 30-S4 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+
Average Number of Weeks
Worked curing Fol low-Up 7.82 8.14 8.03 6.04 5.17] 13.00 10.03 1.37 0
Ewployment Rata at
Fol low-tUp 58.71| 61.82] 50.41] 40.37] 39.99| 100.00| 68.22 50.67 [
Average Weekly Earnings at
Follow-tp 228.04| 246.23| 181.47] 194.06| 201.59| 127.50| 201.61 280.04 0
Education Status at
Fol low-Up. Percentage of
Individusls Recaiving
Education 3.42 2.03 0 2.8%0 2.41 0 0 2.83] 38.00
Welfare Status at
Fol low-Up. Percentage of
Individusls on Welfare 39.95] 40.47) 4&5.27] 58.56] S51.03| S0.00] 34.% 47.96] 100.00
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.52 2.45 2.76 2.43 2.14 3.00 2.1 2.18 1.62
Staff 3.27 3.32 5.17 3.17 3.20 3.50 3.18 2.81 2.62
Program overali 3.15 3.13 3.26] 3.08/ 3.10] 3.50] 3.07] 2.8 2.62
Help on job 2.48 2.50 2.76 2.45 2.67 4.00 2.73 2.36 0
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 36.01] 40.20| 66.37) 39.96] «6.96| 100.00] s55.81 49.12 0
Perce.tage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 19.03] 22.39] 30.88| 22.58] 13.10 0! 29.11| 15.81 0
Response Rate 81.%9| 81.9%] 76.92] e67.83) 71.01 So.00! 70.97 78.38]| 100.00
Number in Category 613 722 13 230 307 4 3 37 P
23
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Teble 3-6--Cootinued

Males: ot Welfara Recipients

whita Black Other

Age Age Age
22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22:29 | 30-54 55+ 22-2v | 30-54 55+

Variables

Average Number of Weeks
Worked during Fol low-Up 9.7 9.85| 8.8 7.62 9.0 6.24 9.15| 10.00 8.3

Employment Rata at
Fol Low-Up 73.36] 75.70] 66.02] 59.33| 68.59] 45.16]| 72.56] 79.05] &3.27

Average Weekly Earnings st
Fol low-Up 253.291 295.90| 222.77| 184.10] 238.98] 183.22] 231.64] 243.96] 250.00

Education Status at

Fol low-Up. Percentege of
Individuals Receiving
Education 3.61 4.57 0 3.74| 2.5% 19.96 4.07] 12.37 0

Vel fare Status at
Fol low-Up. Percentage of

Individuals on Welfsre 6.92 6.01 2.71| 21.39] 9.88 o] 17.25f 18.22 0
Client's Average Ratings
Program langth 2.56 2.53 2.56 2.3 2.38 2.12 2.47 2.7 3.00
Staff 3.23g 3.2% 3.9 3.18] 3.2% 3.44 3.45 3.22 3.00
Program overail 3.12 3.09|] 3.03 3.12] 3.n .5 3.5 3.281 3.0
Help on job 2.46 2.40 2.53 2.47 2.37] 4.00 2.68 2.64 0
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 33.81] 31.82 “.39_ 37.62] 41.10] 46.98| 42.23| 70.56 0
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign wp 21.19] 21.29| 14.05| 19.58| 21.76] 22.39| 23.80| 42.28 0
Response Rate 81.251 79.13] 84271 4,431 &2.041 0011 88 371 75 L4 ££.87
Number in Category 896 1126 102 19 197 13 43 41 3

NOTE: Many of the differences among the means and percentages in this table sre statistically
significant. Individual differences are too numerous to display.
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TABLE 3-7
TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS
AND MONWELFARE RECIPIENTS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENOER
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987
13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Welfare Recipients at Application

Age Race Gender
Varisbles
22-29 30-54 55+ white Slack Other Nale Fomale
Average Number of Weeks bl
Worked During Fol low-Up 6.17 6.31 5.74 6.8 £.52 5.95 6.26 6.22
Employment Rate at o
Foliow-tp 45.57 48.27 .74 50.16 40.68 .79 48.5 45.74
Average Weekly Earnings ers
at Follow-Up 192.79 210.01 194.89 206.82 196.9 167.25 240.65 173.19
Education Status at
Foliow'Up. Percentage of
Individusls Receiving rhon o
Education. 12.33 5.67 0 7.7 9.7 10.14 7.92 9.00
Wel fare Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of e
individunls on Welfare. 55.13 55.03 37.65 50.68 60.57 67.53 57.21 52.99
Clisnt's Average Ratings et
Program \ength 2.57 2.49 2.41 2.56 2.45 2.53 2.56 2.54
L 1 ]
Staff 3.2 3.15 3.28 3.22 3.03 3.19 3.16 3.20
Program overall 3.08 3.06 3.02 3.07 3.04 3.13 3.06 3.08
Help on job 2.53 2.57 2.80 2.58 2.45 2.63 2.%9 2.53
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 35.23 36.27 7.1 3.1 7. 23.67 35.8 33.02
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 16.40 22.01 18.22 19.38 17.00 20.72 21.12 18.04
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Table 3-7--Continued

Not Welfare Recipients at Application

Age Race Gender
Varisbles 22-29 50-54 55+ vhite Black Other Male female
Average Number of Weeks *
Worked During Follow-Up 9.21 9.40 9.38 9.43 9.01 8.06 9.57 8.92
Employment Rate at * i
Fol low-Up 67.90 7.76 59.86 71.16 63.32 64.72 72.85 64.23
Average Weekly Earnings bl bl
at fFollow-Up 235.40 267.25 190.65 247.95 257.55 57.72 280.69 200.92
Education Status at
Follow-Up. Percentage of
Individuals Receiving b il
Education. 12.84 7.3 0 8.98 6.82 11.98 1.3 10.96
Uel fare Statie ar
follow-Up. Percentage of . *
Individusls on Welfare. 11.04 6.91 3.4 7.46 12.78 8.07 8.88 7.78
Client's Average Ratings d -
Program length 2.61 2.55 2.27 2.64 2.3 2.48 2.57 2.53
-l
Staff 3.22 3.21 3.3 3.28 3.04 3.23 3.20 3.2
Program overail 3.12 3.06 3.0% 3.08 3.05 3.1 3.06 3.09
Help on job 2.48 2.50 2.55 2.53 2.4k 2.58 2.53 2.48
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 30.17 33.12 32.82 3.22 34.92 20.18 33.43 31.53
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign wp 14.38 20.62 17.13 18.62 16.24 18.74 19.23 15.34
AW
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strong irrespective of welfare status at application. Gender
differences in employment and weeks worked occur only among those
who were not welfare recipients at the time of application.
Blacks give lower ratings of some of their experience while in
JTP-Ohio regardless of welfare status.

ices ons e i

Services received by JTP-Ohio clients were classified into
three types--occupational classroom training, OJT, and job search
assistance. Reasons for termination were classified into five
categories: (1) entered employment, (2) exceed.d program duration
limits (Cl12), (3) exceeded 90-day hold limit (C14), (4) poor
attendance (C06, C07), and (5) other. A primary goal of the
analysis is to determine the impacts of services and reason for
termination on the eleven outcome variables.

In conducting these analyses, it was assumed that services
and reason for termination are sequential rather than simulta-
neous, as depicted in figure 3-1.

JTP b
1///////MServices -+ Outcomes
P
e 4
Predetermined
Variables r

Reason for
Termination

Figure 3-1. Model of services and reason for termination
on outcomes.

To observe the total effects of services, one must exclude control
for reason for termination. To observe the direct effect of
services, control for reason for termination must be added. 1In
figure 3-1, the direct effect is represented by arrow b. The
total effect is the sum of the direct effect and the indirect
effect: b + ef. This type of analysis is counter-intuitive in
that total effect is calculated by eliminating an explanatory
variable. When reason for termination is in the equation, it
explains all variability in the outcomes that is uniquely associ-
ated with it. Thus the estimates of the total effects of JTP
services are reduced to the degree these effects are due to reason
for termination.
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As a hase of comparison, table 3-8 shows the bivariate
relationships between each of the outcomes and type of service;
these differences show the basic relationships without any con-
trols. From these results one would conclude that classroom
instruction has an effect opposite that intended. CcClients who
received such instruction worked fewer weeks and were more likely
to be unemployed and receiving welfare when followed up. Those
who received OJT, in contrast, were significantly more positive on
almost all the outcome variables. Note especially the differences
in the percentage of clients receiving OJT who reported JTPA
assisted them to find their jobs and that their employers required
them to sign up for JTPA.

Table 3-9 displays the same relationships, first under con-
trol for all independent variables except reason for termination
(Tot Eff), then for all the factors used as controls in previous
tables including reason for termination (Dir Eff). It is clear
from table 3-9 that the JTP services do influence the outcomes.
Most of the apparent negative effects of classroom instruction are
eliminated, except for the direct effect on welfare status, and a
statistically significant income advantage emerged. With the
controls added, job search also is found to yield significant
advantages in weeks worked, employment rate at follow-up, and
percentage assisted to find jobs, and the earnings disadvantage is
eliminated. All of the significant advantages found for OJT
remain when the controls are added.

The importance of reason for termination as a mediating
factor between services and the outcomes is supported in table
3-9, but not to the same degree as in the PY 1986 results. As in
1986, many of the total effects are reduced after controlling for
reason for termination, but still remain statistically signifi-
cant. The only significant difference that can be attributed
primarily to reason for termination is the higher rate of employ-
ment among those who took part in job search. This result repli-
cates a 1986 finding that a job search's primary impact on
employment variables after 13 weeks is determined by whether the
search was successful. A successful job search is indicated by
"enterud employment." Entered employment is the most important
category of the variable reason for termination.

A substantial part of the total effect of OJT on weeks worked
and employment at follow-up also operates through reason for
termination. Many indivicduals receiving OJT continue working in
the firm where they received the OJT after ending their JTp-
sponsored training.

The importance of implementing controls is well illustrated
by contrasts between tables 3-8 and 3-9. Statistical controls
reverse the estimates of the apparent negative effects of class-
.oom training and decrease the positive effects of OJT. These
results can be explained by differences in the characteristics of
clients who are receive different services. Those assigned to
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TABLE 3-8
TITLE T1A AVERAGES/PECENTAGES BY TYPE OF SERVICE
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1787

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Classroom Job Search (¢X) §
Instruction
t
Varisbles Yes No Yoo No Yes No

Average Number of Weeks bbbl buinlkd
Worked during Follow-Up 6.88) 8.69] 8.43] 8.1 10.23 7.50
Employment Rate at e i
Fol Low-Up 51.60] 64.37| 62.03) 60.70| 76.53] s5.58
Average Weekly Income . an
at Follow-Up 221.17( 233.07| 217.21] 235.63] 262.96 214.62
Vel fare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees "o are
on Welfare 39.17] 27.45] 30.5| 30.58] 13.99 36.09
Education Status at
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving hte e
|Education 1271 7.53| s.8| o.51] 9.3 a8
Client's Average Ratings bt * Ll

Program length 2.38| 2.61 2.63 2.51 2.671 2.49

Staft 3.20f 3.16] 3.2 3.15) 3.14 3.19

Program overall 3.10 3.05 3.03 3.07 in 3.04

L ] - L 117

Help on job 2.64 2.47 2.39 2.57 2.83 2.37
Fercentage JTPA Assisted baddoied bkl
to Find Job 27.26| 36.37| 33.91| 34.34] 47.09] 28.37
Percentage of Employers e bbb bt
Required JTPA Sign up 5.55f 22.07] 6.37] 23.34] 46.54 5.51
Response Rate 79.12( 77.08] 79.02{ 77.17] 88.51 73.30
Sample Size 661 1837 610 1888 705 179
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TABLE 3-9
TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY TYPES OF SERVICES
QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROSRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEX FOLLOW-UP

Classroom Job Sesrch oJT
Varisbles Instruction
Yes No Yes No Yes No

[ 2,1 *hhe
Average Number Tot Eff 8.32 7.88 9.35 7.47 10.08 7.2
of Weeks Worked bl bbbk
during Follow-Up Dir Eff 8.02 7.9 8.56 1.7 9.07 7.59
e [ 1]
Employment Tot Eff | 61.17 | 59.29 67.62 | 56.72 73.85 54.47
Rate at e
Follow-Up Dir Eff 59.33 59.92 62.53 58.70 67.24 56.96
] *hhe
Average Weekly Tot Eff | 252.42 | 227.35 241.57 | 230.77 266.36 221.53
Income at * bbbl
Follow-Up Dir Eff | 253.32 | 227.04 242.55 | 230.39 265.80 221.7%
L 2 4
Velfare Tot Eff .72 27.37 26.50 29.27 20.18 31.62
Status at " "
Follow-Up Dir Eff 33.17 26.87 29.73 28.01 24 .46 30.01
Education Tot Eff 8.95 8.50 8.31 8.73 8.85 8.52

Status During
Follow-Up Dir Eff 9.02 5.47 8.43 8.68 8.93 8.49
Client's Average Ratings LL LL]
Tot Eff 2.50 2.56 2.68 2.49 2.68 2.69
Program length " .
Dir Eff 2.49 2.56 2.65 2.50 2.66 2.50
]
Tot Eff 3.22 3.19 3.5 3.18 3.10 3.24
Staff bl

Dir Eff 3.21 3.19 .3 3.19 3.08 3.5

Tot Eff 3.12 3.06 3.09 3.07 3.09 3.07
Program overal l

Dir Eff n 3.06 3.07 3.08 3.06 3.08

" winw wwhe
Tot Eff 2.93 2.38 a.n 2.44 3.02 2.33
telp on job e " whhe

Dir Eff 2.94 2.38 2.9 2.46 2.99 2.3

e L1t
Tot Eff 39.10 31.2 43.84 29.15 50.15 26.90
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to FiM Jw ] e Thhn
Dir Eff 39.38 31.14 43.60 29.24 49.67 27.08

L] .4
Tot Eff 18.90 18.51 19.96 18.09 7.1 7.65
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up LAl
Dir Eff 19.28 1~ 19.94 18.09 47 .66 7.67

30

ERIC 40

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




classroom training are more likely to be welfare recipients at the
time of application and to have had limited labor market experi-
ence. Handicapped individuals and exoffenders are less likely to
receive OJT than others. Males are more likely to receive 0OJT
than females, blacks are less likely to receive OJT than whites,
and those who worked many weeks in the year prior to training are
more likely to receive OJT than those who worked few weeks. Thus,
the primary predictors of classroom training have a negative
impact on the labor market outcomes; whereas, the main predictors
of OJT have positive effects on the outcomes. These results
explain why the relationships in table 3-8 between classroom
training and the labor market outcomes are reversed after controls
are introduced (table 3-9), while the original associations
between OJT and the five outcomes are reduced in magnitude by the
addition of controls. In brief, the explanation is that hard-to-
serve individuals tend to be assigned to classroom training;
whereas, the opposite is true of oJT.

Tables 3-10 and 3-11 report bivariate and multivariate
adjusted means, respectively, according to reason for termination.
Strong eifects are associated with the reason for termination.
Those who entered employment are almost three times as likely to
be employed at follow-up, work almost seven more weeks during the
13-week follow-up period, earn much more per week if they are
employed, and are much less likely to be on welfare than those who
did not enter employment. All of these difference persist when
~he additional controls are added. These results are quite
s milar to those found for PY 1986, adding additional evidence to
che importance of entering employment. The one anomalous result
found in 1986--when controls were included those who exceeded the
program duration earned more than any other group--was not
repeated in the current analysis.

The combined results of tables 3-9 and 3-11 show that reason
for termination is a pivotal factor in determining the outcomes.
Table 3-11 documents that entered employment makes a strong
independent contribution to all labor market outcomes. Table 3-~9
shows that reason for termination is an important intervening
variable between JTP services and the outcomes.

Predetermined Vvariables

This section presents analyses of the relationships between
the eleven outcomes and five independent variables that are likely
to influence the outcomes. These five independent variables are
employment status, family status, welfare status, education
status, and barriers to employment. All of these characteristics
were measured at the time of application, except education status
which was obtained frc. the follow-up survey. These variables
were included as controls in the regressions already presented;
this section examines their specific effects. For each relation-
ship, bivariate mean and percentages differences are presented as
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TABLE 3-10

TITLE TIA AVERAGE/PERCENTAGES BY REASON FOR TERMINATION

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Entered  |Exceeded|Exceeded Poor
Employment [Program | 90-Day | Attendence Other
Varisbles AD1-AD5 c-12 c-14 (£06,c07)
Average Number of Weeks bbbl
Worked during Fol low-Up 10.20 2.9 3.47 3.35 2.90
Employment Rate at bkl
Fol low-Up 7%.m™ 2.3 29.36 28.98 26.30
Average Weekly Income L
at Follow-Up 223.95 167.54 184.84 | 179.06 180.49
Welfare Status at Fol low-Up
|percentage of Terminees eew
on Welfare 19.72 57.75 58.48 60.70 53.90
Education Status at
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving eww
Education 2.99 0.84 4.12 5.47 5.7
Client's Average Ratings bbb
Program length 2.53 2.33 2.30 2.43 14
il
Staff 3.29 3.20 3. 3.19 3.19
AW
Program overall 3.19 3.01 3.03 3.04 3.10
AW
Help on job 2.64 1.9? 1.87 1.86 2m
Percentage JTPA Assisted bl
to Find Job 40.74 15.62 12.55 6.72 17.29
Percentage of Employers bbb
Required JTPA Sign wp 19.55 7.90 4.76 5.62 7.96
Response Rate 87.76 72.85 68.98 67.05 61.11
Sample Size 5513 302 ] 635 98 1535
32
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TABLE 3-11

TITLE 1A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY REASON FOR TERMINATION
QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Entered Exceeded Exceeded Poor Other
Variables Employment | Program 90-Day Attendance
(A01-A05) (C12) (c14) (C06,€07)
Average Number of Weeks e
Worked during Follow-Up 10.26 3.7 3.40 3.35 2.97
Employment Rate at han
Follow-Up 74.68 30.95 30.02 31.26 25.53
Average Weekly incou -
at Follow-Up 245.94 151.03 195.00 211.%0 224.42
Welfare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees when
on Vel fare 19.20 50.29 47.63 49.78 46.58
Education Status at
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving
Education 8.48 7.67 8.46 9.51 8.95
Client's Average Ratings i
Program length 2.59 2.60 2.35 2.56 2.38
e
Staff 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.16 3.03
*
Program overall 3.13 3.03 2.82 2.95 3.04
whhw
Help on job 2.76 2.32 1.93 1.93 2.02
Percentage JTPA Assisted b
to Find 1ok 41.53 6.73 i2.40 .9 €4.30
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 21.61 9.06 7.29 14.00 14.41
33
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a basis of comparison and adjusted means are shown to assess net
impacts of the independent variables on the outcomes. The inde-
pendent variables included here and procedures for calculating
adjusted means are the same as those used previously. Tables 3-12
to 3-21 show the results.

The simple comparisons show education has a statistically
significant impact on 9 of the 11 outcomes. Unlike some of the
results from PY 1986, most of the differences among the education-
al levels are in the expected direction. That is, more education
is associated with more positive outcomes. The exception to this
pattern is the adjusted percentage of college graduates receiving
welfare at follow-up. This percentage is the same as the percent-
age for high school graduates and higher than the percentage with
some college. Dropouts were more positive about their experiences
in JTP-Ohio and much more likely to report that the program
assisted them to find their jobs. This finding is another of
several that indicates JTP staff are directing the most services
to those with the most need.

Welfare status at application has a statistically significant
association with the labor market and welfare status outcomes in
tables 3-14 and 3-15. The anomalies observed in the PY 1986
results are not present in the current data. Those who were
welfare recipients at application work less, earn less and are
much more likely to be recipients at follow-up than those who were
not recipients at application.

The direct comparison of different family types (table 3-16)
yields significant differences in directions that appear reason-
able: single parents work less, earn less and are more likely to
receive welfare. Most of these differences were not found, how-
ever, when the controls for other characteristics were introduced
in table 3-i7. Only the higher percentage of weifare status
remained, and the differences among the family types were much
less than in table 3-16. The direction of differences in weekly
income underwent a major and statistically significant reversal

with single parents of children six and younger having the highest
average,

The effects of the barriers to employment (ex-offender,
handicapped, limited English proficiency) are smaller than one
might expect (table 3-18) but very consistent with the pattern
found in PY 1986. 1In the previous survey the LEP clients were
also found to have highest employment. These differences persist
when the additional control variables are added in table 3-19.

Some of the most mixed results of bivariate and multivariate
analysis are found by comparing tables 3-20 and 3-21. Table 3-20
shows the expected advantages for being employed at application,
except for average weekly income. When additional controls are
introduced, however, it is those who were not in the labor force
at application who are found to have been employed the most weeks
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during the follow-up period. It is those who were unciiployed at
application who are most likely to be unemployed at follow-up, but
those in this group who were employed earned the highest weekly
income. The analysis of the PY 1986 data found similar, but not
identical, anomalous resultg for employment status at application.
Employment status is apparently an unreliable predictor of the
likelihdod that clients will benefit from JTP-Ohio services.

These analyses indicate the importance of controlling for
differences in the individual characteristics and previous experi-
ences of clients to derive valid conclusiorns regarding the impacts
of JTP-Ohio services. Just as performance standards are based on
a regression model that controls for the major characteristics of
the clients that are served, the analysis of follow-up data on
these clients should use similar controls.

A summary of the major findings from this and the other

chapters and a discussion of their implications are presented in
chapter 7.
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TITLE 11A MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY EDUCATION STATUS
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

TABLE 3-12

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 19864

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Varisbles Dropout H.S. Graduate|{Some College [Coliege Grad.
Average Number of Weeks e
Worked during Fol low-Up 7.3 8.00 3.08 9.56
Employment Rate at il
Fol low-Up 53.20 60.31 60.44 10.98
Average beekly Income bkl
at Follow-Up 199.28 213.40 229.42 255.02
Welfare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees ik
on Welfere 39.% 31.07 29.32 17.81
Education Status st
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving e
Education 8.19 1.12 4.32 3.40
Client's Average Ratings bl

Program length 2.53 .46 2.62 2.56
Staff 3.28 3.27 3.24 3.2
L,

Program overall 3.19 3.16 3.08 3.12
Help on job 2.56 2.51 2.52 2.54
Percentage JTPA Assisted bbb
to Find Job 42.7% 36.45 33.95 29.32
Percentage of Employers e
Required JTPA Sign up 20.17 18.68 14.67 12.19
Response Size 1604 3432 1358 508

NOTE: Education status was defined by survey response.

It is not possible to calcu-

late response rate becsuse education status could not be cbtained for those in
the original sample who were not interviewed.
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TABLE 3-13

TITLE 1A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY EDUCATION STATUS

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

GUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

Varisbles Dropout N.S. G-eduste{Some College |College Grad.
Average Mumber of Weeks o
Worked during Follow-Up 7.58 7.88 8.59 8.39
Employment Rate at
Follow-Up 55.94 59.92 62.64 63.84
Average Weekly Income oo
at Follow-Up 219.39 229.32 264.50 27%.63
Welfere Status at Follow-
|up Percentage of “erminees e
on Wel fare 36.45 27.33 21.64 27.75
Education Status at
foliow'Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving tvne
Education 14.64 3.51 10.75 11.53
Client's Average Ratings

Program length 2.63 2.53 2.48 2.53
E )
Staff 3.2 3.21 3.2¢ 2.95
*
Program overal l 3.16 3.07 3.03 2.9
*h
Welp on job 2.75 2.47 2.46 2.19
Percentage JTPA Assisted hbd
to Find Job 45.01 31.00 28.80 18.60
Percentage of Emplovers .
Required JTPA Sign up 20.02 19.63 17.08 12.06
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TABLE 3-14
TITLE 11A AVERNGES/PERCENTAGES BY WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICAT ION
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLON-1#

Variables AFOC Recipient General Norwel fare
Average Wumber of Weeks Lt
Worked during Follow-Up 6.92 6.3 9.28
Employment Rate at il
Follow-Up 51.49 47.32 70.02
Average Weekly Income waen
at Follow-Up 203.84 181.99 234.12
Welfare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees habd
on Welfare 53.41 50.25 8.2¢

Education Status at
Follow-Up Percantage of
Terminees Receiving

Education 3.19 3.76 3.2

Client's Aversge Ratings bl

Program length 2.47 2.41 2.5

Staff 3.16 3.12 3.15

Program overal | 3.28 3.2 3.26

-

Help on job 2.58 2.57 2.48

Percentage JTPA Assisted Ll i

to Find Job 36.38 41.50 35.14

Percentane of Exslooers hae

Required JTPA Sign up 15.51 18.07 18.57

Response Rate 79.51 73.61 81.66

Sample Size 3016 1497 4165
E i el
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TABLE 3-15

TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION
QUARTER 4, PROGRAN YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Verisbles AFDC Recipient General Norwel fare
Aversge Mumber of Weeks -
Worked during Follow-Up 7.62 7.43 8.33
Employment Rate at -
Follow-Up 55.96 55.61 62.75
Average VWeekly Income il
at Follow-Up 216.03 210.48 2.8.69
Uelfare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees e
on Welfare 49.80 41.13 14.50
Education Status at
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving
Education 9.74 8.64 8.03
Client's Average Ratings

Progrem length 2.55 2.51 2.55
Staff 3.19 3.02 3.22
Program overall 3.10 3.02 3.08
Help on job 2.51 2.64 2.50
Percen.age JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 33.31 37.35 32.21
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 19.11 18.21 18.46
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TABLE 3-16

TITLE I1A AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY FAMILY STATUS AT APPLICATION
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Single Parent with |Single Parent with |Parent in 2 |Other Family Non-

Varisbles >1 Child under 6 yrs| > 1 Child 7-17 yrs |Parent Home Mexber Dependent
Average Number of Weeks haiakded
Worked during Follow-Up 6.9 7.79 8.87 9.25 8.19
Employment Rate at e
Follow-Up 51.25 55.46 67.60 71.49 60.25
Average Weekly Income ookl
at Follow-Up 211.53 206.29 263.83 256.57 213.89
Welfare Status at Follow
Up Percentages of Termi- bkl
nees on Welfare 52.25 43.59 2.1 13.71 26.80
Education Status at
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminces Receiving b
Education 11.43 6.62 8.90 7.8 8.3
Client's Average Ratings

Program length 2.53 2.54 2.58 2.48 2.53

Staff 3.17 3.10 3.27 3.13 3.15

Program overall 3.09 3.00 3.15 3.01 3.03

Kelp on job 2.51 2.3 2.57 2.48 2.54
Percentage JTPA Assisted *
to Find Job 36.53 29.78 35.01 31.63 36.82
Percentage of Employers habadaed
Required JTPA Sign wp 9.3 12.20 23.43 14.90 19.84
Response Rate 77.78 79.20 86.88 84.30 76.66
Sample Size 288 423 726 172 an
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TABLE 3-17

TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY FAMILY STATUS AT APPLICATION

QUARTEP 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Singla Parent w/> 1 |Singla Parent with [Parent in 2 |other Femily| Non-
Varisbles Child under 6yrs. |> 1 Child 7-17 yrs. [Parent Home | Member Dependent
Aversge Mumber of Weeks
Worked during Follow-Up 7.9 8.51 7.81 8.07 7.93
Feployment Rate at
Ful Low-Up 60.20 61.7% 59.48 63.07 58.39
Average Weekly Income bbbl
at Follow Up 264 .58 266.23 249.95 233.52 207.57
Welfare Status at Follow-
Up Percentage of Termi- *
nees on Welfare 35.45 32.60 24.06 23.57 29.13
Education Status at
Fol Low-Up Percentage of
Terminees Recaiving
Education 8.2 1.7 8.47 7.00 9.49
Client's Average Ratings *
Program length 2.62 2.64 2.53 2.37 2.53
Staff 3.2 3.2 3.22 3.1 3.19
Program overall L )] 3.00 3.09 3.08 3.08
Help on job 2.56 2.48 2.52 2.64 2.55
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job n.n 33.01 29.61 29.59 35.61
Percentage of Employers i
Required JTPA Sign up 14.40 15.25 19.22 10.56 2z.32
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TABLE 3-18

TITLE I1A AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT AT APPLICATION
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Varisbles Of fender | Hendicapped | Limited English | No Barrfer
Aversge Number of \Weeks bkl
Worked during Follow-Up 6.9 .23 9.41 8.40
|Employment Rate at e
Fol Low-Up 54.68 51.33 70.76 é6c.28
Average Weekly Income
at Follow-Up 216.80 217.74 215.43 232.24
Wel fare Status st Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees bk
on Yelfare 33.32 15.78 26.38 31.44
Education Status at
Fol low-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving
Education 6.50 5.59 +.33 8.77
Client's Average Ratings

Program length 2.53 2.64 2.3 2.53
Staff 3.10 3.20 3.13 3.18
Program overatl 3.06 3.08 3.20 3.06
Help on job 2.77 2.43 2.68 2.50
Percentage JTPA Assisted b
to Find Job 36.04 3:.28 61.65 34.55
(Percentage of Employers haw
Required JTPA Sfgn uwp 12.01 13.57 40.22 19.03
Response Rate 66.67 84.85 76.74 82.31
Sample Size 180 145 4] 2109
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TABLE 3-19
TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS BY BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT
QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAN YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Verisbles Of fender Handi capped Limited English No Barrier
Average Mumber of Weeks b
wWorked during Follow-Up 7.87 1.22 9.98 8.06
Employment Rate at L]
Follow 'ip 62.35 47.65 7.57 60.50
Average Weekly Income
at Follow-Up 227.96 210.77 210.31 235.98
welfare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees e
on Welfare 29.26 18. ° 20.72 29.51

Education Status at
Fol low-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving

Education 9.59 3.59 10.05 8.51
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.63 2.67 2.19 2.53
Staff 3.20 3.2 3.17 5.20
Program overall N 3.12 3.05 3.07
Help on job 2.7 2.48 2.52 2.50
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 28.00 36.92 44 .91 33.27
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 13.82 14.34 .06 19.69
43
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TABLE 3-20

TITLE I1A AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES & EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT APPLICATION

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Dependent
Variables Employed Unempl oyed Not in Labor Force
Aversge Number of Weeks bl
Worked during Fol low-Up 9.93 8.3 6.45
Employment Rate at e
Fol low-Up 71.59 61.17 50.03
Average Weekly Income e
at Follow-Up 219.51 237.9 188.68
Welfare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees whew
on Welfare 15.71 30.80 43.25
Echcation Status at
Fol low-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving v
Education 11.85 7.28 12.72
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.58 2.55 2.45
L ]
Staff 3.2 3.18 3.04
L 24
Program overall 3.2 3.05 2.97
Help on job 2.42 2.54 2.38
{Percentage JTPA Assisted hbeded
to Find Job 33.38 36.11 26.52
Percentage of Employers iadedd
Required JTPA Sign uwp 20.47 18.87 8.80
Response Rate 88.60 79.78 .76
Sanple Size 307 1939 47
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TABLE 3-21

TITLE T1A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGE BY ENPLOYMENT STATUS AT APPLICATION

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

QUA" ER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Variables Employed Unempl oyed Not in Labor Force
Average Number of Weeks bl
Worked during follow-Up 8.05 7.38 8.84
Employment Rate at b
Follow-Up 863.69 57.34 65.34
Average Weekly Income *
at Follow-Up 216.43 237.%9 217.93
Wel fare Status at Follow-Up
Percentage of Terminees bl
on Welfare 22.95 28.32 25.38
Education Status at
Fol low-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving "
Education 11.37 10.65 7.59
Client's Average Ratings

Program length 2.53 2.54 2.54
Staff 3.18 2.4 3.2¢
Program overall 3.00 2.99 3.15
Heip on job 2.50 2.56 2.46
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 29.16 31.64 32.93
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign wp 18.65 19.41 17.58
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CHAPTER 4

TITLE IIA 26-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

This chapter extends the examination of the labor market
experiences of JTP-Ohio participants for a half-year, 26 weeks,
immediately after they left their programs. A random sample of
respondents who had been interviewed for the l3-week follow-up was
selected and contacted again another 13 weeks after their initial
interviews. All the procedures used for the original 13-week
follow-up were repeated with the 26-week survey, but fewer
questions were asked. The questions focused on employment and
earnings during week 26, total weeks employed during the period
from the first to the second interview, and welfare status at the
time of the second interview.

The information obtained from the 26-week interviews was
combined with that which had been obtained in the 13-week inter-
views and with background data on the characteristics of former
participants that were available from the Ohio Bureau of Employ-
ment Services management information system (MIS). The two inter-
views and partial MIS data were available for 2084 former
participants. As with the 13-week data reported in chapter 3,
complete background data were not available for all participants.
The adjusted means and percentages, estimates of effects that
control for differences in backaround characteristics and program
experiences, were calculated using a subsample of 186 respondents
for whom complete MIS data could be matched with the 13-week and
26-week interview information.

The outcomes of major interest in this chapter are changes in
welfare status and indicators of employment and earnings during
both the follow-up periods. The tables in this chapter present
measures of these outcome by the same classification variables
used in chapter 3. Percentages are reported of former partici-
pants who were welfare recipients at application, at 13-weeks, and
at 26 weeks. The following measures of employment experiences are
reported for both the 13-week and 26-week follow-up periods:
average number of weeks worked, percentage employed when inter-
viewed, and average weekly earning for those who were employed
when interviewed. The adjusted means and percentages are
presented only the 26-week outcomes. The 1l3-week measures are

used as additional independen. variables to explain the 26-week
outcomes.

After an overview of all the variables used in the analyses,
section two presents age, race, and gender effects. Section three
examines effects of JTP-Ohio services and reason for termination
from JTP. Section four analyzes effects of several additional
variables, including education and welfare status. A summary of
the major findings and a discussion of their implications are
presented in chapter 7.
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A 26-week survey was nct conducted for PY 1986 terminations.
Consequently, there are no comparisons between PY 1986 and PY 1987
results in this chapter. The discuassion of the findings focuses
on statistically significant differences among the various classi-
fication variables and on findings with policy implications.

Deacriptive Data

The means and standard deviations of each variable used in
this chapter are shown in table 4-1. Overall, the characteristics
and outcomes for the subsample of 13-week respondents who were
interviewed for the 26 week follow-up are quite similar. The
percentage of males, the age distribution, the percentage with
barriers to employment, the percentage who were welfare recipients
and unemployed at application, and the reasons for termination are
almost the same in the subsample as in the full sample. The
subsample, however, had 10 percentage points fewer blacks and 12
percentage points more respondents who had received on-the-job
training while participating in JTP Ohio. It was shown in chapter
3 that clients assigned to OJT tended to be more job ready and
that OJT was associated with more favorable employment experi-
ences. The slightly higher representation of OJT in the subsample
appears to be associated with the subsamples slightly more
positive 13-week outcomes. In comparison to the full sample, the
outcomes for subsample are 3 percentage points higher on employ-
ment at 13 weeks, half a week higher on average weeks worked

during the l13-week period, and $11.65 higher on average earnings
during the 13th week.

Of more interest than the differences between the full sample
and the subsample are the comparisons between the l3-week and the
26-week outcomes. The good news is that welfare status dropped
and average weekly earnings increased between the 13th and 26th
week and that average weeks worked and percent employed at follow-
up changed very little. The 13-week outcomes can be interpreted
as indicators of the apparent effects of | TP-Ohio services, and
the 26-week results indicate that these effects persist for at
least a half year.

Tha decrease in the number of welfare recipients is perhaps
the most significant finding. The percentage of recipients at 26
weeks is half the percentage at application. other findings
presented in this report demonstrate that those who are recipients
at application are far more difficult to serve. Nevertheless,
half of those who obtained employment upon leaving JTP Ohio
remained employed for at least half a year. This evidence
suggests that employment and training programs are an effective

method of assisting many welfare recipients to become self-
supporting.
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TABLE 4-1

§
TITLE T1A MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALL VARIABLES

USED IN THE ANALYSES

QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1985
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Variable Variable Code Mean |[Standard |[Number in
Name Deviation [Category
Percentage Welfare Recipients
at Application
AFOC AFDCAPL 3B 48.16 2084
General Relief GENRLAPL 1%.23 34.9% 2n8,

At 13 Yeeks WELFSTA2 28.35 45.18 2039

At 26 Weeks WELSTA26 26.14 4¢.33 2076
Average Number of Weeks Worked

First 13 Weeks WEEKSWRK 8.46 5.54 2084

Second 13 Weeks WEELWK26 8.01 5.78 2084
Employment Rates

At Termination EMPLTERM 70.43 45.74 2084
At 13 Weeks EMPLFLUP 62.34 48.56 2084

At 26 Meeks EMPLFL26 61.92 48.68 2084
Average Veekly Earnings

At 13 Yeeks PAVWK13 229.28 | 131.07 1298

At 26 Veeks PAYWK26 236.00 | 131.26 1289
Labor Markat Experience LMEXPER 11.08 15.90 1999
Number of Weeks Worked in Year

Prior to Application WKSWRK 1 17.89 | 21.32 1985
Percent Male SEX 50.52 | 50.07 2084
Limited English Proficiency LEP 76 8.53 2084
Bleck BLACK 20."7 | 4T &9 2084
Other Race OTHRRACE 3.0 17.05 2084
Exceeded Program Duration TOOLONG 3.36 17.90 2084
Exceeded 90 Day Hold Status EXKOLD 5.86 23.41 2084
Low Attendance LOA) TEND 6.53 26.69 2084
Ages 30 to 54 AGE? 054 54.17 49.81 2084
Ages 55+ ASSS5PL 3.88 19.23 2084
Handi capped HAND [CAP 5.19 22.05 7
Dropout DROPOUT A% | 1.9 2084
Same College SMCOL 22.19 | 41.53 2n23
Col lege Graduate COLGRAD e 28.20 2023
Offender OFFFENDER 5.15 22.14 217
Not in Labor Force NOTINLF 13.82 32.01 217
Unesployed at Application UNEMPL 7837 | 1.3 217
Job Sesrch JBSRCH 3.7 42.63 186
Classroom Training OCC-CLAS 26.34 4.2 186
On the Job Training ot 38.29 48.70 186
Single Parent with > 1 child

Ages 1 to 6 $P1-6 11.52 32.01 217
Two Parent Home TWOPAR 2.7 47.00 217
Other Family Member OTHFAMM 10.19 30.32 217
Single Parent with > 1 children

Ages 7 to 17 SP-617 18.48 | 329 217
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This section analyzes differences on the l3-week and 26-week
outcomes by age, race, and gender. As in chapter 3, bivariate
differences on the outcomes are shown by age, race, and gender;
then a multiway crossbreak showing simultaneous differences on the
outcomes by these variables is examined. Next, a multivariate
analysis including simultaneous controls for several variables
that are likely to influence the outcomes is presented. Finally,
the age-race-gender tables are presented separately by welfare
status at the time of application.

Table 4-2 shows the bivariate associations between each of
the dependent variables and age, race and gender. As in chapter
3, only those differences in average value or percentage across
the 3 age categories that are marked with asterisks are statisti-
cally significant; the more asterisks, the less likeiy a differ-
ence would be found by chance.l All of the relationships found
in the 13-week data are replicated in the 26-week results. Age
shows a strong association with earnings and welfare status. The
curvilinear association between age and earnings, the 30 to 54
year old group earning the most, and the lowest incidence of

welfare among the 55 and older ¢re present in both the l3-week and
26-week results.

Race and gender also have the same relationships to the 26-
week as to the l3-week outcomes. Blacks and females work less and
earn less and both are more likely to receive public assistance,
especially at application, than members of other races and males.
Despite these intergroup difference, all categories, except those
55 and older, showed decreases in the percentage receiving welfare
and increases in average earnings from 13 to 26 weeks.

Table 4-3 shows the simultareous three-way cross-
classification of means/percentages for the outcomes by age, race,
and gender. Due to the small number in many of the catego-
ries, especially the 55 and vider and the other racial category,
many of the differences .n table 4-2 do not reach statistical
significance in 4-3. Nevertheless, most of the primary patterns
observed in table 4-2 are present. The curvilinear relationship
between age and earnings is not as strong across all categories.
Where sample sizes are moderate to large, blacks generally earn
less and work less than whites, but the difference in earnings
between blacks and whites is much smaller among females than among
males. White females earn less than white males in every age

category, but this is not so for blacks and those in the other
racial category.

lin all tables in this chapter, and in the report, the following
signs are used to indicate level of statistical significance:
*P < .05; **p < ,01; **kp < ,001; #**%p < ,0001.
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TABLE 4-2

TITLE 11A MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY AGE (BIVARIATE)

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Age Race Gender
22-29 |30-54 | S5+ | white| Black| Other Male [Female
Percentage Vel fare Recipients hee whaw e
At Application 54.73| 50.72| 17.35] 46.39| &3.61 40.36 | 42.96 | 58.76
L1, 1] L 1 L1, 2]
At 13 Weeks 34.33| 31.16] 8.89] 25.72| 44.76 41.33 | 2¢.22 | 38.52
a*eee L1, 1] L1, 1]
At 26 Weeks 29.46] 25.56| 11.34] 22.84] 35.48 29.01 | 19.29 | 33.62
Average Number of Weeks
Worked . "ten "ree
First 13 ueeks 8.15| 8.12| 6.55| 8.57| 6.89 7.55 8.60 7.56
L] *eee "R
Second 13 Weeks 7.661 7.77] 6.09| 8.24] 6.28 7.30 | 8.32 7.02
Employment Rate bbbl whe hebbod
At 13 Weaks 59.39] 59.85| 48.11] 63.58] 48.05 62.10 | 63.67 | 54.87
[, 1] L1, ] t*bew
At 26 Weeks 58.94] 60.10] 47.75| 63.12| 49.7% 54.70 | 64.02 | 54.39
Average Weekly Earnings e hane ane
At 13 Weeks 209.51|236.04|196.81]232. 73| 19%.46]  218.92 |249.11 [195.12
{4 1] L1, ] L1, 1]
At 26 Weeks 222.271242.29|182.29124¢0.911202.93]  239.80 |242.79 1197.06
Response Size a77| 1ner 80 1595 427 62 1031 1053
51
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TABLE 4-3

TITLE 1A MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE, GENDER, ANO AGE (MULTIVARIATE)

QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

vhite Black Other
Male Femate Male Female Male Female
Variasbles Age Age Age |_Age Age | Age Age Age Age Age Age Age | Age Age Age Age [_Age Age
22:29| 30-341 55+ | 22-29| 30-54| 55+ [22-29 [30-54 | 55+ [22-29 | 30-54| S5+ [22-29 |"30.54|_55+ | 22-29/30-54 |55+ _
Percentage Welfare
R“ ipi'ﬂt S hhd [, 1. Tt *hae *
At Application 43.80| 38.67| c.0i; 59.33] 53.92| 15.98] 54.21| 63.16 0} 72.35]| 65.54| 43.03| 38.11| 18.53 0| 44.34] 70.9 0
L 1.1 e R 17 L, 1, ]
At 13 Weeks 5.141 18.57] 1.58] 29.01} 3.75] 6.13| 37.09| 34.07 0| 56.341 48.61] 15.57] 34.95| 30.35 0] 53.59| 53.98 0
[ 2,42 1.} ] L 1, ]
At 26 Weeks 25.34] 14.04| 11.58] 27.10] 29.51| 12.39| 20.88] 24.4S 0] 47.76] 42.58]| 15.57] 14.97| 24.81 0] 40.36] 44.26 0
Average Number of
Weeks Worked
First 13 Weeks 9.05{ 9.07| 6.84| 8.45| 7.89| 7.60| 7.18] 7.54| 4.33; 6.72] 6.84| 3.84] s.05( 8.62] 13.00f 6.43] 6.521 8.00
-*d
Second 13 Weeks 8.60] 9.17| 6.09] 7.90] 7.41| 6.66| 6.931 6.23] 3.57| 6.13] 6.29] S.05] 8.84] 8.39] 13.00] 4.81] 6.24] 13.00
Employment Rate bodaieded .
At 13 Weeks 66.72] 69.50| 40.04| 62.95| 56.82| 59.82| 47.99| S52.76] 28.88] 47.62| 46.99| 43.041 66.61] 75.221100.00] 45.71| 62.80 0
[ o 1]
At 26 Weeks 66.60| 67.55] 45.08¢y 57.0%| 38.07| 52.70| 5U.5%) 33.44| 256.88) 50.37] «B.0V] 45.04| 73.60] 59.55[100.00] 34.65] 41.52]100.W0
Average Weekly Earnings il
At 13 Weeks 237.94280.39(243.82{190.96{200.08 152.96|176.96{209.53]216.86{191.00]195.16/235.11|208.02|213.761250.00) 220.52|237.36 0
L 1] -*d
At 26 \eeks 269.43|294.92(235.50|207.08]190.91(148.52 [199.23] 215.93205.40[ 195.58| 210.22{103.41 | 231.08]254.55 [500.00{ 198. 64 245.27! 80.00
Response Size 354 473 34 288 413 33 76 n H 126 137 é 18 15 1 15 12 1
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As in chapter 3, table 4-4 present a multivariate analysis
that is quite different than the type in table 4-3. Table 4-3
shows relationships between each independent variable (age, race,
gender) while controlling for the other two independent variables.
This type of presentation makes it is possible to examine an
outcome across levels of the three independent variables. Such
detail comes at the expense of loss of sample size in each
category and difficulty of interpretation.

Each average/percentage in table 3-4, in contrast, is
adjusted for an arraY of control variables. Separate multiple
regressions were conducted for each outcome. Each regression
equation contained age (using the same three categories as
before), race, and gender plus numerous additional controls. The
means are adjusted in such a way that their differences always
equal the value of a corresponding regression coefficient and
their weighted average over all categories of each independent
variable equals the overall average (grand mean).

The independent variables included in the regressions cre
defined in chapter 2. It should be noted again that the complete
OBES file was not available for the total 26-week sample. It is
only with those clients for whom complete data were available that
the multiple regression analyses were run. The characteristics of
the subsampis are very similar to the fuil sample and the rela-
tionships among the variables are also likely to be similar.

The regression analysis of the 26-week outcomes used the 13-
week outcomes as additional independent, control, variables. This
enabled a more precise estimate of the effects of the variables of
interest, such as welfare status at application, upon the outcomes
at 26-weeks. Addirg the 13-week outcomes as independent variables
substantially increcased tre proportion of explained variance (R2)
The R2 for welfare status at 26 weeks, for example, without the
13-week variables is .45. 1In other words, almost half of the
variablility in welfare status 26 weeks after leaving JTP Ohio can
be explained in terms of information about the characteristics of
the former clients and their experiences in their programs. Wher
the 13-week outcomes are added to the equation as additional
control variables, the R2 increases to .63, or almost two-thirds
of the variability being explained.

Table 4-4 shows the effects of entering the 13-week outcomes
into the equations. The figures in the table are the adjusted
Mmeans and percentages with the ]3-week variables excluded (out) or
included (in) as control variables in the equations. The most
common effect of including the 13-week is to reduce the differ-
ences among the categories by adjusting the values to be closer to
the overall values for the 26-week outcomes. The largest change
occurs for the average earnings at 26~weeks. With the 13-week
outcomes excluded, the range in earnings across the age categories
is {rom $219.68 to $304.00. With the 13-week outcomes included,
this range decreases to $240.41 to $288.20. The range decreased
by almost half. The inclusion of the 13-week outcomes, however,
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TABLE 4-4
TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER
13-WEEK OUTCOMES EXCLUDED (QUT) OR INCLUDED (IN) AS CONTROL VARIABLES
QUARTER &4, PROGRAM YEAR 1966
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEX FOLLOW-UP

Age Race Gencler
Varisbles
22-29 30-54 55+ white 8lack Other Male Femele
Percentage Welfare
Recipients at 26 Weeks
13-weeks out 27.94 23.10 229N 23.07 27.31 53.51 2N 27.N"
13-weeks in 26.55 23.96 27.15 25.66 21.04 46.81 21.72 29.15
Average Number of Weeks
Worked Second 13 Weeks
13-weeks out 8.00 7.55 10.30 8.29 6.92 5.78 7.62 8.1
13-weeks in 8.10 7.46 10.43 7.95 . 6.48 7.68 8.05
Employment Rate at
» (¢ ] 26 Weeks
> 13- weeks out 63.37 55.27 57.26 62.70 51.67 34.12 56.39 61.69
13-weeks in 64.38 54.49 56.26 60.03 58.61 37.38 56.24 61.86
Average Weekly Earnings
at 26 Weeks hbd e
13- weeks out 219.68 304.00 268.01 ars.82 260.23 76.48 33.75 188.08
* L 2,
13- weeks in 240.41 288.20 267.92 272.01 265.92 138.30 312.86 212.76

€4
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does not change the basic patterns observed when these outcomes
are excludad. All the remaining adjusted means and percentages in
this chapter were calculated with the 13-week outcomes included as
independent variables.

In general the control variables that produced the results in
table 4-4 tend to minimize the differences among the age, race and
gender categories shown in the preceding tables. Despite the use
of these controls, workers in the middle age range and males were
still found to earn more than younger and older workers and
females. All the other differences in welfare status, weeks
worked, employment rates at follow-up, and earnings across catego-
ries found in earlier tables were not obtained when the full set
of control variables were used.

Controlling welfare status at application eliminated the
statistically significant differences in percentage of welfare
recipients at 13 and 26 weeks found across the age, race, and
gender categories in table 4-2. The differences are in the same
direction as in table 4-2 but not large enough or based on suffi-
cient number of cases to be significant. The additional controls
actually reversed the direction of the gender differences in
employment rates and average weeks worked during the second 13
weeks that were shown in table 4-2, but the differences are not
statistically significant.

Table 4-5 displays the relationships between each outcome and
age, race, and gender separately for those who were receiving
public assistance and those who were not receiving public assis-
tance at the time of application. It can be seen that while
participation in JTP Ohio was associated with dramatic drops in
welfare status, some former clients who were not welfare recipi-
ents at application were recipients at follow-up. Fortunately,
the number who stated receiving welfare is less than one-sixth of
the number who stopped receiving it. These results suggest that
of every 100 welfare recipients served by JTP Ohio, over 60 will
be off welfare for at least a half year after leaving their
programs. Of every 100 served who were not recipients at applica-
tion, less than 10 will be on welfare a half year after termina-
tion. All of the more favorable labor market outcomes found at 13
weeks for those who were not welfare recipients at application
were found to persist to 26 weeks.

Table 4-6 presents the simultaneous cross-tabulations of
means/percentages on the outcomes by welfare status at appli-
cation, age, race, and gender. Sample sizes here often are too
small to allow firm ccnclusions, but the main patterns observed in
table 4-3 also show up in table 4-62.

2gtatistical tests of all the possible .elationships are not
reported because there are too many of them to tabulate
conveniently.
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TABLE 4-5
TITLE [IA MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND FOR
NONWELFARE RECIPIENTS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND 8Y GENDER
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987
26-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Welfare Recipients at Application

Age Race
Variables

22-29 30-54 | 55+ vhite Black Other Male Female

Percentage Welfare

Recipients
At Application 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
ke 1.1
At 13 Weeks 53.63 51.39 43.91 45.19 62.37 65.03 44,26 57.85
-+l et L, 1]
At 26 Weeks 47.21 41.65 43.91 40.70 50.27 47.68 36.30 49.73
g Average Number of

Weeks Worked " *
First 13 Weeks 6.97 7.08 4.1 7.43 6.20 6.99 7.55 6.60
awke -t
Second 13 Weeks 6.26 6.57 6.54 7.02 5.32 7.19 7.05 5.99
Employment Rate e ey bdindd
At 13 Weeks 48.20 52.39 28.24 54.95 4.1 57.17 54.81 6.9
L 44 2] *hed
At 26 Weeks 47.18 50.04 50.68 53.01 40.86 53.04 52.90 45.86
Average Weekly Earnings e saee
At 13 Weeks 196.09 217.30 65.09 214.65 186.95 222.28 B2.464 186.03
E 2 ] ks
At 26 Weeks 201.30 216.23 84.70 215.05 188.60 233.86 235.43 185.48
Response Size N 552 10 732 s 26 440 593
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Table 4-5--Continued

Not Welfare Recipients at Application

Age Race
Variables
22-29 30-54 55+ white 8lack Other Male Female
Percentage Welfare
Recipients
At Application 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1.1 [ 1111
At 13 Weeks 10.64 10.34 1.46 7.87 13.80 26.81 9.16 10.70
[ 1,1 [ 3,13
At 26 Yeeks 8.12 8.99 4.50 7.3 10.50 16.39 6.46 10.81
Average Number of
Weeks Worked e e
First 13 Weeks 9.56 9.19 7.07 9.55 8.1 7.93 9.38 8.92
1 1.1 L 1 -
Second 13 Weeks 9.36 9.01 6.00 9.29 7.96 7.37 9.28 8.48
Employment Rate Laad b d
At 13 Weeks ns 67.55 52.28 71.05 60.18 65.43 70.35 66.20
L 4, 0 L 221
At 26 Weeks 73.16 70.46 47.13 71.87 65.29 55.83 72.40 66.54
Average Weekly Earnings bdd L sene
At 13 Weeks 220.23 251.00 21.75 244 .82 203.42 216.93 258.89 20429
* L 1) ke
At 26 Weeks 238.62 261.37 204 .32 257.42 218.61 263.62 277.86 208.43
Response Size 406 575 70 863 152 36 613 438
{’l -4
s
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TABLE 4-6

TITLE 11A MEANS/PERCENTAGES 8Y GENDER, RACE, AGE: AND 8Y WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION

QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1985
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Females: Welfare Recipients

white Black Other
Age Age Age
Variables
22-29 30-5Lg 55¢+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+

Percentage Welfare
Recipients

At Application 100.00| 100.00{ 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00

At 13 Weeks 45.73) 54.021 37.54F 69.11] 68.51] 36.17| 65.59| T72.97

At 26 Weeks 41.05] 45.97) 37.54] 59.62| 57.78] 36.17| 55.09] 54.66
Average Nu ber of
Weeks Worked

First 13 Weeks 1.22 7.08 9.60 6.08 5.83 0 5.02 6.74

Second 13 Weeks 6.61 6.51 6.06 5.15 5.13 8.30 5.3 5.92
Empl oyment Rate

At 13 Weeks 50.71] 52.42| 77.66| &2.47) 37.77 0] 34.41] 69.63

At 26 Weeks 49.19] 51.54| 47.59| 42.28] 35.71] 63.83] 44.91| 39.35
Average Weekly Eernings

At 13 Weeks 186.85| 194.56] 65.09] 171.14} 181.59 0] 253.65] 236.51

At 26 Weeks 200.04§ 181.79| 66.34| 187.62] 177.12| 60.00| 216.03] 261.50
Response Size 172 216 5 89 9% 2 7 8
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Table 4-6--Con* inued

Females: Not Welfare Recipients
white Black Other
Age Age Age
Variables
22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+

Percentage Wel fare
Recipients

At Application (o] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
At 13 Veeks 4.66] 11.94 0] 21.99} 10.2¢ 0] 44.03] 18.92 0
At 26 Veeks 6.74] 10.26 T.601 17.38] 13.89 0] 28.63] 18.92 0
Average Number of
Weeks Worked

First 13 Weeks 10.26 8.85 7.2 8.42 8.75 6.7% 7.55 6.00 8.00
Second 13 Weeks 9.76 8.47 6.78 8.6 8.44 2.60 4.40 7.064| 13.00
Employment Rate

At 13 Weeks 80.821 61.99] 56.43| 61.12| 64.52] 75.55 56.71 46.12 0
At 26 Veeks 73.351 65.72| S3.671 n.6v} 71.62| 7.3 26.08] 46.12] 100.00
Aversge Weekly Earnings

At 13 Veeks 194.71] 205.54| 175.95| 227.12| 210.26] 235.11 203.93{ 240.50 0
At 26 Veeks 213.97] 199.28] 162.37] 207.89| 241.63 180.00| 174.80| 211.50| 80.00
Response Size 116 197 28 37 43 4 8 4 1
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Table 4-6--Continued

Males: Welfs @ Recipients

white Black Other
Age Age Age
Variables
22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22:29 | 30-54 55+

Percentage Vel fare
Recipients

At Application 100.00| 100.00| 100.00] 100.00| 100.00 0| 100.00| 100.00

At 13 Veeks 45.21| 37.26] 67.07| 60.13| 41.81 0| 62.96| 48.67

At 26 Weeks 48.71| 26.67} 67.07] 35.11| 33.60 0| 39.28] 26.30
Average Number of
Weeks Worked

First 13 Weeks 7.52 8.03 2.63 6.81 7.15 0 8.95 8.24

Second 13 Weexs 6.88 8.3 4.28 5.7 5.37 0] 10.2% 8.46
Employment Rate

At 13 Weeks 53.70| 63.46 0] 40.43| 49.63 0f 60.6c] 73.70

At 26 Weeks 50.98] 60.67| 32.93] 39.11] 47.87 0] 78.92| 51.33
Average Weekly Earnings

At 13 uWeeks 223.25]| 255.50 0] 188.70| 218.16 0{ 183.38] 222.29

At 26 Weeks 207.69| 270.33| 208.00| 207.57| 209.03 0} 222.72| 256.56
Response Size 155 181 3 41 49 0 7 4
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Table 4-6--Continued

Males: Mot Welfare Recipients

White Black Other
Age Age Age
Varisbles
22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+ 22-29 | 30-54 55+

Percentage Uel fare
Recipients

At Application 0 (4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

At 13 Weoks 9.03 6.97 4.01] 10.17| 20.95 0] 19.79| 25.93 0

At 26 Weeks 7.13 5.96 4.0 4.C3 9.29 0 0| 24.47 0
Average Nuwber of
Weeks Worked

First 13 Weeks 10.23 9.73 7.4 7.63 8.23 4.33 7.49 8.70| 13.00

Second 13 Weeks 9.9 9.77] 6.33 8.38 7.70 3.37 7.96 8.37] 13.00
Employment Rate

At 13 Weeks 76.87] 73.32] 45.91] 56.94| S58.12] 28.88] 70.31, 75.57| 100.00

At 26 Weeks T8.77] 75.15| 4£.73| 64.00f 62.99| 28.88| 70.31| 61.42] 100.00
Average Weekly Earnings

At 13 Veeks 265.9| 293.97| 2¢3.82| 167.09| 196.89| 216.86| 221.10] 211.87] 250.00

At 26 Weeks 270.48] 307.44| 238.15| 193.20] 224.92] 205.40[ 236.86| 254.17| 500.00
Response Size 19 292 k)| 35 28 H 1" 1" 1
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Table 4-7 shows adjusted means and percentages by age, by
race, and by gender separately for those on public assistance at
application and those not on public assistance. Welfare status at
application was used to sort the respondents into two groups and
separate regressions were run for each group using the same proce-
dures, with 13-week outcomes included as independent variables, as
were used for table 4-4. Among those who were not welfare recipi-
ents at application, females were more likely than males to be
recipients at the 26-week follow-up. Males earned considerably
more than females in both the welfare and nonwelfare at applica-
tion groups. Somewhat surprisingly, nonwelfare recipients in the
30 to 54 age group worked less than younger workers during the
second follow-up period. The aberrant findings for those 55 and
older who were welfare recipients at application are based on very
few cases.

JTP Ohio Services and Reasons for Termination

A primary goal of the analysis is to determine the impacts of
services and reason for termination on the 26-week outcome vari-
ables. As in chapter 3, services received by JTP-Ohio clients
were classified into three types--occupational classroom training,
OJT, and job search assistance. Reasons for termination were
classified into five categories: (1) entered employment,

(2) exceeded program duration limits (C12), (3) exceeded 90-day
hold 1limit {Cl4), (4) poor attendance (CO06, C07), and (5) other.

The general model for conducting these analyses was presented
in chapter 3 as figure 3-1. That model assumed that services and
reason for termination are sequential rather than simultaneous.

To observe the total effects of services, one must exclude control
for reason for termination. To observe the direct effect of
services, control for reason for termination must be added. When
reason for termination is in the equation, it explains all vari-
ability in the outcomes that is uniquely associated with it. Thus
the estimates of the total effects of JTP services are reduced to
the degree these effects are due to reason for termination.

Table 4-8 shows the bivariate relationships between each of
the outcomes and type of service--the basic relationships without
any controls--as well as the adjusted means and percentages. The
uncontrolled results show that clients who received 0JT are
significantly more positive on almost all the outcome variables.
Classroom instruction ! associated with lower average earninys at

26 weeks, and job search is associated with lower employment rate
at 13 weeks.

The lower part of table 4-8 presents the adjusted means/
percentages first under control for all independent variables
except reason for termination (Tot Eff), then for all the factors
used as controls in previous tubles including reason for termina-
tion (Dir Eff). When these controls are added, all the statisti-
cally significant differences are eliminated.
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TABLE 4-7

TITLE 11A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS
AND NONWEL FARE RECIPIENTS BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER

26-WEEK FOLLOM-UP

Welfare Recipients at Application

Age Race Gender
Variables
22-9 30-54 55+ vhite Black Other Male Female
Percentage Welfare
Recipients at 26 Weeks 51.33 45.26 19.02 47.50 46.81 56.88 48.39 47.48
Average Number of Weeks *
Worked Second 13 Weeks 5.%9 6.54 13.00 6.69 5.85 6.51 6.65 6.23
Employment Rate at .
26 Meeks 45.64 48.90 100.90 53.44 41.43 41.99 48.68 «8.50
o Average Weekly Earnings . .
w at 26 Weeks 207.30 229.08 . 203.29 217 203.29 284.25 168.44

Not Welfare Recipients at Application

Age Race Gender
Variables A 30-54 55+ vhite Black Other Mal2 Femsle
Percentage Weifare .
Recipients at 26 Veeks 3.3 11.54 6.63 8.%9 2.56 24.86 2.66 17.48
Aversge Number of Weeks i
Worked Second 13 Weeks 10.00 7.92 11.01 8.8% 8.9 1.7 8.7 9.22
Employment Rate at .
26 Weeks 79.03 58.63 50.92 6.7 70.16 100.00 62.11 76.10
Average Weekly Earnings .
at 26 Weeks 277.88 306.25 299.81 298.56 285.97 198.80 324.18 241.16
"~y
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TABLE 4-8

TITLE 11A AVERAGES/FZRCENTAGES BY TYPE OF SERVICE
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987
26-MEEK FOLLOW-UP
Classroom Job Search oJt
Instruction
Dependent
Varisbles Yes No Yes No Yes No
Percentage Welfare
Recipients e
At Application S6.264| 48.70| 57.72] 48.40] 36.38| 58.24
han
At 13 Weeks 44.04] 35.94] 44.96] 35.99| 20.97} 45.51
R w
At 26 Weeks 26.92] 24.00f 25.34] 4.61] 15.25| 29.98
Average Number of
Weeks Worked bbbl
First 13 Weeks 6.52 8.03 7.24 7.75] 10.14 6.30
ik
Second 13 Weeks .n an 7.61 8.13 9.96] 6.97
Employment Rate . haw
At 13 Weeks 51.87| S58.95| 49.06] 59.70| 77.83f 46.15
-l
At 26 Weeks 61.19} 59.46] 60.71| 59.66| 69.04} 55.12
Average Weekly Earnings
At 13 Weeks 258.56] 264.26] 218.65| 274.86| 286.93| 241.55
-l il
At 28 Weeks 199.42] 275.77| 226.3%; 264.5%; 353.3 19.84
Response Size &9 137 L) 142 n 115
ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES
Percentage uelfare
Recipients at 26 Weeks
Tot Eff 23.85| 25.65f 24.91] 25.32| 28.02| 23.77
Dir Eff 20.23| 264.86| 23.37{ 25.85| 29.12| 23.20
Average Number of Weeks
Worked Second 13 Weeks
Tot Eff 8.59 7.61 8.68 7.56 8.59 7.47
Dir Eff 8.52 7.63 8.88 7.49 8.57 7.48
Employment Rate at
26 Weeks
Tot Eff 63.79| 57.28] 65.40| 56.62| 60.90 S57.85
Dir Eff 63.95| 57.22] 67.40] 55.93| 61.69| 57.4
Average Weekly Earnings
at 26 Weeks
Tot Eff | 218.12| 281.40| 249.38; 271.50( 263.92| 266.78
Dir Eff | 220.66| 280.56] 248.50) 271.81] 264.25) 266.61
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Reason for termination is not ag powerful a mediating factor
between services and 26-week outcomes as it is for 13-weck out-
comes. A substantial part of the total effect of OJT on weeks
worked and employment at 13 weeks is reflected in employment at
termination. When the 13-week outcomes are included in the
regression as independent variables, they account for much of the
effect of reason for termination and little of this effect is
uniquely related to the 26-week outcomes.

It should not be inferred from this explanation that reason
for termination does not have a strong association with the 26-
week outcomes. Table 4-9 shows that it clearly does. 1In the
regression equations, however, this association is shown to
operate through the 13-week outcomes, not independently,

Predetermjined Varjables

In this gection five independent variables are examined:
employment status, welfare status, family structure, barriers to
employment, and employment status. Considerable previous research
has demonstrated that these variables are likely to incluence
employment outcomes. All of these characteristics were measured
at the time of application, except education status which was
obtained from the follow-up survey. These variables were ircluded
as controls in the regressions already presented; this section
examines their specific effects. For each relationship, except
barriers to employment, bivariate mean and percentages differences
are presented as a basis of comparison and adjusted means are
shown to assess net impacts of the independent variables on the
outcomes. Regressions were not calculated for barriers to employ-
ment because there were so few cases in each category of barrier.
The independent variables included here and procedures for calcu-
lating adjusted means are the same as those used previously.
Tables 4-10 to 4-14 show the results.

In the uncontrolled comparisons education has the expected
impact with most of the differences across the educational levels
in the expected direction: more education is associated with more
positive outcomes. 1In the adjusted means/percentages, however,
none of the differences across levels ig significant and the
direction of some of the differences is reversed. This is the
general pattern in each of the tables in this section. In the
bivariate tables the following relationships were found:

© Those who were welfare recipients at application work less,
earn less and are much more likely to be recipients at
follow-up than those who were not recipients at
application (table 4-11).

o Single parents work less, earn less and are more likely to
receive welfare than those in other family structures
(table 4-12).
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o The effects of barriers to employment (ex-offender, handi-
capped, limited English proficiency) are smaller and not
always in the direction one might expect (table 4-13).

o Those who were employed at application were employed more
at the 26-week follow-up and worked more weeks during the
follow-up period than those who were unemployed or out of
the labor force (table 4-14).

When the adjusted means and percentages were calculated,
however, most of these statistically significant differences were
not found. The subsample for whom the complete data were avail-
able yielded so few cases across the various categories that the
regression coefficients for these categories usually failed to
reach significance.

A summary of the major findings from this and the other
chapters and a discussion of their implications are presented in
chapter 7.
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TABLE 4-11

TITLE 11A AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY WMELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION

26-\EEK FOLLOW-UP

QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1984
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

Verisbles AFOC Recipient Generai Norwel fare
Percentage Vel fare
Recipients aenn
At Application 100.00 100.00 0.00
L1, 1]
At 13 Weeks 52.8 51.03 9.83
*the
At 26 Weeks 45.85 40.31 8.34
Average Nurber of
Weeks wWorked bl
First 13 Jeeks 7.08 6.78 9.19
Second 13 Weeks 6.56 6.12 8.94
cmployment Rate hdobded
At 13 Weeks 51.01 48.20 68.56
2,11
At 26 Weeks 49.55 46.94 69.88
Average Weekly Earnings whew
At 13 Weeks . 215.04 187.02 236.23
L1, 1]
At 26 Weeks 210.69 200.76 249.44
Response Size 737 296 1051
ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES
Percentage Vel fare
Recipients at 26 Weeks 30.44 33.19 20.85
Average Number of Weeks
Worked Second 13 Weeks 6.82 9.61 8.20
Employment Rote at
26 Weeks 47.01 84.65 62.05
Average Weekly Earnings
at 26 Wecks 250.09 235.59 279.87
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TABLE 4-12

TITLE 1IA AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY FAMILY STATUS AT APPLICATION

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLON-UP

Single Parent w/> 1 |Single Parent with |Parent in 2 lOther Family Non-
Varisbles Child under 6yrs. [> 1 Child 7-17 yrs. |Parent Home | Member Dependent
Percentage uelfare
Recipients wree
At Application 86.03 73.12 51.31 24.94 34.96
11113
At 13 yYeeks 59.45 45.93 36.34 34.66 26.10
11113
At 26 Weeks 54 .22 36.85 30.83 7.70 10.19
Average Number of
Weeks Worked -
First 13 Weeks 5.28 6.® 8.00 9.89 8.78
*
Second 13 uWeeks 5.42 7.68 8.38 .77 7.90
Employment Rate thae
At 13 Weeks 36.03 53.48 62.65 71.15 59.67
L 113
At 26 Weeks 41.56 52.80 62.75 n.az 59.12
Average Weekly Earnings .
At 13 Weeks 206.77 234.51 312.73 311.98 205.84
*
At 26 Veeks 193.70 210.89 300.53 329.82 209.05
Response Size 25 40 n 22 59
ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES
Percentage Welfare
Recipients at 26 Weeks 28.36 30.29 29.54 25.78 16.17
Average Number of Weeks *
Worked Second 13 Weeks 8.1 9.10 8.48 7.07 6.55
Employment Rate at
26 \eeks 68.97 63.83 6£4.98 53.73 47.32
Average Weekly Earnings .
at 26 Weeks 350.81 296.00 229.12 256.49 250.85
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TABLE 4-13

TITLE [1A AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES BY BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT AT APPLICATION

QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Variables Of fender Handi cepped Limited English No Barrier
Percentage Welfare
Recipients »
At Application 62.64 31.47 44 .30 54.47
kR W
At 13 Weeks 24.40 11.00 15.00 40.87
At 26 Weeks 29.86 13.68 13.69 28.0%
Average Number of
Weeks Worked
First 13 Weeks 7.46 3.9 9.04 8.12
Second 13 Weeks 7.00 4.87 7.68 8.07
Employment Rate e
At 13 yeeks 54.76 26.31 66.45 59.69
At 26 Weeks 48.15 31.56 55.77 59.87
Average Weekly Earnings
At 13 Ueeks 301.46 304.92 223.64 250.62
At 26 Ueeks 298.22 301.29 323.3 243.51
Response Size 10 1" 15 194

NOTE: Adjusted means not calculated bacsuse of smal

employment,
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TABLE 4-14

TITLE I1A ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGE BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT APPLICATION
QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

26-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

Variables Employed Unempl oyed Not in Labor Force
Percentage Welfare
Recipients heald
At Application 27.55% 53.45 86.88
At 13 Weeks 26.96 37.13 60.06
At 26 Weeks 7.53 30.23 32.75
Average Number of
Weeks Worked
First 13 Weeks 9.50 7.58 7.04
[ 13
Second 13 Weeks 11.19 7.2 7.55
Employment Rate e
At 13 Weeks 73.25 55.24 48.89
whe
At 26 Weeks 80.03 s3.77 55.68
Average Weekly Earnings
At 13 Weeks 240.85 266.08 201.49
*
At 26 Weeks 251.3 259.04 173.28
Response Size 30 170 17
ADJUSTED MEANS/PERCENTAGES
Percentage Welfare *
Recipients at 26 Weeks 8.1 23.% 15.12
Average Nurmber of Weeks
Worked Second 13 Weeks 9.23 8.17 8.38
Employment Rate at
26 Weeks 70.24 62.02 62.62
Average Weekly Earnings
at 26 Weeks 8.8 | .2 310.52
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CHAPTER 5
TITLE III 13-WEEK FOLLOW-UP
Title III of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) is
directed to dislocated workers who are unlikely to return to their
previous industry or occupation. Unlike title IIA, these clients
do not have to be economically disadvantaged to qualify for JTP-
Ohio ..rvices. The procedures used to follow up the title III

clients were identical to those used with the title IIA survey,

and information was collected on the same eleven outcomes reported
in chapter 3:

© Weeks worked during the 1l3-week follow-up period

o Employment status (employed, not employed) during week 13
of the follow-up period

© Earnings during week 13 of the follow-up period (for those
who worked) ’

0 Welfare recipient (yes, no) during week 13

o Education status during the l3-week follow-up (attended
school during period, did not attend)

o Clients' ratings of satisfaction with training or services
received while participating in JTP-0Ohio

-Length of program (3-point scale)
-Instructors or other staff (4-point scale)
-Program overall (4-point scale)

-Helpfulness of training or services on the job (4-point
scale)

O Percentage assisted to find job by JTPA

© Percentage whose employers required them to sign up for
JTPA to get job

This chapter presents analyses that examine the relationships
between these outcomes and several measures of the characteristics
of title III clients and of the services they received while
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are examinedl. Multivariate analyses of these same data were
conducted but are not reported in detail because the complete
background information necessary for these analysis was available
for only one-fifth of the respondents. Many of the title III
clients interviewed for the follow-up had been selected from lists
supplied by contracted providers of services. These lists contain
only basic information on the characteristics of clierts.

Descriptive Data

Table 5-1 contains the mean, the standard deviation, and the
number of cases for each variable used in this report. The maxi-
mum number of usable interviews is 357, but data were available
for all former clients for only 5 >f the variables in the table.
Data were available for almost all clients for an additional 11
variables but then the number of usable cases drops sharply. The
variables for which there is the least usable information are the
ones that are critical to the multivariate analysis, those indi-
cating the type of services received while in JTP-Ohio programs.

As in the PY 1986 survey, the title III clients are different
on many characteristics from the title IIA clients. Over 70 per-
cent of tha title IIIs are males, while the title IIAs divide
evenly male and female. Just 6 percent of the title IIIs were
welfare recipients at application compared to over 50 percent of
the title IIAs. Almost two-thirds of the title IIIs were parents
in families where both parents were present compared to one-fourth
of the title IIAs. The comparison that most clearly reflects the
difference in the attractiveness of these clients to employers is
their earnings at follow-up: the title IIIs who were employed were

earning an average of $363 per week, while the title IIAs earned
only $218.

The percentage of title III clients employed at termination
was a little higher in PY 1987 than in PY 1986 and the percentage
employed at follow-up was almost identical. Surprisingly the
percentage employed at termination--the most direct indicator of

1p11 statewide statistical summaries contained in this chapter
were calculated using sample weights. Sample weights were used to
correct for the difference in response rates between those
employed and those not employed at termination. The weights are
designed to prevent persons employed at termination from being
over-represented in the calculations. The formula used to calcu-
late the weight is Pj/pj for those employed at termination and (1-
Pj)/(1-pj) for those not employed. PJj stands for the proportion
employed at termination in the population, and pj is corresponding
proportion for completers.
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TABLE 5 1

TITLE 111 MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIAT T(NS
QUARTER &4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

Varisble Variable Code Heen |Standard Sanple
Name {0eviation Size

Employed at Yermination EMPLTERM n.9 45.35 354
Employed at Follow-Up EMPLFLWP 72.82 44 .55 357
Average Pay in Week 13 PAYWK13 363.02 212.56 260
Average Number of Weeks Worked WE EKSWRK 9.51 4.9 357
Wel fare Status at Follow-up WELSTA2 6.90 5.38 348
Education Status at Fol low-Up ATNDSCHL 2.82 16.59 354
Client Avorage Ratings )

Program Length LENGTRNG 2.40 .90 293

Staff RATEINST 3.67 N 302

Program Overall RATEPROG 3.15 .80 299

Help on Job TRNHELP 2.42 1.28 289
JTPA Assisted to Find Job JTPAASST 22.40 41.82 2%
Ewployer Required JTPA Signup EMPLREQ 8.83 28.32 285
Labor Market Experience LMEXPER 17.62 13.79 342
Number of Weeks Worked in Year

Prior to Application WKSWRK 1 29.55 22.17 343
Percentage Nale SEX n.n 45.10 357
Black BLACK 14.04 %.79 356
Other Rawe OTHRRACE 3.09 17.33 356
AFOC Recipient at Application AFDCAPL 4.67 21.16 214
General Recipiont at Application GENRLAPL 1.40 1.78 214
Exceeded Prog.-am Duration TOOLONG 3.67 18.83 354
Exc ded 90 D.y Hold Status EXHOLD .56 7.51 354
Age 30 to 54 AGE3054 71.43 45.24 357
Age 55+ AGESSPL 9.24 29.00 357
High School Dropout DROPOUT 14.29 37.04 357
Some College SMCOL 33.43 47.24 344
College Graduate COLGRAD 9.88 29.89 344
Job Search JBSRCH 30.34 46.27 76
Class: oom Training OCC-CLAS 50.00 50.32 76
On the Job Training T 11.86 32.48 7%
Assessment ASSESS 7.89 27.12 76
Single Parent with > 1 child

Ages 1 to 6 SP1-6 1.28 0 78
Two-Parent Home TWOPAR 62.82 41.67 78
Other Family Member OTHFAMM 16.67 23.59 78
Single Parent with > 1 Child

Ages 7 to 17 SP6-17 1.28 0 78
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the effect of JTP-Ohio services--is only slightly higher for title
IIIs than for title IIAs (71.19 compared to 67.94 percent). Title
IIAs, however, were much more likely than title IIIs to report
JTPA assisted then to find their jobs (36.54 compared to 22.40
percent).

Basic Cross-Tabulations

This section reviews basic cross-tabulations showing the
relationships between the outcomes and several independent vari-
ables. With one exception, these are bivariate relationships and
therefore are not indicators of net effects. Table 5-3 does
present simultaneous three-way cross classifications by age, race,
and gender. Since no other variables affect race, age, and
gender, the results in table 5-3 could be viewed as rough esti=-
mates of total effects, except that the entries in many of its
cells are based on very few respondents.

Table 5-2 reports the separate bivariate relationships
between race, gender, and age and the eleven outcomes; the simul-
taneous cross-classifications, as noted above, are presented
in table 5-3. 1In general, there are fewer statistically signifi-
cant differences across the categories than in the title IIA
results.?2 1In part this if due to the smaller number of respon-
dents upon which the results are based, but it also seems to
reflect the more positive labor market experiences of these
clients. The differences that are significant are consistent with
other results in this report and with other research on the
effects of age, sex, and race. Males earn more than females, and
workers in the middle age range earn more than younger and older
workers. Blacks work fewer weeks, are less likely to be employed

when contacted at follow-up, and are more likely to receive public
assistance than are whites.

On most of the outcome variables the differences across the
title III groups are less than in the title IIA results. On
average earnings, however, the title III differences across cate-
gories are more pronounced. In the title IIA data, females earn
$70 less per week; in the title III data the difference is double,
$140. Title III clients in the middle age range earn $90 more

2In all tabl in this chapter and in the report the following
signs are used to indicate level of statistical significance:

*p < .05; **p < ,01; ***p < ,001; ****p < ,NOO1.
Sample sizes in the tubles are number drawn for tne sample, not
the number of completed interviews. To find the number of com-
pPleted interviews, multiply the sample size by the response rate
converted to a proportion. For example in table 5-2, the response
rate for respondents 22-29 years of age was 73.40%. The sample
size is .7340 times 94 or 69.
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TABLE 5-2

TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY AGE, BY RACE, AND BY GENDER:
BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS
QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1984
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

Age Race Gender
22-29 [30-54 | S5+ White| Black] oOther Male |Female
Average Number of Weeks Worked L
During Follow-Up 10.05] 9.39| 8.49| 9.68f 7.75 9.83 .7 8.Nn
L
Exployment Rate at Follow-Up 75.23] 72.24] 65.83) 74.96| 57.40{ 62.38 73.78] 68.14
L 1] Thrdd
Average Weekly carnings at Follow-Up|311.79{391.05(224.19{370.11|311.12] 314.27 398.48] 258.42
Welfare Status at Fol low-Up,
Percentage of Individua.s on hd
Welfare at Follow-Up . 6.61} 7.68] 2.91] 5.57| 15.38 9.67 5.98| 9.67
Education Status at Follow-Up,
Percentage of Individuals Receiving
Education at Follow-Up 1.47] 3.10| 3.01| 3.03] 2.01 0.00 2.73 2.92
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.50 2.38] 2.32| 2.37| 2.52 2.60 2.43 2.3
Staff 3.371 3.39] 3.28] 3.41] 3.22 3.19 341} 3.33
Program overall 3.14) 3.16] 3.12| 3.18 3.1{ 2.67 3.18] 3.10
Help on job 2.53] 2.38] 2.38| 2.38] 2.63 .17 2.37] 2.52
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 30.81| 20.43]| 17.83| 21.30| 27.01| 29.75 19.79| 29.57
Percentage of Employers ]
Required JTPA Sign wp 10.47| 8.04] 10.31| 8.88| 2.75| 28.59 9.16 7.59
Response Rate 75.401 79.19{ 73.33| 80.00| 79.34] 73.33 78.53| 82.7
Sample Size 9% 322 45 369 a3 15 326 122
77
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TABLE 5-3

TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY RACE, GENDER, AND AGE:
MULTIVARIATE CROSS-CLASSIFICATION
QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

White Black Other
Male Femnle Male Fomale Male Female
Age | Age Age | Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age Age
22-291 30-54| 55+ | 22-291 30-54| 55+ | 22-29| 30-54| 55+ | 22-29| 30-54 SS+| 22-29| 30-54| 55+ | 22-29| 30-54| 55+

Average Number of Weeks
Worked During Fol low-Up 9.93] 9.81| 10.07] 10.08] 9.20] 7.25] 9.02] 8.19] 10.35} 10.42] 6.41] 1.00] 13.00] 8.45] 6.00| 13.00[ 13.00{ 13.00
Employment Rate at
Fol low-Up 72.37| 76.09] 77.55| 85.22| 73.58| 48.54| 59.53| 61.21]|100.00} 58.83| 41.68| 34.60|100.00] 49.02 0{100.00]100.00{100.00
Average deekly Earnings at bl
Fol low-Up 366.071437.11]206.67]251.64 | 245.07|281.30|150.79|360.83|313.51]315.00|336.90}134 .00} 225.00 |470. 15 0]146.00{270.00[150.00
Welfare Status at
Follow-Up, Percentage of
Individuals on Welfare
at Follow-up o| 6.51 0] 8.40| 8.90 0] 26.45] 13.49 0] 25.36] 7.49| 30.79 0| 7.63 0 0 0 0
Education Status at
Follow-Up, Percentage of
Individuals Receiving
Education at Follow-up 0| 2.98] S.44] 6.96] 3.9 0 0] 5.97 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Client's Average Ratings

Program lLength 2.70) 2.36] 2.33] 1.78] 2.42] 1.98( 2.38] 2.67] 3.00] 3.00| 2.22| 2.31] 3.00] 2.19{ 3.00} 3.00| 3.00| 3.00

Staff 3.38] 3.46| 3.34| 3.50] 3.26] 3.28] 3.00| 3.34{ 3.00] 3.42] 3.16| 2.96] 2.00] 3.36] 3.00f 4.00| 2.00| 4.00

Program overall 3.21f 3.18] 3.17| 3.22| 3.08] 3.42| 3.00| 3.21| 3.00{ 3.10] 3.21 2.62| 2.00{ 3.24| 3.00| 2.00; 2.00] 2.00

Help on jot 2.40| 2.29| 2.57| 3.00] 2.44| 2.37] 2.76] 2.67] 2.41| 2.24| 3.25] 1.00| 4.00] 2.14| 3.00f 1.00{ 2.00] 1.00
Percentage JTPA Assisted *
to Find Job 23.74| 15.89| 23.19] 63.33] 29.74 0] 23.54| 40.42 0| 13.80f 33.33 0}100.00| 19.06|100.00 0 0 0
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign uwp 6.29] 8.43] 18.46| 16.33} 7.25 0| 23.54 0 0 0 0 0/100.00| 19.06 0 01100.00 0
Response Rate 72.55] 80.86| 78.26| 83.33| 80.00({100.00{100.00] 72.73] 66.67| 90.91| 73.68(100.00| 33.33] 75.00/10C.00§100.00}133.00{100.00
Sample Size S1 209 3 18 v 8 S 22 3 1 19 3 3 8 1 1 1 1




than younger workers and $167 more than older workers. 1In the
title IIA data the maximum difference across age groups is $43.
The racial differences in earnings are also larger in the titie
III than in the IIA results, but the title IIT differences do not
reach statistical significance. These large differences in earn-
ings among the title III clients suggest employers are paying for
the prior work experience of the disiocated workers. Males,
whites, and prime age workers tend to have had their previous
experience in higher Paying jobs and this appears to influence the
earnings they receive after leaving JTP-Ohio.

There are no significant differences across groups in tables
5-2 and 5-3 in satisfaction ratings of training or services
received from JTP-Ohio, and only two significant difference in the
percentage assisted by JTPA to find their jobs. Young, white
females and individuals in the "other" racial group were signifi-
cantly more likely to report receiving such assistance, but both
of these results are based on small numbers of respondents.

Table 5-4 reports bivariate associations ';etween the five
outcomes and four types of JTP services. 1In tue title IIA report,
only three types of services were analyzed--classroom training,
job search, and OJT. These are the three most common types of
services for title IIA participants. In the PY 1986 survey,
assessment was included in the analysis of the title III data
because it was found to be associated with higher rates of employ-
ment and much higher average earnings. The higher employment
rates were found in the current survey but the earnings advantage
was not. All of the results in table 5-4, however, must be inter-
preted cautiously because they are basad only on those respondents
for whom complete background information was available and the

number that received assessment and OJT in this group are quite
low.

The relationships between the outcome variables and reasons
for termination are shown in table 5-5, These results are based
on all respondents and more confidence can be placed in them than
those in table 5-4. cClients who entered employment clearly do
better than those who left JTP for any other reason. They work
more during the 13-week follow-up, are much more likely to be
employed during the 13th week, earn more if they are employed, and
are less likely to be on welfare. All these differences are
statistically significant and consistent with the PY 1986 and the
title IIA results. Leaving JTP-Ohio programs for a job clearly
has a powerful influence on labor market experience at least in
the 6 months immediately after termination.
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TABLE 5-4

TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY FOUR TYPES OF JTP SERVICES
QUARTER &4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1967

Classroom Job Searct oJT Assessment
Training
Variables Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Average Number of Weeks bl *
Worked During Follow-Up 7.23] 9.03| 10.00f 8.57| 10.63| 8.63| 13.00| 8.60
Average Employment Rate * *
at Follow-Up 46.33| 70.23] 69.57| 65.56] 65.35] 65.99|100.00] 65.04
Average Weekly Income
at Follow-Up 304.12]382.09|376.68{371.80]|286.981375.94318.17|374.57
Velfare Status at
Foltow-up, Percentage of *
Terminees on Welfare 20.31] 7.21| 4.54] 10.03 0] 9.7 0] 9.
Education Status at
Follow-Up, Percentage of
Terminees Receiving
Education 4.9 4.38] 17.39| 3.0 0| 4.67| 16.17| 4.14
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.44] 2.68] 2.58] 2.55| 2.76] 2.53} 3.00{ 2.53
* L ]
Staff 3.60| 3.26] 3.19] 3.53| 3.50| 3.42] 3.17| 3.45
*
Program overall 3.27y 2.67| 2.71{ 3.08| 2.73| 3.01| 2.25] 3.02
Help on job 2.67| 2.14] 2.05] 2.52| 2.07| 2.43] 2.60| 2.35
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 12.68| 30.89{ 22.22| 23.13| 42.68} 19.02| 40.00} 21.23
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 26.02| 9.88] 5.88] 22.11| 23.89| 15.86 0| 18.80
Response Rate 90.47| 95.00| 92-00| 92.98/100.00| 91.78}100.00] 92.10
Sample Size 4‘{7 40 5 57 9 3 6 76
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TABLE 5-5

TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGES BY REASON FOR TERMINAT ION

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1985
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

Exceeded Exceeded Poor
Variables Entered Employment| Program 90-Day MNold | Attendence | Other
AO1-A05 c-12 c-14 €06, c07

Average Mumber of Weeks e

Worked During Fol low-Up 11.04 6.08 8.50 3.00 5.9
Employment Rate at bdudad

Follow-Up 84.52 53.85 50.00 0 45.78
Average Weekly Income badaiad

at Follow-Up 385.72 176.86 84.00 0 281.68
Welfare Status at Follow-Up

Percentage of Terminees e

on Velfare 2.46 7.69 0 0 19.28
Education Status at

Follow-Up Percentage of

Terminees Receiving

Education 3.60 0 0 0 1.22
Client's Average Ratings *

Program length 2.47 2.67 3.00 3.00 2.13

Staff 3.43 3.10 4.00 3.00 3.2

Program overall 3.20 2.5 2.50 3.00 3.12

Help on job 2.49 2.44 100.00 1.00 2.19
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 25.564 22.22 50.00 0 8.16 4

J
Percentage of Employers |
Required JTPA Sign up 8.93 0 0 0 10.63
Response Rate 82.62 86.67 100.00 100.00 76.85
Sample Size 305 15 2 4 108
81
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Tables 5-6 to 5-9 report the associations between the outcome
measures and the following characteristics of the title III
clients: employment at the time of apglication to JTP-Ohio,
education, welfare, and family status. There are no statisti-
cally significant relationships between employment status and the
outcomes, and the differences, except for welfare status, are
small (table 5-6). These results are consistent with the PY 1986
survey and the title IIA results. Employment status at applica-
tion is not a reliable predictor of the effects of JTP-Ohio
services. In contrast, table 5-7 shows that education has a
strong association with earnings and employment in the expected
direction. That is, more eduction is associated with higher
average earnings and higher levels of employment.

Welfare status at application (table 5-8) has a statistically
significant association with weeks worked, employment in week 13,
and welfare status at follow-up. Those not receiving AFDC or
general assistance at application work more weeks than those who
are receiving such aid and are also substantially more likely to
be employed in week 13. As one would expect, those not receiving
public assistance at application are less likely to receive son:
type of public assistance at follow-up. The high average earnings
for AFDC recipients is misleading, and nonsignificant, because it
is based on only three former recipients who were employed at
follow=-up.

Information on family status at application was available for
only about one-fifth of the respondents (table 5-9). Because of
the small number of respondents in the catecvories, only one of the
outcomes yielded a statistically significant difference at the .05
level.

In chapters 3 and 4 the importance of conducting multivariate
analysis to yizl? more precise estimates of the effects of JTP-
Ohio training and services was emphasized. Such analyses were
attempted with the title III data. Because of the low proportion
of respondents for whom complete data were available, however,
these analyses yielded very few significant findings that alter
the results presented in the bivariate tables. In particular, the
strong influence that receiving assessment had on earnings in the
PY 1986 data was not frnund in the current data either in the
bivariate or the multivariate analysis. Until more complete data
are available, it would be wise to reserve judgment on the effec-
tiveness of assessment as a service to title III clients. It
would also be prudent to consider the multivariate analyses of the
title IIA data as reflecting the most likely relationships among
the variables for the title III clients. The relationships in the

3 There were so few cases of title III individuals with employ-
ment barriers (0 offenders, 0 handicapped, and 2 LEP) that the
tabulation is not reported here, even though it is included in the
title IIA chapter.)
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title III data, however, may not be as strong as in the title 1IA
data. The title III clients have had more successful prior work
histories than the title IIA clients, and the influence of these

histories on their post-program employment may be more powerful
than particular individual characteristics.
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TABLE 5-6

TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT APPLICATION
QUARTER &, PROGRAM YEAR 1986
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

Varisbles Empl oyed Not Employed
Average Wumber of Weeks Worked
During Follow-up 9.30 8.87
Employment Rate at Follow-up 61.33 60.14
Average Weekly Earnings at
Fol low-Up 323.44 335.70

Welfare Status at Follow-up,
Percentage of Terminees
Receiving Education 0.00 14.69

Education Status at Follow-up,
Percentags Terminees

Receiving Education 10.67 8.14
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.49 2.59
Staff 3.52 3.39
Progrem overal l 3.12 2.94
Help on job 2.18 2.37
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 19.84 22.88
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 20.52 15.08
Response Rate 90.00 93.75
Sample Size 20 64
84
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TABLE 5-7

TITLE II1 MEANS/PERCENTAGES OF QUTCOMES BY EDUCATION STATUS

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAN YEAR 1987

Varisbles Drop Out |[N.S. Graduste|Some College |College Grad.

Average Number of Weeks b

Worked During Folliow-Up 7.9 9.63 9.11 11.43
{Employment Rate at *

Fol low-Up 63.56 73.09 67.87 90.98
Average Weekly Income e

at Follow-Up 325.36 323.14 427.11 455.45
Wel fare Status at Fol low-Up,

Percentage of Terminees

on Wel fare 1.8 6.76 6.72 2.89
Education Status at

Follow-Up, Percentage of

Terminees Receiving e

Education 15.89 .51 1.34 0
Client's Average Ratings *

Program length 2.05 2.41 2.43 2.68

Staff 3.16 3.40 3.38 3.50

Program overall 3.06 3.17 3.18 3.13

Help on job 2. 2.33 2.57 2.65
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 21.93 26.18 16.61 24.16
Percentage of Employers had
Required JTPA Sign up 23.83 6.89 9.78 0
Response Size 51 191 81 3

HOTE: Educational status was defined by survey response.
calculate response
in the original sample who

were not interviewed.

It is not possible to

rate .because education status could not be obtained for those



TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGES FOR VARIABLES BY WELFARE STATUS AT APPLICATION

TABLE 5-8

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1985
QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

L

Varfsbles AFDC Recipient General Not Welfare
Average Number of Weeks bkl
Worked During Follow-up 6.66 .69 10.33
Employment Rate at bbbl
Follow-uwp 28.75 0 79
Average Weekly Income
at Follow-up 545.70 0 338.86
Welfare Status at Follow-up
Percentage of Terminees bbb
on Vel fare 41.37 69.21 3.09
Fdntion Status at Follow-uwp
Percentage of Terminees
Receiving Education 0 0 3.44
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 2.33 ¢.53 2.46
Staff 3.7 3.06 3.3
Program overall 3.49 3.52 3.08
whdd
Help on job 3.87 0 2.29
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 28.34 0 22.45
|Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign up 29.99 0 9.1
Response Rate 100.00 60.00 89.73
Sample Size 10 H 224
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TABLE 5-9

TITLE 111 MEANS/PERCENTAGE™ OF VARIABLES BY FAMILY STATUS AT APPLICATION

QUARTER 4, PROGRAM YEAR 1986

QUARTERS 1-3, PROGRAM YEAR 1987

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Variables Single Parent With |Single Parent With |Parent in 2 |Other Family| Non
21 Child Under 6 yrs| > 1 Child 7-17 yrs |Parent Home Mewber Oependient
Average Nuwber of Weeks
Worked During Follow-Up 13.00 0 9.01 7.80 10.33
Employment Rate at
Follow-Up 100.00 0 58.10 61.12 69.84
Average Weekly Income
at Follow-Up 554.00 0 361.60 249.97 294.29
[Wetfare Status at Follow-
Up Percentage of Termi- "
nees on Welfare 0 100.00 9.37 16.65 6.90
Education Status at
Follow-Up Percentage of
Terminees Receiving
Education 100.00 0 6.00 14.82 6.90
Client's Average Ratings
Program length 3.00 3.00 2.49 2.44 2.84
Staff 3.00 3.00 3.68 3.01 3.00
Program overstt 0 3.00 3.13 2.85 2.60
Help on job 0 0 2.41 2.36 2.00
Percentage JTPA Assisted
to Find Job 0 0 21.50 29.28 17.59
Percentage of Employers
Required JTPA Sign wp 0 0 20.57 0 18.67
Response Rate 100.00 50.00 9.3 92.86 93.33
Sampl~ Size 1 2 52 13 15
87
O




CHAPTER 5
EMPLOYER SURVEY

This chapter presents the analysis of the PY 1987 survey of
employers of title IIA JIP Ohio clients. Data for this chapter
are taken from two sources. The primary source of information is
a sample of employers of former JTP Ohio title IIA clients. The
second data source is the 13-week follow=-up survey of individuals
who received services under JTP Ohio programs. The chapter pres-
ents employer attitudes and opinions regarding the performance of
the former clients and the employers' reasons for participation in
JTP Ohio programs. The chapter also assesses the agreement
between some of the information provided by participants in the
title IIA survey and similar information from their employers.
These reliability checks were carried out by merging data from the
employer survey with data from the title IIA 13-week survey by
matching social security numbers on the two data files.

The report is organized into two sections. The first section
describes the procedures of the employer survey, and the second
section reports the findings. A discussion of the implications is
contained in chapter 7.

Procedures

The employer survey was conducted with the employers who
first hired title IIA clients after they left JTP Ohio services.
These employers werc compiled into a list that defined the sample
frame for the employer survey. Only employers of title IIA
clients who ended their JTP Ohio participation during the first
36 weeks of PY 1987 (1 July 1987 through 5 March 1988) were
included. Employer names were included in the list as often as
they were listed by former JTP title IIA respondents. The proba-
bility of selection into the employer sample thus was determined
by the frequency of hiring former title IIA participants. The
sampling unit was establishment (not firm). An initial sample of
511 different establishments was selected. Table 6-1 presents the
results from the contracts with these estaklishments.

The employer survey is divided into two parts. Part one
contains questions concerning employer attitudes and opinions. 1In
larger establishments the questionnaire was completed by an admin-
istrative officer of the establishment. Part two requests start-
ing date, ending date, wage, hours, and reason for leaving (if not
still employed) for each former JTP client at the establishment
who was drawn in the employer sample. 1In larger firms, this
information typically was supplied by a personnel administrator in
a central office. 1In small firms, respondents varied; frequently
the owner and CEO completed both parts of the employer survey. As
shown in table 6-1, response rates for part two (78.5 percent) are
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TABLE 6-1
RESPONSE “ATES FOR EMPLOYER SAMPLE

Part 1: Employer Attitudes and Opinions

N Percentage
Sample frame 511 100.0
Questionnaires returned 340 66.5
Aware of JT? perticipants 199 38.9
Maximum usable sample 19 38.9

Part 2: Employer Verification

] Percentage
Sample frame 549 100.0
Questionnaires returned 431 8.5
Emplcyees verified 423
Maximm usable employee sample 412 97.4

much better than response rates for part one (66.5 percent). Both
of these rates are over 10 percentage points higher than those
obtained for the PY 1986 survey.

Tl « data collection was conducted by Appropriate Solutions,
Inc.; under subcontract to the National Center. Initial contacts
with establishmarts were made by telephone to determine the cor-
rect address and appropriate respondent in the firm. Question-
neires for part one and part two of the survey were then majiled to
ths person identified by telephone. The cover letter identified
OBES, OSU, and ASI as jointly responsible for the data collection,
explained the importance of the survey, and gave directions for
completirg both parts. If the recipient of the letter was not the
appropriate respordent, the letter provided instructions to dis-
tribute the two parts to those in the firm who could complete
thew. It was expected that records of the firm would be used to
complete part two. One to five telephone reminders were used to
encourage respondents to return completed questionnaires; these

reminders were quite effective. About half of the sample received
telephone reminders.

v es

Twenty-four items from part one of the employer survey were
used in the analyses. The complete employer questiornaire aprears
in the appendix to this report. The variabless weire gefined by
assigning numeric values to the response options. The numeric
values used are given beside the response option in the appendix
and in tabulations presented later in this chapter.

Twelve variables were used to assess the agreement between
employee and employer reports. Six were taken from employee

90

G

(w4 \)




(title IIA) reports, and the other six contained the same informa-
tion as the employee variables but were reported by the employer.
The content of the six variables and the question on which each is
based for employees and employers is as follcws:

Emplgggg Emplgze;

Starting date Qllb Ql
Ending date Qllc Ql
Hours/week Qlld Q3
Earnings/week Q6 Q5
Still employed Qllf Q2
Reason left Qllf Q2

Dates were converted to decimal numbers using years as units.
Dates with missing days were converted to decimal numbers by
substituting 15 for the missing day. Dates with missing months or
years were defined as missing values. The earnings from the
employee data were defined as missing if the respondent had worked
at more than one firm during the 13-week follow-up period. This
procedure was necessary to ensure that the earnings report of the
title IIA respondent was for the same firm as the respondent to
the employer survey (since the employer was the first employer
after the JTP client ended participation in title IIA programs).

Data on employees' reasons for leaving firms are sparse
because most title IIA respondents remained with their firms
during the follow-up. Pairs of dichotomous variables (one for
employee, one for employer) were constructed indicating whether
the title IIA respondent still worked at the firm at the time of
the survey. One variable was defined from the ending date. (The
ending date was given a special code to indicate the individual
still worked at the firm.) The other variable was defined from
the reason left. (Reason left also was given a special code if
the individual had not left.) A double reliability check on
whether the title IIA respondent was still working at the firm was
conducted using these two pairs of variables.

An sis

Most of the analysis is presented in the form of frequency/
percentage distributions and cross~-tabulations. These forms of
presentation are quite common and require no exposition here. Two
aspects of the analysis may not be self-explanatory, however, both
are related to the assessment of employee-employer correspondence
regarding datss, hours, carnings, and so forth. Tha firet aspect
is the test of significance of differences between mean values for
the samr; content variable calculated from the employee and
emp Jyer samples. The second has to do with summarizing the
degree of case-by-case correspondence between individual employee
and employer reports. '
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One way to gauge employee-employer agreement is to compare
the averages of employee reports to the corresponding averages of
employer reports. It would be useful to conduct a statistical
test of th& null hypothesis that the two means are equal. How-
ever, since the two samples are not indspendent of each other. the
usual rormula for the standard error of the difference between two
means is not appropriate. In fact, in the present case where
employee and employer reports are positively correlated, the usual
formula would substantially overstate the standard error thus
tending to exaggerate the degree of agreement between employees
and employers. The formula for the standard error of the differ-
ence between two means calculated from independent random samples
is--

SE = ( 12 + 22)/N Iindependence

where SE stands for standard error; 2 and ;2 denote the variance
of x in sample 1 and sample 2, respectively; and N = the sample
size--assumed the same in both samples for the present
application. For nonindependent samples, the formula is--

SE = (12 - 2 + 22)/N Inonindependent samples
1 12 2

where 12 is the covariance between employee and employer reports.
To illustrate how seriously the first formula can overestimate the
standard error in the case of earnings, the first formula (using
sample standard deviations and N-1 in the denominator) yields an
estimate of 10.5; whereas, the second formula yields 5.4.

The means of the employee and employer reports could be the
same or nearly the same even if there were poor correspondence
between the two reports in case-by case comparisons. Therefore,
it is informative to summarize the degree of case-by-case corre-
spondence. For numeric variables, the most commonly used measure
of the degree of correspondence is the correlation coefficient.
The square of the correlation between employee and employer
reports indicate the proportion of total variance in employee
reports "explained" or "accounted for" by the employer report.l
It summarizes the degree to which employee reports can be pre-
dicted from 8 linear function of employer reports, according to
the following formula:

employee report = a + b* (employer report) + e
where a and b are constants, and e is the error of prediction.
A number of indexes of agreement could be used. For example,
+ha averaga arror digregarding dirartion is aasv to intervret. We

chose the squared correlation because (1) it ranges between 0 and
1 (1 = perfect correspondence), (2) its unrestricted value can be

lEmployee reports are treated as dependent variables, and
employer reports as independent variables.
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interpreted as the proportion of "exp.ained" variance, and (3) it
is the most commonly used measure of association, thus permitting
ready comparison to findings in other studies.

Findinas

This section presents the major findings on employer opinions
and attitudes--part one of the employer survey--and the degree of
agreement between employee and employer reports of employment
variables--part two of the employer survey and the related vari-
ables from the title IIA l3-week survey.

Exployer Attitudes and Opinions

Employer responses to part one of the employer questionnaire
are crganized into six broad content areas:

o employer opinions of job application skills of JTP
participants

o employer assessments of JTP participants' job performance

o employer perceptions of the JTP program as a source of
employees

o employer perceptions of the cost-benefit ratio of partici-
pating in JTP

o employer opinions of job-related behaviors (turnover,
absenteeism/tardiness, theft/vandalism) of JTP
participants

o employer reasons for hiring JTP participants.

The cost-benefit assessments of employers are measured by a single
question (Q8), and four items indicate reasons for participation
(Q10). 1In addition, tables are presented indicating the number of
employees who were JTP participants for each firm and the average
length of employment of JTPF pziticipants.

Table 6-2 summarizes employer opinions of JTP participants!'
job application skills.2 As in all tables assessing attitudes

2p11 significance test in this chapter test the hypothesis that
the mean equals the midpoint of the range (neutral). Significant
values above the midpoint indicate positive employer assessments
of JTP particinante, and significant values helow the midpoint
indicate negative assessments. The following are used to indicate
the level of significance in all tables:
*p < 0.05; **p< 0.01; *#**p < 0.001; ****p < 0.0001.
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or opinions, statistical tests are reported indicating whether the
opinion deviates from the neutral level--midpoint of the rance.

In the case of job application skills, employees report that JTP
participants are above average. The deviations from neutral arec
small but they are statistically significant, especially for
resume skills.

TABLE 6-2

EMPLOYER OPINIONS OF JOB APPLICATION SKILLS OF JTP CLIENTS

JTP Employees Are--

Skills No Standard
Better(3)| Same(2)|wWorse (1)|Opinion (2)] Mean |Deviation| N
Resume skills (Q2A) 22.8% 54 .8% 5.6% 16.8% P30 Viadabeked 0.51 |97
Interviewing
skills (Q28) 16.2 67.2 9.6 7.1 2.07 0.50 |198

NOTE: Numeric values assigned to each response option are given in parenthesis
following the option.

Employer assessments of job performance of JTP participants
are reported in table 6-3. The chance that the deviation from
neutral is due to sampling error is less than the traditional 0.05
level of significance for five of the items. Employers have a
favorable opinion of the appearance, ability to get along with
coworkers, work attitudes, work quality, and productivity of JTP
participants. In the employers' opinions, however, JTP partici-
pants do need more on-the-job training and supervision. On the
other characteristics the participants are not significantly
different from other typically employees. This in itself could be
viewed as a positive finding. The positive assessment of work
quality and productivity of JTP participants is particularly
encouraging.

As shown in table 6-4, employers find JTP participants to be
an excellent source of employees. Almost 9 out of 10 of the
employers are likely to hire more JTP participants. The devia-
tions from the neutral point on both items are the largest in any
of the tables, and they are highly statistically significant.

The positive assessment of the cost-benefit ratio reported in
table 6-5 reinforces the view that employers find JTP participants
a good source of employees. The average assessment of the cost-
benefit ratio is more than 50 percent of the standard deviation
above the neutral point on the item, and the deviation from neu-
tral is highly statistically significant.
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TABLE 6-3

EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF JOB PERFORMANCE OF JTP CLIENTS

JTP Employees Are--
—-
Traits
No Standard
Better(3)| Same(2){Worse(1)|0pinion(2) Mean |Deviation| N
Appearance (Q2C) 14.6% 72.7% 7.1% 5.6% 2.08* 0.46 [198
Communication (u’n) 12.2 A 74 5.6 2.05 0.44 |197
Math (Q2E) 6.7 59.0 6.7 27.7 2.00 0.37 195
Training (Q2F) 16.3 61.2 10.2 12.2 2.06 0.51 [196
Get along {Q26G) 1.1 78.8 2.0 8.1 2.00%* 0.35 |198
Work attitude (Q2H) 21.8 66.5 7.1 4.6 2. 14%nun 0.51 {197
JTP Employees
Needs
Need No Neew No Standard
Less(3)|Difference(2) [More(1) |Gpinion(2)| Kean [Deviation| n
0JT needed (Q2L) 9.6 64.6 19.7 6.1 1.90* 0.53 {198
Supervision needed
(a2m) 10.6 65.2 20.2 4.0 1.90* 0.55 {198
JTP Employees Are--
Traits Much No Much [Don't
Better |Better|Diff. |Worse|Worse|Know Standard
(5) (%) 3 [ (v [3 Mean |Deviation| N
Work quality (Q3) 2.0 18.1 | 6.8} 7.5 | 0.5 5.0 |3.13%+ 0.58 [199
Productivity (04) 3.0 21.1 | 63.8] 8.0 | 0.5 3.5 [3.18%wwn 0.63 |199
NOTE: Numeric values assigned to each response option are given in parentheses
following the option.
TABLE 6-4
EMPLOYER PERCEPTIONS OF THE JTP PROGRAM
Some- No
Perceptions Always JUsual ly [times [Rarely | Never [Opinion Std.
) (4) (3) |(2) () |3 Mean |Dev. N
JTP good source of
skilled labor (05) 6.0 37.7 39.7] 8.0 0.5 8.0 |3.41%***| 0.75 {199
Not at
Very |Somewhat|Not very|att Don't
LikelylLikely |Likely lLikely| Know Std.
(5) (4) (2) ) 3) Mean | Dev. N
Likely to hire more
JTP (Q9) 51.8 32.7 4.5 4.0 7.0 4.24%*2x| 1 04 |199

NOTE :

.
tne uption.
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TABLE 65

EMPLOYER COST-BENEFIT ASSESSMENT (Q8)

Percentage N
Costs outweigh benefits (1) 8.1 16
Benefits outweigh costs (3) 43.4 86
Costs and benefits are about the same (2) 26.3 52
No opinion (2) 22.2 b
Total 100.0 198
Mcan 2.35
Standard deviation 0.63
Significance 0.0001

NOTE: Numeric values assigned to each response option are given in parentheses after
the option.

Table 6-6 shows a statistically significant tendency for
employers to believe that JTP participants are less prone to
theft and vandalism on the job than are other employees. Discrep-
ancies from neutral are small, however. The data show that
employees believe that JTP participants are about as prone to job
turnover, absenteeism, and tardiness, as other employees.

Reasons why employers participate in JTP are shown in table
6-7. These data indicate that the wage subsidy is the most impor-
tant reason for participation. (Employers reported that they had
received subsidies for 40 percent of the former clients for whom
employment was verified.) However, lower recruitment and training
costs are aiso significant. Contribution to the corporate image
is less important than the other reasons.

Tables 6-8 and 6-9 show the number of JTP employees per firm
and the average length of employment, respectively. The mean
number of employees is one of the few results that differed from
those found last year to any important degree (2.43 employees).
This increase was caused primarily by one employer that reported
it had hired 247 JTP participants, more than twice as many as the
next largest employer. It is encouraging to find that, similar to
the PY 1986 survey, most JTP employees remain with the firm for
about a year (DKs excluded).
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On balarce, employers usually express a favorable assessment
of JTP. Particularly encouraging is the fact that they believe
that JTP participants are most productive and do higher-quality
work than nonparticipants and are good sources of trained
employees. Almost 9 our of 10 of the employers report that they
will likely hire JTP participants again. Also, employers believe
that the benefits outweigh the costs of participation.

Perhaps most significant from a policy perspective is the
consistency of these results with those found in the previous
survey. Virtually all of the results differ from the PY 1986
survey by only a fe:’ percentage points or a tenth or less on a
mean score. This consistency indicates that the surveys are
reliably measur.ng fairly stable attitudes toward JTP amnong

employers.
TABLE 6-6
EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF JTP CLIENTS' EMPLOYMENT-RELATED BEHAVIORS
JTP Clients Are--
Behavior ] ' No Standard

Better(3)|Same (2)[Worse(1)|Opinion (2)] Mean |Deviation] N

Turnover (Q21) 17.3% 53.6X | 18.9% 10.2% |1.98 0.60 (196
Absenteeism/

Tardiness (Q2J) 213 58.4 15.2 5.1 2.06 0.60 |197

Theft/vandalism (Q2X)| 6.2 $3.4 1.6 3.9 2.05* 0.28 (193

NOTE: Numeric values assigned to each response option are given in parentheses after
the option.

TABLE 6-7

REASONS WHY EMPLOYERS PARTICIPATE IN JTP OHIO PROGRAMS

Extremely Not at all
Reason Important Important Standard
) ) | (3 | (@ [N Mean [Deviation| N
Lower recruitment
costs (Q10A) 27.2%  [19.4%|25.6%|10.0% 17.8% 3.28% 1.42 1180
Lower training
costs (Q10B) 24.9 23.8 [27.0 | 8.6 15.7 3. 34www 1.35 |185
Subsidy (Q10C) 38.9 22.7 [14.1 |10.8 13.5 3.63nnun 1.43 185
Help corporate
imege (Q100) 11.0 12.7 35.4 |13.3 27.6 2.66wn* 1.30 |181

NOTE: Numeric values assigned to each response option are given in parenthesis after
the option.
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TABLE 6-8
NUMBER OF JTP EMPLOYEES (Q6)

Numbar of Employees (06) Percentage N
None 4.5 9

1 22.6 45

2 12.6 25

3 6.5 13

4 4.5 9

H 5.0 10

é 2.5 S

7 1.5 3

8 1.5 3

9 0.5 1

10 2.5 S
More than 10 16.1 32
Don't know 19.6 39

Mean = 10.29 (N = 160)
Stendard deviation = 26.49

NOTE: Don't knows were omitted from catcrlation of mean and standard deviation.

TABLE 6-9

AVERAGE TENURE OF JTP CLIENT EMPLOYMEMT (Q7)

Tenure (Q7) Percentage N
1 to 3 months (2) 11.2 22
4 to 6 sonths (5) 3.3 26
7 to 9 months (8) 9.2 1%
0 to ¢ montns (i) 10.2 20

More than 12 months (18) 34.7 68

Don't know (missing) 21.4 42

Total 100.0 196

Mean = 11.44 (N = 154)
Standard deviation = 6.35

NOTE: Numeric values assigned to each response option are given in parentheses after
the option. Calculation of the mean and standard devistion omitted the don't
knows .

Correspondence between Emplovee and Employer Reports

The methods of assessing the correspondence between employee
and employer reports of numeric variables are described in the
procedures section of this chaoter. Tabla 6-10 nresments the
statistics described there. To summarize briefly, the employee
report is considered the dependent variable and the employer
report is the independent variable. The correlation coefficient

is a measure of the degree of agreement, 1.00 being the maximum,
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and the r-square is the squared correlation from the regression.
The overall results in table 6-10 show close ag: eement between the
average employee and employer reports of gtart date, ending date,
hours per week, and less agreement on earnings per week. Only the
earnings differences are statistically significant, and the
numeric values are close. Despite the agreement in the means,
case-by-case correspondence between emplcyee and employer reports
is generally low to moderate.

TABLE 6-10

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN EMPLOYEE AND EMPLOYER REPORTS OF
START DATE, END DATE, HOURS, AND EARNINGS

Employse | Employer | Correlation
Varisble Meen Mean Coefficient | r-square | N
Starting dete 87.2 87.2 .64 0.41 413
Ending dete 87.5 87.7 .58 0.34 109
Hours/week 37.2 38.0 .55 0.30 369
Earnings/week 230.0 25:.; T 0.55 254

NOTE: Tests of hypotheses against the two-tailed alternative that the mean reported by

the employee equals the mesn reported by the employer were carried out using the
correction for correlated samples.

Table 6-11 reports the cross-tabulations between employee and
employer reports of whether the employee was still working at the
firm at the time of the intarview, Sincs tha smpioyer survey
occurred later than the employee survey, it is possible for an
employee to accurately report still working at the firm and the
employer to accurately report that the individual is no longer
working at the firm. The lower left cell (totals excluded) of the
table therefore may contain consistent entries. The upper right
cell clearly contains inaccurate reports. Because of the time
lapse between the employee and employer surveys, however, it is
difficult to assess the large number of entries in the lower left
cell. In comparison to the PY 1986 survey, the degree of agree-
ment between employers and employees is 19 percentage points
higher in the cell that indicates the employee is no longer with
the firm. Unfortunately, this improvement was combined with a 4
percentage point increase in the upper right hand cell that
reflects inaccuracy on the part of one party or the other.
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TABLE 6-11

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN EMPLOYEE AND EMPLOYER REPORTS OF
WHETHER STILL EMPLOYED

Employer Report
Employee Report No Yes Total
No 49.7% 7.4X% 26.0%
Yes 50.3 92.6 7.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.C
(171) 17 (388)
P = 0.48 92 =0.23
2= 5.0 df = 1 p< 0.0001

Table 6-12 reports a cross-classification of employee and
employer stated reasons for leaving the job. Entries are numbers
rather than percentages. Because of the small N and the large
number of cells, no firm conclusions can be drawn from the table;
however, some modest degree of agreement between employees and
employers is apparent. The largest discrepancy occurs for
"fired." Only 8 employees report being fired, 6 of whom were
reported as fired by employers. 1In contrast employers report
having fired 32 employees, 16 of whom reported they were still
working at the firm. Again, the time-lapse between the two
surveys makes interpretation of this result ambiguous.

TABLE 6-12

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN EMPLOYEE AND EMPLOYER REPORTS OF
REASON FOR LEAVING/STILL THERE

Employer Reason
stilt
Employee Reason |Fired|HealthlJob end|Laid of f|New JoblQuit|Other|There; Total
Fired 6 1 1 8
Health 2 3 0 5
Job ended 3 4 0 7
Laid off 8 1 9 4 3 25
New job 1 1 13 S 3 a3
Quit 1 1 2 13 8 F+
Other 1 1 1 1 4
Still there 16 3 2 18 23 123 2] 20 288
Total 32 H 9 27 38 | 54 3| 217} 385

Overal. the data indicate a fairly high degree of disagree-
ment between the individual reports of former JTP participants and
their employers, but considerable agreement in the statistics that
summarize these individual reports. The combination of findings
suggest that there is no consistent pattern of error in the
reports from either of the parties. Instead, there are random
errors of over and under reporting by both, which tend to cancel
each other and yield similar mean values. Furthermore, the time
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points of refereace and exact wording of the questions in the
employer and employee questionnaires do not match. The earnings
questions are different in the two surveys. If the employee and
employer reports are 2ssumed to be equally reliable measures, then
the correlation coefficient, rather than the r-square is the
estimate of reliability. The correlations reported in table 6-10
are not exceptionally high reliabilities when compared to other

social science data, but are within the usual range for short
attitude scales. )
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

What do all the analyses and dozens of tables presented in
this report allow us to cunclude about the effects of the services
provided by JTP-Ohio to disadvantaged and dislocated workers?
Perhaps the best way to answer this question is to review the
Characteristics of the clients at application and to trace their
experiences through their programs and into the labor market.

Such a summary can be presentad and followed more easily by
separating the discussion of the title IIA and title III clients.

Title IIA oOverview

On a statewide basis, the title IIA clients who enroll with
JTP-Ohio are evenly divided between males and females. Two-thirds
are white, and one-third are either black (31 percent) or a member
of another minority group (3 percent). Most clients (53 percent)
are between 30 and 54 years of age, and almost all the rest are 29
or younger. Only 3 percent are 55 or older. A little over half
(53 percent) are welfare recipients when they apply. Three of

every 10 are single parents, and one-quarter are parents in two
parent families.

At the time they apply for JTPA services, three-quarters are
unemployed; those who are employed earn so little that they
qualify as economically disadvantaged. The average number of
wesks worked Quring the year prior to appiication was i7. One-
sixth of the clients have conditions that act as severe barriers
to employment: 8 percent are convicted offenders, 7 percent are
handicapped, and 1 percent have limited English proficiency. The
educational attainment of the clients is higher than might be
expected. About one-quarter are high school dropouts, but over

one-quarter (27 percent) attended college and 7 percent report
they completed it.

As clients are enrolled and assessed, they tend to be
assigned to proyrams and services in accordance with their needs.
Welfare recipients and others with the least education and work
experience are likely to be assigned to classroom training while
those who are more job ready are directed to Job search or on-the-
Job training (OJT). cClients rate their experiences in JTP-Ohio

positively with their average ratings falling between "good" and
"excellent." .

Gender, age, and race have strong influences on employment
after leaving JTP-Ohio, as do welfare status, previous work
experience, and educational attainment. All of these influences
are in the expected direction. wWhite males in the age range 30 to
54 are employed more and earn more than minorities, females and
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those younger and older. Welfare status, limited work experience
and low educational attainment depress employment and earnings.

Just as important as all these individual characteristics,
however, is whether or not the clients enter employment at termi-
nation. Two-thirds (68 percent) enter employment and these former
clients are far more likely to be emplnyed and to have higher
weekly earnings when they are contacted 3 months and 6 months
after termination than clients who leave JTP-Ohio for other
reasons.

Clients' ratings of how much the training or services they
receive while in JTP-Ohio programs help them on their jobs fall
between "a little" and "some" help. The average rating is signif-
icantly above the neutral or midpoint of the scale, but consider-
ably lower than the clients' ratings of their experiences in the
prograns.

Slightly more than a third (37 percent) of the clients report
that JTPA assisted them in finding their first jobs. This repre-
sents over half of those who entered employment at termination.
Clients who receive job search assistance and OJT are more likely
to report assistance in finding a job than those who who take
classroom training. other groups likely to report assistance are
high school dropouts, older workers, minorities, and those with
limited English proficiency. These also are characteristics that
are associated with being less job-ready and more likely to be
assigned to classroom training. It appears that program staff
provides extra services to less employable clients. As a result,
these clients are more likely to renort receiving assistance than

A=Y= I Y g

clients with characteristics more attractive to employers.

About one in five clients (18 percent) report their employers
required them to sign up for JTPA to get their jobs. Most of
these are clients who were assigned to OJT.

During the first 13 weeks after leaving JTP-Ohio, former
clients work an average of 8 weeks. When they are contacted
during the thirteenth week, 59 percent are employed. Those who
are employed earn an average of $218. When former clients are
contacted again another 13 weeks later, 26 weeks after leaving
JTP-Ohio, they have virtually the same average number of weeks
worked and percentage employed during the second follow~up period,
and their average weekly earnings have increased by $7.

It is far more difficult to prepare individuals who are
welfare recipients at application for emnloyment. When thay are
contacted 13 and 26 weeks after termination, those who were on
welfare at application work less, earn less, and are more likely
to be receiving welfare than those who were not on welfare when
they enrolled. Nevertheless, participation in JTP-Ohio substan-
tially reduces the percentage receiving welfare. At application,
approximately one~half of all enrollees are recipients. At the
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13-week follow-up, this figura drops to almost ona-?uarter and
drops even a little lower at the 26-week follow-up.

The decrease in welfare among those who were recipients at
application is larger than the decrease in the overall sample.
This decrease, however, is somewhat offset by clients who were
not recipients at application but receive welfare at follow-up.
Fortunately, those who start receiving welfare are only about
one-gsixth of those who stop. The reduction among those who were
recipients at application is almost 60 percent while less than
10 percent of those who were not recipients at application are on
welfare at follow-up.

In general, employers are satisfied with the JTP-Ohio clients
whom they hire. Employers were asked to make 15 ratings comparing
their typical employees who have been through a JTPA/PIC program
with those who have not had such a program. The ratings covered
such things as communication skills, ability to get along with
fellow employees, absenteeism/tardiness, and productivity. oOn
eight of these scales, the average ratings are in favor of JTP-
Ohio clients, and on five there are no significant differences.
The exceptions are on the amount of OJT and supervision needed.

On these scales the differences are in favor of employees who have
not been through a JTPA/PIC program. On the average, clients stay
with their first employers after leaving JTP-Ohio for almost a
year (11.4 months). Over 80 percent of employers report they are
likely to hire more JTPA/PIC participants in the future. Their
most important reasons for doing so are the wage subsidy and lower
training and recruitment costs, in that order.

Title III Overview

To be eligible for services under title III of JTPA, workers
must have been terminated from jobs to which there is little
likelihood that they will return or be unemployed for a long
period with little prospect for reemployment in the same or
eimilar cccupations in the areas where they reside. It is not
necessary, however, that they be economically disadvantaged. This
difference in eligibility criteria leads to major differences in
the characteristics of clients served.

Only 6 percent of title III clients are welfare recipients
when they apply to JTP-Ohio, and only 3 percent are single
parents. 'itle III clients are predominantly white (83 percent),
male (72 percent), and in the age range 30 to 54 (71 p.rcent).
These are characteristics that most research, including the analy-
ses of the title IIA data, has found to be associated vith favor-
able labor market experiences. The follow-up results to be
reviewed shortly support this general finding.

lactual figures are not reported because they differ slightly
for the 13-week and 26-week surveys.
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Title III clients have relatively high educational attain-
ment and considerable work experience. Only 14 percent did not
complete high school:; close to half (43 percent) attended college
and 10 percent graduated. At the time the title III clients
enrolled in JTP-Ohio, they had an average of 18 years of labor
market experience, and they had worked 30 weeks during the year
prior to enrollment.

A title IIA client with the characteristics of the average
title III client would be considered job ready and would probably
be assigned to OJT. This is not as freguent an assignment in
title III programs. Many title III programs are contracted to
service providers such as the labor unions that represent the
dislocated workers or to training institutions. These providers
tend to offer classroom training or job search rather than OJT.
The nature of most title III programs accounts for the low per-
centage that report JTPA assisted them to find a job (22 percent)
and that their employers required them to sign up for JTPA to
obtain their jobs (9 percent). .

The ratings that title III clients give to the programs in
which they participate are very similar to those given by title
IIA clients. Clients are most positive about the staff and least
positive about the helpfulness of the training or services
received in the program on the job. Ratings of their programs
average between "good" and "excellent," and their rating of help-
fulness on the job averages between "a little" and "some."

surprisingly, given the characteristics of title III
clients, the percentage who are employed at termination from JTP-
ohio (71 percent) is only 3 points higher than that for title IIA
clients. The employment rate of the title IIIs, however, does not
decline during the follow-up period. In fact, their employment
rate at 13 weeks is 73 percent, 2 points higher than at termina-
tion. The title IIIs also work on the average almost 10 weeks of
the 13-week period, a full week and one-half more than the title
IIAs.

The biggest difference in employment experiences between the
title III and IIA clients is in average weekly earnings. Title
IIIs earn an average of $363 and title IIAs earn $218. An earn-
ings difference of this magnitude cannot be attributed to differ-
ences in the types of services received under the separate titles.
Much of the difference is a reflection of the characteristics of
clients enrolled under the two titles and wage patterns in the
labor market that traditionally favor white males in their prime
working years. Even among these clients, most of whom have char-
acteristics desirable to employers, whether or not they were
employed at termination from JTP-Ohio strongly influences their
employment experiences during the follow-up period.

Overall, the percentage of welfare recipients among title III
clients does not change from application to follow=-up (6 percent).
The percentage reduction in welfare status among those who were
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welfare recipients at application, however, is almost as large
among title IXIs as it is among IIAs. That is, about half of the
title IIXI clients who were welfare recipients at application are
not recipients at follow-up. Those who were recipients at appli-
cation who are alsc recipients at follow-up represent 3 percent of
all the title III clients. To this 3 percent, however, must be
added 3 percent who were not receiving welfare at application who
started receiving it during the follow-up period. The result is
that the percentage of those on welfare for the total group
rermains the same even though half of those who received welfare at
application do not do so at follow-up.

Inplications

The preceding summaries indicate that the services provided
by JTP-Ohio are having the intended effect: most disadvantaged
clients are obtaining and retaining jobs that pay on the average
over $2.00 more per hour than the minimum wage, and over half of
those who were welfare recipients when they enrolled have become
self-supporting. Dislocated workers are obtaining jobs that pay
on the average over $9.00 per hour.

Many personal characteristics over which JTP-Ohio has no
control have a strong influence on what happens to clients after
they leave their programs. One factor over which JTP-Ohio has
some control, however, has a powerful impact independent of
personal characteristics. That factor is whether or not the
client is employed at termination. Clients who are employed at
termination (in comparison to those who are not) are more likely
to be employed and are less likely to be on welfare when they are
contacted 13 and 26 weeks later. These are substantial differ-
ences of two to three magnitudes in favor of those who are
employed at termination, even when the effects of differences in
personal charac’.eristics are statistically controlled. For
example, the employment rate at 13 weeks among IIA clients who
were employed at terminatior. is 75 percent compared to rates
ranging from 25 to 31 percent among those who left JTP-Ohio for
other reasons. Differences in weeks worked during the folliow-up
period and in welfare status are of similar magnitudes. The
advantage in average weekly earnings for those employed at termi-
nation is not as sizeable, but weekly earnings are only calculated
for those who are employed at follow-up.

Simply having a job at termination, however, is not as power-
ful as these comparisons suggest. What having a job indicates is
the presence of a number of other personal traits that are impor-
tant to success in the labor market. Those clients who had jobs
at termination also had--with the support and encouragement of
staff--sufficient motivation, personal discipline, and resources
to persist in their JTP-Ohio programs. They wanted jobs enough to
find the JTP-Ohio agencies in their SDAs, to enroll with these
agencies, to accept the program assignments they were given, to
fulfill the responsibilities of their programs, and to accept the
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jobs that the programs made available. They had, in other words,
successfully passed a number of screens or hurdles that indicate
they have the skills and personal characteristics that are desired
by employers.

Unfortunately. the services that JTP-Ohio can provide are not
enough to enahble everyone who enrolls to develop or demonstrate
preferred skills and characteriitics. About 3 of every 10 who
enroll do not have jobs when they leave even though th. clients
who are least job ready do receive the most services. Welfare
recipients, exoffenders, and those with handicaps, low educational
attainment and limited work experience are the ones most likely to
be assigned to classroom training which is the most intensive
service available from JTP-Ohio.

In some cases, though, the opportunities that can be provided
are not enough. When the employment and earnings of former
clients who took classroom training are compared to those who
received OJT, it appears that OJT produces much better results.
When the differences in the characteristics of clients assigned to
these programs are controiled statistically, much of the apparent
superiority of OJT disappears. It is not that OJT is a far more
effective program; rather, it is that classroca training is
assigned those more difficult to serve. When the differences in
clients served by the two programs are considered, the results of
these programs are much more similar than when the differences in
clients are not considered.

To a considerable degree, the results presented in this
report confirm the basic assumption that has been the core of
employment and training programs since their inception. Program
staff know that there are many people who need a little more
assistance and encouragement than they have received in their
previous encounters with the educational and employment institu-
tions of our society. This is what JTPA provides. JTP-Ohio
cannot overcome all the problems that all its clients bring to it,
but it can and does help many and the effects of this assistance
persist at least for a half year after the clients leave their
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