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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Job Corps plays a centrd role in federa efforts to provide employment assistance to disadvantaged
youths ages 16 to 24. The program’s god is to help these individuals become “more responsible,
employable, and productive citizens’ by providing them with comprehensive services that include basic
education, vocationd skillstraining, counsding, and resdentia support. Each year, Job Corps serves
more than 60,000 new enrolless a a cost of more than $1 billion. The National Job Corps Study is
expected to provide Congress and program managers with the information they need to assess how well
Job Corpsisattaining itsgod.

Thisreport is one of a series presenting findings from the study. 1t builds directly on the results of
the process analysis study that described the basic Job Corps program model and identified variationsin
the way the basc mode isimplemented. It dso supplements the descriptive findings of student
programmiatic experiences presented in the 30-month impact report. Specificaly, in this report, we
examine the outreach, admissions (OA) and center characteristics and practices that appear to promote
positive programmetic experiences for Job Corps applicants, and for the sudents that enroll in the
program. The programmatic experiences of interest are measured using agency records and include the
likelihood of enrollment in Job Corps and, conditional on enrollment, whether the sudent attains a GED,
completes vocationa training and program length of stay. A secondary purpose of the report isto
develop preliminary gatistica models of various aspects of program participation that could be usedin
subsequent analyses of the effects of programmatic experiences on students post- program labor
market outcomes.

The results summarized below are based entirely on data for youth who were randomly sdlected
for the program group and who were digible to enroll in Job Corps. Because dl of the comparisons are
among program group members only, it isimportant to emphasize that the findings below do not
represent program impacts, but merely reflect the differences in programmetic experiences of youth who
were exposed to various OA or center practices. In addition, it isimportant for the reader to keep in
mind that the results do not represent causd relaionships. That is, the andyss addresses the effects of
particular OA or center practices for contractors or centers that chose to adopt specific practices.
However, the results cannot be used to address how a specific practice would work in other OA
agencies or centers that chose to adopt other practices. Nevertheless, the analysis provides important
suggestive findings about the success of particular program practices if they were to be adopted on a
broader scale.

In the report, we illudrate the results of the statistica models of programmetic experiences for
different typologies of OA agencies and centers. For example, to illustrate the results for OA agency
characteristics and practices, we calculate the predicted probability of arriva and the probabilities of
other programmatic experiences conditiona on arriva, for arepresentative OA agency (evauated at the
characterigtics of the representative center and applicant) and compare them with the predicted
probabilities derived from other typologies of OA characteristics. The representative cases are not



based on the mean or median characterigtics or practices and, as such, do not have a dtrictly statistica
interpretation. Rather, the representative case reflects a set of specific characteristics and practices that
when taken together yield a predicted vaue of the likelihood of the programmatic experience that is
gpproximately equal to the actua value observed inthe data. The cases consdered are broadly
representative of the OA agencies and centers that operate the Job Corps program. Because
programmatic experiences and impacts gppear to differ by age, we present results separately for three
gpplicant age groups: 16-17, 18-19, and 20-24.

OUTREACH AND ADMISSIONS TYPOLOGIES

Outreach and admissions services are provided by three main types of contractors. (1) State
Employment Security (ES) Agencies and other state and loca agencies; (2) private organizations
affiliated with a Job Corps center; and (3) private organizations not affiliated with a center. For the
most part, we find that the type of OA contractor does not significantly affect the programmatic
experiences of the sudents recruited, dthough students recruited by private organizations affiliated with
Job Corps centers gppear to be dightly more likely to enroll in the program than students recruited by
other agencies. Other important findings include:

The outreach and screening practices of OA counselors play a very significant rolein
an applicant’s programmatic experiences. For al age groups, OA counsaors who use
aggressive screening practices achieve higher arrival rates among their digible applicants. For
the two youngest groups, counselors who follow passive outreach practices and effectively put
the burden on the gpplicant to follow-through and enroll in Job Corps recruited students who
were likdly to remain in the program longer.

OA counselor knowledge and experience level play a key role in an applicant’s
programmatic experiences. Uniformly acrossall age groups, gpplicants served by well-infformed
and experienced OA counselors are much more likely to have better programmatic experiences
than applicants served by less experienced and |ess knowledgeable counsdlors.

CENTER TYPOLOGIES

The process andys's sudy identified severd variaionsin the ways in which centers implement the
Job Corps program model that coud be related to applicants programmatic experiences. We find that
whether the center has an OA contract and the extent to which staff match students in race/gender
composition do not seem to be related to student programmatic experiences. In addition, we thought
that since Job Corps is a performance-driven system that we might find that sudents who attend higher
ranking centers (using OM S performance ranking as the measure) would have more positive program
experiences. We did not find this be the case. Other results presented in Chapter IV confirm the
generd nature of the findings obtained from the process andysis, including:

Center operator type, size and location play an important role in students
programmatic experiences. For dl age groups, students that attend small CCC centers



(that are primarily located in rurd areas) are more likely to complete their vocationd trade and
more likely to stay on center for longer periods of time compared to students that attend other
types of centers. Thisis consstent with the process analyss findings indicating that CCC
centers are more focused on vocationd training than other centers.

The particular vocational areas a center offers and the range of vocations offered do
not affect a student’s programmatic experiences. For dl age groups, there are very small
or no differencesin predicted programmetic experiences depending on the comprehensiveness
of the range of vocations offered by acenter. However, it isimportant to note that this result
refers gtrictly to the set of trades that were offered at the time of the study, and does not
necessarily hold for new vocationd training program offerings.

Students that attend centers with strong vocational and academic programs have
much more positive programmatic experiences than students that attend centers with
relatively weak programs. In the process report, we found many differences across centers
in the strength of their vocationd programs, from the amount of OEP provided to students, to
policies for assgning students to trades and switching among trades, aswell asin the extent to
which centers supplement the basic academic curriculum with other programs. For dl age
groups we consgtently find that gpplicants to centers with strong vocationd and academic
programs have more positive programmeatic experiences, and especidly GED attainment and
vocationa completion than students served by other centers.

Limited residential living facilities are associated with shorter lengths of stay, but
exceptionally good facilities do not appear to promote longer lengths of stay. Inthe
process report, we found that the quaity of center resdentid facilities and recregtion
opportunities vary considerably. Here we find that limited residentid facilities are associated
with low student retention, but that extendve facilities do not seem to promote retention.

IMPLICATIONS

These results have potentidly important implications for the Job Corps program. They indicate the
importance of ensuring that up-to-date materids/information about centers and videos depicting life on
center are available and used by OA counsdors. They aso emphasi ze theimportance of providing training
to OA counselors concerning screening and outreach Strategies, aswell as devel oping recruitment/retention
drategies to reduce the high turnover of OA counsglors.

The results concerning center practices emphasize the importance of strong vocationa and academic
programs, as well asthe potentia problems associated with limited residentid living fedlities.



. INTRODUCTION

Job Corps plays a centrd role in federa efforts to provide employment assistance to disadvantaged
youths ages 16 to 24. The program’sgod is to help these individuas become “more responsible,
employable, and productive citizens’ by providing them with comprehensve sarvices that include basic
education, vocationa skills training, counsdaling, and residentid support. Each year, Job Corps serves
more than 60,000 new enrollees a a cost of more than $1 billion.

The Nationa Job Corps Study, funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), is expected to
provide Congress and program managers with the information they need to assess how well Job Corps
isatainingitsgod.’ The central feature of the study was the random assignment of dl youths found
eligible for Job Corpsto ether aprogram group or a control group. Program group members were
permitted to enroll in Job Corps, and control group members were not (although they could enrall in
other training or education programs). The research sample for the sudy conssts of gpproximately
9,400 program group members and 6,000 control group members randomly selected from among
nearly 81,000 digible applicants nationwide. Sample intake occurred between November 1994 and
February 1996.

This report presents findings on the outreach, admissions and center practices that appear to
promote positive programmetic experiences for Job Corps gpplicants, and for the students that enroll in
the program. We dso present information on the gpplicant characteristics that are associated with

better programmatic experiences. A secondary purpose of the report is to develop preiminary

The study is being conducted by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) and its subcontractors, Battelle Memorial
Institute and Decision Information Resources, Inc.
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datistica modes of program participation that can be used in subsequent andyses of the effects of
programmatic experiences on students post-program labor market outcomes.
This report builds on the andlysis and findings presented in two earlier reports. Firg, it builds on

the findings of the process study, described in Johnson et. d. (1999) Nationa Job Corps Study: Report

on the Process Analysis. That report described the Job Corps program mode and how it was

implemented at the time of the study. The process study concluded that Job Corps uses awell-defined
program modd, which is offered a dl centers, with sudents generdly receiving the same basic program
sarvices a each center. At the same time, however, the process andysis dso identified important
variaionsin program eements that could affect gpplicant programmatic experiences. In thisreport, we
provide indghts on the program features that gppear to promote positive programmatic experiences.
Second, this report builds on the analysis and findings contained in the main report on short-term

impacts (Schochet, Burghardt and Glazerman, 2000), National Job Corps Study: The Short-Term

Impacts of Job Corps on Participants Employment and Related Outcomes. That report included

descriptive information on the education and training experiences of the program group and of the
control group based on self-reported information. It so provided detailed information on the impacts
of Job Corps on exposure to education and training, as well as impacts on post- program labor market
and other outcomes based on differences between the program group and the control group. In this
report, we provide information on programmeatic experiences based on officid agency records.

This report examines the programmatic experiences of program group gpplicants and atempts to
identify OA and center practices that promote positive experiences for youth who apply and enrall in
Job Corps. For example, we compare the experiences of representative youth in the program group

who were recruited and screened by an OA contractor that followed a certain set of practices with the
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experiences of otherwise smilar youth in the program group who were recruited and screened by an
OA contractor that followed different practices. We aso examine the programmeatic experiences of
various program group youth exposed to other OA practices, as well asto different center
characteristics and practices. Because programmatic experiences and impacts appear to differ by age,
we present results separately for three gpplicant age groups. 16-17, 18-19, and 20-24.

In interpreting the results presented in this report, aswell asin understanding how these resultsfit in
with earlier reports, it isimportant to keep in mind the nature of the comparisons being made and the
limitations of the analyss. Firdt, the results presented in this report reflect comparisons of programmatic

experiences among program group members only. As such, comparative satements indicating that

certain types of gpplicants or students have more positive programmatic experiences than a different
group has nothing to say about the relative impacts of the program for those groups, as such conclusons
would require information about control group experiences, which are not included in this report.
Second, because the results concerning OA and center practices rely on statistical models, it is difficult
to conclude that these findings represent causal relationships. That is, the andys's addresses the effects
of particular OA or center practices for contractors or centers that chose to adopt the specific practice.

However, the results cannot be used to address how that practice would work in other OA agencies or
centers that chose to adopt other practices. Nevertheless, the anadys's provides important suggestive
findings about the success of particular program practicesif they were to be adopted on a broader
scale.

In the remainder of this chapter, we provide additiona background information concerning the Job

Corps program, focusing on the key roles that outreach and admissions agencies and centers play. We

then discuss the gods of thisandysis and provide additiond details concerning the specific research
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questions that we address in this report and the data sources that underlie the analyss. The chapter

concludes with a description of the organization of the report.

A. OVERVIEW OF JOB CORPS

The Job Corps program, established by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, at the time of the
study operates under provisions of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982.2 The operationa
structure of Job Corps is complex, with multiple levels of adminigtrative accountability, severd digtinct
program components, and numerous contractors and subcontractors. DOL administers Job Corps
through anationd office and nine regiond offices. The nationa office establishes policy and
requirements, develops curricula, and oversees mgor program initiatives. The regiond offices procure
and administer contracts and perform oversight activities, such as reviews of center performance.

Through its regiond offices, DOL uses a competitive bidding process to contract for operations of
the three main program eements:. recruiting and screening of new students, center operations, and
placement of students into jobs and other educationa opportunities after they leave the program. At the
time of the study, 80 centers were operated under such contracts. In addition, the U.S. Departments of
Agriculture and of the Interior operated 30 centers, caled Civilian Conservation Centers (CCCs), under
interagency agreements with DOL.2 Next, we briefly outline the roles of the three main program

dements.

2 As of July 2000, Job Corps operates under provisions of the W orkforce Investment Act of 1998.
® Currently, 91 contract centers and 28 CCCs provide Job Corps training.
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1. Outreach and Admissions

Recruitment and screening for Job Corps are conducted by outreach and admissions (OA)
agencies, which include private nonprofit firms, private for-profit firms, state employment agencies, and
Job Corps centers. These agencies provide information to the public through outreach activities (for
example, by placing advertisements and making presentations at schools), screen youth to ensure that
they meet the digibility criteria, assgn digible youth to centers (when the regiond office delegates this
function), and arrange for thelr transportation to centers.

The primary purpose of the outreach and admissions component of Job Corpsisto ensure a steedy
flow of young peoplewho are digiblefor and can benefit from the program. Operating the program at near
capacity isimportant for taking full advantage of the resources devoted to the program. Short staysin the
program are viewed aswasteful because the participants derivelittle benefit if they leave hometo atend but
then do not complete the program. In this context, the twin chalenges for the outreach and admissons
system are (1) ensuring that quaified candidates are ready to enroll when dots become available, and (2)
ensuring that these candidates fully understand what is expected of them and what life on center will belike,
s0 asto avoid disgppointment and early program termination. Sometimestens on exists between thesetwo
objectives.

Outreach and admissionsinvolves severa related activities. Outreach makes young people aware of
the opportunities Job Corps offersand gives potentidly interested personsthe information on which to base
adecsonto enroll. Screening for digibility entails determining whether the numerousdigibility criteriaare
met. Thedigibility criteriainclude readily verifiable factors (such as age, income, and citizenship), factors
requiring the exercise of judgement (need for remova from the home, and capecity to benefit from the

program), and factorsthat may require review by professondly qudified third parties (evidence of serious
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hedth or behaviord problems). After they are determined digible, sudents are assigned to enroll a a
gpecific center on a particular date. In this finad phase of OA counsdling, the outreach and admissions
system prepares candidates for enrollment, arranges transportation, and sees the student off.

Severd types of organizations share responshility for outreach and admissions, including Job Corps
regiond offices, outreach and admissons agencies, and Job Corpscenters. Regiond officesarerespongble
for contracting with agencies to perform outreach and admissions work. They are dso responsble for
determining digibility and assgning studentsto centers, dthough most regiond officesdelegate someor dl of
these decisionsto OA agenciesand centers. Outreach and Admissions agenciesplay apivota rolein Job
Corps, becausethey generdly arethefirst contact with the program for youthsand their families. Aspart of
their outreach activities, OA agencies communicate to potentidly digible youths, as wdl as to other
individuas and organizations who can identify and refer potentidly igible youths, about the availability of
the Job Corps and its opportunities. OA agencies must conduct outreach by using activities that are
goppropriate for their needs (for example, flyers, billboards, center tours, off-center presentations, and
broadcast outlets), and by developing liasons and working relationships with rdevant community

organizations (for example, schoals, court officers, employment services, and welfare agencies).
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OA contractors are responsble for determining whether a youth who has expressed interest in and
applied to Job Corpsisdigiblefor the program. The information used to determine digibility is collected
directly from the gpplicant (over the telephone or face-to-face) by an OA counsdor, usng an agency-
developed pre-application form or the Job Corps ETA-652 application form.* The screener must aso
obtain any additiona information from appropriate authorities needed to determine an gpplicant’ sdigibility.
If acandidate hasaserious hedth problem or evidence of abehaviora problem, theregiond office provides
for areview of the case to ensure that digibility rules are gpplied fairly and consstently, and that persons
who could benefit are not denied admission.

The OA contractor is dso regpongble for notifying digible goplicants of their assgnment to a center,
andfor arranging for their departure. Often, an OA counsdlor will contact ayouth periodicaly, between the
time digibility is determined and a center assgnment is made, to determine whether he or she continuesto
be interested in Job Corps. After ayouth has been assigned to a center, the OA counselor contacts the
gpplicant to determine whether he or she will accept the assgnment, and to arrange travel and adeparture
date. Atthebeginning of thisassgnment interview, the OA counsdor aso checksfor changesintheyouth's
hedlth and emotiond or behaviord condition, including recent arrests. The OA counsdor then briefsthe
youth about the center, describesthe programs' requirements and expectations, and makesafina check on
digibility.

The OA counselor will brief youths who decide to participate on travel arrangements; advise about
baggage, clothing, and documentation; and warn about the consequences of bringing drugs, dcohoal, or

weapons to the center. The OA counsglor will also inform youths that a physicad examination, which will

“Currently, application processing is automated; information is entered to acomputer and transferred to SPAMIS if
the student enrolls. At the time of the study a paper-based system was used.
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include an HIV test, will be required after arrival on-center. If ayouth ison probation or parole, the OA
counsdglor must notify the gppropriate probation or parole officer. Finaly, the OA counsdor makes dl

departure arrangements, including escorting or providing an escort for youthsto theinitid trangportation Ste
and providing dl travel and med ticketsrequired for thetrip to the center. In addition, some OA counsdors
maintain contact with youths after they have arrived on-center and throughout their Job Corps experiences.
Center gtaff are o often involved in the center assgnment decision, and staff a most centers make pre-
arivd calsto sudents assgned to the centers.

2. Center Operations

Centers are the cornerstone of Job Corps as they provide a comprehensive and intensive set of
program services. The mgor services provided by centers include basic education, vocationd training,
resdentid living (induding training in sodid skills), hedth care and education, counseling, and job
placement assistance. Servicesin each of these components are tailored to meet the needs of each
student.

Education. The god of the education component is to enable students to learn asfast as their
individua abilities permit. Education programsin Job Corps are individuaized and sdf-paced and
operate on an open-entry and open-exit bass. The programs include remedid education (emphasizing
reading and mathematics), world of work (including consumer educetion), driver education, home and
family living, hedth education, classes designed for those whose primary language is not English, and a
Generd Educationa Development (GED) program of high school equivdency for sudentswho are
academicdly qudified. In addition, about one-fourth of the centers can grant state-recognized high

school diplomas.
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Vocational Training. Aswith the education component, the vocationd training programs
individudized, sdf-paced, and operate on an opententry and open-exit basis. Each Job Corps center
offerstraining in severa vocations, typicdly including business and clerical occupations, hedth
occupations, congruction, culinary arts, and building and gpartment maintenance. Ingructionis
provided by staff with occupationd experience that are hired by the center, as well as by nationd labor
and bus ness organi zations under nationd training contracts a many centers.

Residential Living. Resdentid living is the component that distinguishes Job Corps from most
other publicly funded employment and training programs. From itsinception in 1964, resdentid living
has been considered a key element of the program because most students come from disadvantaged
environments and it is believed they require new and more supportive surroundings to derive the
maximum benefits from education and vocationd training. A key part of resdentid living consgs of
forma socid skillstraining that dl sudents must participate in, including nonresdentid sudents. The
resdentid living component aso includes medls, dormitory life, entertainment, sports and recrestion,
center government, and other related activities. Higtoricaly, regulations had limited the number of
nonresdential studentsto 10 percent, but JTPA amendments raised that limit to 20 percent in July
1993.

Health Care and Education. Job Corps centers also provide comprehensive health servicesto
both resdentia and nonresdentid students. Services include medical examinations and trestment;
biochemicd testsfor drug use, sexudly transmitted diseases, and pregnancy; immunizations, dentd
examinations and trestment; counsdling for emotiona and other mental hedlth problems; and ingtruction

in basic hygiene, preventive medicine, and sdlf-care.
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Counsdling and Other Ancillary Services. Job Corps centers offer students arange of other
supportive services including providing counsdors and resdentid advisers. These staff help students
plan their educationd and vocationa curricula, offer motivation, and creste a supportive environment.
Support services are dso provided during recruitment, placement, and the trangition to regular life and
jobs.

3. Placement

Thefind step in the Job Corps program is placement. This component of the program helps
sudents find jobs in training-rel ated occupations with prospects for long-term employment and
advancement. Placement contractors may be state employment offices or private contractors, and
sometimes the centers themselves perform placement activities. Placement agencies help students find
jobs by providing assstance with interviewing and resume writing and services for job development and
referrd. They are dso responsible for distributing the readjustment alowance -- a stipend students

receive after leaving Job Corps.

B. OBJECTIVES

This report presents the results of atistica models designed to improve our understanding of the
programmeatic factors that affect the experiences of youths recruited for Job Corps. The underlying
objectives of the report incorporate both practica and methodological consderations. First, from a
practical/policy perspective, it isimportant to better understand the outreach, admissions and center
characterigtics and practices that gppear to promote postive programmatic experiences for Job Corps
goplicants and for the students who enrall in the program. To meet this objective, the Satistical models

we estimate are used to provide insghts regarding hypotheses devel oped from the process andysis
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study concerning the relationship between programmatic experiences and OA and center characteristics
and practices. Below we provide additiond information concerning the different hypotheses that we
explorein the analysis.

The gatistical modd s estimated here aso serve a second, methodologica objective. Specificdly,
the Department of Labor and the Office of Job Corps are interested in understanding the impacts of
specific programmatic experiences on post-program labor market outcomes. Developing rdigble
estimates of such impacts, however, presents a formidable challenge because it requires an extensve
undergtanding of the processes determining the program experiences and accomplishments of
individuals, as well asthe processes that determine these individuas labor market and other related
outcomes. Specificdly, to answer this question, andysts must separate out the effects of the factors that
determine which individuas have a particular st of programmeatic experiences (e.g., vocationd training
program, vocational completion status, GED attainment status, length of stay) from the effects of these
experiences on outcomes. For this report, the atistica models used to meet the first objective
described above dso serve as the preliminary models of program participation that are used in
subsequent analyses of the impacts of programmatic experiences on students post- program labor
market outcomes. In Appendix D, we report salected results from a preliminary exploratory analyses of
whether the impacts of Job Corps on post- program weekly earnings differ for various program-defined
subgroups using interview data for the first 30 months after application.

1. Hypotheses Concerning OA Characteristics

OA Counselor Outreach and Screening Practices. In the process report we found that

athough OA counsdlors on average devote congderable time to outreach activities, some counsaors

follow amore passive approach to recruiting and, for the most part, essentialy require interested youth
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to contact them. Although such an gpproach may produce fewer gpplicants and make it more difficult
for counsglors to meet their arrival god's, such a process dso resultsin a more committed pool of youth
that make it to the gpplication stage. Based on these results, we hypothesize that OA counsdlors that
follow a passive approach to outreach will recruit youth who are more committed to Job Corps and as
such, more likely to enroll and have better programmeatic experiences, than gpplicants recruited by OA
counsdlorsthat follow an aggressive outreach strategy.

The process andys's dso documented that most OA counselors primarily screen into the program
youth that meet the “traditional,” easly documentable digibility criteriareated to age, U.S. citizenship,
income and so forth; reatively few youth that are otherwise digible are found indligible by OA
counselorsfor other criteriarelated to capability and aspirations to participate. Thus, we hypothesize
that OA counselors that follow aggressive screening practices (e.g., counsgor has 30-day stay god,
asess attitudes and god's, conducts home vidts, strongly encourages enrollment) are more likely to
identify youth that can benefit from the program and achieve more positive programmatic experiences.

OA Counselor Experience and Knowledge. Inthe processreport we found that OA counsdors
had limited job tenure and limited firsthand knowledge of the centers for which they recruit. Moreover,
center saff reported that this high turnover and lack of knowledge led to many students arriving on center
without a good idea of what to expect and what the specific center offers. Thus, we hypothesize that
goplicantsrecruited by OA counsdorsthat haveless experience and lessknowledge about the program are
likely to stay shorter periodsin Job Corpsand have less postive programmati c experiencesthan gpplicants

served by OA counsdlors with more experience and program knowledge.
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2. Hypotheses Concerning Center Characteristics

Center Operator Type, Size and Location. Inthe process andysswe found that CCC centers
are more focused on vocationa training than other centers. Thus, we hypothesize that students who
attend smal CCC centers will have higher vocational completion rates than the representative center.

Range of Vocational Offerings. In the process report we found that the range of vocationa
offerings, and the extent to which the training programs offered are “in demand,” varies consderably
across centers. We hypothesize that centers that offer awider range of vocational programs, aswell as
trades that are more in demand, are more likely to produce positive programmatic experiences for
Students.

Strength of Vocational and Academic Program. In the process report, we found many
differences across centers in the strength of their vocationa programs, in terms of the amount of
Occupational Education Program (OEP) provided, and policies for assgning students to trades and
switching among trades. Also, athough all centers offer the sandard Job Corps academic program,
some centers supplement the basic curriculum with other academic programs that provide additiona
services to youth. Thus, we hypothesize that centers with stronger vocationd and academic programs
(e.g., more time spent by student in OEP to decide which trades to select, moving students quickly into
their vocationd trades, pre-college classes available, and academic instructor on Progress Performance
Evduation Pand) are more likely to produce positive programmatic experiences for sudents.

Quality of Residential Living Facilities. In the process report, we found that the quality of
center facilities varies condderably. Thiswas particularly true for resdentid living fadilities, whichis
likely to Sgnificantly affect program length of stay. Thus, we hypothesze that students who attend

centers with facilities that provide greater student privacy will stay longer and have better program
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experiences than students who attend centers with less privacy. In addition, we found that recreation is
an important part of resdentid living and hypothesize that students who attend centers that provide
more recregtiona opportunities will experience longer lengths of stay and better program experiences
than students who enroll in centers with limited recreationa opportunities.

Degree of Student/Staff “Match”. Students are more likely to find positive role modds and
mentors in centers where the backgrounds of the students match the backgrounds of the staff. In the
process report we found that centers differ gppreciably in the extent to which the characteristics of their
gaff (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender) match the characteristics of their sudents. We hypothesi ze that
students who attend centers in which the racid and gender backgrounds of the staff match the
backgrounds of the students will have more positive experiences than students who attend centers that
are not as well matched.

OMS Center Performance Rankings. Job Corpsis aperformance-driven system, and includes
anumber of program outcomes in its Outcome Measurement System. We hypothesize that Sudents
who attend higher-ranked centers are more likely to obtain positive programmatic experiences than

sudents who attend lower-ranked centers.

C. DATA SOURCESFOR ANALYSIS

Our anaysis of the factors that affect programmatic experiences draws on multiple data sources.
Student demographic (and other) characterigtics at application and programmatic experiences were
obtained from the Job Corps Student Pay and Allotment Management Information System (SPAMIS).
Additiond applicant personal background characteristics were obtained from the basdine survey. We

also used Bureau of Labor Statistics data to construct county-level measures of the unemployment rate
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and average annud earnings that were linked to the gpplicant’s address at the time of gpplication to Job
Corps.

Two surveys conducted as part of the process andysis dso contributed important information to
our anadyss. Thisincludes atdephone survey of alarge sample of OA counsdorsin dl OA agency
offices nationwide that were operating at the time of sample intake for the study. This survey obtained
information on OA counselor characterigtics and OA practices that were then linked to specific sample
members based on the OA office that processed his or her Job Corps application. We aso conducted
amail survey of dl Job Corps centersthat were in operation at the time of sample intake. This survey
obtained detailed information on center characteristics and center operationa practices that could affect
students' programmatic experiences, which were linked to the center the student attended. Additiona

information on these two surveys can be found in Johnson et d. (1999).

D. OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

The remainder of thisreport is organized asfollows. In Chepter 11, we overview the gpproach
used to examine factors that are related to applicants programmatic experiences. We also present
overdl findings for the mgor programmatic experiences of interest, including whether gpplicants arrive
on center and, conditiona on arrival, whether sudents complete their vocationd training, attain a GED,
and length of stay in Job Corps. To focus attention on the policy variablesthat are of most interest, the
results in the next two chapters are organized not by programmeatic experiences but by the different
factors that shape those experiences. Specificdly, in Chapter 111, we present the results of how certain
characteristics of outreach and admissions counselors and their practices are related to Job Corps

programmeatic experiences. Chapter IV provides information on the role of center characteristics and
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practicesin programmatic experiences. Findly, Chepter V summarizes our findings and discusses
implications for program operations.

The report dso includes four gppendices. Appendix A provides additiond details concerning
the statistical modd s underlying the results presented in Chapters 111 and 1V. Appendix B summarizes
the factors that are related to the choices Job Corps gpplicants make regarding the vocationa area
where they receive the mogt training. Appendix C presents findings illustrating the effects of gpplicant
persond characteristics on selected programmatic experiences. Appendix D presents some exploratory
results from gatisticad models designed to estimate the extent to which program impacts differ for

applicants with different programmeatic experiences.
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I[I.OVERALL RESULTS

A. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we describe the generd approach we use to examine the OA and center
characteristics and practices that are associated with positive programmatic experiences and present our
overdl results. We estimate modelsin four genera areas of programmeatic experiences: (1) enrollment
(arrivd on center); (2) GED attainment; (3) vocationd training; and (4) length of stay. We develop
datistica models that focus on these programmeatic experiences because of their policy interest and
because they represent the broad categories of experiences for which the subsequent component impact
andydswill atempt to estimate program impacts. The details of the Satistical approach are provided in
Appendix A and B.

We begin by describing the applicant characteristics, OA counsglor practices and characteristics
and center characteristics used to illustrate the results. Then, for each of the programmeatic experiences
of interest, we present the results of the statistical models by age, gender and by the student’ s likely
resdentia status for these typica or representative characteristics. The chapter concludes with a

summary of the main findings that broadly apply across al age groups.

B. REPRESENTATIVE CASES

The gatisticd models used to characterize the programmetic experiences of Job Corps applicants

were estimated separately for three gpplicant age groups. 16-17 year olds, 18-19 year olds, and 20-24
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year olds”> To evauate the implications of these statistical models, we caculate the predicted
probabilities of arriva on center for a number of representative types of gpplicants, OA agencies and
Job Corps centers. Among those who enrall in Job Corps, we caculate the conditiond predicted
probabilities of GED attainment, vocational completion, and length of stay for the representative Job
Corps student.  The cases considered here are broadly representative of the youth that apply to Job
Corps and they typify the OA agencies and centers that operate the Job Corps program.

In this section, we define the representative cases for applicants, OA agencies and Job Corps
centers that we use to illustrate the results of the satistical modds. Exhibit 2-1 summarizes the set of
assumptions that define the representative student characteristics for each of the three age groups. As
shown, the representative characteristics are selected to reflect the primary differencesin education and
employment backgrounds among applicants of different ages. For example, the representative youth
aged 16-17 at application is assumed to have been in school for a Sgnificant part of the prior year, have
only completed 9" grade, and to have rdatively little work experience (i.e., worked 2 months last year
with total earnings of at least $500). In contragt, the representative youth for the two older applicant
groups is assumed to have more work experience but |less recent participation in education programs.
More specifically, we assume that applicants aged 18-19 and aged 20-24 have completed 11" grade
and have worked 6 monthsin the last year, with earnings of a least $3,000. The one differencein the
representative case between the two older age groupsis that youth aged 20-24 are assumed to not
have been enrolled in schoal in the last year, whereas the representative gpplicant aged 18-19 is

assumed to have been in school for 3 months during the last yesr.

*The models are estimated separately by age because results from Schochet, Burghardt and Glazerman
(December 1999) indicate that the impacts of Job Corps on participants post-program employment and earnings
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Exhibit 2-1

Summary of Representative Casefor Applicant Characteristics, by Age Group

Characteristics 16-17 Year Olds 18-19 Year Olds 20-24 Year Olds
Personal Age 16 Age 18 Age21
background Black Black Black
Native English speaker Native English speaker Native English speaker
In good hedth In good hedlth In good hedlth
Background Family receiving welfare Family receiving welfare Family receiving welfare
experiences No criminal/drug history No criminal/drug history No criminal/drug history
Not working at application  |Not working at application Not working at application
Worked 2 months in last year |Worked 6 monthsin last year |Worked 6 monthsin last year
Earnings of $500 last year Earnings of $3,000 last year Earnings of $3,000 last year
Completed 9" Grade Completed 11™ Grade Completed 11™ Grade
Enrolled in school for 9 Enrolled in school for 3 months |Not enrolled in school in last
months last year last year year
Does not live with aspouse  [Does not live with a spouse Does not live with a spouse
No children No children No children
Knowledge and Knows someone who Knows someone who Knows someone who
expectations of attends/attended Job attends/attended Job Corps attends/attended Job Corps
program Corps Believes Job Corps will help Believes Job Corps will help
Believes Job Corps will help with socia skills, self - with social skills, self-
with socia skills, self- control, math and reading control, math and reading
control, math and reading Kills ills
skills
Geographic Region 4 Region 4 Region 4
Livesin a Metropolitan Livesin a Metropolitan Lives in a Metropolitan
Statistical Area Statistical Area Statistical Area

Lives 25 miles from likely
center

Lives 25 miles from likely center

Lives 25 miles from likely center

Asindicated in Exhibit 2-1, the representative case for other characterigtics that do not typicaly

vary dgnificantly by age are defined smilarly for dl age groups. For example, we

assume the representative case for each of the age groups does not have any crimind or drug history, is

outcomes differ by age.




in good hedth, and has smilar knowledge and expectations of the program.

Exhibit 2-2

Summary of Representative Case for Outreach and Admissions Counselor Characteristics

and Practices

Characteristics

Description

OA contractor type

Worksfor an OA contractor affiliated with a Job Corps
Center

OA screening practices

Counselor encouraged applicant to go to Job Corps
Counselor believed applicant was very likely to enroll

Applicant told to expect to wait between 4 to 8 weeks before
he/she could enroll at a center

Applicant told to expect to stay in Job Corps for 12 months

Applicant told he/she can leave Job Corps center after 60 days
to visit home

Attempts to contact no-shows

Does not have a goa for number of students who stay at least
30 days

Has a video for 25-50% of the centers he/she recruits students|
for

Does not make center assignments

Does not assess students in terms of experience or
attitudes/goals

Does not make visits to applicant’s home

OA outreach practices

Has a target goa for number of applicants that enroll
Applicant first saw counselor in Job Corps office
Applicant spent 1-2 hours with counsel or

OA counselor experience

CCC/Contractor type matched likely center
Has worked as an OA counselor for 2 years

In Exhibit 2-2, we describe the representative case for OA counselor characteristics and practices.

As shown, we organize these factors into four categories: OA contractor type, OA screening practices,

OA outreach practices, and OA counsdlor experience. The representative case reflects the relatively

short time (1-2 hours) that OA counselors typicaly spend with prospective students, aswell asthe

relatively high job turnover of OA counsglors (only 2 years work experience), and the limited amount of

information available to the counsdor about specific certers (e.g., has video for less than one-hdf of the



centers for which he/she recruits sudents). The representative case d <o reflects rdlatively limited OA
outreach efforts (e.g., applicant first saw counsdlor in OA office), and the limited active gpplicant
screening that is performed (e.g., counsalor does not conduct experience or attitude/goal assessments of
students). Other specific assumptions about OA counsgor characteristics and practices that define the
representative case are described in Exhibit 2-2.

In Exhibit 2-3, we define the center characteristics included in the representative case. These center
characteristics are grouped into several categories. broad center characteristics, pre-arriva contact and
intake frequency, center facilities, OEP and vocationd assgnment practices, academics and class
schedules, PPEP panels, student body and staff characteristics and vocational program area offerings.
Asthis exhibit indicates, the representative center case assumes a medium-sized center (226-495
student dots) of average measured performance that is operated by a private contractor and receives
new student input on aweekly basis. The representative center case is assumed to offer the most
common Job Corps vocationd training programs (with student preferences guiding the trade sdection
and with no redtrictions on changing trades) and the standard Job Corps academic program is assumed,
with no pre-college classes offered. Other specifics concerning the representative case for Job Corps

centers are detailed in Exhibit 2-3.

C. RESULTS

In this section we present the overdl findings for the mgor programmatic experiences for the three

age groups described above. For each of the age groups, we present overal results for
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Exhibit 2-3

Summary of Representative Casefor Center Characteristics

Char acteristics

Description

Broad center characteristics

Operated by a private contractor

Medium sized center with 226-495 students
Located in a city with a population of 50,000
Average measured performance

Center holds a contract for placement services
Does not hold an Outreach and Admissions contract

Pre-arrival contact and intake
frequency

Students are warned about possible vocational waiting list
New student intake on weekly basis

Center facilities

New arrivals are placed in dorm rooms based on space availability only and not in
rooms designated for new arrivals

Dorm rooms have average number of beds per-room
Center has athletic field on grounds

OEP and vocational assignment

New students spend 5 to 11 hours in OEP

Student preference guides trade selection

Students placed in second choice trade if first choice is full
Vocational trade classes begin 2 - 4 weeks after arrival

10 - 20 % of available trades have waiting list for enrollment
No restrictions on changing trades

Academics and class schedules

No pre-college classes available
SST classes held during evening hours

PPEP panels

Counselor chairs panel
Student’ s vocational instructor on panel

Student body and staff
characteristics

Average student and staff characteristics

Vocational program area
offerings

Building and apartment maintenance
Business/clerical occupations
Carpentry

Food service occupations

Health occupations

Masonry

Other construction occupations

arriva, GED attainment, vocationa completion, and length of stay experiences for the representative

case and then examine the extent to which these results differ for maes, femaes




and for applicants who were assessed by OA counsdorsto be likely resdentid or likely non-resdentia
students.
1. 16-17 Year-Old Applicants

The resultsfor 16-17 year-old gpplicants are summarized in Table 2-1. Table 2-1 showsthe
predicted probability of arriva and, among students who enroll in Job Corps, the conditiond GED
attainment and vocationa completion rates overdl and by gender. In addition, Table 2-1 shows the
predicted probabilities of staying at least 30 paid days, at least 90 paid days and at least 270 paid days
(conditiond upon arivd) overdl and by gender.

Overdl, these figures indicate that the representative 16-17 year-old gpplicant is very likdly to enroll
in Job Corps, but conditiona on enrollment, is not likely to stay very long. Asaresult, the
programmeatic accomplishments of representative 16-17 year-old students are modest. For the most
part, there are only minor differences in the programmeatic experiences of 16-17 year-olds by gender.
Some of the mogt notable findings include:

Approximately 80 percent of representative 16-17 year-old applicants are predicted to arrive
on center.

Conditiona upon arriva, about one-quarter (25.9 percent) of al 16-17 year old students are
predicted to attain a GED and about 40 percent are predicted to complete their vocations.

About 80 percent of eigible 16-17 year-old students who arrive on center are likely to stay a
least 30 paid days on center. About one-half of sudents (50.1 percent) are likely to stay 90
paid days on center and relatively few students (16 percent) are likely to stay 270 paid days or
more on center.

Thelikdihood of each of these programmatic experiencesfor 16-17 year-old gpplicantsis very
gmilar for males and femaes.

There are generdly very smal differencesin the predicted probabilities of arriva and,

conditiond on arriva, of GED attainment and vocational completion among 16-17 year-old
applicants by the OA counsdors assessment of likely resdentid status, especidly for maes.
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For femdes, likdy resdentid applicants are dightly more likely than non-residentiad applicantsto
arrive on center, stay at least 30 days, complete a GED and complete vocationd training.

2. 18-19 Year-Old Applicants

Table 2-1 provides asmilar set of predicted probabilities for 18-19 year-old applicants. Overdl,
the representative 18-19 year-old goplicant islesslikely to enroll in Job Corps than younger gpplicants,
but nevertheess has dightly better programmatic experiences. Thisis because, conditiona on
enrollment, 18-19 year-old applicants are much more likely than their younger counterparts to have
positive programmatic experiences. In contrast to 16-17 year-old gpplicants, there are large differences
in programmatic experiences by gender for this age group, with mae applicants more likely to arrive on
center and complete their vocations as compared to femade applicants. There are dso large differences
between likely resdentia and likely nonresidentia applicants for this age group that are consstent for
both maes and femaes, with likely resdentid applicants more likely to have better programmetic
experiences than likely non-residentid applicants. Notable findings from our anaysisinclude:

About 71 percent of representative applicants aged 18-19 are predicted to arrive on center.

Conditiona on arriva, about one-third (32.4 percent) of students are expected to obtain their
GED, and less than one-half (47.6 percent) are expected to complete their vocationd training

program.

Male applicants aged 18-19 are Sgnificantly more likely to arrive on center (74.9 percent vs.
64.5 percent) and complete their vocations (51.5 percent vs. 42.4 percent), as compared to
femae gpplicants. After arriving on center, male students are dso particularly more likely to
stay on center at least 270 paid days (33.9 percent vs. 25.9 percent for females).

There are large differences in the programmetic experiences by likely residentid status for both
males and femades. 18-19 year-old applicants who are likely to be assgned to non-residentia
datus are sgnificantly lesslikely to arrive on center, to remain on center for certain periods, to
attain a GED and much less likely to complete a vocationd training program, than otherwise
amilar gpplicants who are likely to be assgned to resdential status.

3. 20-24 Y ear-Old Applicants
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The same et of results for gpplicants aged 20-24 are summarized in the lower portion of Table 2-
1. For the most part, these older out-of-school gpplicants seem to have very Smilar programmatic
experiencesto their (dightly younger) 18-19 year-old counterparts.
Although therr enrollment rates are dightly lower, the predicted probakilities that 20-24 year-old
gpplicants have positive programmetic experiences are Smilar to or higher than the predicted
probabilities for 18-19 year-old applicants. Thisis due to older applicants being more likely than 18-19
year-old applicants to have better programmatic experiences conditiona on having enrolled in Job
Corps. We dso observe the same congstent pattern of better programmatic experiences by likely
resdentid status where resdentiad applicants have better programmatic experiences than likely nor+
residentid gpplicants. Highlights of our findings include:

Overdl, 67 percent of representative 20-24 year-old applicants are predicted to arrive on
center.

Conditiona on arrival, about one-third (33.2 percent) of these students are expected to
complete a GED, and over one-half (54.2 percent) are expected to complete their vocationa
trades.

Male applicants aged 20-24 are more likely than female gpplicants to arrive on center (70.6
percent vs. 62.5 percent) and, once on center, to complete their vocationa trades (56.5 percent
vs. 51.2 percent).

Likely resdentia applicants aged 20-24 are estimated to be more likely to enroll in Job Corps,
and, after arriving on center to obtain a GED, and complete their vocationd training program

compared to likely non-residentid gpplicants. The pattern and Size of the differences by
resdentid gatusis Smilar for both maes and femdes.

D. SUMMARY
Looking across the results for these three age groups, severd common patterns emerge. The most

notable of these patterns are:

29



The gpplicant enrollment rate declines with age, from 79.8 percent for 16-17 year-old
applicants, to 70.5 percent for 18-19 year-old applicants and to 67.0 percent for 20-24 year-
old applicants.

Despite the higher enrollment rate of 16-17 year-old applicants, the predicted probabilities of
attaining a GED while in Job Corps and of completing a Job Corps vocationd training program
are lower for 16-17 year-olds thanthey are for representative older sudents. Thisis
particularly true for vocationd training completion, where 54.2 percent of representative 20-24
year-old students are predicted to complete their vocationd training, as compared to 47.6
percent for 18-19 year-old students and 40.4 percent for 16-17 year-olds. Thisis becausethe
likelihood of completing avocationd training program conditiona on enrollment is much larger
for older applicants than for younger applicants.

Conditiona on arriva, older students are more likely to stay on center than comparable 16-17
year-old students. The increased likelihood of older sudents to stay longer periods on center is
in part responsible for their better programmatic accomplishments.

With the exception of 16-17 year-olds, there are consistent differencesin programmatic
experiences by gender. Specificdly, mae gpplicants are more likely to enroll and, conditiona
on arriva, to complete their vocationd training than female gpplicants. However, femde
students are more likely to complete their GED — particularly among the 20-24 year old age

group.

With the exception of 16-17 year-olds, there are strong and consstent differencesin
programmeatic experiences by likely resdentid and nonresidential status for both males and
femaes. Regardless of gender, likely non-residentia gpplicants are less likely to have favorable
programmatic experiences (i.e,, lesslikely to enrall, lesslikely to atain their GED, lesslikely to
complete their vocation, lesslikely to stay on center for any length of time) than otherwise
smiler likely residentid applicants.

The problems inherent in serving 16-17 year-old gpplicants identified in the process study are
widespread and do not appear to be dependent on gender or residential status. However, there
are very few applicants of this age that are assessed to need non-residentia services, especidly
males.
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Table 2-1. Predicted Probability of Arrival, GED Attainment, Vocational Completion,
and Paid Days on Center: Overall, by Sex, Residential Status, and by Age Group

Conditional Upon Arrival

Arrival GED Vocational 30 Paid 90 Paid 270 Paid
Attainment Completion Days Days Days
Age 16-17
Overall 79.8 25.9 40.4 80.3 50.1 16.0
Males 80.3 25.4 39.8 79.5 45.4 15.4
Females 79.0 26.8 41.4 81.5 58.3 16.8
Male residential 80.3 25.5 39.9 79.4 46.0 15.2
Male non-residential 81.2 23.7 37.9 82.6 34.4 18.1
Female residential 79.7 27.1 41.6 82.6 59.6 15.7
Female non-residential 74.9 25.1 39.7 75.1 50.3 22.7
Age 18-19
Overall 70.5 32.4 47.6 86.6 68.2 30.3
Males 74.9 31.5 51.5 86.9 70.1 33.9
Females 64.5 33.6 42.4 86.1 65.6 25.9
Male residential 76.3 32.2 52.8 86.7 70.3 35.0
Male non-residential 58.6 23.1 35.9 88.2 67.0 22.1
Female residential 68.3 36.0 46.2 86.7 70.2 30.7
Female non-residential 51.9 26.0 30.0 84.3 50.9 13.6
Age 20-24

Overall 67.0 33.2 54.2 81.4 61.2 28.6
Males 70.6 29.7 56.5 81.3 59.0 25.4
Females 62.5 37.5 51.2 81.5 64.0 32.9
Male residential 72.2 30.4 57.2 81.5 59.4 25.3
Male non-residential 55.1 22.9 50.0 79.1 55.6 26.4
Female residential 69.7 41.1 53.9 82.0 62.9 31.3
Female non-residential 50.5 31.6 46.7 80.7 65.7 35.7




[11. RESULTSFOR OUTREACH AND ADMISSIONS
COUNSELOR TYPOLOGIES

A. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we present our findings concerning how various outreach and admissions counsdor
practices and characteristics are related to programmatic experiences. We first describe the specific
OA counsdlor typologies developed to illustrate the estimated empirica relationships between OA
counsdlor practices and characteristics and applicants programmatic experiences. We then present the
results for the key programmatic experiences for these OA typologies separady for the three gpplicant
age groups. The chapter concludes with asummary of the main findings that broadly apply acrossdl

three age groups.

B. OA COUNSELOR TYPOLOGIES

In Chapter 11, we described the set of OA practices and characteristics that were included in the
representative case. As described in that chapter, the representative case reflects an OA contractor
that is affiliated with a Job Corps center. It ds0 reflects the rdatively high job turnover of OA
counsdlors (only 1-2 years of work experience) and the limited amount of time they typicaly spend with
prospective gpplicants. It dso reflects the limited amount of information available to the counseor about
specific centers (e.g., hasavideo for 25-50 percent of the centers for which they recruit). The values
selected for the representative case aso reflect the relatively limited OA outreach efforts (e.g., gpplicant
first saw counsdlor in OA office), and the limited active gpplicant screening thet is performed (eg.,
counsdlor does not conduct experience or attitude/goa assessments of applicants, counsaor does not

make home vigts). The representative case also assumes that the counsalor has atarget god for the
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number of new youth recruited that enter Job Corps, but the god is not dependent on whether the
recruited youth stay a certain minimum length of time (e.g., 30 days).

In Exhibit 3-1, we describe severd different OA typologiesthat are based on differencesin key
OA counselor characteristics and practicesin four broad categories: (1) OA contractor type; (2) OA
screening practices, (3) OA outreach practices; and (4) OA counselor experience level and program
knowledge. Inthefirst column, we summarize the representative OA case that was described in
Chapter 1. In subsequent columns we highlight the OA characteristics that change from the
representative case displayed in column (1); blank cellsindicate that the values of the OA characterigtics
are the same as the values for the representative case. Below we provide additional details concerning
the specific comparisons that can be made using these typologies.

Thefirst category of OA characteristics and practices that differ across the typologies concerns
contractor type. In Columns (2) and (3) we modify only the type of OA contractor that appliesto the
representative case. Column (2) presents the typology for private OA contractors that are not affiliated
with a Job Corps center and Column (3) presents the typology for ES agencies. Because the only
characteristic that changes from the representative case is the type of OA organization, the results
presented below for these typologies can be interpreted as the smple difference in gpplicants
programmiatic experiences associated with being recruited by the three categories of OA contractor
types.

The second area examined in these typologies concerns the OA counsdor’s level of aggressiveness
in conducting outreach and screening. As described in Columns (4) through (7) of Exhibit 3-1, we

created four typologies that represent various combinations of specific OA practices that can be
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summarized into four categories: (1) aggressive outreach and aggressive screening; (2) aggressve

outreach and passve screening; (3) passive outreach and aggressive
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Exhibit 3-1

Summary of Outreach and Admissions Typologies

OA Typologies
. (@)
Char acteristics @) (2 S AEEETE Al Sve Passive (g)utr each ™ V(Sr) ©)
Job C Cent Private Non- Employment Outreach, out gghP . Adaress ' | Passive Outreach, E . Y od L ess Experienced,
0b Corps Lenter Centers Service Aggressive u rsiac lRsekis Sggrve Passive Screening W;I(Feln ?nc ed Less Informed
Screening reening reening -nftorm
OA contractor Private Non- | Employment | Private Non- Employment
type Job Corps Center Center Service Center Service
Attempted to contact No contact No contact
no-shows with no-shows with no-shows
Had 30-day Had 30-day
No 30-day stay goal stay goal stay goal
i _5N0,
Video for 25-50% of 50%+ <25% 50%+ <25% 509+ <25%
the centers
No assessment of Assessed Assessed
OA Screening ;ﬁpter:j(:/:e 0;; att;udes/ att;ltudes/
Practices itudes/goals goals goas
No home visits Conducted Conducted
home visits home visits
. Strongly Strongly
Encouraged applicant encouraged encouraged
to enroll in Job Corps enrollment enrollment
Discussed wait time Wait times Wait times
and length of stay and length of and length of
expectations with stay not stay not
applicants discussed discussed
Target goal for No goals No goals
OA Outreach number enrolled
Practices Applicant cameto Counselor Counselor
counselor’s office called called
applicant first | applicant first
CCC/Contractor type ?Or::jﬁ?]rot
OA counselor matched likely center rzgtch center
experience Lessthan 1
2years 3years year

Note: Blank cellsindicate that the characteristic is the same as the representative case in Column (1).
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screening; and (4) passive outreach and passive screening. There are anumber of different OA
counsdlor practices that are used to define the degree of aggressivenessin outreach and

screening. The screening practices include whether the counsdor typicaly contacts applicants
who do not show up for their scheduled enrollment at a center (no-shows), whether the OA counsdlor
has atarget god for recruitsthat stay at least 30 days on center, the percentage of centersthat the
counselor has avideo for, the types of assessments the counsaor usually conducts with gpplicants,
whether the counsdor conducts home visits, whether the counsaor encourages an gpplicant to enrall in
Job Corps, and the specific topics that are generadly discussed with applicants. The outreach practices
used in the typologies include whether the counsdor has atarget god for the number of gpplicants who
enroll and where gpplicants first come into contact with the counsdor. As described in Exhibit 3-1, we
cregte these four typologies usng different assumptions for these factors.

The final OA typologies developed address the extent to which counsdlors experience and
knowledge are related to the programmatic experiences of the gpplicants they recruit. In particular,
Column (8) shows the typology for very experienced and well-informed OA counsdlors and Column (9)
defines the typology for less-experienced and less-informed OA counsdlors. The typology in Column
(8) differs from the representative case only in that the counsdlor has more work experience (3 years or
more of experience as an OA counsdlor) and a so has access to videos for the mgjority of the centers
for which he or sherecruits. Less-experienced and less-informed OA counsdors have less than a year
of work experience and have accessto videos for less than one-quarter of the centers for which they
recruit.

The find dement of the less experience’lknowledge typology presented in Column (9) concernsthe

counsdlor’s knowledge of the type of contractor that operates the center an gpplicant is likely to atend.
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Specifically, as part of the data collection for the Nationa Job Corps Study, OA counsdorsfilled out a
supplementa form that provided information about the Job Corps center each gpplicant was most likely
to be assgned to, as well as whether the gpplicant would likely attend a center that was operated by a
CCC or by aprivate contractor. In some cases, they often didn’t know whether a center wasa CCC
or contract center. We consder such inconsistent information as an indicator of less OA counselor

knowledge/experience.

C. RESULTS

In this section, we present results illustrating the extent to which applicants mgor programmatic
experiences differ across the key OA counsaor typologies.® Specificaly, we compare applicants
programmeatic experiences for three different categories of typologies. (1) contractor type; (2) outreach
and screening practices, and (3) OA counselor experience level and program knowledge. The results
are discussed separately by age group.
1. 16-17 Year-Olds

The resultsfor 16-17 year olds are summarized in the top of Table 3-1. Table 3-1 showsthe
predicted probabilities of arrival; and, among applicants who enrall in Job Corps, the predicted
probabilities of GED attainment, vocational completion, and length of stay (paid days) on center for dl
of the OA contractor typologies. Notable findings from our andysisinclude:

Although arrivd rates are lower for gpplicants recruited by OA counsdors employed by State

Employment Service (ES) agencies and private contractors not affiliated with a Job Corps
center, the differences are not very large. Specificaly, 80 percent of gpplicants recruited by the

®|t should be noted that the results presented in this chapter for GED attainment and for vocational completion
typically do not vary across the OA typologies. Thisis because many of the OA characteristics were omitted from
these models that were estimated only among students who arrived on center because they were not found to be
statistically significant.
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representative OA counselor employed by a contractor &ffiliated with a center enrdll in the
program as compared to about 75-77 percent of applicants recruited by other contractors. The
likelihood of staying in the program at least 30, 90, and 270 paid daysis lower for students
recruited by a counselor employed by the ES as compared to counselors employed by private
non-centers and by Job Corps centers.

There are 9gnificant differences in gpplicants programmatic experiences that are related to OA
outreach and screening practices. Specificaly, 16-17 year-old applicants served by OA
counselors that follow passive outreach practices (i.e., placing the burden on the applicant to
initiate contact with the program) and aggressive screening practices (i.e., conducting
assessments of gpplicants and having agoa for enrollees who stay 30 days) are more likely than
other applicants to have positive programmetic experiences. Applicants recruited by OA
counsdlors who follow aggressive outreach and passive screening practices have the lowest
gpplicant arriva rates. Over 80 percent of the applicants recruited by counsdors following
passive outreach and aggressive screening practices arrive on center. This comparesto 50-55
percent of the applicants served by counsdlors that follow passive screening strategies.
Conditiond on arriva, sudents served by counsdors that follow this latter gpproach are aso
much less likely to stay on center after arrival than students recruited by counsdors that follow
aggressive screening practices.

Applicants recruited by more experienced and well informed OA counsgors are much more
likely to arrive on center compared to gpplicants recruited by less experienced and informed
counsgors. For example, 83 percent of gpplicants recruited by more experienced and informed
counsglors enroll in Job Corps, as compared to only 73 percent for those served by less
experienced and less-informed counselors and to 80 percent for the representative case.
However, among those who arrive on center, students recruited by OA counsdors with
different experience leves have amilar lengths of say.

2. 18-19 Year-Old Applicants
Table 3-1 provides asmilar set of predicted probabilities for 18-19 year old applicants. Notable
findings from our andydsincdude

The probakility of arrival on center and length of stay on center for 18-19 year old applicants
recruited by counsglors working for different OA contractors are very smilar. For example,
whereas 71 percent of applicants aged 18-19 recruited by OA contractors affiliated with a
center or the ES enroll in Job Corps, 68 percent of those recruited by private contractors not
affiliated with a center enroll. Unlike the younger gpplicants, conditiona on arriva, 18-19 year
old students recruited by counsdlors working for a Job Corps center are dightly lesslikdy to
stay 30, 90 and 270 paid days on center compared to students recruited by counselors working
for other OA contractors.
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There are substantid differencesin 18-19 year-old gpplicants programmatic experiences
across the various categories of OA counsglor outreach and screening practices. Specificaly,
18-19 year-old applicants served by OA counsglors that follow passive outreach practices and
aggressive screening practices are more likely than other gpplicantsto arrive on center. For
example, about 75 percent of the gpplicants recruited by such counsdlors arrive on center as
compared to between 28-53 percent of the gpplicants recruited by counsdors that follow
different srategies. In addition, conditiond upon arriva, students recruited by counselors that
follow aggressve screening practices (and either passive or aggressive outreach practices) are
more likely to remain on center than students recruited by counselors that follow other practices.

Applicantsin the 18-19 year old age group recruited by more experienced and informed
counselors are more likely to arrive on center. For example, 72 percent of applicants recruited
by more experienced and well-informed OA counsdors enroll in Job Corps, as compared to
only 63 percent of gpplicants recruited by less experienced and less-informed counsglors.
Conditiona on arriva, however, there are no differencesin length of stay for these sudents.

3. 20-24 Year-Old Applicants
Reaults for applicants aged 20-24 are summarized in the third panel of Table 3-1. Notable findings
of our andyds are summarized below:

Overdl, 67 percent of 20-24 year-old applicants recruited by counselors working for centers
holding OA contracts are predicted to arrive on center, compared to about 58 percent of
applicants recruited by other OA contractors. Conditional on arrival, students recruited by
counselors working for centers or ES agencies are more likely to remain on center compared to
students recruited by OA contractors affiliated with private (non-centers) agencies.

About 73 percent of 20-24 year-old gpplicants recruited by counsdors that follow aggressive
screening practices enroll in Job Corps, as compared to 20-35 percent of gpplicants recruited
by OA counsdorsthat follow passive screening practices. Among those recruited by OA
counsdors that follow passive screening, students recruited by counsdlors that follow passive
outreach are more likely to stay on center as compared to students recruited by counsdlors that
follow more aggressive outreach practices.

The experience and knowledge levels of OA counsdors are Sgnificantly related to the
programmeatic experiences of 20-24 year-old gpplicants. For example, gpplicants recruited by
more experienced and well-informed counsdors are about 18 percentage points more likely to
enroll in Job Corps than otherwise smilar gpplicants recruited by less experienced and less-
informed counselors. However, among the oldest age groups that arrive on center, sudents
recruited by experienced and informed counsdors are somewhat less likely to remain on center.
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D. SUMMARY

Severd common patterns emerge from examining the results for the various OA typologies across
these three age groups. Specificdly, there are anumber of relationships between applicants
programmatic experiences and counselor characteristics and OA practices that consstently appear in
the results described above. The most notable of these patterns are:

Applicants recruited by Employment Service agencies or private contractors not ffiliated with Job
Corps centers tend to be dightly less likely to enroll as compared to applicants recruited by
counsdlors employed by an OA contractor affiliated with a Job Corps center. Wefind that the
patterns regarding length of stay by OA agency type vary across age groups. As such, there
appears to be no single OA agency type that leads to longer stays on center for dl age groups of
students.

The outreach and screening practices of OA counsdors play avery sgnificant role in applicants
programmetic experiences. For al age groups, there are large differencesin the likelihood of arriva
on center associated with aggressive screening practices of OA counselors. Moreover, for the two
younger age groups, there are substantid differencesin the length of stay of gpplicants recruited by
counselors that follow aggressive screening as opposed to passive screening practices. For
example, conditiond on arriva, 16 - 19 year old students recruited by a counselor following
aggressive screening practices are likely to stay on center longer than those recruited by counselors
that follow passive screening practices. The differences by outreach practices are not as apparent
for 20-24 year-old applicants.

The experience level and knowledge of the OA counsdor is dso sgnificantly related to applicant
experiences. In particular, gpplicants recruited by more knowledgeable and experienced OA
counsdors are congstently much more likely to arrive on center than gpplicants recruited by less
experienced and knowledgeable counsdors, dthough length of stay is sSmilar for students recruited
by both groups of OA counselors.
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Table 3-1. Predicted Probability of Arrival, GED Attainment, Vocational Completion,

and Paid Days on Center: Outreach and Screening Typologies by Age Group

Conditional Upon Arrival
Arrival GED Vocational 30 Paid 90 Paid 270 Paid
Attainment Completion Days Days Days
Age 16-17
Job Corps Center 79.8 25.9 40.4 80.3 50.1 16.0
Private non-centers 76.8 25.9 40.4 80.6 47.5 15.2
Employment service 74.8 25.9 40.4 76.4 43.0 13.8
Aggressive outreach/aggressive screening 67.5 24.4 32.6 82.7 42.9 13.0
Aggressive outreach/passive screening 50.2 24.4 32.6 65.6 38.6 12.6
Passive outreach/aggressive screening 80.5 25.9 40.4 82.9 53.4 17.1
Passive outreach/passive screening 55.6 25.9 40.4 61.2 37.7 12.9
Less experienced and less informed 73.3 25.9 40.4 81.1 55.9 17.9
Very experienced and well informed 83.0 25.9 40.4 80.3 57.5 18.4
Age 18-19
Job Corps Center 70.5 32.4 47.6 86.6 68.2 30.3
Private non-centers 67.6 324 47.6 89.0 73.1 32.5
Employment service 70.5 32.4 47.6 89.2 71.7 31.9
Aggressive outreach/aggressive screening 52.9 30.2 50.9 85.7 66.9 29.5
Aggressive outreach/passive screening 28.0 30.2 50.9 65.0 47.9 19.9
Passive outreach/aggressive screening 74.6 32.4 47.6 85.0 67.3 29.9
Passive outreach/passive screening 47.2 324 47.6 73.9 59.4 25.7
Less experienced and less informed 63.1 324 47.6 87.2 63.8 28.4
Very experienced and well informed 71.8 32.4 47.6 83.5 65.4 29.1
Age 20-24

Job Corps Center 67.0 33.2 54.2 81.4 61.2 28.6
Private non-centers 57.7 33.2 54.2 68.0 50.5 23.6
Employment service 57.6 33.2 54.2 76.5 62.6 29.3
Aggressive outreach/aggressive screening 72.5 32.1 55.6 62.3 37.7 15.8
Aggressive outreach/passive screening 35.0 32.1 55.6 63.8 51.5 23.9
Passive outreach/aggressive screening 73.4 33.2 54.2 84.4 62.8 29.4
Passive outreach/passive screening 20.0 33.2 54.2 67.6 62.2 31.9
Less experienced and less informed 52.4 33.2 54.2 85.6 65.5 30.6
Very experienced and well informed 70.6 33.2 54.2 77.1 59.0 27.6




V. RESULTSFOR JOB CORPS CENTER TYPOLOGIES

A. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we summarize the implications of our empirical mode relaing Job Corps center
characterigtics to the key programmiatic experiences discussed in previous chapters. We first describe
the specific center typologies that we developed to illustrate the estimated empirical relaionships
between center characteristics and student experiences. We then present results of the various
programmatic experiences for key center typologies by student age group. The chapter concludes with

asummary of the main findings that broadly apply across al age groups.

B. JOB CORPSCENTER TYPOLOGIES

Chapter 11 discussed the characteristics used to describe the representative center. Specificdly, the
representative center is amedium-sized center (226-495 student dots), located in acity with a
population of at least 50,000, operated by a private contractor that aso has a contract to provide
placement services to former students. This representative center offers the most common Job Corps
vocationd training programs (with student preferences guiding the trade selection and with no
restrictions on changing trades), a standard Job Corps academic program, and does not offer pre-
college dlasses. Exhibit 4-1 summarizes these key characteritics of the representative center and
explains the differences in these characteristics that define the specific center typologies created to

illustrate the association between various center factors and students' programmatic experiences.
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Exhibit 4-1 Summary of Job Corps Center Typologies

Center Typologies

(©)

©)

isti 1 @ © 4 Stron Weak @ ® 9 10,
Characteristics Repr&(se)ntalive C\mtﬁ Clar?{rg:ct Smal(l )CCC Vocaliogal Vocational Ogle)'/nl;ij;gh Cent:rllwnh Extfan)sive Li(mit)ed
Center OA&P Center Center and . and _ Vocations Vocations Facilities Facilities
Academics Academics
>735 <226
o G 226-495 slots dots dots
C:%racteerri1 steircs City of 50,000 Rurd
Placement contract only Both Both No OA
OA&P | OA&P or P
12+ hours | Lessthan
5-11hoursin OEP in OEP 5hoursin
OEP
OEP and Vocational trade begins 2-4 weeks Lessthan | More
Vocational after arrival 2 weeks than 4
Assignment weeks
Student selects own trade No
Placed in second choice trade if Can _vva|t NO. .
first choice full for first | waiting
choice lists
No pre-college classes Yes
Add PPEP
Academics/PPEP | Student’s counselor and vocational academic | counselor
instructor on PPEP instructor | only
on PPEP
Building and apartment Add Drop Drop All
mai ntenance Welding, | Health Carpentry | vocation
Business/ Clerical Mechanic | Add and S
Vocational Carpentry and Welding Masonry; | available
Program Offerings | Food Service Other Add
Health Service Mechanic
Masonry
Other construction
Separate
No special arrangements for new rooms
- students for new
Center Facilities students
Athletic field No
2-4 beds | 9or more
Average number of beds per room per room | beds per
room

Note: Blank cellsindicate that the characteristic is the same as for the representative center.
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The typologies described in Exhibit 4- 1 change center characterigticsin five broad categories: (1)
center involvement in outreach, admissions and placement (OA&P) (column 2); (2) center operator,
gze and location (columns 3 and 4); (3) qudity of vocational and academic programs (columns 5 and
6); (4) the specific vocationd training programs available a the center (columns 7 and 8); and (5) the
range of resdentid living facilities (columns 9 and10). In the remainder of this section, we provide
additiond detalls regarding the specific changesin center characterigtics that define the typologies
described in Exhibit 4-1.

The first typology varies the center’ sinvolvement in OA & P. Asdescribed above, our
representative center also holds a contract for placement services, but does not have an outreach and
admissions contract. The typology described in Column (2) changes this characteristic such that the
center has both a contract for outreach and admissions, as well as placement services. Thus, a
comparison of results for centers with the characteristics presented in the first and second columns of
Exhibit 4- 1 illugtrates the differences in Sudents' programmiatic experiences that are associated with
expanding center involvement to include dl mgor components of the Job Corps program.

The second typology illustrates the combined effects of center operator, Size and location.
Specificaly, Column (3) depicts alarge contract center (735 or more dots) that also holds contracts for
both OA and placement services and Column (4) describes a small center (less than 225 dots),
operated by a CCC agency (located in arurd areq) thet is not involved in any OA or placement
contracts. Results for the two typologies described in Columns (2) and (3) illustrate how students
programmeatic experiences are related to increasing center size from medium to large and expanding
vocationd offerings accordingly. Similarly, comparing results for our representative center (Column

(1)) and the smdl CCC center depicted in Column (4) illustrates how students' programmatic
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experiences differ between the representative privately operated center and a representative center
operated by a CCC. In interpreting the results presented below showing the predicted programmetic
experiences for students who are likely to attend the representative center as compared to smdl CCC
centers and large contract centers, it isimportant to keep in mind how al of these different
characterigtics are defined under these typologies.

The next two columns of Exhibit 4-1 describe center typologies that vary features of the vocationd
and academic programsto illustrate the differences in goplicant programmatic experiences asociated
with what we term “strong” and “weak” vocationa and academic programs. The distinction between
strong and weak programs involves a number of characteristics that change from the representative case
to capture some of the different features of vocationa and academic programs. For example, Column
(5) depicts a center with strong vocationd and academic programs. This center is characterized by
having students spend more time in the Occupationa Exploration Program (OEP) to decide which
trades to select, moving students quickly into their vocationa programs, alowing students to wait for an
opening in their desired vocation if it wasinitidly full, offering pre-college dasses and having one of the
Sudent’ s academic ingtructors included in his’her P/IPEP. In contrast, centers with wesk vocationa and
academic programs are defined in Column (6). These centers are characterized by students spending
less than 5 hoursin OEP, taking over 4 weeks to assign students to a vocationd program, no “waiting
ligts’ for vocationd trade choices, and not having any of a student’ s vocational or academic ingructors
involved in hisher P/PEP. As our description of these center typologies indicates, any differencesin
sudents programmeatic experiences across the different center typologies are aresult of numerous
characterigtics changing and cannot be attributed to any single center characteristic.

The next two columns dter the vocationd offering available at the representative center. As
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indicated earlier, the representative center is defined as offering the most common Job Corps vocationa
training programs. The typology defined in Column (7) modifies this characteristic by changing the
group of trades offered from the most common vocationa programsto offering only the vocationa
programs that were identified as having the largest number of average annud job openings among the
training aress currently available in Job Corps, which we refer to as “high-demand” vocationd
programs. Thisinvolves expanding the trades offered on center to include mechanics occupations
traning, aswdl as diminating offeringsin carpentry and masonry. Column (8) depicts a center that
offers programs in al of the 13 broad occupationa areas currently available in Job Corps.’ These
typologiesilludrate the extent to which students' programmiatic experiences differ by vocationd
program offerings in terms of the most common vocations, high-demand occupations only, and all
vocations.

Findly, the last two columns describe centers with different levels of resdentid living facilities
Specificdly, the typology in Column (9) depicts a center with extensve resdentid living fadilities.
Conggtent with the representative center, this typology assumes that the center has an athletic fidd. In
addition, under this typology, the center provides new students with separate rooms, and dl students are
housed in rooms with no more than three other students. In contrast, Column (10) defines a center
typology with limited resdentid living facilities as this center not only lacks an athletic fidd, but dll
sudents live in rooms with eight or more other sudents. Thus, comparisonsin sudents' experiences

across these typologies involve differences

"The 13 occupational areas currently available at Job Corpsinclude: Masonry, Food Service, Carpentry, Building
Maintenance NTC, Building Maintenance Non-NTC, Health Occupations Business, Mechanic, Service, Construction
NTC, Construction Non-NTC, Welding, and Other.
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in the avallability of athletic fidds, as wdl as differences in sudent privacy in the dormitories during their

Job Corps stay.

C. RESULTS
To illugrate the extent to which programmatic experiences are related to these various center

typologies, this section presents the predicted probabilities conditiona on arriva for the following
programmeatic experiences. GED attainment, vocationa completion, and length of stay (30, 90 and 270
paid days).? Specificaly, we present results comparing students’ programmatic experiences across the
ten different center typologies described above. The results are presented separately for studentsin the
three age categories.
1. 16-17 Year-Old Students

Theresultsfor 16-17 year old students are summarized in Table 4-1. Table 4-1 presents the

predicted probabilities of GED attainment, vocationa completion, and length of stay (paid days) on

center for dl of the center typologies. Notable findings from our andydsinclude:

There are no substantid differencesin students programmetic experiences that are related to
center involvement in an OA contract over and above the center holding a placement contract.

There are more subgtantia differencesin sudents' programmatic experiences across the
typologies that vary center operator, Sze and location. Specificaly, 16-17 year-old students
who are likely to enroll a smal CCC centers are lesslikely to complete their GED and more
likely to complete their vocationd training and stay on center longer than Smilar sudentsto a
representative center. Further students who are likely to enroll at larger centers operated by
private contractors are less likely to complete their GED and more likely to complete their

8| n this chapter, we do not present results for the likelihood of arrival on center. Thisisbecause the only center
characteristic that significantly affected the predicted probability of arrival was center size, with higher predicted
probability of arrival for studentslikely to be assigned to large contract centers and small CCCs. Asaresult, the
predicted arrival rates for applicants do not vary by center characteristics and the results in this chapter focus on the
relationship between center characteristics and in-program experiences for students who arrive on center.
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vocationd training despite shorter stay's on center as compared to Smilar students at the
representative center.

Although vocational completion rates at large contract centers are lower than at CCCs, they are
subgtantidly higher than at the representative center despite serving students that stay for
sgnificantly shorter periods. These large centers appear to produce ardétively high volume of
vocationa completerswithin ardatively short average duration on center. This higher rate of
vocational completion also does not appear to come at the cost of any gpparent reduction in
GED attainment as the dight drop in GED attainment that is shown in Table 4-1 for large
contract centers was adready apparent for centers that dso perform OA activities.

16-17 year-old students who are likely to attend a center with strong vocationa and academic
programs are much more likely to have pogitive programmetic experiences. For example, about
59 percent of students served by centers with strong academic and vocational programs are
predicted to attain a GED, compared to 26 percent of students served by the representative
center, and about 13 percent of students served by centers with weaker programs. In addition,
students served by centers with stronger programs are dso much more likely to complete their
vocationa trade programs and to stay at a center for longer periods as compared to students
served by the typical center or by centers with weaker programs.

Y oung students at centers with dl vocations available have more postive experiences as
compared to students at either the representative center or at a center with only high demand
vocations available. Specificaly, these sudents are more likely to obtain a GED, complete
vocationd training and stay on center for longer periods.

Students aged 16-17 who are likely to attend centers with more extengive residentid living
facilities have more pogtive programmetic experiences in terms of GED completion and length
of stay on center than those likely to atend centers with limited resdentid living facilitiesor a
representative center. However, unexpectedly, studentsin centers with more limited residential
facilities are more likely to complete their vocationd training compared to studentsin centers
with more extensve fadilities.

2. 18-19 Year-Old Students
Table 4-1 provides the same set of predicted probabilities for 18-19 year-old students. Notable
findings from our andydsincdude
Therole of center involvement in outreach and admissons contracts ong with placement
contractsis quite minima with respect to GED atainment and vocational completion for
students 18-19 years old. However, students in this age group who are likely to attend centers

that hold both outreach and admissions, and placement contracts are dightly more likely to Stay
on center than students who attend the representative center, which only has a placement
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Sarvices contract.

Center 9ze and center operator are Sgnificantly related to students programmeatic experiences.
The results show that 18-19 year-old students who are likely to attend small CCC centers are
consgtently more likely to atain a GED and complete vocationd training rdative to sudents
likely to attend a representative center. They aso achieve these programmatic experiences
through relatively longer durations of stay on center. In contrast, sudents in this age group who
are likely to attend large contract centers also tend to complete their GED at higher levels than
their counterparts who are likely to attend a representative center, but these better experiences
are also associated with shorter program stays.

Studentsin this age group who are likely to attend centers that have strong vocationa and academic
programs are much more likely to have positive programmatic experiences compared to students
who are likely to attend a representative center, and significantly more likely to have more positive
experiences compared to students who are likely to attend centers with weak vocational and
academic programs.

Similar to younger students, students aged 18-19 years who attend centers with al vocations
available fare sgnificantly better in terms of vocationa completion compared to sudents a either the
representative center or a center with only high demand vocations available. However, these
students do not appear to Say aslong on center and have dightly lower GED attainment rates than
students that attend the representative center or a center with only high demand vocations.

Studentsin this age group who are likely to attend centers with more limited resdentid living
facilities have much less pogtive programmetic experiences as compared to 18-19 year old
students a a representative center. However, students at centers with more extensve
resdentid living facilities generaly experience only dightly better accomplishments with respect
to GED attainment, vocationa completion, and length of stay as compared to Sudents & the
representative center.

3. 20-24 Year-Old Students
The empiricd results for 20-24 year-old students are summarized in Table 4-1. Notable findings

from the empiricad moddsfor this age group include:
Students aged 20-24 who are likely to attend a center that holds both an outreach and
admissions contract and a placement contract experience dightly less favorable programmatic
accomplishments compared to students at a representative center with responsbility only for
placement activities. Specificdly, these sudents are much lesslikdly to atain their GED and
lesslikely to complete their vocationa trade.

Center Sze and operator type is Sgnificantly related to programmeatic experiences for students
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aged 20-24. For example, students who are likely to attend smal CCC centers are much more
likely to complete their vocationa training and to Stay on center longer relative to sudents at a
representative center, and to those at large contract centers. However, students at a
representative center are more likely to achieve a GED than students at large contract centers or
smal CCCs.

20-24 year old students who are likely to attend centers that have strong vocationd and
academic programs are much more likely to have positive programmetic experiences compared
to students at a representative center and centers with weaker programs. For example, about
66 percent of students at centers with strong vocational and academic programs are expected
to attain a GED, compared to 33 percent of students at atypica center and compared to less
than 1 percent of students at centers with weak academic and vocationd programs. This same
pattern holds for vocational completion. In addition, students at centers with strong vocationa
and academic programs are more likely to stay on center for longer periods of time relaive to
Sudents at al other centers.

In contrast to the younger age groups, older students at centers with al vocations available have
poorer programmetic experiences than smilar sudents in centers that offer only high demand
vocations.

Students likely to atend centers with limited resdentid living facilities are less likely to have
positive programmeatic experiences. However, Smilar to the younger age groups, there does not
appear to be a strong relationship between programmatic experiences and more extensve
resdentid facilitiesfor 20-24 year old students. For example, these sudents have very smilar
experiences with respect to GED attainment and vocational completion to students at a
representative center. Thus, it gppears that adthough residentid living facilities do meatter, once
you meet acertain minimum level, more extengve facilities do not seem to be related to better
programmatic experiences.

D. SUMMARY

Looking across the results for these three age groups, severad common patterns emerge concerning
the effects of various center characteristics and practices. The most
notable of these patternsis:.

There are no consstent differencesin students' programmeatic experiences thet are related to
center involvement in an OA contract over and above the center holding a placement contract.
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Center operator type, Sze and location play an important role in students programmatic
experiences. For al age groups, students who are likely to attend small CCC centers are more
likely to complete their vocationd trade training and more likely to stay on center for longer
periods of time compared to students at other types of centers. Further, studentsin the
youngest and oldest age groups who are likely to attend smal CCC centers are dso more likely
to complete a GED.

Across dl age groups we consstently find that students who are likely to attend centers with
strong vocationd (as evidenced by strong vocationd exploration, student choice of occupation,
gart of vocation training soon after arrival) and academic programs (as evidenced by pre-
college classes and participation of the academic counselor in PPEPS) have the most positive
programmatic experiences. As expected, thisis particularly true with respect to GED
attainment and vocationa completion. Moreover, the findings also suggest that older students
tend to leave centers with weaker programs more quickly, and with less positive program
experiences, compared to younger students facing Smilar circumstances.

A center’ s particular mix of vocationa offerings appears to play arolein an gpplicant’s
programmetic experiences athough the impact is very different by age group. Among 16-17
year olds, students that attend centers with al vocations available are likely to have more
positive programmatic experiences. However, among the older age groups, students that attend
centerswith dl vocations avallable are likely to have less pogitive programmeatic experiences
than students who attend the representative center.

In generd, we find that limited facilities (i.e., no athletic fields, 9 or more students per dorm
room) are associated with relatively poorer gpplicant programmatic experiences, but that
extendve facilities provide little if any extravaue over typica facilities. The rdaionships are the
strongest with length of stay on acenter. Acrossdl age groups, more limited resdentid facilities
are generdly associated with alower probability of staying on center, particularly for longer

lengths of Say.

In the process report we found that centers differ gppreciably in the extent to which the
characterigtics of their staff (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender) match the characterigtics of their
sudents. We reported that students are more likely to find positive role models and mentors if
the backgrounds of the students match the backgrounds of the staff. Thus, we hypothesized
that centersin which the racid and gender backgrounds of the staff match the backgrounds of
the students would result in more positive experiences. However, we found no consstently
ggnificant relationship when we examined the effects of the racid/gender compaosition of both
students and staff on applicant programmetic experiences.

Finaly, we find that the OMS center performance rankings are not related to the students
measured programmeatic experiences. Since Job Corpsis a performance-driven system, we
hypothesized that higher-ranking centers are more likely to obtain positive programmetic
experiences. However, in andyses not shown in this report, we found no relaionship between
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OMS rankings and agpplicant arrivd, length of stay, GED attainment or vocational completion.
There are at least two possible interpretations of thislack of arelationship between OMS
rankings and programmatic experiences. Firs, it may indicate that the OMS system does not
adequatdly adjust for differencesin student characterigtics, sSnce after controlling for
background characteristics, programmatic achievements seem to be unrelated to OM S ranking.
Second, the lack of arelationship could be due to the fact that the OM S system at the time of
the study included many other measures in addition to those examined here.
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Table 4-1. Predicted Probability of GED Attainment, Vocational Completion,

and Paid Days on Center: Center Typologies by Age Group

Conditional Upon Arrival
GED Vocational 30 Paid 90 Paid 270 Paid
Attainment Completion Days Days Days
Age16-17
Representative center 25.9 40.4 80.3 50.1 16.0
Center with outreach admissions and placement contract 21.5 43.0 79.0 46.6 16.0
Large contract center 20.6 52.9 70.7 43.2 14.5
Small CCC center 23.4 67.8 87.2 64.0 28.4
Strong vocational and academics 59.1 55.5 80.1 61.6 18.0
Weak vocational and academics 12.8 41.9 77.4 53.5 18.8
Only high demand vocations 25.8 41.4 80.3 51.9 15.6
Center with all vocations 31.5 51.5 86.9 70.1 33.9
Extensive facilities 26.1 35.0 81.9 54.8 20.3
Limited facilities 12.8 45.7 78.8 36.5 8.0
Age 18-19
Representative center 32.4 47.6 86.6 68.2 30.3
Center with outreach admissions and placement contract 35.5 47.6 82.6 64.4 27.0
Large contract center 45.0 47.6 77.2 61.2 22.3
Small CCC center 42.0 57.2 92.8 74.8 31.5
Strong vocational and academics 44.2 57.3 92.4 68.8 38.9
Weak vocational and academics 9.9 37.7 80.4 62.0 12.8
Only high demand vocations 33.1 46.2 86.6 67.9 27.2
Center with all vocations 29.7 56.5 81.3 59.0 25.4
Extensive facilities 35.0 47.9 90.6 66.9 29.9
Limited facilities 20.1 28.8 82.5 53.6 13.2
Age 20-24

Representative center 33.2 54.2 81.4 61.2 28.6
Center with outreach admissions and placement contract 26.4 44.2 73.8 63.7 28.3
Large contract center 18.7 44.1 78.9 69.4 25.6
Small CCC center 18.7 65.6 88.3 73.6 34.4
Strong vocational and academics 66.2 66.9 81.7 69.4 46.1
Weak vocational and academics 0.4 18.9 86.0 10.7 0.5
Only high demand vocations 34.5 54.0 81.4 61.1 29.0
Center with all vocations 25.1 41.3 79.7 47.5 15.2
Extensive facilities 33.8 52.6 87.3 57.3 30.5
Limited facilities 16.4 36.9 90.5 51.2 6.3
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A. INTRODUCTION

In this report, we presented the results of statistical models designed to improve our understanding
of the factors that are related to Job Corps applicants programmeatic experiences. In particular, we
examined the role that outreach and admissions counselor characteristics and practices, and center
characterigtics and practices play in key gpplicant programmeatic experiences and accomplishments.

The Job Corps programmeatic experiences and accomplishments we examined include the likelihood of
ariva, GED attainment, vocational completion and length of stay. The results presented in this report
form the basis for subsequent andysis of the impacts of programmatic experiences on gpplicants labor
market outcomes.

It is important to note that the findings from the satisticd models presented in this report have their
rootsinthe processanalysis sudy (Johnson et. d., February 1999). More specificdly, the processanaysis
identified the basic Job Corps program modd, as well as numerous variations in the way the modd is
implemented across OA counsglors and centers. The process andys's report hypothesized that these
variaionsin practices could lead to variationsin sudents' programmatic experiences and, in turn, in post-
program outcomes. Thisreport representsthe results of anayses designed to test key hypotheses about the
relationships between program characteristics or practices and students' program experiences. However,
whether these different experiences affect goplicants post-program labor market outcomes will be
addressed in subsequent analyses.

In this conduding chapter, we summarize the main findings from this report and link them to the

findings from the process anadlyss. This chapter is organized by the two types of typologies described in
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previous chapters: (1) OA contractor/counsdlor typologies, and (2) center typologies. The chapter

concludes with some cavesats and a discussion of next steps.

B. OUTREACH AND ADMISSIONS COUNSELOR TYPOLOGIES

Threemain types of contractors are provided by outreach and admissions services. (1) ES and
other sate and loca agencies; (2) private organizations affiliated with a Job Corps center; and (3)
private organizations not affiliated with a center. The process andyssidentified severd key findings and
potential hypotheses concerning OA contractor/counselor characteristics and practices and the potentia
impacts on gpplicant programmatic experiences. The results reported in Chapter 111 generally support
the hypotheses from the process andysis. Specificaly, wefind:

Applicants served by ES agencies or private contractors not affiliated with Job Corps centers
tend to belesslikely to enroll in Job Corps compared to applicants served by OA contractors
affiliated with a Job Corps center. Although in thisreport we found that these differences are
relatively smdl, they are important in light of possible efforts to increase the role that centers have in OA
activities. The patterns regarding OA contractor type and length of stay on center vary by age group.
As such, there does not appear to be a single agency type that is associated with longer stays across all

age groups.

The outreach and screening practices of OA counselors also play a very significant rolein an
applicant’s programmatic experiences. In the process report we found that athough OA
counselors on average devote consderable time to outreach activities, some counselors follow amore
passive gpproach to recruiting and, for the most part, essentidly require interested youth to contact
them. Although such an approach may produce fewer gpplicants and make it more difficult for
counsalors to meet their arrival goals, such a process dso results in a more committed pool of youth that
make it to the gpplication stage. Based on these results, we hypothesized that OA counsdlors that
follow a passive approach to outreach will recruit youth who are more committed to Job Corps and as
such, more likely to enroll and have better programmatic experiences, than applicants recruited by OA
counsdlors that follow an aggressive outreach Strategy.

The process andys's dso documented that most OA counselors primarily screen into the program youth
that meet the “traditiond,” easily documentable digibility criteriareated to age, U.S. citizenship, income
and so forth; relatively few youth that are otherwise digible are found indligible by OA counsdorsfor
other criteriarelated to capability and aspirations to participate. Thus, we hypothesized that OA
counsdlors thet follow aggressve screening practices are more likely to identify youth that can benefit
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from the program and achieve more positive programmetic experiences.

In this report we found that the outreach and screening practices of OA counsdors play avery
sgnificant role in an applicant’ s programmetic experiences. For dl age groups, there are large
differencesin the likelihood of arriving on center due to the aggressive screening practices of OA
counselors. For the two younger groups, we aso find thet there are large increases in the likelihood of
having more positive programmetic experiences for gpplicants served by counsdors that follow passve
outreach practices. The differences by outreach practices are smaller for 20-24 year-old applicants.
These results suggest that it isimportant to provide training so that OA contractors and counselors
understand the effects that different outreach and screening practices have on youths programmatic
experiences so that they can adjust their strategies to maximize program experiences for gpplicants.

Theexperiencelevel and knowledge of the OA counselor that servesan applicant playsakeyrole
in an applicant’ sexperiences. Inthe processreport wefound that OA counseors had limited job tenure
and limited firsthand knowledge of the centersfor which they recruit. Moreover, center staff reported that
this high turnover and lack of knowledge led to many students arriving on center without a good idea of
what to expect and what the specific center offers. Thus, we hypothesi zed that applicantsrecruited by OA
counselors that have less experience and less knowledge about the program are likely to stay shorter
periodsin Job Corps and have poorer programmetic experiences than gpplicants served by OA counsglors
with more experience and program knowledge.

In this report we found that the experience level and knowledge of the OA counsdlor that recruits an
applicant plays akey rolein an gpplicant’s experiences. Uniformly across al age groups, applicants
served by experienced and well-informed OA counsdors are much more likely to arrive at Job Corps
than gpplicants served by less experienced and less knowledgesable counsdors. This emphasizesthe
importance of ensuring that up-to-date materia s/information about centers and videos depicting life on

center are available and used by OA counsdlors. It aso emphasizes the importance of developing
recruitment/retention strategies to reduce the high turnover of OA counsdors.

C. CENTER TYPOLOGIES

The process analyss sudy identified severd variaionsin the ways in which centersimplement the
Job Corps program mode that could be related to applicants programmatic experiences. The results
presented in Chapter 1V confirm the genera nature of the findings obtained from the process andysis.
These findings include:
For the most part, adding center involvement in OA activities (in addition to placement

activities) isminimally related to an applicant’s programmatic achievements. In Chapter IV,
we reported that only for older out- of-school youth does center involvement in outreach and admissons
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meatter, and in this caseit is associated with adightly lower likelihood of positive programmetic
experiences as compared to the representative case.

Center operator type, size and location play an important role in students programmatic
experiences. We found that for dl age groups, students a smal CCC centers are more likely to
complete their vocationd trade and more likely to stay on center for longer periods of time compared to
sudents a other types of centers. Thisis consstent with the process andysis findings indicating that
CCC centers are more focused on vocationd training than other centers. In addition, we find that 16-17
year-old students who attend large contract centers have higher vocationa completion rates than the
representative center, but with much shorter lengths of stay. This relationship was not anticipated in the
process study.

A center’s particular vocational offering playsarolein an applicant’s programmatic
experiences. In the process report we found that the range of vocationd offerings, and the extent to
which the training programs offered are “in demand,” varies consderably across centers. We
hypothesized that centers that offer awider range of vocationa programs, as well astradesthat are
more in demand, are more likely to produce postive programmatic experiences for sudents.

A center’s particular mix of vocationd offerings gppears to play arole in a student’ s programmatic
experiences dthough the impact is very different by age group. Among 16-17 year old students,
sudents that attend centers with al vocations available are likely to have more pogtive programmatic
experiences. However, among the two older age groups, sudents that attend centers with al vocations
avallable generdly have poorer programmeatic experiences. The more positive experiences for young
students could reflect the vaue of having awider choice of vocations available for sudentswho are less
sure of what vocationd training they are interested in. It is dso important to note, however, thet this
result refers gtrictly to subgtitutions of existing trades for others, or by offering trades that are dready
available at other centers, and do not necessarily hold if Job Corps were to introduce entirely new
vocationd training programs.

Applicants to centers with strong vocational and academic programs have the most positive
programmatic experiences. In the process report, we found many differences across centersin the
srength of their vocationa programs, in terms of the amount of OEP provided, and policies for
assigning sudents to trades and switching among trades. Also, dthough al centers offer the sandard
Job Corps academic program, some centers supplement the basic curriculum with other academic
programs that provide additiona servicesto youth. Thus, we hypothesized that students who attend
centers with stronger vocationa and academic programs will be more likely to have positive
programmatic experiences.

The reaults presented in this report support this hypothess. Specifically, across dl age groups, we
consstently find that gpplicants to centers with strong vocationa and academic programs have the most
positive programmatic experiences. As expected, thisis particularly true with respect to GED
attainment and vocationa completion.
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Limited residential living facilities are associated with relatively poor applicant
programmatic experiences, but extensive facilities do not provide “ extra value.” In the process
report, we found that the quality of center facilities varies consderably. Thiswas particularly true for
resdentid living fadilities which islikely to sgnificantly affect program length of stay. Thus, we
hypothesized that centers with facilities that provide grester student privacy will result in longer student
lengths of stay and better program experiences. In addition, we found that recregtion is an important
part of resdentid living and hypothesized that centers that provide more recreational opportunities for
sudentswill result in longer student lengths of stay and better program experiences.

In this report, we found that limited resdentid facilities are associated with relatively poor applicant
programmatic experiences, but that extengve facilities do not provide extra vaue over the typica
facilities provided by our representative center. As suspected, the differences associated with
resdentid living facilities are largest for gpplicants length of stay on a center. Across al age groups,
more limited residentia facilities are associated with alower probability of staying on center --
particularly for longer lengths of ay.

The“match” between the racial/gender composition of students and staff isnot related to
student programmatic experiences. In the process report we found that centers differ appreciably in
the extent to which the characterigtics of their Saff (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender) match the characteristics
of their sudents. We reported that students are more likely to find positive role models and mentorsiif
the backgrounds of the students match the backgrounds of the staff. Thus, we hypothesized that centers
inwhich the racid and gender backgrounds of the staff match the backgrounds of the students would
result in more positive experiences. However, in preliminary andyss not reported here, we found no
relationship between the racia/gender composition of students and staff and gpplicant programmetic
experiences.

The OMS center performance rankings are not related to the students’ measured
programmatic experiences. Job Corpsis a performance-driven sysem. Thus, we hypothesized that
higher-ranking centers are more likely to obtain postive programmatic experiences. However, in
andyses not shown in this report, we found no relationship between OM S rankings and applicant
programmetic experiences related to arrivd, length of stay, GED attainment or vocationa completion.
There are at least two possible interpretations of this lack of a relationship between OMS rankings and
programmatic experiences. Firs, it may indicate that the OM S system does not adequately adjust for
differencesin student characterigtics, since after controlling for background characteridtics,
programmeatic achievements seem to be unrelated to OM S ranking. Second, the lack of arelationship
could be due to the fact that the OM S system at the time of the study included many other measures not
examined here.

D. CAVEATSAND NEXT STEPS

In this report, we presented the results of the first step of a two-step process to understand how
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different Job Corps programmatic experiences impact applicants post-program labor market
outcomes. Specificaly, we summarized our findings of the gatistica relationship between various
programmetic experiences and OA and center typologies. We dso linked the findings to the results of
the process andysis study.

In reviewing these reults, it isimportant for the reader to keep in mind that they do not represent
causal relationships. That is, the analysis addresses the effects of particular OA or center approaches
for contractors or centers that chose to adopt the approach. However, the results cannot be used to
address how the approach would work in other OA agencies or centers that chose to adopt other
goproaches. Nevertheless, the analysis provides important suggestive findings about the success of
particular program approaches if they were to be adopted on a broader scale.

The second step of thisanalysisis to examine how programmetic experiences impact applicant
labor market outcomes. In Appendix D, we provide salected exploratory results of the effects of
programmeatic experiences on weekly earnings measures constructed from the 30-month post-program
survey. For many reasons detailed in Appendix D, the results of this exploratory analysis were not very
satifactory. The next step involves conducting Smilar analyses with post-program data from the 48-

month survey to determine whether more consstent patterns of results emerge.
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APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY

In the first subsection of this gppendix, we present a description of the satistical models used to
examine youth' s programmetic experiences. The second subsection describes the empirica
gpecifications used to estimate the universal multinomia logistic models for the eight probabilities Pr(e |
X,0,A),Pr(v|X,C,e=1),Pr(g|X,C,e=1),Pr(c|X,C,e=1,v),Pr(d>30|X,0,A C,e=
1), Pr(d>90|X,0,A,C,e=1,v,d>30),Pr(d>180| X, O,A,C,e=1,v,d>90), and Pr(d >

270 X,0,A,C,e=1,v,d>180).

A.1  Description of Statistical Models

To examine the sequencing of youths programmetic experiences from agpplication through
termination from the program, we utilize multinomid logistic moddls. The formulation of the sequentid
probability models used here characterizes eight key aspects of gpplicants programmeatic experiences.

1 The probability that an gpplicant arrives at a Job Corps center and enrollsin the
program;

2. The likelihood of sdlecting one of 14 vocationd training areas offered by Job Corps,
induding the possibility of not participating in any vocationd training program,
conditiona on enrollment;®

3. The likelihood of receiving a GED while enrolled in Job Corps, conditiona on
enrollment;

°Although a substantial percentage of Job Corps students participate in more than one vocational training
program, the specific vocational training area modeled here is based on the areain which the student completed the
highest level of training. If the same level was attained in more than one vocational area, the vocation in which the
student participated for the longest timeis considered as the selected vocational training area.
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The likelihood of completing vocationd training, conditiona on enrollment and the
student’ s chosen vocationd training program,;

The likelihood of remaining in Job Corps for more than 30 paid days of enrollment,
conditiona on enrallment;

The likelihood of remaining in Job Corps for more than 90 paid days, conditiona on
enrollment, the student’ s chosen vocationd training program, and remaining in Job
Corpsfor at least 30 paid days,

The likelihood of remaining in Job Corps for more than 180 paid days, conditional on
enrollment, the student’ s chosen vocationd training program, and remaining in Job
Corpsfor at least 90 paid days, and

The likelihood of remaining in Job Corps for more than 270 paid days, conditiona on
enrollment, the student’ s chosen vocationd training program, and remaining in Job
Corpsfor at least 180 paid days.

Together, these eight probabilities fully characterize the programmatic experiences of Job Corps

gpplicants of interest to the current study. They aso represent dl of the programmatic experiences that

will be needed in subsequent anayses of the impact of the program for different vocationd training

aress, as wdll as the impacts for gpplicants who achieve a GED, complete a vocation or remain in the

program for a certain length of time.

To formdize thisempirica specification, we define each of these probatiilities using the following

notation:

Pr(e| X, O, A)

Probability enroll in Job Corps, given individud
characterigtics X, OA practices O, and OA counsglor
characterigtics A.

Priv|X,C,e=1) Probability participate in vocationd training areav, given
individua characterigtics, center characteristics C, and

enrollment.

Pr(g| X, C,e=1)

Probability receive a GED while enrolled in Job Corps,
given individud characteristics, center characterigtics and
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Pric| X,C,e=1,v)

Pr(d>30|X, O, A, C, e=1)

Pr(d>90|X, O, A,C, e=1, v, d>30)

Pr(d >180| X,0,A,C,e = 1,v,d >90)

enrollment.

Probability complete vocationd training at a completer or
advanced completer level while enrolled in Job Corps,
given individua characteristics, center characteritics,
enrollment, and participation in vocationd training area v.

Probability enrolled in Job Corps for more than 30 paid
days given individud characteristics, OA practices, OA
counselor characterigtics, center characteristics, and
enrollment.

Probability enrolled in Job Corps for more than 90 paid
days given individua characterigtics, OA practices, OA
counselor characteristics, center characteristics, enrollment,
participation in vocationa training area, and enrollment for
more than 30 paid days.

Probability enrolled in Job Corps for more than 180 pad
days given individua characterigtics, OA practices, OA
counselor characteristics, center characteritics, enrollment,
participation in vocationa training area, and enrollment for
more than 90 paid days.

Pr(d>270|X,0,A,C,e=1,v,d>180)= Probahility enrolled in Job Corpsfor more than 270 paid days

givenindividud characterigtics, OA practices, OA counsdlor
characteristics, center  characterigtics,  enrollment,
participation in vocationa training area, and enrollment for
more than 180 paid days.

The choice of these pecific eight programmiatic experiences was made to address the goal of

developing estimates of the impacts of key program components on post-program employment and

earnings. Thefirgt step in this process requires an understanding of an gpplicant’ s decision to enrall in

Job Corps and the factors that affect that decison. Conditiona on enrollment, the god of the

component impact analysisisto estimate the post- program employment and earnings impacts for

students who attain a GED, participate in specific vocationa training programs, complete their vocation,
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and for those who remain in the program for various periods of time. An andysis of the factors that
affect the likelihood of each of these programmatic experiences is a necessary first step in the process of
determining the impacts of these experiences on post- program outcomes.

Conggtent with the empirical framework, we estimated the satistical models for the different
programmatic experiences as a series of conditiona probabilities. It isimportant to note, however, that
the results of these modd s are used to caculate probabilities that are more meaningful to program
managers. Specificdly, we use the results from the various conditiona models estimated above to
cdculate the following:

Thelikelihood that an gpplicant arrives on center; and

Conditiona on arriva, the likelihood that a sudent:

- Obtainsa GED

- Participates in a specific vocationd training program area

- Completes a vocationd training program

- Stays at least 30 paid days

- Stays at least 90 paid days

- Stays at least 180 paid days

- Stays at least 270 paid days
In the main body of the report, we present the results for enrollment into Job Corps, and conditiona on
enrollment, we present the results for GED attainment, vocationa completion, and whether the student
stays at least 30, 90, and 270 paid days. The vocational choice results are presented in Appendix B.
Although we calculated four different length of stay measures, we chose to present the results for 30, 90

and 270 days based on discussions with Job Corps Nationa Office staff to focus on early dropouts,

students who stay long enough to begin to recelve subgtantid services, and long-term stayers.
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A.2  Specification of Estimating Equations

Universal multinomid logit specifications are used to estimate dl of the probabilities characterizing the
relationships between program experiences and applicant characteristics, OA practices, OA counsalor
characterigtics and center characteristics. Simple binary logit specifications are used to estimate the
likelihood of enralling in Job Corps, the attainment of a GED, completion of avocationd program, and the
four duration of stay measures. More complex multinomid logit specifications areimplemented to estimeate
the parameters of the probabilities that determine the likelihood a student enrollsin a pecific vocationd
training area given the vocations available a the Job Corps center where he or she enrolled. Below we
provide additiond details of the modds estimated for each of the different program experiences.

We parameterize the enrollment probakiilitiesusing abinary logit specification with agenerd form given
by

X agtOb+tAg,

exp

Pr (el X’O!A ): 1+ eXpX aetO b,+Ag, '’

where X represents characteristics of the Job Corps applicant, O represents measures of the practices
used by the OA agency that recruited the applicant, A denotes characteristics of the OA counselor who
recruited the applicant, and &, &, and & are suitably dimensioned parameter vectors. To etimate this
specification, we gpply a conventiond maximum likelihood procedure using a sample conggting of al
program group members who completed a basdline interview.

Thedatisticad mode introduced to parameterize the vocationd choice probabilitiesisamodified verson
of theuniversd multinomid logit dass. A modification to the sandard multinomid logit modd isrequired to
account for the fact that not dl vocationd training areas are available a al Job Corps centers, thereby

limiting the choices of students at such centers. Specifically, the modification needs to accommodate the
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fact that some vocationd choice probabilities are constrained to zero because vocationa programsin that

area are not offered at the student’ s center. We incorporate this modification via the specification:

X awtCqwty dk

exp

Pr( w|XCe=1)= k=1, ..., 14,

Xa,tCqytyd
exp vj qyity dk

1

1 QJO';

j
where vy represents participation in vocationd training areak, X again represents characteritics of the
Job Corps applicant, C denotes characteristics of the Job Corps center, dy isan indicator variable
defined below, and &, e« and gare suitably dimensioned parameter vectors. The only difference
between this specification and a more standard multinomid logistic model is the presence of the quantity
@d. Theindicator variable dy takes into account the availability of
vocationa training programs at pecific centers such that di = 1 if vocationd training areak is not
available at the student’ s Job Corps center; otherwise, we set di = 0. Further, we set the value of gto
minus infinity, which impliestha Pr(vi | X, C, e= 1) = 0if vocationd training areak is not available at
the student’ s center. Findly, as anormdization, we condrain the coefficients of the no vocationd
training area.option (k = 14) to zero (i.e., 414 = 0 and &,14 = 0)."° We apply standard maximum
likelihood egtimation methods to this specification using a sample of dl program group members who
completed abasdine interview and enrolled in Job Corps within the first 30 months after random
assignment.

The specification of Pr(g | X, C, e =1) used in the estimation takes the form of asmple binary

logit modd given by

191t is crucid to recognize that dy, = O for al centers because students can alway's choose to
never participate in avocationd training program.

A-6



X ag+tC
exp g dg
Xag+Cqyg

Pr(g]| X,C,e=1)=
1+exp

where X represents applicant characteristics, C denotes center characteristics and &;and &, are suitably
dimensioned parameter vectors. Estimates of &, and &, are obtained by applying standard maximum
likelihood methods using a sample of dl program group members who completed a basdine interview,
enrolled in Job Corps within the first 30 months after random assgnment and who did not possessa
high schoal diplomaor GED at the time of gpplication.

The gatistical mode used to estimate the likelihood of completing a vocationd program adso uses a
ample binary logit specification given by

X actCqctVpe

exp

Pr(c| X,Ce=1v )= <
l+exp” ?°

+CqctVpe

where the variables X,C, and v are the same as above and &, &. and &, are suitably dimensoned
parameter vectors. Maximum likelihood methods are used to estimate the parameters of this
specification using the sample of program group members who completed a basdine interview, enrolled
in Job Corps within the first 30 months after random assignment and who participated in one of the 13
specific vocationd training areas, which effectively excludes sudents who did not participate in any
vocationd training program.

A ample binary logistic modd is aso used for the sequence of conditional probability models that
characterize the likelihood applicants stay in Job Corps for a specified number of days. To present the
specification of this sequence of probabilitiesin as concise away as possible, let dy represent zero paid
days of enrollment (i.e,, did not enroll in Job Corps), d; denote 30 paid daysin Job Corps, d, represent

90 paid daysin Job Corps, d; denote 180 paid daysin Job Corps, and d, represent 270 paid daysin
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Job Corps. Then we can express the probability that an applicant stays in Job Corps for a specified

number of days as.

XadtObg+Agy+Cqditvpd

exp

PI’ (d > di | X!O! AlClVld > di-l ):

1+ expx adgitO byt Agy+C qaitVP i !

where X, O, A, and C are defined as above, &, &, &, €4, and pgi are suitably dimensioned
parameter vectors, and d > 0 sgnifies enrollment in Job Corps. In the estimation we impose the
congraint that p 4 = 0 because students do not begin participating in their seected vocations during the
firat few weeks of enrollment. These four logit modds are dso estimated using maximum likelihood
methods that are sequentidly applied to smaler samples of treatment group members who completed a
basdineinterview and had lengths of stay in Job Corps greater than 0, 30, 90 and 180 days,
respectively.

Asindicated above, the conditiond probabilities of vocationd choice, GED attainment, vocationd
completion and duration of stay are dl estimated conditiona on enrollment in Job Corps. As such, the
center characteristics that are included in these conditional models are the characteristics of the actual

center that the student attended.
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APPENDIX B

RESULTSFOR VOCATIONAL CHOICES OF JOB CORPS STUDENTS

This appendix presents the implications of the models estimated to characterize the vocationa
choices of Job Corps applicants. More specifically, we present the predicted probabilities of vocationa
trade choices for the different sudent typologies described in Appendix C and for the different center
typologies described in Chapter 1V. Tables B-1 through B-3 show the predicted probabilities that
representative students with different background characteristics will select among the vocations
available to them for 16-17 year olds, 18-19 year olds, and 20-24 year olds, respectively. Tables B-4
through B-6 present the predicted probabilities that representative 16-17, 18-19, and 20-24 year old
students, respectively, will select each of the available vocations for centers with different
characteristics™ These percentages average over male and female students with the specified
characterigtics.

Before discussing the results, it isimportant to briefly describe how we characterize the vocationd
trade choice set available to Job Corps students. Job Corps offers vocational education in
goproximately 75 trades nationwide, with gpproximately 75 percent of the dotsin eight broad
occupationd areas. clericd, hedth, carpentry, masonry, building and apartment maintenance, food
service, mechanic and welding. We group the remaining dots into three generd occupationa aress.
congtruction, service, and other.

The other aspect of vocationa choice that we incorporate in the mode concerns whether the

1 The percentages in the rows of these tables add to 100%, as they represent al of the
vocationd options available to students.
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training is provided by the certer or by a Nationd Training Contractor (NTC). Although sometraining
dotsare provided by NTCs in each of these 11 occupationa areas, because of sample size limitations
we were only able to distinguish NTC from center-provided training in two occupational aress.
congruction, and building and gpartment maintenance. As aresult of these decisons, the results
presented below assume that a student’ s vocationa choice set is comprised of 13 possible vocationd
training programs. clericd, hedth, carpentry, masonry, NTC-provided building and gpartment
maintenance, non-NTC provided building and gpartment maintenance, food service, mechanic, welding,
NTC-provided construction, non-NTC provided construction, service, and other. Taking into account
the possihility that a sudent will not participate in any vocationd training program, the overdl vocationd
choice st includes 14 options.

The predicted probabilities that a representative student aged 16-17 will select each of the 14
possible vocationd training options available to them for the different student typologies are presented in
Table B-1. Asindicated in thefirst row, health occupations (15.7 percent) and business occupations
(4.9 percent) are the most prevaent vocations among 16-17 year-old students; carpentry (7.3
percent) and building and gpartment maintenance (7.1 percent) are among the least chosen vocations
when they are available. The last column of the first row shows that about 12 percent of representative
16-17 year old students do not enrall in any vocations. We dso find that 16-17 year-old Job Corps
sudents who have a crimind and drug use history are much less likely to participate in business
occupations and service occupations programs and more likely to participate in one of the construction
related or food service trades. Asde from the large differences due to crimind and drug use histories,
we find few differencesin these predicted probabilities across these typologies, implying that vocationa

choices are unrelated to other characteritics of the youngest students.
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The vocationd choices of 18-19 year old Job Corps students presented in Table B-2 follow a
pattern Ssmilar to their younger counterparts. Again, health (16.1 percent) and business occupations
(17.8 percent) are the most prevadent, with carpentry (4.9 percent), building and gpartment maintenance
provided by NTCs (7.9 percent) and other NTC provided construction-related trades (9.8 percent)
among the least chosen vocations. Moreover, 18-19 year old students with crimind and drug use
histories (and who are early dropouts with no work experience) are much less likely to select business
or other service occupations, they are more likely to either not participate in a vocation or to select one
of the congtruction-related trades. Findly, the results in the fifth and Sx rows show that students who
graduated from high school before enrolling in Job Corps are much more likely to select business (21.4
percent) or hedth occupations (19.8 percent) over the other available vocationa programs.

The resultsin Table B-3 suggest that the vocationa choice patterns of 20-24 year-old Job

Corps students are generdly smilar to that of their younger counterparts. However, thereisa

noticeable increase in the percentage of these older students who participate in the business and

hedlth occupations. In addition, older sudents are much lesslikely than 16-17 year-old students to
select food services (6.6 percent). However, like their younger counterparts, 20-24 year old
applicants with crimina and drug histories (with limited work experience and early high school drop
outs) are less likely to sdlect business and other service occupations and more likely to participate
in condruction-related trades. Finaly, Smilar to 18-19 year old high school graduates, older high
school graduates are more likely to select heath occupations.

The results presented in Tables B-4 through B-6 focus on predicted probabilities of vocationa

trade choices by center typologies. Because these results exhibit very Smilar patterns across the three
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age groups, we discuss the implications of changing center characteristics without distinguishing by
sudent age. The mgor implications of the resultsin these tables are:
The likelihood that a student will participate in congtructionrel ated trades (masonry, carpentry,
welding, BAM, and other congtruction) is much higher at small CCC centers than at larger centers
operated by private contractors. The vocationa choices of students at smal CCC centers reflect the
gredter relative availability of these trades a such centers.
With the exception of older students (aged 20-24), expanding the number of available vocationa
choices at atypica center increases the percentage of students who never participate in any
vocationa program.
Students likely to attend centers with strong vocationd and academic programs are much less likely
to not participate in any vocationa program whilein Job Corps than students likely to attend centers
that offer somewhat weaker vocationa and academic program.
Taken together, these resultsimply that centers offering awide range of strong vocationa and academic
programs are more likely to have students that participate in avocationd training program, regardless of

the specific programs available.
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TableB-1
Predicted Probability of Vocational Trade Choices by Student Typologies. 16-17 Year Olds

o . 2 ) &
@ = [e} .g = (<] -
> g > o5 | 2% g 9 o 3 E < o . S
2 £ < < 8, S 4 g 8 S SO < o g
Student Typology § % 5 § % % % = 8 g 8 3 s 4= § s §
ko §) E i= £ = B B 3
3 3 5 S S
s s L S o
Representative student 108% | 124% | 73% | 71%| 00% | 157% | 149% | 00% | 108%| 91% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 120%
Early high school dropout 108% | 124% | 73%| 71%| 00% | 157% | 149% | 00% | 108%| 91% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 120%
Early high school dropout, no work 111% | 151% | 74%| 87%| 00% | 138%| 68%| 00%| 79%| 148% | 00%| 00%| 00%
experience with criminal/drug history 14.3%
Early high school dropoutwithmore | oo | 1500 | 7306 | 729 | 00% | 157% | 149 | 00% | 108%| 91% | 00% | 00% | 00%
work experience 12.0%
Criminal/drug history 01% | 150% | 81% | 86% | O00% | 160%| 68% | 00% | 72%| 162% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 129%
Late high school dropout with no 130% | 123% | 66%| 71%| 00% | 134% | 147% | 00% | 116%| 826 | 006 | 00%| 00%
work experience 13.1%
Late high school dropout with work 108% | 124% | 73%| 71%| 00% | 157% | 149% | 00% | 108%| 91% | 00% | 00% | 00%
experience 12.0%
Applicant hasachild 108% | 124% | 73%| 71%| 00% | 157% | 149% | 00% | 108%| 91% | 00% | 00%| 00% | 120%

! Thesevocations were not considered to be availablein thistypology.
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Table B-2
Predicted Probability of Vocational Trade Choices by Student Typologies. 18-19 Year Olds

) . g o o~
> 8 > )} E o 2 ks o) E g o 5
< 2 =] = c 84 S = c c_ = - =)
Student Typology é 3 é E § 3 é 2 g é % § "% % 2 % E g
= -§ g S = Cﬁ b= z = S s 5; E 175 z = o o
= 3 ks E 5 | 5 =
= s 3 S S
Representative student 105% | 104% | 49%| 79%| 00% | 161%| 178%| 00%| 122%| 98%| 00% | 00% | 00% | 103%
Early high school dropout, no work 127%| 103%| 44%| 79%| 00% | 138%| 176%| 00%| 132%| 88%| 00% | 00%| 00%
experience 11.3%
Early high school dropout, no work 11.0%| 131%| 50| 100%| 00% | 147%| 84%| 00%| 92%| 161%| 00% | 00% | 00%
experience with criminal/drug history 12.5%
Early high school dropout with 105% | 104% | 49%| 79%| 00% | 161%| 178%| 00%| 122%| 98%| 00% | 00% | 00%
limited work experience 10.3%
High school graduate 8.7% 8.2% 41% 6.1% | 00% 198% | 214% | 00% | 14.9% 96%| 00%| 00%| 00%| 7.1%
High school graduate with no work 106% | 82%| 37%| 62%| 00% | 171%| 213%| 00%| 163% | 87%| 00%| 00%| 00%
experience 7.9%
Extensive work experience 105% | 104% | 49%| 79%| 00% | 161%| 178%| 00%| 122%| 98%| 00% | 00% | 00% | 103%
Applicant has a child 105% | 104% | 49%| 79%| 00% | 161%| 178%| 00%| 122%| 98%| 00% | 00% | 00% | 103%

! These vocationswere not considered to be availablein thistypol ogy.
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Table B-3
Predicted Probability of Vocational Trade Choices by Student Typologies. 20-24 Year Olds

) . g ) .
> 8 > o E o 2 kS o E g o &
- > =] c c 8, = z S Sq c - =
Student Typology é & é S § S é 2 g é % g "% % 2 % E g
= -§ g @ = a = < < @ s 53 7 % < = © o
g ‘3 ‘B % & 5 =
s s ki 3 5)
Representative student 7.5% 6.6% 51% 7.8% 0.0% 20.1% 21.1% 0.0% | 10.4% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 00% | 11.7%
Early high school dropout, limited
work experience with criminal/drug 6.4% 84% 5.8% 9.8% 0.0% 21.6% 10.2% 0.0% 7.3% | 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 13.0%
history
Extensive work experience 7.5% 6.6% 5.1% 7.8% 0.0% 201% | 21.1% 00% | 104% | 97%| 00% | 00% | 00% | 11.7%
High school graduate 55% 6.7% 4.9% 7.7% 0.0% 26.9% 12.4% 0.0% 90% | 17.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2%
High school graduate with extensive 61%| 51%| 42| 59| 00% | 241%| 248%| 00%| 125%| 93%| 00%| 00%| 00%| 80%
work experience
Recent educational experience 7.5% 6.6% 5.1% 7.8% 0.0% 201% | 21.1% 00% | 104% | 97%| 00% | 00% | 00% | 11.7%
Applicant hasachild 75% 6.6% 51% 7.8% 0.0% 20.1% 21.1% 0.0% | 10.4% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 00% | 11.7%

! These vocations were not considered to be availablein thistypology.
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TableB-4
Predicted Probability of Vocational Trade Choices by Center Typologies: 16-17 Year Olds

O o’ g O .
> § - g’% g’% g 8 g % % = - 5
Center Typology % § §_ S g 3 %T‘ﬁ g = 3%5 g % %HIL—) é E §
g g 5 Ik | EE= | 2 a 8 3 s | 22| 2 5 3
I
Representative center 108% | 124% | 73%| 71%| 00% | 157% | 149% | 00%| 108%| 91%| 00%| 00%| 00%| 120%
Center with outreach admissionsand |y 00 | 1505 | 73% | 71% | 00% | 157% | 149% | 00% | 108% | 91%| 00%| o00%| 00%| 120%
placement contract
Large contract center 75% 9.4% 51% 5.0% 00% | 131% 12.1% 9.7% 8.3% 64%| 00% | 101%| 45% 8.8%
Small CCC center 161% | 102% | 125% | 55%| 00% | 00% | 145%| 00%| 00%| 102%| 00% | 186%| 00% | 124%
Strong vocational and academics 111% | 142% | 59% | 45% | 00% | 148% | 175%| 00%| 70%| 93%| 00%| 00%| 00%| 156%
Weak vocational and academics 66% | 140% | 59| 35%| o00%| 107% | 151%| o006 | 118%| 85%| 00%| 00%| 00%| 240%
Only high demand vocations 00% | 129%| 00%| 74%| 00%| 161% | 153% | 148% | 112 | 96%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 126%
All vocations available 159% | 105% | 77%| 111% | 00% | 71% | 10006 | 00% | 114% | 141%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 124%
Extensive facilities 108% | 124% | 73%| 71%| 00%| 157% | 149% | 00%| 108%| 91%| 00%| o00%| 00%| 120%
Limited facilities 108% | 124% | 73%| 71%| 00% | 157% | 149% | 00%| 108%| 91%| 00%| 00%| 00% | 120%

! These vocations were not considered to be availablein thistypol ogy.
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Table B-5
Predicted Probability of Vocational Trade Choices by Center Typologies: 18-19 Year Olds

) . 2 ) .
> § - g’% g’% § 2 i g % % =2 = 5
Center Typology é § § S & S §H»L—> g = 3%5 = "% %HE é E §
= g B e | 382 p a 8 3 s | 22| = 5 3
I
Representative center 10.5% 10.4% 4.9% 7.9% 0.0% 16.1% 17.8% 00% | 12.2% 9.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 10.3%
Center with outreach admissionsand | 000 | 10406 | 200 | 79%| 00%| 161%| 178%| 00% | 122%| 98%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 103%
placement contract
Large contract center 1.7% 8.2% 35% 59% 00% | 139% | 15.0% 80% | 98%| 72%| 00% | 80%| 47% 7.9%
Small CCC center 17.1% 9.4% 9.1% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 18.7% 0.0% 0.0% | 120% 0.0% | 155% 0.0% | 11.6%
Strong vocational and academics 10.9% 12.1% 4.0% 51% 0.0% 15.3% 21.1% 0.0% 80% | 100% | 0.0% 00% | 00% | 135%
Weak vocational and academics 6.6% | 12.0% 4.0% 4.0% 0% | 11.1% | 184% 00% | 136% | 93%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 21.0%
Only high demand vocations 0.0% 10.9% 0.0% 8.4% 0.0% 16.6% 18.4% 11.7% | 128% | 104% | 0.0% 00% | 00% | 109%
All vocations available 11.7% 7.0% 8.4% 11.4% 0.0% 9.4% 12.6% 00% | 10.2% | 14.5% 0.0% 0.0% 00% | 14.7%
Extensive facilities 10.5% 10.4% 4.9% 7.9% 0.0% 16.1% 17.8% 00% | 12.2% 9.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 10.3%
Limited facilities 10.5% 10.4% 4.9% 7.9% 0.0% 16.1% 17.8% 00% | 12.2% 98% | 0.0% 00% | 00% | 10.3%

! These vocations were not considered to be availablein this typology.
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Table B-6
Predicted Probability of Vocational Trade Choices by Center Typologies. 20-24 Year Olds

. 2| s 2 | 8
> s 2 2% | 2%, g 2 : | & 2 | £
Center Typology § § §_ S g S5 it 8 g -§ g % '% d % E §
g g 5 A p E 8 3 s | 22| 2 5 3
T
Representative center 75% | 66% | 51%| 78%| O00%| 201% | 211%| 00% | 104%| 97%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 117%
Center with outreach admissionsand | 7500 | geop | 5106 |  78% | 00% | 201% | 211% | 00% | 104%| 97%| 00%| o00%| 00% | 117%
placement contract
Large contract center 53% 51% 3.6% 5.6% 00% | 17.1% | 176% 9.6% 82%| 69%| 00% 83%| 38% 8.8%
Small CCC center 123% | 61%| 97%| 67%| 00%| O00%| 230%| 00% | 00%| 120%| 00% | 168%| 00% | 135%
Strong vocational and academics 77% | 76%| 41%| 50%| O00%| 189% | 248%| 00% | 68%| 98%| 00%| 00%| 00%| 152%
Weak vocational and academics 4.6% 7.6% 4.1% 3.8% 0.0% 139% | 21.8% 00% | 116%| 9.0%| 0.0% 0.0%| 00% | 23.6%
Only high demand vocations 00% | 66%| O00%| 77%| O00%| 200% | 209% | 135% | 103%| 95%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 116%
All vocations available 00% | 131%| O00%| 99%| O00%| 78%| 93%| 214% | 106%| 131%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 148%
Extensive facilities 75% | 66%| 51%| 78%| O00%| 201% | 211%| 00% | 104%| 97%| 00%| 00%| 00% | 117%
Limited facilities 75% | 66%| 51%| 78%| O00%| 201% | 211%| 00% | 104%| 97%| 00% | 00%| 00% | 1L7%

! These vocations were not considered to be availablein thistypol ogy.




Appendix C
RESULTSFOR APPLICANT TYPOLOGIES

A. INTRODUCTION

This gppendix summarizes the empirica results reaing various applicant and student persona
characteristics to key programmatic experiences. arriva at a center, GED atainment, vocationa
program completion, and enroliment in Job Corps for at least 30, 90 and 270 paid days. Wefirst
describe the specific applicant typologies that we developed to illudirate the estimated empirica
relationships between applicant characteristics and programmatic experiences. We then present results
for the different programmeatic experiences for severd gpplicant typologiesfor the three age groups of
interest (16-17, 18-19 and 20-24). The gppendix concludes with a summary of the main findings thet

broadly apply across dl age groups.

B. APPLICANT TYPOLOGIES

In Chapter 11, we described the typical applicant characteristics included in the representative cases
for each of three age groups. The representative characteristics were salected to reflect the primary
differencesin education and employment backgrounds among applicants of different ages. For
example, the representative case for younger applicants has fewer years of schooling and less work
experience than the representative case for older gpplicants. Other characterigtics that do not typicaly
vary sgnificantly by age were defined smilarly in the representative cases for dl age groups. For
example, we assume the representative case for each of the age groups does not have any crimina or

drug higtory, isin good hedlth, and has smilar knowledge and expectations of the program.

C1



Below, we briefly describe the gpplicant characteristics of the representative case and the different
typologies used to illustrate the role of various persond background characteristics for each age group.
In addition to various persond background characterigtics, we a'so consder the proximity of applicants
to ther likely Job Corps center. Geographic proximity is taking on ahigher leve of importance under
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 as this legidation emphasi zes that gpplicants should, dl dse
being equd, attend a center near their homes. To illudtrate the potentid relationship between applicants
distance to their likely Job Corps center, we developed two geographic proximity typologies that are
the same for dl three age groups. These two typologies are described at the end of this section.

1 16-17 year-old Typologies

Exhibit C-1 depicts the characteristics of the representative 16-17 year-old applicant and
summarizes the key differencesin the characteristics that define the gpplicant typologies we created to
illustrate the rel ationships between persond characteristics and applicants programmatic experiences.
As shown in Column (1), the representative 16-17 year-old gpplicant was in school for 9 months during
the prior year, completed 9" grade, and had relatively little work experience (i.e., worked only 2
months in the prior year with totd earnings of $500). In addition, our representative 16-17 year-old
gpplicant dso is assumed to not have a child and to not have a history of drug use or crimind activities.
Other features of the representative applicant in this age group were presented in Chapter I1.

The other typologies described in Exhibit C-1 change one or more persona characteristics of
goplicantsin four broad categories. (1) the presence of a child; (2) educationd experiences, (3) work
experience and earnings, and, (4) criminal/drug higtory. Cdlsin these categories in subsequent columns
that are blank indicate that the same vaue of the characteridtic is used asin the representative case. The

firgt gpplicant typology changes the presence of a child. Specificaly, Column (2) defines atypology thet
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isidenticd to the representative case except that the gpplicant has achild. Assuch, a comparison of the
programmeatic experiences of applicants across these two typologies enables usto illustrate the
relationship between having a child and Job Corps programmetic experiences.

The next set of typologies varies educationa attainment, as well as participation in educationd
activities and the amount of work experiencein the prior year.*? Specifically, Column (3) depicts a 16-
17 year-old applicant who has dropped out of school after only completing the 7" grade and, as such,
was not enrolled in schoal in the prior year. The typology in Column (4) further modifiesthe
representative case to change work experiences in the prior year (worked 6 months with earnings of
$3,000), as well as the changes in educationd experiences introduced in Column (3). A comparison of
the predicted probabilities across these typologies illustrates the extent to which these characteristics are
associated with different programmatic experiences for 16-17 year-old gpplicants.

The next two columnsin Exhibit C-1 characterize applicants who drop out of high schoal later than
our representative 16-17 year-old gpplicant and who have different work experiencesin the prior year.

Specificdly, the fourth typology, shown in Column (5), corresponds to a 16- 17 year-old gpplicant who
dropped out of high school after completing 11" grade with no prior work experience. Column (6)
defines afifth typology in which applicants are again assumed to complete the 11" grade before
dropping out of school but they are aso assumed to have a more extensive amount of work experience
in the prior year (worked 6 months with earnings of $3,000). Hence, a comparison of programmatic
experiences for the representative case in Column (1), which is assumed to have less education and

limited previous work experience, with the experiences for gpplicants with additiona years of high

2" In creating the employment and school participation measures used in the empirical analyses, we defined the
“prior year” asthe 12-month period before random assignment. However, as random assignment typically occurred
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school and work experiencesiillustrates the rel ationships between experiences and these persona
characteristics of 16-17 year-old gpplicants. It should aso be noted that a comparison of the
programmetic experiences among the gpplicant typologies defined in Columns (5) and (6) isolates the
relationships between programmatic experiences and work experience among late high schoaol dropouts.

Thefind two columnsin Exhibit C-1 creste typologies for applicants that come from what can be
consdered relatively more disadvantaged backgrounds. Specificaly, Column (7) depicts an applicant
typology that isidentica to the representative case except that the applicant has acrimina and drug
hisory. Thetypology shown in Column (8) describes applicants with other characteristics that can be
consdered to be associated with a more disadvantaged background. Thislast typology changesthe
characterigtics of the typology in Column (7) such that it characterizes 16-17 year-old gpplicants who
dropped out of school after completing only the 7" grade and with no prior work experience. A
comparison of gpplicants programmetic experiences across these typol ogies with the experiences of
our representative 16-17 year-old gpplicant in Column (1) illustrates the extent to which applicants with
progressively more disadvantaged backgrounds have different programmatic experiences.
2. 18-19 year-old Typologies

Exhibit C-2 summarizes the combination of various characteristics used to define our representative
18-19 year-old gpplicant as well as the specific typologies created to illustrate the relationships between
these persona characteristics and the programmatic experiences of different types of 18-19 year-old
gpplicants. Column (1) summarizes our representative 18- 19 year-old gpplicants who are assumed to

have more work experience but |ess recent participation in education programs than our representetive

within afew days of when the youth completed his or her Job Corps application, we will refer to the prior year asthe
12-month period before application.
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16-17 year-old applicants described above. More specificaly, we assume that the representative
applicant aged 18-19 has completed the 11" grade, worked 6 monthsin the prior year with earnings of
$3,000, does not have a child and has no crimina/drug history.

The firg gpplicant typology shown in Column (2) dters the assumption regarding the presence of an
goplicant’ s child. Specificaly, a comparison of the programmatic experiences for our representative
gpplicants and this applicant typology, which are shown in the first and second columns of Exhibit C-2,
illugtrates the relationship between having a child for 18-19 year-old Job Corps applicants and their Job
Corps programmatic experiences.

The next typology shown in Column (3) dters the amount of work experience in the prior yesar.
Specificdly, thistypology depicts applicants who are Smilar to our representative case except that
ingtead of working 6 months in the prior year with earnings of $3,000 we increase their pre-agpplication
work experience to 12 months of work in the prior year with $12,000 in earnings. Comparing the
programmeatic experiences of gpplicantsin this typology with the experiences of our representative case
shown in Column (1) illustrates the extent to which additiona years of employment are associated with
programmeatic experiences for this age group.

The next two typologies shown in Exhibit 3-2 depict goplicants with fewer years of formd education
and different amounts of work experiencein the prior year. Specificaly, the typology presented in
Column (4) depicts 18-19 year-old applicants who dropped out of high school after completing the 9"
grade and with no prior work experience. The typology described in Column (5) represents applicants
who aso dropped out of school after completing the 9" grade but with a limited amount of work
experience (worked 2 monthsin prior year with earnings of $500). Results for these two typologies

illustrate the extent to which programmetic experiences differ for 18-19 year-old applicants who drop

C5



out of school earlier and have less work experience compared to our representative applicantsin this
age range.

Columns (6) and (7) in Exhibit C-2 represent applicants with more formal education and different
levels of work experience. The typology shown in Column (6) represents applicants who completed
high school (completed the 12" grade) but otherwise have the same characteristics as our representative
18-19 year-old gpplicants. Column (7) depicts gpplicants who completed high school but with no prior
work experience. Comparing results across these typologies will illustrate the rel ationships between
high school graduation and different levels of work experience and programmatic experiences.

Fndly, the last column in Exhibit C-2 corresponds to atypology for gpplicantsin this age group
who come from more disadvantaged backgrounds. Specificaly, Column (8) depicts gpplicants who not
only dropped out of school early (completed only the 9" grade) and with no prior work experience, but
who have ahigory of crimind activities and drug use. Thistypology enables usto assess any
differencesin programmatic experiences that are related to educationd attainment, work experiences
and a crimind/drug history. Together with the results for the typologiesin Columns (1) and (4), this
typology illugtrates the extert to which programmatic experiences are related to these personal
characterigtics.

3. 20-24 year-old Applicants

Exhibit C-3 summarizes the eight typologies developed for 20-24 year-old applicants and describes
the key differencesin these characteristics that define the specific typology. The firgt column restates the
key characteristics that describe our representative case for youth aged 20-24, which conssts of the
same characteristics as that for 18-19 year-olds except for their recent participation in educationa

programs. Specificaly, the one difference in the representative case between the two older age groups
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isthat youth aged 20-24 are assumed to not have been enrolled in school in the last year, whereas the
representative applicant aged 18-19 is assumed to have been in school for 3 months during the prior
yedr.

As before, the gpplicant typology for this age group shown in Column (2) changes only asingle
characteristic, namely whether the applicant has achild. Comparing results for this typology with the
results for our representative 20-24 year-old applicant illustrates the relationships between having a
child and programmeatic experiences.

The typology shown in Column (3) dters the recent educationa experiences of this oldest group of
Job Corps gpplicants and assumes that gpplicants of this type were enrolled in school for 9 monthsin
the year prior to applying to Job Corps. We can compare the programmetic experiences of this
typology with the experiences of the representative case in Column (1) that was not enrolled in school at
dl inthe prior year to illudrate the reationship between recent educationa attainment and programmatic
experiences.

The next two columns of Exhibit C-3 present gpplicant typologies that vary both the educational
attainment and work experience of 20-24 year-old gpplicants. The typology shown in Column (4)
depicts applicants who graduated from high school and had work experiences in the prior year that are
identica to the representative case. Column (5) defines atypology that modifies the representative case
by assuming applicants of this type are high school graduates with extensve work experience (worked
12 monthsin the prior year and earned $12,000). Comparing the programmatic experiences
experienced by these applicant typologies with the experiences of the representative case in Column (1)
illustrates the extent to which programmatic experiences are associated with high school graduation and

different levels of work experience among 20-24 year-old applicants.
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The typology shown in Column (6) aters the amount of work experience in the prior year.
Specificdly, the characteristics of gpplicants under this typology are the same as our representative case
except these gpplicants are assumed to have more extensive work experience (worked 12 monthsin
prior year with $12,000 in earnings). A comparison of our representative gpplicants programmetic
experiences with the experiences of gpplicants of this type isolates the relationship between these
programmeatic experiences and prior work experience for this oldest group of applicants.

Findly, the last two columns in Exhibit C-3 depict 20-24 year-old applicants who come from more
disadvantaged backgrounds. Specificdly, Column (7) defines atypology for gpplicants who dropped
out of high school early (completed only the 9" grade education) and have only a limited amount of
work experience (worked 2 monthsin prior year and earned $500). A more disadvantaged group of
20-24 year-old gpplicantsis described in Column (8). Thistypology isidentica to the gpplicants
depicted in Column (7) except that the gpplicant typology in Column (8) aso possesses a crimind/drug
history. A comparison of results for the last two typologies illustrates the extent to which differencesin
programmatic experiences are related to educationa attainment, differencesin work experience and any

crimind/drug hitory.
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Exhibit C-1

Summary of Applicant Typologies. 16-17 year-olds

Applicant Typology
®)
(O] ©) ©) Early High School
@ (©) . . . @
() Aplicant hasa | Early Hiah School | E21Y High School Late High School | LateHigh School Crimingl/ Dru Dropout, No Work
Representative Applicant PP hild yD 9 . Dropout with more Dropout with No | Dropout with Work Hist 9 Experience, with
chi ropou e - Work Experience Experience 1101y Crimingl/
Drug History

Applicant hasa | No Yes
child
Education 9" grade 7" grade 7" grade 11" grade 11" grade 7" grade
Enrollment in Enrolled 9 months None None None
Educational in past year
Program in Past
Y ear
Work Not working at Working at No prior work | Working at No prior work
Experience application, application, experience application, experience

Worked 2 months Worked 6 Worked 6

in past year months in last months in last

year year

Earnings $500 $3,000 $0 $3,000 %0
Crimina/ Drug | No Yes
History
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Exhibit C-2

Summary of Applicant Typologies: 18-19 year-olds

Applicant Typology

®
® .
© . @] Early High School
@ Ao @ ® Early High School | 211y High School _© High School Dropout, No Work
. pplicant hasa Extensive Work Dropout with High School . . g
Representative child St Dropout, No Work Limited Work Graduate Graduate with no Experience, with
Applicant per Experience Exoaionc Work Experience Criminal/
per Drug History
Applicant hasa | No Yes
child
Education 11" grade 9" grade 9" grade 12" grade 12" grade 9" grade
Enroliment in Enrolled 3 months None None Enrolled 9 Enrolled 9 None
Educational in past year monthsin past | monthsin past
Programs year year
Work Not working at Working at No prior work | Not working at No prior work | No prior work
Bxperience application, application, experience application, experience experience
Worked 6 months Worked 12 Worked 2
in past year monthsin last months in past
year year
Earnings $3,000 $12,000 $0 $500 $0 $0
Criminal/Drug No Yes
History
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Exhibit C-3
Summary of Applicant Typologies: 20-24 year-olds

Applicant Typology

U]
® .
(©)] ) (6) Early High School Dropout,
(€] ) ' @ High School Graduate X . :
Representative Applicant Applicant hasachild RecerEl)t( Ed_uoatlonal High School Graduate with Extensive Work Extensye LS RIS _Ex_pen CITEEH
perience Experience Experience Crimina/
Drug History
Applicant hasa | No Yes
child
Education 11" grade 12" grade 12" grade 9" grade
Enrollment in N Enrolled 9 months
Educational on in past year
Program in Past e
Y ear
Work Not working at Working at Working at Not working at
Experience application, Worked application, application, application, Worked
6 months in past Worked 12 Worked 12 2 monthsin past
year monthsin last monthsin last year
year year

Earningsin $3,000 $12,000 $12,000 $500
Past Y ear
Criminal/ No Yes
Drug History
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4, Geogr aphic Proximity Typologies

A potentidly important agpect of an gpplicant’ s background concerns the geographic proximity of
the gpplicant to the likely center. Assuch, in this appendix , we not only illustrate the relationships
between persond background characteristics and programmatic experiences, we a so specify dternative
typologies to examine the association between gpplicants  proximity to their likely center and
programmatic experiences. However, unlike the other background characteristics that differed by age,
we gpply the same geographic proximity typologies to each applicant age group.

The geographic typologies are developed only for gpplicants who are likely to be resdentia
sudents and are based on distance to the likely center aswell asthe type of city in which they live at the
time of gpplication. Asindicated in Exhibit C-4, the first typology assumes that our representative
applicant lives 25 miles from the likely center and resides within a Standard Metropolitan Area (SMA).
The second typology extends the distance to the likely center to 200 miles and assumes that gpplicants
liveinarurd area. Thethird typology aso assumes that applicants live 200 miles from the likely center
but that they resde within an SVIA. Thus, by comparing programmeatic experiences for the first and
third typologies we can assess the extent to which additiond distance from the likely center isrelated to
the programmatic experiences of likely resdentid students. Moreover, by comparing the second and
third typologies we can assess the strength of any association between programmeatic experiences and

resding in large metropolitan areas versus coming from rura aress.
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Exhibit C-4
Summary of Applicant Geographic Proximity Typologies

Applicant Proximity Typology
@) ()
(1) 200 milesfromcenter in | 200 miles from center notin
25 milesfrom center rurd area VA
Miles from Center 25 milesfrom 200 milesfrom 200 milesfrom center
center center
Area In Standard Rura Not in Standard
Metropolitan Metropolitan Area
Area

C. RESULTS

In this section, we present results describing how the major programmatic experiences differ across
these key applicant characterigtics. Specificaly, we compare applicants arrival experiences and
students' programmatic experiences across the various persona background and geographic typologies
described above.

The resultsfor dl age groups are summarized in Tables C-1 through C-3. Table C-1 summearizes
the role of having a child by gender and likely residentid satus. Table C-2 summarizesdl of the
gpplicant typologies by age group. Findly, Table C-3 summarizes the geographic typologies by gender
and age. The results described below are organized by applicant age group.

1 16-17 Year-Old Applicants

Overdl, the three tables for 16-17 year-old applicants indicate that personal characterigtics are
sgnificantly related to the likelihood of having specific programmatic experiences. Notable findings of
interest include:

Job Corps students are much lesslikely to stay in the program if they have achild. The
reduction in the likelihood of staying in the program is Sgnificant for both male and femae
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sudents with a child, but is particularly acute for resdential females. For example, 15 percent
of resdential female students without a child are expected to stay 270 days, as compared to 9
percent of resdentid femde students with a child.

The programmiatic experiences of gpplicants who dropped out of school early (after completing
only the 7" grade) are substantialy different from the experiences of our representative 16-17
year-old gpplicants. Approximately 80 percent of representative applicants arrive on center,
compared to about 71 percent of applicants who dropped out of school early. Further, Job
Corps students who are early high school dropouts are less likely to attain a GED (26 percent
compared to 16 percent) and less likely to stay on center. However, early dropouts are equally
likely as the representative student to complete their vocationd training programs.

More extensve work experiences play arole in offsetting some of the reductionsin
programmatic accomplishments for early high school dropouts. Specifically, early high school
dropouts with 6 months of work experience and $3,000 in earnings in the prior year are
expected to have programmatic experiences that are generaly smilar to the experiences of the
representative sudent. The only exception is GED attainment, which is not surprising, sSnce the
representative student has completed more forma education and is closer to obtaining the GED
than a youth that dropped out early.

Applicants aged 16-17 with additional years of education beyond 9" grade do not have
sgnificantly better programmeatic experiences than representative 16-17 year-old students.
More specifically, late high school dropouts (11" grade education) have very similar
experiences compared to the representative student with a 9" grade education. Further, late
high schoal dropouts with some work experience have very Smilar programmatic experiences
except for GED attainment. Students with work experience and an 11™ grade education are
more likely to attain a GED compared to representative applicants and to students who are late
high school dropouts but with no work experience.

Students with prior involvement in the juvenile justice system and with a history of drug use have
sgnificantly poorer programmatic experiences compared to other smilar 16-17 year-old
goplicants. That is, anong these youngest students, those with crimina and drug histories are
much less likely to have postive programmatic experiences compared to the representative
student. Moreover, very disadvantaged students — early high school dropouts, with no work
experience, and with criminal/drug histories — can expect the least positive programmetic
experiences. For example, the most disadvantaged applicants have predicted arriva rates of 53
percent, compared to 80 percent for the representative gpplicant and 70 percent for the
representative gopplicant with only acrimina/drug history. The lower arriva rates of the very
disadvantaged group trandate into consstently lower lengths of stay and lower student
programmatic experiences.

Findly, our resultsindicate that gpplicants geographic proximity to the likely center isrelated to
ther likeihood of arrival on center. Specifically, gpplicants coming from greater distances are
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dightly more likely to arrive on center than gpplicants resding within 25 miles from the likely
center. However, the length of stay on center appears to be unrelated to applicants geographic

proximity.
2. 18-19 year-old Applicants
Tables C-1 through C-3 provide asmilar set of predicted probabilities for 18-19 year-old
goplicants. Notable findings from our andlysisinclude:

Similar to the younger age groups, both male and femae 18- 19 year-old students with a child
appear to experience significantly shorter stays on center than the representative student.

Students in this age group who drop out of high school earlier than others with smilar
characteristics are much less likely to attain a GED in Job Corps. Moreover, athough not
nearly as substantia, these early dropouts also experience lower vocational completion rates
and somewhat shorter lengths of stay. Specifically, 32 percent of representative 18-19 year-old
students attain a GED compared to 11 percent of similar sudents who are early high school
dropouts without any work experience, and 18 percent who are early high school dropouts with
only limited work experience. The addition of limited work experience anong students aged
18-19 who dropped out early does little to increase positive programmatic experiences.

Asshown in Table C-2, 18-19 year-old gpplicants with a high school credentid at gpplication
have quite different programmatic experiences compared to smilar applicants who dropped out
after completing the 11" grade. For example, about 85 percent of applicants with a high school
diploma (regardless of work experience) are expected to arrive on center, compared to 71
percent of representative gpplicants. In addition, sudents with high school diplomas are much
more likely to complete vocationd training. It isimportant to note that even high school
graduates who lack any work experience aso have these higher levels of programmeatic
experiences. Specificaly, sudents who are high school graduates have very smilar
programmatic experiences regardless of work experience level. In fact, high school graduates
with no work experience are more likely to stay for longer periods than other groups.

Among 18-19 year-old students, those with extensive work experience achieve dightly better
GED and vocationa accomplishments while at the same time staying for shorter periodsin the

program.

The most disadvantaged applicants in this age group — those early dropouts with no work
experience and with prior crimina and drug histories— are less likely to have postive
programmatic experiences compared to al other types of applicants. Specificdly, these
severely disadvantaged gpplicants have lower predicted arriva rates, once on center these
students experience much lower rates of GED attainment and vocationa completion, and
ggnificantly lower lengths of Say.
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For both mae and femade applicantsin this age group, those living further from their likely center
aremore likely to arrive. In contrast to younger applicants, 18-19 year-old gpplicantsliving
closer to the likely center are more likely to stay longer periods at the center compared to
aoplicants living greater distances from the center.

2. 20-24 Y ear-Old Applicants
The same set of reaults for applicants aged 20-24 is summarized in Tables C-1 through C-3.
Notable findings include:

Femae students in this age group (regardiess of resdentia status) with a child arelesslikely to
have positive programmetic experiences compared to their counterparts who do not have a
child. Specificdly, those with a child are somewhat less likely to arrive on center, attain a GED,
and complete their vocation. Moreover, in generd, they are dso less likely to stay on center —
particularly longer periods of time,

Among mae sudents, those who are likdly to be in aresdentid status with a child have more
positive programmeatic experiences compared to their counterparts without a child. In contragt,
maeswho are likely to be non-residentid students with achild are lesslikely to arrive and to
stay on center compared to male non-residentia students without a child. These differencesin
programmiatic experiences by gender and likely resdentid status may reflect differencesin child
care arrangements, as female sudents are more likely than maes to have the child on center.

The results presented here show a significant relationship between recent participation in
education and/or schooling programs and the programmatic experiences of 20-24 year-old
gpplicants. For example, applicants with recent educationa experiences are somewhat more
likely to arrive on center and once on center, sgnificantly more likely to stay longer, achieve
their GED, and complete their vocation compared to our representative gpplicants/studentsin
this age range who were not enrolled in schoal in the prior year.

Among this older age group, applicants with a high school diploma at entry arelesslikely to
arrive on center but equaly likely to attain a GED, complete their vocationd training, and stay
on center.

The relationship between more extensive work experience and programmetic experiences
appears to be weaker for 20-24 year-old gpplicants than for 18-19 year-old gpplicants.
Specificdly, our representative 20-24 year-old applicants and their smilar counterparts with
more extensive work experience in the prior year have very smilar programmeatic experiences.
This pattern holds for arrival rates, GED attainment, vocationa completion and length of Say.
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Similar to the other age groups, 20-24 year-old applicants with more disadvantaged
backgrounds are much less likely to have positive programmetic experiences. For example,
while about 67 percent of our representative gpplicants in this age group arrive on center, only
57 percent of applicants who are early high school dropouts with limited work experience and a
crimina/drug history arrive on center. The differencesin vocationa completion and length of
dtay are even larger among the subset of applicantsthat arrive on center. One exception to this
isin the probability of GED attainment where students from the most disadvantaged
backgrounds have adightly higher probability of GED attainment relative to representative
aoplicants.

Resdentid applicants (20-24) who live 200 miles from ther likely center are much more likdy
than resdentid gpplicants resding within 25 miles from their likely center to arrive and say in
Job Corpslonger. Thisistrue for both male and fema e applicants.

D. SUMMARY

Looking across the results for these three age groups, severd common patterns emerge concerning
the relationships between various personal characteristics and programmatic experiences. The most
notable of these patterns are:

Programmatic experiences differ more across femde students with and without a child
compared to male applicants with smilar characteridtics. Specificaly, programmatic
experiences are substantialy lower for female gpplicants with a child relative to those without a
child, whereas the negative differences for males are less pronounced. However, even for
femaes, the differencesin GED attainment and vocationa completion for those with a child
appear to berdatively smal.

Prior education plays akey rolein the programmatic experiences of dl student groups.
Specificdly, students who drop out of school early experience lower programmeatic
achievements and length of stay compared to their counterparts who completed more years of
forma education. Not surprisingly, the largest differences in experiences emerge for early
dropouts in terms of the reduced likelihood of obtaining a GED. In addition, having a high
school diploma at application is strongly associated with better programmeatic experiences for
18-19 year-old students. However, among 20-24 year-old students who have been away from
school for aconsiderable period, having completed high school appears to be only weekly
related to programmatic experiences. Recent educationa experiences are significantly
associated with improved programmetic experiencesin dl areas among the older student group.
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In generd, additiona work experience prior to entering Job Corpsis associated with improved
programmatic experiences. Thereis evidence that more extensve work experiences play a
role in offsetting some of the reductions in programmetic experiences for early school dropouts
among 16-17 year-old gpplicants. In addition, older students with extensive work experience
have smilar or better programmatic experiences despite shorter periods on center.

For dl three age groups, students from very disadvantaged backgrounds — defined as early
dropouts with no work experience and with a crimina/drug history — are the least likely group to
have pogtive programmetic experiences. Although this pattern is very strong and congstent
across dl age groups, the youngest Job Corps applicants (16-17 years old) are particularly
handicapped by the lack of education, no work experience and a crimina and drug history.

Y oung applicants with these characteristics are much less likely than the representative case to
arrive on center (53 percent, as compared to 80 percent) and once on center, only about 6
percent of these students complete their GED and 14 percent complete vocationd training. The
low measured outcomes are in part due to their very short lengths of stay on center.

An gpplicant’ s geographic proximity to the likely Job Corps center gppears to be related to
programmatic experiences, especialy for the older age groups. For al three age groups, likely
resdentia applicants that come from alonger distance (200 miles), are much more likely to
arive on center. However, the length of time spent on center after arriva varies by student age.
Among the youngest age group, there are very smdl differences in length of stay within gender
by distance to center. For 18-19 year-old gpplicants, those living further from the center have
shorter stays; and, in contrast, among the oldest age group (20-24), gopplicantsliving further
from the center have much longer stays on center compared to applicants located 25 miles from
the center.
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Table C-1. Predicted Probability of Arrival
and Paid Days on Center: Role of Having a Child by Age Group*

Conditional Upon Arrival

Arrival 30 Paid 90 Paid 270 Paid
Days Days Days
Age 16-17
Female residential 79.7 82.6 59.6 15.7
Female residential with child 77.9 74.2 48.3 8.8
Female non-residential 74.9 75.1 50.3 22.7
Female non-residential with child 82.8 79.6 50.8 18.0
Male residential 80.3 79.4 46.0 15.2
Male residential with child 83.4 77.7 46.1 11.0
Male non-residential 81.2 82.6 34.4 18.1
Male non-residential with child 81.2 82.6 34.4 14.7
Age 18-19
Female residential 68.3 86.7 70.2 30.7
Female residential with child 64.7 73.7 39.0 13.4
Female non-residential 51.9 84.3 50.9 13.6
Female non-residential with child 57.9 80.4 50.0 9.6
Male residential 76.3 86.7 70.3 35.0
Male residential with child 73.8 73.1 55.0 22.1
Male non-residential 58.6 88.2 67.0 22.1
Male non-residential with child 50.7 85.1 65.4 15.7
Age 20-24

Female residential 69.7 82.0 62.9 31.3
Female residential with child 64.1 86.0 54.3 26.8
Female non-residential 50.5 80.7 65.7 35.7
Female non-residential with child 50.0 70.0 56.5 24.1
Male residential 72.2 81.5 59.4 25.3
Male residential with child 73.8 83.8 63.6 26.9
Male non-residential 55.1 79.1 55.6 26.4
Male non-residential with child 49.1 73.8 51.8 18.6

'GED Attainment and vocational completion are not included because presence of a child is not in the models for these outcomes.
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Table C-2. Predicted Probability of Arrival, GED Attainment, Vocational Completion,
and Paid Days on Center: Applicant Typologies by Age Group

Conditional Upon Arrival
Arrival GED Vocational 30 Paid 90 Paid 270 Paid
Attainment Completion Days Days Days
Age 16-17
Representative applicant 79.8 25.9 40.4 80.3 50.1 16.0
Applicant has a child 81.5 25.9 40.4 76.9 46.7 10.8
Early high school dropout 70.7 15.7 39.0 72.3 43.9 13.6
Early high school dropout, with more work experience 77.9 16.6 40.6 76.8 51.1 22.4
Late high school dropout with no work experience 77.8 29.2 41.2 81.1 56.0 20.5
Late high school dropout with work experience 79.4 33.7 40.4 78.2 53.0 17.1
Criminal/drug history 69.9 24.4 28.7 79.6 38.1 6.6
Early high school dropout, no work experience, with criminal/drug
history 53.1 12.1 28.1 75.8 38.5 7.2
Age 18-19
Representative applicant 70.5 324 47.6 86.6 68.2 30.3
Applicant has a child 68.2 32.4 47.6 74.6 49.7 17.5
Extensive work experience 64.3 36.1 48.1 77.9 56.9 29.1
Early high school dropout, no work experience 70.7 11.4 43.5 80.3 63.3 35.7
Early high school dropout with limited work experience 72.2 18.3 41.4 78.3 56.5 23.8
High school graduate 85.5 N/A 65.4 81.4 64.4 31.3
High school graduate with no work experience 85.4 N/A 67.3 80.3 66.5 43.2
Early high school dropout, no work experience, with criminal/drug
history 64.4 11.3 33.0 73.0 53.8 21.3
Age 20-24

Representative applicant 67.0 33.2 54.2 81.4 61.2 28.6
Applicant has a child 65.9 33.2 54.2 81.6 59.5 26.1
Recent educational experience 69.4 40.6 66.6 89.5 68.6 47.8
High school graduate 56.0 38.7 53.9 81.7 56.9 32.8
High school graduate with extensive work experience 49.8 30.5 71.2 84.6 68.0 39.7
Extensive work experience 66.3 29.3 59.0 81.5 66.9 29.3
Early high school dropout, no work experience, with criminal/drug
history 56.8 37.7 40.4 62.2 37.7 9.2
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Table C-3. Predicted Probability of Arrival
and Paid Days on Center: Role of Geographic Proximity by Age Group®

Conditional Upon Arrival

Arrival 30 Paid 90 Paid 270 Paid
Days Days Days
Age 16-17
Female residential lives 25 miles from center 79.7 82.6 59.6 15.7
Female residential lives 200 miles from center — rural area 85.4 81.1 59.5 15.1
Female residential lives 200 miles from center —in MSA 82.9 81.1 59.5 15.1
Male residential lives 25 miles from center 80.3 79.4 46.0 15.2
Male residential lives 200 miles from center — rural area 85.8 77.7 46.1 14.9
Male residential lives 200 miles from center — in MSA 83.4 77.7 46.1 14.9
Age 18-19
Female residential lives 25 miles from center 68.3 86.7 70.2 30.7
Female residential lives 200 miles from center — rural area 74.1 78.0 57.9 25.4
Female residential lives 200 miles from center —in MSA 72.2 78.0 57.9 25.4
Male residential lives 25 miles from center 76.3 86.7 70.3 35.0
Male residential lives 200 miles from center — rural area 81.0 78.1 58.0 29.3
Male residential lives 200 miles from center — in MSA 79.5 78.1 58.0 29.3
Age 20-24

Female residential lives 25 miles from center 69.7 82.0 62.9 31.3
Female residential lives 200 miles from center — rural area 75.0 87.8 69.8 42.3
Female residential lives 200 miles from center —in MSA 76.0 87.8 69.8 42.3
Male residential lives 25 miles from center 72.2 81.5 59.4 25.3
Male residential lives 200 miles from center — rural area 77.1 87.4 66.4 35.7
Male residential lives 200 miles from center — in MSA 78.1 87.4 66.4 35.7

'GED Attainment and vocational completion are not included because presence of a child is not in the models for these outcomes.




APPENDIX D

ESTIMATING IMPACTSFOR DIFFERENT JOB CORPS PROGRAM EXPERIENCES

One of the primary objectives of the Nationa Job Corps Study isto estimate the impact of Job Corps
for gpplicantswith different program experiences, including participation in goecific vocationd traning aress,
completion of academic and vocationd programs, and enrollment for specified lengths of time. However,
unlike the other dements of the impact andyss that can fully exploit the advantages of the random
assgnment of digible goplicants and estimate impacts as the ample difference in outcomes between the
program and control groups, estimation of the impacts of different programmeatic experiences cannot rely
solely onthe random assgnment design. Thisis because the random assignment of Job Corps gpplicantsto
program and control group status was made at the time of eigibility determination and al subsequent
programmatic outcomes of program group members, such as enrollment inaparticular vocationd traning
area and the number of days enrolled at a Job Corps center, partly reflect the specific choices of an
gpplicant, aswell as program and other factors. Asaresult, to addressthis objective of the evauation we
mugt rely on non-experimental methods to estimate the impacts of programmiatic experiences on the labor
market and other related outcomes of Job Corps students.

Edimating program impacts usng norn-experimenta methods is widdly recognized as a scientific
chdlenge and much debate surrounds whether the satistical mode sused inthese methodsyield informetive
impact estimates. Many research studies comparing experimenta and non-experimentdly derived estimates
of program impacts for the same program have found that the standard statistica models used to derive

non-experimenta impact estimates have yielded unreliable results. However, saverd recent studies have
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yielded more promising results for non-experimental impact estimates under circumstances where the
datistical models are subject to specification tests.

This gppendix presents our preliminary examination of the satistical modes we proposed to use to
estimate the impacts of different program experiences for Job Corps students that are based on the
empirical results described dsawherein thisreport. Thefirst section briefly describesthe set of Satistical
moded swe are examining to derive estimated impacts of different programmatic experiences. The second
section discusses our gpproach to examining the different specifications described in the preceding section
and the assessment of these specificationsfor estimating program impacts. The next section presents some
preliminary resultsfrom the estimation of theimpact of enrollment in Job Corpson employment and earnings
30 months after gpplication to the program. The gppendix concludes by describing the next stepswe will
follow to examinethefeashility of estimating theimpactsof thedifferent program experiencesusng dl of the

data collected up through the interviews conducted 48 months after application.

A. METHODSFOR ESTIMATING IMPACTS FOR PROGRAM EXPERIENCES

Itisof great policy interest to estimate the impact of the Job Corps program on the youth who have
different program experiences and those who achieve pecific programmatic outcomes. Whileimpacts may
vary acrossmany dimensionsof program experiences, our primary interest focuses on the estimated impacts
of five programmatic experiences.

1 Enrollment in Job Corps by digible gpplicants,
2. Participation in particular vocationd training aress,
3. Completion of avocationd training program;

4, Achievement of a GED among enrollees without a high school credentid; and,
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5. Enrollment in the program for a pecified length of time, such as 30, 90 or 270 days.
Rdiably measuring the impact of Job Corps for digible gpplicants with these experiences presents a
formidable chalenge. Moreover, asal subsequent program experiences and achievements are
dependent upon enrollment in the program, it is critical to obtain rdliable estimates of the impacts for
enrolleesin order to estimate impacts for the other four categories of program experiences.

The underlying experimenta design of the evauation provides reliable estimates of the overdl impact
of Job Corps, aswell asthe impacts for subgroups of digible gpplicants that can, for dl practical
purposes, be identified prior to random assignment.** However, rdiable esimation of the impacts of
Job Corps for subgroups of digible applicants that can not redigticaly be identified before
randomization, such as those defined in terms of their subsequent program experiences, is complicated
by two factors.

1. The inability to determine the specific control group members who would have program

experiencesthat are identical to the experiences of applicants who are offered the
opportunity to participate in Job Corps.

2. The individuas who choose to have aparticular set of program experiences are those
most likely to benefit from these experiences.

This second complicating factor is often referred to as the selection problem.

3 For example, because the residential and nonresidential components of Job Corps serve applicants with quite
distinctive characteristics, it was possible to reliably determine the applicants who would attend Job Corps as a
residential or nonresidential student prior to randomization. This ability permits the estimation of impacts for these
two program components using comparisons across program and control groups for those most likely to enroll ina
residential slot and those most likely to enroll in anonresidential slot.

D-3



As aconsequence of these two complicating factors the estimation of program impacts for the
subgroups of digible goplicants identified above must rely on one or more assumptions regarding either
the outcomes for program group members who do not have specific programmetic experiences or the
behaviord processes that jointly determine program experiences and subsequent outcomes. For
example, the estimation of impacts for Job Corps enrollees can be derived by assuming the program has
no impact on the outcomes of digible gpplicants who do not enrall in the program or by assuming the
decision making process for eligible gpplicants who decide to enrall in the program can berdigbly
summarized by agatisticd modd that depends on both individual and program characteristics. The
former assumption iswiddy used and generally accepted because of the intuitive gpped of the premise
underlying this assumption.™* Alternatively, the estimation of program impacts for the subset of
gpplicants who enroll can aso be derived by adopting a specific satistical modd summarizing the
factorsthat systematicaly determine which gpplicants enroll and which gpplicants do not.

Whileinvoking an assumption about the outcomes for non-enrollees has an intuitive goped, invoking
amilar assumptions about the outcomes or impacts of the program on other subgroups with specific
program experiencesis much less credible. For example, whileit is credible to assume the program has
no impact on gpplicants who do not enrall, it is difficult to extend this assumption for gpplicants who
enroll but stay in the program for lessthan 30 days. Because of the lack of credible assumptions, the
estimation of digtinct impacts for the other identified subgroups will rely soldy on the specification of a

datistica model and a set of assumptions that permit the identification of the variaion in impacts across

¥ This assumption underlies the estimated impacts per participant of Job Corps over 30 months as reported in
Schochet, Burghardt, and Glazerman (2000).
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subgroups of igible goplicants that are distinguished by participation in oecific vocationd training
aress, vocational completion, GED atainment, and different lengths of stay.

There are awide variety of gatistica models and methods available to estimate the impact of
different program experiences. One of the key distinguishing aspects of these gpproaches involves
which of the two complicating factors described above the method attempts to overcome. For
example, the lack of information regarding which control group members would have a specific program
experience is anaogous to a tandard missing data problem and one approach to estimate impacts for
these subgroupsis to use missing datatechniques. Alternatively, alarge body of research has
developed to overcome the selection problem by adopting a specific Satisticd mode and invoking the
assumptions needed to isolate the effects of the characteristics—oth measured and unmeasured—of
individuals who choose to have a particular set of program experiences from the effects of these
experiences on outcomes. These latter gpproaches include instrumenta variable methods and the
selection correction models devel oped by Heckman and Lee.

Although under certain circumstances each of these gpproaches provides an estimate of the
program impact for subgroups based on their program experiences, the specific impact being estimated
differs across these various approaches. The missing data gpproach, in principa, compares the
outcomes of gpplicants with specific program experiences with the subgroup of control group members
who would have had those same experiencesif they had been offered the opportunity to participate in
the program. Hence, this gpproach provides an estimate of the average impact of the specific program

experience for the individuals who, under the current program, choose to have these experiences™ The

' This approach is anal ogous to the method used to estimate the impact of the residential and non-residential
components of the program that are reported in Schochet, Burghardt, and Glazerman (2000).
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insrumentd variable agpproach yieds adightly different impact estimate for program experiences.
Specificaly, this gpproach provides an estimate of the impact of the program experience for those
students who came very close to having the experience but did not and, as such, is often referred to as a
locd areatreatment effect. For example, an instrumentd variable estimate of the impact of achieving a
GED in Job Corps provides an estimate of the impact for students who were very close to obtaining a
GED before leaving the program. Findly, the sample selection modds provide yet another variant of
the impact of program experiences. This gpproach provides an estimate of the impact of a Specific
program experience for an average digible gpplicant to Job Corps.

While each of these dternative impact etimates is relevant to the Job Corps program and policy
makers, efforts here are focused on estimating the impacts of program experiences using themissing data
goproach. This focus has the key advantage of providing impact estimates that are consstent with the
impactsfor theresidential and nonresidentia components of the program reported in Schochet, Burghardt,
and Glazerman (2000) and the estimated impacts for center characteristics reported in Burghardt (2000).

To illugrate this gpproach consder a smple regresson modd relaing an outcome (Y) to a specific
program experience (E):
Y=a ET+b E'C+C [I-E] T+d [1-E] C,
where T represents digible gpplicants assgned to the program group and C represents the digible
gpplicants assigned to the control group. The impact of program experience E among those applicants
who would have this experienceis given by the quantity (a-b) and the impact of the program for those
who would not have this experience is given by the quantity (c-d). However, this equation can not be

esimated because it isinfeasible to precisely determine which control group members would have had
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this program experience (i.e,, E is unobserved), which is analogous to amissing data problem for this
regresson model.

Estimates of the quantities represented by a, b, ¢, and d can be obtained by replacing the missing
data by aconsistent estimate. In this case, E  is replaced with the estimated probability each control
group member would have had the specific program experience if they had been offered the opportunity
to participate in the program. Specifically, the linear regresson model can be rewritten as

Y=a EET+b Pr(E) C+c [L-E] T+d [1-Pr(E)] C,
where Pr(E") represents a consistent estimate of the probability a control group member would have
program experience E if offered the opportunity to participate in the program. Generdized variants of
thissmple regresson modd are used to estimate the impact of different program experiences. In
addition, a sraightforward extension of these regresson models incorporates characteristics of
individuals at the time they applied to Job Corps.

To estimate the impacts of different program experiences, we use the results from the models
described in Appendix B for Pr(E’). Specificaly, to estimate the impact for program enrollees we
replace Pr(E) with the predicted probability derived from the mode represerted by Pr(e| X, O, A).
Similarly, when estimating the impacts for other program experiences we replace Pr(E’) with an

appropriate predicted probability.
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B. APPROACH TO ASSESS SPECIFICATION OF STATISTICAL MODELS

Therdiability of the estimated impactsfor different program experiences usng missing datatechniques
hinge criticdly onthe availability of congstent estimates of any missing datadements and the ability of these
estimates to distinguish between those who would have a program experience and those who would not
based on observable characteristics. As such, the models used to derive the estimates of the likelihood
eligible applicants would have different program experiences need to be subject to specification checks.
Thisis particularly true for the modds distinguishing between digible goplicants who enrall in the program
and thosewho do not enroll asal subsequent estimates of the different program experiences depend onthis
modd.

The statisticd models for enrollment in Job Corps will be subject to two specification checks. As
noted above, an intuitively gppeding estimate of the impact of Job Corps for those who enroll can be
obtained by assuming the program has no impact on those who choose not to enroll. If correct, this
assumption provides a benchmark impact estimate that can be compared to the estimated impacts for
enrollees derived from applying missing data techniques. In addition, building on the foundation of
selection correction models, if this assumption holds then a sdection corrected regresson modd relaing
outcomesto the characterigtics of al control group members and program group members who do not
enrall in Job Corps should be unrelated to an individud’ s program group status.

Idedlly, smilar assessments of the mode pecifications summarizing the other program experiences
would dso be examined. However, it isinfeasible to develop smilar benchmark estimates of impacts
for these program experiences by imposing credible assumptions regarding the outcomes of program
group members who do not have a specific program experience. For example, it isimpractica to

assume that the program did not have any impact on the program group members who did not complete
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a Job Corps vocation. Hence, our specification checks will be limited to the modd summarizing

program enrollment.

C. PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Priminary estimates of the impact of enrollment in Job Corps on average weekly earnings were
derived by using the parameter estimates obtained from gpplying weighted maximum likdihood
estimation methods to the logistic specification reported in Appendix B in conjunction with the basdine
characteristics of control group members and the characterigtics of their associated OA
agency/counsglor. The combination of the parameter estimates and the characteristics were used to
congruct avauefor Pr(e| X, O, A) that was used in the Smple linear regression model described
above where the dependent variable () isthe average earnings of individudsin the 10" quarter
falowing random assignment as reported in the 30-month interview. In addition to the program group
indicator variable, control group indicator variable, arrival indicator variable for the program group, and
the estimated vaue of Pr(e | X, O, A) for the control group, the estimated version of the linear
regresson included alarge number of individua characteristics measured at basdline, including age, sex,
race, Job Corps region and population dengity of residence at time of application, educationd
atainment, employment and education, marital status, presence of children, welfare receipt, arrest
experiences, drug use, and likely residentid gatus.

We edtimated two specifications of the linear regresson modd. The first specification imposed the
assumption that Job Corps had no impact on the earnings of program group members who did not
enroll in the program by constraining the parameters ¢ and d to be equal. The second specification did

not impose thisredtriction. Table D-1 presents the estimated impacts from these two specifications,
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aong with the estimated impacts for participants reported in Schochet, Burghardt and Glazerman
(2000) overdl for each of the three age groups. Specificaly, the second column in the table presents
the estimated impacts derived by taking the difference between the mean average earnings per week in
the 10" quarter after random assignment for the program and control group and dividing this by the
percentage of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. The third column presentsthe
corresponding estimate of thisimpact from the regresson mode (i.e., the quantity a - b) replacing E'
with the predicted Pr(e | X, O, A) for dl control group members, imposing the redtrictionthat ¢ - d = 0.
The fourth column presents the and ogous estimates of the impact of Job Corps on participants without
this assumption and the fifth column presents the estimated impact of Job Corps for nonenrollees.

The preliminary results presented in Table D-1 provide mixed evidence regarding the reliability of
our mode-based gpproach to estimating impacts of Job Corps for gpplicants who have different
program experiences. The impact estimates derived from our model based gpproach that imposes the
same assumption used to derive the estimates in the second column are very close to the non-model
based estimates overdl, as well asfor each age subgroup. However, reaxing this assumption yields
quite different results compared to the gpproaches that impose this intuitively gppealing assumption,
paticularly overdl and for the 18-19 year old group. For example, the large increase in the estimated
impact per participant for the 18-19 year old group and the large negative estimates of the “impact” for
nonparticipants overd| and for the 18-19 year old group raise questions about the reliability of the
model based approach.

Exhibit D-1

Comparison of Estimated Impacts on Average Earnings per Week in 10" Quarter Following
Random Assgnment for Job Cor ps Participants
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Applicant Group | Estimated Impact | Modd Estimated | Moded Estimated | Modd Estimated
Per Participant Impact for Impact for Impact for
Reportedin Participants Participants Nonenrollees
Schochet et d Asuming zero | Without imposing
(2000) impact on zero impact
nonenrollees assumption
All $17.70 $19.97 $ 25.60 -$20.02
16-17 yearsold
at application $26.00 $2257 $20.03 $12.24
18-19yearsold
at application -$2.40 $5.29 $16.43 -$31.04
20-24 yearsold
at application $26.20 $29.29 $30.10 -$213

The preliminary findings presented in Table D-1 provide one type of specification check for our

model based gpproach to estimating impact estimates for gpplicants with different program experiences.

In addition, we aso examined a specification check that is based on the conceptua framework

underlying selection correction modds. Specifically, we regressed average earnings per week during

the 10" quarter after application on an indicator variable for program group members who did not enroll

in the program, the same set of covariates described above, and the conditional mean sample selection

adjustment factor for program group nonparticipants usng a sample of al control group members and

program group members who did not enroll in Job Corps. Under the conditions that our mode

adequately accounts for the difference in nonparticipants and arandom subset of dl eigible gpplicants,

the earnings of the nonparticipant program group members should not be sgnificantly different from the

earnings of dl control group members. Although not reported here, preiminary results from this

specification check aso provide mixed evidence regarding the rdliability of our statistical models. The

indicator varigble for program group nonparticipants was satisticaly insgnificant overal and for both
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the 16-17 and 18-19 year old subgroups. In contrast, the preliminary results suggest that the program
group nonparticipants in the 20-24 year old range a gpplication are Sgnificantly different from dl
control group members with the selection correction adjustment. Unfortunately, the model thet appears
best from our first specification check appears to be the most questionable under our second
specification check.

As dl subsequent modd-based estimates of the impacts of different program experiences depend
on the rdiability of the modds summarizing enrollment in Job Corp, the mixed results from our
gpecification checks suggest caution should be exercised in estimating and reporting the results for other

program experiences. Hence, no additiond results were available to report at thistime.

D. ESTIMATION OF IMPACTS OF PROGRAM EXPERIENCES AT 48 MONTHS
AFTER APPLICATION

The preliminary results described above are based on survey information collected at 30 months
after random assgnment. While this time frame provides sufficient time for the program group to enroll
in Job Corps, it does not necessarily provide ample time to measure the post-program experiences of
participants who have specific program experiences. For example, the post- program experiences of
participants who are enrolled in Job Corps at least 270 days are obvioudy more limited than those who
do not enroll or are enralled for lessthan 30 days. As suggested by the mixed evidence reported
above, alonger post-program period is needed to adequately assess our model based specifications.

We will more fully examine our modd based specifications and, if this assessment suggests these
models are gppropriate, we will estimate the impact of the program experiences listed above using

information up through 48 months after gpplication. Specificaly, we will assess the specification of our
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models summarizing enrollment using both of the checks described above in Section D.2 using
information from the longer post-program period. If we judge these modelsto be rdiable, we will
estimate the impact of participation in vocationa program areas, completion of a vocation, attainment of

aGED, and different lengths of stay in the program using the empiricd methods described above.
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