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	The CrossRoads Program targeted its efforts on removing clients' barriers to employment and on improving clients' employment-related skills, based on the idea that barrier-removal and skill-acquisition provide the best path to eventual self-sufficiency.  All clients received some form of training�-from life skills, to general education, to trade certification.  The basic skills level and other client characteristics affecting employability generally improved while clients were participating in the CrossRoads Program.  Clients' impediments to employment generally decreased.  Somewhat less than one-half (41%) of the clients obtained some type of employment during the time of the program, and by the logic of the CrossRoads Program the general improvement in clients' skills and removal of employment barriers should enhance greatly the long-term prospects for clients' self-sufficiency.
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	The CrossRoads project was a multi-agency project designed to increase the self-sufficiency of the least employable segment of the welfare-dependent population.  The two primary agencies (or "partners") involved in the project were the local community action agency, Central Oregon Community Action Agency Network (COCAAN), and the state welfare agency, the Adult and Family Services (AFS) Division of the Oregon Department of Human Resources.  Nine other agencies also were involved in the project as participating partners.  The project was located in the Deschutes, Crook, and Jefferson Counties of Oregon.  CrossRoads was a demonstration partnership program partially funded through a grant from the United States Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Community Services, Demonstration Partnership Program.


	 The program's purpose was to develop a case management approach that would help long-term welfare recipients become employed and self-sufficient.  The program's title, "CrossRoads," was derived from the phrase, "choosing roads of self-sufficiency."  The primary mechanisms for achieving this goal were intensive individualized case management, basic education, job training, job development, and supportive services.  The CrossRoads project began September 29, 1988, and continued until December 29, 1990.  During that time a total of 129 clients were enrolled in the CrossRoads Program, beginning in January 1989.


	A program evaluation component was built into the CrossRoads project.  The federal grant required that an outside evaluator do the evaluation, and that the grant recipient submit 1) an impact (summative) evaluation report and 2) a process (formative) evaluation report after termination of the project.  As part of the design to carry out this evaluation, participants for the CrossRoads Program were randomly selected from a list of welfare recipients eligible for the program.  The eligible welfare recipients who were not selected for CrossRoads were, according to the program design, to constitute a comparison (control) group for doing the impact evaluation.  To obtain information for the process evaluation, the evaluator conducted numerous interviews of personnel involved in the project.
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	The CrossRoads Program implemented an approach to achieving client self-sufficiency based on the idea that for long-term welfare clients having serious impediments to employment, self-sufficiency cannot realistically be achieved by immediately getting a client a job and achieving self-sufficiency.  Rather, for clients having serious impediments to employment, those impediments need to be dealt with first.  Figure 1 depicts this impact model, which is the logic underlying the CrossRoads Program.  As Figure 1 illustrates, the impediments that the CrossRoads Program targeted on were 1) barriers to employment�-such as drug and alcohol dependency problems, lack of child care, lack of transportation, etc.�-and 2) and lack of skills necessary for employment.  According to the CrossRoads Program's impact model, by helping clients to remove such barriers and to increase employment skills clients could eventually achieve steady employment, and then eventually achieve self-sufficiency.  Based on this impact model, the CrossRoads Program targeted its efforts, implemented through an intensive case-management approach, on removing a variety of clients' barriers to employment, and on improving a variety of employment-related skills.
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Figure �seq Figure  \* Arabic�1�:  CrossRoads Program Impact Model
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	An assessment tool was used in the CrossRoads Program for identifying clients' employment weaknesses and strengths in order to aid in case management and counselling, and for purposes of measuring clients' progress towards self-sufficiency.�  This assessment tool was referred to as the Employability Assessment Profile (EAP), and was administered by the case manager, in cooperation with the client, at the beginning of treatment in the CrossRoads Program, and at times thereafter.  A copy of the basic form for administering the assessment, and for generating a score on the Employability Assessment Scale, appears in Appendix D.  As can be seen from the form, the EAP instrument covered a wide range of employment barriers and strengths, including language difficulties, health limitations, legal barriers, motivation, work experience, child care, transportation, and other needs.  Within the CrossRoads Program, this instrument served as a focus for the case managers when counselling clients and when developing client treatment plans.  Clients who were not initially selected into the CrossRoads Program were administered the first EAP measurement by an AFS worker.  For purposes of this evaluation, the EAP instrument generated the most important information for examining the impact of the program.
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	The original design of the CrossRoads Program incorporated an experimental, randomized pretest-posttest control group evaluation design.  During the early period of the CrossRoads Program the original randomized design was implemented as described in Appendix B, and as additional program participants were needed they were randomly drawn from the control group as described in Appendix C.  Appendix A describes the differences in services (treatment) provided to the program participants and to the control group participants.


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�1�:  Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups:  Mean Basic Skills Tests Prior To Program Entry, and Mean Number High and Low Employment Readiness Scores, at Time of First EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ���ADVANCE \D 7.20�Measure�
Treatment


(N=52�58)1�
Control


(N=29�30)1�
P-value2


(2-tail)�
�
Basis Reading Test�
229�
232�
.29�
�
Basis Math Test�
216�
219�
.27�
�
Total EAP Highs�
19.6�
19.5�
.9�
�
Total EAP Lows�
9.7�
7.8�
.13�
�
  1Number of cases (N) varies slightly because of missing data.


  2P-value is the two-tail probability value for t-test of difference in treatment group and control group means, equal variances assumption.�
�
	Table 1 compares the treatment and control groups at the time of each client's first EAP measurement, which was conducted usually during the client's first meeting with the CrossRoads case manager.  The table compares the means for the treatment and control groups on the Basic Adult Skills Inventory System (BASIS) tests, which were basic skills tests used to establish eligibility for the CrossRoads Program.�  Table 1 also compares the treatment and control groups on the mean total number of high scores and the mean total number of low scores they received on the first EAP.  As the results reveal, the differences between the treatment and control groups' means are very small and are not statistically significant, consistent with the random assignment of eligibles to the treatment and control groups, as described in Appendix B.


	Table 1, combined with information on how to interpret the BASIS test scores, can provide some understanding of the level of functional skills possessed by CrossRoads clients.  BASIS scores results are interpretable as follows:


	?	above 241:	pre-vocational, may qualify for vocational training programs


	?	236 to 241:	may pass GED with some preparation, functioning at secondary level


	?	231 to 235:	employable for some minimal wage jobs, pre-GED


	?	216 to 230:	nearly employable, functioning below junior high level


	?	below 216:	pre-employable, functioning below fifth grade level


The overall mean reading score of 231 is just barely in the category for employability for some minimal wage jobs.  A total of 43% and 38% of all clients scored in the nearly-employable category based on the reading and math scores, respectively, and an additional 8% and 48%, respectively, scored in the pre-employable categories.  In short, these test results show that these clients constituted a client population with low skills and poor initial prospects for employment.


	Unfortunately, after the program had operated a number of months it became necessary to abandon the original randomized design due to lack of enough eligible clients.  This problem, and the decision to abandon the randomized control group design rather than to withhold services from clients, is described in the companion evaluation report, Process Evaluation Report:  CrossRoads Program.  The result was that all available eligible clients were admitted into the CrossRoads Program, since there were not enough eligibles for both a treatment group and a control group, and consequently the control group disappeared.  The impact evaluation cannot therefore focus on comparing the treatment group to the control group, but instead will focus primarily on examining the progress of the program participants while they were in the CrossRoads Program.
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	As Table 1 already demonstrated, satisfactory random assignment of eligible clients to treatment and control groups was initially achieved.  However, a closer look at some of the individual components in the first EAP measurement reveals some findings of potential programmatic significance.  Table 2 compares the treatment and control groups at the time of the first EAP measurement on selected motivation, skill, and employability characteristics.  The program participants appear substantially, and statistically significantly, higher in terms of wanting to work (81% versus 55%), in terms of presenting a good appearance (52% versus 24%), and in terms of having a telephone (71% versus 48%).�  A higher percentage of participants (40% versus 28%) appear to believe that they will succeed.  Taken at face value, Table 1 makes the treatment group appear further on the road to self-sufficiency than the control group.


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�2�:  Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups:  Percent Having Selected Motivation, Skill, and Employability Characteristics, at Time of First EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ���ADVANCE \D 7.20�Measure


�
Treatment


(N=50�52)1


�
Control


(N=28�30)1


�
P-value2


(1-tail)


�
�
Work Ethic:  wants work


�
81%


�
55%


�
<.01


�
�
Self-Concept:  will succeed


�
40%


�
28%


�
.14


�
�
Dress/Appearance:  good


�
52%


�
24%


�
<.01


�
�
Job-Hunting Skills:  good


�
15%


�
18%


�
--


�
�
Transportation:  reliable


�
51%


�
43%


�
.24


�
�
Telephone:  has phone


�
71%


�
48%


�
.02


�
�
Child Care:  no problem


�
80%


�
79%


�
.46


�
�
  1Number of cases (N) varies slightly because of missing data.


  2P-value is the one-tail probability value for test (normal distribution) of difference in treatment group and control group proportions.


�
�
	What is noteworthy about these results is that they are based on the first EAP measurement, which for program participants occurred usually during the first meeting with the case managers, and before the participant had received any services from the program.  Therefore, the differences between treatment and control groups in Table 2 cannot reflect a true program effect, nor can they plausibly result from initial group differences, since Table 1 convincingly demonstrates the effectiveness of the random assignment.  The Table 2 differences must therefore result from measurement differences�-the way the CrossRoads participants were measured by the CrossRoads case managers using the EAP instrument, compared to the way the control group members were measured by the AFS personnel using the EAP instrument.  It appears that state welfare personnel using the EAP instrument tended to rate clients lower on some of these employability characteristics�-amazingly enough, even a factual characteristic like having a phone at home�-than did the CrossRoads case managers.


	A tendency for the welfare-agency (AFS) personnel to make more negative assessments of clients when using an assessment instrument like the EAP could result from different factors, such as:�


	?	The CrossRoads and the AFS personnel had different relationships with the clients.  The CrossRoads case managers were more oriented towards making improvements, whereas the AFS employment specialists were more oriented towards obtaining employment for the client and processing necessary forms.





	?	AFS workers faced more time pressures than CrossRoads case managers, both to process forms and to administer the EAP quickly.





	?	CrossRoads case managers worked more with the clients in going through the EAP assessment process, as opposed to the worker filling out the form on his or her own without the client's involvement.





	?	AFS employment specialists had access to the complete file on the client's welfare dependency, which presents a negative view of the client, whereas CrossRoads case managers did not have that complete information.


	Whatever the exact reasons for these assessment differences, these differences present possible implications for both the design and the evaluation of self-sufficiency programs.  Given the apparently more negative perception of clients by welfare-agency workers, self-sufficiency programs aimed at improving such clients might work better if implemented using other personnel not having such negative perceptions; however, the data from this evaluation cannot investigate whether that implication about program effectiveness is warranted.  The implication for program evaluation is that to minimize "instrumentation" effects,� and their consequent threats to the internal validity of the evaluation, personnel from different agencies should not administer different applications of an assessment instrument like the EAP, as was done for some clients in this study.  More rigorous training on the application of the assessment instrument might reduce, however, such instrumentation effects.
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�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�3�:  Success in Obtaining Employment, at Time of Last EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ��Type of


Employment�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�Percent�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�Number�
�
Full-Time�
25%�
23�
�
Part-Time�
7%�
6�
�
Subsidized�
8%�
7�
�
Volunteer�
1%�
1�
�
None�
59%�
55�
�
Total�
100%�
92�
�
	Table 3 shows the success in obtaining employment, over the course of the CrossRoads Program, of all participants in the program.  One-quarter (25%) did obtain full-time employment, and about one-sixth (16%) obtained part-time or other employment.  Over one-half (59%) did not obtain any type of employment during the course of the CrossRoads Program.  In interpreting these results it is necessary to keep in mind the low level of initial functioning and employability of the CrossRoads Program clients, as evidenced by the first EAP score results reported earlier.  Also, in interpreting these results it is necessary to keep in mind that the CrossRoads Program was not oriented towards the goal of immediate employment�-in contrast to orientations more likely found in welfare agencies�-but rather towards removing clients' barriers and improving clients' skills that, over the long term, could lead towards self-sufficiency.  Thus, a client who did not obtain a job during the CrossRoads Program, but did make progress in removing barriers and developing skills, could be considered a success from the point of view of program goals.


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�4�:  Success in Obtaining Employment, Comparison of CrossRoads Clients Originally Selected as CrossRoads Participants with CrossRoads Clients Originally Selected for the Control Group


�PRIVATE ���ADVANCE \D 7.20�Original Group�
Percent Obtaining Employment�
�
Treatment Group�
55%1�
�
Control Group�
13%1�
�
Overall�
41%�
�
  1P-value for differences <.01.�
�
	Table 4 displays the success in obtaining some type of employment for those clients originally selected into the CrossRoads Program, compared to those originally assigned to the control  group and then later selected into the CrossRoads Program.  Those clients originally in the treatment group show a remarkably higher success rate (55% versus 13%) than those originally in the control group.  This difference may partly represent a treatment effect, since those clients originally selected for the treatment group had longer exposure to the program.  However, the difference undoubtedly reflects as well, and perhaps entirely, attrition out of the original control group, before those in that group were selected into the treatment group.  Some of that attrition resulted from placement in jobs while control group clients were being served by AFS, resulting in a remaining control group composed of those clients who were harder to place.  Some of the attrition resulted because some clients took the BASIS test to establish eligibility in hopes of participation in the CrossRoads Program, but then simply dropped out when they were not immediately selected into CrossRoads; this seems to indicate the desirability of quick induction of clients into a self-sufficiency program immediately after establishment of eligibility.
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	This section presents the primary information on the improvement in clients' employability while they were in the CrossRoads Program.  The information used is mainly information obtained on the first EAP measurement for each client, and the last EAP measurement for each client.  Because the first EAP assessments were conducted by personnel from two different agencies, a potential threat to internal validity of instrumentation exists, as discussed earlier.  However, careful checks at each stage in the following analyses�-as indicated below in the text and in footnotes�-found that the potential threat did not jeopardize these analyses.


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�5�:  Changes in CrossRoads Clients' Overall EAP Scores, First EAP Measurement to Last EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ���
�
High


Scores


�
Medium


Scores


�
Low


Scores


�
�
Mean Total Number of Scores


�
First EAP


�
19.0


�
10.4


�
8.8


�
�
�
Last EAP


�
23.2


�
9.2


�
5.8


�
�
�
P-value1


�
<.01


�
.04


�
<.01


�
�
Change in Number of Scores


�
Increase


�
63%


�
39%


�
15%


�
�
�
No Change


�
15%


�
16%


�
20%


�
�
�
Decrease


�
23%


�
45%


�
65%


�
�
  1P-value is the two-tail probability value for paired-sample t-test of difference in first EAP mean and last EAP mean.


�
�
�


Figure �seq Figure  \* Arabic�2�:  Changes in Participants' EAP Scores


	Table 5 presents summary information on the changes in clients' EAP measurements while they were in the CrossRoads Program.  The mean number of high EAP scores increased from 19.0 to 23.2, and the mean number of low EAP scores decreased from 8.8 to 5.8; both of these changes were highly statistically significant.  Because of the potential threat to internal validity of instrumentation discussed earlier, these analyses were repeated using only those clients originally selected for the treatment group and therefore measured using the EAP instrument administered only by CrossRoads case managers.  Repeating these analyses found the same pattern of results:  CrossRoads clients' overall employability as measured by the EAP assessment increased over the course of the CrossRoads Program.  Figure 2 graphically presents this findings, and clearly shows that the trend from the first EAP to the last EAP was for the number of low scores to decrease, and for the number of high scores to increase.


	Table 5 also shows that for sixty-three percent of the clients the total number of high scores they received increased between the first and last EAP, and for sixty-five percent the total number of low scores decreased.  Only twenty-three percent had a decrease in the number of high scores, and only fifteen percent had an increase in the number of low scores.  Fifteen percent and twenty percent showed no change in high and low scores, respectively.  In short, the employability, as measured by the EAP, of about two-thirds of the clients increased while they were in the program, and the others were split about equally between staying the same and decreasing.


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�6�:  Changes in CrossRoads Clients' Selected Motivation, Skill, and Employability Characteristics, First EAP Measurement to Last EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ��Measure�
First EAP�
Last EAP�
P-value1�
�
Work Ethic:  wants work�
71%�
70%�
--�
�
Self-Concept:  will succeed�
35%�
59%�
<.01�
�
Dress/Appearance:  good�
42%�
68%�
<.01�
�
Job-Hunting Skills:  good�
14%�
50%�
<.01�
�
Transportation:  reliable�
50%�
68%�
.01�
�
Telephone:  has phone�
60%�
74%�
.03�
�
Family Environment:  stable�
57%�
70%�
.04�
�
Child Care:  no problem�
82%�
89%�
.11�
�
  1P-value is the one-tail probability value for test (normal distribution) of difference in first EAP and last EAP proportions.�
�
	Table 6 and Figure 3 present more specific information on changes in individual EAP items while clients were in the CrossRoads Program.  Specifically, Table 6 and Figure 3 present information on clients' motivation, skills, and other employability characteristics.�  In order to guard against the potential threat to validity of instrumentation discussed above, these analyses were repeated for only those clients originally selected into the treatment group, and essentially the same findings resulted as shown in Table 6 and Figure 3.�  The percentage of clients who believe they will succeed, who have a good appearance, and who have good job-hunting skills increased between twenty-four and thirty-six percent.  The increase in clients' beliefs that they would succeed is especially noteworthy in light of the view of COCAAN managers that perhaps the most important impact of the CrossRoads Program was to help change clients' attitudes towards greater belief in their own capabilities.  Prerequisites to employment such as reliable transportation, having a telephone, having a stable and supportive family situation, and having adequate child care also increased.  Clients' overall desire to work did not improve, however, perhaps partly because over two-thirds of the clients already wanted to work at the beginning of the program.





�


Figure �seq Figure  \* Arabic�3�:  Changes in Participants' Employability


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�7�:  Changes in CrossRoads Clients' Basic Skills, First EAP Measurement to Last EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ��Measure�
First EAP�
Last EAP�
P-value1�
�
Reading:  reads�
71%�
78%�
.16�
�
Speaking:  fluent�
80%�
88%�
.08�
�
Writing:  correct grammar�
54%�
65%�
.08�
�
Understanding:  clear�
74%�
83%�
.08�
�
Earning Potential:  > welfare�
22%�
30%�
.13�
�
  1P-value is the one-tail probability value for test (normal distribution) of difference in first EAP and last EAP proportions.�
�



�


Figure �seq Figure  \* Arabic�4�:  Changes in Participants' Basic Skills


	Table 7 and Figure 4 present information on the improvement of clients' basic skills while they were in the CrossRoads Program.�  The percentage of clients who could read, speak fluently, write using correct grammar and spelling, and could understand clearly all increased, with increases ranging from nine to eleven percent.  The percentage of clients judged capable of having employment earnings exceeding the amount of their welfare grant also increased, although over two-thirds (70%) still were below that capability.  In short, these results show modest improvement across clients' basic skills levels.





�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�8�:  Percentage of CrossRoads Clients' Getting Better or Worse on Basic Skills and on Selected Motivation, Skill, and Employability Characteristics, First EAP Measurement to Last EAP Measurement


�PRIVATE ��Measure�
Better�
No Change�
Worse�
�
Work Ethic:  wants work�
14%�
78%�
8%�
�
Self-Concept:  will succeed�
42%�
49%�
9%�
�
Dress/Appearance:  good�
36%�
58%�
6%�
�
Job-Hunting Skills:  good�
41%�
53%�
5%�
�
Transportation:  reliable�
30%�
60%�
10%�
�
Telephone:  has phone�
27%�
62%�
12%�
�
Family Environment:  stable�
27%�
61%�
13%�
�
Child Care:  no problem�
29%�
63%�
8%�
�
Reading:  reads�
10%�
86%�
4%�
�
Speaking:  fluent�
9%�
89%�
1%�
�
Writing:  correct grammar�
19%�
74%�
6%�
�
Understanding:  clear�
16%�
77%�
8%�
�
Earning Potential: > welfare�
30%�
56%�
14%�
�
	Table 8 presents the information on clients' changes while in the CrossRoads Program in a somewhat different way than do Tables 6 and 7.  Table 8 shows, for each of the measures in Tables 6 and 7, the percentage of the clients who got better, did not change, or got worse, according to the recorded EAP results.  Almost one-half (42%) of the clients manifest an improvement in their self-concept, with greater belief that they can succeed.  This result again substantiates the belief of CrossRoads personnel that one of the most important impacts of the CrossRoads Program was to help change clients' attitudes towards greater belief in their own capabilities.  In contrast, work ethic again appears to be relatively stable: for about four-fifths (78%) of the clients, their desire to work did not change.  Other characteristics which showed improvement for over one-quarter of the clients include appearance, job-hunting skills, transportation, telephone availability, family environment, child care availability, and earning potential.


	The preceding results (Tables 5-8) show consistent improvement in clients' employability characteristics while clients were in the CrossRoads Program.  This provides substantial evidence of a positive program effect on removing employment barriers and developing skills, leading eventually by the logic of the CrossRoads Program impact model to employment and client self-sufficiency.  However, these generally positive results hide a potential problem in operating a self-sufficiency program like CrossRoads:  the type of clients who tend to stay in the program the longest are not necessarily those most motivated or most ready to become self-sufficient.	


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�9�:  Relationship of Time Spent in CrossRoads Program to Clients' Work Ethic and Clients' Self-Concept


�PRIVATE ���
�
Mean No.


Days


�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�P-value1


�
�
�
First EAP


�
�
�
�



WORK


�
  Wants to Work (N=51)


  Doesn't Want to Work (N=21)


�
328


426


�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�.01


�
�
ETHIC


�
Last EAP


�
�
�
�
�
  Wants to Work (N=51)


  Doesn't Want to Work (N=22)


�
325


437


�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�.01


�
�
�
First EAP


�
�
�
�



SELF


�
  Believes Will Succeed (N=26)


  Doesn't Believe Will Succeed (N=46)


�
313


382


�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�.07


�
�
CONCEPT


�
Last EAP


�
�
�
�
�
  Believes Will Succeed (N=45)


  Doesn't Believe Will Succeed (N=28)


�
335


397


�
�ADVANCE \D 7.20�.12


�
�
  1P-value is the two-tail probability value for t-test of difference in mean number of days for the two groups.


�
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Table 9 provides evidence about this motivational issue.  The findings clearly show that clients who did not want to work, whether measured at the time of their first EAP assessment or their last EAP assessment, spent on average many more days in the CrossRoads Program.  Similarly, the findings show that clients who did not believe that they would succeed, whether measured at the time of their first EAP assessment or their last EAP assessment, spent on average many more days in the CrossRoads Program.  Table 9 therefore points towards a potential problem for such a program to become disproportionately inundated with clients lacking the motivation or the self-confidence to become self-sufficient.


	This finding suggests that the design of self-sufficiency programs like CrossRoads might need to institute limits or incentives to prevent clients less able to benefit from a self-sufficiency program from languishing for extended periods within the program and consuming programmatic resources.  The results in Tables 6 and 8 clearly indicate that little change is likely during the course of the program in clients' desire to work.  Therefore, to the extent that lack of desire to work presents an important barrier to self-sufficiency for clients, keeping those clients for extended periods in a self-sufficiency program like CrossRoads is unlikely to remove that barrier.  On the other hand, Tables 6 and 8 indicate that improvement is likely during the course of the program in clients' self-concept, an improvement that CrossRoads personnel viewed as critical for making progress towards self-sufficiency.  A difficult dilemma about how to run a self-sufficiency program therefore results:  clients' may require considerable time to remove barriers and improve skills before they can become self-sufficient, but at the same time lack of mechanisms to keep clients from staying in the program too long could diminish program effectiveness by over-loading the program with less-motivated clients.  Reflecting this difficulty, CrossRoads personnel reported that they found it difficult to know when it was no longer appropriate to keep a client in the program who was not progressing.


�PRIVATE ��Table �seq Table  \* Arabic�10�:  Educational Training CrossRoads Clients Completed While in CrossRoads Program


�PRIVATE ��Type of Training


�
Percent


�
Number


�
�
Life Skills Class


�
100%


�
92


�
�
GED


�
20%


�
18


�
�
A.A. Degree Studies


�
11%


�
10


�
�
Adult Basic Educ.


�
10%


�
9


�
�
Trade Certificate


�
4%


�
4


�
�
Bus. Ad. Certificate


�
4%


�
4


�
�
Cert. Nurses' Aide


�
2%


�
2


�
�
	The final evidence concerning the improvement of clients' employability while in the CrossRoads Program concerns the educational training the clients received.  From the point of view of the CrossRoads Program's impact model training has great importance, since training can serve both to help clients acquire skills and to remove employment barriers.  Table 10 shows the amount of training received while in the CrossRoads Program.  All clients went through the Life Skills Class, which provided approximately two months of training in basic skills required to participate successfully in the working world, and also worked at eliminating some barriers to employment.  The next most common type of training was some type of general educational training received at the local community college:  Adult Basic Education, GED, or studies towards the Associate of Arts degree.  Of these, the GED training was the most common, and served both to increase basic skills levels and to deal with the employment barrier created by failing to have completed high school.  Four of the clients obtained trade certificates, such as a welder's certification, and another four clients obtained business administration certificates, which involved training for doing general office work using computers and business machines.  Finally, two people finished training for a certified nurse's aide, with the intention of going on to become registered nurses.
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	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�1�. For programs aimed at increasing the employability and eventual self-sufficiency of the least employable welfare-dependent population, avoid if possible using case managers primarily oriented to and experienced in relating to clients as welfare-dependents.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�2�. In order to avoid attrition of clients, potential clients should be inducted into the program immediately after their eligibility for the self-sufficiency program is established.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�3�. Client self-sufficiency programs need to allow for the substantial periods of time that motivated clients may require to make progress towards self-sufficiency.  At the same time, such programs need to institute controls or incentives to prevent clients who are less motivated, are not ready for a self-sufficiency program, or for other reasons are not progressing within the program, from consuming programmatic resources for extended periods.
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	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \*arabic�1�. Creation of Control or Comparison Groups





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Establish criteria for program eligibility that yield a pool of eligibles sufficient for creating both a participant group and a control group.  If replacements for the participant group are to be selected from the control group, allow for resulting attrition of the control group in the original design.





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level2 \*arabic�2�. Consider the possibility of serious attrition problems occurring in the control group due to job placement of control group members.  This may be a serious problem if the control group receives services from an agency primarily providing job placement services.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \*arabic�2�.�seq level2 \h \r0 � Minimize threats to internal validity of instrumentation by using personnel from only one agency to administer client employability assessment instruments during the course of a program, and/or use rigorous training on the application of the instrument to reduce instrumentation effects.





	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \*arabic�3�. Program Characteristics to be Evaluated





		�seq level0 \c \*arabic�2�.�seq level1 \c \*arabic�3�.�seq level2 \*arabic�1�. Since an important implementation issue concerns the method of selecting clients for a self-sufficiency program, evaluations could be designed to assess alternative methods for selecting clients who are most appropriate for self-sufficiency programs.  Methods should include alternative types of assessment instruments, including instruments that would be administered by case managers in cooperation with the client.  Instruments evaluated should include instruments that broadly examine a range of factors affecting clients' employability, including clients' skills levels and barriers to employment.
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	This appendix describes the differences in services that the CrossRoads project intended the treatment group (CrossRoads clients) would receive, compared to the control group (AFS JOBS Program clients).








Specific Differences in Services that the CrossRoads project intended that the Treatment Group would Receive





	Based on the EAP and individual counseling with his or her case managers, the CrossRoads clients developed an individualized service plan (ISP).  The ISP served as the participant's primary case planning document, in which service goals were identified, specific operational objectives associated with each of the identified goals were delineated, and the participant's progress toward reaching these objectives were recorded.  The individualized plan's objective was to help to improve life skills, literacy skills, and employment skills, and thereby remove barriers to employment.  AFS JOBS Program participants did not develop an ISP, but instead had an action plan which defined the number of employer contacts to make.  In the action plan, the employment specialist specified any special JOBS activities or employment referrals the client had to complete.  The action plan also specified any day care and transportation arrangements the client needed to make.





	CrossRoads differed from the AFS JOBS Program in linking the participant to needed services and support through the case manager.  CrossRoads worked more closely with existing services, and had as a central function to serve as a broker for participants and their families preparing for self-sufficiency.  Inter-agency coordination was the primary responsibility of the CrossRoads case manager.  Multi-disciplinary team meetings were intended to allow case managers, counselors, and administrators to work out program inefficiencies and to ensure that the program participants were being served to the best of the program's potential.  The underlying premise was that a participant required the support and expertise of advocates and service providers who could assess needs and resources correctly, and who could monitor the delivery of assistance.  The goal was to maintain interagency communication and coordination among the various program components.  In contrast, the JOBS Program did not coordinate in such a manner with other agencies through interagency meetings.





	CrossRoads case managers were supposed to be encouraged to fully access support and training subsidies available from AFS and other support services for their participants.  The job of the CrossRoads case manager was to ensure that program components and support services were effectively delivered to participants seeking self-sufficiency.  The coordination of the major partnership components was the primary responsibility of the COCAAN case manager.  The case manager facilitated referrals and information sharing across agency lines.  In comparison, the emphasis in the JOBS Program was more on obtaining immediate employment and less on using training for a longer-term approach to self-sufficiency focusing on skill acquisition and barrier removal.





	CrossRoads case managers were to spend more time with their clients due to a smaller caseload and less required paper work than the AFS employment specialists.  CrossRoads case managers were expected to have an average of 25 participants in their caseload.  The caseload size among AFS employment specialists was expected to be higher, with the number varying depending upon the branch and on how cases were counted, but with figures as high as 120 or even higher.  Sometimes the employment specialist reports showed higher caseloads than the 


branch manager reports.  Differences in how to count active caseloads, medical suspension, 


and sanctioned JOB clients apparently caused differences in the actual number of reported clients.





	The JOBS employment specialist had 19 standardized forms that needed to be completed for each client in the JOBS Program.  The CrossRoads Program had only the EAP and ISP forms to be completed, along with general case notes.  However, the CrossRoads case manager became responsible for AFS/JOBS Programs voucher forms necessary to reimburse CrossRoads participants for mileage, child care, educational/skills training, and other expenses.





	All CrossRoads participants were to attend a three hour life-skills class three days a week for about two months.  The goal was to increase participants' basic skills and life skills in order to become more employable.  The JOBS Program did not offer any comparable skill-building classes, although some training occurred for resume writing, interviewing skills, and through special referrals.








Specific Similarities in Services that the CrossRoads project Intended that the Treatment and Control Groups would Receive





	Originally, the CrossRoads manager intended that only the CrossRoads clients would have an EAP completed, but this was modified, as discussed in the process evaluation report, so that both groups were supposed to have an EAP completed.  The control group was supposed to have an EAP completed at 6 month intervals, compared to the treatment group at 3 months intervals.





	Both groups were entitled to the same cash grants and medical benefits through AFDC.  They were also entitled to the same reimbursements for child care, transportation and "other JOBS-related payments".  Potential private and non-profit employers of treatment and control group participants could be reimbursed through "work supplementation", and "on-the-job training" contracts through AFS.  The availability of these reimbursements for both groups depended on the discretion of the JOBS employment specialist or the CrossRoads case managers.





	Like the CrossRoads case manager, the AFS JOBS employment specialists were able to provide reimbursements to clients for mileage, child care, and other expenses to promote job placement.  However, the employment specialists could not reimburse clients for expenses incurred for educational/skills training, unlike the CrossRoads case managers.  In short, AFS workers were more limited in accessing support services, given their constraint in using support payments for job search, placement, and other employment-related expenses.  Also, because of spending limitations and spending priorities, little funding for support payments was available for multi-barrier clients who were not "job-ready", unlike the CrossRoads Program.
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	Applicants scoring 245 or below on both the BASIS reading and mathematics scores became eligible for participation in the CrossRoads project.  Lists of eligibles were made for each of the three counties:  Deschutes County, 55 eligibles; Crook County, 26 eligibles; and Jefferson County, 15 eligibles.  For each of these three counties, a stratified, random assignment procedure was used to assign the eligibles to either the group of CrossRoads participants or to the control group.  To maximize the comparability of the treatment and control groups stratification was done using the clients' level of education and the clients' BASIS scores.





	The assignment procedure worked as follows.  The list of eligibles for each county was stratified into a high and a low education stratum.  Within each stratum, clients were listed in order of their total BASIS scores.�  A sampling fraction for each county was computed by dividing the needed number of CrossRoads participants from that county�-determined by the number of available case managers�-by the number of eligibles in that county.  The rounded reciprocal of the sampling fraction was used as a sampling interval (K) for systematic sampling.  A systematic sample was then drawn from the list using this value of K, beginning with a randomly chosen start point.  When it was necessary to sample additional cases, or to delete cases already sampled, in order to obtain the correct sampling fraction, cases were selected or deleted randomly.  The sampled cases constituted the treatment group, and the other cases constituted the control group.





	The effect of this assignment procedure is to insure a high level of comparability in the initial treatment and control groups in each county, both in the groups' education levels and in their skill levels, as measured by the BASIS test.
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	After the initial selection of CrossRoads project participants from the original lists of eligibles for each county, selection of additional participants was done using a simple random selection method.  This method was used to both 1) select additional project participants from the lists of initial control group members, and 2) select additional project participants from lists of new project eligibles.





	The following procedure was used to select additional project participants from the lists of initial control group members.  A separate list of initial control group members was created for each county.  The names on each list were ordered randomly.  To select new project participants from the lists of initial control group members, the list for that county was chosen, and new participants were selected from the top of the list on down.





	The following procedure was used to select additional project participants from lists of new project eligibles.  There were two variations to the procedure, depending on whether it was desired to combine the new eligibles with the initial eligibles, or to treat the new eligibles separately.  If it was desired to combine the new eligibles with the initial eligibles, then the names of the new eligibles were simply added to the lists of the initial control group members, and the combined lists were used to select new project participants.  If it was desired to treat the new eligibles separately, then the names of the new eligibles constituted new lists for each county.  The list of names on these lists were also ordered randomly.  To select new project participants from these lists of new eligibles, the list for that county was chosen, and new participants were selected from the top of the list on down.





	Lists of names used for selecting additional project participants for each county were maintained as computer spreadsheet files.  Randomizing the order of names was accomplished using a random number function to generate random priority numbers for each case, followed by sorting the list according to the priority numbers.
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EMPLOYABILITY ASSESSMENT SCALE FORM FOLLOWS ON NEXT THREE PAGES.


    �For a discussion of this type of assessment tool see Richard J. Estes, "Assessing the Employability of Disabled Adults", Public Welfare (Spring 1987), pp. 29-47.  The CrossRoads staff obtained from Estes a version of the assessment tool, which originally was designed for disabled adults, that had been modified for use with welfare clients.  They then adapted the instrument slightly to make it appropriate for the CrossRoads client population.


    �To be eligible for the CrossRoads Program, a person had to score 245 or below on both the BASIS reading and the BASIS mathematics tests.


    �Having a telephone was considered an employability factor, since being able to be easily contacted by phone was important for obtaining many jobs.


    �These possible explanations were offered by COCAAN personnel.


    �The term "instrumentation" is used in the research design literature to refer to the threat to validity resulting from differences in measurement methods or instruments.


    �Information on clients' drug and alcohol dependency problems is not reported in any of the tables, because the information obtained about those problems�-especially information obtained in the first EAP�-is suspect.  CrossRoads case managers did attempt to help clients on these problems, and they felt that they were successful in some cases.


    �Although the first EAP percentages were somewhat higher when analyzed for the original treatment group only, the last EAP percentages were also somewhat higher.  The resulting changes in percentages between the first and last EAP measurements were very close to those shown in Table 6 and Figure 3.  The instrumentation problem therefore does not affect the conclusions.


    �As in the prior analyses, in order to guard against the threat to validity of instrumentation discussed earlier the analysis for Table 7 and Figure 4 was repeated using only those clients originally selected into the treatment group.  Although the specific percentages changed somewhat, the overall pattern and conclusions remained the same.


    �Total BASIS scores were computed by simply summing the separate mathematics and reading scores.  For the original 143 CROSSROADS project applicants, the product moment correlation (r) between the separate scores was .52.
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