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Executive Summary

Since 1997, the Chicago Manufacturing Technology Bridge program has successfully
prepared educationaly disadvantaged residents of high-poverty communities for
advanced technology careers and post- secondary technica education. One of the
program’s four Stes, the Ingtituto del Progreso Latino, has had sufficient staff and
resources to operate the program effectively and is therefore amodd for future

implementation. Outcomes for participants a this Ste are as follows:

65% graduetion rate

Mean increase in TABE math scores of 2.2

Mean increase in TABE reading scores of 1.1

85% job placement rate for graduates

95% hedlth care benefits rate for placed graduates

Mean staring hourly wage of $9.46

Mean increase in wage over participants most recent job of $1.48
27% enrollment rate in post- secondary education rate for graduates

Although the Bridge program has been successful overdl in placing its graduatesin
livable wage jobs, it is most successful in placing those with agood work higtory. It has
not been successful in placing those who have been on wefare. Among participants with
prior manufacturing experience, those who have worked in manufacturing for along
period of time and have earned relatively high wages are the most successful. One factor
that seemsto lead to success in post- program employment and enrollment in post-

secondary education, regardless of employment history, is high math scores.

! This project was funded by a grant from the National Science Foundation’s Advanced Technological
Education Program.



1. Introduction

Thisreport presents the findings of an externa evauation of the Chicago Manufacturing
Technology Bridge training program conducted by the Academy for Educationa
Development as part of the Bridge to Advanced Technologica Education project. The
purpose of the project is to develop and evaluate “bridge’ training programs which are
designed to prepare educationaly disadvantaged residents of high-poverty communities
for advanced technology careers and post-secondary technica education. The project is
being carried out by a partnership of universties, community colleges, community
organizations and industry groupsin Chicago and Detroit and is funded by the Nationa
Science Foundation's Advanced Technological Education Program. More information is
available on the project’ s web site at www.ui c.edu/cuppaltechbridge.

This report focuses on the Chicago Manufacturing Technology Bridge program,
which is Chicago pilot for the project. Sinceitsinception in March 1997, the Chicago
MT Bridge program has admitted 256 students, most of whom are poor, minority,
undereducated men with a sporadic employment history. 2 The average family incomeis
$11,777 per year;® 26% of enrollees have been on wefare. Ninety-six percent are either
African American or Hispanic, 36% have a high school diplomaor GED, and 34% were
employed at the Sart of the program. Overdl, the Bridge program has succeeded in
routing these participants into career-track jobs. It has been especialy successful for

participants with a history of stable employment.

2 This evaluation covers thefirst nine cohorts of the Chicago Manufacturing Technology Bridge Program
There have been atotal of 11 cohorts. The two most recent ones, however, began their course in August
1999 and thereis not enough datato analyze their performance in this paper except that one of the cohorts,
which graduated in December 1999, was included in the enrollment count and graduation rate noted above.
3 The average annual income per member of enrollee’ s families is $3,694; the median family sizeisthree
members.



The following section of this eva uation examines the performance of participants
at &l Chicago program sites® The next section focuses on the Ingtituto site because it
was the only Ste with adequate saffing and facilities. The last section draws conclusions
about the performance of the Bridge program and offers recommendations for

improvement.

2. Performance Measures of Bridge Program — All Enrollment Sites Included
The Bridge program has been effective for amgority of the students but has been
epecidly effective for those with ahistory of stable employment. Sixty five percent of
participants completed the program; two-thirds of these graduates were placed in jobs and
329 went on to enroll in post-secondary education.”> On average, program participants
sgnificantly increased their scores on both math and reading TABE tests and received a
ggnificantly higher wage upon placement than they had received in their previous jobs.
Ninety percent of those placed in ajob received hedth coverage. The most successful
participants — those who completed the program and ether were placed in ajob earning
more than they had earned previoudy or enrolled in a post-secondary education program
—were likely to have had a higher wage relative to other Bridge participantsin their
previous job and unlikely to have ever been on wdfare. The Bridge program is most
successful with individuals who have work experience and are thus work-ready, as
opposed to those with limited employment histories. The following sections discuss the

program completion rate, reading and math score increases, enrollment in post- secondary

* The four sites were Instituto del Progreso L atino, acommunity organization in the Pilsen/Little Village of
Chicago, Mexican Community Committee (M CC), an organization in South Chicago, Mr. Malo’s Y outh
Center on the Far South Side, and Daley College, one of the City Colleges of Chicago, on the Southwest
Side



education programs, rates of job placement and hedth coverage, and placement wage. A

profile of successful participants and a comparison among cohorts are a so presented.

2.1. Program Completion Rate

Sixty five percent of enrollees completed the Bridge program. Participants who

completed the program were more likely than non-completers to have a solid

employment history. Having been in aprevious job for many years, never having been

on wdfare, never having committed afelony, having held a manufacturing postion in the

past, and having arelatively
good wage in previous postions
al predisposed a participant to
graduate. By dividing
participants into two groups, the
importance of employment
history isobvious. Participants
who have never been on welfare,
never committed afelony, and

who earned more than $7.50 per
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hour in their most recent job were more likely than other participants to graduate: 81% of

these participants completed the program while just 53% of other participants did. Using

ahbinomia comparison, this difference is Sgnificant a the 99% level. (See attached

gppendix for test results).

® The participantsin these two categories overlap: many graduates who enrolled in higher education also

were placed in jobs.




2.2. Reading and Math Test Scores

The average Bridge participant
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To account for this difference,
UIC principa investigators assigned a post-test score of 9.9 to dl participants that scored
10 or higher. Asmeasured by this censored scale, the average post-test scores were 8.9

for reading and 9.4 for math. Forty-three percent of graduates taking the post tests had



both reading and math scores above 9.6, the threshold necessary for admission to
Chicago community colleges. Fifty-eight percent of this group increased their scoresto

thislevel during the Bridge program; the remainder had sufficiently high scores upon

admission.
Incressesin reading
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Meanwhile, Hispanics increased their scores by .62 points and whites by .95. These
differences are satisticaly sgnificant at the 95% level. When pre-test scores are
compared with censored post test scores, the differences are not satigticaly significant.
(See appendix for table of the results of paired t-tests).

The low increase among Hispanic participants can probably be explained by low
English proficiency. According to program administrators, approximately two-thirds of
Hispanic participants are recent immigrants to the United States, many of whom are just
learning English. Low reading scores among this sub-group suggests that the Englight as-

a Second- Language component of the Bridge program should be bolstered.
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participants funded by the Enterprise Community program.

The difference in uncensored math scores between EZ and non-EZ-funded
participantsis Sgnificant at the 95% level. (See gppendix for table of the results of
paired t-test). Based on conversations with Bridge program administrators and principa
investigators, this difference seems to be accounted for by the different types of students
funded by each source. Many of the EZ-funded students are immigrants while many EC-
funded students are African American or second and third generation Latinos, many of
whom were former gang members. Increases in scores d <o differed significantly among
enrollment sites. Students at Ingtituto increased their uncensored math scores by an
average of 2.15 points while those at other sitesincreased theirs by only .6 points. This
difference is sgnificant at the 99% leved. (See appendix for results of t-test). This
difference may be partly caused by differences in student populations; it isaso likely
caused by a difference in the qudity of math indruction at the Stes, an issue raised by
principa investigators and program adminidrators. (A multiple regresson shows

funding source to be a gatidticaly sgnificant indicator of the change in uncensored math



scores when controlling for participant funding source. Participant funding source was
not significant, however, this may be caused by multi-colinearity between the two
variables and therefore does not indicate that funding source is not associated with math
score changes).

The ability of the Bridge program to bring participants to abasic level of math
proficiency isimportant for job placement. The math post-test scores for those graduates

placed in jobswas 11.2 while

those not placed scored an Job Placement Rate by Math Scores
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Although math scores are
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the ability to do basic mathematica caculaionsis crucia for employees, according to
areaemployers. The ability of the Bridge program to raise math scores may be away of
giving participants a chance at finding alivable wage job regardless of their employment
higtory.

Unfortunately, the Daley and MCC sites did not conduct post-tests; the above-
mentioned Satitics on test score improvements, therefore, apply only to the Ingtituto and

South Side sites. Thislgpse makes it impossible to compare student test outcomes among



gtes. And it makesit difficult to identify opportunities to improve the reading and math

ingruction. In the future, al sites should conduct both pre and post tests.

2.3. Enrollment in Post-Secondary Education

Thirty-two percent of Bridge graduates enrolled in a post- secondary inditution of

education, many in the one of the City Colleges of Chicago (Chicago’s community

college system). Eighty-two percent of those who enrolled in higher education were lso
placed in ajob upon graduation. Graduates who enrolled in post-secondary education
indtitutions attended dightly more Bridge classes than those who did not enroll, atending
89% of classes compared to 81%. They aso had much higher uncensored post test math
scores (11.8 compared to 10.2) and uncensored post test reading scores (10.8 compared to
9.5). All of these differences are Satidtically sgnificant a the 95% level. (See appendix

for t-test output).

2.4. Job Placement

Of the first 148 graduates, that is, the graduates for al cohorts through March 1999, 101
— or 68% -- have been placed in jobs as of December 1999. Four others who did not
graduate from the program were placed in jobs. Eighty-three graduates were placed in
manufacturing positions; al but one of the remaining placed graduates were placed in
congtruction jobs. Eighty-five graduates were placed in jobs with hedlth care coverage.
A few dgnificant differences emerge between those placed and those not placed:

employment and welfare status, site of ingtruction and funding source, and race. These



differences are datidticaly significant at the 95% leved. (See appendix for table with the

results of t-tests between these groups).

Graduates placed in ajob were more likely to be employed upon enrollment —

especidly in manufacturing positions— and less likely to be on wefare. Eighty-four

percent of graduates who were
employed upon enrollment were
placed in ajob upon graduation
while just 65% of those
unemployed upon enroliment
were placed. In part, graduates
who were aready working were
more likely to be placed because
they remained with the same
employer: forty-six percent of the
46 graduates who were employed
upon enrollment in the Bridge
program kept their job upon
graduation. An even higher
number — 96% -- of graduates who
hed had prior manufacturing

experience were placed compared
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to 65% of those without such experience. Only haf of the participants on welfare at the

start of the program were placed in ajob upon completing the program while 77% of

10




graduates not on welfare were placed. Program adminigtrators indicated that finding a
job for these graduates was more difficult because many lacked transportation to work or

childcare, both of which were provided during the program.

There was tremendous
iff in placem :
dfferenceinp ent rtes Job Placement by Enroliment Site
among sites and adight difference 100
.90
among funding sources. The % 0 85
Bridge program was offered at § 70
T e 65
four sitesin Chicago. Graduates % % '
Ingtituto were over three times as 2
g .30
g8 33
likely to be placed asthose at % 20 27
South Side, the second largest Site, g 0';?
(o] nstituto uth Side
Principal investigators a the a e
Enrollment Site

Univerdty of Chicago and

Ingtituto adminigtrators indicate that Ingtituto, the largest site, had more staff and better
facilities. Not only does Indtituto have more participants than any other ste, it dso has
more gaff, with two full-time employees and a full-time director, creating an economy of
scde by dlowing each saff member to specidize in particular tasks. Itisdso setina
school, as opposed to the South Side site which was set in a storefront, and is attended by
sudentsin other programs, cresting what the Ingtituto director called “a culture of
learning.” The Indtituto Ste had more firg-generation immigrants -- who are often driven
to succeed -- and more students with prior manufacturing experience. Thus, it may have

been more successful in part because of its student population.



Placement rates aso differed widely among students sponsored by different

funding sources. The attached
graph shows this difference. As
noted above in Section 2.2.,
however, this difference is most
likely caused by the differencein
student populations funded by each
source and the tendency of students
funded by certain sourcesto atend
certain Stes. Job placement rates
differ agnificantly among races.
While just under haf of black
graduates were placed in ajob,
eghty-two percent of Hispanic
graduates were. Race and
enrollment Ste appear to have an
independent effect on placement

rate. A logistic regression shows
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both factors to be highly satistically significant predictors of placement, even while

controlling for funding source: being Hispanic and attending Ingtituto made a graduate

more likely to be placed. (See appendix for regression output).




2.5. Placement Wage

The average Bridge graduate earned $9.17 per hour upon job placement. Overal,
graduates of the Bridge Program earned a higher hourly wage after the program than
before; the Sze of thisincrease differs depending upon how one measures the pre-
program wage of workers on unemployment insurance (assuming that being on
unemployment insurance is an indication that aworker was lad off from raively high-

paying manufacturing jobs). If

one considers the wages these Change in Wages upon Placement
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before. If one mes that these Estimated Most Recent Wage of Laid-Off Workers

The unadjusted category assumes laid-off workers could have found a job

workers were no longer ableto

before Bridge program at the wage they earned before they were laid off.

earn such a high wage and were earning nothing before the program, the average
graduate earned $3.00 more per hour after the program. Findly, if one assumes that laid
off participants would have been able to earn at least $7.50 per hour, because of their
extensve work experience and the high demand for workersin Chicago, the average
placed graduate increased hiswage by $1.35. Thislast measureis the probably the most
accurate. All of these increases are datigticaly sgnificant at the 95% level. (See

appendix for table with results of Satistical tests).
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The increase in wage is most strongly associated with a participant’s most recent
wage. Those with low previous wages are likely to make the biggest gains upon program

completion. According to a

simple lineer regression, Change in Wage by Most Recent Wage

participants who earned less than
$9.97 per hour in their previous
job were likely to increase their
wages upon program completion;

those who made more than that

Change in Hourly Wage

Rsq =0.4493

. . 0 5 10 15 20 25
were likely to decrease their wage.
Most Recent Hourly Wage

This Corra)onds tothe average Most recent wage was set=5.15 if participant was laid off.

darting wage for entry-leve skilled operatorsin Chicago of between nine and ten dollars
per hour.® Thus, while the Bridge program participants were unlikely to be successful if
they had had no prior work experience, they were unlikely to make large increasesin
their wagesiif they hed ahistory of relaively high wage jobs. As noted above, however,
most participants who once held higher wage jobs and were laid off from those jobs no
longer had the opportunity to earn such awage, because jobs that pay higher wages yet
require relatively low leves of kill have disgppeared with the restructuring of
manufacturing. Even though some of these workers earned |ess upon placement than
they had earned in previous jobs -- as was the case with one-third of them -- the Bridge

program was successful since it routed them into a skilled job with career potential.

6 “Survey of Hiring Needs and Practices of Chicago Manufacturers.” January 1998.
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Participants employed upon enrollment increased their placement wage by an

average of $1.52 per hour while those unemployed upon enroliment increased their wage

over their most recent pogtion by only
11 cents. (See appendix for results of
t-tests showing this difference to be
satigicaly sgnificant a the 95%
leve). Thisdifference seemsto
primarily reflect the fact that many of
the unemployed workers had been laid

off from rdlaivdy high-paying

Average Increase of Unadjusted Hourly Wage
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positions; upon placement, many of them earned alower wage than they were earning

before they werelaid off. When using a measurement of previous wage that adjusted for

the participant having been laid off, the change in wage does not differ in agaigicdly

sgnificant way between those employed upon enrollment and those unemployed upon

enrollment. According to the director of the Ingtituto Site, many participants saw

recelving a certificate from the Bridge program as away to advance in their current job.

Most of these participants had jobs as |ow-level machine operatorsin metaworking

plants and advanced to assstant machinists or mechanics. The Bridge program may be

particularly appropriate for employees in low-paying, semi-skilled jobs in manufacturing

firms who desire to advance to higher-paying, skilled positions.

15




2.6. Profile of Successful Bridge Participants

Forty-four percent — or 102 of the 232 participants for which there are sufficient data --
graduated’ from the Bridge program and either were placed in ajob with a higher wage
than they had earned previoudy or enrolled in post-secondary education or both. How do
these successful participants differ from the unsuccessful ones? This evauation

hypothesi zes that there are three primary measurable differences between successful and
unsuccesstul participants:

1. Successful participants have aminimum leve of prior work experience.
Therefore, having a higher wage in a previous job will increase a person’'s
chances of success while having been on welfare will decrease that person’s
chances of success.

2. Successtul participants will be more likely to be enrolled in the Indtituto Site,
gnce this Ste had sufficient resources for staff and adequate facilities.

3. African Americanswill be lesslikely to be successful because of discriminatory
hiring practices.

To test these hypotheses, two logistic regression models were formulated.? (See

below for modd results).

" Two participants who did not graduate were categorized as successes because they were placed in ajob
with ahigher wage.

8 Because of multi-colinearity between black Hispanic, South Side and Instituto, one variable from each

pair could be included in the analysis; one defines the other, however, because the two virtually exhaust the
possible values. Because of few observations, previous length of employment and post math scores were
excluded from the model, although these variables might have explanatory power. Because gender was
colinear with history of welfare enrollment, it also was excluded.

16



Logi stic Regressi on Mddel #1

Number of cases included in the anal ysis: 165

-2 Log Likelihood 208. 548
Goodness of Fit 166. 292
Cox & Snell - R*2 .111
Nagel kerke - R*2 . 149

Dependent Variable: Participant Successful ?

---------------------- Variables in the Equation ------------------o---

Vari abl e B S E val d df Sig R Exp(B)

| NSTI TUTCO? . 8790 .4185 4.4108 1 0357 .1028 2. 4085
VEELFARE? -. 7792 . 4503  2.9940 1 0836 -.0660 4588
RECENTWAGE . 0984 . 0543  3.2904 1 0697 .0752 1.1034
BLACK? -.5839 .3742  2.4348 1 1187 -.0437 5577
Const ant -1. 2660 .6211  4.1555 1 . 0415

Logi sti c Regressi on Mdel #2

Nunber of cases included in the analysis: 165

-2 Log Likelihood 208. 220

Goodness of Fit 166. 250

Cox & Snell - R*2 . 113

Nagel kerke - R*2 . 151

Dependent Variable: Participant Successful ?

---------------------- Variables in the Equation -----------------------
Vari abl e B S. E wal d df Sig R Exp( B)
| NSTI TUTO? . 8483 .4213  4.0536 1 0441 . 0949 2.3356
VEELFARE? -.7686 . 4507  2.9083 1 0881 -.0631 4636
RECENTWAGE . 0939 . 0544  2.9805 1 0843 . 0656 1.0984
H SPANI C? . 6163 .3707 2.7640 1 0964 .0579 1.8521
Const ant -1.7998 .6199  8.4304 1 . 0037

Thismodd confirms two of the three above hypotheses and nearly confirms the third.
Firg, a participant’s employment and welfare history have a significant effect on his
chances of succeeding in the Bridge Program. Of 43 participants who had ever been on
welfare, only 11 succeeded in the program (26%); of 21 on welfare at the sart of the
program, only two were successful (10%). By comparison, 52% of participants who had

never been on welfare were successful. In comparison to its overal success, the Bridge

17



rogram is not successful in -
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affected participant outcome. Nearly al of the participants with sufficient data for
andysis came from ether the Indtituto or South Side Sites; thus, it was only possible to

compare these two Stesto each other. Attending the Indtituto Site significantly affected a

% Itislikely that graduates who earned very high wages in previous jobs were likely to be less successful
(See section 5, “Placement Wage”). The logistic regression model, however, because it uses a categorical
instead of a continuous dependent variable (i.e., success or failure), isunlikely to detect such a
phenomenon.
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perticipents chances of su Participant Success by Enroliment Site
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success. There are two attached logistic regresson modds. one which uses “Black?’ as
a coefficient and another which uses“Hispanic?” The coefficient for Black was close to
being datidicdly sgnificant at the 90% leve (with ap-vaue of .1187) while the
coefficient for Higpanic was gatisticaly sgnificant, when controlling for program site,
wefare history, and past wages. Nearly dl of the participants were either African
American or Hispanic; practically none — only four of the 164 participants analyzed --
were white.

The most successful participants attended I ngtituto, were never on welfare, had
relatively high previous wages, and were Hispanic. According to the second regression
mode, a participant of Higpanic origin, attending Ingtituto, who had never been on
welfare, and who had previoudy earned $7.50 per hour, would have a .59 probability of
success. A non-Hispanic who did not attend Ingtituto, who had been on welfare, and who

had earned minimum wage in a previous job, would have a .11 probability of success.

10« Other sites” in this case primarily refer to the South Side where most of the non-I nstituto participantsin
this analysis attended.

19



These predictions are very rough, however, since both regression models account for only
15% for the variation in participant success.

It is possible that other factors — such as math ability, previous length of
employment, being enrolled at a Site other than Instituto or South Side, and gender —
affected a participant’ s success. Indeed, the low R"2 vaue of .15 indicate thisislikely.
Unfortunately, because of incomplete data, the first four of the above-mentioned factors
could not be included in the andyss. Program administrators should collect these data
on participants in future Bridge cohorts. Although data on gender were collected, gender
istoo highly corrdated with welfare history to be able to be included in these regressons.
That is, its effects on success could not be differentiated from those of welfare history

because a high percentage of female participants had aso been on welfare,

2.7. Cohort Comparison

There are no gpparent trends in the performance of successive cohorts of Bridge
participants, athough certain cohorts performed better than others. Participantsin the
April 6, 1998 cohort outpaced others with the highest increase in reading scores, the
highest graduation rate, a perfect placement rate, and the third highest increase in hourly
wage (one penny behind the second highest). The August 25, 1997 cohort, with the
largest increase in hourly wage, and the March 22, 1999 cohort, with the second highest
increase in math scores and hourly wage, were aso particularly successful. Ninety-five
percent of the participants from these cohorts attended the Ingtituto site. The least
successful cohort was the February 15, 1999 cohort with virtualy no increase in math

scores, the lowest increase in reading scores, the lowest placement rate, and the third
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lowest increase in wage. Sixty percent of the participants in this cohort atended the

South Side site.
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3. Institutoasa Model Site

Since Ingtituto is the only Ste that had dl of the necessary success factors— primarily
adequate gaffing and fadilities— it one can be considered a complete pilot of the Bridge
program If the Bridge program were to be replicated, it should be based on the success of
Ingtituto. For this reason, the following is areview and andysis of the performance

outcomes for the Ingtituto Ste aone.

3.1. Program Outcomesfor Ingtituto

One hundred and seventy-two participants have enrolled in the Bridge program at
Ingtituto as of December 1999. One hundred and two completed the program, 14 are il
enrolled, and 56 dropped out. Thus, 65% of those for which data are available graduated
from the Ingtituto site. Completers and non-completers differ in severa ways': family
income, most recent wage, employment upon enrollment, length of previous

employment, felony convictions, and vocationa training. (See appendix for chart with
results of t-tests between these completers and non-completers). The average family
income for completers was $14,198 and for non-completers, $10,480. Completers earned
an average of $8.27 per hour in their most recent jobs while non-completers earned only
$6.90. Eighty-one percent of those employed upon enrollment graduated compared to
61% of those unemployed upon enrollment. Non-completers had worked an average of
only nine monthsin their most recent job while completers had worked an average of two

and one-hdf years. Findly, 41% of those with afdony conviction graduated while 68%

1 The differences cited here are both statistically significant and large.



of those without such a conviction graduated. Ironicaly, fewer students with prior
vocationd training graduated than those without.
Graduates of the Indituto Site have been very successful in finding jobs —

epecidly jobs that provide hedlthcare coverage; a sgnificant, dthough smdler number,

have gone on to post-secondary Change in TABE Math

education programs. Of the 102 Instituto Site Only
%)) 120
ad 0,12 | . 9 1101
graduates, 85%“ were placed in S 1od 10.9
9D 901
2 80 9.4
. 3 . £ ] 8.8
jobs'® and 27% enrolled in post- S 70
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secondary education, most of them Q409
: 201
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Eighty-nine percent of those Time of Test
In censoring, scores greater than 9.9 were set equal to 9.9,
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education were dso placed in jobs.
Change in TABE Reading

Of those placed in ajob, 95% were Instituto Site Only
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by an average of 2.2 points and uncensored reading scores by 1.1. (See appendix for t-

test results). These increases were satisticaly sgnificant at the 99%. Increases between

12 pacement data are missing for nine of the graduates.
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pre-tests and censored post-tests, however, averaged only .6 points for math and were not
gatisticaly sgnificant for reading. Thislack of Sgnificant difference is because of the
post-test scores were censored, negating the increases made by many students who had
initidly scored at the top of the scale,

The average participant aso received a higher wage upon job placement —an
average of $9.46 -- than in his previous jobs. Depending upon how one accounts for the

most recent wage of laid-off

workers. the average incr in Change in Wage upon Placement
S’ @ 3.50
hourly wage was between $.66 g 3 S
Q.
o}
2.50
and $3.24. Probably the most -]
i 2.00 205
accurate measurement assumes 3 '
I 150
) £ 1.48
that laid-off workers would be 2 100
()
[S]
' ' i = 50 66
earning $7.50 if they wereto find s
S 0.00
ajob. According to this Unadjusted 0 $5.15 $7.50
Estimated Most Recent Wage of Laid-Off Workers

measurement, the average wage
increase is $1.48. No matter which measurement of most recent wage is used, the wage

increese is ddidicaly sgnificant at the 99% level. (See appendix for results of t-tests).

3.12. Profile of Successful Instituto Participants
Fifty-two percent of Ingtituto participants were successful according to the same criteria
for success explained in Section 2.6. Overdl, the salient difference between successful

and unsuccessful participants was a history of welfare enrollment; for participants with

13 Four participants were placed in jobs without completing the program. These four are not included in the
85% graduation rate cited above.
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prior manufacturing experience, however, the extent of that experience and the most
recent wage were the most sgnificant explanatory factors.

A logisitic regresson model, which uses the same independent variables to
predict the success of Ingtituto participants as was used above (Section 2.6) to predict the

success of participants at dl stes, has little explanatory power.

Logi stic Regression Mdel #3: Instituto Participants

Nunber of cases included in the analysis: 126

-2 Log Likelihood 162. 323
Goodness of Fit 128. 568
Cox & Snell - R*2 . 091
Nagel kerke - R*2 . 122

Dependent Variable: Participant Successful ?

---------------------- Variables in the Equation -----------------------

Vari abl e B S.E wal d df Sig R Exp( B)
VEL FARE? -1.0272 .5382  3.6422 1 0563 -.0970 3580
RECENTWAGE . 0964 .0680  2.0083 1 1564 . 0069 1.1012
H SPANI C? . 5917 .4358  1.8433 1 1746 . 0000 1. 8070
Const ant -.9135 . 6045  2.2835 1 1308

It reeffirms the Sgnificance of a person’s having been on welfare — estimating

that, with recent wage and o _
Participant Success by Welfare History

race held congtant, having 1007
904
been on welfare reduces a 2 50
8 70l
person’s chance of success by g o0
3
a7 59
25% -- but finds neither race g
S .40
t o4
nor most recent wage to be (S
s
o 5 “
datigicdly sgnificant. Only 5 10]
9 4
& 0.00
27% of current or former No Yes

welfare reci pi ents were Participant ever on Welfare?
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successful compared to 59% of those who had never been on welfare. Although this
regression has the advantage of anayzing records of 126 of the 172 participants, it
explans only 12% of the variaion in participant success and therefore has little
predictive power.}*

A second regression modd, athough it applies only to those participants with
prior manufacturing experience, has much better predictive power, explaining 47% of the
vaidion in participant success. The legp in power comes from the inclusion of avariable
for the number of years a participant spent in manufacturing. The smdl number of
participants with prior manufacturing experience reduced the number of records included

inthisandysisto 29.

Logi stic Regression Mddel #4: Instituto Participants with Prior
Manuf act uri ng Experience

Nunber of cases included in the anal ysis: 29

-2 Log Likelihood 27.214
Goodness of Fit 22.774
Cox & Snell - R*2 . 354
Nagel kerke - R*2 . 474

Dependent Variable: Participant Successful ?

---------------------- Variables in the Equation -----------------------

Vari abl e B S. E. val d df Sig R Exp( B)
VELFARE? -.4852 1.6409 . 0874 1 . 7675 . 0000 . 6156
RECENTWAGE . 6047 . 3439 3. 0926 1 . 0787 . 1655 1.8307
HI SPANI C? -. 0977 1.4722 . 0044 1 . 9471 . 0000 . 9070
YEARSMANFCTR . 2842 . 1475 3.7145 1 . 0539 . 2073 1.3287
Const ant -6.3374 4.0567 2. 4405 1 .1182

Thisanayss finds that, among participants with prior manufacturing experience, along
period of prior manufacturing work and relatively high wagesin prior jobsincrease a
participant’s chance of success. Hardly any participants with both alow wage in their

most recent job and a short length of employment at that job were successful. In their

14 Several other variables were highly correlated with success. These were not included in this analysis
because of multi-colinearity with other, more important explanatory variables, or because of small sample
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most recent jobs, successful g Participant Success by Hourly Wage
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This chart applies only to those Instituto participants with
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5 309 33
$6.50 per hour succeeded.’® See § 201

§ 107
the scatterplot below: most of £ oo - ves
thewhite triangles, which es the partcipant successul?

This chart includes data for only those participants

at Instituto with prior manufacturing experience (N=29).

represent participants who failed,

appear in the lower left-hand corner of the graph, indicating that these participants had
both low wages and a short term of employment in their most recent job; most of the
black dots, which represent participants who succeeded, are clustered in the upper right-
hand corner, indicating that they had both relatively high wages and long terms of work

in their most recent positions. Program adminigtrators should consider using this and

size. They include age, family income, gender, completion of vocational training, and felony conviction.
15 These statistics apply only to agroup of 29 participants for which data on most recent job and most
recent wage were collected.



other information about successful Participant Success by Work History
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manufacturing experience -- are examined, there is fill agatigticaly significant

difference in years of manufacturing experience between successful and unsuccesstul
participants. (See appendix for results of t-test). This difference disappears, however, in
alogidtic regresson mode when years of manufacturing experience isincluded with

race, prior wages, and welfare enrollment. (See below for regresson output). Inthis

regression modd, welfare enrollment, once again, isthe only sgnificant varigble.

Logi stic Regression #5: Instituto Participants

Nunber of cases included in the analysis: 119

-2 Log Likelihood 152. 427
CGoodness of Fit 119. 548
Cox & Snell - R'2 . 097
Nagel kerke - R*2 . 129

---------------------- Variables in the Equation -----------------------

Vari abl e B S E vl d df Sig R Exp(B)
VEELFARE? -. 9610 .5465  3.0921 1 .0787 -.0815 . 3825
RECENTWAGE . 0728 .0711  1.0487 1 .3058 . 0000 1. 0755
H SPANI C? . 5095 .4482  1.2920 1 .2557 . 0000 1. 6644
YEARSMANFCTR . 0795 .0710 1.2541 1 . 2628 . 0000 1. 0827
Const ant -. 7462 . 6207  1.4453 1 2293

18 Of course, if administrators simultaneously improve the program to address the needs of less qualified
applicants, such admissionsthresholds, having been based on student performance of the program asit has
evolved at the end of 1999, would not apply.
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This could be due to multi-colinearity between years of manufacturing experience and
most recent wage, dthough the former is il not significant in aregresson where the
later isexcluded. Thus, athough there is some connection between years of
manufacturing experience and program success, this andysis cannot show that the
connection is gatigicdly sgnificant for dl Indituto participants when controlling for

other success factors.

4. Concluson and Recommendations
Although the Bridge program has been successful overdl in placing its graduatesin
livable wage jobs, it is most successful in placing those with agood work higtory. It has
been least successful, by contragt, in placing those who have been on welfare. Although
those with rdatively high wages in previous jobs are most likely to succeed in the
program, those with low wages in previous jobs are most likely to benefit interms of a
subgtantia increase in their hourly wage. One factor that seemsto lead to successin
post-program employment and enrollment in post- secondary education, regardless of
employment higtory, is high TABE math scores.
Based on these conclusions, AED recommends that Bridge program administrators
consder the following actions:
1. Bolger the English-as-a Second- L anguage ingtruction to improve the skills of
Higpanic students.
2. Focus on teaching math and other skills to participants with weak job records.
Increasing their math skillsin particular may be away of helping them to succeed

in soite of limited work higtory.
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. Concentrate on improving math scores as ameans of helping dl sudentsto
succeed, regardless of their previous employment history.

. Develop admissions guiddines for Bridge participants. Factors such as previous
experience in manufacturing, current employment in manufacturing, history of
welfare enrollment, and wage in previous jobs could be used to determine the
suitability of the Bridge program for a potentia participant and could be used to
predict the probability that that student will succeed in the program.

. If other Sitesfor the Bridge program are to be opened, consder modeling them
after the Indtituto Ste with a critical mass of three staff members and in afacility
conducive to education such as a school.

. Study the success factors of the April 6, 1998 cohort, the August 25, 1997 cohort,
and the March 22, 1999 cohort and apply them to subsequent cohorts.

. Collect dl participant tracking data at dl Stes, particularly wages and post-

program test scores.



