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Within the vocational rehabilitation field, one success story has been the emergence of
the Individual Placement and Support (IPS) model of support employment for clients with
psychiatric disabilitie¢Becker & Drake, 2003) The core principles of this model are (1) a focus
on competitive employment (which refer to regular community jobs, with nondisabled
coworkers, paying minimum wage or higher), (2) eligibility based on consumer choice, (3) rapid
job search, (4) integration of mental health and employment services, (5) attention to consumer
preference in the job search, (6) individualized job supports and (7) personalized benefits
counselingBond, 2004) Because of the supericompetitive employment outcomes for clients
enrolled in these programs compared to other vocational se(fdioed, Drake, & Becker,

2008) this model has been identifiedeasdencebased supported employmehtowever,

despite consistelytstrong findings, it has been frequently observed that the strongest findings
have been fojob acquisitionand that the findings fgob retentionhave been less consistent
(Wallace & Tauber, 2004)In other words, the challenge fagqple with severe mental iliness is
not so much irfinding jobs as irkeepingghem(Bond, Drake, Mueser, & Becker, 1997)

Ongoing supportrom a supported employment team has been hypothesized as a key to
enhancing job retention of indduals with disabilitiegfterthey obtain competitive work.

Tracing supported employment back to its roots, one of the original formulations was the job
coach model i n  whipclha ctehte vtorcaadtiitoinoanla |r efihtarbaiilni t a
replacedwi h t he rfaplnadceapproach, which recognized t
clients after they obtained competitive employm@dehman, 1986) However, the principle of

ongoing support for clients with psychiatric disabilitiesaens underspecified. Specifically,

what supports are needed, for how long, and at what intensity, for which kinds of clients, has not

been empirically established. The current study aims to provide descriptive and correlational
information on the followng questions:

e What is the typical intensity of services for clients with psychiatric disabilities enrolled in
evidencebased supported employment after they obtain a competitive job? Where and
how is this support given?

e What is the time course of thesipport? Does the intensity decline over time?

e What is the relationship between intensity of support and job retention?

Regarding the first questidmtensity of supportseveral early studies attempted to

establish baseline data about the frequen@ngiloyment specialist contact in supported
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employment program@ond, Miller, & Dietzen, 1992; Bybee, Mowbray, & McCrohan, 1996;
MacDonaldWilson, Revell, Nguyen, & Peterson, 1991; Rogers, MacDewdldon, Danley,
Martin, & Anthony, 1997) These studies yielded widely varying estimates of service intensity,
with hours of contact per month ranging from Bybee et al., 1996p 14.8(MacDonald

Wilson et al., 1991) Moreover, because these studies weraglucted before the advent of
evidencebased supported employment, they may have little relevance to current practice.

Regarding the second questigine pattern of support over timéfe scant evidence on
this issue suggests that service intensity tylyickeclines rapidly after job placement. In the
original job coach model, designed for clients requiring intensive training at the job site, services
were intended to be Afadedo once clients obta
(Wehman, 1986) It has never been clearly establishdbeoretically or empirically whether
the same pattern of service intensity should hold for people with psychiatric disabilities, most of
whom have different service needs. Clearly, the gdliyeaccepted view of job support differs
for people with psychiatric disabilities, with the bulk of the support provided outside the work
place(Becker & Drake, 2003) Thus, the rationale in the job coach model for tapering off
support a the client learns the job is not directly relevant to evidéxased supported
employment for people with psychiatric disabilities. MacDon&litson and colleagug4.991)
found that clients with nepsychiatric disabilities received thelk of their service hours at the
start of services with a gradual tapering off, whereas consumers with psychiatric disabilities
showed a rapid decrease in service hours followed by periodic spikes of increased hours. Two
other studies have also foundlaarp decline in the intensity of service shortly after job
acquisition(Anderson, 1999; McGuire, 20Q5f course, another factor influencing the
intensity of services is likely to be funding considerations. Since the state vocational
rehabilitation system provides shoerm funding for clients, it has always been problematic
securing longerm funding to pay for ongoing support for clients once they attain a successful
closure, ordinarily 90 days after start w@Ftaser et al., 2008)

Although the evidence base is strong for the IPS model and even though the IPS model
does have clear guidelines for many aspects of supported employment services, quantitative
standards for followup support has never been specificaligscribed. However, in the recently
revised Supported Employment Fidelity Scale, which is used to assess fidelity to the IPS model,

Becker and coll eagues (2008) recommendothis s
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face contact within 1 week foge starting a job, within 3 days after starting a job, weekly for the
first month, and at least monthly for a year or more, on average, after working steadily, and
desired by clients. o These standards, howeve

Regarding the third questidthe relationship between ongoing support and job
retention),there is surprisingly little direct evidence demonstrating a positive link. McHugo and
colleague41998)found that clients who continued to receprefessional support 3.5 years after
entering a supported employment program were far more likely to be working than those who no
longer had that support. In two lotgym studies, clients who maintained relatively stable
employment over an-& 12yearperiod indicated that ongoing professional support was a
primary factor in their continued succéBecker, Whitley, Bailey, & Drake, 2007; Salyers,

Becker, Drake, Torrey, & Wyzik, 2004)These two longerm studies, however, were based
retrospective selfeports.

Prospective quantitative studies generally have failed to show a relationship between
service intensity obtaining a job and job retention. Leff and colleg@08%)found a positive
correlation between jobupport and job retention in a mugite study with 1,340 clients
receiving either supported employment or services as usual. However, their statistical model did
not show a temporal relationship between receipt of job support and subsequent jainretenti
Their data were also complicated by the inclusion of control subjects who received little job
support and may have distorted the study findings. Bond and collg@@923found positive
correlations between service intensity andrgtention; however, intensity of service provided
afterjob placement was not related to job retention. McG@id@5)also failed to uncover any
strong relationships between service intensity and work outcome once program dropouts were
removed. Thus, in all three of these studies, the service intgoisitgtention relationship
appears to have been shown only when the analyses included clients who never worked at all. In
other words, these studies may shown the role of employmerndligteassistance in finding
work, but all failed to show any influence of ongoing support.

Using a large administrative data set, Jones and colleg2@@k)examined service time
recorded by employment specialists for billing purposesuding categories such as travel,
training clients, jokrelated advocacy, ngpb advocacy, and evaluation. Similar to the
preceding studies, the authors found that clients who obtained employment received more hours

of service contacts than their raorking counterparts, thus supporting the hypothesis that
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service intensity increases the chances of a client obtaining a job. Their more detailed findings
were puzzling, however, in thixaivel, nonjob advocacyandtraining emerged as the strongest
predctors of this association.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that there may not be a simple linear relationship between
intensity of job support and job tenure for clients who obtain work. For example, among clients
who are employed, some maintain employnwmr a long period of time with apparently little
for assistance from the supported employment team, whereas others, even though they continue
wor king, are in constant demand for the teamo
hypothesized thatlients with greater cognitive impairments and more severe psychiatric
symptoms would require more employment specialist time to compensate for these impairments.
The findings from two small studies are consistent with this compensatory hypothesisrkMcGu
and colleague@003)found an association between cognitive impairments and both the number
of hours of ofob support and the total number of employment specialist contacts. However,
higher level of support did not apparently fullynepensate for the higher levels of impairment,
because cognitive deficits and negative symptoms were negative correlated with employment
outcomes. In a second study, Zito, Greig, Wexler, and(B@ll7)identified a subgroup of
Asocimatdtyenti ve or avoidanto clients Arequire
adequately engage natwural supports at work. o
service intensity may be associated vatorerjob outcomes is an analysisalarge
administrative data set that found fAiéamong in
was found to increase prior to the |l oss of em
Interpreting these results, it seems plausible to concludedhtdcts may increase at the time
when clients are in more need of intervention.

Many other factors also are hypothesized to affect influence job tenure. For example, in
addition to support from the supported employment team, clients typically recvieane
other professionals, such as mental health case managers. No studies have directly examined the
role of the treatment team, although the indirect evidence is strong that their role is important
(Drake, Becker, Bond, & Mueser, 20033upport from nonprofessionals, such as supervisors,
coworkers, and family membeirsvhat has been callethtural supportgTest & Wood, 1996)
is also believed to be instrumental in helping clients maintain employment. One inftuejote

retention that has been researchgdbsmatch. Clients who obtain jobs suited to their
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preferences stay in their jobs longBecker, Drake, Farabaugh, & Bond, 1996; Gervey &
Kowal, 1995; Huff, Rapp, & Campbell, 2008)

In summarythen, even though it is one of the pillars of the supported employment
model, we have little direct evidence for the hypothesis that ongoing support contributes to job
retention. In fact, the scant evidence available is confusing and contradictorguriidre study
aimed at addressing this question systematically, by focusing on efearthey obtain a
competitive job, thereby clarifying one of the ambiguities in the literature.

A secondary goal of this study was to assess the feasibility ob-daged data collection
procedure, with monthly data collection, with the intent of enhancing the quality of service data.
The reliability and validity of service data collected in many prior studies have been suspect, due
to a variety of issues. One hasen the credibility of large administrative data ¢brake &

McHugo, 2003) Anecdotal evidence confirmed that employment specialists did not consistently
enter service in one project, because of their unfamiliarity with the electemuiad system
(McGuire, 2005). Recording of data through paper reports for research purposes has its own
pitfalls, especially when the data collection is not closely monitored. Thus we sought to develop
a simple, coseffective method of data collectidhat would capitalize on the growing
innovation in wekbased surveys, pairing this with a reminder system to prompt frequent
recording of service contacts (Grimshaw et al., 2001; Solberg, 2000).

METHODS
Research Design Overview

In this prospective -¥earfollow-up study, we tracked service provision and employment
outcomes for 142 individuals with severe mental illness who obtained competitive employment
after enrollment in Individual Placement and Support supported employment programs. The
supported emplyment services were provided by 4 agencies located in the Midwest section of
the United States.

At study enrollment, baseline data were collected on employment history, demographic
variables, diagnosis, Social Security entitlements, and informationtldlowe c |l i ent 6 s cur
Clients were tracked over a twear period using monthly reports completed by their
employment specialists, using either wedsed surveys or paper versions of these surveys.

Monthly data collection includes information empbyment outcomes.e., hours worked per

week, days worked, wage rateinployment changése., job starts, job losses, and changes
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within jobs) andollow-along support provided by employment specialists, type, intensity,
and context of support).

Dates of participant enrollment were from November 2005 until June 2007-ydavo
follow-up data collection ended in June 2009. This study was reviewed by the Indiana
University Purdue University Indianapolis Institutional Review Board and was deemed an
exempt study.

Study Sites

Four provider agencies located in large cities in Indiana and lllinois and two small cities
in Kansas patrticipated in the study. The sites were comprised of three community mental health
centers (CMHCs) and one frgtanding pgchiatric rehabilitation center that were identified
through the professional network of the first author. Each of the 3 CMHCs had a single
supported employment team from which the sample was obtained, while the psychiatric
rehabilitation center had threi#ferent supported employment teams from which study
participants were drawn. We had several site inclusion criteria related to type of clients served
and quality of services. To be eligible, sites were required to serve individuals with psychiatric
disabilities and to provide both provide evidetesed supported employment and
comprehensive mental health treatment, including residential services, medication management,
and case management.

To ensure evidendeased supported employment, we usedté® Supported
Employment Fidelity Scale (SE Fidelity Scale; formerly known as the IPS Fidelity $Bala],
Becker, Drake, & Vogler, 1997)This scale is consistent with the principles of eviddrased
supported employment. These prpies have substantial empirical supg@&ond, 2004) The
SE Fidelity Scale is rated by one or more independent assessors who condtlong didglity
site visit. Items are rated on gbint behaviorally anchored scale ranging fro(mdt
implemented) to 5 (fully implemented). The 15 items are summed to give a total score ranging
from 15 to 75. A score greater than 65 is regarddugisfidelity,while a score between 56 and
65 is considerethoderate to low fidelity Any score ba&w 56 is an absence of fidelity, that is,
very low fidelity(Bond, Becker et al., 1997)This is a wellvalidated scale that has excellent
interrater reliability and discriminates between programs adhering to evidased supported
empbyment and other vocational modéBond, Becker et al., 1997)its predictive validity is

suggested by several correlational studies showing that programs that score higher on the
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supported employment fidelity had higher competitive @yplent rate¢Becker, Smith,
Tanzman, Drake, & Tremblay, 2001; Becker, Xie, McHugo, Halliday, & Martinez, 2006;
McGrew, 2007)

In the current study, fidelity was assessed by the first author at one site, by internal
evaluators at a secosde, and by a consultant from the state technical assistance center for the
remaining two sites. For this study, we used a fidelity score of 60 or higher as-tiitfout
study inclusion.

In November 2005, we began data collection, piloting our phwes at a local CMHC
with a supported employment program with a fidelity score of 70. Establishing the feasibility of
the methods, we expanded data collection to the remaining three sites. The fidelity scores from
the remaining sites were: 61, 64, @%de 2, 67 at Site 3, and 70 at Site 4. Thus 5 of the 6
programs had fidelity scores of 64 or higher.

Federal Minimum Wage

During the study period, the Federal minimum wage for nonexempt workers was
$5.15/hour in 2005, was raised to $5.85 in 2007, aasinvot raised again until after the study
had ended data collection (U. S. Department of Laiiqw;//www.bls.goy.

Sampling
Participants were clients with severe mental illness over the age of 17 receiving

supportecemployment services at one of the four participating sites. To be eligible, a client had
to be identified by their employment specialist as meeting the study criteria: (1) currently
working at least 10 hours per week in competitive employment and (2)ghasgun the

competitive employment position within the preceding six months.

Study dropoutsvere defined as participants who terminated supported employment
program services before the final month ofr2dnth followup period. In addition, no
employmentata or service data were obtained for these participants after they dropped out.
Study completersere defined as participants with service and employment outcome data for the
entire 24 months of the study. Some study completers had missing seraideutiall had
complete employment outcome data.

Procedure
At each site prior to study enrollment, the authors provided a project overview to the

supported employment team consisting of the team leader and employment specialists. This
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overview was madeiperson at the first two sites and by teleconference at the remaining two
sites. The project overview included detailed information on procedures such as study inclusion
criteria and data collection procedures. Upon formal agreement to participagestadky, each
site generated an initial list of clients who were eligible for the study. We relied on employment
specialists to provide data; the exempt status of the study did not require client or employment
specialist consent to provide employmentenvge data. Thus participation depended on
employment specialist cooperation. Their participation was voluntary.

After the initial cohort was enrolled at each site, the team leader and employment
specialist contacted the authors when a new client beebgitgde for the study (i.e., when a
client obtained a competitive job working at least 10 hours per week). The client was then
enrolled into the study and baseline information was completed by the employment specialist.
Altogether, 35 different employemt specialists participated in the study by compiling and
reporting the needed data: 14, 6, 10, and 5, respectively, at the four sites.

Three of the four study sites used a vi@lsed system to provide the data for the study.
Specifically, employmentpecialists completed the baseline survey and monthly surveys
(AMont hly Empl oyment Updateo) via an online s
employment specialists and their team leaders on using the online survey tool and completing the
survey througlthis webbased technology. Employment specialists received a monthly email
from the second author containing an el ectron
Update. 0 The empl oyment specialists nhen com
for each client enrolled in the study. The same procedure was implemented for the baseline
survey, with the exception that this was a-tinee survey filled out by the employment
specialist upon client enrollment into the study. Employment spesiedistived $15 for
participating in the study and $5 per month per client enrolled in the study for filling out the
monthly surveys. When employment specialist turnover occurred, the new employment
specialists were approached about the study and if greg@to participate in the study (all new
employment specialists agreed to participate). The nbisyg employment specialists were
oriented to the study and trained in completing online surveys by the second author.

Data collection at the remainingesitthe psychiatric rehabilitation center) was managed
by an onsite research assistant employed by t

the agencyd6s reporting requirements, empl oyme
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containirg updated employment information and follawong contacts for all the clients on their
caseload, regardless of study participation. The onsite research assistant then entered the data
into an electronic database for each client in the study and forwidweledmpleted database to
the second author. For this site, quality control procedures were provided by the second author,
by crosschecking paper logs with the information entered into the electronic database.

Across all sites, quality control was @alexercised via inspecting the data monthly for
possible data entry errors. When data entry errors were suspected, the second author contacted
the employment specialist providing the information and either confirmed the data as entered or
made correctionsThe study investigators also made periodic calls to the team leaders at each
site to review the procedures to assess whether the data collection procedures were proceeding as
planned.

Finally, we included one setkport instrument we requested on awary basis from
clients enrolled in the study; a job satisfaction survey administered by employment specialists
during the first 8 weeks of a clientds enroll
all agreeing to participate. Clients werad $10 for filling out this onéime survey.
Measures

Baseline informationAt study entry, demographic, work history, and clinical

information was collected.

Job satisfaction We used a Haem job satisfaction checklist developed by H2H05)

Because of missing data (only about-timed completed this checklist), these data were not

included in the current report.

Monthly Employment UpdateThe Monthly Employment Updatecludes a service log
form developed after examiningrsie logs used in prior supported employment stuBesd
et al., 1992; MacDonalVilson et al., 1991; Rogers et al., 199Bach contact is coded for
type,intensity,andcontext. Categories for type of contact dexeto-face teleghone andemail
Intensity of contact is measured lymberanddurationof contacts. Context is coded according
to locationof contacts on behalf of each specific client, eund is present The Monthly
Employment Update also assesseployment statye@mployed, unemployedjpb lossesjob
starts type of new job (job category, e.g., food service), days worked during last, ctoantges
in hoursworked per week;hanges in wageate, and any other relevant changes (i.e., the client

did notworkthatmnt h due to psychiatric hospitalizatio
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changed) . The AMont hly Empl oyment Updateo i
month at the start of the following month on behalf of each client enrolled in the sthe

variable of job type was a pudlown menu using a set of categories reflecting job types most

often reported in prior supported employment studies.

Indices of Duration of Employment

Job retention and job tenure have been operationally defirdétfearent ways in the
literature. Moreover, in the IPS model of supported employment, the overall goal is to help
clients obtain competitive employment and work consistently over time. While job tenure at a
single job reflects job stability and is viewasl a positive outcome (all other things equal), job
loss is not viewed as a failure. Clients who hold two or more jobs during a time period,
especially when the time interval between jobs is brief, are also considered as having successful
outcomes. Todip avoid confusion in terminology in this report, we use a tdurgtion of
employmentas explained below. Duration of employment has not been used as widely in the
literature and may therefore be less ambiguous.

This study assessed four primary indiceeasuring duration of employment: the total
number of months worked across ther@ddnth followup, the number of months worked at the
initial job, the average number of months spent at any one job, and the number of months
between the end of the firgtlj and the start of the second job.

Employment in First Job Prior to Study Entry

To facilitate recruitment, after initiating implementation of the study at each site, we
encouraged employment specialists to retroactively enroll currently employed atemthad
been working 6 months or less. Service contact data were not collected retroactively, however.
Overall, clients worked an average of 2.25 months prior to study entry (SD=3.34). Mean months
of employment at study entry was as follov&te 1-- 2.68 months (SD = 4.34%ite 2-- 0.79
(SD = 1.99) Site 3-- 3.00 (SD=1.85)Site 4-- 3.28 (SD=2.70). In interpreting intensity of job
support, therefore, it should be understood that Month 1 of service data was typically about 2
months after the jobtart that qualified the client for the study.
Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using SPSS 16.0. Frequencies and descriptive statistics were used to
characterize the data, including demographics of the sample, duration of employment outcomes,

empbyment outcomes (e.g., hours worked per week, total days worked in the month), types of
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jobs worked, and the intensity, duration, and nature of felltomg contacts across time. The
trajectory of followalong support contacts over time was addressed usixedeffects

regression analyses; follealong contacts were aggregated across 6 months intervals. In these
analyses, time (4 measurement occasions) acted as the independent variable witddotiow
contact intensity, type, location, and duratiortteesdependent variables. We also addressed the
relationship between participant background characteristics and the intensity of monthly follow
along support usingtests for independent means, ana@y analysis of variance, and Pearson
correlations. In mler to examine site differences on foll@wng contacts, the Krusk#Vallis

test was used rather than emay analysis of variance, due to the positively skewed sampling
distribution. Analysis of variance was used to assess differences in employmentesitc

between sites and between other defined subgroups. Survival analysis was utilized to examine
the time to initial job loss according to study site. In order to investigate the relationship
between intensity of job support and duration of employni&gdyson correlations were used.
Further, we compared three subgroups on monthly fefltmng support contacts: clients who
worked a single job for the entire-Pdonth period, clients who left their first job before the end

of 24 months, and not start dher job within the followup period, and clients who held two or
more jobs. We used oiveay analysis of variance to compare these three groups across semi
annual time periods in which follealong contacts were averageddinonths, 712 months,

1318 moths, 1924 mont hs), with post hoc compari sons
Differences).

These data are reported as missing in the findings. Missing data were addressed in
several ways. For missing service data, when queries to employment spevaksts
unsuccessful, mean substitution was used for the 1.3% of data entries that were missing. For
employment outcome data, for months in which employment data were missing, employment
specialists were contacted to obtain complete data on duration afyengpit. Site 2, which did
not use the webased data collection, had missing data worked per month and wages during
some time periods for some participants. Across the entire data set, 2.4% of these data were

missing and are reported as such below.
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RESULTS

Sample Characteristics

A total of 142 clients were enrolled in the study (56, 43, 18, and 25 clients, respectively
from the 4 sites). Participant background characteristics are presented in Table 1. The total
sample included 96 (67.6%) Caucasiai®s(25.8%) African Americans, 4 (2.8%) Hispanic, 3
(2.1%) Native Americans, and 1 (0.7%) Asian American. There were 72 (50.7%) males and 70
(49.3%) females. The mean age of the sample was 39.7 years (SD=9.7)six¥olignts
(32.4%) had a diagnosis bipolar disorder, 44 clients (31.0%) had schizophrenia, 26 clients
(18.3%) had schizoaffective disorder, 20 clients (14.1%) had major depressive disorder, 1 client
(0.7%) had post traumatic stress disorder, and 5 clients (3.5%) had diagnoses thdhét into
Aot herd category. A total of 24 (16.9%) <clie
completed high school or GED, 11 (7.7%) attended vocational school after high school, 36
(25.4%) completed some college, 13 (9.1%) were college graduates(4aéod had missing
data for education. Prior to entering supported employment, 78 clients (54.9%) had worked in
competitive employment, whereas 53 (37.3%) had never held a competitive job (missing = 11).

Demographic characteristics were generally singtaoss sites, although Site 2 had a
higher proportion of African Americans and Site 1 had a somewhat higher proportion of clients
with schizophrenia spectrum disorder.

Dropouts

As shown in Table 2, 43 (30.3%) participants were study dropouts. As shdwble 2,
the dropout rate was 4 (2.8%) during the first 6 months, 15 (10.6%) during Meh#hd 3
(9.2%) during Months 138, and 11 (7.7%) during Months-24.

The dropout rate by site was as follows: 4 (7.1%), 22 (51.2%), 9 (50.0%) and 8 (32.0%)
respectively for Site 4. These findings suggest a much stronger retention policy for Site 1
compared to the remaining 3 sites. The differences are statistically significant, as confirmed by a
survival analysis shown in Figure 14. Overall, the Wilcoxatigic was 23.03, p <.01. The
pairwise comparisons between Site 1 and each of the remaining sites were also all significant.

It is incorrect to conclude that all dropouts were unsuccessful in retaining employment.

Of the 23 who dropped out in the sadoyear of the study, 11 were employed at the point of
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study termination. Moreover, 9 of these 11 were from Site 2, suggesting different program
termination policies at Site 2 than the other 3 sites.

Dropouts did not differ from study completers in regaimigenderx?(1)=0.01, p=.91
psychiatric diagnosig¢? (3)=3.00, p=.39; educational backgrouXf(3)=2.08, p=.56;

X%(1)=0.23, p=.63; work histody participant held a job at some point prior to admission to the
supported employment prograif(1)=0.06, p=81; or work histor§ participant held a job

since admission to the supported employment progka¢h)=0.99, p=.32. The groups did differ
with regard to ethnicity; the dropout group had a higher proportion of African Americans than
the study completer¥?(3)=10.19, p=.02.

As shown in Table 3 and Figure 2, dropout participants had significantly fewer mean
follow-up contacts than study completers at Months 7 through 12 and Months 13 through 18. In
addition, there was a linear relationship between meanhmevdrked and length of time in the
study, as would be expected. Dropouts averaged significantly fewer total months worked during
the 24month followrup compared to study completers, as shown in Table 4. However, no
significant difference between the gpsuwas found with regard to the number of months
worked at the initial job.

Unless otherwise noted, data on dropouts are included in all analyses, up until the month
at which each dropout terminated from the study. For instance, a participant who droppkd
the study in Month 12 is included in analyses that pertain to Morghantl Months 712, but is
notincluded in analyses that pertain to Months183and Months 1:24.

Employment Outcomes

Hours worked and wagedAcross 24 months, the total samplerked an average of
15.57 hours per week (SD = 10.24) and 10.70 days per month (SD = 6.75). Limiting the
statistics to time periods in which clients were employed, clients worked an average of 23.51

hours per week (SD = 8.26) and 16.36 days per month=(£R20). Mean wage rate for working
clients was $7.89 per hour (SD = 3.03). In summary, the typical participant worked half time

and earned a wage more than $2 over minimum wage (which ranged between $5.15 or $5.85 for
much of the study period.

Type ofinitial job. Clients held a variety of jobs, as seen in Table 5. The most common

job was in food service, followed by retail. Other initial jobs commonly held by clients were in

the fields of janitorial work, jobs in the professional realm {olamicd), customer service, and
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jobs that feldl in the fAothero category. Type

follow-along support or employment outcomes.

Duration of employmentAs shown in Table 6, the full sample (including dropouts)
avaaged 12.86 months of employment across all jobs (SD = 7.74; Median = 11 months). In
other words, the typical client worked a little more than half of the months duringytee 2
period. As previously noted in Table 4, the mean number of months wankeae {99 study
completers was 13.44 months (Median = 13.75).

We calculated duration of employment in the job in which participants were employed at
study entry(including months worked prior to study entrg$, shown in Table 6. Participants
averaged 9®months (SD = 8.60) in this first job (Median = 7 months). This statistic includes
21 (14.8%) participants who were employed for the entyed study period and were
employed in this job at the 2#ionth data collection period. Thus, this statistians
underestimate of job tenurd survival analysis plot of the months until this initial job loss is
presented in Figure 12. The differences are statistically significant, Wilcoxon statistic = 9.40, p
=.02. The pairwise comparisons between Site 4eact of the remaining sites were also
significant.

Overall, clients worked an average of 1.92 jobs (SD = 1.21) over the#th period.
Twenty-one clients (14.8%) remained employed at the same job for the entimergz# follow
up period. Fortyeight dients (33.8%) worked one job in which they experienced a job loss prior
to the 24month followup and did not obtain another job during the study period. Of the
remaining 73 clients who had multiple jobs, 42 (29.6%) had two jobs, 14 (9.9%) had 3 jobs, 9
(6.3%) had 4 jobs, 7 (4.9%) had 5 jobs, and 1 (0.7%) had 7 jobs overthen24 period.

During the 24month followup period, clients averaged 9.57 months at any one job (SD = 8.15).
Clients who had multiple jobs averaged 2.90 months of unemploynmienrt 867) between the
end of the initial job and the start of the second job.

Associations Between Background Characteristics and Duration of Employment Outcomes

Most participant background characteristics were not significantly associated with
durationof employment indices. Nonsignificant variables included: sex, race, psychiatric
diagnosis, residential status, educational background, and work history. Employment outcomes
were significantly associated with two participant background characteragesind Social

Security entitlements. Younger participants generally held more jobs than older participants
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during the followup period (r=.26, p=.01). Participants receiving both SSI and SSDI (M=5.50,
SD=5.56) averaged a longer period of unemploymem fhe end of the first job and the start of
the second job as compared with participants without Social Security entittlements (M=1.28,
SD=2.03), F(3,60)=3.00, p=.04).

Site Differences in Employment Outcomes

Employment outcomes across the study for eaehase presented in Tables 6. As shown
in Table 7, significant differences were found in duration of employment between sites. Clients
from Site 4 had significantly longer tenure at any one job (i.e., average months per job), as
compared with clients fra all other sites. Site 4 also averaged significantly more total months
at all jobs across the study than Sites 1 and 2. Similarly, differences were also found between the
sites on the number of months worked at the initial job, favoring Sites 4, asi@mhvath Sites
1 and 2.

Survival analysis suggested a significantly longer period until first job loss for Site 4 than
the other three sites, as shown in Figure 12. Overall, the Wilcoxon statistic was 9.40, p = .02.
The pairwise comparisons betweate3 and each of the remaining sites were also significant.

The mean number of jobs held during then2dnth period was significantly less for Site
2 than Sites 1 and 3. There were no site differences in the number of months between the end of
the initid job and the start of the second job.

Patterns of FollowAlong Support

Over the 24month period, clients received a monthly average of 1.72 fedlionwg
contacts (SD = 1.21) from employment specialists. The patterns over time in monthly follow
along cantacts are presented in Table 9. Overall, intensity of monthly contact declined over time
according to a mixed effects regression analyses, F(1, 512.80)=87.32, p<.01. As shown in
Figure 1, intensity of followalong support steadily declined over timectaag a plateau at
around 12 months in the full sample. Specifically, during the first month, participants averaged
over 3 contacts from employment specialist in contrast to Month 12, in which participants
received on average about one follaleng contacper month. During the second year, the
intensity of contact did not decline further but fluctuated around one contact per month.

Over 75% of all contacts were fateface (M = 1.32, SD = 1.04), rather than via
telephone or email, as shown in FigureCbntacts took place at a variety of locations, including

the job site, in the community, and at the agency office, as shown in Figure 3. As shown in
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Figure 5, employment specialists averaged an approximately equal number of brief contacts (less
than 30minutes in duration) each month (M = 0.83, SD = 0.67) as long duration contacts (M =
0.87, SD = 0.86).

Associations Between Background Characteristics and F&llowg Support

Most participant background characteristics were not significantly assowileshean
intensity of followalong support across 24 months. Specifically, mean number of fallmvg
contacts did not significantly differ according to age, sex, race, psychiatric diagnosis, residential
status, educational background, or prior competivork history. However, mean number of
follow-along contacts did differ according to Social Security entitlement status; participants who
werenotreceiving entitlements (M=1.61, SD=1.01) and those receiving SSDI only (M=1.46,
SD=1.18) averaged signiiatly fewer monthly followalong contacts as compared with those
receiving both SSI and SSDI (M=2.38, SD=1.46), F(3,124)=3.49, p=.02.

Site Differences in Job Support

Descriptive statistics and Kruskeélallis results pertaining to followelong contacts
averged across 24 months for the four study sites are presented in Table 8. Across the study
period, there were no significant differences between study sites with regard to total contacts,
faceto-face contacts, agency office contacts, job site contaatsncmity locations contacts,
and long durations contacts. There were significant differences in telephone contacts and long
duration contacts. Site 3 had more telephone contacts as compared with the other three sites.
Sites 1 and 3 had more short dunatcmntacts as compared to Sites 2 and 4.

Relationship Between Job Support and Job Tenure

The main hypothesis tested in this study was whether intensity of job support would be
positively associated with duration of employment in a sample of clients vahach#&ved a
competitive job with the help of a supported employment team. Because of the complexity of
this question, owing to multiple methods for measuring intensity of services as well as job
duration, and because of the complexities introduced by sltopouts and job loss, we
examined the data in several ways, with the hopes of finding converging lines of evidence.

We first examined scatterplots of mean monthly contacts with measures of duration of
employment. As shown in Figuresl8. These scatplots shown substantial variance,
including several influential data points that strongly affect the direction and slope of the

relationships. We determined that many of these outliers were dropouts. Including study
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dropouts would negatively bias therational relationship, because the dropouts had relatively
similar rates of monthly contact (See Table 3), but significantly lower duration of employment
(See Table 4). We therefore removed study dropouts from subsequent analyses because of
missing emfoyment data for these participants after termination.

As seen in Table 10, mean intensity of contact owgat followup (mean monthly
contacts) was positively correlated with total months worked oyea? followup (r = .27, p
<.01). By contrast, nesignificant associations generally were found between mean monthly
rate of contact and the other 4 employment outcomes displayed in Table 10. Further,
subcategories of support (assessing type of support, location, duration) also were generally not
significantly associated with employment outcomes. The main finding, then, is a positive
correlation in the predicted direction between the most global measure of support and the most
global measure of duration of employment.

In Table 10A these analyses arega&jgd, using service data during each of theo@th
intervals for 2year period, correlating these measures wijle@ employment measures.
These analyses showed significant positive correlations betweem#h averages for mean
monthly contact and tat months worked over 2donth period, startingfter the first Gmonth
period. As found in the overall analysis, the majority of other correlations between
subcategories of service provision and duration of employment were not statistically
significant.

We also conducted several supplementary analyses, comparing 3 group of participants:

Group 1: clients who worked a single job the entirer&énth period

Group 2: clients who held a single job and lost it prior to the end of thm@dth period

Group 3: clients who had multiple jobs during the-8®nth period

The findings are summarized in Table 12 and shown graphically in Figure 6. The data
were collapsed into-fonth intervals for the statistical analyses. During the firab@th
period, no statitically significant differences were between these three groups on mean monthly
contacts, nor were there significant differences on type, location, or duration of-&tiog
contacts. During the"26-month period, Group 2 had significantly fewer lahgation contacts
than Group 1. During thé“®%-month period, Group 2 had significantly fewer total contacts and
fewer long duration contacts than both other groups. During this period, Group 2 also had

significantly fewer facdo face contacts and jaite contacts than Group 1. No significant
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differences were found between the groups for thé-month period. Further, Group 1 did not
differ from Group 3 at any time period.

Finally, we also looked more closely at that the possibility of differeasgsciated with
job site contacts, pursuing the hunch that participants with contacts at the job site generally were
more likely to disclose their disability and possibly receive more accommodation at the job site.
Thus, we compared participants with enyph@nt specialist contacts at the job site with those
who did not. The large majority of participants (N = 112, 79%) had at least one contact at the
job site. As shown in Table 14, participants with job site contacts did have a significantly greater
numbe of total contacts during the early and late portions of the@dth followup period than
did not with no job site contact. However, there were no differences in job duration for the two
subgroups.

DISCUSSION

To our knowledge, this is the first stutbyexamine the impact of employment specialist
supports on job tenure of clients with severe mental illness who have obtained a competitive job
after enrollment in a high fidelity supported employment program. This study provides new
findings regarding for questions: (1) what are the tyear employment outcomes for
competitively employed clients enrolled in supported employment. (2) what are the patterns of
employment specialist contacts over time, (3) what is the relationship between employment
speciaist contacts and job tenure, and (4) how do sites differ on service delivery and outcome. We
will discuss each of these below.

Employment Outcomes

The study sample had substantial success in competitive employment during-ffeatwo
follow-up period. Oraverage, they worked more than 12 months over theyéao period; in
other words, the total sample worked over 50% of thevi®dk period. Half of the full sample
(including dropouts) worked 11 months or more. Job tenure in the initial job averaggdifea
months (~40 weeks), which is almost twice as long as thee2k average reported for supported
employment clients in a comprehensive review of controlled trials of evidwerss®l supported
employment (Bond et al., 2008). Clients averaged negdig2across two years and it took
almost three months to obtain a second job after losing the initial job.

The employment outcomes from supported employment have been widely discussed in the

literature. While there is fairly close convergence on mangators of employment outcomes,
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such as overall rates of obtaining a job, time to first job, types of jobs held, and earnings, job

tenure outcomes have been controverstaime observers have contended that that most

supported employment jobs are shortrtéMueser et al., 2005; Murphy, Mullen, & Spagnolo,

2005; Roberts & Pratt, 2007; Wallace, Tauber, & Wilde, 199 view is that this impression

has been influenced by eadudies when the supported employment was still being developed

and by shorterm follow-up studies, which understate job tenure because of time of data

collection. A second issue is the choice of job tenure indicator; according to the IPS model of
suppated employment, amount of time working in a time period, and not just job tenure at a single
job, is more crucialBecker & Drake, 2003) In contrast to many shetérm studies, longerm

follow-up studies of supported employment have reported more favorable nesinlgsthe
construct of fAsteady wor ker-oppériednpiwomlongesn at | e a
studies found that over 50% of cl2iyearmperiedattea d b e
enrollment in supported employmedBecker, Whitley, Bailey, & Drake, 2007; Salyers, Becker,

Drake, Torrey, & Wyzik, 2004which gives a very different impression than the literature

criticizing supported employmeas limited to shofterm jobs. The current study is more in line

with these longerm studies for two main reasons: the time frame is longer, and the sample was
restricted to clients who had obtained employment. We conclude that nearly half of tdliolien
supported employment who obtain a competitive job will become steady workers.

Patterns of Employment Specialist Contact Over Time

The mean frequency of employment specialist contacts over thgetavgeriod 1.72
contacts per monthis a lower inénsity than the prior studies reviewed above. For example,
McGuire (2005), in a study conducted at one of the sites also used in the current study, reported a
mean monthly rate of 2.08 service contacts for clients actively enrolled in supported employment
However, the contrast between the McGuire study and the current study clearly illuminates the
criticality of how this question is framed. Specifically, the McGuire study included all
employment specialist contacts, including those before and duripgptisearch and during the
early stages of job acquisition.

The overall mean intensity may be less informative thapaltternof contact. The overall
patterns appears to be fairly intensive contact at the point of job start, followed a fading of support
within a few months but sustained continuation of a maintenance level of approximately one

contact per month for two years. The pattern of rapid decline in intensity of support after a job
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start has been found by other studi@sderson, 1999; McGuire, 2005However, the literature

has lacked norms about how long follaong by the employment specialist sholddcontinued.

The current study offers a preliminary data for establishing normative expectations for supported
employment programs; this study shows that two years of contact, even for clients who are
working at a single job for the entire two yeassnot that unusual. On the other hand, most clients
held multiple jobs during this time; this study also shows that continuing contact with these clients
is typical (rather than terminating them). Complicating the picture is the fact that 30% of clients
discontinued services within they2ar period, including some clients who were still employed at
the time of program termination. More research is needed to establish norms targeted to different
client subgroups (e.g., working steadily at one job, meljipb starts, and potential program
dropouts).

We were surprised to find that type, location, and length of contact did not differentially
over time. For example, we did not discover an increase in telephone contacts to compensate for a
reduction in fae-top-face contacts. The decline across all subcategories appeared to mirror the
overall pattern of total contacts over time. Feméace contacts with clients remained the primary
contact throughout the followp period.

For the most part, client bleground characteristics were not associated with intensity or
type of support provided, paralleling the findings of McGuire (2005). The finding of more
intensive services to clients receiving both SSDI and SSI compared to those not on benefits or only
on SSDI may suggest the need for more intensive intervention for clients with greater disabilities,
which McGurk and colleagues (2005) have reported. This interpretation is speculative, however,
and requires replication and more rigorous method for assdasictgpnal impairments before
reaching a strong conclusion.

In summary, the overall pattern of services was relatively high intensity of contact in the
first few months after job start (about one contact per week), tapering off fairly rapidly to about
onecontact a month, and remaining at that level for a year or even two years after the job start.
The four sites did not differ greatly in this overall pattern, which may suggest that these results
would generalize to other higidelity IPS programs, thougreplication is needed. In conjunction
with the positive correlation with total months worked discussed below, these findings provide
tentative empirical support for the job support guidelines stated in the Supported Employment

Fidelity Scale (Becker &tl., 2008). However, the finding that employment specialists continued
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to stay in monthly contact with some clients employed at the same job for two years does suggest
that longesterm support is sometimes provided than recommended by the Supported faeriloy
Fidelity Scale. More research is needed to determine the optimal length oftipllow

Relationship Between Employment Specialist Contacts and Job Tenure

The primary hypothesis for this study was a prediction of a positive correlation between
intensty of employment specialist support and job tenure. As noted above, job tenure has been
variously defined in the literature. In the IPS literature, the key measure is proportion of time
working in a particular time frame. In this study, therefore, thedmployment outcome was
number of months employed over thge&ar period.

We found a correlation of .27 in the predicted direction between intensity of employment
specialist support and months worked over 2 years, providing modest support for thiesigpo
While this correlation explains only 7% of the variance, the practical importance of this finding
is that it provides a definite fAsignal o that
outcomes, which from the beginning has been a cormerstithe supported employment
movement (Wehman, 1986).

Surprisingly, there has been little evidence to date in support of the general hypothesis of
an association between intensity of employment specialist support and employment outcomes.
In fact, somestudies have found no association or a negative association. In our own report on
preliminary data from the current study, we found a pattenegétive(albeit nonsignificant)
correlations between service intensity and employment out{®omal & Kukla, 2008) In the
largest study of the employmiespecialist contact/employment outcome relationship, Leff and
colleagues (2005) found a strong effect for job development activity, but no evidence for a
positive influence of job support on job tenure. In the Leff study, study admission was at the
point of client enroliment in the supported employment program, which may have masked the
job supporjob tenure relationship as well as shortening the observational period for examining
support after obtaining work. Second, clients in the Leff study welgnasisto a variety of
vocational programs, mostly not high fidelity supported employment. These and other factors
may have made it more difficult for the Leff study to assess the job syppdenure
relationship. Other studies examining the relatiom&i@tween frequency of employment

specialist contacts and job outcomes (e.g., Jones et al., 2001; McGuire, 2005) have followed
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clients before they obtained their first job, similarly confound job development and ongoing
support.

Looking more closely at theotential explanation for a positive relationship between
ongoing support and job tenure, we found thaiport during the first few months after the job
start was not predictiveThis finding is surprising, because of the widely held belief that
intensve support at this time period is crucial. It is true nonetheless that the intensity of support
was greater across the board during this early time period. The correlational pattern was that
support during the last 18 months was predictive of longetgnbre. In other words, it would
appear critical from a clinical standpoint to provide din@g r m s upport, rat her
clients once they appear stable in their job. This finding is consistent with the finding of
McHugo et al. (1998), who showd#aht among clients 3.5 years after enrollment in supported
employment, those who were employed were more 3 times more likely to have had continued
contact with their employment specialist than those who were not working. We conclude that
ongoing supporfrom a supported employment program is instrumental in promoting sustained
success in employment.

We also found no evidence that any specific type of employment specialist support was
more effective than another in promoting duration of employment. ¥aonge, mean rate of
faceto-face contacts was not correlated with employment outcomes, nor was rate of contacts at
the job site. The overall intensity of contact appears to be more predictive than any specific type
of contact.

The above discussion hactsed on months worked in any job over the-jwar follow
up. No association was found between intensity of support and the other employment outcome
indicators, including job tenure on the first job held upon entering the study. As noted earlier,
from perspective of the IPS model, the goal is not necessarily employment in a specific job, but
rather steady employment. Other perspectives, including the perspective represented by state
federal vocational rehabilitation system (VR), do emphasize sustamgdysment in a single
job as the standard for a successful closure. Thus the findings of this study may have different
implications from the VR perspective.

Site Differences in Service Provision and Outcomes

Though not a primary focus of this study, wemined potential site differences for all

the primary study variables. One site had significantly better employment outcomes than the

t
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other three; converging evidence that this was an excellent site is the fact that it recently received
a national awarébr excellence among 100 sites participating in a learning collabo(&traé&e,
Becker, Goldman, & Martinez, 2006)idelity to the IPS model may partially explain the
findings; while Site 4 had a higher fidelity score than Sites 2 and 3, it had the same fidelity score
as Site 1. Howewver, to our surprise, Site 4 did not have the highest intensity of service provision.
Generally speaking, the pattern of service provision across sites was fairly similar. While there
were minor differences between sites, the similarities outweighetifteeences.

Sites differ in several policies affecting service provision. Site 1 had a significantly
lower dropout rate than the other three sites. What is noteworthy about Site 1 is that its mental
health services are organized around the assedivenunity treatment model, which has a
strong and effective outreach compon@und, McGrew, & Fekete, 1995We speculate that
the low dropout rate was a cagglence of these outreach services and close integration of the
IPS team with the treatment teams. Site 2 had a substantially higher rate of study dropouts who
were employed at the time of program termination. It remains an open issue what the best polic
is regarding closing clients who are successfully employed; clearly an ongoing support plan is
critical.

Study Strengths and Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, the study sample had noteworthy selection
biases. We used an opportursgmple of study sites in one geographic region of the U.S., and
within these sites, we depended on voluntary participation by employment specialists. Thus,
guestions can be raised about the generalizability of the findings. A second and more
theoreticdly important source of selection bias concerned the sample inclusion criteria. By
definition, the sample was limited to supported employment clients who obtained a competitive
job working at least 10 hours per week. In other words, the sample exclietgd who entered
supported employment and terminated before starting a competitive job, which comprise over
35% of clients enrolled in supported employment (Bond et al., 2008). It seems likely
employment specialists also did not enroll clients whos@l@tement was precarious. In sum,
the study sample is representative of more successful supported employment clients.

A second limitation was the use of an observational design, precluding causal
conclusions. ltis likely that the influence was bidiregtl, such that frequency of employment

specialist contacts was affected by client employment outcomes. Successfully employed clients
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may have been more conscientious in keeping appointments with employment specialists, while
clients who lost jobs may habeen less eager. Although we did not track psychiatric relapses,

it is also likely that some job loss was related to exacerbation of symptoms, which may have led
to decisions to avoid contact with employment specialists.

Third, study dropouts affectedld sample characteristics. We removed study dropouts
from our main analyses for the reasons indicated. But their exclusion exacerbated the bias in the
sample. Fourth, we did not examine the impact of employment specialist characteristics on
outcome. Sme employment specialists may have been more effective than others in helping
clients keep jobs. Fifth, the focus on service intensity was limited to employment specialist
activity. We did not measure assistance provided by the mental health treaamenoteother
professionals, or for that matter, assistance from natural support systems. Sixth, service contact
log may have omitted categories of services that may have been important to capture. Seventh,
even though the followap period for this studis equal to or longer than most studies of this
kind, the followup period may be too short to detect the strength of the association between
service intensity and employment outcomes. Eighth, the study included a large number of
correlations, suggestiran inflated Type | error rate.

A final study limitation concerns the reliability of the method of data collection. One
fundamental question motivating this study was the feasibility of a multisite study involving
longitudinal data collection on servicentacts and job status in a modersitzed sample of
supported employment clients. Drawing on recent advances Hvagsul data collection
(Birnbaum, 2004) combined with monthly prompts to employment specialists and incentives for
participating, we had hagl to improve the completeness and accuracy of service data beyond
that in prior research. Our conclusions at present regarding feasibility remain tentative.
Certainly data collection through electronic records present numerous advantages in terms of
routine certain types of clerical errors (Tsai & Bond, 2007). Additionally, monthly online data
collection poses an advantage overly quarterly collection, presumably in the accuracy (and
perhaps the completeness of data). During the data collection phhsestifdy, several
employment specialists commented that monthly data collection was helpful, as they were able
to easily retrieve followalong service records (i.e., personal records or those kept by the agency)
and recall exact nature of each contaciaose they had occurred so recently. One employment

specialist also commented that monthly data collection acted as a prompt, reminding her to
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contact clients for assertive outreach, particularly in regards to those clients who were not
working and not aovely engaged in services. While these are only anecdotal reports, they
provide some evidence regarding the benefits of monthly data collection versus less frequent
data collection. However, our methodology has not eliminated problems of missing data,
confusion about data collection procedures, problems posed by staff turnover, research
participant burnout, and other common and predictable problems associated with longitudinal
data collection, especially with modest resources. Persistence by thelréseaardn tracking
down and rectifying incomplete reporting was a key element in enhancing data quality. Yet
routinization of the monthly data collection, which we had hoped to be possible give the
relatively modest response burden, has been elusivallyi-ive also have no independent
verification of the accuracy of the reported data; this remains a clear challenge for future
research to address.

Future Directions

Because of practical implications for service delivery, financing, the encouraging
findings from this study lead us to strong urge further research on the central hypothesis of this
study. Research in this area is difficult, and future studies should seek to address some of the
thorny issues this study raises.

An important question not angned by this study is whether other sources of support,
such as mental health case managers and natural supports, such as family members, can
substitute for or augment the assistance of employment specialists. There is evidence that the
involvement of théreatment team is cruci@Cook et al., 2005) Futue studies ideally should
include data collection from a more comprehensive matrix of sources of support.

It is clear that intensity of support is not the only factor influencing successful outcome.
Other factors relating to organizational support, empleyt specialist skills, local economy,
client factors, among other sources of potential influence, ideally should be included in a
prediction mode(Bond & Drake, 2008)

A critical factor is study length. Lonrggrm follow-up studies are urgently needed in the
area of supported employment. As this study suggests, the findings over the short term may not
correctly forecast what the findings will be in the long term.

One difficulty in this area of research a&ngpling. Our intent in defining and following a

group of clients after they obtained employment was to isolate the impact of job support on job
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tenure. The few studies to date examining the association between employment specialist
contacts and employmeautcome have been faced with disentangling contacts with clients
associated with job development and contacts associated with job support. While our sampling
approach did focus the study on the research question of interest, it did increase tha b&sctio

in the sample. A further source of selection bias was the exclusion of study dropouts. An
analytic strategy using prospective sample of unemployed clients might help to resolve the
sample dilemmas just outlined, although such a study would beieusbi

Future studies should also use advanced statistical techniques involving time lag
correlations and other methods to closely link the support activities to the actual outcomes. In
his study McGuire (2005) piloted such methods.

Critically needed arstudies of thejuality of the support activities and not just the
guantity. For example, McGurk and Mueg2006)found that teaching client speacitcoping
strategies may promoting job retention. An alternative approach might be intensive qualitative
methods examining employment specialist activities at critical juncture, such as at the time of
potential job loss.

Finally, one unanswered questiendetermining the optimal length of follewp from the
supported employment, and with what auxiliary sources of support. This question might lend
itself to a randomized controlled trial in which some clients would remain open on the supported
employmentéam for two years after employment at the same job, while others would be
transitioned off earlier. Such a design would need to retain the principle of individualization of

services.



Table 1: Sample Descriptive Statistics By Study Sites

Variable Site 1 Site 2, Site 3, Site 4, Total,
N=56 N=43 N=18 N=25 N=142
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N(%)
Gender:
Male 27 (48.2%) 22 (51.2%) 11 (61.1%) 12 (48.0%) 72(50.7%)
Female 29 (51.8%) 21 (48.8%) 7 (38.9%) 13 (52.0%) 68 (49.3%)
Race:
African American 7 (12.5%) 20 (46.5%) 3 (16.7%) 8 (32.0%) 38 (26.8%)
Hispanic 0 (40%) 2(4.65%) 2 (11.1%) 0 (0%) 4 (2.8%)
White 47 (83.9%) 19 (44.2%) 13 (72.2%) 16 (64.0%) 95 (66.9%)
Other 2 (3.6%) 2 (4.65%) 0 (0%) 1 (4.0%) 5 (3.5%)
Diagnosis:
Schizophrenia 23(41.1%) 11 (25.6%) 3 (16.7%) 7 (28.0%) 44 (31.0%)
Schizoaffective 10 (17.8%) 6 (13.9%) 6 (33.3%) 4 (16.0%) 26 (18.3%)
disorder
Bipolar disorders 15 (26.8%) 16 (37.2%) 6 (33.3%) 9 (36.0%) 46 (32.4%)
Depression/ 7(12.5%) 7 (16.3%) 3(16.7%) 3 (12.0%) 20 (14.1%)
Dysthymia
Other 1(1.8%) 3 (7.0%) 0 (0%) 2 (8.0%) 6 (4.2%)
Education:
Not Graduated H.S. 8 (14.3%) 7 (16.3%) 4 (22.2%) 5 (20.0%) 24 (16.9%)
H.S. graduate or GEL 26 (46.4%) 13 (30.2%) 7 (38.9%) 6 (24.0%) 52 (36.6%)
Some College or 12 (21.4%) 15 (34.9%) 4 (22.2%) 5 (20.0%) 36 (25.4%)
Assocides
Vocational School 5 (8.9%) 0 (0%) 1 (5.6%) 5 (20.0%) 11 (7.7%)
College Graduate 2 (3.6%) 6 (13.95%) 2 (11.1%) 3 (12.0%) 13 (9.1%)
Missing 3 (5.4%) 2 (4.65%) 0 (0%) 1 (4.0%) 6 (4.3%)
Social Securty
Entitlements
No Entitlements 9(16.1%) 6(14.0%) 3(16.7%) 8 (32.0%) 26 (18.3%)
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Variable Site 1 Site 2, Site 3, Site 4, Total,
N=56 N=43 N=18 N=25 N=142
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N(%)
SSDI only 20 (35.7%) 17 (39.5%) 2 (11.1%) 8(32.0%) 47 (3B.1%)
SSl only 11 (19.6%) 13 (30.2%) 5 (27.8%) 9(36.0%) 38 (26.8%)
SSl| and SSDI 11 (19.6) 3(7.0%) 3 (16.7%) 0(0%) 17 (12.0%)
Missing 5 (8.9%) 4(9.3%) 5(27.8%) 0 (0%) 14 (9.8%)
Residential Status:
Homeless 1(1.8%) 4 (9.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 5 (3.5%)
Group Home 1(1.8%) 1(2.3%) 1 (5.55%) 2 (8.0%) 5 (3.5%)
Supervised 0 (0%) 15 (34.9%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 15 (10.6%)
Apartment
Living with Family 6 (10.7%) 6 (13.95%) 3 (22.2%) 5 (20.0%) 20 (14.1%)
Independent Living 40 (71.4%) 9 (20.95%) 14 (77.8%) 18 (720%) 81 (57.0%)
Other 6 (10.7%) 2 (4.65%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 8 (5.6%)
Missing 2 (3.6%) 6 (13.95%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 8 (5.6%)

Competitive Job
Since Admission to

SE Program

Yes 27 (48.2%) 35 (81.4%) 12 (66.7%) 13 (52.0%) 87 (61.3%)
No 27 (48.2%) 1 (2.3%) 6 (33.3%) 12 (48.0%) 46 (32.4%)
Missing 2 (3.6%) 7 (16.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 9 (6.3%)

Competitive Job

Prior to Study

Yes 31 (55.4%) 34 (79.1%) 5 (27.8%) 8 (32.0%) 78 (54.9%)
No 22 (39.3%) 1 (2.3%) 13 (72.2%) 17 (68.0%) 53 (37.3%)
Missing 3 (5.3%) 8 (18.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 11 (7.8%)
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Table 2: Dropout participants by study site across 24 months

Month Site 1, N=56 Site 2, N=43 Site 3, N=18 Site 4, N=25 Total, N=142
1 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 1 1 0 2
5 0 1 0 0 1
6 0 1 0 0 1
Months1-6

Total 4
7 0 1 0 0 1
8 1 2 1 0 4
9 0 0 0 0 0
10 1 1 0 0 2
11 0 3 1 4 8
12 0 0 0 0 0
Months 712

Total 15
13 0 2 1 0 3
14 0 1 0 0 1
15 0 1 2 0 3
16 1 0 1 3 5
17 0 1 0 0 1
18 0 0 0 0 0
Months 1318

Total 13

19 1 0 1 0 2
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Month Site 1, N=56 Site 2, N=43 Site 3, N=18 Site 4, N=25 Total, N=142
20 0 5 0 1 6

21 0 1 1 0 2

22 0 1 0 0 1

23 0 0 0 0 0

24 0 0 0 0 0

Months 1924

Total 11

Grand Total 4 22 9 8 43

Table 3: Mean Follovalong contacts aggregated across 6 mortémials comparing dropouts and rdrpouts

Non-dropout Dropout t p

Participants, Participants,

N=99 N=43

N M SD N M SD

Follow-along
contacts
Mean Contacts, 99 2.32 1.50 43 1.90 1.32 1.57 A2
Months 16
Mean Contacts, 99 1.14 1.14 39 0.62 0.80 2.59 .01*
Months 712
Mean Contacts, 99 1.11 1.34 24 0.28 0.50 2.95 .00**
Months 1318
Mean Contacts, 99 1.01 1.27 11 0.37 0.66 1.59 A2
Months 1924
*p<.05

**p<.01



Table 4: Employment Outcomes and KrusWéallis Test Comparing Dropout Paipents to Nordropout Participants

Employment Non-Dropout Dropout Dropout Kruskat p
Outcomes Participants Participants, Participants, Participants, Participants, Wallis
Months 16 Months 712 Months 1318 Months 1924

N=99 N=11

M(SD) M(SD)
Number of Months  7.98(8.58)  3.00(1.41) 4.27(3.43) 9.85(4.72) 11.70 (9.09) 7.94 .09
Worked at Initial Job
Total Months 13.44(8.01) 3.00(1.41) 6.77(3.13) 10.96(4.17) 12.60(8.21) 15.85 .00**
Worked

**p<.01



Table 5: Job Types for Initial Job

Job Type Site 1, N=56 Site 2, N=43 Site 3, N=18 Site 4, N=25 Total,
N=142
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
Child Care 1 (1.8%) 0 (0%) 1(5.55%) 2 (8.0%) 4 (2.8%)
Clerical 1 (1.8%) 6 (14.0%) 1(5.55%) 0 (0%) 8 (5.6%)
Customer Service 2 (3.6%) 2 (4.6%) 2(11.1%) 2 (8.0%) 8 (5.6%)
Food Service 15 (26.8%) 10 (23.3%) 5(27.8%) 8 (32.0%) 38 (26.8%)
Janitorial 6 (10.7%) 4 (9.3%) 3(16.7%) 1 (4.0%) 14 (9.9%)
Professional (nowlerical) 1(1.8%) 5(11.6%) 0 (0% 5 (20.0%) 11 (7.7%)
Retail 13 (23.2%) 9 (20.9%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 22 (15.5%)
Technical 0 (0%) 1 (2.3%) 1(5.55%) 0 (0%) 6 (4.2%)
Other 4 (7.1%) 6 (14.0%) 5(27.8%) 7 (28%) 22 (15.5%)
Missing 9(16.1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Note: Type of job unknwn in 9 cases
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Table 6: Employment Outcomes According to Site Across thm@dth Study Period

Employment N Site 1, Site 2, Site 3, Site 4, Total,
Outcome Variable N=56 N=43 N=18 N=25 N=142

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Total Months 142  11.54(8.07) 11.21(7.02) 14.59 (6.77) 17.52 (6.36) 12.86 (7.74)
Worked

Average Months 142 8.44 (8.20) 8.87 (7.00) 7.84(6.80) 14.54(9.27) 9.57 (8.15)
Worked Per Job

Monthsgvorked at 142 8.63 (8.58) 9.06 (7.28) 9.03(7.82) 15.16(9.74) 9.9% (8.60)
First Jo

Months between 72 3.03(3.66) 4.73(4.82) 1.12(1.72) 2.17(2.76) 2.90 (3.67)
first and second

j0b4'5

Number of Jobs 142 2.12 (1.35) 1.49 (.77) 2.67 (1.53) 1.68(.90) 1.92 (1.21)

Total number of months worked across all jobs across timedh study period

?Average number of months worked at any one job (total number of months worked divided by the number of jobs held
*Total number of months worked at the first job held

“Total number of months between the end of the first job and the fthet second job

>Sample sizes: Site 1, N=32; Site 2, N=15; Site 3, N=13; Site 4, N=12

®Number of jobs worked
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Table7:.0neNay ANOVA and T uMenh@E&mployintebt Ofitadmes Bedween Sites

Variable/Employment Typology F df Mean Standard p
Group Difference error

Total Months Worket 414 3,183 .01~
Site & Site 1 5.77 1.84 .01*
Site & Site 2 6.25 1.93 .01*
Average Months Worked Per Joh 4.09 3,183 .01*
Site H Site 1 6.11 1.90 .01*
Site 48 Site 2 5.68 1.99 .03*
Site 8 Site 3 6.70 2.44 .03*
Months worked at First J6b 3.96 3,183 .01~
Site & Site 1 6.53 2.01 .01*
Site 4 Site 2 6.10 2.10 .02*

Total number of months worked across all jobs

’Average number of months worked at any one job (total number of monthedaditkded by the number of jobs held

*Total number of months worked at the first job held
*p<.05
**p<.01



Table 8: Mean Monthly Rates of Job Support OveM&hth Period by Site and Krusk#allis Test

Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Total
N=56 N=43 N=18 N=25 N=142
chi daf p
Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD square
2.90 3 41
Total Contacts 1.87 126 1.78 137 242 1.65 1.60 112 172 1.21
Type of Contact
Faceto-Face Contacts 1.38 115 132 132 155 1.11 1.38 1.06 132 1.04 1.05 3 .79
Telephone Contacts  0.48 047 044 046 0.87 0.78 0.22 0.30 0.38 0.44 1409 3 .00**
Location of Contact
Agency Office 0.75 0.66 0.73 051 1.16 0.98 0.67 0.76 0.77 0.69 4.61 3 .20
Job Site 048 080 054 081 021 033 041 065 037 054 389 3 27
Other Community Sites 0.61 0.77 0.48 057 1.04 0.85 0.46 0.54 056 0.66 7.53 3 .06
Duration of Contact
Short duratioh 1.08 0.70 081 0.63 1.21 0.95 0.50 0.63 0.83 0.67 21.85 3 .00**
Long duratioA 0.77 096 094 112 1.17 0.95 1.10 0.96 0.86 0.86 5.05 3 A7

130 minutes or less
’Greater than 30 minutes



Table 9: Number of Monthly Followlong Support Contacts Across 24 Months

Month N Mean Faceto- Tele! Agency Job Site Com. Short Long

Monthly  Face Office Locatiorf Duration  Duration

Contacts

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
1 142 3.07(2.26) 2.44(2.09) 0.62(0.97) 1.02(1.32) 1.09(1.69) 0.94(1.44) 1.30(1.65) 1.74(1.90)
2 142 2.66(2.64) 1.43(1.21) 0.45(0.51) 0.79(0.71) 0.48(0.78) 0.59(0.71) 0.91(0.76) 0.96(1.05)
3 141 2.23(1.98) 1.56(1.73) 0.60(0.84) 0.84(1.07) 0.55(1.23) 0.81(1.38) 1.04(1.19) 1.19(1.60)
4 139 1.97(2.03) 1.35(1.56) 0.60(1.19) 0.94(1.45) 0.35(0.89) 0.68(1.20) 0.99(1.47) 0.99(1.35)
5 139 1.78(1.79) 1.32(1.56) 0.46(0.83) 0.83(1.28) 0.33(0.79) 0.62(1.23) 0.83(1.11) 0.95(1.37)
6 138 1.50(1.85) 1.04(1.32) 0.45(0.99) 0.76(1.31) 0.25(0.77) 0.48(0.96) 0.71(1.27) 0.78(1.31)
7 138 1.31(1.68) 1.08(1.41) 0.23(068) 0.56(1.10) 0.25(0.64) 0.49(1.01) 0.60(1.05) 0.70(1.13)
8 134 1.12(1.73) 0.98(1.65) 0.13(0.42) 0.50(1.09) 0.19(0.67) 0.43(1.11) 0.47(0.96) 0.65(1.25)
9 134 0.99(1.28) 0.78(1.14) 0.20(0.50) 0.45(0.77) 0.17(0.52) 0.37(0.96) 0.50(0.87) 0.46(0.96)
10 132 0.91(1.36) 0.74(1.28) 0.16(0.44) 0.46(0.90) 0.13(0.45) 0.32(0.93) 0.48(0.86) 0.43(1.01)
11 126 0.90(1.50) 0.72(1.30) 0.18(0.54) 0.46(0.96) 0.11(0.45) 0.31(0.70) 0.45(0.90) 0.38(0.95)
12 124 0.92(1.84) 0.63(1.44) 0.28(0.76) 0.39(0.85) 0.07(0.37) 0.37(0.%) 0.57(1.12) 0.26(0.72)
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Month N Mean Faceto- Tele! Agency Job Site Com. Short Long

Monthly  Face Office Locatiorf Duration  Duration

Contacts

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
13 121 0.97(1.73) 0.77(1.53) 0.16(0.48) 0.45(082) 0.11(0.37) 0.38(1.12) 0.45(0.88) 0.50(1.15)
14 120 1.02(1.92) 0.82(1.74) 0.20(0.53) 0.55(1.29) 0.09(0.37) 0.34(0.94) 0.48(0.85) 0.50(1.37)
15 117 1.10(1.77) 0.89(1.62) 0.21(0.58) 0.58(1.23) 0.16(0.49) 0.36(0.95) 0.56(0.96) 0.54(1.24)
16 112 0.86(1.2) 0.74(1.26) 0.12(0.42) 0.43(1.00) 0.12(0.50) 0.29(0.76) 0.41(0.75) 0.45(0.94)
17 111 0.99(1.48) 0.86(1.39) 0.13(0.47) 0.57(1.09) 0.07(0.26) 0.35(0.89) 0.44(0.86) 0.54(1.26)
18 111 1.17(1.84) 0.89(1.47) 0.26(0.71) 0.63(1.13) 0.05(0.27) 0.49(1.24) 0.61(119) 0.56(1.17)
19 109 1.00(1.69) 0.65(1.25) 0.34(0.85) 0.59(1.21) 0.03(0.16) 0.38(0.94) 0.61(1.17) 0.39(1.07)
20 103 1.00(1.57) 0.76(1.36) 0.24(0.59) 0.45(0.89) 0.06(0.25) 0.48(1.10) 0.52(0.90) 0.46(1.11)
21 101 1.10(1.67) 0.89(1.50) 0.20(0.60) 0.53(100) 0.10(0.38) 0.45(1.12) 0.54(1.03) 0.54(1.16)
22 99 0.87(1.34) 0.73(1.25) 0.14(0.51) 0.36(0.79) 0.08(0.34) 0.43(1.08) 0.44(0.84) 0.44(1.07)
23 99 0.98(1.52) 0.86(1.42) 0.12(0.41) 0.46(0.89) 0.13(0.44) 0.40(1.02) 0.47(0.89) 0.49(1.05)
24 99 0.97(1.71) 0.83(1.62) 0.13(0.39) 0.46(0.93) 0.08(0.31) 0.43(1.20) 0.55(1.06) 0.41(1.07)

Follow-along contacts occurring via telephone
’Follow-along contacts occurring in a community location (besides the job site)



Table 10: Correlations Between Mean Number oplryment Specialist Contacts and Duration

of Employment Over 2 ear Followup

Average Months Total Months  Months from end of &
Variable Months Worked at Worked job to start of ¥ job
Worked Per  first job (N=99) (N=61)
Job (N =99)
(N =299)
MeanMonthly Contacts .07 .10 27 -.16
Type of Contact
Faceto-Face A1 13 .26** -.15
Telephone -.08 -.05 A3 -.07
Location
Agency Office .09 .09 .26** -.10
Job Site 22* 21* .18 -.04
Other Community -11 -.05 .08 -.16
Duration
Short durationh 12 14 23* -.09
Long duratiof .02 .05 22% -17

130 minutes or less
Greater than 30 minutes
*p<.05

*5p<.01
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Table 10A: Correlations Between Mean Number of Employment Specialist Contacts During 6
Month Increnents and Duration of Employment Ovelf2ar Followup

Average Months Total Months Months from end of &
Variable Months Worked at  Worked job to start of 2 job

Worked Per First Job (N=99) (N=61)

Job (N =299)

(N =99)

Employment Specialist ContacBuring Months 1-6

Mean Contacts .01 -.01 A1 -.14

Type of Contact

Faceto-Face .02 .02 .10 -17

Telephone -.06 -.09 .05 .04
Location

Agency Office .03 -.02 15 -.01

Job Site A2 13 .05 -.08

Other Community -.13 -12 -.02 -.12
Duration

Short duratioh .07 .03 .08 -.04

Long duratiod -.05 -.05 .08 -13

Employment Specialist Contacts During Months12

Mean Contacts 12 .16 J31** -.16

Type of Contact

Faceto-Face .09 .13 27** -12

Telephone -.09 -.04 .09 -.14
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Location
Agency Office .02 .07 A7 -.07
Job Site 22% 19 22* -.10
Other Community -.06 -.02 13 -.16
Duration
Short durationh .07 A1 .18 -.10
Long duratioA .06 .08 26* -.17

Employment SpecialtsContacts During Months 1318

Mean Contacts .18 .26* .36** -.06

Type of Contact

Faceto-Face 18 .25* 33** -.01

Telephone -11 -.03 13 -.12
Location

Agency Office .10 .16 .26** -.04

Job Site 19 23* 22* .10

Other Canmunity .03 A2 21* -.12
Duration

Short duratioh 19 26* 31+ -.06

Long duratiof .05 14 26%* -.06

Employment Specialist Contacts During Months-P4
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Mean Contacts .00 .10 .24* -17

Type of Contact

Faceto-Face -.06 .03 .16 -.18

Telephone -.06 .03 .16 -.05
Location

Agency Office .03 .10 27 -.18

Job Site 23* .25* 29** .05

Other Community -.19 -.09 .01 -.13
Duration

Short duratioh -.03 .06 17 -.09

Long duratiof -.07 .01 15 -.18

130 minutes or less
Greater than 30 minutes
*p<.05

*5p<.01

Table 11: Total Months Worked and Mean Monthly Contacts by Study Site

Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4
Total Months
Worked 11.5 11.2 14.6 17.5
Mean Monthly 4 18 24 16

Contacts




Table 12: Comparisons in Service Intensity Sarmually By Number of Jobs Held During Folldyp

Employed in Left First Job, No Multiple Jobs
Same Job for 24 Further Jobs

Months
(N=21) (N=50) (N=71)
Follow-Along Cont&ts N M SD M SD M SD F p
Months 16 142
Mean Contacfs 2.39 1.89 1.79 1.24 243 1.42 3.09 .05
Type of Contact
Faceto-Face 1.87 1.60 1.31 1.14 175 1.24 2.35 .10
Telephone 0.48 0.76 0.46 0.49 0.67 0.68 1.75 .18
Locationof Contact
Agency Offic& 0.82 0.93 0.74 0.76 1.05 1.00 1.76 .18
Job Site 0.74 1.34 0.52 0.64 051 0.69 0.74 A8
Other Communit§y 0.81 0.92 0.51 0.66 0.83 0.98 2.22 0.11
Duration of Contact
Short Duration 1.06 0.9 0.89 082 109 083 084 0.44

Long Duration 133 134 088 104 131 111 238 0.0




Ongoing Support and Job Retention Pége

Employed in Left First Job, No Multiple Jobs
Same Job for 24 Further Jobs

Months
(N=21) (N=50) (N=71)
Follow-Along Contacts M SD M sb M SD F p
Months 712 138
Mean Contacfts 1.15 121 0.73 093 126 112 274 .07
Type of Contact
Faceto-Face 0.98 1.12 0.59 0.84 1.00 0.99 2.20 A2
Telephone 0.17 0.30 0.14 0.29 0.25 0.33 1.39 .25
Location of Contact
AgencyOfficeb 0.43 0.60 0.43 0.72 0.56 0.59 0.68 51
Job Site 0.29 0.47 0.11 0.26 0.16 042 1.52 22
Other Communit§y 0.43 0.74 0.20 0.40 0.65 0.50 2.55 .08
Duration of Contact
Short Duration 047 0.52 0.50 074 092 061 o061 .55
Long Duration 0.68  1.02 023 039 061 075 3.76  .03*

Months 1318 121
Mean Contacfs 1.44 1.63 1.28 1.57 1.21 1.29 4.65 .01*
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Employed in Left First Job, No Multiple Jols
Same Job for 24 Further Jobs

Months
(N=21) (N=50) (N=71)
Follow-Along Contacts M SD M SO M SD F p
Type of Contact
Faceto-Face 1.28 1.57 0.39 0.68 0.95 1.09 4.18 .02*
Telephone 0.15 0.24 0.05 0.16 0.26 0.46 3.07 .05
Location of Contact
Agency Offic& 0.68  1.13 032 070 062 072 171 19
Job Site 0.21 0.30 0.01 0.06 0.12 0.32 3.18 .04*
Other Community 0.53 0.76 0.13 024 045 072 3.08 .05
Duration of Contact
Short Duration 0.72 0.70 032 060 054 064 2028 11
Long Duration 072 1.10 013 031 094 066 469 .01*
Months 1924 109
Mean Contacts 1.14 1.37 0.57 1.04 113 1.29 1.64 .20
Type of Contact
Faceto-Face 0.99 1.32 0.51 1.00 0.86 1.11 1.05 .35

Telephone 0.15 0.31 0.06 0.11 0.26 043 2.56 .08
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Employed in Left First Job, No Multiple Jobs
Same Job for 24 Further Jobs

Months
(N=21) (N=50) (N=71)
Follow-Along Contacts M SD M SO M SD F p
Location of Contact
Agency Office 0.55 0.70 0.21 0.38 0.56 0.73 2.34 .10
Job Site 0.18 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.21 3.00 .05
Other Community 0.42 1.04 0.37 092 048 0.78 0.14 .87

Duration of Contact
Short Duration 051 0.52 0.42 0.83 059 068 .49 61
Long Duration 0.64 1.25 014 032 053 086 202 14




Table 13: OnaVay ANOVA and Tukeydés HSD f oup Number
Variable/Employment Typology F df Mean Standard p
Group Difference error

Long Duration Contacts, Months 3.76 2,116 .03*
7-12

Multiple Job® One job, lost prior 0.37 0.15 .04*
to 24 months

Mean Monthly Contacts, Months 4.65 2,107 .01*
1318

Same Jobd One Job, lost prior to 0.20 0.08 .04*
24 months

Multiple Job® One Job, lost prior 0.76 0.29 .02 *
to 24 months

Faceto face Contacts, Months 13 4.18 2,107 .02*
18

Same Jobd One Job, lost prior to 0.90 0.33 .02*
24 months

Job Site Contacts, Months-18 3.18 2,107 .04*
Same Jobd One Job, lost prior to 0.20 0.08 .04*
24 months

Long Duration Contacts, Months 4.69 2,107 .01*
13-18

Same Jobd OneJob, lost prior to 0.59 0.24 .03*
24 months

Same Jod Multiple Jobs 0.53 0.19 .01*

of



Table 14: Follow Along Contacts and Employment Outcomes Between Participants with Job Site
contacts and Participants without Job Site Contacts

Outcomes Job Site Cotacts, No Job Site t df p
N=102 Contacts N=30
M(SD) M(SD)
Follow Along 2.34(1.41) 1.65(1.53) -2.35 140 .02*
Contacts, Months-1
6
Follow Along 1.04(1.10) 0.83(1.02) -0.95 136 .35
Contacts, Months-7
12
Follow Along 1.04(1.26) 0.671.28) -1.40 121 .16
Contacts, Months
13-18
Follow Along 1.11(1.34) 0.53(0.75) -2.23 108 .03*
Contacts, Months
19-24
Total Months 12.54 (7.50) 11.16 (8.06) -0.96 140 0.34
Worked
Average Months 9.39(8.09) 10.23(8.50) 0.50 140 .62
Worked Per Job
Months worked at  9.95(8.44) 10.00(9.31) .03 140 .98
First JoB
Months between 2.85(3.47) 3.07(4.57) .20 70 .84
first and second job
Number of Jobs 2.01 (1.30) 1.60(0.72) -1.66 140 .10

Total number of months worked across all jobs across tmed4h study period

?Average numbeof months worked at any one job (total number of months worked divided by
the number of jobs held

*Total number of months worked at the first job held

“Total number of months between the end of the first job and the start of the second job
>Number of jols worked

*p<.05



Figure 1: Mean followalong contacts across the-2¥nth followrup period by month in study,

full sample, N=142
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Figure 2: Mean followalong contacts aggregated acrosadhth intervals comparing dropout
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Figure 3: Mean mode of follolong contacts aggregated acrosadhth intervals, N=142
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Figure 4: Mean location of follovalong contacts aggregated acrosadhth intervals, N=142
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Figure 5:Mean duration of followalong comacts aggregated acrossrmonth intervals, N=142
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Figure 6: Number of follovalong contacts across the-2wnth followrup period by month in
study for job tenure groups (those who worked the entire study period, N=21; those who held
one job and expeneed a job loss prior to 24 months, N=50; those who held multiple jobs,
N=71)
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Figure 7: Mean monthly follow along support according to study site
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Figure 8: Scatterplot of mean follow along contacts and total months worked @tjobs,
N=142
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Figure 9: Scatterplot of mean follow along contacts and average months worked per job, N=142
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Figure 10: Scatterplot of mean follow along contacts and months worked at initial job, N=142

Mean Follow Along Contacts and Months Worked At Initial Job
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Figure 11: Scatterplot of mean follow atpcontacts and the number of months between the end
of the initial , N=71



