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Executive Summary 
 

This report covers the three-year research collaboration with community partners for IMPACT 

2.0, which took place from 2023 to 2025, and was funded by the BC Ministry of Social 

Development and Poverty Reduction. Across three cohorts, ten member organizations of the 

BC Employment Network (BCEN: https://bcenetwork.ca) provided a summer employment 

program for youth with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD) between the ages of 

15 and 19 years old. These organizations serve BC’s Lower Mainland and Southern 

Vancouver Island and represented the community partners of the IMPACT 2.0 project: A 

project co-produced and evaluated by the Canadian Institute for Inclusion and Citizenship 

(CIIC) at the University of British Columbia. The ten project partners of IMPACT 2.0 supported 

over 300 youth with vocational training. For each year, cohort findings demonstrated how 

vocational training benefitted most participating youth, 15 to 19 years of age, by increasing 

their confidence and employment experience. In addition, over 300 parents and carers were 

asked to reflect on their youth’s participation and provided generally positive feedback about 

the summer employment program. 

 

At the outset, the IMPACT 2.0 project objectives were designed in response to: 1) low 

employment rates and earnings, 2) employment disparities, and 3) limited employment-based 

social inclusion reported for adults with IDD in BC, Canada (CLBC, 2025). As of March 31, 

2025, 19.9% of individuals with IDD under the age of 65, supported by Community Living BC 

(CLBC), reported an employment income; a decline from 21.2% the previous year and below 

CLBC’s set target of 23% (CLBC, 2025).  IMPACT 2.0 aimed to address these low 

employment outcomes reported for adults with IDD. The central premise is that early 

vocational training for youth with IDD between the ages of 15 and 19, as they are preparing to 

transition out of high school and into potential employment and adult services, better supports 

that transition experience and entry into future labour market participation (e.g., Bowman et 

al., 2022; Butterworth et al., 2017; Mazzotti et al., 2021; Mogensen et al., 2023). 

 

Central to the IMPACT 2.0 project were the ten community partners who provided the 

vocational training specific to the unique strengths and needs of the participating youth with 

IDD in preparation for future employment. Across the three cohorts, the ten project partners 

delivered the youth-centered vocational training during the summers of 2023, 2024, and 2025. 

The CIIC research team and project leadership operate with approval from the UBC 

Behavioural Research Ethics Board. This summative report provides an arms-length 

evaluation of the three cohorts of IMPACT 2.0. The CIIC researchers analyzed the de-

identified data collected from 328 youth and reflections from 321 parents/carers by the project 

partners’ vocational specialists between June and October of 2023 (103 youth; 100 

parents/carers), 2024 (115 youth; 114 parents/carers), and 2025 (110 youth; 107 

parents/carers).  

 

https://bcenetwork.ca/
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In terms of the youth-centred vocational training offered, five of the ten project partners 

provided a sequential, three-stage approach, focusing first on job discovery and career 

exploration, second on employment-related skill building, and third on job development and 

coaching. The other five project partners provided youth-centred vocational training that 

included job discovery and career exploration, employment-related skill building, and job 

development and coaching according to their agency-specific or ‘free’ intervention approach, 

without following the sequential pattern (see Figure 1). Across the three cohorts, 185 youth 

(56.4%) participated according to the sequential three-stage approach (Group 1) and 143 

youth (43.6%) participated in the non-sequential, free approach (Group 2). These two 

approaches to vocational training were compared to test whether the type and sequence of 

tailored vocational activities matter for the youth’s reported employment experience and 

outcomes in support of potential future employment.  

 

Figure 1: Three-stage Approach (Group 1) and Free Approach (Group 2) 

 

The findings presented in this summative report are based on the analysis of the project 

partners’ interviews with youth and their parents/carers, youth intervention or activity diaries 

complemented by a work confirmation list, and focus groups with some of the youth, 

parents/carers, and vocational specialists from project agencies representing both vocational 

training approaches.  

 

Key findings: 

• Youth employment exposure increased significantly over the course of the program. 

• Improvements in knowledge about employment and soft skills related to employment 

readiness were observed across all cohorts. 

Group 1: 185 youth (56.4%) Group 2: 143 youth (43.6%) 
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• Structured sequencing of vocational training did not significantly alter employment 

outcomes. 

• Youth across gender-/sex-based groups demonstrated comparable improvements in 

employment-related soft skills. 

• Differences in employment experiences suggest broader labour market dynamics 

influence exposure to unpaid and paid work experience. 

 

Interpretation of the key findings show that youth employment exposure increased 

significantly over the course of the program, with youth reporting both unpaid and paid work 

experience more than doubling between program entry and exit. After accounting for 

differences in prior work experience, youth participating in Group 2, the free intervention 

approach, reported higher employment outcomes at program exit than youth participating in 

Group 1, the sequential three-stage intervention approach. Youth across gender-/sex-based 

groups demonstrated similar improvements in soft skills as predictors of employment 

readiness during the program. However, differences in the type of work experience persisted, 

with those youth who identified as female/woman more likely to accumulate unpaid 

experience and those who identified as male/man more likely to report paid work experience 

by program exit. 
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Introduction 
 

As established in the previous summative report for the IMPACT project (2020-2023), 

employment is a key aspiration for many youths, including individuals with IDD (Mogensen et 

al., 2023). Employment skills and preparation for future jobs have been proven as important 

life skills for youth transitioning from education to employment environments (Schutz & Carter, 

2022). As an important measure of social inclusion, this requires creating intentional and 

inclusive employment opportunities for people with IDD. The evaluation of the data collected 

by eight community-based project partners during the first three cohorts of the IMPACT 

project that ran during the summers of 2020, 2021, and 2022 highlighted the importance of 

early vocational training for transitioning youth with IDD (Mudde et al., 2025a; 2025b). These 

findings align with and are supported by numerous empirical studies (e.g., Awsumb et al., 

2022; Bowman et al., 2022; Mazzotti et al., 2021; Mogensen et al., 2023; Schutz & Carter, 

2022; Sung et al., 2015).  

 

This means that community-based projects like IMPACT add important information about 

understanding inclusive employment environments for individuals with IDD and the salience 

of early vocational training for youth with IDD. When considering that in BC approximately 

only one in five (19.9%) adults with IDD reported having some form of paid employment 

(CLBC, 2025), connecting and supporting youth with IDD in exploring employment during 

their transition out of high school is a crucial endeavour. Even though the IMPACT project 

cannot fundamentally alter systemic barriers to employment, such as hostile employment 

environments and economic climates (e.g., Almalky, 2019; Lindsay et al., 2022), these and 

other barriers to employment can be mitigated by providing vocational training for youth with 

IDD that enables them to gain more confidence in their employment-related skills and abilities 

to attain future employment (Iwanaga et al., 2025). 

 

While IMPACT (2020-2023) showed that youth-centered vocational training positively 

impacted employment outcomes, the current summative report on IMPACT (2023-2025) 

investigates what types and sequence of tailored vocational training might prove to be most 

effective for participants’ knowledge about employment, employment experience, and 

potential future employment. 

 

The central research question is:  

 

In what ways is intervening early with youth effective in producing positive 

employment related outcomes?  

 

Project partners and the research team established three hypotheses that we tested in our 

effort to answer this research question: 
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I. Intervening early with youth with IDD using a tailored approach in vocational training 

that considers each youth’s unique strengths and interests improves future 

employment outcomes for these youth. 

 

II. Tailored interventions that specifically incorporate activities of discovery and career 

exploration first, skill building second, and job development third improve employment 

outcomes for participating youth. 

 

III. Using a tailored approach that considers each youth’s unique strengths and interests 

mitigates gender-/sex-based discrepancies visible in everyday experiences of youth 

with IDD. 

 

The next sections of this summative report address the methods, measures, results, and 

analysis of data to test these hypotheses and answer the central research question. Contrary 

to limitations reported for the analysis of individual cohorts, this summative analysis of three 

cohorts provides enough of a sample size to detect a true effect of the different approaches to 

vocational training.  

 

1. Methods 
 

This report relies on mixed-methods to evaluate the data collected by community-based 

partners and the vocational training offered to youth with IDD during the summer program in 

2023, 2024, and 2025. Our analysis follows a concurrent mixed methods formative program 

evaluation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This type of program evaluation considers both 

quantitative and qualitative data to provide a more comprehensive understanding and 

validation of project findings. Moreover, this summative report’s program evaluation includes 

a comparison of intervention approaches since five of the ten project partners (hereafter 

Group 1) were instructed to organize their vocational training sequentially according to three 

stages: 1) discovery and career exploration, 2) skill building, and 3) job development; and five 

project partners did not adhere to this sequential three-stage intervention (hereafter Group 2). 

Finally, in line with the third hypothesis, the program evaluation included a gender-/sex-based 

comparison of employment experience and outcomes. Due to small cell sizes and to protect 

participant confidentiality, gender categories were collapsed into two groups (man/male and 

woman/female) for statistical analyses. 

 

1.1 Recruitment and Sampling 
 

Eligibility and inclusion criteria for youth to participate in the IMPACT project meant that: 
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1) The youth had to be 16, 17, 18, or 19 years of age as of June 1st of their respective year of 

participation.1 

2) The youth had to have a diagnosis of IDD. 

3) The youth (or their parent/carer if under the age of majority) had to give consent for 

participation in the project. 

4) The youth had to be a unique participant, not having previously participated in the summer 

employment program. 

 

The ten project partners recruited youth using recruitment flyers distributed to local 

organizations that are well-positioned to assist with recruitment (e.g., Inclusion BC, STADD 

Navigators, and CLBC). Partners recruited through their local school districts and some 

partners who provide other services to youth utilized their built-in referral sources. Some 

agency recruitment was aided by word-of-mouth from previous participants in the program. 

Another incentive offered to potential participants were $25 gift cards, provided when the 

youth completed their entrance and exit interviews.  

 

For the first cohort in 2023, 111 youth enrolled to participate, with 103 youth completing the 

summer employment program.2 For those participating youth, 100 parents/carers completed 

entrance and exit interviews reflecting on their youth’s participation during the summer of 

2023. In 2024, recruitment efforts resulted in 121 youth enrolling to participate in the second 

cohort, with 115 completing the summer employment program.3 Of all 115 youth, 114 had a 

parent/carer complete their reflection and feedback documents regarding the youth’s 

participation. For the final cohort, 118 youth completed entrance interviews, ultimately 

resulting in 110 actively participating in 2025.4 All youth requiring a parent/carer consent were 

confirmed, with 107 parents/carers being reached to complete accompanying entrance and 

exit interviews regarding their youth’s participation. Overall, and as visualized in Figure 1, 185 

youth (56.4%) participated at the five agencies adhering to the prescribed, three-stage 

intervention approach (Group 1) and 143 youth (43.6%) participated at those five agencies 

adhering to the free intervention approach (Group 2). 

                                                           
1 Exception was made during the last cohort in 2025 to include 15-year-old youth who where eager to participate. Criteria 
for their participation was that there were spots available at their respective community-based project partner or agency 
and that no other youth fitting the inclusion criteria presented themselves to take up those spots. The rational guiding this 
exception was the fact that 2025 featured the last cohort for youth to participate in IMPACT, with no wait list option for 
youth to participate in 2026. 
2 Eight participants were excluded from analysis as two participants were discovered to have participated in a previous 
iteration of the IMPACT project, and six participants exited the project midway due to mental health concerns and 
scheduling conflicts. 
3 Of the original 121 youth, six were excluded from analysis as those participants exited from the program due to family-
based and personal emergencies, scheduling conflicts, or because participants could not be reached to participate or 
complete all parts of the program in 2024. 
4 Eight participants dropped out of the summer employment program or did not complete an exit interview in 2025. 
Reasons for dropping out included: scheduling conflicts, no show and being unable to reach the youth and their 
parent(s)/carer(s), behavioural complexities and overwhelmed with (modified) vocational training structures, health 
complexities, and transportation or social barriers. 
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1.2 Data Collection 
 

After securing participant consent from the youth and/or their parent/carer to participate in the 

program, vocational specialists at each of the project partner agencies were tasked with 

conducting entrance interviews (hereafter T1). Both the youth and their parent/carer were 

asked to complete an interview at T1 to establish the baseline data and information for each 

of the youth. T1 also included questions about expectations youth might have prior to the start 

of the program. During the summer program, vocational specialists logged information about 

each youth’s participation in vocational training individual intervention diaries. All agencies 

completed the same intervention diary for each participant to document what vocational 

training activities youth were a part of, as well as their level of participation in those activities 

and any other relevant notes about the youth their experience.  

 

At the end of the summer, vocational specialists conducted exit interviews (hereafter T2). 

Again, both the youth and their parent/carer were asked to complete an interview at T2 to 

establish whether the youth and/or their parent/carer observed any changes since T1. T2 also 

included program evaluation and feedback questions for both the youth and their parent/carer 

to reflect on their experiences during the IMPACT project. In addition, the project manager 

and consultant compiled lists of work confirmations or employment experience gained by 

each of the youth during their participation in the summer employment program. These lists 

included information from all ten project partners regarding unpaid and paid work experiences 

gained, the industry or employment sector that experience fits into, and the type of 

employment contracts for each of the youth for 2023, 2024, and 2025. 

 

After T2, the project consultant communicated with project partners for voluntary recruitment 

of youth, parents/carers, and vocational or employment specialists at the ten community-

based agencies to participate in separate focus groups, resulting in nine focus groups: three 

with participating youth relating their experiences; three with parent/carer relating their 

observations; two with vocational specialists from those agencies adhering to the three-stage 

intervention approach; and 1 focus group with vocational specialists from agencies followed 

the free intervention approach. Facilitated by the project consultant, these focus groups were 

audio-recorded, in line with ethics requirements set out by the UBC Ethics Board.  

 

1.3 Research Fidelity 
 

The mixed-methods approach for the arms-length evaluation by the research team as well as 

the chosen measures detailed below were co-designed with the project partners. This design 

and the evaluation of collected data required a brief explanation about how both community-

based partners and the research team observed the highest possible fidelity in running these 

vocational training activities across three summers. According to Breitenstein et al. (2010), 

“implementation fidelity is the degree to which an intervention is delivered as intended and is 

critical to successful translation of evidence-based interventions into practice” (p. 164). This 
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can be explained as the degree with which the IMPACT project was delivered as intended by 

its design.  

 

The intentions and objectives of the IMPACT project were established in a collaborative effort 

between the CIIC, funding partners, and project partners. This collaboration had been 

successful during the first three years of the project and program delivery from 2020 to 2022. 

As the IMPACT project design for 2023, 2024, and 2025 presented both a continuation and 

adjusted launch, the delivery of the program at the ten project partners was supported by the 

project manager and consultant. The project manager and consultant played crucial roles in 

checking in with the community-based agencies to see whether vocational training activities 

were faithfully administered and results and observations accurately logged. Documents used 

during different phases of the summer employment program at T1 and T2, the intervention 

diaries, and work confirmation lists had been further updated and streamlined based on the 

experiences and feedback of using those documents and forms in 2020, 2021, and 2022. 

Submission of de-identified data to the secure UBC server at different points during the 

summers also allowed the research team to check the submitted information for missing data 

and/or communicate a need for clarification with the project manager and consultant.  

 

The fidelity of interventions at each of the project partner agencies was further supported by 

mandatory training sessions on research ethics, data management, and data collection 

procedures for all vocational specialists over the course of five days prior to the start of the 

summer program. These sessions functioned as refreshers and clear introductions for new 

staff onboarding in the different years. Previously established relations with project partners 

also continuously improved vocational specialists’ knowledge about the training offered and 

the recording of participant and their parent/carer information and answers at T1 and T2. Like 

the design, feedback from the agencies in charge of the interventions and logging the youth’s 

participation and results meant that proficiency and knowledge transfer at each of the 

agencies continuously improved. Ultimately, the research team had close connections to the 

project and efficient communication with the project manager, consultant, and partners greatly 

aided in the reporting and evaluation of vocational training results for these last three cohorts 

of the IMPACT project (2023-2025). 

 

1.4 Data Analysis 
 

The next sections detail the measures used in the interviews at T1 and T2, their relevance to 

the overall project objectives, the data collection process, and the translation of collected data 

into later sections of the report. SPSS data analysis software (IBM SPSS Statistics 29) was 

used to record the interview and intervention data communicated with the research team. This 

software also allowed for the analysis of the recorded data and assess the hypotheses to 

answer the central research question. More detail regarding the tests ran through SPSS data 

analysis software is provided in the discussion and assessment sections. 
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1.5 Measures 
 

The summative report and program evaluation of the IMPACT project (2023-2025) is based 

on data collected at T1 and T2, data logged in the intervention diaries and work confirmation 

lists, and data recorded during focus groups for the three cohorts. Interviews at T1 included 

questions about the youth: their gender identification, age, and highest completed grade or 

level of education at the start summer of the respective year they were participating in the 

employment program. Youth were asked to self-identify their level of support required in 

seven areas of support/assistance in the Level of Support Subscale and their overall need for 

support during the school or workday. T1 asked youth to share whether they had had 

previous unpaid or volunteer and paid employment experience. Other questions related to 

gauging the youth their general knowledge about employment and expectations for 

participation in the summer program. In addition, youth were asked questions about their 

work-related skills through the Meticulon Assessment Survey (MAS), consisting of twelve 

domains or “soft skills” relevant for getting and keeping a job. Parents and carers of the youth 

were also asked to identify their youth’s level of overall support needed and their observations 

about their youth’s soft skills through the MAS at T1.  

 

At the conclusion of the youth their summer participation, T2, youth again answered questions 

about their unpaid and paid employment experience to assess what type of experience they 

gained during the summer program. Like T1, vocational specialists asked youth to share their 

general knowledge about employment and completed questions related to soft skills in the 

MAS. T2 included specific questions related to program experiences to capture youth their 

overall feedback about their participation in vocational training activities. At T2, parents/carers 

too were asked to reflect on their youth’s experiences during the summer program, to report 

any observed differences in demeanor, and to complete the MAS. This repetition of measures 

and questions at T2 is specifically meant to capture change over time. In addition, individual 

intervention diaries for every youth that included information about the vocational training 

activities the youth participated in, and their level of participation were evaluated. This 

evaluation includes the analysis of time spent in different vocational training activities and 

comparing diaries and work confirmations listed for youth that followed the three-stage 

approach against youth who were part of the free intervention approach. Finally, qualitative 

data from focus groups with youth, parents/carers, and vocational specialists provided 

additional insights regarding people’s observations and experiences during the three cohorts 

of IMPACT (2023-2025). 

 

1.5.1 Employment Experience 

 

From the start, at T1, employment experience was measured based on the youth’s unpaid 

and paid work experience. Vocational specialists at each of the project partner agencies 

reported on participants’ previous employment experience at T1. Questions included whether 

the youth had had previous experiences, what kind of experiences those were, and if they 
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were employed at the time of the entrance interview. Vocational specialists continued to 

document the various activities and whether the youth gained employment experience while 

participating in the summer employment program. At T2, youth were asked to report on their 

unpaid and paid experience gained. Those reported results since T1 are analyzed as change 

in the youth’s employment experience (T2 – T1).  

 

Both unpaid and paid experience was counted based on the number of unpaid and paid 

contracts listed at T1 and T2 as well as aggregated into an overall ordinal variable at T1 and 

T2. The ordinal variable of previous employment experience at T1 was scored based on the 

following points: “No previous experience” (1 point), “Only unpaid experience” (2 points), 

“Only paid experience” (3 points), or “Both paid and unpaid experience” (4 points). While the 

youth participated in vocational training, their agency specialists kept track of any work 

experience gained by the youth in their individual intervention diaries. Any unpaid and paid 

experience gained during the summer were recorded and reported at exit, or T2. Apart from 

the potential number of experiences counted, the aggregated ordinal variable to reflect gained 

employment experience was based on the following points: “No experience gained” (0 points), 

“Only unpaid experience gained” (1 point), “Only paid experience gained” (2 points), or “Both 

paid and unpaid experience gained” (3 points). When added to the ordinal variable at T1, 

reflecting previous employment experience before any participation in IMPACT, this would 

provide an employment outcome at T2. 

 

The rationale behind scoring unpaid, paid, or both types of work experience in this manner is 

based on the realities of what employment experience looks like for most youth between the 

ages of 15 and 19, including for youth with IDD. The different scores assigned to unpaid (1) 

and paid (2) employment experience is based on previous evidence collected for the IMPACT 

project that at T1, unpaid experience among youth with IDD is common and often dependent 

on family and social networks. The age-range and previous evidence collected during 

IMPACT also shows a low number of youths have had paid employment for competitive 

wages. The highest value for both unpaid and paid employment experience is based on the 

reality that for most youth, both paid and unpaid work experience and exposure to different 

work environments increases their knowledge and confidence about employment as 

predictors for future employment. 

 

1.5.2 Knowledge about Employment 

 

At T1 and T2, vocational specialists asked youth to complete seven questions about their 

knowledge about employment. These seven fill-in-the-blank questions included four possible 

responses: “Nothing/No/Not” (1 point), “A Little/Some” (2 points), “A Fair Amount (of)” (3 

points), to “A Lot (of)” (4 points). Individual mean scores for these seven questions and the 

complete 7-item scale were calculated at T1 and T2 to gauge change over time in the youth’s 
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knowledge about employment.5 The additive scale, with total scores divided by the number of 

items, constrained the 7-item scale score to values between 1 and 4; the higher the score, the 

greater the self-assessed knowledge about employment at T1 and T2. The seven questions 

were co-designed with the community-based project partners and the project consultant: 

 

1) When it comes to employment, I know [?] about how to start looking for a job. 

2) When it comes to employment, I know [?] about the kind of job I want. 

3) I have [?] skills or knowledge about the job that I want. 

4) When it comes to employment, I know [?] about how to do a job interview. 

5) When it comes to employment, I know [?] about what qualities employers are looking for in 

a good employee. 

6) When I think about getting a job, I feel [?] excited about working. 

7) When I think about getting a job, I feel [?] confident. 

 

1.5.3 Level of Support Subscale 

 

The Level of Support Subscale was adopted from the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale 

(Wehmeyer, 1995) to enable participating youth to self-assess their level of support needed in 

seven areas of assistance at T1. The subscale consists of seven questions (see below) along 

a 3-point scale. Answer options are “None” (1 point), “A Little” (2 points), or “A Lot” (3 points) 

to indicate support needed in each area of assistance. This subscale is an additive scale, with 

total scores divided by the number of items, constraining the 7-item scale score to values 

between 1 and 3; the higher the score, the greater the self-assessed need for support.6 

 

Questions: 

1) When it comes to self-care how much support do you need? 

2) When it comes to learning how much support do you need? 

3) When it comes to mobility how much support do you need? 

4) When it comes to self-direction how much support do you need? 

5) When it comes to receptive and expressive language how much support do you need? 

6) When it comes to capacity for independent living how much support do you need? 

7) When it comes to economic self-sufficiency how much support do you need? 

 

1.5.4 Overall Support Need 

 

Both youth and their parents/carers were asked about the youth’s overall support need during 

the school or workday at T1. This question consists of a 5-point scale ranging from “None” (1 

point), “A Little” (2 points), “A Medium Amount” (3 points), “A Lot” (4 points), to “I need support 

all the time” (5 points). The higher the score, the greater the assessed need for overall 

                                                           
5 The Cronbach’s Alpha for the 7-item Knowledge about Employment scale was .75 at T1 and .77 at T2. 
6 The Cronbach’s Alpha for the 7-item Level of Support Subscale is .71 at T1. 
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support. Together, the Level of Support Subscale and the overall support need are compared 

to employment experience and soft skills measured through the Meticulon Assessment 

Survey (MAS) at T1 and T2 to assess whether there is a statistically significant relation 

between support need and changes in employment experience, outcome, and soft skills at 

T2. 

 

1.5.5 Meticulon Assessment Survey (MAS) 

 

Both youth and their parents/carers completed the MAS at T1 and T2. The MAS was 

originally developed by Meticulon Consulting (2020) as an assessment instrument covering 

multiple predictive domains or “soft skills” for obtaining and retaining a job. Meticulon 

Consulting (2020) provides employment support to working age individuals with autism 

spectrum disorder and the survey is used to support these individuals with identifying their 

strengths and needs in their employment journey. These twelve domains allow for an 

assessment of the youth’s employment capacities as observed by the youth themselves and 

by their parents/carers.  

 

Each domain refers to a set of three or four questions that are valued according to a 5-value 

Likert-scale, ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1 point), “Disagree” (2 points), “Neither Agree 

nor Disagree” (3 points), “Agree” (4 points), to “Strongly Agree” (5 points). Individual item 

scores are added up and divided by the number of items in each respective domain, resulting 

in twelve scores ranging from 1 to 5. In addition, the MAS was treated as a 38-item additive 

scale, with the total score divided by the 38 items, constraining the 38-item scale score to 

values between 1 and 5; the higher the score, the greater the self-assessed level of soft skills 

across all twelve domains.7 A higher score indicates better soft skills. 

The twelve MAS domains refer to the following soft skills: 

• Time Expectations (3 items) 

• Organization (4 items) 

• Authority (3 items) 

• Teamwork (4 items) 

• Perseverance (3 items) 

• Responsibility (3 items) 

• Motivation Level (3 items) 

• Mindfulness (3 items) 

• Self-Awareness (3 items) 

• Communication Skills (3 items) 

• Comprehension (3 items) 

• Personal Appearance (3 items) 

 

                                                           
7 The Cronbach’s Alpha for the 38-item MAS scale for youth was .93 at T1 and .92 at T2. For parents/carers, the Cronbach’s 
Alpha for the 38-item MAS scale about their youth was .93 at T1 and .93 at T2. 
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1.5.6 Intervention Diaries 

 

Each youth had an individual intervention diary. Vocational specialists recorded the various 

vocational training activities the youth participated in after T1 and before T2. Five project 

partners followed the intervention guide for the prescribed three-stage intervention approach 

(Group 1). The three sequential stages for youth activities to adhere to were: 1) job discovery 

and career exploration, 2) employment-related skill building, and 3) job development and 

coaching. The purpose of each of these stages was to incrementally increase the youth’s 

knowledge about their skills and opportunities by first discovering their preferred career path 

or employment opportunities, second building the required skills and empowerment to pursue 

that career path, and third, developing connections, participating in employment experiences, 

and on-the-job coaching aimed at obtaining and retaining employment. The other five project 

partners (Group 2) provided tailored interventions according to a free intervention approach. 

Group 2, while offering similar youth-centred vocational activities along the three training 

objectives, did not adhere to the three-stage sequential intervention approach followed by 

Group 1.  

 

Both vocational specialists at the project partner agencies in Group 1 and 2, recorded the 

time spent for each of their youth in different vocational training activities. In turn, the time 

spent in different activities was analyzed together with the youth’s gained employment 

experience during the summer employment program to estimate the impact of interventions 

on employment experience as predictors for future employment. In addition, by comparing the 

two groups, the IMPACT project aims to establish whether one of the two approaches is a 

better predictor for positive employment experience and outcomes.  

 

1.5.7 Level of Participation 

 

Apart from recording youth participation in vocational training activities, the vocational 

specialists and the community-based agency assessed the level of each youth’s participation 

in those vocational activities. This helped measure how present or involved the youth were 

during the summer program. The level of participation was scored as “1% - 25% participation” 

(1 point)”; “26% - 50% participation” (2 points); “51% - 75% participation” (3 points); or “76% - 

100% participation” (4 points), presenting a level of participation variable ranging from 1 to 4, 

with a higher score indicating a greater level of active participation. 

 

1.5.8 Program Goals and Expectations 

 

At T1, vocational specialists asked youth about their previous employment experience and 

what goals and expectations the youth might have for participating in the summer 

employment program. Questions about the youth their previous experience were simplified for 

youth to be able to answer with a “Yes” or a “No”: 
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• Have you looked for a job before? 

• Do you have time for a job? 

• Do you have a way or transportation to get to work? 

 

Youth were also asked about their goals for participating in the program involving an open 

answer question asking what the youth might look forward to, followed by program goal 

statements with “Yes”, “No”, or “Unsure” answer options:   

 

• I want to get a job 

• I want to know more about getting a job 

• I want to know what kinds of jobs I can do 

 

1.5.9 Program Evaluation and Feedback 

 

At T2, vocational specialists asked the youth to rate and reflection on their experiences while 

participating in the summer employment program. Six statements were valued according to a 

5-value Likert-scale, ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1 point), “Disagree” (2 points), “Neither 

Agree nor Disagree” (3 points), “Agree” (4 points), to “Strongly Agree” (5 points). A higher 

score reflected a more positive experience. 

 

Statements: 

• I liked the program 

• I enjoyed the activities during the program 

• I learned different ways about how to get a paid job during the program 

• What I have learned in the program will help me get a paid job in the future 

• The activities I participated in helped me discover what kind of paid job I want in the 

future 

• I was given the right amount of support to participate in the program 

 

At T2, parents/carers were also asked to answer feedback questions about their youth’s 

experience participating in the summer employment program. Parents/carers’ feedback 

questions about their youth’s experiences included five 5-value Likert-scale questions ranging 

from “Strongly Disagree” (1 point), “Disagree” (2 points), “Neither Agree nor Disagree” (3 

points), “Agree” (4 points), to “Strongly Agree” (5 points). Higher scores reflect higher positive 

associations with their youth’s participation in the program.   

 

Statements: 

• I am overall satisfied with our experience with the program 

• My youth enjoyed learning and experiencing employment related activities 

• My youth learned skills during our time with the program that will help them get a paid 

job in the future 
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• The program addressed potential barriers to employment experiences through training 

and engagement with job skills 

• The program improved my youth’s soft skills 

 

An additional three questions in “Yes” or “No” question format, followed by an open answer 

explanation section, allowed parents/carers to address what they observed regarding their 

youth’s employment experience and any potential changes in their youth’s behaviour.  

 

Statements: 

• I noticed changes in my youth’s behaviour, attitude, and actions during the course of 

the IMPACT program 

• If your youth attained paid employment, this job was well suited to their interests and/or 

skills 

• If your youth attained unpaid employment, this job was well suited to their interests 

and/or skills 

 

1.5.10 Focus Groups 

 

After the conclusion of the IMPACT project and completion of interviews at T2, the project 

consultant sent out an invitation to youth, parents/carers, and vocational specialists to invite 

people to participate in voluntary focus groups. A semi-structured interview guide supported 

these focus groups, which were meant to gauge observations about the summer employment 

program, personal experiences regarding participation in the program, and opinions about the 

three-stage and free intervention approach offered in Group 1 and 2 respectively. Results 

summarized later in this report present the aggregated themes resulting from the analysis of 

nine focus groups that took place over the last three cohorts. 

2. Results8 
 

For the three cohorts of IMPACT (2023-2025), 328 youth participated and completed both T1 

and T2 with their vocational specialists.9 For those same cohorts, 321 parents/carers of youth 

completed both T1 and T2. Table 1 specifies the number of youth and parents/carers per 

cohort, as well as the number of participants and parents/carers in Group 1 and 2, referring to 

the different vocational training approaches. Of the total 328 youth, 185 youth (56.4%) 

participated in the sequential three-stage approach (Group 1) and 143 youth (43.6%) in the 

non-sequential, free approach (Group 2). Of the total 321 parents/carers, 182 (56.7%) were 

connected to youth who participated in Group 1 and 139 parents/carers (43.3%) were 

connected to youth who participated in Group 2. 

                                                           
8 Appendix A includes more data formatted through SPSS output and provides tables that are referenced throughout the 
report in parentheses, labelled as “Table A#”, with the “A” referring to the Appendix. 
9 Missing values are indicated only when they occur. 
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Table 1: Number of Participants and Parents/Carers per Year and Group 

Alt text 2023 2024 2025  

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 total 

Youth 54 49 63 52 68 42 328 

Parents/carers 53 47 62 52 67 40 321 

 

2.1 Demographic Data 
 

Sections 2.1.1 to 2.1.7 detail the demographic data of the participants as reported at T1. 

These data were dated on June 1st of the respective year that the youth participated. 

  

2.1.1 Gender- and Sex-based Identification 

 

When asked about their gender-/sex-based identity, 218 youth (66.5%) of the complete 

sample identified as man/male and 104 youth (31.7%) identified as woman/female. In total, 

three youth (.9%) identified as transgender, gender variant, or non-binary and three youth 

(.9%) preferred not to answer this question (Table A1). Splitting the sample according to 

intervention approach groups, meant that 124 youth (67.0%) in Group 1 identified as 

man/male and 57 youth (30.8%) in Group 1 identified as woman/female. For Group 2, 94 

participants (65.7%) identified as man/male and 47 (32.9%) as woman/female (Table A1).  

A chi-square test of independence indicated no significant association between gender and 

participation in Group 1, χ²(4, N = 328) = 3.10, p = .542. However, assumptions were violated, 

as 60% of cells had expected counts below 5; this refers to the small cell sizes for youth that 

identified as transgender, gender-variant/non-binary, and who preferred not to answer. Later 

gender-/sex-based analyses to address Hypothesis III were conducted using the collapsed 

binary gender variable (Table A2). 

 

2.1.2 Age at Entry 

 

The average age at T1 for the complete sample was 17 years old (Table A3). When 

comparing groups, both youth in Group 1 and Group 2 were of similar age (Table A3). Youth 

who did and did not participate in Group 1 did not differ significantly in age at T1, t(326) = 

0.38, p = .707, indicating baseline equivalence on age. 

 

2.1.3 Indigenous Identification 

 

For the complete sample, 36 parents/carers identified their youth (11.0%) as Indigenous (i.e., 

First Nations, Métis, and/or Inuit), and 283 youth (86.3%) were not identified as Indigenous. 

Nine participants preferred not to answer this question (Table A4). When comparing groups, 

10.8% of the youth in Group 1 (n = 20) identified as Indigenous and 11.2% (n = 16) in Group 

2 (Table A4). A chi-square test of independence indicated a statistically significant association 
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between Indigenous identity and participation in Group 1, χ²(2, N = 328) = 12.07, p = .002, 

Cramer's V = .14. However, inspection of cell percentages indicated that Indigenous 

identification rates were similar across groups, and the association was primarily driven by 

differences in “prefer not to answer” responses. When excluding those “prefer not to answer” 

responses for this variable, no statistically significant difference between groups is detected.  

 

2.1.4 Visible Minority Identification 

 

At T1, parents/carers were asked to identify whether their youth identifies as belonging to a 

visible minority.10 Of the 328 participants, 102 youth (31.1%) were identified to belong to a 

visible minority, 203 (61.9%) did not identify their youth as belonging to a visible minority, and 

23 parents/carers (7.0%) preferred not to answer this question (Table A5). When splitting the 

sample according to intervention approach groups, 65 participants in Group 1 (35.1%) were 

identified as belonging to a visible minority, 114 (61.6%) were not, and 6 (3.2%) of the 

parents/carers preferred not to answer. For Group 2, 37 parents/carers (25.9%) identified that 

their youth is part of a visible minority, 89 (62.2%) did not, and 17 (11.9%) preferred not to 

answer (Table A5). A chi-square test of independence indicated a significant association 

between visible minority identification and participation in Group 1, χ²(2, N = 328) = 10.83, p = 

.004, Cramer's V = .13. Youth in Group 1 were somewhat more likely to identify as belonging 

to a visible minority than youth in Group 2. 

 

In addition, Indigenous identity and visible minority identity can be collapsed into a categorical 

variable, labelled “equity-deserving groups”.11 To support an equity-informed analysis, the 

research team created a binary categorical variable indicating whether participants reported 

Indigenous identity and/or visible minority status or not (Table A6). Of the 303 youth with valid 

data, 42.9% were classified as belonging to an equity-deserving group, while 57.1% were not. 

Twenty-five cases (7.6%) were missing due to a non-response for either or both variables 

collapsed into this binary categorical variable. Of youth with valid data, 45.8% in Group 1 and 

38.7% in Group 2 were classified as belonging to an equity-deserving group. Non-response 

was higher in Group 2 (13.3%) than in Group 1 (3.2%) (Table A6). A chi-square test of 

independence indicated no significant association between equity-deserving group status and 

                                                           
10 Parents/carers were asked to answer this question about visible minority status on behalf of their youth, due to the 
complexity and social construction of the question. To clarify the term, T1 interview scripts included the following 
description: “A person in a visible minority group is someone (other than an Indigenous person) who is non-white in 
colour/race, regardless of the place of birth. The visible minority group includes Black, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, 
South Asian-East Indian (including Indian from India; Bangladeshi; Pakistani; East Indian from Guyana, Trinidad, East Africa; 
etc.), Southeast Asian (including Burmese; Cambodian; Laotian; Thai; Vietnamese; etc.) non-white West Asian, North 
African or Arab (including Egyptian; Libyan; Lebanese; etc.), non-white Latin American (including indigenous persons from 
Central and South America, etc.), person of mixed origin (with one parent in one of the visible minority groups listed 
above), other visible minority groups”. 
11 Equity-deserving groups here refers to a categorical grouping to analyze potential differences in experiences, taken into 
consideration systemic inequities and compounding marginalization experiences based on Indigeneity, racialization, and 
disability-related needs. Cases with “prefer not to answer” responses were treated as missing in analyses involving the 
equity-deserving group variable. 
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participation in Group 1, χ²(1, N = 303) = 1.51, p = .220, Cramer's V = .07, suggesting 

comparable representation across groups. 

 

2.1.5 Level of Support Subscale 

 

Youth were asked to self-determine their level of support needed in seven areas of 

assistance. For the complete sample (N = 328), the 7-item Level of Support Subscale had a 

mean of 1.95 with a standard deviation (SD) of .40 (Table A9). When comparing groups, the 

7-item Level of Support Subscale had a mean of 1.98 (N = 185; SD = .42) for youth in Group 

1 and a mean of 1.91 (N = 143; SD = .38) for youth in Group 2 (Table A9). An independent 

samples t-test indicated that T1 Level of Support Subscales were similar across groups, 

t(326) = 1.74, p = .083, suggesting no meaningful difference at T1. 

 

2.1.6 Overall Support Need 

 

The overall support need refers to a 5-point variable that was completed both by the youth 

and by their parents/carers at T1 (Tables A8, A10 and A11). For the youth, this variable had a 

mean of 2.82 (N = 328; SD = .96). The overall support need, as observed by the 

parents/carers regarding their youth, had a mean of 3.06 (N = 327; SD = .83). A paired 

samples t-test showed that parents/carers rated youth support needs significantly higher than 

youth self-reports, t(326) = −4.04, p < .001, although the magnitude of the difference was 

small. 

 

When splitting the sample to compare groups, the youth’s identified overall level of support 

need in Group 1 had a mean of 2.88 (N = 185; SD = .95) and Group 2 had a mean of 2.75 (N 

= 143; SD = .98). When comparing groups based on the parents/carers’ identified level of 

support need of their youth, Group 1 had a mean of 3.08 (N = 185; SD = .90) and Group 2 

had a mean of 3.04 (N = 142; SD = .86) for those in Group 2 (Tables A10 and A11). 

Independent samples t-tests for both the overall support need variables (youth-identified and 

parent/carer-identified) showed that the youth-reported overall support needs did not differ 

significantly between groups, t(326) = 1.24, p = .216, and the parent/carer-reported overall 

support needs did not differ significantly between groups, t(325) = 0.42, p = .676. 

 

2.1.7 Education 

 

At T1, all youth were asked about their highest level of education completed prior to the 

summer break and their participation in IMPACT. Of the complete sample, 148 youth (45.1%) 

had completed Grade 12, and 99 youth (30.2%) had completed Grade 11 (Table A7). Youth 

in the Group 1 had marginally lower average grade completion at T1; however, this difference 

was not statistically significant, t(326) = −1.66, p = .098. 
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2.2 Employment 
 

The IMPACT summer employment program relied on multiple data points to evaluate the 

program and vocational training offered. T1 provided the important baseline data for the youth 

and their potential previous employment experience. The next three sections provide the data 

regarding the youth their employment experience at T1, experience gained during the 

program, and overall change in employment experience as a program outcome at T2. Finally, 

a fourth section presents the results for the youth their reported knowledge about employment 

at T1 and T2. 

 

2.2.1 Previous Employment Experience 

 

Vocational specialists asked youth questions about their employment experience at T1 prior 

to participating in the summer program and any of the vocational training activities. In terms of 

previous unpaid work experience or volunteering, 239 youth (72.9%) had had at least one 

unpaid or volunteer work experience prior to their participation (Table A12). Of those 239 

youth with previous unpaid work experience, 56.1% (n = 134) reported one unpaid or 

volunteer position and 43.9% (n = 105) reported two or more unpaid employment 

experiences.  

 

When completing T1, non-exclusive categories related to paid employment experience 

indicated that 38 youth (11.6%) were in paid employment at T1 (Table A13). Seventy-nine 

youth (24.1%) reported having had previous paid employment contracts prior to starting the 

summer employment program. Overall, 106 youth (32.3%) of the complete sample reported 

previous and/or current paid employment at T1 (Table A14 and A15). Table 2 details the 

employment experience for the complete participant sample according to four exclusive 

categories. Table 2 also relates that employment experience split according to the two 

respective intervention groups (Tables A12 to A15). 

 

Table 2: Employment Experience aggregated at T1  

Employment experience at T1 Complete sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

No experience 56 17.1 37 20.0 19 13.3 

Unpaid or volunteer experience 166 50.6 96 51.9 70 49.0 

Paid experience  33 10.1 21 11.4 12 8.4 

Both unpaid and paid experience 73 22.3 31 16.8 42 29.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Independent samples t-tests examined baseline (T1) employment experience differences 

between the youth that would move on to participate in the sequential three-stage approach 

to vocational training (Group 1) and the youth that would participate in vocational training 

according to the flexible approach (Group 2). There were no significant group differences in 

the number of prior paid work experiences, t(326) = −1.15, p = .252. However, Group 1 
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reported significantly fewer unpaid work experiences, t(284.52) = −2.55, p = .011, and a lower 

overall employment experience score at baseline, t(290.98) = −2.57, p = .011. These findings 

indicate partial baseline differences between groups, particularly in terms of unpaid or 

volunteer work experience and the composite variable indicating youth employment exposure 

prior to participation in the vocational training activities. This will be addressed when 

assessing employment experience at T2 and interpreting vocational training outcomes 

comparing groups in the discussion section when comparing groups to test Hypothesis II. 

 

2.2.2 New Employment Experience  

 

New employment experiences refer to any unpaid and paid work experience that the 

vocational specialists reported the youth had participated in during the summer employment 

program in each cohort. Included in the reporting were the type of experience (unpaid or paid) 

and the industry or sector that experience was linked to in the work confirmation lists. In 

addition, for paid work experiences, these lists of work confirmations also included the type of 

contract and the respective wages or payment.  

 

For the complete sample, 193 youth (58.8%) reported new unpaid or volunteer work 

experience during their summer employment program (Table A16). A chi-square test of 

independence indicated a significant association between group participation and gaining 

unpaid experience at T2, χ²(1, N = 328) = 6.36, p = .012, φ = .14. Youth in Group 1 were 

more likely to report unpaid experience (64.9%) compared with youth in Group 2 (51.0%). 

 

Of the 193 youth who reported new unpaid experience, 113 youth (58.5%) reported one work 

experience, and 80 youth (41.5%) reported two or more work experiences. An independent 

samples t-test indicated that youth in Group 1 reported a significantly higher number of unpaid 

work experiences at T2 compared with youth in Group 2, t(326) = 2.44, p = .015, mean 

difference = 0.31, 95% CI [0.06, 0.56]. Consistent with a parametric analysis, a Mann–

Whitney U test also indicated a significant difference between groups, U = 11,354, z = −2.34, 

p = .019, r = .13, with higher mean ranks observed for Group 1 (174.63) than Group 2 

(151.40). 

 

Across the summer employment programs in 2023, 2024, and 2025, youth reported a total of 

330 new unpaid or volunteer placements. Figure 2 displays the distribution of these 

placements across employment sectors. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Unpaid Experience by Industry or Employment Sector12 

 
 

For the complete sample, 146 youth (44.5%) reported a new paid contract or employment 

experience during their involvement in IMPACT (Table A17). A chi-square test of 

independence indicated a significant association between group participation and gaining 

paid experience, χ²(1, N = 328) = 6.46, p = .011, φ = .14. Youth in Group 2 were more likely to 

report paid work experience (52.4%) compared with youth in Group 1 (38.4%). 

 

Of these 146 youth with new paid employment experiences, 113 (77.4%) reported one 

contract and 33 youth (22.6%) reportedly had more than one paid employment experience. Of 

the youth in the complete sample, Group 2 reported higher levels of new paid work 

experience at T2. An independent samples t-test (equal variances not assumed) indicated 

that youth in Group 2 reported a significantly higher number of paid work experiences 

compared with youth in Group 1, t(229.11) = −4.08, p < .001, mean difference = −0.34, 95% 

CI [−0.50, −0.18]. Consistent with the parametric analysis, a Mann–Whitney U test also 

indicated a significant difference between groups, U = 10,618, z = −3.45, p < .001, r = .19, 

with higher mean ranks observed for Group 2 (182.75) than Group 1 (150.39). When collating 

all paid jobs listed as new experiences for the youth in 2023, 2024, and 2025, there were a 

total of 184 contracts. The most common type of paid contract was part time (continuing or 

seasonal). Table 3 specifies the types of paid employment for the complete sample and 

comparing groups. 

                                                           
12 There were no reported unpaid experiences for the Industry or Employment Sector of Health Occupations. This category 
is not represented in this figure. 
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Table 3: Paid Employment Types  

Employment types Complete sample Group 1 Group 2 

N % N % N % 

Part time 49 26.6 34 44.2 15 14.0 

Part time seasonal 59 32.1 21 27.3 39 36.4 

Full time 3 1.6 2 2.6 1 .9 

Full time seasonal 1 .5 1 1.3 - - 

Contract 43 23.4 17 22.1 26 24.3 

Self-employment 28 15.2 2 2.6 26 24.3 

Total 184 100.0 77 100.0 107 100.0 

 

Across the complete sample, part-time seasonal employment (32.1%) was most common, 

followed by part-time work (26.6%) and contract positions (23.4%). Self-employment 

accounted for 15.2% of paid roles, while full-time and full-time seasonal positions were rare 

(2.1% combined). Differences in employment type distribution were observed between 

groups. Youth in Group 1 were most frequently employed in part-time roles (44.2%), whereas 

youth in Group 2 were more often represented in part-time seasonal (36.4%) and self-

employment (24.3%) positions. 

 

When it comes to wages, payment ranged from 15 cents per poster to 96 dollars for piece 

work. Most often, youth were paid minimum wage ($16.95, $17.40, or $17.85). Figure 3 

specifies the distribution of those 184 paid contracts by industry or employment sector. 

 

Figure 3: Distribution of Paid Experience by Industry or Employment Sector 
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Table 4 details the new employment experience for the complete participant sample 

according to four exclusive categories. Table 4 also relates that gained employment 

experience split according to the two respective intervention groups (Tables A12 to A19). 

 

Table 4: Gained Employment Experience aggregated at T2 

Employment experience gained Complete sample Group 1 Group 2 

N % N % N % 

No new experience 40 12.2 16 8.6 24 16.8 

New unpaid or volunteer experience 143 43.6 98 53.0 45 31.5 

New paid experience 95 29.0 49 26.5 46 32.2 

Both new unpaid and paid experience 50 15.2 22 11.9 28 19.6 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

As reflected in Table 4, this composite employment score was calculated to capture whether 

youth reported no experience, unpaid experience only, paid experience only, or both unpaid 

and paid experience during the summer employment program. An independent samples t-test 

(equal variances not assumed) indicated no significant difference between Group 1 and 

Group 2, t(270.97) = −1.27, p = .207, mean difference = −0.13, 95% CI [−0.33, 0.07]. 

Consistent with the parametric analysis, a Mann–Whitney U test also indicated no significant 

difference between groups, U = 12,095, z = −1.41, p = .158, r = .08. 

 

2.2.3 Employment Outcomes 

 

Given the previous and gained employment experience, employment outcomes refer to the 

youth’s total experience at T2, including those experiences listed at T1. Overall, the evidence 

recorded by vocational specialists at the ten community-based agencies provides the data for 

three cumulative employment outcomes, expressed as total unpaid experience, total paid 

experience, and the collated total employment experience. 

 

Across the complete sample (N = 328), youth reported an average of 2.27 total unpaid work 

experiences (SD = 1.53; range = 0–7) when combining reports at T1 and T2. An independent 

samples t-test indicated no significant difference between Group 1 and Group 2 in the total 

number of unpaid work experiences reported at T2, t(326) = −0.13, p = .898. Consistent with 

the parametric analysis, a Mann–Whitney U test indicated no significant difference between 

groups in total unpaid work experiences, U = 12,660.50, z = −0.68, p = .497, r = .04. 

 

Youth reported an average of 0.98 total paid employment experiences (SD = 1.07; range = 0–

7) across T1 and T2. An independent samples t-test indicated that youth in Group 2 reported 

a significantly higher total number of paid employment experiences at T2 compared with 

youth in Group 1, t(326) = −3.65, p < .001, mean difference = −0.43, 95% CI [−0.66, −0.20]. 

Consistent with the parametric analysis, a Mann–Whitney U test indicated a significant 

difference between groups in total paid employment experiences, U = 10,228.50, z = −3.73, p 

< .001, r = .21, with higher mean ranks observed for Group 2. 
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Total employment experience or employment score for youth after taking part in the IMPACT 

project presents a mean employment score of 3.08 (SD = 0.98; range = 1–4) at T2. An 

independent samples t-test indicated that youth in Group 2 reported significantly higher 

cumulative employment scores at T2 compared with youth in Group 1, t(326) = −4.12, p < 

.001, mean difference = −0.44, 95% CI [−0.65, −0.23]. Consistent with the parametric 

analysis, a Mann–Whitney U test indicated a significant difference between groups in 

employment scores at T2, U = 10,032, z = −4.16, p < .001, r = .23, with higher mean ranks 

observed for Group 2. Table 5 presents the employment scores according to four employment 

experience categories. 

 

Table 5: Employment Score after the IMPACT Project 

Total employment experience Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

N % N % N % 

No experience 5 1.5 1 .5 4 2.8 

Only unpaid experience 128 39.0 90 48.6 38 26.6 

Only paid experience 30 9.1 22 11.9 8 5.6 

Both unpaid and paid experience 165 50.3 72 38.9 93 65.0 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

2.2.4 Knowledge about Employment 

 

Apart from the tangible employment experience gained, youth also answered questions 

related to their knowledge about employment. This knowledge about employment, based on 

seven questions designed by the community-based project partners, was measured at T1 and 

T2. Table 6 reports the mean scores for the youth at T1 and T2 for the complete sample and 

comparing groups. In addition, Table 6 also reflects a potential change in those mean scores 

(T2 – T1) and whether that change was statistically significant (Table A20). 

 

Table 6: Knowledge about Employment at T1 and T2  

Knowledge about 
Employment 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

M T2 M T1 T2–T1 M T2 M T1 T2–T1 M T2 M T1 T2–T1 

I know [..] about how to start 
looking for a job 

2.67 2.14 .53*** 2.66 2.08 .58*** 2.67 2.22 .45*** 

I know [..] about the kind of job I 
want 

2.79 2.49 .30*** 2.75 2.44 .31*** 2.84 2.55 .29** 

I have [..] skills/knowledge about 
the job that I want 

2.64 2.31 .33*** 2.591 2.281 .31*** 2.71 2.36 .35*** 

I know [..] how to do a job 
interview 

2.70 2.11 .59*** 2.70 2.08 .62*** 2.71 2.14 .57*** 

I know [..] about what employers 
look for 

2.881 2.381 .50*** 2.791 2.301 .49*** 3.01 2.49 .52*** 

I feel [..] excited about working 2.98 2.86 .12* 3.01 2.81 .20** 2.96 2.92 .04 

I feel [..] confident about getting 
a job 

2.82 2.65 .17** 2.80 2.59 .21* 2.85 2.72 .13 

Complete 7-item scale 2.791 2.421 .37*** 2.761 2.371 .39*** 2.82 2.48 .34*** 
1 1 missing; * Statistically significant at p ≤ .05; ** Statistically significant at p ≤ .01; *** Statistically significant at 
p. ≤ .001. 



29 
 

As reflected in the first four columns and the bottom row of Table 6, descriptive statistics 

indicate that the mean knowledge about employment scores (7-item scale) for the complete 

sample increased from T1 (M = 2.42, SD = 0.55) to T2 (M = 2.79, SD = 0.55). A paired 

samples t-test indicated that this increase was statistically significant, t(326) = 11.32, p < .001, 

mean difference = 0.37, 95% CI [0.30, 0.43], dz = 0.63. Individually, all seven items improved 

significantly. The largest gains are observed in the areas of job interview knowledge, job 

search knowledge, and employer expectations. Smaller, but still statistically significant 

increases are observed in the youth’s excitement about working and confidence. 

 

Paired-samples t-tests were also conducted to examine within-group changes in knowledge 

about employment between T1 and T2 for youth participating in Group 1 and those in Group 

2. Among youth in Group 1, there was a statistically significant increase in the complete 

knowledge about employment scale (7-items) from T1 to T2, t(183) = 9.04, p < .001, with a 

medium-to-large effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.67). Significant improvements were observed 

across all individual knowledge items as well as in employment confidence and excitement. 

Youth in Group 2 also demonstrated a significant increase in the overall 7-item knowledge 

about employment scale, t(142) = 6.87, p < .001, with a medium effect (Cohen’s d = 0.57). 

While knowledge-related items showed significant gains, changes in employment excitement 

and confidence were not statistically significant.  

 

A mixed-design ANOVA was conducted to examine changes in knowledge about employment 

over time by intervention approach. Results indicated a significant main effect of time, F(1, 

325) = 123.79, p < .001, partial η² = .276, indicating that knowledge about employment 

increased significantly from T1 to T2 across participants. However, the Time × Intervention 

interaction was not statistically significant, F(1, 325) = 0.67, p = .414, partial η² = .002, 

indicating that the magnitude of improvement did not differ significantly between youth 

participating in Group 1 and those in Group 2. 

 

2.3 Employment-related Soft Skills 
 

The Meticulon Assessment Survey (MAS) was used to assess the youth’s soft skills based on 

their self-identified capabilities in twelve domains that serve as predictors of future 

employment. This survey was completed by both the youth about themselves and by their 

parents/carers, who were asked to reflect on their youth’s soft skills, at T1 and T2 (Tables 

A21 and A22). Results are reported here to address whether the three-month summer 

employment program led to a difference in the youth their overall MAS score across all 38 

items as well as scores for the 12 domains that serve as soft skills in navigating employment 

environments. In addition to complete sample analyses, we also compared results based on 

intervention groups. 
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2.3.1 Meticulon Assessment Survey (MAS) 

 

The MAS, a 38-item scale that was completed at T1 and T2, is organized according to twelve 

domains corresponding with soft skills as described in the measures (section 1.5.5). At T1, 

the 38-item scale for the youth had a mean score of 3.86 (N = 327; SD = .45).13 When 

comparing groups, youth in Group 1 had a mean score of 3.80 (N = 184; SD = .51),14 and for 

youth in Group 2, the 38-item scale had a mean of 3.92 (N = 143; SD = .36) before 

participation in the summer employment program. At T2, the same survey was repeated and 

for the complete 38-item scale, youth had a mean score of 3.90 (N = 327; SD = .42).15 

Comparing groups, youth in Group 1 had a mean score of 3.89 (N = 185; SD = .45), and for 

Group 2 the mean was 3.92 (N = 142; SD = .39).16 Table 7 provides an overview of the mean 

scores by domain, including the described difference in mean scores between T1 and T2 for 

the complete sample and comparing intervention approaches. 

 

Table 7: Complete and Domain Differences MAS Mean Scores at T1 and T2 for Youth 

MAS Domain Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 

Time management 3.79 3.71 .08* 3.77 3.67 .10 3.82 3.76 .06 

Organizational skills 3.86 3.85 .01 3.84 3.78 .06 3.89 3.95 -.06 

Authority 3.851 3.771 .08* 3.90 3.76 .14** 3.781 3.791 -.01 

Teamwork 3.971 3.921 .05 3.931 3.861 .07 4.01 4.00 .01 

Perseverance 3.68 3.64 .04 3.65 3.58 .07 3.73 3.72 .01 

Responsibility 3.88 3.82 .06 3.90 3.77 .13** 3.84 3.87 -.03 

Motivation 4.01 4.04 -.03 3.98 4.01 -.03 4.05 4.07 -.02 

Mindfulness 4.26 4.20 .06 4.23 4.13 .10* 4.29 4.29 . 

Self-awareness 3.77 3.69 .08* 3.74 3.57 .17** 3.81 3.83 -.02 

Communication skills 3.72 3.68 .04 3.74 3.62 .12* 3.69 3.75 -.06 

Comprehension 3.98 3.94 .04 3.97 3.91 .06 4.00 3.97 .03 

Personal appearance 4.05 3.99 .06 4.00 3.97 .03 4.11 4.02 .09* 

Complete scale 3.902 3.862 .04* 3.891 3.801 .09** 3.921 3.921 . 
1 1 missing; 2 2 missing; * Statistically significant at p ≤ .05; ** Statistically significant at p ≤ .01; *** Statistically 
significant at p. ≤ .001. 

 

Table 7 also reflects the results of the paired-samples t-tests that were conducted to examine 

changes in youth MAS results between T1 and T2 across the 12 domains corresponding to 

soft skills and the overall 38-item scale. In the complete youth sample, statistically significant 

increases were observed for time management, t(327) = 2.29, p = .023, d = .13; authority, 

t(326) = 2.01, p = .045, d = .11; and self-awareness, t(327) = 2.29, p =.023, d = .13. The 

overall MAS scale also increased significantly from T1 to T2, t(325) = 2.33, p = .020, d = .13. 

All remaining domains showed non-significant change, including a small, non-significant 

decrease in motivation, t(327) = -0.93, p = .353. 

 

                                                           
13 1 missing for the complete MAS scale for youth at T1. 
14 1 missing for the complete MAS scale for youth in Group 1 at T1. 
15 1 missing for the complete MAS scale for youth at T2. 
16 1 missing for the complete MAS scale for youth in Group 2 at T2. 



31 
 

When comparing groups, paired-samples t-tests for youth in Group 1 and youth in Group 2 

were used to examine changes in MAS domain scores between T1 and T2 that are also 

reflected in Table 7. Among youth in Group 1, statistically significant increases were observed 

for authority, t(184) = 2.71, p = .007, d = .20; responsibility, t(184) = 2.86, p = .005, d = .21; 

mindfulness, t(184) = 2.41, p = .017, d = .18; self-awareness, t(184) = 3.02, p = .003, d = .22; 

and communication, t(184) = 2.25, p = .026, d = .17. The complete 38-item scale increased 

significantly from T1 to T2, t(183) = 2.78, p = .006, d = .21. Changes in time management 

approached significance (p = .056), while the remaining domains were non-significant. Among 

youth in Group 2, the only statistically significant change was an increase in personal 

appearance, t(142) = 2.18, p = .031, d = .18. The complete 38-item scale did not change 

significantly, and all other domains showed non-significant change (Table A21). 

 

A mixed-design ANOVA was used to examine changes in MAS 38-item mean scores from T1 

to T2 by intervention approach. There was a statistically significant main effect of time, F(1, 

324) = 4.21, p = .041, partial η² = .013, indicating a modest overall increase in MAS scores 

across participants. Importantly, the Time × Approach interaction was significant, F(1, 324) = 

4.48, p = .035, partial η² = .014, indicating that changes in MAS scores over time differed by 

intervention approach. The main effect of approach was not statistically significant, F(1, 324) 

= 2.97, p = .086, partial η² = .009. Inspection of estimated marginal means indicated that MAS 

scores increased over time for Group 1 but remained relatively stable for Group 2. 

 

Parents/carers who completed both the MAS at T1 and T2 reflecting on their youth’s soft skills 

as expressed in twelve domains presented a 38-item mean score of 3.58 (N = 320; SD = .51) 

at T1.17 At T2, the mean score was 3.68 (N = 319; SD = .46).18 When splitting the file to 

compare groups according to the intervention approach, parents/carers connected to youth in 

Group 1 had a mean score of 3.57 (N = 181; SD = .49) at T1,19 and a mean score of 3.70 (N 

= 181; SD = .48) at T2.20 For the parents/carers connected to the youth in Group 2, the mean 

score was 3.60 (N = 139; SD = .53) at T1,21 and a mean score of 3.65 (N = 138; SD = .43) at 

T2.22 Table 8 provides an overview of the mean scores by domain, including the described 

difference in mean scores between T1 and T2 for the complete sample and comparing 

intervention approaches from the parent/carer MAS results. 

 

  

                                                           
17 8 parents/carers missing for the complete MAS scale at T1. 
18 9 parents/carers missing for the complete MAS scale at T2. 
19 4 parents/carers missing for the complete MAS scale in Group 1 at T1. 
20 4 parents/carers missing for the complete MAS scale in Group 2 at T1. 
21 4 parents/carers missing for the complete MAS scale in Group 1 at T2. 
22 5 parents/carers missing for the complete MAS scale in Group 2 at T2. 
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Table 8: Complete and Domain Differences MAS Mean Scores at T1 and T2 for 

Parents/carers 

MAS Domain Complete Sample (N = 321) Group 1 (N = 182) Group 2 (N = 139) 

M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 

Time management 3.701 3.601 .10* 3.72 3.60 .12 3.671 3.581 .09 

Organizational skills 3.61 3.47 .14*** 3.61 3.47 .14* 3.61 3.47 .14* 

Authority 3.54 3.44 .10* 3.61 3.51 .10* 3.44 3.34 .10 

Teamwork 3.761 3.641 .12** 3.791 3.581 .21*** 3.72 3.72 . 

Perseverance 3.43 3.29 .14*** 3.43 3.27 .16** 3.42 3.31 .11* 

Responsibility 3.74 3.60 .14*** 3.79 3.62 .17*** 3.68 3.57 .11 

Motivation 3.80 3.75 .05 3.80 3.72 .08 3.80 3.80 . 

Mindfulness 4.30 4.30 . 4.33 4.25 .08 4.27 4.36 -.09* 

Self-awareness 3.54 3.45 .09* 3.53 3.40 .13* 3.55 3.51 .04 

Communication skills 3.40 3.20 .20*** 3.45 3.25 .20*** 3.33 3.14 .19** 

Comprehension 3.571 3.541 .03 3.601 3.511 .09* 3.53 3.57 -.04 

Personal appearance 3.76 3.73 .03 3.741 3.691 .05 3.79 3.77 .02 

Complete scale 3.683 3.583 .10*** 3.702 3.582 .12*** 3.651 3.591 .06 
1 1 missing; 2 2 missing; 3 3 missing; * Statistically significant at p ≤ .05; ** Statistically significant at p ≤ .01; *** 

Statistically significant at p. ≤ .001. 

 

Paired-samples t-tests were conducted to examine changes in parent/carer-reported MAS 

scores between program entry (T1) and exit (T2). Significant improvements were observed 

across multiple domains, including time management, t(319) = 2.39, p = .017, organizational 

skills, t(320) = 3.43, p < .001, authority, t(320) = 2.45, p = .015, teamwork, t(319) = 3.30, p = 

.001, perseverance, t(320) = 3.45, p < .001, responsibility, t(320) = 3.98, p < .001, self-

awareness, t(320) = 2.37, p = .019, and communication skills, t(320) = 4.99, p < .001. 

No statistically significant changes were observed for motivation, mindfulness, 

comprehension, or personal appearance. At the complete MAS 38-item scale level, 

parent/carer reported MAS scores showed a statistically significant increase from T1 to T2, 

t(317) = 3.96, p < .001, although the magnitude of change was small (d = .22). 

 

When examined by intervention approach, parent/carer reports indicated broader 

improvements among youth in Group 1. For this group, significant increases from T1 to T2 

were observed in organizational skills, authority, teamwork, perseverance, responsibility, self-

awareness, communication, and comprehension (all p < .05), as well as in the overall MAS 

38-item scale, t(179) = 3.94, p < .001. Effect sizes were small in magnitude. In contrast, youth 

in Group 2 showed more limited change. Significant improvements were observed only in 

organizational skills, perseverance, and communication (all p < .05), while mindfulness scores 

showed a small but statistically significant decline, t(138) = −2.03, p = .044. The overall MAS 

score did not change significantly for this group, t(137) = 1.53, p = .129. 

 

A mixed-design ANOVA was conducted to examine changes in parent/carer-reported MAS 

scores from entry (T1) to exit (T2) and whether these changes differed by intervention 

approach. There was a statistically significant main effect of time, F(1, 316) = 14.01, p < .001, 

partial η² = .042, indicating that MAS scores modestly increased from T1 to T2. The Time × 
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Approach interaction was not statistically significant, F(1, 316) = 2.06, p = .152, partial η² = 

.006, suggesting that improvements over time did not differ significantly between 

parents/carers reflecting on their youth’s soft skills in Group 1 and those in Group 2. The main 

effect of approach was also not statistically significant, F(1, 316) = 0.09, p = .764, partial η² < 

.001, indicating no overall group differences in MAS scores (Table A22). 

 

Correlational analyses were conducted to examine convergence between youth self-reported 

MAS scores and parent/carer reports for matched cases. At T1, youth and parent/carer MAS 

scores were moderately and positively correlated, r(317) = .319, p < .001. A similar moderate 

positive association was observed at T2, r(317) = .343, p < .001. In addition, change scores 

(T2–T1) reported by youth and parents/carers were positively correlated, r(314) = .243, p < 

.001, indicating modest agreement in perceived improvement over time. Together, these 

findings suggest convergent but not redundant perspectives between youth self-reports and 

parent/carer assessments of MAS-related skills. 

 

Overall, findings from youth self-reported and parent/carer reported MAS scores converged in 

demonstrating modest but statistically significant improvements in MAS scores over time, with 

moderate cross-informant agreement indicating that both youth and parent/carer perspectives 

captured similar, though not identical, patterns of skill development. 

 

2.4 Intervention Diaries 
 

Youth each had their own participant intervention diary during the IMPACT 2.0 project. These 

diaries were kept up to date by vocational specialists who kept track of the type of 

interventions that the youth participated in, the total duration spent in those activities, and the 

youth their level of participation (Tables A23 and A24). 

 

2.4.1 Level of Participation 

 

To give a clear overview of the level of participation, Table 9 reflects the level of participation 

reported for youth in their intervention diaries providing data for the complete sample and 

comparing Group 1 and Group 2. 

 

Table 9: Level of Participation in Vocational Training  

Level of 
Participation 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

N % N % N % 

0% - 24% 10 3.0 8 4.3 2 1.4 

25% - 49% 27 8.2 16 8.6 11 7.7 

50% - 74% 46 14.0 29 15.7 17 11.9 

75% - 100% 245 74.7 132 71.4 113 79.0 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 
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A Mann–Whitney U test was conducted to examine whether level of participation in vocational 

training differed by intervention approach. There was no statistically significant difference in 

participation between youth in Group 1 (Mdn rank = 158.78) and youth in Group 2 (Mdn rank 

= 171.90), U = 12,169.50, z = −1.63, p = .103. Although youth in Group 2 showed slightly 

higher mean ranks, the difference was small and not statistically significant. The effect size 

was very small (r = .09), indicating minimal difference in participation levels between groups. 

 

2.4.2 Vocational Training Intervention Approaches 

 

Apart from the level of participation, the vocational specialists also used youth diaries to log 

the youth their time spent in the three different types of vocational training activities: those 

geared towards job discovery and career exploration, skill building, and job development. The 

sequential three-staged approach to vocational training meant that interventions focused on 

three areas of tailored approach in a sequential way to gain insight on a potential formula for 

increased employment success and future employment. Youth in Group 1 (N = 185) attended 

vocational training activities corresponding to this sequential pattern, as opposed to youth in 

Group 2 (N = 143), who completed similar vocational training activities but not structured 

according to this sequential pattern. Overall, the complete sample of youth (N = 328) spent on 

average 2320 minutes or 38 hours in vocational training across all three types of training 

activities (M = 2320; SD = 1230). The average approximate time spent in discovery and 

career exploration was 360 minutes or 6 hours, approximately 15 hours in skill building, and 

another 15 hours in job development or coaching (Table A24).   

 

2.4.3 Three-stage Intervention Approach 

 

A series of independent samples t-tests examined whether total time spent in vocational 

training and time spent in specific training stages differed by group. Youth in Group 1 spent 

significantly less total time in vocational training than youth in Group 2, t(210.54) = −2.89, p = 

.004, with a small effect size (d = −0.34). When comparing time spent in vocational training 

according to the three different stages, youth in Group 1 spent significantly more time in the 

discovery stage than those in Group 2, t(169.79) = 2.00, p = .047, though the effect was small 

(d = 0.25). There was no statistically significant group difference in time spent in skill building, 

t(204.37) = −1.54, p = .125. However, youth in Group 1 spent significantly less time in job 

development compared to youth in Group 2, t(196.64) = −2.72, p = .007, with a small effect 

size (d = −0.33). Overall, the sequential three-stage approach connected to Group 1 was 

associated with more time spent in discovery-related activities but lower overall in job 

development minutes relative to the free or non-sequential intervention approach connected 

to Group 2. These patterns are explored further in the Discussion section to assess whether 

the two intervention approaches constitute meaningful differences in vocational training 

design and whether time spent in specific vocational training activities may function as a 

predictor of subsequent employment outcomes. 
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2.5 Program Expectations and Evaluations 
 

At T1, vocational specialists asked the youth whether they had previous looked for, or thought 

about employment, whether they had specific goals connected to their participation in the 

IMPACT summer employment program, and whether they had program expectations (Tables 

A25 to A33). When asked whether youth had looked for a job prior to IMPACT, 126 youth 

(38.5%) answered “Yes” against 201 youth (61.3%) who had not.23 Other questions asked 

whether the youth would have time for a job, with 308 (93.9%) confirming they would, and 

whether the youth would have transportation or means to get to work, with 313 (95.4%) 

confirming they would.24 

 

Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine whether baseline employment-

related expectations differed by Group. There was no statistically significant association 

between intervention approach and having previously looked for a job, χ²(1, N = 327) = 0.09, 

p = .768. Similarly, there was no significant association between youth being in Group 1 or 

Group 2 and reporting having time for a job, χ²(1, N = 328) = 2.33, p = .127, nor between 

Groups and having transportation to get to work, χ²(1, N = 327) = 2.59, p = .107. In all cases, 

expected cell counts met assumptions for chi-square analysis.  

 

In another section of the interviews at T1, youth were asked whether they want to get a job, 

want to know more about how to get a job, and want to know what types of jobs they would 

be able to do. For the complete sample (N = 328), 281 youth (85.7%) wanted to get a job, 277 

youth (84.5%) wanted to know more about how to get a job, and 289 (88.1%) wanted to know 

more about the types of jobs they could do in the future at T1. Chi-square tests of 

independence were conducted to examine whether program goals at T1 differed for youth 

that were to be part of Group 1 or Group 2 for the duration of their summer employment 

program. There was no statistically significant association between intervention approach and 

wanting to get a job, χ²(2, N = 328) = 3.83, p = .147. Similarly, no significant association was 

observed between Groups and wanting to know more about getting a job, χ²(2, N = 328) = 

1.75, p = .416, nor between approach and wanting to know what kinds of jobs one could do, 

χ²(2, N = 328) = 1.12, p = .570. Overall, youth in Group 1 and Group 2 did not differ 

significantly in their goals at T1. Together with previous attempts at exploring employment, 

these results indicate that youth in Groups 1 and 2 did not differ significantly in baseline 

expectations at T1. 

 

At T2 and the end of the youth their participation in the summer employment program, both 

the youth and their parents/carers were asked to reflect on their experiences and the IMPACT 

2.0 project (Tables A28 to A33). Vocational specialists asked the youth six questions related 

to their program experience, with answer options ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 

                                                           
23 1 missing. 
24 1 missing. 
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agree. Table 10 provides the mean scores for individual questions and the 6-item scale for 

the complete sample and comparing groups. 

 

Table 10: Youth program evaluation mean scores at T2 

Program evaluation question 

Complete sample 
(N = 328) 

Group 1 
(n = 185) 

Group 2 
(n = 143) 

Mean Mean Mean 

I liked the IMPACT program 4.09 4.11 4.08 

I enjoyed the activities  4.05 4.03 4.08 

I learned how to get a paid job 3.79 3.79 3.79 

What I learned will help me get a paid job  4.04 3.97 4.12 

Activities helped me discover what paid job I want 3.73 3.67 3.80 

I was given the right support during the program 4.191 4.172 4.203 

Complete 6-item scale 4.001 3.982 4.023 

1 5 missing; 2 4 missing; 3 1 missing. 

 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether overall program evaluation 

scores at T2 differed by intervention approach. There was no statistically significant difference 

between youth in Group 1 and those in Group 2, t(321) = −0.70, p = .488. The effect size was 

negligible (d = −0.08), indicating virtually no practical difference in overall program satisfaction 

between groups. Results suggest that youth across both groups reported similarly high levels 

of program satisfaction at T2.  

 

A final question at T2 asked youth whether they report any persistent barriers when looking 

for employment. Overall, 146 youth (44.5%) indicated “Yes” with descriptions of those barriers 

ranging from still being in school, needing more skills, or feeling unsure about employment. A 

chi-square test of independence was conducted to examine whether reports of persistent 

employment barriers at T2 differed by intervention approach, which approached statistical 

significance, χ²(1, N = 328) = 3.76, p = .053. Youth in Group 1 were somewhat more likely to 

report persistent barriers (49.2%) compared to youth in Group 2 (38.5%). Although this 

difference did not reach conventional levels of statistical significance at α = .05, the pattern 

suggests a modest divergence between groups in perceived post-program barriers at T2. 

 

Parents/carers also were asked to reflect on their youth’s experiences and their observations 

regarding their youth’s participation in IMPACT 2.0 (Table A32). Parents/carers were asked to 

respond to five questions evaluation their youth’s participation, with answer options ranging 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Table 11 provides the mean scores for individual 

questions and the 5-item scale for the complete sample and comparing groups. 

 

 

 



37 
 

Table 11: Parent/carer program evaluation mean scores at T225 

Program evaluation question 
Complete sample 

(N = 322) 
Group 1 

(n = 183)1 

Group 2 
(n = 139)2 

Mean Mean Mean 

I am satisfied with our experience in IMPACT 4.35 4.35 4.35 

My youth enjoyed the employment-related training 4.30 4.34 4.24 

My youth learned skills for future paid employment 4.11 4.09 4.14 

The program addressed barriers to employment 4.00 4.01 3.99 

The program improved my youth’s soft skills 4.02 3.99 4.05 

Complete 5-item scale 4.16 4.16 4.15 
1 2 missing; 2 4 missing. 

 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether overall parent/carer 

program evaluation scores differed by intervention approach. There was no statistically 

significant difference between parents/carers of youth in Group 1 and those in Group 2, 

t(319.12) = 0.07, p = .947. The effect size was negligible (d = 0.01), indicating virtually no 

practical difference in parent/carer evaluations of the program between the two intervention 

approaches. 

 

Parents/carers were also asked “Yes/No” questions based on whether their youth gained paid 

and/or unpaid experience, whether those experiences were well-suited to their youth (if 

applicable), and whether they noticed and behavioural changes in their youth in connection to 

the summer employment program. For the available parent/carer responses (N = 322), 139 

parents/carers (43.2%) reported their youth gained paid employment experience, of which 

120 parents/carers (86.3%) indicated this experience was well suited to their youth’s interests 

and/or skills. For the available parent/carer responses (N = 322), 187 parents/carers (57.0%) 

reported their youth gained unpaid or volunteer work experience, of which 151 parents/carers 

(81.2%) indicated that experience was well suited to their youth’s interests and/or skills. 

Overall, 251 parents/carers (78.0%) noticed changes in their youth’s behaviour, attitude, and 

actions during the summer employment program with almost all describing positive changes. 

 

Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine whether parent/carer-reported 

employment experiences and perceived outcomes differed by intervention approach. There 

was no statistically significant association between approach and youth attainment of paid 

employment, χ²(1, N = 322) = 3.30, p = .069, although a slightly larger proportion of youth in 

Group 2 (48.9%) reportedly attained paid employment compared to those in Group 1 (38.8%). 

Similarly, no statistically significant association was observed between approach and 

participation in unpaid work experience or volunteer work, χ²(1, N = 322) = 3.10, p = .078. 

Parents/carers also did not differ significantly in reporting behavioural or attitudinal changes in 

their youth during the program, χ²(1, N = 322) = 2.35, p = .125. 

 

                                                           
25 Overall, 6 parent/carer feedback surveys were missing. 
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Among youth who according to their parent/carer attained paid employment experience, there 

was no significant difference between groups in whether the job was perceived as well suited 

to the youth’s interests or skills, χ²(1, N = 139) = 0.71, p = .400. Likewise, among youth who 

participated in unpaid work experience or volunteer work, no difference was observed 

between groups in whether the experience was perceived as well suited to the youth, χ²(1, N 

= 186) = 0.03, p = .862. Overall, these findings suggest that parent/carer reports of youth 

employment experiences and perceived suitability of those experiences were broadly similar 

across Group 1 and Group 2. 

 

2.5.1 Focus Groups 

 

The roll-out of the second iteration of the IMPACT Project included focus groups to capture 

program evaluation. During the first iteration of IMPACT (2020-2022), staff and vocational 

specialists at the community-based project partners heard anecdotal stories from 

parents/carers and youth about their participation in the summer employment programming. 

To capture these sentiments, the research team obtained ethics approval to add focus groups 

to the program evaluation with the project consultant completing post-intervention focus 

groups. The first year (2023), two focus groups occurred with a sub-set of parents/carers and 

youth who volunteered and consented to participate in this focus group. The second year 

(2024), ethics approval was obtained to also run a focus group with vocational specialists 

involved with agencies following the three-stage intervention approach. In 2024, three focus 

groups took place: one with parents/carers, one with youth, and one with vocational 

specialists who all consented to focus group participation. Finally, in the last cohort (2025), 

further ethics approval was obtained to also conduct a focus group with staff or vocational 

specialists from those agencies involved with IMPACT but not following the sequential three-

stage approach (Group 2). This means that in the final cohort, four focus groups provided 

insights into parent/carer, youth, and vocational specialist perspectives, with the latter group 

split up into two focus groups: one for each of the intervention approaches. 

 

2.5.2 Youth Focus Groups 

 

Three youth focus groups, conducted between 2023 and 2025, revealed consistent themes 

regarding youth experiences in the IMPACT program. First, youth frequently highlighted the 

value of hands-on employment learning, including workshops, job clubs, and community 

placements that allowed them to develop practical skills such as resume writing, interview 

preparation, food safety, customer interaction, and workplace communication. Many 

emphasized that real-world job experiences, including placements at local businesses and 

simulated environments, helped them understand workplace expectations and build 

confidence in their employment abilities. 

 

A recurring theme was how the summer employment program facilitated youth in making new 

social connections and develop their communication skills. Youth reported that participating in 
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activities with peers, vocational specialists, employers, and community members allowed 

them to make new friends and become more comfortable interacting with others. These 

experiences contributed to improved social skills and reduced initial hesitancy or shyness in 

new environments. Youth consistently described personal growth and increased confidence 

resulting from their participation in the program activities and the social skills they learned. 

Gaining work-related skills and successfully navigating job placements helped youth feel 

more independent and capable of pursuing employment. 

 

Youth also identified some challenges, including difficulties interacting with customers, staying 

engaged during longer lecture-style sessions, adapting to changing tasks, and managing 

environmental conditions such as working outdoors in hot weather. Youth across the cohorts 

suggested several program improvements, including extending the program beyond the 

summer, incorporating more hands-on learning activities, and providing more time and 

support for job searching and on-the-job workplace coaching. Despite some of these 

challenges and suggestions for improving the program, youth in the focus groups 

overwhelmingly expressed positive program experiences and recommended it to others. The 

program provided meaningful opportunities for employment preparation, social engagement, 

and personal development. 

 

2.5.3 Parent/Carer Focus Groups 

 

Across the three focus groups with parents/carers, conducted between 2023 and 2025, 

participants consistently emphasized the positive impact of summer employment 

programming on their youth’s confidence, independence, and employment readiness. Parents 

highlighted the importance of hands-on learning opportunities and real-world job experiences, 

noting that activities such as workshops, field trips, and job placements helped youth gain 

practical employment skills and a better understanding of workplace expectations. Many 

parents also pointed to the “hidden curriculum” of the program, referring to the social and life 

skills youth developed through interacting with peers, vocational specialists, and employers. 

Parents/carers frequently described improvements in social skills, communication abilities, 

and emotional well-being among participating youth. Some parents reported reductions in 

anxiety and increased willingness among youth to try new activities or social environments. 

Increased confidence was a particularly prominent theme, with several parents observing that 

their youth developed a stronger sense of capability regarding employment and future 

independence. 

 

Parents/carers also identified concerns related to long-term employment prospects for their 

youth. These included navigating workplace expectations, ensuring appropriate job 

accommodations, and balancing youth independence with continued support needs. Parents 

also expressed interest in greater guidance regarding how families can support youth during 

the job-search process and how to address challenges encountered in the workplace. In line 

with these concerns and the positive aspects identified, parents/carers suggested program 
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improvements. Similar to the youth, parents/carers in these focus groups voiced wanting an 

extended program beyond the summer months, for ongoing employment supports. In 

addition, some indicated that a more direct way of improving the program would be in the 

communication between community-based agencies and the families regarding program 

logistics (e.g., scheduling and job responsibilities). Outside of the scope of the IMPACT 

Project, parents/carers also emphasized the importance of greater employer awareness and 

commitment to inclusive hiring practices for neurodiverse individuals. Overall, parents/carers 

viewed the program as an important bridge toward employment readiness while highlighting 

the need for continued supports and stronger employment training beyond the program. 

 

2.5.4 Project Partner Staff Focus Groups 

 

Three focus groups with vocational specialists, conducted in 2024 and 2025, provided 

insights into the implementation of the IMPACT 2.0 program and the delivery of vocational 

training under both the sequential three-stage intervention approach (Group 1) and the non-

sequential or “free” intervention approach (Group 2). 

 

Across the two focus groups involving agencies implementing the three-stage sequential 

intervention model, vocational specialists identified several advantages associated with the 

structured framework. Staff reported that the staged model improved organizational planning, 

accountability, and consistency across agencies, providing clear expectations regarding youth 

progression through discovery, skill-building, and job development phases. This structure also 

supported staff transitions and improved reporting and coordination among partner agencies. 

Several specialists reported that the staged approach contributed to faster job placements, 

increased youth engagement, and improved satisfaction among participants and families, 

compared to previous cohorts operating under less structured approaches. 

 

At the same time, staff identified limitations of the structured model, particularly regarding 

flexibility for youth with varying levels of prior employment experience or support needs. 

Some youth required extended time for exploration or skill-building, while others who already 

had clear employment goals preferred to move more quickly to job placements. Vocational 

specialists also noted that the short summer program timeline, typically spanning twelve 

weeks, limited the depth of training and continuity for some youth. 

 

Staff suggested several potential improvements, including greater flexibility within the stages, 

extended discovery and skill-building phases for some participants, and the potential use of 

automated tracking tools to monitor youth progress through each stage. Many participants 

indicated that a hybrid model combining the structured framework with greater individualized 

flexibility could improve outcomes for youth with diverse needs. 

 

In contrast, the focus group involving agencies implementing the free intervention approach 

highlighted both advantages and challenges associated with a less structured model. Some 
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agencies valued the flexibility to design programming based on their existing expertise and 

community relationships, which in some cases enabled rapid placement of youth into paid 

work experiences. However, other staff reported challenges related to limited structure, 

insufficient training resources for newer staff, and the short timeframe available for providing 

individualized support. Suggestions for improvement included extending program duration, 

increasing opportunities for one-on-one support, and incorporating additional skill-building 

workshops. Despite these challenges, agencies noted that the program played an important 

role in bridging youth to employment services and fostering more inclusive employment 

practices within the community, particularly for youth who may later transition to adult 

employment supports. 

 

3. Discussion 
 

Employment-related transition planning and supports are essential for youth with IDD in 

preparation for leaving school and entering adult services and employment environments. 

Project partners and vocational specialists in the three cohorts of the IMPACT Project (2023-

2025) continuously addressed this need for early vocational training, offering supports tailored 

to each youth’s unique strengths and skills. This summative report and program data 

evaluation are not to take away from any of that crucial community-based work. It solely adds 

more insights to inform our understanding of effective vocational training programs for youth 

with IDD transitioning out of high school to inspire continued support for programs of this kind. 

Overall, the findings suggest that participation in the IMPACT program was associated with 

meaningful improvements in employment experience, employment-related knowledge, 

confidence, and soft skills among participating youth. Paired-samples analyses showed 

statistically significant increases across multiple indicators of employment readiness, 

including knowledge of job search processes, clarity about career goals, and job-related skills. 

These improvements were accompanied by moderate effect sizes, suggesting practical as 

well as statistical significance. While employment outcomes varied across program 

approaches, the overall pattern indicates that vocational training programming contributed to 

improved employment outcomes among youth with IDD. 

 

3.1 Objectives 
 

Apart from providing general data to support the importance of vocational training for youth 

with IDD transitioning out of school into employment environments, the general objective of 

this research is to determine most effective ways to introduce and improve the employment 

experience for those youth with IDD, 15 to 19 years old. The guiding research question: “In 

what ways is intervening early with youth effective in producing positive employment 

related outcomes?” is connected to three hypotheses: 
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I. Intervening early with youth with IDD using a tailored approach in vocational training 

that considers each youth’s unique strengths and interests will improve future 

employment outcomes for these youth. 

 

II. Tailored interventions that incorporate activities of discovery and career exploration 

first, skill building second, and job development third will improve employment 

outcomes for participating youth. 

 

III. Using a tailored approach that considers each youth’s unique strengths and interests 

will mitigate gender-based discrepancies visible in everyday experiences of youth with 

IDD. 

 

The next sections address the results as reported earlier and test these hypotheses to answer 

the guiding research question. 

 

3.2 Complete Sample Analysis (Hypothesis I) 
 

Hypothesis I proposed that intervening early with youth with IDD through a tailored vocational 

training approach that considers each youth’s strengths and interests would improve future 

employment outcomes. This pertains to the complete sample (N = 328), and the findings 

strongly support this hypothesis. 

 

At the time of program entry (T1), youth reported relatively limited labour market exposure. 

Only 24.1% of youth reported having any paid work experience, and 17.1% reported having 

no work experience at all. Most youth therefore entered the program with limited direct 

engagement with the labour market, highlighting the importance of early vocational exposure 

and structured employment preparation. 

 

Over the course of the program, youth accumulated substantially more work-related 

experiences. By the exit interview (T2), the proportion of youth reporting paid work experience 

increased to 44.5%, while the proportion of youth reporting no work experience declined 

dramatically to just 1.5%. Particularly notable was the increase in youth reporting both unpaid 

and paid work experiences, which rose from 22.3% at T1 to 50.3% at T2. This shift suggests 

that many participants moved from limited or informal work exposure toward more diverse 

and substantive labour market engagement. 

 

To examine whether these changes reflected a statistically meaningful improvement in 

employment outcomes, a paired-samples t-test was conducted comparing youth employment 

scores at T1 and T2. The results indicated a statistically significant increase in employment 

exposure, with mean scores rising from 2.38 at T1 to 3.08 at T2, representing an average 

increase of 0.71 points, t(327) = −13.42, p < .001. The magnitude of this change was 

substantial, with a large effect size (d = 0.74), indicating that the improvement reflects not only 
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statistical significance but also meaningful practical change in youth employment 

experiences. 

 

Taken together, these findings suggest that early vocational interventions that incorporate 

individualized job discovery, skill development, and workplace exposure can meaningfully 

expand employment-related opportunities for youth with IDD. In practical terms, the program 

appears to have helped many participants move from having little or no employment exposure 

to gaining both unpaid and paid work experiences. For policy and program design, these 

findings underscore the importance of early, tailored vocational supports that actively connect 

youth with real-world employment opportunities during the transition to adulthood. 

 

3.3 Comparative Sample Analysis (Hypothesis II) 
 

Prior to examining group-based summer program outcomes, baseline equivalence between 

youth who participated in the sequential three-stage intervention approach (Group 1) and 

those who participated in the non-sequential free intervention approach (Group 2) was 

assessed across key demographic, educational, and support-needs indicators. Establishing 

baseline comparability is important to ensure that any differences observed in employment 

outcomes between the two intervention approaches are less likely to reflect pre-existing 

differences among participants. 

 

Overall, the two groups were highly comparable at intake. There were no statistically 

significant differences between groups in age at T1, gender-/sex-based identification, highest 

grade completed, or baseline support needs as reported by youth or parents/carers. Youth in 

Group 1 were modestly more likely to be identified as belonging to a visible minority; however, 

when Indigenous identity and visible minority status were combined into a composite equity-

deserving group variable, constructed to ensure stable cell sizes and protect participant 

confidentiality, no statistically significant differences between groups were observed. 

 

Analysis of the 7-item Level of Support Subscale also indicated broadly similar support needs 

across the two groups. Youth in Group 1 reported slightly higher support needs on average, 

although this difference was small and not statistically significant. Consistent with prior 

research on multi-informant assessments in disability support contexts, parents/carers 

reported significantly higher support needs for their youth than the youth reported for 

themselves. Importantly, these informant differences were consistent across both intervention 

groups and therefore do not indicate baseline imbalance. 

 

Taken together, these findings suggest that youth entering the IMPACT (2023–2025) summer 

employment program were broadly equivalent across measured baseline characteristics. This 

comparability strengthens confidence that differences observed in subsequent employment 

experiences and outcomes can more plausibly be attributed to differences in intervention 

design rather than to pre-existing differences between participants. 



44 
 

Hypothesis II proposed that youth participating in the sequential three-stage intervention 

approach (Group 1), incorporating discovery and career exploration first, skill development 

second, and job placement third, would achieve stronger employment outcomes than youth 

participating in the free intervention approach (Group 2). To test this hypothesis, an analysis 

of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted comparing employment scores at T2 across 

intervention approaches while controlling for baseline employment experience at T1. 

 

The analysis confirmed that baseline employment exposure strongly predicted T2 outcomes, 

F(1, 325) = 124.13, p < .001, indicating that youth entering the program with more prior work 

experience were more likely to report higher employment exposure at T2. Controlling for this 

baseline difference is therefore important to isolate the potential effects of program design. 

After adjusting for baseline employment exposure, a statistically significant difference 

between intervention approaches was observed, F(1, 325) = 10.26, p = .001, with a small-to-

moderate effect size (partial η² = .031). Examination of adjusted means indicated that youth 

participating in Group 2 reported higher employment scores at T2 (adjusted M = 3.25) 

compared with youth participating in Group 1 (adjusted M = 2.96). 

 

These findings do not support the expectation that the sequential three-stage intervention 

approach connected to Group 1 would produce stronger employment outcomes. Instead, the 

results suggest that the more flexible free intervention approach to the three stages of 

vocational training in Group 2 may have facilitated greater accumulation of employment 

experiences among participating youth. One possible explanation that was also reflected in 

some of the qualitative data from focus groups with vocational specialists from agencies 

adhering to either intervention approach is that the free intervention model allowed staff to 

respond more dynamically to employment opportunities, enabling youth to access work 

placements without strictly progressing through predefined stages of discovery and skill 

development first. 

 

To better understand how the two intervention approaches operated in practice, differences in 

the amount of time youth spent in vocational training activities were examined. Independent-

samples t-tests indicated several significant differences in how time and program activities 

were distributed across the two intervention approaches. Youth participating in Group 1 

received significantly more total program time compared with youth participating in Group 2, 

t(210.54) = −2.89, p = .004, with a small-to-moderate effect size (d = 0.34). Examination of 

time spent across specific stages of the intervention further revealed that youth in Group 1 

spent significantly more time in discovery activities, t(169.79) = 2.00, p = .047, and in job 

development activities, t(196.64) = −2.72, p = .007. No statistically significant differences were 

observed in the amount of time youth spent in skill-building activities. 

 

Taken together, these findings suggest that the sequential three-stage intervention approach 

involved a greater overall investment of time and a stronger emphasis on structured 

progression through discovery and job development stages. However, despite this reported 
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increased program intensity, youth participating in the free intervention approach accumulated 

more employment experiences by T2. One possible interpretation is that the Group 2 model 

allowed youth to access work placements more quickly, without first progressing through all 

sequential stages observed by Group 1. 

 

3.4 Gender-/Sex-based Analysis (Hypothesis III) 
 

Hypothesis III examined whether a tailored vocational training approach that considers each 

youth’s unique strengths and interests would mitigate gender-/sex-based discrepancies in 

employment experiences and outcomes. Due to small cell sizes and confidentiality 

considerations, gender-/sex-based identification was analyzed as a binary variable (man/male 

vs woman/female) for tests related to Hypothesis III. As a result, the findings presented in this 

section apply only to youth identifying within these two categories and cannot be interpreted 

as reflecting employment outcomes for gender-diverse youth. While several participants 

identified outside the binary categories, the number of cases was insufficient to allow for 

separate statistical analysis without risking participant confidentiality. 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to assess whether youth identifying as 

men/male and women/female differed on key demographic and program-relevant indicators at 

T1. No statistically significant gender differences were observed across any of the baseline 

measures examined. Youth across gender groups entered the program at similar ages (t(321) 

= 0.214, p = .831) and had comparable levels of educational attainment (t(321) = -0.713, p = 

.476). Similarly, no gender differences were observed in reported support needs (t(321) = -

0.478, p = .633), knowledge about employment at T1 (t(320) = 0.384, p = .701), or 

employment readiness as measured by the MAS (t(320) = 0.626, p = .532). Effect sizes 

across these comparisons were small to negligible, indicating minimal practical differences 

between groups. 

These findings indicate that youth identifying as men/male and women/female entered the 

IMPACT program with highly comparable demographic characteristics and support needs. 

This was different when assessing baseline employment experience. At T1, a significant 

gender difference was observed in prior unpaid work experience. Youth identifying as 

women/female were significantly more likely than youth identifying as men/male to report 

having had unpaid work experience prior to entering the program (83.7% vs 67.1%), χ²(1, N = 

323) = 9.653, p = .002. No gender differences were observed in prior paid work experience 

(χ²(1) = .001, p = .975) or in employment status at intake (χ²(1) = .024, p = .877). These 

findings suggest that while both groups entered the program with similar levels of paid 

employment exposure, youth identifying as women/female were more likely to have 

accumulated unpaid work experiences prior to program participation. 

By the end of the program, the initial gender difference in unpaid work experience was no 

longer statistically significant (χ²(1) = 2.726, p = .099). However, a gender difference emerged 

in paid work experience at T2. Youth identifying as men/male were significantly more likely to 

report having gained paid work experience by the end of the program (50.2%) compared to 

youth identifying as women/female (33.7%), χ²(1) = 7.830, p = .005. 
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Analysis of continuous employment readiness scores showed no statistically significant 

gender differences at either T1 (t(321) = -1.341, p = .181) or T2 (t(321) = 1.391, p = .165), 

indicating that both groups demonstrated comparable levels of employment preparedness 

across the program period. Similarly, no gender difference was observed in the total number 

of paid employment experiences accumulated across T1 and T2 interviews. However, youth 

identifying as women/female reported significantly more unpaid work experiences overall 

compared to youth identifying as men/male (t(321) = -3.110, p = .002). In addition, youth 

identifying as men/male reported slightly higher levels of employment exposure during the 

summer program itself (t(321) = 2.416, p = .016). 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to assess whether youth identifying as 

men/male and women/female differed in their knowledge about employment and MAS scores 

at T2. No statistically significant gender differences were observed in knowledge about 

employment scores at T2 (t(321) = 0.986, p = .325) or in employment readiness as measured 

by the MAS (t(320) = 0.569, p = .569). Similarly, analyses of change scores indicated that 

youth across gender groups improved their knowledge about employment at comparable 

rates over the course of the program (t(320) = 0.635, p = .526). Improvements in MAS were 

also equivalent across gender groups (t(319) = -0.060, p = .952). Effect sizes across these 

comparisons were small to negligible, indicating minimal practical differences in employment 

readiness outcomes between youth identifying as men/male and women/female. These 

findings suggest that the tailored vocational training model supported comparable 

improvements in knowledge about employment and soft skills across gender groups. 

These findings suggest that the tailored vocational training model was associated with 

comparable improvements in employment readiness for youth across gender groups. 

However, the types of employment experiences gained differed somewhat between groups. 

Youth identifying as women/female entered the program with higher levels of unpaid work 

experience and continued to accumulate more unpaid experiences overall, whereas youth 

identifying as men/male were more likely to report paid work experience by T2. These 

patterns suggest that while the program supported employment development for youth across 

gender groups, broader structural dynamics shaping gendered labour experiences may 

continue to influence the youth’s access to unpaid and/or paid employment. 

An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to examine whether employment 

outcomes differed across intervention approaches and gender groups while controlling for 

baseline employment scores. Baseline employment score was a strong predictor of 

employment outcomes at T2 (F(1,318) = 122.87, p < .001, η² = .279). Both intervention 

approach (F(1,318) = 13.62, p < .001, η² = .041) and gender (F(1,318) = 5.69, p = .018, η² = 

.018) showed statistically significant but small effects. Importantly, the interaction between 

intervention approach and gender was not statistically significant (F(1,318) = 2.80, p = .095), 

indicating that the effectiveness of the intervention approach did not differ across gender 

groups. 
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3.5 Regression Analyses 
 

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the relative contribution 

of baseline characteristics at T1, program participation, and skill development to employment 

outcomes at T2. Baseline characteristics (age, gender, support needs, and employment 

readiness at T1) explained 30.9% of the variance in employment readiness at T2 (R² = .309, 

p < .001). Adding program participation variables, including intervention approach and total 

time spent in vocational programming, significantly improved the model, accounting for an 

additional 9.4% of the variance (ΔR² = .094, p < .001). In contrast, the addition of skill 

development measures (changes in knowledge about employment and MAS soft skills) did 

not significantly increase explanatory power (ΔR² = .002, p = .649). These findings suggest 

that baseline characteristics at T1 and program exposure were the primary predictors of 

employment readiness at T2. 

 

Program evaluation of IMPACT (2023 – 2025) reveals that baseline readiness and 

employment experience at T1 is a large predictor of employment outcomes, followed by 

program exposure as a moderate contribution to employment outcomes, and finally soft skill 

development functions as a supporting mechanism. This strongly supports the notion that 

early intervention is the strongest predictor of future employment outcomes, supported by 

tailored vocational training programming that takes into consideration the youth-specific 

needs and interests. 

To further examine factors associated with youth obtaining paid employment by the end of the 

program, a logistic regression analysis was conducted. Logistic regression is appropriate 

when the outcome variable is binary, in this case, whether a youth obtained paid employment 

during the program period. The model included several predictors reflecting both youth 

characteristics and program participation: baseline employment experience, gender, 

participation in Group 1 or Group 2, total time spent in vocational training, and improvements 

in knowledge about employment and soft skills during the program. 

Overall, the regression model demonstrated strong explanatory power. The model accounted 

for a substantial portion of the variation in employment outcomes (Nagelkerke R² = .512), 

indicating that the included variables collectively explained a meaningful share of differences 

in youth employment outcomes. Model diagnostics suggested a good fit between the model 

and the observed data. The Hosmer–Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test was not statistically 

significant (χ²(8) = 11.58, p = .171), indicating that the predicted probabilities aligned well with 

the observed distribution of employment outcomes. 

In terms of predictive accuracy, the model correctly classified 79.4% of cases, including 

78.1% of youth who did not obtain paid employment and 80.2% of youth who did obtain paid 

employment. These indicators suggest that the model provided a reliable representation of 

factors associated with youth employment outcomes. 

Baseline employment readiness was the strongest predictor of paid employment outcomes. 

Youth with higher employment readiness scores at T1 were significantly more likely to obtain 

paid employment during the program (B = 1.745, p < .001). The odds ratio (Exp(B) = 5.73) 

indicates that each one-unit increase in baseline readiness increased the odds of obtaining 
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paid employment by approximately 5.7 times. This finding highlights the importance of youths’ 

starting levels of employment preparedness, suggesting that youth entering the program with 

stronger employment-related skills or prior work exposure had a substantial advantage in 

securing paid employment opportunities. 

Gender was also significantly associated with employment outcomes (B = −0.931, p = .004). 

Gender was coded as 1 = male and 2 = female, meaning that higher values correspond to 

youth identifying as women/female. The odds ratio (Exp(B) = 0.394) indicates that youth 

identifying as women/female had approximately 61% lower odds of obtaining paid 

employment compared to youth identifying as men/male, controlling for baseline readiness, 

program participation, approach, and skill improvements. Importantly, earlier analyses in this 

evaluation found no gender differences in baseline readiness, knowledge about employment 

gains, or soft skill improvements during the program. This pattern suggests that the observed 

difference in employment outcomes likely reflects broader labour market dynamics rather than 

differences in program engagement or skill development. Due to small cell sizes and 

confidentiality considerations, gender-/sex-based identification was analyzed as a binary 

variable (man/male vs woman/female); therefore, these findings cannot speak to employment 

outcomes for gender-diverse youth. 

Participation in Group 1 or Group 2 was also associated with employment outcomes (B = 

0.673, p = .030). The approach variable was coded as 1 = participation in the three-stage 

sequential approach and 2 = participation in the free/non-sequential intervention approach. 

The odds ratio (Exp(B) = 1.96) indicates that youth participating in Group 2 had approximately 

twice the odds of obtaining paid employment compared with youth participating in Group 2. 

While this difference was statistically significant, earlier analyses in this evaluation found 

relatively modest differences between intervention approaches in employment readiness 

measures. As such, the intervention approach effect should be interpreted cautiously and 

likely reflects differences in how youth move through vocational activities rather than large 

differences in skill development. 

Total time spent with youth in vocational programming was also a significant predictor of 

employment outcomes (B = .001, p < .001). Although the coefficient appears small because it 

represents the effect per minute of programming, cumulative exposure to vocational 

programming was associated with increased odds of obtaining paid employment. This finding 

suggests that sustained engagement with vocational activities, including discovery, skill-

building, and job development, plays an important role in supporting youth transitions into 

employment. 

Changes in knowledge about employment and soft skills during the program were not 

statistically significant predictors of paid employment outcomes in the regression model (p = 

.484 and p = .653, respectively). Earlier analyses demonstrated that youth experienced 

significant improvements in these areas over the course of the program. 

The lack of independent predictive power in the regression model likely reflects conceptual 

overlap between these improvements and broader employment readiness factors already 

captured in the model. In other words, improvements in knowledge and soft skills appear to 
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contribute to employment readiness overall but do not independently explain employment 

outcomes once baseline characteristics at T1 and program exposure are considered. 

Taken together, the regression analysis suggests that youth employment outcomes were 

shaped by a combination of baseline employment experience, program engagement, and 

program structure. Youth who entered the program with stronger employment experience and 

who spent more time participating in vocational programming were significantly more likely to 

obtain paid employment.  

4. Assessment 
 

The guiding research question for this evaluation asked: In what ways is intervening early with 

youth with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD) effective in producing positive 

employment-related outcomes? Across multiple measures of employment experience, 

knowledge about employment, soft skills, and program participation, the findings provide 

strong evidence that early vocational intervention can meaningfully support employment 

development among youth with IDD. 

 

First, the results demonstrate clear improvements in employment exposure and employment-

related competencies over the course of the program. Youth reported significantly higher 

levels of employment experience at T2 compared to T1, and measures of knowledge about 

employment and soft skills showed consistent improvement across the evaluation period. 

These results support Hypothesis I and indicate that tailored vocational training that 

incorporates individualized discovery, skill development, and work exposure can help youth 

build the knowledge, confidence, and practical experience necessary for future employment. 

 

Second, the evaluation found limited evidence that the sequencing of vocational training 

activities, specifically the three-stage approach, produced significantly different employment 

outcomes compared to the more flexible intervention approach. While the sequential 

approach of Group 1 provided a theoretically coherent framework for delivering vocational 

training, statistical analyses indicated that employment outcomes were broadly similar across 

the two intervention approaches when baseline conditions were considered. These findings 

suggest that the effectiveness of early vocational intervention may be driven less by strict 

sequencing of activities and more by the overall availability of individualized supports, 

workplace exposure, and skill-building opportunities. 

 

Third, the evaluation examined whether tailored vocational programming mitigated gender-

based discrepancies in employment outcomes. Youth identifying as men/male and 

women/female entered the program with highly comparable levels of knowledge about 

employment, soft skills, educational attainment, and support needs. Improvements of 

knowledge about employment and soft skills were also equivalent across gender groups over 

the course of the program. However, differences emerged in the types of employment 

experiences accumulated, with youth identifying as women/female more likely to report 
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unpaid work experience and youth identifying as men/male more likely to report paid work 

experience by program T2. These findings suggest that while the program supports 

comparable improvements in employment experience across genders, broader structural 

dynamics shaping youth employment pathways may continue to influence the transition from 

unpaid to paid work. 

 

Taken together, the results indicate that early vocational intervention programs such as 

IMPACT can play an important role in strengthening employment readiness and expanding 

work experiences for youth with IDD. While program structure and sequencing may be 

flexible, sustained opportunities for skill development, individualized career exploration, and 

supported work exposure appear to be key components in promoting positive employment 

outcomes. 

 

4.1 Limitations 
 

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings of this evaluation. 

First, while the study followed multiple cohorts of youth across a three-year period, the 

evaluation design did not include a randomized control group of youth who did not participate 

in the program. As a result, it is not possible to fully attribute all observed improvements in 

employment readiness and employment experience solely to program participation. However, 

the consistent improvements observed across multiple outcome measures suggest that the 

program likely contributed meaningfully to youth employment development. 

 

Second, some analyses relied on self-reported measures of knowledge about employment, 

soft skills or employment readiness, and employment experiences. While self-reported data 

are commonly used in youth employment research, such measures may be influenced by 

response bias or differences in how participants interpret survey questions. The inclusion of 

multiple outcome indicators and triangulation with program participation data partially 

mitigates this limitation. 

 

Third, due to small cell sizes and confidentiality considerations, gender-/sex-based 

identification was analyzed as a binary variable (man/male vs woman/female). While this 

approach allowed for statistical analysis while protecting participant confidentiality, the 

findings cannot be interpreted as reflecting the experiences or employment outcomes of 

gender-diverse youth. 

 

Finally, the evaluation measured employment experiences during and immediately following 

program participation. Longer-term follow-up data would be valuable for assessing whether 

early vocational intervention leads to sustained employment outcomes over time. 
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4.2 Concluding Remarks 
 

The findings of this evaluation highlight the potential value of early vocational intervention 

programs in supporting the employment development of youth with intellectual and 

developmental disabilities. By combining individualized career exploration, skill development, 

and supported work experiences, programs such as IMPACT can help youth build both the 

practical skills and workplace confidence necessary to engage in employment futures. 

Importantly, the results suggest that flexibility in program delivery may be beneficial. While the 

three-stage intervention approach provides a useful conceptual model for organizing 

vocational supports, the evaluation indicates that positive outcomes can also emerge through 

more flexible vocational training approaches. This finding suggests that program designers 

and service providers may wish to prioritize responsiveness to youth interests, strengths, and 

opportunities rather than rigid adherence to a specific intervention sequence. 

At the same time, the evaluation highlights the importance of considering broader structural 

factors that shape youth employment experiences. Although boys and girls demonstrated 

comparable improvements in employment readiness, differences in the types of work 

experiences accumulated, particularly the distribution of unpaid versus paid work, suggest 

that gendered labour market dynamics may continue to influence employment transitions for 

youth with IDD. Addressing these dynamics may require additional efforts to support equitable 

access to paid work placements and employer engagement strategies that promote inclusive 

hiring practices. 

 

Overall, the findings reinforce the importance of early, individualized vocational supports as 

part of broader disability employment strategies. Expanding access to programs that provide 

structured career exploration, workplace skill development, and supported employment 

opportunities may help improve employment outcomes for youth with IDD and support more 

inclusive labour market participation. 
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Appendix A: SPSS Data and Tables 
 

This appendix contains complementary tables to the summative report for IMPACT (2023-

2025).26 Tables are referenced in the main report and briefly contextualized in this appendix.27 

Throughout the document, tables are specified as pertaining to the entire sample of youth (N) 

or as pertaining to a comparison between youth in the sequential three-stage approach to 

vocational training (Group 1; n = 185) and the youth in the free intervention approach (Group 

2; n = 143). 

 

1. Results 

 

Tables A1 to A7 contain descriptive statistics connected to demographic data collected at T1 

for the complete sample. Only youth who completed both T1 and T2 interviews were included 

in the analysis. Table A8 contains information for those parents/carers (N = 321) who 

completed interviews at T1 and T2.28 

 

1.1 Demographic data 

 

Table A1: Gender-/Sex-based Identification Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Gender-/Sex-based 
Categories 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Man/Male 218 66.5 124 67.0 94 65.7 

Woman/Female 104 31.7 57 30.8 47 32.9 

Transgender Man/Male 1 .3 1 .5 - - 

Gender Fluid/Non-binary 2 .6 2 1.1 - - 

Prefer not to answer 3 .9 1 .5 2 1.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

The reported gender-/sex-based identification presented by the youth at T1 resulted in 

several very small cells, with counts < 5, which meant that a standard Pearson chi-square 

violated assumptions. Therefore, we collapsed gender-/sex-based categories into a binary: 

man/male and woman/female identifying groups. 

 

Table A2: Compound Variable Binary Gender-/Sex-based Identification 

Binary Variable Gender-/Sex-
based Identification 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Man/Male 219 67.8 125 68.7 94 66.7 

Woman/Female 104 32.2 57 31.3 47 33.3 

Total 323 100.0 182 100.0 141 100.0 

                                                           
26 Tables might contain discrepancies in numerical calculations that occur because of rounding. 
27 Table columns include the ‘frequency’ expressed as ‘n’ to refer to the subsample of youth and the ‘percentage’ 
expressed as ‘%’ out of the complete sample ‘N’. 
28 Tables might contain discrepancies in numerical calculations that occur because of rounding. 
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The average age at T1 across all cohorts was 17 years old as of June 1st of the respective 

year that the youth participated in the summer employment program. This was the same 

average age (17-y-o) when comparing groups. 

 

Table A3: Age at T1 (June 1st) Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Reported 
Age at T1 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Fifteen 2 .6 1 .5 1 .7 

Sixteen 83 25.3 43 23.2 40 28.0 

Seventeen 112 34.1 71 38.4 41 28.7 

Eighteen 94 28.7 46 24.9 48 33.6 

Nineteen 37 11.3 24 13.0 13 9.1 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A4: Indigenous Identification Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Indigenous 
Identification 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 26 11.0 20 10.8 16 11.2 

No 283 86.3 165 89.2 118 82.5 

Prefer not to answer 9 2.7 - - 9 6.3 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A5: Visible Minority Identification Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Visible Minority 
Identification 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 102 31.1 65 35.1 37 25.9 

No 203 61.9 114 61.6 89 62.2 

Prefer not to answer 23 7.0 6 3.2 17 11.9 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Researchers decided to collapse the two variables (Indigenous and visible minority 

identification) into a binary categorical variable about belonging to an equity-deserving group 

(Yes/No) to code those who preferred not to answer one or both questions as missing. A 

binary equity-deserving group variable was created based on Indigenous identity and visible 

minority status. Cases with “prefer not to answer” responses on either item were treated as 

missing for inferential analyses. 

 

Table A6: Compound Variable Equity-deserving Group identification 

Compound 
Variable Equity-
deserving Group 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 130 42.9 82 45.8 48 38.7 

No 173 57.1 97 54.2 76 61.3 

Total 3031 100.0 1792 100.0 1243 100.0 
1 25 missing; 2 6 missing; 3 19 missing 
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Youth were asked about their highest Grade of education completed before the summer 

break. The median highest grade completed before the summer at T1 was Grade 12.  

 

Table A7: Highest Grade Completed at T1 Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Grade Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Grade 9 9 2.7 7 3.8 2 1.4 

Grade 10 49 14.9 27 14.6 22 15.4 

Grade 11 99 30.2 64 34.6 35 24.5 

Grade 12 148 45.1 75 40.5 73 51.0 

Grade 13/Other 23 7.0 12 6.5 11 7.7 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A8: Parent/carer Relation to Youth Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Parent/Carer 
Relation to Youth 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Parent 304 92.7 171 92.4 133 93.0 

Guardian 10 3.0 8 4.3 2 1.4 

Relative 6 1.8 2 1.1 4 2.8 

Caregiver 2 .6 2 1.1 - - 

Foster parent 3 .9 - - 3 2.1 

Other 3 .9 2 1.1 1 .7 

Total  328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

1.2 Supports 

 

Tables A9 to A11 provide the youths’ self-reported level of support need and their overall level 

of support need. The latter was also reported by parents/carers when asked about their 

youth’s overall level of support need.  

 

Table A9: Level of Support Subscale at T1 (item-based and 7-item scale mean scores) 

Complete Sample and Comparing Groups 

Level of Support 
Subscale 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n Mean n Mean n Mean 

Self-care 328 1.45 185 1.47 143 1.43 

Learning 328 2.23 185 2.29 143 2.16 

Mobility 328 1.69 185 1.76 143 1.59 

Self-direction 328 1.89 185 1.96 143 1.80 

Language Expression 328 1.86 185 1.92 143 1.79 

Independent Living 328 2.29 185 2.28 143 2.32 

Economic Independence 328 2.24 185 2.23 143 2.27 

7-item scale 328 1.95 185 1.98 143 1.91 
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Table A10: Overall Level of Support Need identified by Youth at T1  

1-to-5-point range 
(Youth) 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n Mean n Mean n Mean 

Overall Support Need 328 2.82 185 2.88 143 2.75 

 

Table A11: Overall Level of Support Need identified by Parents/Carers at T1 

1-to-5-point range 
(Parent/carer) 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n Mean n Mean n Mean 

Overall Support Need 3271 3.06 185 3.08 1421 3.04 
1 1 missing. 

 

2. Employment 

 

Tables A12 to A19 specify the youth their paid and unpaid employment experience as 

recorded at T1, prior to vocational training, and T2. Tables provide information about the 

baseline level of employment experience for the youth and the paid and unpaid experiences 

gained, providing descriptive data for the complete sample and comparing groups. It is 

important to note that youth could have more than one work experience. 

 

Table A12: Prior Unpaid Employment Experience 

Previous Unpaid 
Experience T1 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes  239 72.9 127 68.6 112 78.3 

No 89 27.1 58 31.4 31 21.7 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Vocational specialists listed the previous unpaid experience reported by the youth at T1. The 

number of listed unpaid or volunteer work experiences ranged from 0 to 5, with the average 

number of experiences at 1. 

 

Table A13: Prior Paid Employment Experience 

Previous Paid 
Experience T1 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes  79 24.1 41 22.2 38 26.6 

No 249 75.9 144 77.8 105 73.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Listed prior paid employment experience at T1 ranged from 0 to 4 contracts, with the median 

reported experience being 0. 
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Table A14: Paid Employment at T1 

In Paid 
Employment at T1 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes  38 11.6 20 10.8 18 12.6 

No 290 88.4 165 89.2 125 87.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Unpaid and paid employment experience was collated into a categorical variable to reflect the 

total employment experience prior to participation in the summer employment program. 

 

Table A15: Overall Employment Experience Before Participation 

Employment Experience at T1 Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

No experience 56 17.1 37 20.0 19 13.3 

Only unpaid experience 166 50.6 96 51.9 70 49.0 

Only paid experience 33 10.1 21 11.4 12 8.4 

Both unpaid and paid experience 73 22.3 31 16.8 42 29.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A16: New Unpaid Employment Experience since T1 

New Unpaid 
Experience 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes  193 58.8 120 64.9 73 51.0 

No 135 41.2 65 35.1 70 49.0 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

When combining youth reported and agency reported work confirmations, gained unpaid 

experiences range from 0 to 6, with an average of one new unpaid or volunteer work 

experience. 

 

Table A17: New Paid Employment Experience since T1 

New Paid 
Experience 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes  146 44.5 71 38.4 75 52.4 

No 182 55.5 114 61.6 68 47.6 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Reported new paid employment experience ranged from 0 to 4 contracts, with a median of 0. 
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Table A18: Overall Gained Employment Experience since T1 

Gained Employment 
Experience since T1 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

No experience 40 12.2 16 8.6 24 16.8 

Only unpaid experience 143 43.6 98 53.0 45 31.5 

Only paid experience 95 29.0 49 26.5 46 32.2 

Both unpaid and paid experience 50 15.2 22 11.9 28 19.6 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

When adding up the number of listed unpaid experiences prior to IMPACT and those gained 

during the summer employment program, youth reported a range of 0 to 7 unpaid or volunteer 

experiences, with a median of 2. For paid employment experience, the range of reported 

experiences was 0 to 7 with a median of 1 paid employment contract.  

 

Table A19: Employment Experience after T2 

Employment Experience T2 Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

No experience 5 1.5 1 .5 4 2.8 

Only unpaid experience 128 39.0 90 48.6 38 26.6 

Only paid experience 30 9.1 22 11.9 8 5.6 

Both unpaid and paid experience 165 50.3 72 38.9 93 65.0 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

2.1 Knowledge about Employment 

 

At T1 and T2, youth were asked to answer seven questions related to their knowledge about 

employment. Table A20 reflects the youth their mean scores for each question about their 

knowledge about employment at T1 and T2, the complete 7-item scale mean score, and the 

change in mean scores (T2 – T1) for the complete sample and comparing groups.  
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Table A20: Knowledge about Employment Mean Scores at T1, T2 and T2 – T1 

Knowledge about 

Employment 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

M T2 M T1 T2–T1 M T2 M T1 T2–T1 M T2 M T1 T2–T1 

I know [..] about how to start 

looking for a job 

2.67 2.14 .53*** 2.66 2.08 .58*** 2.67 2.22 .45*** 

I know [..] about the kind of job I 

want 

2.79 2.49 .30*** 2.75 2.44 .31*** 2.84 2.55 .29** 

I have [..] skills/knowledge about 

the job that I want 

2.64 2.31 .33*** 2.591 2.281 .31*** 2.71 2.36 .35*** 

I know [..] how to do a job 

interview 

2.70 2.11 .59*** 2.70 2.08 .62*** 2.71 2.14 .57*** 

I know [..] about what employers 

look for 

2.881 2.381 .50*** 2.791 2.301 .49*** 3.01 2.49 .52*** 

I feel [..] excited about working 2.98 2.86 .12* 3.01 2.81 .20** 2.96 2.92 .04 

I feel [..] confident about getting 

a job 

2.82 2.65 .17** 2.80 2.59 .21* 2.85 2.72 .13 

Complete 7-item scale 2.791 2.421 .37*** 2.761 2.371 .39*** 2.82 2.48 .34*** 
1 1 missing; * Statistically significant at p ≤ .05; ** Statistically significant at p ≤ .01; *** Statistically significant at 

p. ≤ .001. 

 

3. Meticulon Assessment Survey (MAS) 

 

Youth and parents/carers completed 38 questions across twelve domains as predictors of 

future employment or soft skills in the MAS at T1 and T2. Tables A21 and A22 report MAS 

mean scores for the youth as self-observed and for the parents/carers, as observed about 

their youth, at T1 and T2, and changes in their mean scores for each MAS domain as well as 

the total 38-item scale (T2 – T1).  

 

Table A21: MAS Mean Scores T1 and T2 and change in Mean Scores Youth 

MAS Domain Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 

Time management 3.79 3.71 .08* 3.77 3.67 .10 3.82 3.76 .06 

Organizational skills 3.86 3.85 .01 3.84 3.78 .06 3.89 3.95 -.06 

Authority 3.851 3.771 .08* 3.90 3.76 .14** 3.781 3.791 -.01 

Teamwork 3.971 3.921 .05 3.931 3.861 .07 4.01 4.00 .01 

Perseverance 3.68 3.64 .04 3.65 3.58 .07 3.73 3.72 .01 

Responsibility 3.88 3.82 .06 3.90 3.77 .13** 3.84 3.87 -.03 

Motivation 4.01 4.04 -.03 3.98 4.01 -.03 4.05 4.07 -.02 

Mindfulness 4.26 4.20 .06 4.23 4.13 .10* 4.29 4.29 . 

Self-awareness 3.77 3.69 .08* 3.74 3.57 .17** 3.81 3.83 -.02 

Communication skills 3.72 3.68 .04 3.74 3.62 .12* 3.69 3.75 -.06 

Comprehension 3.98 3.94 .04 3.97 3.91 .06 4.00 3.97 .03 

Personal appearance 4.05 3.99 .06 4.00 3.97 .03 4.11 4.02 .09* 

Complete scale 3.902 3.862 .04* 3.891 3.801 .09** 3.921 3.921 . 
1 1 missing; 2 2 missing; * Statistically significant at p ≤ .05; ** Statistically significant at p ≤ .01; *** Statistically 
significant at p. ≤ .001. 
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Table A22: MAS Mean Scores T1 and T2 and change in Mean Scores Parents/Carers 

MAS Domain Complete Sample (N = 321) Group 1 (N = 182) Group 2 (N = 139) 

M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 M T2 M T1 T2-T1 

Time management 3.701 3.601 .10* 3.72 3.60 .12 3.671 3.581 .09 

Organizational skills 3.61 3.47 .14*** 3.61 3.47 .14* 3.61 3.47 .14* 

Authority 3.54 3.44 .10* 3.61 3.51 .10* 3.44 3.34 .10 

Teamwork 3.761 3.641 .12** 3.791 3.581 .21*** 3.72 3.72 . 

Perseverance 3.43 3.29 .14*** 3.43 3.27 .16** 3.42 3.31 .11* 

Responsibility 3.74 3.60 .14*** 3.79 3.62 .17*** 3.68 3.57 .11 

Motivation 3.80 3.75 .05 3.80 3.72 .08 3.80 3.80 . 

Mindfulness 4.30 4.30 . 4.33 4.25 .08 4.27 4.36 -.09* 

Self-awareness 3.54 3.45 .09* 3.53 3.40 .13* 3.55 3.51 .04 

Communication skills 3.40 3.20 .20*** 3.45 3.25 .20*** 3.33 3.14 .19** 

Comprehension 3.571 3.541 .03 3.601 3.511 .09* 3.53 3.57 -.04 

Personal appearance 3.76 3.73 .03 3.741 3.691 .05 3.79 3.77 .02 

Complete scale 3.683 3.583 .10*** 3.702 3.582 .12*** 3.651 3.591 .06 
1 1 missing; 2 2 missing; 3 3 missing; * Statistically significant at p ≤ .05; ** Statistically significant at p ≤ .01; *** 

Statistically significant at p. ≤ .001. 

 

4. Vocational Training Intervention Diaries 

 

Staff at the project partners recorded the youth their participation in vocational training 

through intervention diaries. Table A23 displays the level of participation as recorded in those 

diaries for the complete sample of youth and comparing groups. Table A24 reflects the 

reported range, mean scores, and standard deviation for the total time (minutes) spent in 

vocational training activities and for each of the three main types of vocational training 

activities for the complete sample and comparing groups. 

 

Table A23: Level of Participation in Vocational Training Activities 

Level of Participation Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

0% to 24% participation 10 3.0 8 4.3 2 1.4 

25% to 49% participation 27 8.2 16 8.6 11 7.7 

50% to 74% participation 46 14.0 29 15.7 17 11.9 

75% to 100% participation 245 74.7 132 71.4 113 79.0 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A24: Time spent in Vocational Training Activities (in minutes) 

Vocational 
training 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

Range M SD Range M SD Range M SD 

Discovery 0-2610 361 300 60-1020 401 187 0-2610 309 528 

Skill building 0-3870 889 780 0-2310 831 501 0-3870 964 934 

Job development 0-6450 937 600 0-4500 783 713 0-6450 1137 1424 

Total time 100-6620 2320 1231 100-4980 2139 873 210-6620 2556 1549 
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5. Program Goals, Expectations, and Expectations 

 

Tables A25 to A27 display whether the youth had looked for a job before, whether they 

thought they would have time for a job, and transportation to get to work at T1. Tables A28 to 

A30 relate to program expectations at T1. Tables A31 and A32 specify the recorded program 

evaluation as shared by the youth and their parents/carers. Finally, Table A33 reflects the 

recorded answer from youth whether they felt like barriers to employment remain present 

after IMPACT.  

Table A25: Job Search Experience at T1 

Has the youth looked 
for a job before? 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 126 38.5 70 37.8 56 39.4 

No 201 61.5 115 62.2 86 60.6 

Total 3271 100.0 185 100.0 1421 100.0 
1 1 missing 

 

Table A26: Time for a Job at T1 

Does the youth have 
time for a job? 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 308 93.9 177 95.7 131 91.6 

No 20 6.1 8 4.3 12 8.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A27: Transportation to get to Work at T1 

Does the youth have 
transportation? 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 313 95.7 180 97.3 133 93.7 

No 14 4.3 5 2.7 9 6.3 

Total 3271 100.0 185 100.0 1421 100.0 
1 1 missing 

 

Table A28: Job Aspiration at T1 

Does the youth want 
to get a job? 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 281 85.7 155 83.8 126 88.1 

No 6 1.8 2 1.1 4 2.8 

Unsure 41 12.5 28 15.1 13 9.1 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 
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Table A29: Knowledge Aspiration at T1 

Does the youth want to know 
more about getting a job? 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 277 84.5 153 82.7 124 86.7 

No 15 4.6 8 4.3 7 4.9 

Unsure 36 11.0 24 13.0 12 8.4 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Table A30: Knowing about Types of Jobs at T1 

Does the youth want to know 
more about types of jobs? 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 289 88.1 162 87.6 127 88.8 

No 9 2.7 4 2.2 5 3.5 

Unsure 30 9.1 19 10.3 11 7.7 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 

Youth program evaluation questions were answered at T2, with answers ranging from 1-point 

“Strongly disagree” to 5-points “Strongly agree”.  

 

Table A31: Program Evaluation at T2 mean scores for Youth 

Youth Program Evaluation 
Question 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n M n M n M 

Liked IMPACT 328 4.09 185 4.11 143 4.08 

Enjoyed Activities 328 4.05 185 4.03 143 4.08 

Skills Learned for Getting a Job 328 3.79 185 3.79 143 3.79 

Skills for Future Paid Employment 328 4.04 185 3.97 143 4.12 

Activities supported Job Discovery 328 3.73 185 3.67 143 3.80 

Right Amount of Support 3231 4.19 1812 4.17 1423 4.20 

Complete Evaluation Score 3231 4.00 1812 3.98 1423 4.02 
1 5 missing; 2 4 missing; 3 1 missing. 

 

Parents/carers were asked five program evaluation questions according to a Likert-scale, 

ranging from 1-point for “Strongly disagree” and 5-points for “Strongly agree”.  

 

Table A32: Program Evaluation at T2 for Parents/Carers 

Parent/Carer Program Evaluation 
Question 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n M n M n M 

Satisfied with Experience 3221 4.35 1832 4.35 1393 4.35 

Youth enjoyed Activities 3221 4.30 1832 4.34 1393 4.24 

Skills learned for Future Paid Job 3221 4.11 1832 4.09 1393 4.14 

Program addressed Barriers 3221 4.00 1832 4.01 1393 3.99 

Program improved Youth Soft Skills 3221 4.02 1832 3.99 1393 4.05 

Complete Evaluation Score 3221 4.16 1832 4.16 1393 4.15 
1 6 missing; 2 2 missing; 3 4 missing 
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Table A33: Youth identified Remaining Barriers  

Persistent 
Barriers 

Complete Sample Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % n % 

Yes 146 44.5 91 49.2 55 38.5 

No 182 55.5 94 50.8 88 61.5 

Total 328 100.0 185 100.0 143 100.0 

 


