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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Canadian career and employment services do not share common constructs and measures by which to
either compare practices or evaluate success. There are several impacts and implications:
Return on investment is increasingly demanded for public funds; without common measures,
the career and employment services field has an inadequate evidence base demonstrating its
effectiveness and identifying areas for improvement;
Managers and practitioners cannot meaningfully share ideas, processes and measures with
those in other regions;
Benchmarks for quality services lack uniformity;
Evaluation continues to be seen as a highly specialized area and not integrated into practice.
Two common indicator research studies from 2011-2015 have begun to address these issues.
Key questions addressed in the two studies have included:
Can we actually identify and track common indicators across divergent client populations and
divergent service delivery models?
If we can identify and track common indicators, what do they tell us about service
effectiveness?
The first study (Phase I: 2011-2013) tested a new online data gathering tool titled PRIME (Performance
Recording Instrument for Meaningful Evaluation) and demonstrated that we were able to track common
indictors across divergent settings and these “made sense” to all participating practitioners. It also
began to uncover apparent predictors of positive employment outcomes including positive changes in
learning and skill acquisition, changes in personal attributes and individual traits such as taking personal
responsibility for progress. The first study provided a positive start toward addressing the core question:
What kinds of interventions (programs/services) with what profiles of client characteristics and
in what contexts are associated with what kinds of outcomes?
The second study (Phase II: 2013-15) refined measures; made PRIME more efficient and easy to use;
extended the client service period; examined many of the same relationships as Phase I; and added new
areas of exploration, such as the types of interventions practitioners use with clients and testing of a
self-help index.
Twelve offices in two provinces, New Brunswick and Saskatchewan, 44 practitioners and 418 clients
participated in Phase II. With some exceptions, clients were in service for 12-16 weeks. Below are
highlights of the findings.
Relating Change in Employability Dimensions with Outcomes
Clients who have lower needs on all employability dimensions (with the exception of Skill Enhancement)
demonstrate greater likelihood of employment at exit from services. Client change with regards to need
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for help with the Employability Dimensions was not found to relate to either employment generally or
full-time employment, except with the Employment Maintenance dimension. It appears that clients’
capacity at exit, rather than their development, affects employment. It also appears that there may be a
threshold for change that clients need to reach and surpass before there is an impact on employment.
This threshold construct requires further study. The longer Phase II study achieved more change and
better outcomes than the shorter Phase I study, suggesting that duration makes a difference.
Personal Attributes & Progress
Self-esteem, self-management & self-awareness, other employability challenges, and support system, as
measured at exit, are all significant but moderate predictors of employment generally and full-time
employment specifically.
Working Alliance
Although practitioners rated the working alliance slightly stronger than did clients, both rated the
working alliance as strong. Working alliance, when measured by practitioners at exit, is positively and
significantly related to learning within each of the Employability Dimensions (except Skill Enhancement)
and to exit capacity within each of the Employability Dimensions.
Working alliance, when measured by practitioners at exit, is positively and significantly related to gains
in personal attributes, and improvement in working alliance is even more positively related to gains in
personal attributes. There is a significant relationship with working alliance and employment when
working alliance is measured at exit.
Intervention Impact
Face-to-face, 1-to-1 counselling focusing on a particular Employability Dimension was related to
significant client change/learning in that Dimension, except for Employment Maintenance. With the
exception of job development relating to change in the Work Search dimension, other interventions
(e.g., workshops) were not found to be significantly related to client change/learning.
Progress and Outcomes
Over two-thirds of clients found full-time employment, were in training/education or were making
significant progress. Half of the clients were employed at exit, with about two-thirds of those finding
full-time employment. For those employed:
The work was a good fit with skills/qualifications for almost three-quarters of employed clients
The work was a good fit with goals for about two-thirds of employed clients
The salary was appropriate to skills/qualifications for just over half of employed clients
The salary was appropriate for cost of living needs for about half of employed clients
Fewer than 1 out of 10 clients were not making significant progress. Clients and practitioners view
“progress” differently, with clients being far less inclined to see the progress that practitioners see.
Learning – Change in Employability Dimensions Needs
Clients’ strengthened within all five Employability Dimensions throughout the study, whether reported
by practitioners or by clients.
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Change in Personal Attributes
Self-esteem, self-management, self-awareness, other employability challenges and personal support
systems all changed in a positive and statistically significant manner over the study. Although important,
none of the changes in these personal attributes were dramatic; they typically shifted about .3 to .5
points on the 1 to 5 rating scale.
Contact Time, Service Duration & Intervention Use
Practitioners spent 136 minutes or less with half of the clients. The average time was much higher than
this – over 3.5 hours (216 minutes) per client – due to some cases with very long times (up to 4,040
minutes). About half of the clients received services for more than 3 months by study completion.
The dominant set of interventions used by practitioners was individual employment counselling focusing
on the Employability Dimensions, with Work Search as the most addressed topic (50% of practitioners
reported 1-to-1 counselling on Work Search).
The Impact of Contact Time and Service Duration
Neither the client’s duration of service nor length of contact time with a practitioner was found to be
related to a change in their needs in any of the Employability Dimensions. Rather than concluding that
time is irrelevant, it is more apt to conclude that practitioners and clients self-regulate service against
change in needs - when a need is met, service is stopped.
Self-Help Index
A measure of self-help capacity, the Self-Help Index, was tested in this study. Although the Self-Help
Index showed some promise, its ability to predict learning or employment was very low. Further
refinement of this instrument is required.
Attribution of Change
The majority of clients (59%) attributed changes they experience over the course of the intervention
period “somewhat” or “mostly” due to the programs and services.
Recommendations
The importance of creating and refining common indicators by which practices can be measured and
compared has been reinforced by this study. There is a great deal that could be improved if the career
and employment field was to more broadly deploy a system such as PRIME with far more clients in many
more settings. With greater sample sizes (and no new tools or interventions), a host of questions could
be answered that are pivotal to the provision of efficient and effective service: At what point has a
client’s Employability Dimensions need been met? What interventions best address that need? What
client attributes should a practitioner focus on? How can we identify clients who will do well by self-help
resources and those who will not? These, and many other questions, are ready to be answered with
broader deployment of common indicators.
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Evidence-Based Employment Services: Common Indicators
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
Career and employment services are relative latecomers to the evidence-based party, notwithstanding
the reams of data available for many decades on unemployment, labour market attachment and other
high-level considerations. The last decade, however, has seen the Canadian career development
community actively engage in creating an evidence base for its work, a base that moves well beyond
global indicators such as employment rates. Decisions regarding delivery models and public funding of
career development services require trustworthy evidence of the actual benefits to individuals,
communities and economies.
The evidence requirements are multi-faceted and complex. Different actors in this arena, such as policy
makers, practitioners, employers and workers, have different needs and interests. Policy makers are
most interested in economic outcomes, including sustainable employment and long-term savings to
benefit programs, both of which require costly and operationally difficult research. Proxy measures,
such as acquiring immediate employment and/or gaining access to training or education programs, are
readily measured and have high face validity. However, these proxies do little to provide answers to the
programming or economic issues at hand. Immediate employment is not necessarily sustainable or
quality employment; admission to training and education programs is a very poor predictor of successful
completion.
Career practitioners report ongoing frustration at having to provide limited numerical data on service
outcomes that they believe do not capture important elements of services (CRWG, 2004). Their clients
want employment, but not at any social, personal or geographic cost; people want work for complex
reasons. Employers, too, want workers, but not just any workers. They want individuals interested in the
work, individuals who will therefore stay with the work for a reasonable period of time. Practitioners
recognize the importance of a strong evidence base and indicate a willingness to engage to make the
field stronger, but lament the absence of alternative methods of data collection and analysis.
The need to address both evaluation perspectives, cost-benefit for policy makers and funders and an
approach to data collection and to evaluation that recognizes that client needs vary and services and
outcomes must be expected to vary as a result, was the genesis for the formation of the Canadian
Research Working Group for Evidence Based Practice in Career Development (CRWG, 2010). The CRWG
brings together expert researchers from both Francophone and Anglophone Canadian universities with
a mandate to strengthen the evidence-base for career development practice with an emphasis on
informing policy.
The CRWG adopted a variation of a simple Input  Process  Outcome framework (see Figure 1). The
framework has been used to evaluate career development interventions, but it also is appropriate in
other types of settings including counselling, mental health, physical health, education and other human
services settings (Hiebert & Charles, 2008; Hiebert, Domene, & Buchanan, 2011). The framework is
described briefly below:
Outcomes = Indicators of client change. Outcomes include changes within the client, including
learning outcomes (i.e., the knowledge and skills that clients acquire) and personal attribute
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outcomes (e.g., changes in intrapersonal factors such as increased motivation, optimism, sense
of control over self) and changes to the client’s life, or employability outcomes (i.e., the changes
in a client’s life or in society that are associated with learning and personal attribute outcomes
including changes in employment status, educational status, training completion, community
involvement, financial independence). These outcomes speak to the needs of end-users, service
providers/ practitioners and policy developers in Canada.
Processes = Activities that link to outcomes. Processes refer to what service providers actually
do to help clients achieve the outcomes that clients seek, i.e., the services, programs, skills they
offer to assist clients to achieve their desired outcomes. Processes are typically in the form of
specific interventions (e.g., 1-to-1 counselling, group workshops) that may vary across settings
and populations, but some processes are generic to all settings (e.g., creating a working
alliance).
Inputs = Resources or factors that affect the activities required to achieve the outcomes.
Possible resources include: human resources (number of staff, their level of training, type of
training), funding, service guidelines and agency mandate, facilities, infrastructure and
community resources. Client factors include employment history, parental status, mental health
and physical disabilities.

Figure 1: CRWG Intervention Planning and Evaluation Framework
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This framework was validated over the past several years in four longer-term research studies funded by
Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (HRSDC) (Meeting Workplace Skills Needs: The Career
Development Contribution (www.crwg-gdrc.ca) (CRWG, 2010); The Impact of Labour Market Information
(LMI) on Career Decision Making (www.crwg-gdrc.ca; Hiebert, B. et al., 2011); Assessing the Impact of
Career Development Resources and Practitioner Support Across the Employability Dimensions
(Redekopp, Hopkins & Hiebert, 2013); and Common Indicators: Transforming the Culture of Evaluation in
Career Development and Employment Services, Phase I (Redekopp, Bezanson & Dugas, 2013)). All field
trials showed the framework to be useful in helping provide a link between the services that clients
receive and the results obtained. These trials provided concrete evidence of significant and positive
impacts of career development and labour market information interventions on self-esteem, selfefficacy, and capacity to self-manage one’s career future. They consistently provided evidence of
learning across all five Employability Dimensions, some more than others, as would be expected. In the
case of the LMI study, findings included an increase in employment of over 40% over the course of the
study as well as an increase of 50% in the number of clients who reported that their job was a good fit
with their personal career vision. In the study Assessing the Impact of Career Development Resources
and Practitioner Support across the Employability Dimensions, there was a mix of employed and
unemployed clients. Of those unemployed at the beginning of the study, there was a 25% increase in
employment following four weeks of intervention. A quarter of clients reported their employment a
good fit before the study; 55% reported good fit after. In the Common Indicators Phase I study, there
was a decrease in unemployment of almost one-third (65% of clients were not employed, waitlisted or
in a program before the intervention; 45% were after the six week intervention period. These results are
very encouraging but it must be emphasized that the objective of all studies was to begin to unpack the
employment statistic to understand what factors actually contributed to this outcome and avoid a focus
solely on employment and training outcomes.
The latest of the four initiatives, Common Indicators: Transforming the Culture of Evaluation in Career
and Employment Services, Phase I, addressed two key limitations to generalizability of previous studies
by integrating data collection into day-to-day practice and using instruments/ questionnaires that could
be used by all practitioners with all clients. In partnership with the provinces of Saskatchewan and New
Brunswick (and, in a different report, Québec), this research project developed, tested and
implemented, in a number of career development and employment services field test sites, with regular
clientele and in everyday service practice, a data management tool that continued to capture data
currently gathered and added new qualitative and quantitative data deemed important and held in
common across delivery agencies but not currently gathered. The study asked two critical questions:
Can we measure common indicators across different contexts, client groups and service settings?
If we can, what can we say about service effectiveness by tracking common indicators?
The data-gathering tool asked practitioners to assess and enter into the system their assessments of:
Client needs for assistance with respect to one or more of the five Employability Dimensions
A number of factors related to the client’s life circumstances
Goal setting and action planning
Five personal attributes (self-esteem; self-efficacy; well-being; self-confidence and selfawareness)
The quality of the working alliance between practitioner and client.
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These were assessed in the initial contact and any progress made on any of the indicators in subsequent
sessions was also recorded in the system. Tracking “progress” and “personal attributes” were very new
for most if not all practitioners. In addition to learning, employment and training outcomes, the quality,
fit and adequacy of standard of living within employment and training outcomes were assessed.
In response to the first research question, the system was able to track common indicators across
divergent settings and these indicators “made sense” to all participating practitioners. The following
indicators were found to be predictors of positive employment outcomes:
Changes in learning across all Employability Dimensions
Changes in personal attributes
Personal responsibility and access to support systems
Quality of the working alliance between practitioner and client.
In response to the second research question, the following were demonstrated:
The quality of the working alliance is a predictor of employment outcomes and learning;
Clients who perceive their own personal attributes as positive and their need for Career
Decision-Making and Work Search assistance as low are more likely to be employed in a six
week period;
Positive change in learning and personal attributes occur over a six week period; and
Taking personal responsibility and having a support system appear most influential life
circumstances contributing to positive employment outcomes.
Practitioners, especially in the Quebec study, reported becoming more reflective in their practice as a
result of using the tool, especially with respect to assessing client progress and assessing personal
attributes.
The study had definite limitations, notably time and sample size. Although six weeks was sufficient to
track progress, it was too short to track employment and training outcomes. Also, the sample size was
400, which was not sufficiently large to allow some variables to be effectively compared. Answers to
both research questions were affirmative but not definitive. Larger sample sizes, longer data collection
periods, and simplification of the data collection tool (now called PRIME, for Performance Recording
Instrument for Meaningful Evaluation) would strengthen the findings.
The current study builds on the prior four projects, but it particularly extends the work of the Common
Indicators Phase I study. To a considerable extent Phase II was a continuation in more depth of Phase I.
We wanted to find out:
Do the results of Phase I hold over time?
What is the predictive power of the results of Phase I over time?
What types of client profiles are able to benefit from self-help services (further refinement and
testing of the Self-Help Index)?
What is the strength of the relationships among indicators demonstrated in Phase I over time?

4
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What are the impacts of variables such as employment/training “fit” with client goals and
qualifications and salaries that provide an “adequate standard of living” on sustained
employment outcomes?
Do clients who are given the LMI booklets (booklets provided to practitioners to use as they see
appropriate for their clients) achieve results different from those who are not given the
booklets?
Do clients who are given the Employability Dimension Workbooks (workbooks provided to
practitioners to use as they see appropriate for their clients) achieve results different from those
who are not given the workbooks?
What impact does the feedback provided by the system have on practitioner practice (as
reported by them)?
What impact does the feedback provided by the system have on management and on allocation
of resources?
What indicators are relevant to positive employment outcomes?
What combination(s) of indicators are relevant to these outcomes?
What interventions make these outcomes more likely?
How do we know that these outcomes result from the interventions?
Phase II also tested the operational and professional value of the on-line system titled PRIME
(Performance Recording Instrument for Meaningful Evaluation). One of the major issues raised by
practitioners in the CRWG review of evidence based practice (2004) was that current systems gave them
little to no information on their own performance with clients; and that the systems served
administration but not front-line practice. It was intended and hoped that if PRIME proved to be
successful, provinces would find ways to incorporate some or all of the value-added features into their
current system or in some cases, actually adopt PRIME and tailor it to their operational requirements.
One advantage for front line practice would be the capacity of the system to give ongoing feedback to
practitioners on their performance with clients.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The general research questions addressed in this study remain the same as the original Common
Indicators study. They are:
1. What common indicators are applicable across different client contexts, different client groups,
different agencies, and different interventions?
2. What statements about service effectiveness can be made by tracking common indicators of
inputs, processes and outcomes? If numbers permit, it will be possible to aggregate data to
begin to address the ultimate question, “What kinds of interventions in what contexts produce
what kinds of outcomes?”
Specific questions for the Phase II study were:
CHANGES IN LEARNING & ATTRIBUTE INPUTS
How much change in personal attributes occurs for clients with various durations of services as
reported by practitioners and clients?
o

How closely do practitioner ratings of client personal attributes and changes in these
attributes compare with client ratings of personal attributes and changes within these
attributes?

How much change in learning occurs for clients within various durations of services as reported
by practitioners and by clients?
o

How closely do practitioner ratings of client changes in learning compare with client
ratings of changes in learning?

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CHANGES IN LEARNING, ATTRIBUTES AND EMPLOYABILITY
OUTCOMES
To what extent do changes in personal attributes and employability challenges affect client
progress and employability outcomes?
To what extent do changes in learning affect client progress and employability outcomes?
EFFECT OF INTERVENTIONS ON LEARNING, ATTRIBUTES & EMPLOYABILITY OUTCOMES
What is the impact of the working alliance on client learning, personal attributes and
employment outcomes?
What is the impact of specific interventions on client learning, personal attributes and
employment outcomes (e.g., LMI Booklets; Coaching Booklets; number of interviews; types of
referrals)?
EMPLOYABILITY OUTCOMES
What employment and employability outcomes are achieved with differing durations of services
over a 12-16 week period?
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RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SELF-HELP CAPACITY AND EMPLOYABILITY OUTCOMES
To what degree does client capacity for self-help affect client progress and employability
outcomes?
To what extent does client capacity for self-help affect client progress within each of the
Employability Dimensions?
To what extent is the Self-Help Index useful in planning services and programs that support
client success?
Table 1 lists the variables of this study in the CRWG’s “input-process-outcome” format. The actual
measures for these variables are provided in Appendix XX. Note the following:
Some variables were rated only by practitioners, some only by clients, and some by both. Where
it made sense to do so, client and practitioner ratings are compared in the findings.
Client need for help was assessed in each of the Employability Dimensions. The study makes the
assumption that the higher the need the client has for help within a Dimension, the lower the
client’s capacity within that Dimension.
There are a number of instances in which small sample sizes prevented potentially interesting
comparisons. For example, some of the 45 interventions were used so infrequently that the
evidence for their effect is insufficient.
Table 1: Study Variables
Inputs

Processes
Specific

Capacity in the
Employability
Dimensions:
 Pre-Employability
and Life Skills
 Career DecisionMaking
 Skill Enhancement
 Work Search

45 interventions
were recorded,
ranging from 1-to1 counselling to
job development

Outcomes
Generic

Working Alliance
Mode of Contact
(face-to-face,
phone, e-mail)
Time: Duration of
Service
Time: Amount of
Practitioner
Contact

 Employment
Maintenance
Personal Attributes

Client Changes
Changes to ALL
inputs except
Self-Help
Progress toward
the above

Life Changes
Employment (FullTime or Part-Time)
Employment Fit
(Vision, Salary re:
Skills/
Qualifications,
Salary re: Cost of
Living)
Education/ Training
(Waitlist or
Enrolled)
Progress toward
the above

Employability
Challenges
Self-Help Capacity

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II
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Structure of the Report
This study was commissioned by two provincial governments with the aim of pilottesting a service tracking and evaluation system. It was neither a formal experiment nor
an academic study. Given the pragmatic intent of the study and the report’s intended
audience of decision makers and practitioners, this report is structured to provide the
reader answers to the research questions as early as possible.
Only a very succinct synopsis of the study’s procedures is provided before the study’s
results are reviewed. Methodological details are provided in appendices for the
interested reader after the results and discussion sections.
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PROCEDURE SYNOPSIS
The steps undertaken to complete the study, some of which have been described above, included:
1. Conducting a feasibility study with Phase I participants to assess their experience with the
earlier version of PRIME, improvements they would suggest and their willingness to commit to a
Phase II study.
2. Holding consultations with researchers and technical team to determine feasibility of
completing the recommended changes and submission of a report to management for decision.
3. Working with provincial partners, practitioners, managers and researchers, as well as the results
of the previous Common Indicators study to further refine indicators to measure and
measurement tools in the study.
4. Refining and testing the online data collection tool, PRIME, in consultation with a select group of
Phase I participants.
5. Working with provincial partners and managers to recruit practitioners into the research.
6. Assisted by provincial staff, adapting and updating the LMI Booklets and the Employability
Dimensions Workbooks specifically for New Brunswick and Saskatchewan.
7. Developing research protocols, research manuals and a User Guide for PRIME for practitioners
(see Supplements 1 and 2).
8. Orienting practitioners and managers to the study, to all research protocols and practice with
PRIME through two-day orientation sessions.
9. Managing the data collection process for a 12-to-16 week period including conducting weekly
teleconference calls with office managers to resolve any research or recruitment issues,
monitoring the 1-800 help line, and monitoring to ensure that PRIME research protocols were
being followed including the following:
a. Asking “regular” clients (i.e., there was no screening of clients) to participate in the
study.
b. Having clients complete the three part Client Initial Survey.
c. Having practitioners complete the Practitioner Profile, conduct a thorough needs
assessment with clients upon intake, and record the results in PRIME.
d. Having practitioners provide service in the usual manner (i.e., provide service they
regularly would), complete an Action Plan with the client, record the nature and length
of services provided and record client progress in PRIME.
e. Having practitioners compete a thorough needs assessment at the end of the research
period or at the client’s exit from services.
f.

Having clients complete the Final Exit Survey.

g. Asking practitioners to complete an on-going log throughout the study (see Supplement
1).

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II
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RESEARCH PARTNERS/CO-RESEARCHERS/PRACTITIONERS
New Brunswick Post-Secondary Education, Training & Labour (PETL), New Brunswick Employment
Assistance Services (EAS), New Brunswick Social Development (SD), third party service providers to
Saskatchewan Economy (Construction Careers, Work Prep Centre, Regina Open Doors, Prairie
Employment Program, Radius, Quint, YWCA), Saskatchewan Economy’s Labour Market Services (LMS)
and the Saskatchewan Abilities Council (SAC) agreed to participate in the research study. The study was
especially fortunate to have these offices (21 in total) that serve different populations. PETL
practitioners work in provincial government offices and clients are mainstream clients, many of whom
are job-ready and do not have significant barriers to employment. PETL services are typically relatively
short-term. SAC offices are part of a non-profit organization supported by the provincial government,
working primarily with individuals with disabilities and one or more significant barriers to employment.
SAC services are typically long-term.
This diversity in work settings, service delivery models and client profiles afforded a valuable
opportunity to test PRIME in highly diverse settings. It provided a pool of clients with a wide range of
challenges. Although we cannot be confident that the client sample was representative of the entire
population of career and employment services clients across Canada, this diversity provided a good
sampling of individuals who are members of an aboriginal group and persons with a disability. It allowed
us to test the online data-gathering tool with a heterogeneous population and to test the workability
and robustness of the system across different client groups and in different service settings. Since our
objective was to test the system across settings, most of the data for the two provinces were merged for
the study analyses.
Managers in both provinces assisted in disseminating information about the study and actively
supported the participation of their practitioner staff in its implementation. All practitioners were
volunteers in the study.
The offices were located as follows:
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Bathurst

Moose Jaw

Fredericton

Regina

Miramichi

Saskatoon

Moncton

Swift Current

Saint John

Yorkton

Sussex
Woodstock

Research participants (practitioners and managers) were oriented to the research and its requirements
in 2-day sessions held in each of Moncton, Regina and Saskatoon.
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Objectives of the sessions were as follows:
Clarity about the purpose of the research and the vital role played by all research partners
Clarity about the research questions to be addressed and their potential contribution to the field
Understanding of the on-line tool, PRIME, and practice navigating the system so each participant
becomes confident and comfortable in its use
Review of and practice with all research protocols including new resources for working with
clients
Knowledge of the supports available throughout the research period
Participants were provided with a range of support materials including:
A comprehensive Research Manual covering all phases of the research and all research
protocols;
A User Guide to PRIME, which was a step-by-step guide to using the system easily and
efficiently;
A number of resources to be used with clients at the discretion of the practitioners. These
included workbooks covering each of the Employability Dimensions and well as LMI Guides.
Each of these resources had been successfully used in previous research studies;
A memory stick containing all of the above for ease of access and duplication.
In each session, practitioners were provided with computers, either individually or one for every two
persons. Case studies were provided for practice; role-plays were included and participants were
encouraged to practice with PRIME using real clients as their examples.
The orientation sessions were very successful. In the first research study, only one day had been
provided and this was insufficient. In addition, there was no separate User Guide for the system. All
changes were highly value added. Two days were essential for developing confidence and competence;
the Guide proved invaluable; the additional resources were very well received; and computer availability
was excellent. In all sessions, participants were asked to rate their confidence and comfort levels using
PRIME. All were a minimum of 7/10 and their comments were that they simply needed more practice
time. The majority indicated 8-9/10.

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II
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PARTICIPANTS/CLIENTS
There were no client criteria for being invited to participate in the research study. The intent of the
study was to use PRIME in regular service settings with all clients seeking services. Clients were
identified as new or existing clients and, if existing clients, how much service already received was
recorded. The duration of the study included the assessment at intake (weeks 1 to 4) and assessment at
exit (weeks 12-16) based on having received at least twelve weeks of service. From a client perspective,
the study began in week 1 and, regardless how long they received services, the study ended after 12
weeks. There was no upper limit to the number of clients a practitioner could include in the study. Each
practitioner was asked to include a minimum of 12 clients in the study.
In both provinces, clients met with a career development and employment practitioner (who we refer to
herein as the “practitioner”) who completed a needs assessment to determine the Employability
Dimensions with which the client needed help. It was the practitioner’s discretion to invite the client
into the research before or after completing the comprehensive assessment. Invited clients were told of
the study’s:
requirements (to carry on with their work with the practitioner, and to complete a consent
form, initial demographic/self-help survey and final survey);
purpose (to understand how to serve clients better by capturing more information than is
typically done);
duration (12 weeks after intake);
option to exit the study at any point (knowing the honorarium would be forfeited); and
in New Brunswick, honorarium ($20).
The suggested invitation script (practitioners were not required to read it verbatim) is provided in
Supplement 1. Clients who agreed signed a consent form (Supplement 1).
There were five different data collection phases to this project, and the number of clients involved
changes at each phase. For practitioners, there were three data collection phases, at intake, ongoing
throughout the study to measure progress and capture services provided, and the outcome measure
phase. For clients there were two surveys, one at intake and one at the end of the study. The number of
clients with data for each phase is shown in Table 2.
There were 418 clients assessed by practitioners at the outset of the study, 169 in New Brunswick and
249 in Saskatchewan. Of the 418 clients, 334 completed client intake surveys. This intake information is
not only important to measure the change in measures pre-study and post-study but this is the only
source of client background information such as socio-demographic and employment history data. In
terms of attrition, there were 344 clients with practitioner assessments at the outcome phase (82% of
practitioner-assessed at intake), plus there was information on interventions, including total time spent
with the clients, for 329 clients (79% of those assessed at intake). For the final client survey, there were
232 clients with outcome data (70% of those who completed the intake survey).
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Note that this report provides practitioner and client intake data in tables comparing intake and
outcome results, however, the intake data provided will be only for the clients with corresponding
outcome data. For example, if there were 344 clients with an outcome assessment for the Career
Decision-Making variable, the table will include intake data only for these 344 clients and not the 418
who had practitioner assessments at the outset of this study. This ensures the pre-study and post-study
are truly comparable.
Also, since practitioners may have originally assessed some clients as having no need at all (a “1” on the
need scale) and may have underestimated the need, a revised intake assessment measurement based
on subsequent progress assessments was developed. If a client had a rating of “1” on any of the
assessment rating variables and subsequently had a higher rating at any time prior to the final outcome
measurement, the higher value as used as replacement intake value for that variable. All other intake
values remained the same. The number of cases affected by this adjustment were fairly minimal,
typically 8 or fewer cases.
Table 2: Clients by Province
Data Collection Phase

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

Practitioner Intake Assessment

169

249

418

Client Intake Survey

146

188

334

Practitioner Progress Measures and Intervention
Data

136

193

329

Practitioner Outcome Assessment

139

205

344

Client Outcome Survey

107

125

232

Provincially, 107 or 73% of New Brunswick clients who completed the intake survey completed the exit
survey and 125 or 66% of Saskatchewan clients who completed the intake survey completed the exit survey
study for a total complete sample of 232 clients. Both provinces have confirmed that a range of 25-30% is
standard for non-return clients. Many clients come for information only, to verify eligibility and/or to get
income-support cheques. They are not actively seeking services. Given that practitioners were instructed to
offer participation in the study to all clients, it is not surprising that the incomplete rate remained within or
just above the expected range. Notice, however, that if we compare clients who completed the outcome
survey against those who were assessed at intake by practitioners, we see 63% of New Brunswick clients
completing the client outcome survey compared to 50% of Saskatchewan clients. The higher participant rate
in New Brunswick may be due to a stipend or honorarium offered that was not offered to Saskatchewan
clients.
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RESULTS
Statistical Glossary
Statistically significant: This means that it is very unlikely that a difference in scores or a
relationship between scores occurred by chance (see “probability value” to determine
how unlikely!).
Probability value: A value, which can range from 0 to 1, that indicates the likelihood that
a finding occurred by chance. The typical values reported are p<.05, p<.01 and p<.001,
indicating a less than 5% risk of a chance finding, less than 1% risk of a chance finding,
and less than 0.1% risk of a chance finding. Put another way, these values tell us that, if
we ran exactly the same study the same way 100 times, we would find differences up to
5%, 1% and .1% of the time, even if no differences really exist.
Dummy variable: It is often useful to find relationships between categories (e.g.,
“employed,” “unemployed”) and variables that can be quantified (e.g., length of service,
change in test scores). Since categories are not numerical, numbers need to be assigned
to the category names so that statistical procedures can work. These numbers are called
“dummy variables” because they do not mean anything. For example, males might be
assigned “0” and females assigned “1,” but it could just as easily be the other way
around or changed to a “7” and an “8.” The number itself has no meaning; it just allows
a category name to be used statistically.
Clinically significant: This is a subjective judgment of how much practical difference a
change might make. For example, a study might find a statistically significant change in
self-esteem (i.e., it is unlikely the found difference was due to chance) due to an
intervention. However, the intervention may have been months long, and only a 5%
change was found. The researcher may report that this is not a clinically significant
finding. In contrast, consider an intervention that resulted in an average 30% increase in
client motivation in a few weeks. This would almost certainly be deemed “clinically
significant” because researchers know it is difficult to increase motivation. Even if this
result was just barely “statistically significant,” researchers might recommend using the
intervention in practice because of the degree of change. Remember, however, that
“clinically significant” has no objective reality; this is simply the researcher’s opinion.
Mean: A mean is the arithmetical average of scores.
N: “N” refers to the sample size, or the number of individuals (in our case, clients)
included. The sample size can become smaller when not all clients complete all
measures. This smaller number of participants is designated with an “n.”
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NOTE: For ease of reading, the details of the statistical
outcomes (e.g., t-test values) are omitted in the following
section. If a change or relationship is found to be
statistically significant, only the probability value (p) is
reported. More detail is available upon request.

THE STARTING POINT: CLIENTS’ & PRACTITIONERS’ KEY INPUTS
CLIENT PROFILE – SYNOPSIS
Complete details of clients’ characteristics are available in Appendix B. An overview of client
characteristics is provided below.
CORE DEMOGRAPHICS
about half of the clients were male and half female
clients’ ages were spread very evenly
almost a third of Saskatchewan clients identified as First Nations/Métis, with very few doing so
in New Brunswick
about a fifth of Saskatchewan clients identified as immigrants or visible minorities, with very few
doing so in New Brunswick
WORK AND EDUCATION HISTORY
under half of clients reported completing high school or its equivalent (41%), and 20% had less
education
over 90% of clients reported being proficient in spoken and written English
a majority (68%) of clients reported being unemployed 10 months or more in the last five years,
with about a quarter being unemployed for 36 months or more in that period
about 1 in 10 clients had not worked in the past 5 years
very few clients (4%) had never been employed
more than half of clients were using at least one method of job search at intake
almost half of clients had used career and employment programs in the past
EMPLOYABILITY BARRIERS
20% of clients reported having limited or no access to support systems
about a fifth of clients reported a physical health issue that was a barrier to employability
about a fifth of clients reported a mental health issue that was a barrier to employability
approximately a quarter of clients reported a disability that affected their ability to work

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II
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PRACTITIONER PROFILE – SYNOPSIS
Complete details of practitioners’ characteristics are available in Appendix B. An overview of practitioner
characteristics is provided below.
CORE DEMOGRAPHICS
about 9 out of 10 practitioners are female
about 9 out of 10 practitioners are over the age of 30 (in New Brunswick, 17% are 30 or under;
in Saskatchewan, only 5% are 30 or under)
TRAINING & EXPERIENCE
practitioners form approximately four equal groups in terms of experience: 0-4 years, 5-9 years,
10-19 years, and 20 or more years
about 2/3 of practitioners have formal training in the career and employment field
about 60% of practitioners have an undergraduate degree; about 1 in 5 has a graduate degree
CURRENT PRACTICE
over 90% of practitioners spend more than 50% of their work time interacting with clients
almost half of the practitioners see 10-14 clients per week, and about half see 3-4 clients per
day
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KEY PROCESSES: SERVICE PROFILE
Highlights
Practitioners spent 136 minutes or less with half of the clients. The average time
was much higher than this – over 3.5 hours (216 minutes) per client – due to some
cases with very long times (up to 4,040 minutes).
Practitioners reported that they had in-person contact with 90% of clients after the
initial assessment.
Telephone contact occurred with 26% of clients and e-mail contact occurred with
18% of clients.
Saskatchewan clients spent almost twice as much time with practitioners as New
Brunswick clients.
About half of the clients received services for more than 3 months by study
completion.

SERVICE TIME & CONTACT
TOTAL TIME
The total practitioner time spent on interventions with clients is based on the total of
in-person, telephone and e-mail time across all 48 different interventions as tracked
by the practitioners (see Table 3). The average or mean time was 216 minutes per
client, but this was skewed due to some cases with a considerably larger amount of
time (14% of clients had over 300 minutes of contact time, with one as high as 4,040
minutes). The median time was 136 minutes (i.e., practitioners spent 136 minutes or
less with 50% of the clients, and more than 136 minutes with 50% of the clients).

Practitioners
spend 136
minutes or
less with 50%
of clients

Saskatchewan clients spent almost twice as much time with practitioners (267
Saskatchewan
minutes) as New Brunswick clients (145 minutes), a statistically significant
clients spent
difference. When comparing results across provinces, it is extremely important to
almost twice as
recall that this study was a pilot with only a few offices in each province
much time with
participating. In total there were 9 offices from New Brunswick and 14 from
practitioners as
Saskatchewan, and not all offices had similar numbers of participants in the
New Brunswick
study. Consequently the results were not intended to be representative of the
clients
clients in each province, nor are there a sufficient number of offices to make
reasonable statistical comparisons about services between offices. The intention
was to create a pool of participants in the study that would represent the range of clients serviced
within these provinces and could be used to demonstrate the utility of the type of client assessment and
progress data obtained from PRIME.
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Table 3: Total Practitioner Time Per Client by Province
Province
Practitioner Time

New
Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 hour or less

15%

8%

11%

36

1.1 to 2 hours

43%

29%

35%

115

2.1 to 4 hours

28%

31%

30%

99

4.1 to 8 hours

10%

16%

14%

46

More than 1 day

4%

15%

10%

33

100%

100%

100%

329

145

267

216

327

Practitioner Time***

Total
Mean Minutes (excludes two cases
over 3,000 min.)***
*** p < .001

MODE OF CONTACT
Table 4 provides the percentage of clients the practitioners interacted with by
About 90% of the
telephone, e-mail and in-person and the average time spent interacting with
practitioners
clients using each mode. The majority of the interaction with clients was inrecorded in-person
person. Approximately 90% of the practitioners recorded in-person contact
contact after the
with the clients after the initial assessment. Looking at the median times, we
initial assessment.
find that 50% of clients have 90 or fewer minutes of in-person time, and 50% of
clients have more than 90 minutes of in-person time. For telephone contact,
the percentage was 26% and for e-mail, 18% of clients. Practitioners from Saskatchewan reported a
statistically significantly higher percentage of contact by telephone (35%
Telephone contact
versus 14%) and e-mail (23% versus 10%) than New Brunswick practitioners.
occurred with 26% of
clients and, for e-mail,
18% of clients.
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Table 4: Mode of Contact and Practitioner Time Per Client by Province
Practitioner Time

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

14%

35%

26%

87

10%

23%

18%

58

88%

91%

90%

295

Telephone
Proportion***
E-mail
Proportion***
In-Person
Proportion
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

LENGTH OF TIME IN SERVICE
Practitioners recorded the number of minutes they were in contact with
clients, but this number does not provide the broader perspective on how
long clients were receiving programming services overall. To calculate the
length of time in service at the time the outcome data was completed by
the practitioners, the start date of intake data entry was subtracted from
the end date of the outcome data entry.

About half of the clients
received services for
more than 3 months by
study completion.

The number of client months in service is shown in Table 5. About half of the clients (52%) received
services for more than 3 months at the time of the outcome data entry by the practitioners. Clients from
Saskatchewan were more likely to have a very short time in service of 2 months or less (17%) compared
to clients from New Brunswick (7%) but also a higher percentage in service for more than 4 months (13%
in Saskatchewan versus 4% in New Brunswick).
Table 5: Months in Service by Province
Months in Service

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

2 months or less (4 cases were 1 week
or less)

7%

17%

13%

45

2.1 to 3 months

43%

31%

36%

123

3.1 to 4 months

45%

39%

42%

143

More than 4 months (all but 4 cases
were less than 20 weeks)

4%

13%

10%

33

100%

100%

100%

344

Months in Service***

Total
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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TYPES OF INTERVENTIONS

Highlights
The dominant set of interventions used by practitioners was individual employment
counselling focusing on the Employability Dimensions, with Work Search as the most
addressed topic (50% of practitioners reported 1-to-1 counselling on Work Search).
Only 13% of interventions included individual employment counselling supported by
the Employability Dimension workbooks.

Table 6 provides the counts, percentages, mean number of times that intervention was used, and the
mean practitioner minutes associated with the intervention (times used and average minute was
calculated for users only). The interventions are presented in order of highest to lowest percentage use.
Most interventions were used for a relatively small percentage of clients. The interventions used with
10% or more of the clients (excluding the “Other” category) were:
Individual employment counselling focused on Work Search − 50%
Individual employment counselling focused on Career Decision-Making − 32%
Individual employment counselling focused on Skill Enhancement − 23%
Individual employment counselling focused on pre-employability and life skills − 22%
Individual employment counselling supported by employability dimension workbooks − 13%
Administration and interpretation of career assessment tools − 10%
The dominant set of interventions used by
practitioners was individual employment counselling
focusing on the Employability Dimensions, with Work
Search as the most addressed topic (50% of
practitioners reported 1-to-1 counselling on Work
Search).
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The mean minutes associated with each
intervention varied substantially, however,
one should be very careful with these
numbers since for many interventions the
number of clients was very small and the
means can be highly influenced by a single
large number.
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Table 6: Interventions and Practitioner Time
Count

Percent

Average
Times
Used

Average
Time

Individual employment counselling focused on Work Search

169

50%

2.34

77

Individual employment counselling focused on Career DecisionMaking

108

32%

1.52

57

Individual employment counselling focused on Skill
Enhancement

76

23%

1.51

37

Individual employment counselling focused on preemployability and life skills

73

23%

2.19

67

Individual employment counselling supported by Employability
Dimension Workbooks

44

13%

1.11

28

Other (Please Specify)

41

12%

1.27

34

Administration and interpretation of career assessment tools

34

10%

1.15

60

Referrals to third party providers for specific employability
needs

33

10%

1.03

11

Job development

33

10%

4.48

193

Workshops/Group employment counselling focused on Work
Search

32

10%

1.09

89

Referrals to specialized community resources

26

8%

1.58

19

Individual employment counselling focused on job maintenance

24

7%

2.00

48

Financial/Program eligibility assessments

22

6%

1.00

23

Individual employment counselling supported by LMI Guides

22

6%

1.09

47

Workshops/Group employment counselling focused on preemployability and life skills

22

6%

1.00

99

Income support/financial eligibility services

21

6%

1.10

23

Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia; employer events

21

6%

1.29

37

Employer contact

21

6%

2.90

90

Workshops/Group employment counselling focused on job
maintenance

19

6%

1.00

102

Follow-up support to ensure client success while on work
experience or while employed

19

6%

3.89

171

Resource Centre for access for clients to computers, fax
machines, telephones

17

5%

1.53

40

Workshops/Group employment counselling focused on Skill
Enhancement

17

5%

1.00

92

Employment Supports (e.g., equipment acquisition, clothing,
identity documents)

16

5%

1.69

45

Interventions

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II

21

Count

Percent

Average
Times
Used

Average
Time

Workshops/Group employment counselling focused on Career
Decision-Making

15

4%

1.00

88

Short term skills training (e.g., computer skills, ticket training)

14

4%

1.00

25

Referrals for personal counselling

11

3%

1.09

15

Group information/orientation sessions on available services

10

3%

1.00

46

Resource Centre for career and labour market information

9

3%

1.11

14

Workshops/Group employment counselling supported by
Employability Dimension Workbooks

7

2%

1.00

24

Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia

7

2%

1.14

39

Referrals to workshops/group employment counselling focused
on pre-employability and life skills

7

2%

1.14

16

Referrals to workshops/group employment counselling focused
on Work Search

7

2%

1.00

15

Individual information/orientation sessions on available services

5

1%

1.20

21

Vocational evaluation

4

1%

2.00

471

Job coaching/mentoring to ensure client success while on work
experience or while employed

4

1%

3.75

586

Referrals to PLAR (prior learning assessment and recognition)
services

3

1%

1.00

35

Referral to Staffed Resource Centre for access for clients to
computers, fax machines, telephones

3

1%

1.00

12

Referral to Staffed Resource Centre for career and labour
market information

2

1%

1.00

10

Referrals to internal Work Ability Programs

2

1%

1.50

20

Staffed Resource Centre for career and labour market
information

1

<1%

1.00

10

Staffed Resource Centre for access for clients to computers, fax
machines, telephones

1

<1%

1.00

5

Group Information Sessions giving clients knowledge of
available services

1

<1%

1.00

---

Referrals for addiction counselling

1

<1%

1.00

10

Referrals to settlement services

1

<1%

1.00

10

Referrals to placement services

1

<1%

2.00

30

Referrals to workshops/group employment counselling focused
on Skill Enhancement

1

<1%

1.00

15

Work placements/workplace mentoring

1

<1%

1.00

30

Interventions
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Table 7 shows the percentage of clients for each intervention by province. There were no statistically
significant differences between the provinces in the use of the most common types of interventions.
Saskatchewan practitioners were more likely to record using:
Administration and interpretation of career assessment tools (14%)
Job Development (17%)
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Work Search (16%)
Follow-up support to ensure client success while on Work Experience or while employed (10%)
Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia; employer events (11%)
Employer Contact (11%)
Resource Centre for access for clients to computers, fax machines, telephones (9%)
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Skill Enhancement (9%)
Employment Supports (8%)
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Career Decision Making (8%)
Short term skills training (7%)
Group information/orientation sessions on available services (5%)
New Brunswick practitioners were more likely to record using:
Financial/Program Eligibility Assessments (12%)
Income support/financial eligibility services (15%)
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling supported by Employability Dimension Workbooks
(5%)
Referrals to Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Pre-Employability and Life
Skills (5%)
Referrals to Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Work Search (5%)

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II

23

Table 7: Interventions by Province
Interventions

24

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

Individual employment counselling focused on
Work Search

53%

49%

50%

Individual employability needs assessment
interviews

39%

40%

40%

Individual employment counselling focused on
Career Decision Making

28%

35%

32%

Individual employment counselling focused on
Skill Enhancement

21%

24%

23%

Individual employment counselling focused on
Pre-Employability and Life Skills

18%

25%

22%

Individual employment counselling supported by
Employability Dimension Workbooks

16%

11%

13%

Other (Please Specify)

9%

14%

12%

Administration and interpretation of career
assessment tools**

4%

14%

10%

Referrals to third party providers for specific
employability needs

9%

10%

10%

Job Development***

0%

17%

10%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Work Search***

1%

16%

10%

Referrals to specialized community resources

7%

9%

8%

Individual employment counselling focused on
Job Maintenance

4%

9%

7%

Financial/Program Eligibility Assessments**

12%

3%

7%

Individual employment counselling supported by
LMI Guides

7%

6%

7%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Pre-Employability and Life Skills

6%

7%

7%

Income support/financial eligibility services***

15%

0%

6%

Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia;
employer events***

0%

11%

6%

Employer contact***

0%

11%

6%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Job Maintenance

6%

6%

6%

Follow-up support to ensure client success while
on Work Experience or while employed***

0%

10%

6%

FINAL RESEARCH REPORT 2015

Interventions

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

Resource Centre for access for clients to
computers, fax machines, telephones***

0%

9%

5%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Skill Enhancement***

0%

9%

5%

Employment Supports (e.g. equipment
acquisition, clothing, identity documents)***

0%

8%

5%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Career Decision Making***

0%

8%

4%

Short term skills training (e.g. computer skills,
ticket training)**

0%

7%

4%

Referrals for personal counselling

4%

3%

3%

Group information/orientation sessions on
available services**

0%

5%

3%

Resource Centre for career and labour market
information

1%

4%

3%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
supported by Employability Dimension
Workbooks***

5%

0%

2%

Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia

1%

3%

2%

Referrals to Workshops/Group employment
counselling focused on Pre-Employability and Life
Skills***

5%

0%

2%

Referrals to Workshops/Group employment
counselling focused on Work Search***

5%

0%

2%

Individual information/orientation sessions on
available services

0%

3%

1%

Vocational Evaluation

0%

2%

1%

Job coaching/mentoring to ensure client success
while on Work Experience or while employed

0%

2%

1%

Referrals to PLAR (prior learning assessment and
recognition) services

0%

2%

1%

Referral to Staffed Resource Centre for access for
clients to computers, fax machines, telephones*

2%

0%

1%

Referral to Staffed Resource Centre for career
and labour market information

1%

0%

1%

Referrals to internal Work Ability Programs

1%

0%

1%

Staffed Resource Centre for career and labour
market information

0%

1%

0%
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Province

Interventions

New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

Staffed Resource Centre for access for clients to
computers, fax machines, telephones

0%

1%

0%

Group information sessions giving clients
knowledge of available services

1%

0%

0%

Referrals for addiction counselling

0%

1%

0%

Referrals to Settlement Services

0%

1%

0%

Referrals to Placement services

1%

0%

0%

Referrals to Workshops/Group employment
counselling focused on Skill Enhancement

1%

0%

0%

Work placements/workplace mentoring

0%

1%

0%

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

SERVICE STATUS AT END OF STUDY

Highlights
Only 10% of clients ended service prior to the end of the study period.
A slim majority (54%) of clients were still continuing to receive services at the end
of the study period.
About 75% of clients from New Brunswick continued to receive services at the end
of the study period compared to 40% of Saskatchewan clients.

Practitioners recorded the service status of each client at the
Only 10% of clients ended
outcome data collection (see Table 8). Only 10% of clients ended
service prior to end of study.
their service prior to the end of the study period. A slim majority
of clients (54%) were still continuing to receive services at the
A slim majority (54%) of
end of the study period. There was a substantial difference
clients continued to receive
between provinces in the percentage of clients who were
services after end of study.
continuing to receive services, with approximately 75% of the
clients from New Brunswick continuing to receive services compared to 40% of the Saskatchewan
clients.
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Table 8: Client Status at End of Study by Province
Status

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

Unspecified

0%

0.5%

0.3%

1

Services Completed

22%

45%

36%

123

Services terminated before the end of the
research period

3%

14%

10%

33

Services ongoing

75%

40%

54%

187

Total

100%

100%

100%

344

Status***

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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HOW DID CLIENTS CHANGE?
Clients enter services with histories, competencies and attributes, all of which are “inputs” into the
“processes” of career and employment services. Many inputs remain constant throughout the duration
of services, and there is no expectation that services will change these inputs. For example, the client’s
gender, parental status or the structure of opportunity in the community are not typically intervention
targets. These are “givens” that the client and practitioner must accommodate.
Some inputs are specifically targeted for change. Employability challenges involving personal attributes
and competence (skills, knowledge and attitudes) are typical areas of focus because they are likely the
most changeable inputs with the greatest potential to change outcomes. A poor set of work search skills
as an input, for example, can be enhanced to create the learning outcome of “strong work search skills”
with the expectation that this will lead to a life circumstance outcome of “employment.”
This section addresses changes in these inputs and the relationship of these changes to learning and
employment outcomes. It does so by answering the following questions:
How much change in personal attributes occurs for clients within 12 -16 weeks or less of
intervention?
How much do clients learn within different time intervals?
To what extent do changes in personal attributes affect client progress and employability
outcomes?
To what extent does change in learning affect client progress and employability outcomes?
To what extent do employability challenges affect client progress and employability outcomes?
Within these questions, some related questions about measurement are addressed:
How closely aligned are practitioner and client ratings of personal attributes?
How closely aligned are practitioner and client ratings of learning?
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PERSONAL ATTRIBUTE OUTCOMES AND PROCESSES
QUESTION 1: HOW MUCH CHANGE IN PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES OCCURS FOR CLIENTS WITHIN
AN INTERVENTION PERIOD?

Highlights
Self-esteem, self-management, self-awareness, other employability challenges
and personal support systems all changed in a positive and statistically significant
manner over the study.
None of the changes in these personal attributes were dramatic; they typically
shift about .3 to .5 points on the 1 to 5 rating scale.
Saskatchewan clients experienced more change in personal attributes than did
New Brunswick clients.

SELF-ESTEEM
Table 9 shows, in two ways, changes in self-esteem as seen by
practitioners. First, an average or mean rating of client need is
provided both at intake and exit. Then, the percentage of clients
with “high need” is shown both before and after. The lower the
need, the higher the client’s self-esteem in the practitioner’s eyes.

Self-esteem improves during
the intervention period (about
.5 on 1-to-5 scale)

The ratings for self-esteem needs change consistently across the three items, with an overall
improvement of about half a scale-point. In a 5-point scale, this is a reasonable clinical effect.
There is about a 10% reduction in clients with high self-esteem needs from intake to exit. Again, this
shows a reasonable clinical effect. To put this in human terms, this means that about 60 clients entered
with high self-esteem needs and only about 20 still had high needs at the end of the study. Looked at
this way, the reduction takes on more clinical significance – this is a reduction of 2/3 of clients with high
self-esteem needs.
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Table 9: Self-Esteem Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Self-Esteem Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Sees themself as worthwhile***/+++

2.3

1.8

-0.5

18%

6%

-12%

344

Thinks of themself as competent***/+++

2.3

1.8

-0.5

18%

6%

-12%

344

Sees themself as likeable***/+++

2.1

1.6

-0.5

15%

5%

-10%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

SELF-MANAGEMENT
Self-management
improves during the
intervention period (about
.5 on a 1-to-5 scale)

The findings for the four self-management items are almost identical to
the self-esteem findings: Practitioners saw about a half-point (out of 5)
improvement overall, and the percentage of “high need” clients
dropped by about 10% over the course of the study (see Table 10). All
differences are statistically significant.

Table 10: Self-Management Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Self-Management Items

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Makes use of resources and supports in order
to make progress***/+++

2.4

1.8

-0.5

18%

8%

-10%

344

Makes efforts to resolve challenges interfering
with making progress***/+++

2.3

1.9

-0.5

19%

11%

-9%

344

Controls own feelings and behaviours***/+++

2.1

1.7

-0.4

15%

7%

-9%

344

Takes action steps independently***/+++

2.3

1.8

-0.4

22%

10%

-12%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

SELF-AWARENESS
With one noticeable exception, changes in self-awareness parallel
Self-management improves
those in self-esteem and self-management (see Table 11).
during the intervention period
Practitioners reported, on average, slightly higher than a half-point
(about .5 on a 1-to-5 scale)
improvement on understanding strengths/limitations and set
employability goals consistent with the client’s own realities, but saw less change (.2) on the client’s
openness to new personal insights. Even this small change was statistically significant, but its clinical
significance could be questioned. When examining the percentage of “high need” clients, no significant
change is seen with this third item within self-awareness.
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Table 11: Self-Awareness Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Self-Awareness Items

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Understands own strengths and
limitations***/+++

2.3

1.8

-0.6

17%

6%

-11%

344

Sets employability goals consistent with their
own***/+++ realities

2.4

1.8

-0.6

22%

7%

-15%

344

Is open to new personal insights***

1.8

1.6

-0.2

8%

6%

-2%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

OTHER EMPLOYABILITY CHALLENGES
The “other employability challenges” that are personal
attributes or are highly related to personal attributes include
personal responsibility, openness to change and having access
to a positive support system. All improvements viewed by
practitioners are statistically significant (see Table 12), but
overall appear to be slightly less dramatic than in the cases of self-esteem and self-management (closer
to a quarter-point than a half-point). Note that “increased openness to change” showed little change
from a practical standpoint.
Employability challenges (personal
responsibility, openness to change,
access to support) during the
intervention period.

Table 12: Other Employability Challenges Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Other Employability Challenges Items

Mean Rating
Pre

Post

Percent High Need

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Taking more personal responsibility for own
choices and behaviours***/+

2.0

1.6

-0.4

12%

6%

-6%

344

Increasing openness to change***/+

2.0

1.7

-0.3

12%

8%

-4%

344

Having access to a positive support
system***/+++

2.1

1.7

-0.4

18%

8%

-10%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001
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PERSONAL ATTRIBUTE COMPOSITE SCORES
Given that this study’s aims involve finding meaningful common indicators that are also practical, a
statistical analysis (principal components analysis) was conducted on all items for each of the Personal
Attribute Needs dimensions, Employability Challenges and Working Alliance. This analysis found five
statistically distinct factors1:
Self-Esteem
Self-Management and Self-Awareness
Other Employment Challenges
Positive Support System
Working Alliance
The analysis shows that self-management and self-awareness “hang together” conceptually but are
distinct from the other factors such as self-esteem. For practical purposes, this means that practitioners
need not assess each component separately; they can assess these two together.
Table 13 shows the practitioner mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) for the summary
indices related to personal attributes (working alliance findings are reported further below). The table
also shows the percent with a high need rating (3.5 or higher) pre and post and the change in these
percentages.
Table 13: Personal Attribute Needs, Employability Challenges and Working Alliance Indices Pre-Post
Means and Percent with High Need (3.5 or Higher)
Indices

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Self-Esteem***/+++

2.2

1.7

-0.51

17%

5%

-11%

344

Self-Management and Self-Awareness***/+++

2.2

1.8

-0.46

12%

5%

-7%

344

Other Employment Challenges***/+++

2.0

1.6

-0.30

14%

8%

-6%

344

Positive Support System***/+++

2.1

1.7

-0.40

18%

8%

-10%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

PROVINCIAL DIFFERENCES
Tables 14 and 15 show the personal attribute numbers for New Brunswick and Saskatchewan
respectively. Statistical tests of differences were not conducted between provinces. Each province
helped clients with self-esteem, self-management & self-awareness, and positive support system, but

1

The initial results using the standard extraction criteria (minimum eigenvalue = 1) revealed only 2 factors, one
factor for the Working Alliance variables and one for all the other variables. Further analysis requesting additional
factors indicated the variables could be grouped into five indices.
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only Saskatchewan reduced the needs regarding other employability challenges. Other employability
challenges included the following items:
Taking more personal responsibility for own choices and behaviours
Increasing openness to change
Having access to a positive support system
Other (please specify)
Table 14: New Brunswick Personal Attribute Needs, Employability Challenges and Working Alliance
Indices Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (3.5 or Higher)
Indices

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Self-Esteem***/+++

2.0

1.6

-0.4

12%

3%

-9%

139

Self-Management and Self-Awareness***

2.1

1.6

-0.4

9%

4%

-5%

139

Other Employment Challenges

1.7

1.5

-0.1

7%

6%

-1%

139

Positive Support System**/++

1.9

1.7

-0.3

14%

7%

-7%

139

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

Table 15: Saskatchewan Personal Attribute Needs, Employability Challenges and Working Alliance
Indices Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (3.5 or Higher)
Indices

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Self-Esteem***/+++

2.4

1.8

-0.6

20%

7%

-13%

205

Self-Management and Self-Awareness***/+++

2.3

1.8

-0.5

14%

6%

-8%

205

Other Employability Challenges***/+++

2.1

1.7

-0.4

19%

9%

-10%

205

Positive Support System***/+++

2.2

1.8

-0.5

20%

8%

-12%

205

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

ANSWER SUMMARY
The question “How much change in personal attributes (e.g., self-esteem and self-management) occurs
for clients within 12-16 weeks of intervention?” is answered quite clearly statistically, and a little less
clearly clinically. In a global sense, clients’ self-esteem improved by 10-15% on average. If the 12-16
intervention weeks were devoted to self-esteem change, this may not be deemed a strong result.
However, given that the interventions available to clients were primarily devoted to issues of
employment, work search and career decision-making, this improvement in self-esteem seems
reasonable and promising.
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In the previous Common Indicators study, in which clients were seen for only six weeks, practitioners
perceived only about half of the improvement as they did in this study (about a .25 change rather than a
.50 change).

CLIENT LEARNING AND PROCESSES
This study infers learning through the assessment of client need within the five Employability
Dimensions: If the need for help within an Employability Dimension is reduced, we assume that
competencies have been developed (i.e., learning has occurred) within that dimension. The assumption
here is that all of the items pertaining to the 5 Employability Dimensions involve learning: i.e., the
development of competencies. Some pertain to knowledge acquisition (e.g., “Identify skills and attitudes
that improve my chances of keeping employment”), others address skills (e.g., “Complete a resume and
cover letter”) and others capture attitudes (e.g., “Actively seek help when needed”).
QUESTION 2: HOW MUCH DO CLIENTS LEARN OVERALL?

Highlights
Clients’ strengthened within all five Employability Dimensions throughout the
study, whether reported by practitioners or by clients.
Clients consistently rated their needs higher than the practitioners for all five
employability dimensions.
Clients’ and practitioners’ changes in ratings over time were quite similar, with
practitioners seeing a slightly higher rate of change than clients.

Both practitioners and clients rated client need within the 5 Employability Dimensions at intake and exit.
Practitioners’ ratings are examined first, followed by clients’ ratings and a comparison of practitioners’
and clients’ perspectives.
PRACTITIONER RATINGS OF EMPLOYABILITY DIMENSIONS
PRIME collected practitioner assessments of client employability organized by five broad Employability
Dimensions: Pre-Employability/Job Readiness; Career Decision Making; Work Search; Skill Enhancement
and Employment Maintenance. Practitioners were asked to provide their assessments on a scale from 1
to 5, where 1 means “Not at all”, 5 means “A lot” and the mid-point, 3, means “Somewhat.”
Note: The variable “keep appointments and sustain efforts” was repeated in several of the employability
needs dimensions, but to be consistent with the analysis of the intake data this variable was only
retained in the analysis for the Pre-Employability/Job Readiness dimension.
PRE-EMPLOYABILITY/JOB READINESS
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The items for the Pre-Employability/Job Readiness dimension were:
Identify employability barriers (e.g., transportation, child care, mental health services;
addictions counselling; public housing etc.) needing assistance
Access services/supports to help manage/resolve employability barriers (e.g., transportation,
child care, mental health services; addictions counselling; public housing etc.)
Identify personal strengths/resources that support progression toward /achieving goal (e.g.,
change in life circumstances leading to eventual training, education, employment)
Learn new life/employability skills
Increase positive attitudes
Develop and follow through with a plan of action
Keep appointments and sustain efforts
The practitioner mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the
change in ratings for these items are provided in Table 16. The table also
shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post and the change in
these percentages. Note that the change numbers may not be exactly the
difference between the pre and post numbers in the tables because of
rounding of all numbers in these tables.

Pre-Employability/ Job
Readiness capacity
improved during the
study.

As Table 16 illustrates, the changes were statistically significant for all Pre-Employability/Job Readiness
items. The changes were likely clinically significant as well: Most changes were about 0.50 on the 1 to 5
scale, and most scores dropped from just over 2 to just under 2, indicating a low need in this dimension.
The changes in clients who had a high need for help at intake versus those with a high need at exit
shows significant drops. Whereas 20-30% of clients were in the high need category at the beginning,
only 10%-15% were at the end.
The exception to both patterns described above was the item “keep appointments and sustain efforts.”
Although a statistically significant lowering of need occurred, it’s a very small change from a clinical
perspective (1.8 to 1.7).
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Table 16: Pre-Employability/Job Readiness Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Job Readiness Items

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Identify employability barriers
needing assistance***/+++

2.2

1.7

-0.5

21%

10%

-10%

344

Access services/supports to help
manage/resolve
employability***/+++

2.4

1.8

-0.6

26%

11%

-14%

344

Identify personal strengths/resources
that support progression toward
/achieving goal***/+++

2.6

1.9

-0.8

31%

12%

-18%

344

Learn new life/employability
skills***/+++

2.5

1.9

-0.6

32%

13%

-19%

344

Increase positive attitudes***/+++

2.3

1.7

-0.6

24%

10%

-14%

344

Develop and follow through with a
plan of action***/+++

2.5

1.8

-0.7

29%

13%

-17%

344

Keep appointments and sustain
efforts**

1.8

1.7

-0.2

15%

12%

-3%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

CAREER DECISION-MAKING
The items for the Career Decision-Making dimension were:
Identify own strengths, skills, interests, values, transferable skills
Connect strengths, skills, interests, values, transferable skills to career choices
Identify a career goal (e.g., employment/training/ education/change in life circumstance)
Research details specific to career goal (e.g., time needed in education/training; future
employment prospects; types of work; places of work; local opportunities)
Develop and follow through with a plan of action
Career Decision-Making
capacity improved during the
study, by about 1 full point on
a 1-to-5 scale.

The practitioner mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post)
and the change in ratings for these items are provided in Table 17.
The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and
post and the change in these percentages.

As with the Pre-Employability/Job Readiness dimension, statistically
significant improvements were found with each item. These improvements were noticeably larger from
a clinical perspective, with most hovering around 1 full point on the 1-5 scale. This change is quite visible
when examining those with a high need in this dimension. At the beginning of the study, about 40% are
in the high need category for most items. At the end, this drops to 10% to 15%.
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Table 17: Career Decision-Making Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Career Decision Making Items

Mean Rating
Pre

Post

Percent High Need
Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Identify own strengths, skills, interests,
values, transferable skills***/+++

2.7

1.8

-0.9

31%

10%

-21%

344

Connect strengths, skills, interests,
values, transferable skills to career
choices***/+++

3.0

1.9

-1.1

44%

13%

-31%

344

Identify a career goal***/+++

2.8

1.9

-0.9

40%

14%

-26%

344

Research details specific to career
goal***/+++

3.0

1.9

-1.1

43%

15%

-28%

344

Develop and follow through with a
plan of action***/+++

2.5

1.8

-0.7

34%

13%

-21%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

SKILL ENHANCEMENT
The items for the Skill Enhancement dimension were:
Confirm training/education goal
Research future employment prospects related to training/education goal/program prior to
pursuing education/training
Research training/education options available to achieve training/education goal
Develop strategies to address challenges that may impact on progress
Acquire study and personal skills needed to be successful in education/training
The practitioner mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome
(post) and the change in ratings for these items are provided in
Table 18. The table also shows the percent with a high need
rating pre and post and the change in these percentages.

Skill Enhancement capacity
improved during the study, by over
half a point on a 1-to-5 scale.

The change pattern for Skill Enhancement follows the patterns of the previous two dimensions. All items
improved significantly, with changes from about .50 to .80, and the proportion of those with a high need
in this dimension drops significantly as well (from about 30% to 10%).
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Table 18: Skill Enhancement Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Skill Enhancement Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Confirm training/education goal***/+++

2.2

1.6

-0.7

27%

7%

-20%

344

Research future employment prospects
related to training/education
goal/program prior to pursuing
education/training***/+++

2.4

1.6

-0.8

33%

10%

-23%

344

Research training/education options
available to achieve training/education
goal***/+++

2.4

1.6

-0.8

30%

8%

-22%

344

Develop strategies to address challenges
that may impact on progress***/+++

2.4

1.6

-0.8

31%

10%

-21%

344

Acquire study and personal skills needed
to be successful in
education/training***/+++

2.0

1.5

-0.5

20%

8%

-13%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

WORK SEARCH
The items for the Work Search dimension were:
Confirm employment goal
Identify personal strengths and skills that support successful work search
Identify potential employers and potential employment opportunities
Find and use resources, tools and methods to support work search
Complete appropriate resume and cover letter
Tailor resume and cover letter according to work possibilities
Demonstrate job interview skills
Develop and follow through with a plan of action
Work Search capacity improved
during the study, by about 1 full
point on a 1-to-5 scale.

The practitioner mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome
(post) and the change in ratings for these items are provided in
Table 19. The table also shows the percent with a high need
rating pre and post and the change in these percentages.

The changes in Work Search needs mirror the previous dimensions’ changes, with about a 1 point drop
in need on the 1 to 5 scale.
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Table 19: Work Search Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Work Search Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Confirm employment goal***/+++

2.5

1.8

-0.7

29%

12%

-17%

344

Identify personal strengths and skills that
support successful work search***/+++

2.6

1.8

-0.8

34%

11%

-23%

344

Identify potential employers and potential
employment opportunities***/+++

3.2

2.1

-1.1

52%

19%

-33%

344

Find and use resources, tools and methods to
support work search***/+++

2.9

1.9

-1.0

40%

13%

-27%

344

Complete appropriate resume and cover
letter***/+++

2.6

1.6

-1.0

34%

10%

-24%

344

Tailor resume and cover letter according to
work possibilities***/+++

2.8

1.7

-1.1

40%

11%

-28%

344

Demonstrate job interview skills***/+++

2.8

1.9

-1.0

41%

13%

-28%

344

Develop and follow through with a plan of
action***/+++

2.4

1.8

-0.6

31%

15%

-17%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

EMPLOYMENT MAINTENANCE
The items for the Employment Maintenance dimension were:
Identify important skills and attitudes that improve chances of keeping employment
Identify community and/or workplace resources that provide help and guidance related to
keeping work
Know job roles, responsibilities and expectations that support being successful on the job (e.g.,
who to report to; who makes decision; approval processes, getting answers to job related
questions)
Assertively seek assistance when needed
The practitioner mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the change in ratings for these
items are provided in Table 20. The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post
and the change in these percentages.
Although the same pattern is seen in the Employment
Maintenance needs – significant reductions in need – as the
other needs, these changes are not visually as strong as the
others (.23 to .46). This seems reasonable, as most clients
do not seek help with employment maintenance issues in these kinds of settings: career decisions, work
search strategies and skill enhancements are generally the areas of focus.
Employment Maintenance capacity
improved during the study, by less
than a half-point on a 1-to-5 scale.
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Table 20: Employment Maintenance Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Employment Maintenance Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Identify important skills and attitudes that
improve chances of keeping
employment***/+++

2.1

1.7

-0.4

19%

11%

-8%

344

Identify community and/or workplace
resources that provide help and guidance
related to keeping work***/+++

2.1

1.6

-0.5

21%

9%

-12%

344

Know job roles, responsibilities and
expectations that support being successful on
the job***/+++

2.0

1.6

-0.4

19%

9%

-10%

344

Assertively seek assistance when needed***/++

1.9

1.7

-0.2

14%

9%

-6%

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

CLIENT RATINGS OF EMPLOYABILITY DIMENSION NEEDS
Although there were fewer items than the practitioners rated, the clients were asked to rate their
employability using similar items which could be
With few small exceptions, clients’ reports
organized by five broad Employability Dimensions:
paralleled practitioners’ reports of increases in
Pre-Employability/Job Readiness; Career Decision
capacity in the Employability Dimensions.
Making; Work Search; Skill Enhancement and
However, clients reported smaller change than
Employment Maintenance. Clients were asked to
practitioners, and saw themselves in generally
provide their assessments on a scale from 1 to 5,
greater need than did practitioners.
where 1 means “Not at all,” 5 means “A lot” and
the mid-point 3 means “Somewhat.” A summary
of the results is provided below.
PRE-EMPLOYABILITY/JOB READINESS
The items for the Pre-Employability/Job Readiness dimension were:
Access services/supports to help manage/resolve employability barriers (e.g., transportation,
child care, mental health services; addictions counselling; public housing)
Identify my strengths/resources that support my future direction (e.g., training, education,
employment or change in life circumstances goal)
Get life/employment skills
The client mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the change in ratings for these items
are provided in Table 21. The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post and the
change in these percentages.
Clients perceived positive changes in the same way practitioners did, except with “access services/
supports to help manage/resolve employability barriers.” There was no difference statistically in the pre
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and post scores with this item. It appears that practitioners believe clients get the help they need from
external services and supports, whereas clients see no change in this help throughout the duration of
the interventions.
Table 21: Pre-Employability/Job Readiness Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Access services/supports to help
manage/resolve employability barriers

2.5

2.4

-0.1

30%

25%

-5%

230

Identify my strengths/resources that
support my future direction***/+++

3.2

2.7

-0.6

43%

28%

-16%

230

Get life/employment skills***/+++

3.1

2.5

-0.6

42%

24%

-17%

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

CAREER DECISION MAKING
The items for the Career Decision Making dimension were:
Connect my strengths, skills and interests to my career choices
Learn how to find out about opportunities related to my goal (e.g., time and money needed for
training, future employment prospects, local opportunities, using networks)
The client mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the change in ratings for these items
are provided in Table 22. The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post and the
change in these percentages.
Again, clients’ perceptions paralleled practitioners’ in that significant improvement was noted, but in
this case the difference in clients’ ratings was not as dramatic (changes of .65 and .66 rather than about
a full scale-point with practitioners).
Table 22: Career Decision Making Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Career Decision Making Items

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Connect my strengths, skills and interests
to my career choices***/+++

3.3

2.7

-0.7

51%

30%

-21%

230

Learn how to find out about opportunities
related to my goal***/+++

3.4

2.7

-0.6

50%

31%

-20%

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001
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SKILL ENHANCEMENT
The items for the Skill Enhancement dimension were:
Research training/education options available to achieve my training/education goal
Choose training/education options, taking into consideration my personal circumstances (e.g.,
supports, strengths and limitations)
Learn study and personal skills needed to be successful in education/training
The client mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the change in ratings for these items
are provided in Table 23. The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post and the
change in these percentages.
Clients saw positive and significant change in Skill Enhancement, but to a slightly lesser degree than did
practitioners.
Table 23: Skill Enhancement Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Skill Enhancement Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Research training/education options available
to achieve my training/education goal***/+++

2.9

2.4

-0.5

41%

23%

-18%

230

Choose training/education options, taking into
consideration my personal circumstances (e.g.,
supports, strengths and limitations) ***/+++

2.9

2.3

-0.6

40%

24%

-15%

230

Learn study and personal skills needed to be
successful in education/training***/+++

2.8

2.2

-0.6

33%

20%

-13%

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

WORK SEARCH
The items for the Work Search dimension were:
Identify potential employers and employment opportunities
Find and use resources to support my work search
Complete a resume and cover letter
Learn and practice appropriate job interview skills
The client mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the change in ratings for these items
are provided in Table 24. The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post and the
change in these percentages.
Once again, client perceptions of change in Work Search were significantly different at exit than at
intake, mirroring the ratings of practitioners.
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Table 24: Work Search Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Mean Rating

Work Search Items

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Identify potential employers and
employment opportunities ***/+++

3.5

2.7

-0.8

56%

32%

-24%

230

Find and use resources to support my
work search ***/+++

3.3

2.4

-0.8

50%

25%

-25%

230

Complete a resume and cover letter
***/+++

2.9

2.3

-0.6

38%

23%

-15%

230

Learn and practice appropriate job
interview skills ***/+++

3.2

2.4

-0.8

47%

26%

-21%

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

EMPLOYMENT MAINTENANCE
The items for the Employment Maintenance dimension were:
Identify important skills and attitudes that improve my chances of keeping employment
Find community and/or workplace resources that provide help and guidance related to keeping
work
Actively seek help when needed
The client mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) and the change in ratings for these items
are provided in Table 25. The table also shows the percent with a high need rating pre and post and the
change in these percentages.
More than with the other four dimensions, clients and practitioners rate changes in Employment
Maintenance items almost identically. However, with this and all the other dimensions, the starting
points and therefore the end points are different. A review of all the “high need” columns in the tables
illustrates this: Where as practitioners typically see about 10% of clients in the “high need” category at
the end of the study, about 25% of clients see themselves in the “high need” category.
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Table 25: Employment Maintenance Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (4-5)
Employment Maintenance Items

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Identify important skills and attitudes
that improve my chances of keeping
employment***/+++

2.9

2.3

-0.5

39%

22%

-17%

230

Find community and/or workplace
resources that provide help and
guidance related to keeping
work***/+++

2.8

2.2

-0.6

35%

23%

-13%

230

Actively seek help when
needed***/+++

2.8

2.4

-0.4

34%

22%

-12%

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

OVERALL SCORES: EMPLOYABILITY NEEDS INDICES
Table 26 shows the client mean ratings at intake (pre) and at outcome (post) for the Employability
Needs indices. Similar to the practitioner indices, these indices were created by taking the mean value of
the ratings of all the variables in each Employability Dimension. The table also shows the percent with a
high need rating (3.5 or higher) pre and post and the change in these percentages.
There are no surprises in these overall ratings. As expected, they mirror the shifts in individual items.
Tables 27 and 28, however, which show the same numbers for New Brunswick and Saskatchewan
respectively, do pull out some differences not seen in the earlier analysis. New Brunswick clients showed
no statistically significant improvement in Employment Maintenance ratings, and New Brunswick’s
improvements overall (ranging from .2 to .6) were more varied and smaller than Saskatchewan’s
(ranging from .8 to .9). Put another way, Saskatchewan clients changed more, and more consistently
across all the Employability Dimensions, than did New Brunswick clients.
Table 26: Employability Needs Indices Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (3.5 or Higher)
Indices

Mean Rating

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness***/+++

3.2

2.6

-0.6

50%

31%

-19%

230

Career Decision Making***/+++

3.4

2.7

-0.6

54%

34%

-20%

230

Skill Enhancement ***/+++

2.8

2.3

-0.6

38%

20%

-19%

230

Work Search ***/+++

3.2

2.5

-0.7

48%

27%

-21%

230

Employment Maintenance***/+++

2.8

2.3

-0.5

32%

20%

-13%

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001
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Table 27: New Brunswick Employability Needs Indices Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need
(3.5 or Higher)
Mean Rating

Indices

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness*

3.0

2.7

-0.3

42%

35%

-8%

106

Career Decision Making***/++

3.1

2.7

-0.5

48%

31%

-17%

106

Skill Enhancement *

2.5

2.2

-0.3

28%

19%

-9%

106

Work Search ***/+

3.1

2.5

-0.6

38%

25%

-12%

106

Employment Maintenance

2.4

2.3

-0.2

24%

21%

-3%

106

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

Table 28: Saskatchewan Employability Needs Indices Pre-Post Means and Percent with High Need (3.5
or Higher)
Mean Rating

Indices

Percent High Need

Pre

Post

Diff

Pre

Post

Diff

n

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness***/+++

3.3

2.5

-0.8

56%

27%

-28%

124

Career Decision Making***/+++

3.5

2.7

-0.8

60%

36%

-23%

124

Skill Enhancement ***/+++

3.1

2.3

-0.8

47%

20%

-27%

124

Work Search ***/+++

3.4

2.5

-0.9

56%

27%

-29%

124

Employment Maintenance***/+++

3.1

2.3

-0.8

40%

19%

-21%

124

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Significance of differences in percentages + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001

COMPARISON OF PRACTITIONER AND CLIENT EMPLOYABILITY NEEDS INDICES
Table 29 shows the comparison of the practitioner and client mean ratings for each of the five
Employability Dimensions needs indices, the difference in the ratings and the simple correlation
between the ratings. Table 30 shows the same information for the outcome ratings for these indices and
Table 31 provides a comparison of the change in ratings. Clients consistently rated their needs higher
than the practitioners at the intake phase and outcome phase for all five employability indices. These
differences ranged from .43 to .77 for the intake indices and .72 to .91 for the outcome indices. The
change (post - pre) showed a relatively similar decline for both practitioners and clients. The average
decline in need ratings tended to be slightly larger for the practitioners than the clients.
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Table 29: Comparison of Practitioner and Client Mean Employability Needs Indices (Pre-)
Indices

Mean Rating
Practitioner

Client

Diff

r

n

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness

2.3

3.1

0.78***

.141*

333

Career Decision Making

2.8

3.3

0.48***

.237***

333

Skill Enhancement

2.3

2.9

0.58***

.322***

333

Work Search

2.7

3.2

0.43***

.266***

333

Employment Maintenance

2.0

2.8

0.77***

.167**

333

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

Table 30: Comparison of Practitioner and Client Mean Employability Needs Indices (Post-)
Indices

Mean Rating
Practitioner

Client

Diff

r

n

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness

1.7

2.6

0.88***

.204**

231

Career Decision Making

1.8

2.7

0.91***

.239***

231

Skill Enhancement

1.5

2.3

0.79***

.205**

231

Work Search

1.8

2.5

0.72***

.228***

231

Employment Maintenance

1.6

2.3

0.75***

.285***

231

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

Table 31: Comparison of Practitioner and Client Pre-Post Changes – Employability Needs Indices
Indices

Mean Change in Rating
Practitioner

Client

Diff

r

n

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness

-0.6

-0.6

0.0

.276***

230

Career Decision Making

-1.0

-0.6

0.3**

.280***

230

Skill Enhancement

-0.7

-0.6

0.1

.333***

230

Work Search

-1.0

-0.7

0.2*

.255***

230

Employment Maintenance

-0.5

-0.5

-0.0

.060

230

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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QUESTION 3: HOW MUCH DO CLIENTS LEARN WITHIN DIFFERENT TIME INTERVALS?

Highlights
Neither the client’s duration of service nor length of contact time with a practitioner
was found to be related to a change in their needs in any of the Employability
Dimensions.
Rather than concluding that time is irrelevant, it is more apt to conclude that
practitioners and clients self-regulate service against change in needs - when a need is
met, service is stopped.
An important practical concern is determining how much clients learn over time. If learning is a linear
process, one would expect more intervention time to produce more learning. Learning may not be
linear, however, in which case one might expect significant gains early on with less and less change as
the intervention(s) proceeds, or the opposite – very little change at the beginning until ideas begin to
consolidate.
“Time” is conceived in two ways in this study:
1. time the practitioner spends with the client (i.e., the number of hours of contact time)
2. time the client is in service (i.e., the duration of service, in months, from intake to exit)
LEARNING AND PRACTITIONER-CLIENT TIME
Four time ranges of practitioner time were selected for
Amount of practitioner-client
comparison: 1 hour or less, between 1 hour and up to 2 hours,
contact time does not affect
between 2 hours and up to 4 hours and more than 4 hours. As
learning / change in the
Table 32 illustrates, there are no significant differences in change
Employability Dimensions.
either across Employability Dimensions (i.e., clients do not
change more with one dimension versus another) or across time
intervals (i.e., clients learn neither more nor less with less practitioner time than more practitioner
time).
Before concluding that practitioner contact makes no difference after the first hour, note that
practitioners and clients together chose when to end contact. The results in Table 32 may, and probably
do, simply show that some clients need more time than others to reach the same learning outcomes.
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Table 32: Mean Change in Employability Need Assessments by Time with Client
Practitioner
Time

Change in Employability Needs Assessments
Pre-Employability/
Job Readiness

Career Decision
Making

Skill
Enhancement

Work Search

Employment
Maintenance

n

1 hour or
less

-.4

-.9

-.7

-1.0

-.3

82

1.1 to 2
hours

-.6

-1.1

-.7

-1.0

-.5

82

2.1 to 4
hours

-.6

-.9

-.6

-.9

-.4

55

More than
4 hours

-.7

-1.0

-.6

-.7

-.1

73

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

LEARNING AND DURATION OF SERVICE
Similar to the findings of client change and practitioner contact time, Table 33 shows no significant
differences in client change between different months of service or
Duration of service does not
between the five Employability Dimensions. Again, this does not
affect client change /
mean that the same results can be achieved in less time than more
learning in the Employability
time; it likely illustrates that clients and practitioners agree to end
Dimensions.
services when needs have been met to an acceptable degree.
Table 33: Mean Change in Employability Need Assessments by Months in Service
Change in Employability Needs Assessments
Months in
Service

PreEmployability/
Job Readiness

Career Decision
Making

Skill
Enhancement

Work Search

Employment
Maintenance

n

2 months or less

-.6

-1.1

-.7

-1.2

-.3

45

2.1 to 3 months

-.6

-.9

-.8

-.9

-.5

123

More than 3
months

-.5

-.9

-.6

-.8

-.3

176

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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QUESTION 4: TO WHAT EXTENT DO CHANGES IN PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES AND EMPLOYABILITY
CHALLENGES AFFECT CLIENT PROGRESS AND EMPLOYABILITY?

Highlights
Self-esteem, self-management & self-awareness, other employability challenges, and
support system, as measured at exit, are all significant but moderate predictors of
employment generally and full-time employment specifically.
Self-esteem and positive support system hold the weakest relationships with
employment.

OUTCOMES
A pivotal connection in the work of career and employment services is between outcomes of client
change (e.g., acquired skills, changed attitudes) and outcomes of client circumstances or conditions
(e.g., employment, quality of life). Most services operate under the assumption that client change leads
to circumstance change. In this section, relationships between employment and different kinds of client
change are discussed.
PERSONAL ATTRIBUTE & EMPLOYABILITY CHALLENGES CHANGE AND EMPLOYMENT
As anticipated, self-esteem, selfWhen measured at exit, self-esteem, self-management
management and self-awareness, other
& self-awareness, other employability challenges,
employability challenges, positive support
positive support system as well as an overall personal
system and an overall personal attribute
attribute index positively correlate with client
index are each significantly correlated
employment generally and full-time employment
with employment when measured at exit.
specifically at exit.
As Table 34 shows, these attributes are
either not significantly related or are only marginally related to employment when measured at intake.
Similarly, the changes between intake and exit measures are not as strong predictors of employment as
is measurement at exit.
Notice that self-esteem (r=-.22) and positive support system (r=-.20) hold the weakest relationships with
employment.
These relationships between personal attributes and employment are not necessarily causal ones. They
are, however, reasonably strong correlations given the statistical procedures used to generate the
strength of the relationships2.

2

When correlating variables with a binary variable (0 or 1, in the case of employment), achieving high correlations
such as r=.90 or r=.80 is rare.
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Table 34: Correlations Between Employed versus Not Employed (1,0) with Employability Needs Indices
Based on Practitioner Assessments
Pre-Indices

Post-Indices

Employability Needs Indices

(r)

(r)

Change in
Indices Post Pre (r)

Self-Esteem

-.1

-.2**

-.1

Self-Management and Self-Awareness

-.2*

-.3***

-.2*

Other Employability Challenges

-.1

-.3***

-.2**

Positive Support System

-.1

-.2**

-.1

Overall Personal Attribute Index

-.1

-.3***

-.2*

Number of Cases

190

190

190

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

As Table 35 illustrates, a very similar pattern emerges when correlating the same variables with full-time
employment (rather than both full-time and part-time employment). Again, self-esteem (r=-.22) and
positive support system (r=-.17) have the weakest relationships with employment.
Table 35: Correlations Between Employed Full-Time versus Not Employed Full-Time (1,0) with
Employability Needs Indices Based on Practitioner Assessments
Pre-Indices

Post-Indices

Employability Needs Indices

(r)

(r)

Change in
Indices Post Pre (r)

Self-Esteem

-.1

-.2***

-.1

-.2**

-.3***

-.1

Other Employability Challenges

-.1

-.2***

-.1

Positive Support System

-.1

-.2*

-.1

Overall Personal Attribute Index

-.2*

-.3***

-.1

Number of Cases

217

217

217

Self-Management and Self-Awareness

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Note in both Tables 34 and 35 that “self-management and self-awareness” relates with employment and
full-time employment just as strongly as does the set of measures (overall Personal Attribute Index) as a
whole.
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QUESTION 5: TO WHAT EXTENT DOES LEARNING AFFECT CLIENT PROGRESS AND
EMPLOYABILITY OUTCOMES?

Highlights
Client need for help with the Employability Dimensions at exit is related to fulltime employment (except for Skill Enhancement) and all employment (except for
Skill Enhancement and Employment Maintenance).
Client change with regards to need for help with the Employability Dimensions
was not found to relate to either employment generally or full-time employment,
except with the Employment Maintenance dimension. It appears that clients’
capacity, rather than their development, affects employment.

As mentioned earlier, this study inferred that learning occurred if employability dimension needs were
reduced. In this section, the relationship between these needs (as reported by both practitioners and
clients) and employment is described.
Two employment outcomes were examined:
finding any employment (part-time and full-time) and
finding full-time employment.
Cases were excluded if the practitioners indicated the clients were in training or waitlisted for training.
In addition, the correlations/models for the “employed” dependent variable excluded any clients who
were employed part-time or full-time at the time of intake (based on the client intake questionnaire).
The correlations/models for the “full-time employed” dependent variable excluded any clients who
were employed full-time at the time of intake. Excluding any cases that were recorded as “still in
programming” at the time the practitioners recorded the outcome data was also done.
PRACTITIONER ASSESSMENTS
The dependent variables were coded as follows:
Employed:
clients employed at the end of the study period were coded as a 1; and
clients not employed were coded as a 0 (note clients in training or waitlisted were excluded
from the analysis)
Employed Full-Time:
clients employed full-time at the end of the study period were coded as a 1; and
clients not employed or employed part-time were coded as a 0 (note clients in training or
waitlisted were excluded from the analysis)
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As noted previously, the clients who were already employed at the time of intake were not included in
this analysis since the intent of this analysis was to examine the factors associated with moving from an
unemployed to an employed status. For the full-time employment variable those employed part-time at
intake were left in the analysis. These binary “dummy” or categorical variables for employment status at
the end of the study period were used as the dependent variable for the bivariate correlations and the
subsequent logistic regression models. The analysis began with some simple correlations between the
assessment measures and employment status dummy variables.
EMPLOYABILITY NEEDS INDICES
Table 36 shows the correlations between the employed dummy variable and the employability needs
dimensions based on the practitioner assessments before and after the study period and the difference
in these ratings. Note that all of the employability dimension correlations are expected to be negative,
indicating the higher the needs on an employability dimension, the less likely an individual will be
employed at the end of the study period.
In general, the correlations for employed versus not employed variable were considerably larger for the
indices measured at the outcome stage (post) than those measured at the intake stage (pre). This is
consistent with prior research findings. One would expect the current needs of a client to be better
predictors than their past needs, assuming there was some change in needs. The post-indices were also
better predictors than the change in the indices. This is consistent with expectations as well: Although
change may be required for many clients, it is what they know and can do at exit that counts.
The largest and statistically significant post-indices were:
Pre-Employability/Job Readiness -.269
Career Decision Making -.251
Work Search -.234
These relationships confirm, in part, the general assumption of the Employability Dimensions model that
each dimension is a requirement for stable employment. Pre-employability/job readiness skills provide
core skills for any work and for self-management; career decisions enable certainty of direction; skill
enhancement provides the competence employers are looking for; work search skills connect the
worker to the work; and employment maintenance skills enable jobs to be kept over time.
At first glance, the findings are not fully consistent with the model: i.e., Skill Enhancement and
Employment Maintenance needs do not relate to employment. However, it is very likely that clients
with a low need for Skill Enhancement at the end of the study were in training or in a wait list for
training. Knowing that they were acquiring or about to acquire skills reduced the need for help, but did
not lead to employment.
In terms of Employment Maintenance, we would not expect a relationships with getting employment,
but we would a relationship with keeping employment, a variable that is not addressed in this study.
Table 37 replicates the analysis in Table 36 using full-time employment as the dependent variable. The
results were very similar, with the post-indices being the better predictors. The largest and statistically
significant predictors post-indices for full-time employment were:
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Pre-Employability/Job Readiness -.234
Career Decision Making -.218
Work Search -.203
Employment Maintenance -.148
Table 36: Correlations Between Employed versus Not Employed (1,0) with Employability Needs Indices
Based on Practitioner Assessments
Pre-Indices

Post-Indices

(r)

(r)

Change in Indices
Post - Pre (r)

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness

-.15*

-.27***

-.11

Career Decision Making

-.13

-.25***

-.08

Skill Enhancement

-.04

-.11

-.05

Work Search

-.08

-.23***

-.14

Employment Maintenance

.11

-.05

-.17

Number of Cases

190

190

190

Employability Needs Indices

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 37: Correlations Between Employed Full-Time versus Not Employed Full-Time (1,0) with
Employability Needs Indices Based on Practitioner Assessments
Employability Needs Indices
Pre-Employability/Job Readiness

Pre-Indices

Post-Indices

(r)

(r)

Change in Indices
Post - Pre (r)

-.17*

-.23***

-.04

-.20**

-.22***

.02

Skill Enhancement

-.03

-.09

-.03

Work Search

-.08

-.20**

-.11

Employment Maintenance

.03

-.15*

-.16*

Number of Cases

217

217

217

Career Decision Making

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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FOCUS ON PROCESSES – WORKING ALLIANCE & INTERVENTIONS
QUESTION 6: HOW DOES WORKING ALLIANCE RELATE TO CLIENT LEARNING, PERSONAL
ATTRIBUTES AND EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES?

Highlights
Although practitioners rated the working alliance slightly stronger (pre: 1.63; post:
1.41 on a 1-5 scale) than did clients (post: 1.9), both rated the working alliance as
strong.
Working alliance, when measured by practitioners at exit, is positively and
significantly related to learning within each of the Employability Dimensions except
Skill Enhancement (r ranges from .19 to .26) and to exit capacity within each of the
Employability Dimensions (r ranges from .29 to .55).
Working alliance, when measured by practitioners at exit, is positively and
significantly related to gains in personal attributes (r=.27). Change or improvement in
working alliance is even more positively related to gains in personal attributes
(r=.59).
There is a significant relationship (r=.32) with working alliance and employment when
working alliance is measured at exit.

WORKING ALLIANCE RATINGS
Practitioner Ratings. Working alliance was measured by practitioners at intake and exit. The items for
the working alliance dimension were:
Established a strong climate of trust and comfort in working together
Collaborated until we reached a goal that was fully owned by the client
Established action plan steps that the client sees as achievable and worthwhile
Both participated fully in the interview
The practitioner ratings at intake (pre) and at exit (post) and the change in ratings for these items is
provided in Table 38 (a lower rating shows a higher level of working alliance; a negative difference score
indicates a stronger alliance at exit than at intake).
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Table 38: Practitioner Mean Pre-Post Ratings of Working Alliance
Working Alliance Items

Mean Rating
Pre

Post

Diff

n

Established a strong climate of trust and comfort
in working together***

1.6

1.3

-0.3

344

Collaborated until we reached a goal that was
fully owned by the client***

1.8

1.5

-0.3

344

Established action plan steps that the client sees
as achievable and worthwhile***

1.7

1.5

-0.2

344

Both participated fully in the interview*

1.4

1.3

-0.1

344

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

The strongest possible working alliance would create a score of “1” for each item. As Table XX shows,
the mean ratings before and after show quite strong alliances across all items, with statistically
significant improvements over time. These improvements may not be clinically significant, however. One
would expect general improvements over time as both practitioners and clients become more familiar
with each other.
Client Ratings. Clients assessed working alliance only in the outcome survey. Whereas the clients were
asked to provide their assessments on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means “Not at all,” 5 means "A lot"
and the mid-point (3) means “Somewhat,” the system automatically reverse recoded the scale so that 1
meant "A lot" and 5 meant "Not at all.” This made these scales comparable to the employability needs
scales where a high score meant a need or challenge for the client. The items for the Working Alliance
dimension were:
Had a strong level of trust and comfort in working with your career practitioner
Were helped to set your own goals
Agreed on steps to move toward your goal that were worthwhile and that you could achieve
Participated fully in the interviews
The percentage distribution and means for the practitioner
assessments for these items is provided in Table 39. An overall
Working Alliance index was created by taking the mean of all for
Working Alliance variables. The resulting index has a mean of 1.9,
indicating a low need of improvement to the practitioner−client
working alliance.
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Both clients and practitioners
rated working alliance as quite
strong, with practitioners’
ratings slightly higher than
clients’.
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Table 39: Client Ratings of Working Alliance
Rating
Working Alliance Items

A Lot

2

Somewhat

4

Not at
all

Mean

n

Had a strong level of trust and
comfort in working with your
career practitioner

57%

26%

6%

2%

10%

1.8

231

Were helped to set your own
goals

43%

32%

13%

3%

9%

2.0

231

Agreed on steps to move toward
your goal that were worthwhile
and that you could achieve

45%

33%

12%

2%

8%

2.0

231

Participated fully in the
interviews

50%

29%

7%

2%

11%

2.0

231

WORKING ALLIANCE AND CLIENT LEARNING
NOTE: Given that practitioner and client assessments of working alliance are highly aligned, and that the
strongest working alliance scores are found at exit rather than intake, the following analyses emphasize
the relationships between exit working alliance as rated by practitioners and other variables.
Working alliance, when measured by practitioners at exit, is related to both improvements in the
Employability Dimensions (except Skill Enhancement) and
Working alliance is related to learning
to the overall level of all Employability Dimensions at exit
within the Employability Dimensions
(i.e. the opposite of need for help with the Employability
(except Skill Enhancement) and to
Dimension). Improvements in working alliance (as
overall strength at exit in each of the
measured by practitioners) are also positively and
Employability Dimensions.
significantly correlated with improvements in all the
Employability Dimensions except Skill Enhancement to the
overall level of Job Readiness/Pre-Employability, Work Search and Employment Maintenance at exit.
Table 40 shows the specific relationships.
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Table 40: Relationships between Working Alliance and Employability Dimensions
Correlation with
Working Alliance at Exit

Correlation with Change
in Working Alliance

Job Readiness/Pre-Employability at Exit***/+

.32

.16

Job-Readiness/Pre-Employability Change**/+++

.19

.44

Career Decision-Making at Exit***

.47

.13

Career Decision-Making Change***/+++

.24

.29

Skill Enhancement at Exit***/+++

.29

.14

Skill Enhancement Change

.12

.21

Work Search at Exit***/+++

.45

.23

Work Search Change*/+

.21

.17

Employment Maintenance at Exit***/++

.35

.18

Employment Maintenance Change ***/++

.26

.22

Significance of differences in mean* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; + p< .05, ++ p < .01, +++ p < .001.

These are interesting findings. We knew from Phase I that working alliance was related to learning, and
this study reinforces that finding. We did not find in Phase I that improvements in working alliance
(which were quite moderate but statistically significant) also are related to learning in 3 of the 5
Employability Dimensions.
WORKING ALLIANCE AND PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES
Working alliance when measured at exit is positively correlated with
overall change in personal attributes (r=.27). Change or improvement
in working alliance over the course of the relationship is quite
strongly correlated with overall change in personal attributes (r=.59).
This is noteworthy: In essence, the relationship between
improvement in working alliance and improvement in personal
attributes is double the relationship between working alliance at exit
and change in personal attributes.

Working alliance, when
measured by practitioners at
exit, is positively and
significantly related to gains
in personal attributes
(r=.27). Improvement in
working alliance is also
positively related to gains in
personal attributes (r=.59).

WORKING ALLIANCE AND EMPLOYMENT
To examine the relationships between working alliance and employment, working alliance ratings by
practitioners at intake and exit were compared to client employment overall (full-time and part-time) as
well as full-time client employment. As Table 41 shows, there is almost no relationship between working
alliance as rated at intake and employment. However, there is a significant relationship (r=-.317)
between working alliance and employment when working alliance is measured at exit. There is also a
significant but small relationship between the change between intake and exit ratings of working
alliance and employment.
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Table 41: Correlations Between Employed versus Not Employed (1,0) with Employability Needs Indices
Based on Practitioner Assessments
Pre-Indices

Post-Indices

(r)

(r)

Change in
Indices Post Pre (r)

Working Alliance

-.10

-.32***

-.18*

Number of Cases

190

190

190

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

When only full-time employment is examined, the pattern is similar to the employment relationships,
but only the relationship between working alliance as measured at exit is significantly correlated to
employment (r= -.26).
Table 42: Correlations Between Employed Full-Time versus Not Employed Full-Time (1,0) with
Employability Needs Indices Based on Practitioner Assessments
Pre-Indices

Post-Indices

(r)

(r)

Change in
Indices Post Pre (r)

Working Alliance

-.10

-.26***

-.13

Number of Cases

217

217

217

Employability Needs Indices

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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QUESTION 7: WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF SPECIFIC INTERVENTIONS ON CLIENT LEARNING,
PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES AND EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES?

Highlights
Practitioners predominantly used the conventional interventions of face-to-face, 1to-1 counselling focusing on a particular Employability Dimension.
Face-to-face, 1-to-1 counselling focusing on a particular Employability Dimension
was related to significant client change/learning in that Dimension, except for
Employment Maintenance.
With the exception of job development relating to change in the Work Search
dimension, other interventions (e.g., workshops) were not related to client change/
learning.

INTERVENTIONS AND LEARNING
One would expect that counselling focusing on a particular employability dimension would result in
learning in that dimension for the client. For example, counselling focused on Work Search should
improve a client’s work search skills and counselling focused on career decision-making should enhance
a client’s career decision-making competence. In this section, we look at the relationships between each
intervention and client learning in all dimensions.
Table 43 shows the mean change in the employability needs assessment indices for selected
interventions. Note a "+" sign indicates the mean change for participants in this intervention was
significantly smaller than clients who did not participate in a specific intervention and a "*" sign
indicates the mean change was larger than the non-participants for that intervention. For example,
examine the second-last row in Table XX: Clients in job development showed greater change in need for
help in Work Search capacity than clients who did not participate in job development (-.6). However,
clients in job development changed less (.1) than other clients in Employment Maintenance.
For ease of reading, areas in which change is expected have been boldfaced. If practice aligns with
theory, each bold-faced item would ideally have one or more “*” sign.
NOTE: Any intervention involving fewer than 19 clients has been removed. The sample size is too low at
this point for meaningful comparisons.

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II

59

Table 43: Mean Change in Employability Need Assessments by Interventions
Change in Employability Needs Assessments
PreEmployabilit
y/ Job
Readiness

Career
Decision
Making

Skill
Enhancement

Work Search

Employment
Maintenance

n

Individual employment
counselling focused on
pre-employability and
life skills

-.8**

-.9

-.5

-.8

-.4

63

Workshops/Group
employment counselling
focused on preemployability and life
skills

-.5

-1.1

-.8

-.9

-.3

22

Individual employment
counselling focused on
Career Decision-Making

-.7*

-1.5***

-1.0**

-1.0

-.5

94

Interventions

Workshops/Group
employment counselling
focused on Career
Decision-Making
Individual employment
counselling focused on
Skill Enhancement

-.7

-1.1

-1.0*

-1.0

-.4

71

Workshops/Group
employment counselling
focused on Skill
Enhancement

-.3

-1.3

-1.0

-1.0

-.3

17

Individual employment
counselling focused on
Work Search

-.7

-.9

-.6

-1.1**

-.4

162

-.8

-.6

-.9

-.2

31

-.9

-.4

-1.0

-.4

23

Workshops/Group
employment counselling
focused on Work Search
Individual employment
counselling focused on
Employment
Maintenance
Workshops/Group
employment counselling
focused on Employment
Maintenance

60

15

++

-.2

-.8

19
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Change in Employability Needs Assessments
PreEmployabilit
y/ Job
Readiness

Career
Decision
Making

Skill
Enhancement

Work Search

Employment
Maintenance

n

Individual employment
counselling supported
by LMI Guides

-.7

-1.0

-1.0

-.7

-.3

22

Individual employment
counselling supported
by Employability
Dimension Workbooks

-.8

-1.2

-.9

-.8

-.3

42

Interventions

Workshops/Group
employment counselling
supported by
Employability Dimension
Workbooks

7

Job development

-.7

-1.0

-.4

++

-.6*

.1

32

Short term skills training
(e.g., computer skills,
ticket training)

14
+

Significantly larger decrease: * p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 Significantly smaller increase: p< .05,

++

p < .01,

+++

p < .001

As part of the analyses regarding change, we examined the relationship between learning (or,
conversely, reductions in need for help), regarding the Employability Dimensions and change in personal
attributes. The Phase I study showed positive relationships, and this study did as well. Change in overall
personal attributes significantly correlates (all at the p<.001 level) with increased capacity in:
Job Readiness/Pre-Employability (r=.49)
Career Decision-Making (r=.36)
Skill Enhancement (r=.22)
Work Search (r=.27)
Employment Maintenance (r=.26)
These are not causal relationships. Given the interconnections between personal attributes and the
competencies required within the Employability Dimensions, it is not surprising that interventions
improving one would also improve the other.
TIME AND FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT
TIME WITH CLIENT AND MONTHS IN SERVICE
Tables 44 and 45 show the percentage of clients who reported they were either in full-time employment
or not full-time employed at the end of the study. There were no significant differences by the time
spent with the client or the months in service.
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Table 44: Full-Time Employment by Time with Client
Practitioner Time

Not Employed Full-Time

Employed Full-Time

Total

n

1 hour or less

65%

35%

100%

51

1.1 to 2 hours

69%

31%

100%

54

2.1 to 4 hours

70%

30%

100%

37

More than 4 hours

78%

22%

100%

58

Not Employed Full-Time

Employed Full-Time

Total

n

2 months or less

62%

38%

100%

21

2.1 to 3 months

78%

23%

100%

80

More than 3 months

70%

30%

100%

116

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 45: Full-Time Employment by Months in Service
Months in Service

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

INTERVENTIONS AND EMPLOYMENT
Table 46 shows the percentage of clients who reported they were in full-time employment and those
who were not full-time employed at the time of the end of the study. Note a “+” sign indicates the
percentage with full-time employment was significantly lower than clients who did not participate (a “*”
sign would indicate the percentage was larger than the non-participants, but this result was not found
with any intervention). The only intervention with a statistically significant finding is “Individual
employment counselling focused on Career Decision-Making.” Clients within this intervention were less
likely to be employed full-time at the study’s end than other clients. This makes intuitive sense; these
clients are trying to figure out their career path direction and likely need to do so before seeking work.
NOTE: Any intervention involving fewer than 19 clients has been removed from the analysis but is still
listed in Table 46 below. The sample size is too low for meaningful comparisons with these
interventions, making it difficult to assess their respective effect on employment.
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Table 46: Full-Time Employment by Interventions
Interventions
Individual employment counselling focused on
Pre-Employability and Life Skills

Not Employed
Full-Time

Employed FullTime

Total

n

80%

20%

100%

46

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Pre-Employability and Life Skills
Individual employment counselling focused on
+
Career Decision-Making

14
81%

19%

100%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Career Decision-Making
Individual employment counselling focused on
Skill Enhancement

64
7

70%

30%

100%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Skill Enhancement

46
7

Individual employment counselling focused on
Work Search

73%

27%

100%

116

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on Work Search

65%

35%

100%

20

Individual employment counselling focused on
job maintenance

19

Workshops/Group employment counselling
focused on job maintenance

11

Individual employment counselling supported
by LMI Guides

10

Individual employment counselling supported
by Employability Dimension Workbooks

82%

18%

100%

Workshops/Group employment counselling
supported by Employability Dimension
Workbooks
Job development

28

6
63%

Short term skills training (e.g., computer skills,
ticket training)

37%

100%

27
6

Significantly higher full-time employment: * p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
+
++
+++
Significantly lower full-time employment: p< .05, p < .01, p < .001
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CLIENT PROGRESS AND LABOUR MARKET OUTCOMES

Highlights
Over two-thirds of clients found full-time employment, were in training/education
or were making significant progress.
Half of the clients were employed at exit, with about two-thirds of those finding
full-time employment.
For those employed,
The work was a good fit with skills/qualifications for almost three-quarters
of employed clients
The work was a good fit with goals for about two-thirds of employed clients
The salary was appropriate to skills/qualifications for just over half of
employed clients
The salary was appropriate for cost of living needs for about half of
employed clients
Fewer than 1 out of 10 clients were not making significant progress.
Clients and practitioners view “progress” differently, with clients being far less
inclined to see the progress that practitioners see.

QUESTION 8: WHAT EMPLOYMENT AND EMPLOYABILITY OUTCOMES ARE ACHIEVED WITH
DIFFERING DURATIONS OF SERVICES OVER A 3 MONTH PERIOD?
EMPLOYMENT RELATED OUTCOMES – PRACTITIONER REPORTED
PRIME asked the practitioners to record information on client employment outcomes. These questions
included questions related to the client's current employment/training status, employment hours,
employment distance from residence, employment fit, type and length of training and training fit. The
number of clients in training at the time of the survey was very small (there were typically less than 40
cases with more detailed training details), therefore the questions regarding training fit were not
included in this analysis.
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CURRENT LABOUR MARKET STATUS
The practitioners recorded employment status for the clients as shown in Table 47. Approximately one
third of the clients (35%) were employed at the time of the outcome survey, 15% were in
training/education or waitlisted, 15% were neither employed nor in training but making significant
progress, 8% were not making significant progress. Although there was a significant difference between
New Brunswick and Saskatchewan clients, this difference was not in employment but in other categories
including unknown.
Table 47: Current Labour Market Status by Province
Status

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

Employed

31%

39%

35%

122

In training/education program or
waitlisted

16%

14%

15%

50

Neither employed nor in training but
making significant progress

36%

20%

26%

91

Neither employed nor in training and not
making significant progress

16%

15%

15%

52

Unknown

1%

13%

8%

29

100%

100%

100%

344

Labour Market Status***

Total
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT
The type of employment in terms of hours of employment is provided in Table 48. The majority of
clients had found full-time employment (72%) whereas a small percentage had found only part-time
employment (17%) or casual employment (11%). There were no significant differences between New
Brunswick and Saskatchewan clients’ employment types.
Table 48: Type of Employment by Province
Type of Employment

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

Full time (30 hours or more)

73%

71%

72%

82

Part time (15 to 29 hours)

15%

18%

17%

19

Casual (3 to 24 hours)

12%

11%

11%

13

Total

100%

100%

100%

114

Type of Employment

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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FIT OF EMPLOYMENT
The fit of employment with the skills and qualifications of the client as well as the goals of the client is
shown in Tables 49 and 50. The majority of clients had found employment with a good fit (4 or 5 on the
scale) to their skills/qualifications (73%) and their goals (64%). There were no significant differences in fit
between clients from New Brunswick and Saskatchewan.
Table 49: Employment Fit with Skills and Qualifications by Province
Skills and
Qualifications

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

2%

6%

5%

6

2

2%

9%

7%

8

3 - Somewhat

17%

14%

15%

18

4

44%

27%

33%

39

5 - A lot

34%

43%

40%

47

Total

100%

100%

100%

118

Fit with Skills and
Qualifications

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 50: Employment Fit with Client Vision by Province
Client Vision

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

2%

10%

8%

9

2

10%

9%

9%

11

3 - Somewhat

24%

17%

19%

23

4

37%

34%

35%

41

5 - A lot

27%

30%

29%

34

Total

100%

100%

100%

118

Fit with Client Vision

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

FIT OF SALARY
The fit of their salary with the skills and qualifications of the clients and the cost of living needs of the
client is shown in Tables 51 and 52. The majority of clients received a salary that was a good fit (4 or 5 on
the scale) to their skills/qualifications (61%), whereas just about half felt it was a good fit for their cost of
living needs (49%). Almost a third (30%) indicated their employment met their cost of living needs
somewhat. There were no significant differences between clients from New Brunswick and
Saskatchewan.
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Table 51: Salary Fit with Client Skills and Qualification by Province
Skills and
Qualifications

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

0%

9%

6%

7

2

7%

12%

10%

12

3 - Somewhat

24%

22%

23%

27

4

54%

31%

39%

46

5 - A lot

15%

26%

22%

26

Total

100%

100%

100%

118

Fit with Client Skills
and Qualifications

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 52: Salary Fit with Client Cost of Living Needs by Province
Cost of Living Needs

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

2%

14%

10%

12

2

12%

12%

12%

14

3 - Somewhat

32%

29%

30%

35

4

39%

26%

31%

36

5 - A lot

15%

19%

18%

21

Total

100%

100%

100%

118

Fit with Cost of
Living Needs

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

CLIENT-REPORTED EMPLOYMENT RELATED OUTCOMES
PRIME asked the clients about their employment outcomes, including questions related to their client's
current employment/training status, employment hours, employment distance from residence,
employment fit, type and length of training and training fit. Note that since the number of clients who
were in training at the time of the survey was very small (typically less than 40 cases provided detailed
training details) these questions were not included in this analysis.
CURRENT LABOUR MARKET STATUS
Employment status as reported by clients is shown in Table 53. The majority of clients (52%) were
employed at the time they completed their outcome survey, with 15% in training/education or
waitlisted and 35% neither employed nor in training/waitlisted. There were no significant differences in
employment between clients from New Brunswick and Saskatchewan.
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Table 53: Current Labour Market Status by Province
Status

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

Employed

47%

52%

50%

115

In training/education
program or waitlisted

11%

18%

15%

34

Neither employed nor in
training

42%

30%

35%

82

Total

100%

100%

100%

231

Labour Market Status

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Note that the percentage of employed reported by the clients (50%), was considerably higher than the
percentage reported by the practitioners (35%). To examine these differences further, we compared
practitioner and client reports more closely, finding almost complete agreement between the clients
reported as employed by the practitioners and employment reported by the clients (96%). If the clients
reported themselves as employed, there is little doubt the clients were employed. If anything, the
employment outcomes reported by practitioners were understated since around 20% of the clients they
reported as in training or neither employed or in training were actually employed according to the
clients. Part of this difference may be due to the fact that the clients typically completed their outcome
survey two weeks to a month after the practitioners completed the outcome data entry.
TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT
The type of employment/hours of employment is provided in Table 54. The majority of clients had found
full-time employment (64%) whereas a smaller percentage had found only part-time employment (20%)
or casual employment (16%). There were no significant differences in employment type between clients
from New Brunswick and Saskatchewan.
Table 54: Type of Employment by Province
Type of Employment

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

Full time (30 hours or
more)

64%

65%

64%

74

Part time (15 to 29 hours)

16%

23%

20%

23

Casual (3 to 24 hours)

20%

12%

16%

18

Total

100%

100%

100%

115

Type of Employment

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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FIT OF EMPLOYMENT
The fit of employment with the skills and qualifications of the clients and the goals of the client is shown
in Tables 55 and 56. The majority of clients had found employment with a good fit (4 or 5 on the scale)
to their skills/qualifications (58%) and a large percentage with their goals (43%). There were no
significant differences in fit between clients from New Brunswick and Saskatchewan.
Table 55: Employment Fit with Skills and Qualifications by Province
Skills and Qualifications

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

14%

17%

16%

18

2

2%

14%

9%

10

3 - Somewhat

26%

11%

17%

20

4

28%

22%

24%

28

5 - A lot

30%

37%

34%

39

Total

100%

100%

100%

115

Fit with Skills and
Qualifications

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 56: Employment Fit with Client Goals by Province
Fit with Goals

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

16%

17%

17%

19

2

10%

15%

13%

15

3 - Somewhat

32%

25%

28%

32

4

16%

14%

15%

17

5 - A lot

26%

29%

28%

32

Total

100%

100%

100%

115

Fit with Goals

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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FIT OF SALARY
The fit of their salary the skills and qualifications of the clients and the cost of living needs of the client is
shown in Tables 57 and 58. Only a third of the clients indicated that a salary that was a good fit (4 or 5
on the scale) with their skills/qualifications (34%) and a smaller percentage indicated it was a good fit for
their cost of living needs (28%). A larger percentage (44%) rated their salary as a poor fit (1 or 2 on the
scale) with their skills/qualifications and a poor fit to meet their cost of living needs (49%). Clearly the
clients had higher expectations in terms of salary than the practitioners. There were no significant
differences between clients from New Brunswick and Saskatchewan.
Table 57: Salary Fit with Client Skills and Qualification by Province
Skills and Qualifications

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

22%

28%

25%

29

2

24%

15%

19%

22

3 – Somewhat

18%

25%

22%

25

4

22%

12%

17%

19

5 - A lot

14%

20%

17%

20

Total

100%

100%

100%

115

Fit with Skills and
Qualifications

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 58: Salary Fit with Client Cost of Living Needs by Province
Meeting Cost of Living
Needs

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

n

1 - Not at all

36%

31%

33%

38

2

18%

14%

16%

18

3 - Somewhat

24%

23%

23%

27

4

16%

17%

17%

19

5 - A lot

6%

15%

11%

13

100%

100%

100%

115

Adequacy of Salary

Total
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

MAKING PROGRESS
Clients were asked “If you are neither employed nor in training, how do you see your own progress
toward your goal?” These ratings are provided Table 59. Although a large percentage (44%) of the
clients who were not employed or in training felt they had made good progress towards (a rating of 4 or
5) their goal, almost the same percentage (39%) indicated they did not make good progress (a rating of 1
or 2).
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Table 59: Progress if Neither Employed or in Training by Province
Progress Towards Goal

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

1 - Not at all

40%

32%

37%

2

0%

5%

2%

3 - Somewhat

13%

22%

17%

4

31%

27%

29%

5 - A lot

16%

14%

15%

Total

100%

100%

100%

n

Progress

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 60 provides these ratings for the clients who practitioners indicated were not employed or in
training but had assessed as making good progress and those not making good progress. For example, in
the intersection of the second column (“Making Significant Progress” in the practitioner’s view) and the
third row (“1 – Not at all,” which is the client’s rating), we see that 43% of those the practitioners
thought were doing well saw themselves as doing very poorly. The results indicate that for clients the
practitioners thought were making good progress, 45% of the clients indicated they were not making
good progress (i.e., rated progress as a “1” or “2”). As a caveat, these percentages are based on only 43
cases. The results, however, are somewhat consistent with previous finding that the clients tend to rate
their outcome employability needs higher than the practitioners do.
Table 60: Comparison of Practitioner and Client Assessment of Progress if Neither Employed or in
Training
Client Assessment of
Progress Towards Goal

Practitioner Assessment of Progress
Making Significant Progress

Not Making Significant
Progress

1 - Not at all

43%

39%

2

2%

4%

3 - Somewhat

13%

26%

4

32%

13%

5 - A lot

11%

17%

Total

100%

100%

47

23

Progress

Number of Cases
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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CONNECTING INPUTS DIRECTLY TO OUTCOMES

Highlights
Clients rated only 4 of the 20 items in the Self-Help Index as ones in which they
do not feel particularly strong.
A statistical analysis of the Self-Help Index revealed four factors, which we
labelled: “Goal Achievement,” “Progress and Recovery,” “Goal Setting” and
“Support.”
“Goal Setting” and “Goal Achievement” scores were weakly related to full-time
employment.
Self-Help Index scores were not related to change in most Employability
Dimensions, and only weakly with Career Decision-Making and Work Search.
59% of clients attributed changes they experienced to the programs and
services, either “somewhat” or “mostly.”

With any service or program, inputs can be treated in different ways. Some inputs are targets of change
(e.g., an eating disorder clinic attempts to change the input of “low body mass”), some inputs are not
changeable by the service but affect outcomes (e.g., a client’s educational background), and some inputs
may offer key predictive information about both outcomes and the ways to reach these outcomes (e.g.,
particular aspects of a client’s family history).
In this study, we aimed to change some inputs such as client need for help with the five Employability
Dimensions. However, the interventions carried no expectation of changing the input of the client’s local
economy. One input that may be a lynchpin for choosing effective services and/or predicting client
success is the capacity for self-help. It may be a pivotal input for a number of reasons:
Self-help capacity may make the difference between intervention sessions. Regardless of
intervention effectiveness, a great deal happens that can throw a client off-course between
sessions. The proclivity for self-help may be a key factor that keeps a client on track.
Service providers, particularly governments, seek cost-effective approaches. It could be
enormously valuable for providers to differentiate those who can benefit from self-help
resources (e.g., websites) and those who cannot.
Self-help capacity may be resistant to change, particularly given the typical scope of services
within career and employment settings. In the absence of trauma, it may be a relatively stable
attribute that remains steady throughout career and employment interventions.
There is so little known about self-help as an attribute/capacity, that any research on it will
advance thinking in this area.
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This study modified the Self-Help Index created for the original Common Indicators study and asked
clients to complete it at intake (see Appendix XX for the full Self-Help Index). The modifications were
based on the results found in the previous study, enabling weak items to be identified and removed. In
the following two sections, we look at how self-help capacity affects learning, progress and outcomes.
Along the way, we also look at the Self-Help Index in terms of its strength as a test of self-help.
SELF-HELP INDEX AVERAGE SCORE AND TOP ITEMS
The Self-Help Index remains “under construction” and is therefore worth reviewing in some detail. The
first noteworthy finding is that the average score is 2.1 on a 1-to-5 scale, where 1 indicates strong ability
for self-help and 5 indicates very low ability for self-help. If this was put in percentage terms, the
average response is about 72%. This is quite strong and appears to indicate that clients feel reasonably
able to help themselves (assuming the index actually measures self-help capacity).
An item-by-item analysis shows only four items that scores higher than 2.5
(i.e., clients do not feel particularly strong):
I am pretty good at moving forward until there is a setback; then I
have a hard time getting back on track (3.2)
I don’t know who to bounce ideas off as I look for work (2.7)

Clients rated only 4 of
the 20 items in the
Self-Help Index as
ones in which they do
not feel particularly
strong.

I have difficulty asking for help (2.7)
I often feel I will fail when trying something new (2.6)
Eight items scored under “2,” indicating a client feeling strength in the item. The five items for which
clients felt strongest are:
If the right work became available for me, I think I would be very successful at it (1.5)
Moving toward steady employment is my most important goal right now (1.6)
If my life is going to change for the better, I am the one who will change it (1.6)
I am really committed to getting work that fits for me (1.7)
I know what successfully completing something feels like (1.7)
SELF-HELP INDEX SUB-FACTORS
The following analysis includes correlating (a) the overall Index score with several variables
(employment, progress and learning), and (b) four factors within the Self-Help Index to the same
variables. A principal components analysis was conducted on the Self-Help Index items, resulting in four
distinct factors. The items associated with each factor are listed below (some of the wording has
changed from negative to positive or vice versa to make scoring consistent). Note that the factor titles
are the researchers’; other titles may be equally or more appropriate.
Interestingly, the categories that conceptually formed the Self-Help Index (self-esteem, selfmanagement, self-awareness, self-efficacy, motivation/commitment and social relations) did not hold
up to statistical testing. A statistical analysis that shows how items within a test or instrument group
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together, called a Principal Component Analysis, was conducted. Instead of 5 factors emerging, four
factors emerged, which we labeled “Goal Achievement,” “Progress and Recovery,” “Goal Setting” and
“Support.”
A statistical analysis of the SelfHelp Index revealed four factors,
which we labelled: “Goal
Achievement,” “Progress and
Recovery,” “Goal Setting” and
“Support.”

Other than “Support,” the items groups in these factors were
unrelated to the original conceptual factors. For example, “GoalSetting” included 5 items, all from different conceptual
categories than the original five that emerged from a review of
the literature. The “Goal-Setting” items follow, with their original
category provided in parentheses:

I have very little self-discipline (self-management)
The goals I set for myself are not realistic, too high or too low (self-awareness)
I am not sure I deserve to reach my goals (self-esteem)
I usually don't have a good idea of how my strengths will help me reach my goals (selfawareness).
If the right work became available for me, I think I would not be successful at it (self-efficacy)
Below find the items in all 4 categories.
Goal Achievement:
Moving towards steady employment is not my most important goal right now.
Changing my current circumstances is not my biggest priority right now.
If my life is going to change for the better, I am not the one who will change it.
Right now my goals are not things I really want for myself, but the result of others pressuring me
to do them.
When I set an important goal for myself, I usually don't find a way to reach the goal.
I am not confident that I can do what I need to do to find suitable work.
I don't know what successfully completing something feels like.
I am not really committed to getting work that fits me.
I generally don't do what I say what I am going to do even if I say it to myself.
Progress and Recovery:
I have difficulty asking for help.
I don't know who to bounce ideas off as I look for work.
I often feel I will fail when trying something new.
I am pretty good at moving forward until there is a setback; then I have a hard time getting back
on track.
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Goal Setting:
I have very little self-discipline.
The goals I set for myself are not realistic, they are too high or too low.
I am not sure I deserve to reach my goals.
I usually don't have a good idea of how my strengths will help me reach my goals.
If the right work became available for me, I think I would not be successful at it.
Support:
There is not one person in my life who will help me out as I pursue my goals.
I don't feel very supported by my community of friends, relatives, and acquaintances.
Following testing with the Cronbach's alpha statistic, the variable "changing my current circumstances is
not my biggest priority right now" was dropped from the summary index since including it did not
strengthen this dimension. The Cronbach's alpha statistics for these indices were:
Goal Achievement − .75 (considered acceptable)
Progress & Recovery − .73 (considered acceptable)
Goal Setting − .65 (considered questionable)
Support − .69 (considered questionable)
What these statistics tell us are that “Goal Achievement” scores and “Progress & Recovery” scores are
acceptably related to the overall Self-Help Index score, but that “Goal Setting” and “Support” are only
questionably related. In other words, the sub-factors do not hang together as well as would be desired.
For this reason, the analyses that follow compare the overall score as well as the four factor scores with
the variables in question.
QUESTION 9: HOW DOES CLIENT CAPACITY FOR SELF-HELP AFFECT EMPLOYABILITY
OUTCOMES?
Given that self-help capacity may aid the client’s “between sessions” work, when the help of the
counsellor/intervention is not available, we can expect that self-help capacity would positively correlate
with both client progress and employability outcomes.
“Goal Setting” and
“Goal Achievement”
scores were weakly
related to full-time
employment.

In terms of full-time employment, the Self-Help Index had no predictive value.
Two subsets of the Self-Help Index, however, did correlate with full-time
employment at exit, albeit weakly (see Table 61). “Goal Achievement” (r=.14)
and “Goal Setting” (r=.14) correlated with full-time employment in a
statistically significant but likely clinically insignificant manner.
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Table 61: Correlations of Self-Help Index Scores and Sub-Factor Scores with Full Time Employment
Scale

Correlation to Full-Time Employment

Self-Help Index

.11

Goal Achievement Factor

.14*

Progress and Recovery Factor

.00

Goal Setting Factor

.14*

Support Factor

.01

N

216

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

QUESTION 10: HOW DOES CLIENT CAPACITY FOR SELF-HELP AFFECT CLIENT CHANGE WITHIN
EACH OF THE EMPLOYABILITY DIMENSIONS?
A client’s capacity for self-help may well affect how effectively they can acquire the skills they need
within each of the Employability Dimensions. In this section, we look at how self-help capacity relates to
change (which is a proxy for learning in this study) within the Employability Dimensions. We also
examine the relationship between clients’ need for help regarding the Employability Dimensions at the
end of the study and their capacity for self-help.
Table 62 shows the relationships between Self-Help Index scores and
the Self-Help factor scores with change in each of the five
Employability Dimensions. The analysis found only three statistically
significant but weak relationships:
Self-Help Index and pre-post change in Career DecisionMaking (r=.15)
Self-Help Index and pre-post change in Work Search (r=.15)

Self-Help Index scores were
not related to change in
most Employability
Dimensions, and only
weakly with Career
Decision-Making and Work
Search.

Support Factor and pre-post change in Work Search (r=.16)
These correlations are very low, each accounting for about a 2% difference in the other within the
relationship.
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Table 62: Correlations of Self-Help Index Scores and Factor Scores with Change in Employability
Dimension Need
Scale

PreEmployability
/ Job
Readiness

Career
DecisionMaking

Skill
Enhancement

Work Search

Employment
Maintenance

Self-Help Index

.12

.15*

.01

.15*

-.08

Goal Achievement
Factor

.05

.13

.08

.14

-.06

Progress and
Recovery Factor

.12

.14

-.04

.06

-.09

Goal Setting Factor

.09

.08

-.02

.11

-.09

Support Factor

.08

.05

.02

.16*

.04

N

180

180

180

180

180

* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 63 shows the same relationships except with exit scores in each of the dimensions being the
comparator rather than change scores. Here we see far more significant relationships, although they
remain relatively weak:
Self-Help Index and:
o
o
o
o

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness (r=.25)
Career Decision-Making (r=.18)
Work Search (r=.20)
Employment Maintenance (r=.15)

Goal Achievement and Pre-Employability/Job Readiness (r= .15)
Progress and Recovery and:
o
o
o
o
o

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness (r=.24)
Career Decision-Making (r=.17)
Skill Enhancement (r=.20)
Work Search (r=.17)
Employment Maintenance (r=.19)

Goal Setting and Pre-Employability/Job Readiness (r=.16)
Support and:
o
o
o
o

Pre-Employability/Job Readiness (r=.19)
Career Decision-Making (r=.16)
Work Search (r=.18)
Employment Maintenance (r=.16)
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Table 63: Correlations of Self-Help Index Scores and Sub-Factor Scores with Exit Employability
Dimension Needs
Scale

PreEmployability
/ Job
Readiness

Career
DecisionMaking

Skill
Enhancement

Work Search

Employment
Maintenance

.25***

.18*

.12

.20**

.15*

.15*

.13

.05

.14

.08

.24***

.17*

.20**

.17*

.19**

Goal Setting Factor

.16*

.10

.01

.14

.04

Support Factor

.19**

.16*

.08

.18*

.16*

180

180

180

180

180

Self-Help Index
Goal Achievement
Factor
Progress and
Recovery Factor

N
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Notice that the Progress and Recovery factor positively and significantly correlates with each
Employability Dimension. As a reminder for the reader, find the items for the factor below:
I have difficulty asking for help.
I don't know who to bounce ideas off as I look for work.
I often feel I will fail when trying something new.
I am pretty good at moving forward until there is a setback; then I have a hard time getting back
on track.
It may be that a reluctance to ask for help or to share ideas combined with an expectation of failure with
either new tasks or tasks that have gone awry lies at the core of the wherewithal needed to make
change. Whether or not this factor epitomizes “self-help capacity” is another question. Unfortunately,
this study included no other indicator of the ability for self-help with which to compare the Self-Help
Index scores, other than the use of the Employability Dimension workbooks. These workbooks were
used too infrequently to make meaningful comparisons.

CLIENT ATTRIBUTION OF CHANGES/OUTCOMES
This study was not an experiment. The selection of clients was not necessarily representative of the
population, the assignment of clients to various treatment conditions was not random, and there was no
control group. All the changes reported in this study may have occurred for other reasons than we think.
To get some sense of whether or not the interventions clients
experienced were likely causes of the changes and outcomes
59% of clients attributed changes
achieved at the end of the study, we included a question in the
they experienced to the
final client survey: “To what extent would you say that any
programs and services, either
changes in your ratings are the result of the programs, services,
“somewhat” or “mostly.”
interviews and work that you have done over the past weeks”?
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Overall, 59% of clients attributed change to somewhat or mostly the programs and services, 19% to
other factors, and 21% were uncertain (see Table 64). There were no significant differences in results
between provinces.
Table 64: Client Attribution of Changes/Outcomes
Attribution
1. Mostly other factors

New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

14%

10%

12%

6%

8%

7%

3. Uncertain

16%

26%

21%

4. Somewhat the programs and
services

34%

26%

29%

5. Mostly the programs and
services

30%

31%

30%

100%

100%

100%

2. Somewhat other factors

TOTAL
* p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

These attribution results suggest, but do not prove, that the changes and outcomes reported in this
study were due to the interventions provided by the co-researchers/practitioners and their referral
sources.
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SUMMARY & DISCUSSION
STUDY SYNOPSIS
The first Common Indicators study produced indicators, and measures for these indicators, that are
applicable to a wide range of settings with diverse clientele. It also began to find connections between
“input” indicators, such as Skill Enhancement needs and personal attribute needs and outcomes such as
employment; “process” indicators such as working alliance and their relationship to outcomes such as
employment; and differentiated “outcome” indicators, and their relationship to each other (e.g., as
learning rises, personal attributes improve). The first study also provided an opportunity to widely fieldtest a new on-line data-gathering tool titled PRIME (Performance Recording Instrument for Meaningful
Evaluation). PRIME was designed to respond to the following key objectives important to the career
development community:
The CRWG 2003 study of the state of evidence based practice in Canada, which reported that
current data gathering tools were neither user friendly nor helpful to front line practitioners;
The relatively weak data base for career and employment services resulting from many different
data gathering tools collecting divergent data, thereby providing no common base of indicators;
The need to make meaningful evaluation more central in career and employment practice.
There were many qualifiers to the initial study. Although we were able to identify relationships, the
sample size was small and the correlations encouraging but far from definitive. PRIME was well received
but it also had several shortcomings in design and was somewhat cumbersome and time-consuming to
use. Because of fiscal year constraints, service delivery was restricted to only six weeks, which is
insufficient time to track meaningful change, especially with clients with employability issues and/or in
weak labour markets. Much more research was needed to connect the many dots at play, but the study
did provide a very encouraging line of sight to the ability to connect interventions with changes in skills,
knowledge and personal attributes, and to connect these changes with successful outcomes.
The current study was designed to address many of the shortcomings of the first study including a
longer research period, larger sample size and more specific research questions focused on testing the
strength of the relationships between inputs, processes and outcomes and their predictive capacity. It
also provided an opportunity to revise and streamline PRIME based on front line experience and
feedback.
This study aimed for a broader-based and larger sample of clients (300 per province) and practitioners
from New Brunswick and Saskatchewan (25 per province) and a research data-gathering phase of a
minimum of 12 weeks of service. Service could continue up to 16 weeks depending on the start-up date
of the research in each office. Clients were not required to stay in the study for the 12-week period.
They could exit at will as long as they completed the final research survey. Clients could also continue to
receive services following the end of research but service data would no longer be gathered and entered
into PRIME. Participating offices included provincial government career and employment services (both
provinces); third party providers (both provinces); social development (New Brunswick) and Abilities
Council offices (Saskatchewan). This diversity of offices and service delivery models was a significant
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strength in the second study as it provided a true test of the capacity and relevance of PRIME in
collecting common indicators across diverse settings. It is important to stress that we were not testing
any specific resource, program or model of service delivery. The research required practitioners to
deliver, track and record regular services, with no restraint whatever other than duration of regular
services. We did provide and encourage use of LMI Guides and Employability Workbooks, both of which
had been used successfully in earlier research studies. These were suggested but optional.
In the current study, practitioners spent 136 minutes or less with half the clients, and most contact after
the initial assessment was in-person (90%). The range of client/practitioner contact time was very large,
from as low as 10 minutes to as high as 4,040 minutes (67 hours). Even when the very high outliers were
removed from the analysis, the range was 10 to 1,815 minutes (30.25 hours). The high contact time with
some clients pulled the overall average 216 minutes, upward.
About half of clients (52%) received services for more than 3 months. About half (54%) of clients were
still continuing to receive services at the end of the study period.
The study did not reach its target sample size of 600. There were 418 clients taken into the study, with
344 being assessed at exit by practitioners, and 232 competing the final client survey. From intake to
survey completion at exit, this represents a dropout rate of 55%. Practitioners report that this is
relatively standard in regular services; nonetheless it represents a significantly smaller sample size than
hoped for.
Participating practitioners vetted and approved a list of approximately 30 interventions specific to each
service delivery model. Despite this, practitioners’ recording of interventions was dominated by
individual employment counselling addressing one of the five Employability Dimensions. Other
interventions, such as workshops or job development, were each used with 13% of clients or fewer. The
LMI Booklets and/or Employability Workbooks were used with 13% of clients.

FINDINGS OF THE PREVIOUS COMMON INDICATORS STUDY
COMPARED TO THIS STUDY’S FINDINGS
The previous Common Indicators and the current study share the following findings:
Working Alliance. Working alliance is a predictor of employment outcomes; learning (as measured by
reductions in need for help with Employability Dimensions), with the exception of Skill Enhancement in
the current study; and improvements in personal attributes (e.g., self-esteem, self-management). In the
previous study, the overwhelming majority of both practitioners and clients rated working alliance as
very high, making correlations between alliance and other factors difficult to find. Even with this
restraint, alliance predicted change. This study, in which working alliance was also rated highly but had
more range of scores, was able to show that change or strengthening of work alliance has a moderate
relationship (r=.59) to change in personal attributes. Even though more variability was created in the
current study, it is clear that practitioners in these studies reliably created a strong working alliance.

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II

81

Employment/Fit. About three-quarters of clients who became employed found work consistent with
their skills/qualifications, and more than half (64%) saw the work consistent with their vision of
preferred employment.
In the previous study, almost three-quarters saw their salary as consistent with their skill/ qualification
levels, but in this study, only 61% did. We cannot know if this is a true difference nor if it demonstrates
the impact of the tighter economy (especially in Saskatchewan).
In both studies, about half see this salary as adequate for their locale’s cost of living needs. This set of
findings speaks to practitioners’ abilities to not only help clients find work, but to find work that fits with
a number of needs.
Employability Dimensions & Employment. In the original study, the need for help with Skill Enhancement
as assessed by practitioners was negatively related to client employment at the end of the intervention.
To put this another way, the more the client needed help with Skill Enhancement concerns, the less
likely the client will be employed by the end of the study. This finding fits with our expectations of the
Employability Dimensions, and we expected the same finding in this study. However, we did not find a
relationship between Skill Enhancement and employment generally or with full-time employment. In
other words, neither the need for skills nor the possession of skills was found to have a bearing on client
employment. It may be that clients with Skill Enhancement needs were in training or waiting for training
rather than seeking employment at exit. This would mean their needs for Skill Enhancement were being
met (i.e., they would score low in need), but they had not yet acquired the skills needed to become
employed. “Low need” in this case would not mean “skilled up for employment.” Rather, “low need”
would indicate that the skill problem was being addressed.
The current study found reasonable and statistically significant positive relationships between PreEmployability/Job Readiness, Career Decision-Making and Work Search capacity (as inferred by low need
for help), as measured at exit, and general employment as well as full-time employment, and a low but
significant relationship between Employment Maintenance, as measured at exit, and full-time
employment (it is worth noting that very few clients targeted Employment Maintenance as a primary
need).
Changes or improvements in the Employability Dimensions did not correlate with employment; it is the
end result that does. This implies that there is a capacity threshold that clients must cross in order to be
ready for employment. An analogy may help to explain this: Consider an intervention that supposedly
helps individuals become better runners in a marathon. Imagine a study of the intervention in which one
of the key outcomes is “marathon completion.” One hundred clients enter the study, and 10 of them
have run before but, due to injuries and other circumstances, need to get back in shape. Another 80
clients have had very sporadic running histories, and some are not that keen on running. The final 10
clients have a number of health conditions that make walking difficult; a marathon seems too much to
ask. After running the intervention for 12 weeks, findings show that improvements in running are not
correlated to marathon completion. Eight of the 10 clients who just need to get back in shape finished
the marathon, and 2 of those 10 came very, very close. Of the middle 80 other clients, 22 completed but
the other 58 did not. However, the other 58 improved tremendously, in some cases adding 10 km to
their running distance. Nine of the last 10 improved as well; they went from not running at all to being
able to run 3 km without stopping.
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In the marathon example, improvements in running do not correlate with marathon completion (the
threshold) yet tremendous change has occurred. Similarly in this study, clients improved a great deal but
did not reach the capacity threshold required to gain employment. The marathon researchers had a very
objective indicator of improvement: total kilometres run. Our indicator of improvement was less
objective but no less important. To quote the original study:
The failure to find significant correlations between the change scores and employment
or training does not indicate that these change scores do not indicate progress to
employability. In fact, the finding that the indices based on measures taken at the end of
the study were better predictors of employment than those at the beginning of the study
suggest the change occurring between the two measurement periods had an impact on
employment. But the findings also indicate that it is not just the amount of change that
is important. A client who is in high need and who changes modestly on an employability
index will probably still have a lower likelihood of finding employment than a client with
modest change who was in a low need on the index to begin with. In other words, there
is likely a minimum threshold of ability that is required to become employable, and no
amount of improvement will create change until this threshold is reached. Tracking
progress towards employability should combine both the change in the employability
indices (movement toward the threshold) and the number of clients moving from a state
of higher need (above the threshold) to a state of lower need (at or below the threshold).
The two figures below illustrate this distinction. Figure 2 shows Client A, who has
dropped two scores, on average, on measures of need. However, Client A has still not
met the threshold for success. Client B, shown in Figure 3, has also dropped two scores,
on average, on measures of need. However, even though Client A and Client B have
changed the same amount, Client B is below the threshold at the end of the intervention
and is more likely to be successful than Client A.
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Figure 2. Illustration of Change vs. Threshold, Client A

Client A: Change Above Threshold
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Figure 3. Illustration of Change vs. Threshold, Client B

Client B: Change Below Threshold
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In the initial study, at intake, the two most significant predictors of employment were Career DecisionMaking and Skill Enhancement as measured by practitioners (the higher the scores at entry (i.e., the
lower the need for help), the stronger probability of employment at exit). In the current study, PreEmployability/Job Readiness at intake was the only predictor of employment generally and full-time
employment specifically, and Career Decision-Making at intake was a predictor of only full-time
employment. The predictive value of either Employability Dimension at intake was relatively weak. This
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find reinforces the possibility of a capacity threshold that clients may need to cross in order to be
employment-ready.
Personal Attribute Changes & Employment. In both studies, the stronger clients’ personal attributes are,
the more likely they will be employed at the end of service. This finding fits well with both common
understanding in the career development field, but also with research in the positive psychology realm
(cf. Frederickson (2001), Seligman, 2011).
Personal attributes improved with a 6-week intervention in the initial study and a longer intervention
(12-16 weeks) in the current study. In the first study, however, clients saw this improvement as more
dramatic than did practitioners, but the current study found the opposite: Practitioners saw slightly
greater personal attribute improvement than clients. Different methodologies were used to measure
change: In the first study, a “post-pre” approach asked clients to rate, at the end of the study, what they
thought their attributes were “before” or “pre” and what they thought they were “now” or “post.” In
the current study, a true pre-post was deployed.
Learning/Change in the Employability Dimensions. Learning occurs in a 6-week intervention and a longer
12=16 week intervention. Both studies found this, but, again, the studies differed in how dramatic the
change was as seen by clients compared to practitioners. Clients in the initial study reported greater
change than practitioners reported. In the current study, reports of change were more similar, with
practitioners seeing slightly greater change than clients saw. In the current study, practitioners also saw
greater change than in the previous study, from about a .25 improvement to a .50 improvement (on a 1to-5 scale).
Length/Time of Service and Employment. No relationship was found between length of service received
by a client and employment outcomes in either study, and the current study found no relationship
between client/practitioner time and employment outcomes either.
In the Phase I study, we explained that practitioners may be self-regulating contact and intervention
time to meet the threshold described above. This is likely the case in this study as well. However, it may
also be that practitioners are unclear about how to proceed after the assessment process (for which
clear steps and training are provided), and that the assessment process is an intervention unto itself. In
other words, many practitioners may struggle with how to proceed with clients after the assessment
process, but the act of assessing a client may be sufficient for many clients to help them on their way to
employment. A closer look at the data supports this idea: About half (48%) of practitioners spent less
than 136 minutes with clients. Assuming the assessment process consumes 30-60 minutes, this leave 6090 minutes of intervention time. This is a very short time in which to expect significant change.
On the other hand, it may be a statistical issue that is creating this non-result; it may be that we simply
do not have enough data to see the relationship. One indicator of this possibility is that the Phase II
study, which is about twice as long on average as Phase I, produced higher employment rates and
greater improvements in the Employability Dimensions than the Phase I study. These improvements in
Phase II over Phase I cannot be attributed to length of service or contact time (there are many other
variables that could be at play), but certainly length of service is one of the key differences between the
studies and merits further research. NOTE: Technically, we do not know if any of the differences we see
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between the two studies are genuine, statistically significant differences; the studies simply are not
statistically comparable.
Client Learning & Attribute Change. In both studies, client learning is related to client change in personal
attributes. Although we do not know which causes which, or if there is another factor causing both,
there is a positive relationship between client learning and client improvements in personal attributes.
Given the findings regarding working alliance/client engagement, we suspect the practitioner
intervention is the cause of both these changes. It makes sense that these improvements go hand-inhand, particularly if employment counselling is seen as an exercise in learning (cf. Hiebert, et al., 2011).

FINDINGS NEW TO THE CURRENT COMMON INDICATORS STUDY
Contact Time & Service Duration. A finding from both studies that has already been mentioned is that
employment outcomes do not change with duration of service or contact time. Even though we found
this in the 6-week Phase I study, what makes this a “new” and more dramatic finding in the current
study is that most clients (88%) were in service for over 8 weeks, and just over half (52%) received
services for more than 12 weeks, yet no relationship between employment and service duration or
contact time was found. Service duration was not addressed in the previous study.
The current study, however, saw 50% of clients being employed and 15% in training/education or
waitlisted, whereas the previous study concluded with 31% of clients being employed and 24% in
training/education or waitlisted. Even though we cannot make inferential statistical comparisons
between the studies, the demonstration of enhanced outcomes with longer service duration is worth
further exploration. This is particularly true since the general economy was worse in the current study.
The apparent contradiction – no statistical relationship between time and employment within either
study, yet seeing a visible between study change in which Phase II produces visibly better results than
the shorter Phase I – needs exploration.
Interventions. This study included a look at interventions used by practitioners and found that
practitioners tend, by a large margin, to use, or at least to record, traditional 1-to-1 employment
counselling, with a focus on the Employability Dimension with which the client needs most help. Other
interventions were deployed infrequently. This finding probably speaks largely to the structure of career
and employment offices. Whether public, not-for-profit or private, most offices of this kind work with
clients on a 1-to-1 basis, and it takes effort for a practitioner to break out of this mode.
The other reason practitioners may lean on traditional 1-to-1 approaches is illustrated by another
finding: These interventions work better than others, on average. Although our ability to make
comparisons was limited by small sample sizes for some interventions, a general finding was that 1-to-1
employment counselling focusing on a specific Employability Dimension was more effective than other
interventions in addressing that Employability Dimension (with the exception of Employment
Maintenance).
These two findings – practitioners relying on 1-to-1 counselling and that 1-to-1 counselling works –
should not be taken at face value, for two reasons. First, we do not know what practitioners are doing
within this 1-to-1 time. For example, when a practitioner checks the box “Individual employment
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counselling focused on Work Search,” we do not know if the practitioner is teaching the client how to
write résumés, is writing résumés for the client, or is not discussing résumés at all. This needs to be
explored further, especially in light of being unable to find a correlation between contact time and
outcomes, the second reason to question 1-to-1 counselling effectiveness. If 1-to-1 counselling was
really more effective, we would expect a relationship between contact time and client outcomes. It
could be that 1-to-1 is proving effective simply because there were insufficient numbers of clients in the
other interventions to show results or, even more likely, that practitioners send clients with very difficult
issues to other interventions, such as workshops.
Another intervention finding worthy of note is that 50% of intervention use was “Individual employment
counselling focused on Work Search.” It is certainly no surprise that this would be a dominant
intervention in an employment counselling setting, but it would be interesting to pursue whether this
intervention is chosen so often because of client need or because of practitioner comfort. Work search
skills are arguably the most teachable skills of all those contained within the Employability Dimensions;
it may be that practitioners tend toward this intervention because they feel competent within it. A
pending discussion with practitioners in the study may clarify this.
Personal Attributes. This study further refined and simplified practitioner assessments of personal
attributes, and emerged with four distinct factors of attributes: self-esteem, self-management & selfawareness, other employability challenges, and positive support system. As with change in the
Employability Dimensions, practitioners in this study saw greater improvement than in Phase I, with
client ratings changing by about .5 compared to .25 on a 1-to-5 scale.
Employability Dimensions. Both clinical and statistical change occurred with each of the five
Employability Dimensions. This study’s finding was different than Phase I’s finding in that practitioners
ratings of clients’ needs were lower than clients’ ratings of their needs; Phase I found the opposite
finding. Also, Phase I saw clients seeing greater change than practitioners; Phase II found the opposite.
Practitioners rated more change than did clients. In both studies, the direction of change was seen
similarly by clients and practitioners.
These differences in perceptions are very likely due to the use of the true “pre-post” methodology in the
current study compared to the “post-pre” approach of Phase I. As discussed in the Phase I report, the
“post-pre” approach may have exaggerated clients’ perceptions of change both in degree (i.e., the
actual amount of change) and in range (the areas of change). Clients saw greater change and in far more
areas than did practitioners in Phase I. This study’s changes appear to be more reasonable, but both
approaches need to be tested simultaneously to be able to draw conclusions of this kind.
Progress. This study asked practitioners and clients to rate progress (if clients were neither employed
nor in training) at exit. Practitioners and clients saw progress quite differently. For example, almost half
(43%) of the clients who practitioners rated as “making significant progress” rated their progress as low
as the scale allowed: 1 – Not at All. This is quite a dramatic difference in perception between
practitioners and clients. There are several possible explanations for this discrepancy. First, perhaps one
party or the other is simply incorrect about their assessment. Practitioners may be wrong and the clients
may be right, or vice versa. More likely, however, is that practitioners have a more objective perspective
on client progress than do clients. For clients, ending an initiative without having reached the goal,
employment, is likely very discouraging. Lack of outcome success would be expected to cloud feelings of
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progress. Practitioners, on the other hand, would be less emotionally invested in the outcome of
employment and should therefore be able to see the overall situation more clearly.
Self-Help Capacity. The “Self-Help Index,” intended to assess client capacity to help themselves, was
created for an earlier Employability Dimensions study in which, after assessment, some clients received
face-to-face counselling and others received self-help workbooks (Redekopp, Hopkins & Hiebert, 2013).
It was our hope to refine the Self-Help Index, which we did, and further test its ability to assess self-help
capacity. The gains here were modest, but this study showed revealed some interesting findings.
The factors that conceptually formed the Self-Help Index (self-esteem, self-management, selfawareness, self-efficacy, motivation/commitment and social relations) did not hold up to
statistical testing. Rather, four factors emerged, which we labeled “Goal Achievement,”
“Progress and Recovery,” “Goal Setting” and “Support.” Other than “Support,” the items groups
in these factors were unrelated to the original conceptual factors. For example, “Goal-Setting”
included 5 items, all from different conceptual categories than the original five. This finding
requires further exploration; it is not at all clear why factors cited in the literature, such as selfesteem or self-efficacy, do not hold together within the Self-Help Index.
Overall, clients rated themselves as average or stronger on all but four of the 20 items, with the
least agreement with the item “I am pretty good at moving forward until there is a setback; then
I have a hard time getting back on track” (3.2 on a 1-to-5 scale).
Even though this study did not have a “self-help” group, we would have expected those who
score higher on the Self-Help Index to achieve better employment outcomes than those who
score lower. This was not borne out by testing, although two factors, “Goal Achievement” and
“Goal Setting” were weakly correlated with full-time employment.
Self-Help Index scores correlated with Pre-Employability/Job Readiness, Career DecisionMaking, Work Search and Employment Maintenance levels at exit.
We believe the Self-Help Index still holds promise, and further refinement/testing should include:
eliminating weak items (i.e., those that correlate least strongly with one of the four factors)
creating new items that have the possibility of creating more range of scores (i.e., so that more
items would be rated low by clients than the current items)
testing Self-Help Index scores against an external assessment of self-help (e.g., a practitioner
rating of the client’s self-help capacity) or an independent indicator of self-help capacity, as was
done with the Employability Dimensions study. In the Employability Dimensions study, clients
were randomly assigned to two interventions – one requiring self-help capacity and one in
which counsellors provided 1-to-1 help. Participants’ success in working with self-help materials
was an independent indicator of their capacity for self-help.
Developing a reasonably accurate predictor of who could benefit from self-help resources and, more
importantly, who likely would not benefit from self-help resources, is potentially one of the most
significant needs in the career and employment field. Governments, the typical “holders” of employment
services in Canada, are increasingly looking for ways to deliver government services on line. This clearly
cannot work for everyone, and it likely cannot work for anyone all the time. There are almost certainly
reasonably stable indicators of an individual’s propensity for self-help, and there are likely situational or
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episodic conditions that change this capacity. Creating a base measure of general self-help capacity is an
important step in this trend toward disintermediation in which people are expected to help themselves.

RESEARCH REFINEMENTS
The current study had some inherent design problems, some of which have been addressed above, and
all of which should be addressed in subsequent research of this kind:
There was no independent comparator or reference point for the Self-Help Index, making it
difficult to assess the value of the tool.
It may be that a greater proportion of clients assessed at intake completed the final client survey
in New Brunswick than Saskatchewan because of an honorarium offered in New Brunswick. It is
probably wise to offer some sort of incentive to all clients in future studies.
There was a time lag between practitioners’ final assessment and clients’ final survey
completion. A specific time range should be established so that this difference is more
controlled, while still allowing for the realities of clients’ finding employment days or weeks
after a final session with a practitioner.
Additional refinements could be made in follow-up studies:
Practitioners did not measure “progress” as often as would be useful for statistical analyses. We
know from the PRIME survey results (April, 2015) that practitioners found the requirement for
double entry of data (into PRIME for research purposes; into the regular office system) was
experienced as onerous and very time consuming. We suspect that recording progress was a
step that many chose to eliminate or ever postpone for time restraint reasons. This is
understandable but also unfortunate from a research perspective. Finding ways to encourage
practitioners to do so would be helpful in future research, but likely also in the provision of
service generally. Stopping to think about and record client progress is an essential part of
reflective practice.
There were anecdotal reports from practitioners that some they sometimes entered
information into PRIME after seeing several clients (e.g., at the end of the day), and therefore
were working from memory. It is well worthwhile to encourage practitioners to enter
observations with the client or immediately after the session ends.
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We do not know why more contact time or service time does not lead to significantly better
results in this or the previous study, and this is extremely important. Further research in this
area needs to ascertain the triggers that result in calling an end to service, and to clarify what
exactly happens after the assessment process. It is important that practitioners’ behaviour is
understood. This understanding may clarify why the longer Phase II study produced visibly
better3 results than the Phase I study.
It appears that clients reach a certain threshold or level of competence in an Employability
Dimension and that, once they do so, success is more likely to ensue. We do not know, however,
what constitutes the threshold in real terms for any of the dimensions. This study’s measures
assessed subjective levels of need; it would be very useful to measure actual competence in
each of the Employability Dimensions. This would be a significant effort because actual tests of
ability would need to be devised, refined and implemented. The value of the results, however,
could be very high.
Future studies would be well served to connect “progress” with the apparent thresholds found
in this study. We would be disappointed if the finding that changes in capacity in each of the
Employability Dimensions was taken to mean that measuring change was not important. We
believe that both the threshold and the movement toward it need to be better understood.
A methodological consideration for future research in this area is the use of traditional “prepost” measures versus the “post-pre” measures used in a number of related studies. This study’s
findings would suggest that the traditional “pre-post” approach may provide a more realistic
assessment of change. This hypothesis needs to be tested. Realism would also heighten even
further if actual tests of ability were created for the Employability Dimensions.
Finally, it would make it far easier on practitioners-as-research-collaborators if they had to enter
client information only once rather than twice, as was the case in this study. The extra efforts
they went to were remarkable and did not go unnoticed.

PRACTICAL SERVICE RECOMMENDATIONS
From a practical perspective, this study has demonstrated that PRIME has great value. Practitioners
found it easy to use, it guides practitioners through a productive assessment, service and evaluation
process with clients, and it gathers key input, process and outcome information.
Even if PRIME cannot be adopted in its entirety, many of its components should be added to existing
client tracking systems. In particular, this study has shown the following elements to have either
predictive value or to enable tracking of elements of client service that ultimately will have predictive
value:
Personal Attributes assessments

3

A reminder that the two studies are not comparable statistically and even logically can be compared only for hints and
pointers to further research. There are many possible reasons for the different results in the two studies: It could be that the
current study had better measures, trained the practitioners better, had different types of clients, occurred in different
economic circumstances, or a variety of other reasons.
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Employability Dimensions assessments
Mode of contact information
Duration of service information
Types of interventions
Working alliance measures

CONCLUSION
This study reinforces, as did the Phase I study, the need to continue to find and refine common
indicators of inputs, processes and outcomes in the delivery of employment and career services. There is
so much we still do not know about what actually occurs in and around these services, what works, what
does not work, how to predict effectiveness, and where the least amounts of effort create the greatest
amounts of change. This is pivotal information for:
practitioners, who can use it to trumpet their value or change their practices;
managers, for whom this information will help better align service offerings to client
populations, practitioners to interventions, and clients to interventions, and better support
practitioners while doing so;
policy makers, who can work with it to make more effective decisions about allocating resources
and communicating to the public;
academics/researchers, who can build on it to enhance the knowledge base of the career and
employment field; and
the general public, who ultimately can use the information to make both voting and service
usage decisions.
The importance of the concept of “common indicators” is further highlighted in this study by the need
for much larger sample sizes to answer certain questions. For example, the apparent contradiction that
intervention duration is unconnected to employment success yet visibly different results ensued in
Phase I and Phase II, will likely be resolved only through greater numbers of agencies/organizations with
more practitioners working with more clients, yet measuring the same inputs, processes and outcomes
in the same ways. This kind of national effort would allow great gains to be made in determining
effective practices, aligning services to client characteristics, understanding the impact of the local
structure of opportunity and much more. Making this possible is the key finding reinforced in this study
and originally found in Phase I: “measurement of a set of common indicators is readily achievable in a
pragmatic manner, and that these common indicators are transferable across different service settings
and applicable to a diversity of clients and client needs.”
Many refinements need to be made, but there is little doubt that the measures in this study and the
system in which they were recorded, PRIME, provide a solid base on which to create continuity for
evidence-based practice.

EVIDENCE-BASED EMPLOYMENT SERVICES: COMMON INDICATORS – PHASE II

91

ADDENDUM: POSTSCRIPT PRACTITIONER FEEDBACK
BACKGROUND
The research plan included presenting the results of the research directly to the practitioners and
managers who had participated. Additionally, in analyzing the data, a few anomalies/inconsistencies
surfaced and having the perspectives of participants presented a rich opportunity for clarification. The
feedback from the sessions in both provinces is summarized in this addendum to the Final Research
Report. Practitioner feedback will inform next steps in research and in further developing and improving
PRIME.
Three half-day sessions were conducted; a joint session in late October held in Moncton and two
sessions in early November in Saskatoon and Regina. The meetings spent equal time presenting and
discussing the results and addressing specific questions and seeking feedback on the experience and
learning resulting from participating in the research. The research team collaborated on developing a list
of questions to be addressed during the discussions. The same questions were posed in each of the
sessions.
The discussion began with asking for recommendations for improving PRIME based on their experience
followed by the specific questions. The following is a synthesis of the responses of participants at all
three meetings.

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE ENHANCEMENTS
Outcomes should also include activity in informal economy and entrepreneurship, not just
traditional employment
With respect to tracking progress toward employability, it would be good to also record
volunteer experience, and job shadowing—to indicate a spectrum moving closer to
employability
Given the relatively large number of clients who did not complete the exit survey, in future have
clients complete intake and exit surveys on site
The idea of a client portal was good but the follow-through was not; it the client portal is to
remain, it needs to be more emphasized in the orientation and practitioners need to orient
clients to its use
Regarding further testing of the self-help index, in order to have valid pre-post comparisons, we
need to make sure that the pre-employability dimensions cover the same constructs as those
we are trying to measure in the self-help index. It would also be helpful to have practitioner
estimates of self-help capacity as well as client self estimates to look at consistency.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RELATED SPECIFICALLY TO THE DATA ANALYSIS
There was a relatively low usage of guides and booklets recorded in PRIME. Only 13% or
practitioners reported using these in the research and recording these in PRIME. How to
account for this?
o

The overall sense was that the 13% may be misleading; practitioners already were using
these quite extensively within other interventions but likely did not record them as
specifically the guides or workbooks.

Work Search was recorded in PRIME as the most frequent intervention. Is this a reflection of
general practice?
o

Predominance of work search may have been seasonal—always happens over winter
months

o

At the same time it was reported that work search tends to be the start of interventions
generally as that is what clients say they want and need. The actual services may focus
elsewhere but what is recorded may be Work Search as a kind of easy default

In study 1, practitioners rated needs higher than clients; in study 2 they rated needs lower. How
might this be explained?
o

One suggested explanation for this was that practitioners knew this from study 1 that
they had rated higher and may have over-compensated in study 2

o

Many were surprised at this result but no other explanation was forthcoming.

Practitioner ratings of the impact of a support system differed between study 1 and 2. The first
study, client support system was more important to positive outcomes. How might this be
explained?
o

It was suggested that clients can frequently report having a good support system but in
fact their support system may be negative influencers; one needs to be cautious here as
client perceptions of positive supports and practitioner ratings may differ substantially.

RESPONSES TO GENERAL QUESTIONS RELATED TO PRIME AND THE OVERALL
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE
USAGE OF PRIME
PRIME included an assessment process/protocol at entry and exit from the research study. How,
if at all, did working with PRIME facilitate or enrich your assessment process?
o

All groups reported that PRIME had a positive impact on the assessment process.
Comments included:
 Gave structure and a formal process
 Became more thorough and did not skip steps
 Several practitioners noted that it actually saved them time
 Gained more client insights through the process
 Enriched relationship with client by being more thorough
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Clearer sense of client needs as a result

PRIME included tracking progress. How often did you do it and why? How, if at all, did tracking
progress facilitate or enrich your work with clients?
o

Most reported tracking progress infrequently. When there was a major change, it would
be entered but most times, changes were more subtle

o

Several reported using internal referrals for additional services so they did not actually
observe progress directly

o

Tracking progress was not difficult per se but the gradations of deciding how much
progress had actually occurred were challenging

o

When the clients rated their own progress and saw the colour of their needs change,
they were encouraged and motivated to continue

PRIME asked you to assess personal attributes. How easy/difficult was it to do? How, if at all, did
assessing personal attributes facilitate or enrich your work with clients?
o

One group reported that this was easier with higher functioning clients (doing the
ratings collaboratively with clients); with lower functioning clients, each attribute had to
be explained in detail and this was less effective

o

Rating personal attributes is very subjective and there may be significant variation
across practitioners if they were rating the same client

o

Assessing attributes is important and should remain but it is challenging

PRIME asked you to assess working alliance. How easy/difficult was it to do? How, if at all, did
assessing working alliance facilitate or enrich your work with clients?
o

The quality of the alliance is important but hard to assess at the beginning

o

One practitioner reported a tendency to invite clients with whom she had a level of
comfort into the study; thus the quality of the alliance influenced her

o

The alliance remained strong despite client set-backs and disappointments

Overall, when did you input data (directly with your client, immediately after session, end of
day, end of week?)? What influenced when and how often you input data into PRIME?
o

The requirement to do double entry proved to be a mitigating factor to data input;
when time was a premium, data would be entered end of day or end of week only.

o

One practitioner reported that doing the assessment collaboratively with the client
resulted in going more with the client self-ratings rather than the practitioner view.
Although doing it collaboratively both saved time and was motivating for clients, it may
have inflated the indicators in some cases. (This is not an outcome the researchers
anticipated and will need to be considered in the next iteration of the research).

How adequate was the orientation you received? What would you add/change?
o
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o

Some comments that more time would have been helpful but overall assessment
remained positive

How well were you supported throughout the research period? What would you add/change?
o

Technical and logistic support were both rated positively

o

Having another practitioner in the study in the same office was a positive and very
helpful

o

A major challenge was getting clients to come back to complete the final survey and the
exit interview. New Brunswick provided a client stipend and this helped but still many
clients were lost in both provinces. A strategy is needed to ensure that clients complete
the process. (This needs to be addressed in future studies.)

Additional Observations/Insights:
o

Several practitioners printed off paper copies of the forms and tools on PRIME and used
these collaboratively with clients; this was seen as positive for both client and
practitioner

o

Some practitioners used the computer version collaboratively and had clients input their
own self-ratings after discussion with the practitioner. Again, this was rated as a positive
development.

REGULAR SERVICE VERSUS RESEARCH
How overall did clients react to being in the study? What would you add/change to improve
their reaction and/or their retention?
o

Responses of clients varied. Many signed up quickly and willingly; others wanted to
move fast toward positive outcomes and did not want to let involvement in a research
study slow them down

o

Many responded very positively to the idea of contributing to improving services

o

Several suggested that including a group orientation might have been highly motivating
for clients; the opportunity to share challenges and to feel part of a bigger project could
have been value added

o

Clients who completed the final exit survey found it motivating to see their progress;
they very much wanted to know that they had made positive progress

o

The stipend was seen by most as a positive incentive

What employability dimensions do clients present most often as their primary need?
o

Work Search, Career Decision Making and Skill Enhancement were mentioned as most
often presented

o

It was noted that mandated client needs largely fall into the job readiness dimension
but that clients do not overall identify self-identify pre-employability issues as priorities

How often do you find that the initial presenting need(s) identified by the client are not actually
the priority need? How did you indicate the change(s) in PRIME?
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o

One group suggested that needs change over time with close to 50% of clients

o

A change in need was seen as a positive as clients learn through the process to
understand their employability needs more accurately

o

In most cases, new needs were reflected in the Action Plans and did not get entered as a
new revised assessment in PRIME (this needs to be considered by the research team
going forward).

What employability dimensions do you have specific strategies/tools/resources to address?
What dimensions do you feel most/least equipped to deal with? What would help you?
o

There was a wide diversity of responses. Examples follow:
 Very limited with highly skilled and highly educated clients
 Clients who are doing everything right but still are not succeeding are the most
challenging; what do I do then?
 Skill enhancement: when clients do not fit with the available training, there are
no alternatives to offer them
 Many gaps in pre-employability

o

It was noted that the term “intervention” is used in many different ways. It will be
important to have a common understanding of what an “intervention” is in future
versions of PRIME, versus what a program referral is.

RESULTS
40% of clients were still in service after 12-16 weeks in Saskatchewan and 75% in N.B.
o

How close/far away is this from what you would have expected?

o

Not unusual depending on the program client was in. Some work experience programs
are six months in duration

o

For regular employment services, this would be considered high; cases usually move
through within 90 days

o

Dependent on client profile and level of employability needs; this may indicate a shift in
client profile to more complex employability needs

34% of Saskatchewan clients did not complete the final survey (27% in N.B.). The final survey
was online and independent. What factors influenced the dropout rate? What could be
done/changed to prevent this in future?
(Additional info: Completion rate in Saskatchewan = 66%--no stipend; Completion rate in NB =
73%--stipend).
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o

Many reasons for this incomplete rate. Many clients have no telephones; many could
have become employed and did not see any reason to return to complete

o

No stipend in Saskatchewan could have been a contributing factor

o

Allowing clients to complete the survey independently probably was a huge contributing
factor; in future would suggest survey be completed on site
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o

A sense of closure could have helped; perhaps a group session or an evening session
that brought clients together (for example, one practitioner brought participating clients
together for a final celebration)

What is your sense of the capacity of clients to self-help? Do you think it’s worthwhile to
continue to try to measure it? If so, what kinds of questions do you think would get at it more
accurately?
o

Responses were mixed to this issue including:










Generally, practitioners agreed that IF the capacity for self-help could be
measured, it would be a significant contribution
Not sure we are defining self-help accurately
Self-assessment may be very difficult and unreliable for many clients
Culture may be an influencer as certain cultures preclude saying positive things
about self
Having the capacity to self-help may not be the same as having the motivation
to self-help; some clients prefer that it be done for them
Practitioners can be reasonably accurate in assessing levels of self-help; indicators
of strength include knowing one’s strengths, taking personal responsibility,
looking after self; giving information as well as asking for it; in another attempt,
may be useful to consult practitioners further in adapting the index
Include a practitioner assessment as well as a client self-assessment if repeated
At face value it could be useful but may be very difficult to actually identify the
predictive indicators

What is your reaction to the concept of a threshold? Does it make intuitive sense? Please
explain based on your own experience.
o

The concept of a threshold for change made intuitive sense for many practitioners

o

Suggestions included length of unemployment might make the threshold higher;
additionally people may need to reach a certain level of awareness of their needs before
being willing to address them

o

Threshold would apply only to clients with significant needs not to multi-potential clients.

o

Threshold may be related to self-help

Generally there was encouragement to continue investigating the concept of a threshold before
which real change and progress will not occur.

FUTURE OF PRIME
What does an intervention mean in your service?
o

In some areas, intervention refers to a program but not a service; in others intervention
is used to describe both. Going forward an agreed upon definition will be needed

How could the intervention section of PRIME be more meaningful – rather than just a check-off
list?
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o

Idea of putting the employability workbook interventions into PRIME was floated in
Saskatchewan and very positively received; this would give much more substance to the
intervention process in PRIME and would also become a coaching feature

In a future research design, what enhancements could and should be added to PRIME?
o

Build group work into PRIME

o

Have all client survey requirements built into the research and done collaboratively with
practitioners

o

Retain employability dimensions as the core of PRIME

What, if any, practitioner training would have enhanced the research study?
o

Motivational Interviewing

o

Using webinars throughout research

o

No dominant training needs emerged

o

Keeping client motivation and momentum when progress is slow

You now know both systems well – are there features of PRIME that could be integrated into
your existing case management system (or vice versa) to create a really great system?
o

Definitely the employability dimensions needs assessments should be integrated

o

Capture progress, not just outcomes

o

Integrating into one system going forward is critical; too cumbersome, repetitive and
time consuming to enter data twice.

CONCLUSION
The overall experience of both participating in the research and using PRIME was very positive. The sole
negatives were the time and duplication of entering data twice, once as required by the research and
once by their own departmental data collection system.
Practitioner and management observations, feedback and insights were once again invaluable. Their
explanations clarified apparent anomalies and their frank and specific suggestions for changes and
improvements going forward were insightful and very helpful to developers and researchers.
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APPENDIX A: REVISIONS TO THE DATA GATHERING
TOOL, PRIME
ENHANCEMENTS TO PRIME
The original Common Indicators study had the aim of being as practical and applicable as possible to the
real workings of employment centres, as does the current study. All the measures used in the study
were designed to be part of the case management process already developed and delivered through the
Accountability and Resource Management System (ARMS). Goss Gilroy Inc. (GGI) worked collaboratively
with the researchers and led the development and implementation of the online tool, PRIME, in ARMS,
incorporating the elaborated CRWG indicators and measures into the existing ARMS platform.
A web-based online bilingual case management and reporting system, ARMS is designed for use by
organizations delivering employment programs and services. It is designed to support the development
of action plans and the tracking of interventions. ARMS is a secure internet web-based data collection
and reporting solution. The system is hosted in a dedicated Microsoft Server 2003 environment using
the IIS 6.0 web server and Microsoft SQL Server database platform. On the network side, security is
provided through the use of firewall and multiple network layers (DMZ, data zone, & internal LAN) to
segregate access. All data are encrypted via SSL using the HTTPS protocol. At the application level,
multiple security features (password controls, inactivity timeout, lockout, etc.) prevent unauthorized
access. To mitigate potential loss of data, all data are backed up daily and stored at a secure offsite
premises. All ARMS support staff have valid security clearances to the level of secret. All data are stored
at GGI’s office in St. John’s, Newfoundland. The ARMS system provided access to a technically
sophisticated and secure internet platform, both of which were essential in meeting ethical and
employment service delivery office standards for security and confidentiality of client information.
Phase II of the Common Indicators Project began with a feasibility study that included face-to-face
meetings with participants of Phase I of the project. These meetings were to assess practitioner and
manager experience with PRIME in the first round of research, to gather feedback on changes
recommended for a next version of PRIME as well as to assess willingness to commit to a Phase II.
Three areas of change to PRIME as well as the research process were identified in these consultations:
Technical recommendations, largely pertaining to navigation, time required to enter data and
usefulness of data;
Improvements to the research process, orientation and support throughout;
Simplifications regarding the amount of data to enter and streamlining of procedures.
TECHNICAL CHANGES
Sixteen specific recommendations were put forward. Key areas of focus were reduced time flipping
through screens, reduced number of steps; easier retrieval of information including printing; use of a
colour tab system (samples follow); special place to keep practitioner notes; online client survey
capability; changes in rating scales and improved prompts. All these were implemented by the technical
team and became part of PRIME. The only recommendations that were not implemented were the use
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of graphs to see progress more clearly, generation of a number of desirable reports and inclusion of
client stories. The colour tab system, which did make seeing progress much easier, was perhaps the
biggest change. This was very well-received by practitioners. It was decided that it was not effective to
generate monthly reports for the duration of the study; this would be a feature to be added if PRIME
were to be adopted for regular use. The inclusion of client stories would have required development of
a coding system that was beyond what was achievable in the available timeframe. This could be
considered in a subsequent version.
RESEARCH PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
Fifteen specific recommendations were put forward. Key areas of focus included simplifying the client
survey methodology; reducing the number of indicators; increasing collaborative use with the client and
opportunities for clients to self-assess; more flexibility in terms of completing the assessment and front
end research requirements; and greater assistance/training in defining what constitutes progress or
change. All recommendations were included in the re-design of PRIME and in the research orientation
session.
SIMPLIFICATIONS
There was one overall recommendation focused on reducing the numbers of indicators for every
dimension in PRIME: Employability Dimensions; personal attributes; working alliance; other life
circumstances. The impact of item reductions was tested for impact on reliability of each summary
measure. All the measures could be reduced to 4 or 5 items and still retain the same performance of the
indices. All these changes were made, resulting in a much more streamlined and shorter PRIME.
In summary, the changes recommended and made focused primarily on areas of flow, ease of
navigation, user-friendly rating scales and an overall more intuitive and collaborative system.
In April, 2015, practitioners were asked to rate their experience with the new PRIME in an online survey.
They were asked a series of questions focused on ease of use in conducting the initial assessment; ease
of assessing progress; usefulness of capacity to review assessment results; extent of using PRIME
collaboratively; and overall impact on practice from using PRIME and amount of time required. A
summary of results follows:
With respect to ease and usefulness, PRIME was rated highly (90% reported very or extremely
useful);
Goal and Action Plan were both rated highly (83% reported very or extremely useful);
Regarding collaborative usage, only 47% reported using PRIME a lot or moderately with clients
and 46% reported positive impact on work with clients (these two areas were spin-offs from the
research experience and not actually part of the research design). Given that, these percentages
remain encouraging.
Time was the major impediment with 64% reporting that using PRIME took a little to a lot more
time than expected. The narrative comments were overwhelming in stating that the time factor
was a result of having to use two systems and enter data twice, less a critique of PRIME than a
critique of the necessity of the research respecting the requirements of operations and testing
out an experimental system.
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The survey response rate was over 90%. Specific areas for improvement were suggested as follows:
Easier language
Character limits on the screen
Methods for capturing group work
Missing data such as funding criteria needed in some settings.
These could all be addressed in a future improved version of PRIME.
These are sample screens from PRIME that illustrate the use of the colour tab system.
In the first screen, the practitioner has assessed the pre-employability/job readiness needs of client
“Test O’Connor.” Needs assessed as high (5) show as red, somewhat high (4) as orange; moderate (3) as
yellow. If needs are low or not at all (1 or 2), they remain white, which is also the default if a need is not
actually assessed.
Practitioner and client can see at a glance what areas are most in need of support, intervention and
change.
The second screen is a Progress screen. This would be completed when practitioner and client have
done some work together and progress is evident. Practitioners then return to their original assessment
screen (first screen) and are invited to make changes. They can do this collaboratively with clients or
independently.
In this example, the first indicator has been addressed and is no longer a pressing need (it has changed
from 3-2, yellow to white). Similarly indicator 2 has shifted from high need (5-red) to moderate need (3yellow).
In this example, for illustration purposes, all indicators have shifted and improved. This may or may not
happen in reality. Some indicators may not change or take more time and support to shift. Others may
suddenly emerge as high needs. The colour coding allows practitioners to track progress and allows
clients to see at a glance their movement toward or away from employability. It also serves as a stimulus
for practitioner-client dialogue and problem-solving.
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APPENDIX B: METHOD
PRACTITIONER PROFILE

Highlights
About 9 out of 10 practitioners are female
About 9 out of 10 practitioners are over the age of 30 (in New Brunswick, 17% are
30 or under; in Saskatchewan, only 5% are 30 or under)
Practitioners form approximately four equal groups in terms of experience: 0-4
years, 5-9 years, 10-19 years, and 20 or more years
Over 90% of practitioners spend more than 50% of their work time interacting
with clients
About 2/3 of practitioners have formal training in the career and employment field
About 60% of practitioners have an undergraduate degree; about 1 in 5 has a
graduate degree
Almost half of the practitioners see 10-14 clients per week, and about half see 3-4
clients per day

A key input to career development and employment services is the practitioner. The full set of questions
regarding information collected on the practitioners is available in Supplement 1. The core information
included:
location
gender
years of experience
percentage of work time devoted to working directly with the public
means by which they learned career development skills and knowledge
training/education/qualifications
workload (average number of clients per day or per week)
membership in a professional association
A profile of the practitioners who participated in this study is provided in Table 64. Given the limited
number of sites selected for this study and the non-random sampling process used to select these sites,
these profiles should not be considered representative of the practitioner population.
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The practitioner database was created for all practitioners who had completed at least one client record
for this study. In total, there were 44 practitioners in this database, 24 from offices in New Brunswick
and 20 from offices in Saskatchewan.
Table 64: Practitioner Profile
Practitioner Characteristics

Proportion

Gender
Female

89%

Male

11%

Age
15-25

7%

26-30

4%

31-40

36%

41-50

30%

51-60

16%

61-79

7%

Years in the Employability Field
0-4

25%

5-9

23%

10-14

11%

15-19

18%

20 or more

23%

Total

100%

Percentage of Work Time is Devoted to Providing Direct Career
Development/Employment Programs and Services
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75-100%

64%

50-75%

32%

25-50%

2%

Less than 25%

2%
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Practitioner Characteristics

Proportion

How Acquired Knowledge and Skill in Career Development (multiple answers
allowed)
Formal education

66%

Informal on-the-job training

93%

Professional development off the job (subsidized by my employer)

64%

Professional development off the job (self-funded)

14%

Volunteering

93%

Background Training/Education/Qualifications (multiple answers allowed)
Undergraduate degree

59%

Undergraduate diploma

2%

Post-graduate degree

18%

Post-graduate diploma

9%

Average Number of Clients/Week
2-9

9%

10-14

45%

15-19

17%

20-29

20%

30-40

6%

No Response

10%

Average Number of Clients/Day
1-2

34%

3-4

52%

5

10%

8

5%

PARTICIPANTS/CLIENTS
There were no client criteria for being invited to participate in the research study. The intent of the
study was to use PRIME in regular service settings with all clients seeking services. Clients were
identified as new or existing clients and, if existing clients, how much service already received was
recorded. The duration of the study included the assessment at intake (weeks 1 to 4) and assessment at
exit (weeks 12-16) based on having received at least twelve weeks of service. There was no upper limit
to the number of clients a practitioner could include in the study. Each practitioner was asked to include
a minimum of 12 clients in the study.
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In both provinces, clients met with a career development and employment practitioner (who we refer to
herein as the “practitioner”) who completed a needs assessment to determine the Employability
Dimensions with which the client needed help. It was the practitioner’s discretion to invite the client
into the research before or after completing the comprehensive assessment. Invited clients were told of
the study’s:
requirements (to carry on with their work with the practitioner, and to complete a consent
form, initial demographic/self-help survey and final survey);
purpose (to understand how to serve clients better by capturing more information than is
typically done);
duration (12 weeks after intake);
option to exit the study at any point (knowing the honorarium would be forfeited); and
in New Brunswick, honorarium ($20).
The suggested invitation script (practitioners were not required to read it verbatim) is provided in
Supplement 1. Clients who agreed signed a consent form (Supplement 1).
There were five different data collection phases to this project, and the number of clients involved
changes at each phase. For practitioners, there were three data collection phases, at intake, ongoing
throughout the study to measure progress and capture services provided, and the outcome measure
phase. For clients there were two surveys, one at intake and one at the end of the study. The number of
clients with data for each phase is shown in Table 65.
There were 418 clients assessed by practitioners at the outset of the study, 169 in New Brunswick and
249 in Saskatchewan. Of the 418 clients, 334 completed client intake surveys. This intake information is
not only important to measure the change in measures pre-study and post-study but this is the only
source of client background information such as socio-demographic and employment history data. In
terms of attrition, there were 344 clients with practitioner assessments at the outcome phase (82% of
practitioner-assessed at intake), plus there was information on interventions, including total time spent
with the clients, for 329 clients (79% of those assessed at intake). For the final client survey, there were
232 clients with outcome data (70% of those who completed the intake survey).
Note that this report provides practitioner and client intake data in tables comparing intake and
outcome results, however, the intake data provided will be only for the clients with corresponding
outcome data. For example, if there were 344 clients with an outcome assessment for the Career
Decision-Making variable, the table will include intake data only for these 344 clients and not the 418
who had practitioner assessments at the outset of this study. This ensures the pre-study and post-study
are truly comparable.
Also, since practitioners may have originally assessed some clients as having no need at all (a “1” on the
need scale) and may have underestimated the need, a revised intake assessment measurement based
on subsequent progress assessments was developed. If a client had a rating of “1” on any of the
assessment rating variables and subsequently had a higher rating at any time prior to the final outcome
measurement, the higher value as used as replacement intake value for that variable. All other intake

108

FINAL RESEARCH REPORT 2015

values remained the same. The number of cases affected by this adjustment were fairly minimal,
typically 8 or fewer cases.
Table 65: Clients by Province
Data Collection Phase

Province
New Brunswick

Saskatchewan

Total

Practitioner Intake Assessment

169

249

418

Client Intake Survey

146

188

334

Practitioner Progress Measures and Intervention
Data

136

193

329

Practitioner Outcome Assessment

139

205

344

Client Outcome Survey

107

125

232

Provincially, 107 or 73% of New Brunswick clients completed the exit survey and 125 or 66% of Saskatchewan
clients completed the exit survey study for a total complete sample of 232 clients. Both provinces have
confirmed that a range of 25-30% is standard for non-return clients. Many clients come for information only,
to verify eligibility and/or to get income-support cheques. They are not actively seeking services. Given that
practitioners were instructed to offer participation in the study to all clients, it is not surprising that the
incomplete rate remained within or just above the expected range.
Various client characteristics are provided in the following tables. Note that not all clients provided
complete information, resulting in totals less than 334 in the following tables. The analysis was restricted
to the 305 clients who completed the intake questionnaire and also had a corresponding outcome
assessment completed by the practitioners.

NOTE: Due to rounding in the tables that follow, not all columns and rows
added up to exactly the expected numbers. Also, the clients included in the
following analyses completed the intake survey and were assessed by a
practitioner at exit. However, not all questions were answered by all
clients, so the sample size for each question varies somewhat.
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CLIENT OVERVIEW
A great deal of information gathered about clients at intake is presented in the following sections. An
overview of client characteristics is provided below:
about half of the clients were male and half female
clients’ ages were spread very evenly
almost a third of Saskatchewan clients identified as First Nations/Métis, with very few doing so
in New Brunswick
about a fifth of Saskatchewan clients identified as immigrants or visible minorities, with very few
doing so in New Brunswick
under half of clients reported completing high school or its equivalent (41%), 20% had less
education
over 90% of clients reported being proficient in spoken and written English
over 80% of clients reported having access to support systems
a majority (68%) of clients reported being unemployed 10 months or more in the last five years,
with about a quarter being unemployed for 36 months or more in that period
about 1 in 10 clients had not worked in the past 5 years
very few clients (4%) had never been employed
about a fifth of clients reported a physical health issue that was a barrier to employability
about a fifth of clients reported a mental health issue that was a barrier to employability
approximately a quarter of clients reported a disability that affected their ability to work
almost half of clients had used career and employment programs in the past
more than half of clients were using at least one method of job search at intake
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS – GENDER, AGE, CULTURE
Gender. Where Saskatchewan clients were almost evenly balanced in terms of gender (52% male; 48%
female), New Brunswick had a slightly higher female (59%)/male (41%) ratio (see Table 66).
Table 66: Gender Proportion by Province
Province
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Gender
Male

Female

Total

New Brunswick

55 (41%)

80 (59%)

135

Saskatchewan

88 (52%)

82 (48%)

170

Total

143 (47%)

162 (53%)

305
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Age. The distribution of clients was relatively even across the age categories, including 21% for youth
(under 25) and 26% for and older clients (45 or older). Half (50%) of clients who reported their age were
34 years old or younger (see Table 67). The age distributions for each province were quite similar.
Table 67: Age Frequencies by Province
Province

Age
≤25

25-34

35-44

≥45

Total

NB

24 (18%)

42 (31%)

31 (23%)

38 (28%)

135

SK

39 (23%)

48 (28%)

41 (24%)

42 (25%)

170

Total

64 (21%)

88 (29%)

70 (23%)

79 (26%)

305

Cultural Ethnicity. Many clients did not report on cultural ethnicity. About 19% of all clients identified as
First Nations/Métis, and 19% identified as visible minority or immigrant. Saskatchewan had a higher
proportion of First Nations/Métis clients (29%) than did New Brunswick (5%) as well as a higher
proportion of immigrant clients (16%) than did New Brunswick (1%) (see Table 68).
Table 68: Cultural Ethnicity Frequencies by Province
First Nation/
Métis

Visible Minority

Immigrant

Total

NB

7 (5%)

9 (7%)

1 (1%)

135

SK

49 (29%)

20 (12%)

27 (16%)

170

Total

58 (19%)

30 (10%)

28 (9%)

305

EDUCATION AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
Education Level (see Table 69). Under half of clients reported completing high school or its
equivalent (41%), 20% had less education
In contrast, the first Common Indicators study had almost three-quarters of the clients (71%) with high
school equivalence or less. This means that 39% of clients had education beyond high school.
Table 69: Education Level Frequencies by Province
Less than HS

High School /
GED

Trade/Tech/
College

University

Other

NB

24 (18%)

62 (47%)

26 (20%)

14 (11%)

5 (4%)

131

SK

34 (21%)

58 (36%)

32 (20%)

35 (22%)

2 (1%)

161

Totals

58 (20%)

120 (41%)

58 (20%)

50 (17%)

6 (2%)

292

Province
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Language Proficiency. A large majority of clients in both provinces reported proficiency in speaking
English or French (95%) and writing in English or French (94%) (see Table 70). Overall, 19% reported
proficiency in another language, with almost 1/3 of Saskatchewan’s clients reporting proficiency (31%)
whereas only 5% of New Brunswick clients did so.
Table 70: Language Proficiency Frequencies by Province
Speaking
English or
French

Writing English or
French

Proficient
in another
Language

Total
Clients

NB

126 (93%)

125 (92%)

7 (5%)

135

SK

163 (96%)

162 (95%)

52 (31%)

170

Total

290 (95%)

287 (94%)

58 (19%)

305

PARENTAL STATUS
Parent Characteristics. About half (48%) of all clients reported being parents, with a higher percentage
in New Brunswick (60%) than in Saskatchewan (39%). Overall, 37% of all clients reported being a parent
with reliable child care and 11% reported being a parent with no reliable child care (see Table 71).
Table 71: Parent Characteristic Frequencies by Province
Parent with
Reliable Child
Care

Parent with No
Reliable Child
Care

Not a
Parent

Total

NB

61 (45%)

20 (15%)

54 (40%)

135

SK

53 (31%)

14 (8%)

102 (61%)

170

Total

114 (37%)

34 (11%)

156 (52%)

305

SUPPORT
Access To Support Systems. The majority of clients (83%) reported having access to support systems
such as family, friends and financial aid, with almost no difference between provinces (see Table 72).
Table 72: Access to Support Systems Frequencies by Province
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Yes

No

Total

New Brunswick

115 (85%)

20 (15%)

135

Saskatchewan

139 (82%)

31 (18%)

170

Total

254 (83%)

51 (17%)

305
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EMPLOYMENT AND EMPLOYABILITY
Months Unemployed in the Last 5 Years. Visible differences in employment history can be seen in Table
73. The two provinces revealed similar unemployment patterns among clients, with a noticeable
difference only in the number of clients that had not been unemployed in the previous 5 years: 15% of
Saskatchewan clients and 6% of New Brunswick clients. The majority (68%) of clients reported being
unemployed 10 months or more in the last five years.
Table 73: Months Unemployed in the Last 5 Years by Province
Months Unemployed
Province

0

1-9

10-23

24-35

36 or
more

Total

NB

8 (6%)

27 (21%)

37 (29%)

20 (16%)

34 (27%)

126

SK

25 (15%)

43 (26%)

34 (21%)

18 (11%)

43 (26%)

163

Total

33 (11%)

70 (24%)

71 (25%)

38 (13%)

77 (27%)

289

Number of Jobs in the Past 5 Years. Few clients (8%) had not worked in the last 5 years (see Table 74),
and about half (48%) had 1 or 2 jobs in the previous 5 years.
Table 74: Number of Jobs in the Past 5 Years by Province
Province

# of Jobs in Past 5 Years

TOTAL

0

1-2

3-5

>5

NB

7 (5%)

69 (51%)

44 (33%)

14 (10%)

134

SK

17 (10%)

77 (45%)

59 (35%)

17 (10%)

170

24 (8%)

146 (48%)

103 (34%)

31 (10%)

304

Total

Overall Employment Experience. Over half (62%) of clients indicated that they had fairly steady
employment in the past, with little difference between New Brunswick (65%) and Saskatchewan (60%).
Very few (4%) had never been employed, and about a third (34%) had “some jobs for short periods”
regardless of province (New Brunswick – 34%; Saskatchewan – 35%) (see Table 75).
Table 75: Overall Employment Experience Frequencies by Province
Previous Work Status
Province

Never
employed

Some jobs for
short periods

Fairly steady
employment in the past

Total

NB

2 (2%)

43 (34%)

83 (65%)

134

SK

9 (5%)

59 (35%)

102 (60%)

165

Total

11 (4%)

102 (34%)

170 (62%)

299
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Physical Health Employability Barrier. The provinces shared client profiles in terms of clients reporting a
physical health problem that affects their employability (about 20%) (see Table 76).
Table 76: Physical Health Employability Barrier Frequencies by Province
Province

Physical Health Employability Barrier
No

Yes

Total

NB

108 (81%)

25 (19%)

134

SK

136 (80%)

34 (20%)

170

Total

245 (81%)

59 (19%)

304

Mental Health Employability Barrier. The provinces also shared client profiles in terms of clients reporting
a mental health problem that affects their employability (about 20%) (see Table 77).
Table 77: Mental Health Employability Barrier Frequencies by Province
Province

Mental Health Employability Barrier
No

Yes

Total

NB

101 (77%)

30 (23%)

134

SK

139 (82%)

31 (18%)

170

Total

240 (80%)

61 (20%)

301

Disability that Impacts Ability to Work. Overall, about one-quarter (24%) of clients reported having a
disability that had an impact on their ability to work, including almost a third of Saskatchewan clients
(29%) and 17% of New Brunswick clients (see Table 78). This distribution is significantly different
between provinces.
Table 78: Disability that Impacts Ability to Work Frequencies by Province
Province

Disability that Impacts Ability to Work
No

Yes

Total

NB

110 (83%)

22 (17%)

132

SK

120 (71%)

50 (29%)

170

Total

230 (76%)

72 (24%)

302

Employment Status at Intake. The majority of clients (80% in both provinces) were not working at
intake. About one-tenth of clients (New Brunswick – 11%; Saskatchewan – 13%) were working part-time,
and slightly fewer (New Brunswick – 8%; Saskatchewan – 7%) were working full-time (See Table 79).
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Table 79: Employment Status at Intake Frequencies by Province
Not Currently
Working

Working PartTime

Working
Full-Time

Total
Clients

NB

107 (80%)

15 (11%)

11 (8%)

135

SK

135 (80%)

21 (13%)

12 (7%)

170

Total

242 (80%)

36 (12%)

23 (8%)

301

JOB SEARCH
Prior Use of Other Career Programs and Services. Almost half (45%) of clients reported the prior use of
career programs and services, with no difference between New Brunswick (44%) and Saskatchewan
(46%).
Current Job Search Activities. As shown in Table 80, clients reported a variety of activities they were
engaged in to look for work, with 71% looking at job ads, and about half answering job ads (52%), using
a public employment centre (56%), checking with employers (41%) and asking relatives and friends for
help (46%). There were no differences between provinces, except that New Brunswick had a lower
percentage of clients (46%) who were using a public employment centre than did Saskatchewan (64%).
Table 80: Current Job Search Activity Frequencies by Province
Activity

Province
NB

SK

Total

Looking at job
ads

91 (67%)

126 (74%)

217

Answering job
ads

68 (53%)

90 (53%)

158

Using
employment
centre

62 (46%)

108 (64%)

170

Checking with
employers

56 (41%)

70 (41%)

126

Asking friends &
relatives

65 (48%)

74 (44%)

139

Other search
methods

24 (18%)

34 (20%)

58

135 (100%)

170 (100%)

305

Total

Service Expectations. Most clients (60%) reported wanting to be employed and that they were looking
for work, with New Brunswick having a slightly lower proportion (54%) than did Saskatchewan (65%).
About a quarter (23%) wanted to pursue training/education (New Brunswick – 25%; Saskatchewan –
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21%). Very few were not looking for work (6%), were temporarily laid off (2%), were underemployed in
terms of hours (4%) or were underemployed in terms of quality (6%) (see Table 81).
Table 81: Service Expectation Frequencies by Province
Service Expectation
Want
employment;
am looking

Want to
pursue
training/
educ’n

Not
employed;
not
looking

Laid off
but
expecting
call back

Under
employed
(more
hours)

Under
employed
(better
job)

NB

72 (54%)

34 (25%)

11 (8%)

4 (3%)

4 (3%)

9 (7%)

134

SK

107 (65%)

34 (21%)

7 (4%)

2 (1%)

7 (4%)

8 (5%)

165

Total

179 (60%)

68 (23%)

18 (6%)

6 (2%)

11 (4%)

17 (6%)

299

Province

Total

MEASURES
There are a number of measures used in this study and therefore this section is quite long. The measures
are listed below to provide the reader an overview of what was used to measure the “common
indicators”:
Input Measures
Practitioner Profile
Client Initial Survey:
Part A: Background Information
Part B: Employability Needs
Part C Other Employability Factors (Self-Help Index)
Assessment of Client Employability Needs
o

Practitioner Measure

Assessment of Client Personal Attributes and Employment Challenges
o

Practitioner Measure

Process and Progress Measures
Practitioner Intervention Record: Services/Interventions (office specific)
Working Alliance and Employment Challenges
o

Practitioner Measure

Client Attribution of Change
Client Final Survey:
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o
o
o

Part A: Employability Needs
Part B: Other Employability Factors (Personal Attribute Items)
Part C: Working Together and Statement of Attribution

Outcome Measures (Practitioner & Client)
Employment
Training/Education (or Waitlisted)
Quality of Change
o
o
o

Fit with Skills/Qualifications
Fit with Vision
Proximity to Residence

Estimation of Progress (if neither employed or in training)

INPUT MEASURES
PRACTITIONER PROFILE
A key input to career development and employment services is the practitioner. The full set of questions
regarding information collected on the practitioners is available in Supplement 1. The core information
included:
location
gender
years of experience
percentage of work time devoted to working directly with the public
means by which they learned career development skills and knowledge
training/education/qualifications
workload (average number of clients per day and per week)

CLIENT EMPLOYMENT POTENTIAL
A considerable amount is known from the literature about client characteristics that contribute to
employment success. These were confirmed, as well as added to, as a result of the focus groups. The
final list comprised the client employment potential profile questionnaire that was completed by all
clients in the research. The following information was requested:
gender
year of birth
cultural/ethnic background/visible minority status (optional)
current residence
education level
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employment history (type of work; duration)
employment status
current relationship to work
o
o
o

o
o
o

I want to be employed and I am looking for work
I want to pursue a training/ education program to improve my qualifications
I am not employed and I am not looking for work because:
 I am a student
 I am retired
 I am a stay-at-home parent
 Other (please specify)
I am temporarily laid off but am expecting to be called back
I am underemployed (I want to be working more hours at the same type of job)
I am underemployed (I am qualified to do more skilled, better paid work)

previous relationship to work
o
o
o
o

o

I have never been employed
I have had some jobs for short periods (weeks or months) at a time
I have had fairly steady employment in the past
If employed, do you consider your job to be:
 consistent with your skills and qualifications
 consistent with your vision of your preferred employment
If employed, do you consider your salary to be:
 consistent with your skills and qualifications
 adequate for your cost of living needs

other relevant factors
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

citizenship/residency
English/French proficiency speaking/writing
physical health problems affecting employability
mental health problems affecting employability
disability that affects ability to work
support systems (family, friends, financial)
parental status
 child care status
previous participation in career programs or services
CLIENT EMPLOYABILITY NEEDS

The framework of five “Employability Dimensions” used commonly across Canada (Patsula, 1992;
Borgen, 1995) was used to categorize need areas of clients who access employment services:
Pre-Employability/Job Readiness (pre-employability skills and resources)
Career Decision-Making (determining personal purpose in relationship to the world of work),
Skill Enhancement (developing competencies needed to pursue one’s career path),
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Job Search (deploying strategies for finding suitable work), and
Job/Work maintenance (managing oneself in the work environment to create work stability).
These five dimensions were chosen to frame needs in this study because of their pervasiveness
throughout the Canadian context, their use in other recent studies (e.g., Hiebert et al. (2011), Redekopp
et al. (2013)), and the face validity they hold in capturing core needs. An “other” category was added to
capture needs related to specific challenges clients might face, such as housing, transportation, personal
responsibility and support systems.
Client needs were assessed by practitioners and clients at intake and exit. Descriptions of the indicators
included in each employability dimension are provided in the following sections.
PRACTITIONER MEASURE
Practitioners completed subjective assessments of client employability needs in the intake interview.
These clinical assessments were based on practitioners’ experience with previous clients and their
knowledge of labour market/career development requirements. Practitioners were provided with a
review of the 5 Employability Dimensions and the “Personal Attributes category during an orientation
session. They were also given assessment protocols and an Employability Assessment Interview
Checklist (Supplement 1). No formal training or supervision was provided in terms of assessing client
need.
Each checklist asked the practitioner to rate items in terms of the client’s need for assistance, with
the 5-point response set comprising 1 – “not at all,” 2 – unlabelled, 3 – “somewhat,” 4 –
unlabelled, and 5 – “a lot.” The items for each category are provided below:
Pre-Employability/Job Readiness
Identify employability barriers (e.g., transportation, child care, mental health services;
addictions counselling; public housing etc.) needing assistance
Access services/supports to help manage/resolve employability barriers (e.g., transportation,
child care, mental health services; addictions counselling; public housing etc.)
Identify personal strengths/resources that support progression toward /achieving goal (e.g.,
change in life circumstances leading to eventual training, education, employment)
Learn new life/employability skills
Increase positive attitudes
Develop and follow through with a plan of action
Keep appointments and sustain efforts
Other: (please specify)________________________________
Career Decision-Making
Identify own strengths, skills, interests, values, transferable skills
Connect strengths, skills, interests, values, transferable skills to career choices
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Identify a career goal (e.g., employment/training/ education/change in life circumstance)
Research details specific to career goal (e.g., time needed in education/training; future
employment prospects; types of work; places of work; local opportunities)
Develop and follow a plan of action to mitigate challenges and move toward career goal
Keep appointments and sustain efforts
Other: (please specify)__________________________________
Skill Enhancement
Confirm training/education goal
Research future employment prospects related to training/education goal/program prior to
pursuing education/training
Research training/education options available to achieve training/education goal
Develop strategies to address challenges that may impact on progress
Acquire study and personal skills needed to be successful in education/training
Other: (please specify)___________________________________
Work Search
Confirm employment goal
Identify personal strengths that support successful work search
Identify potential employers and potential employment opportunities
Find and use resources, tools and methods to support work search
Complete appropriate resume and cover letter
Tailor resume and cover letter according to work possibilities
Demonstrate job interview skills
Develop and follow a plan of action for active work search
Keep appointments and sustain efforts
Other: (please specify)___________________________________
Employment Maintenance
Identify important skills and attitudes that improve chances of keeping employment
Identify community and/or workplace resources that provide help and guidance related to
keeping work
Know job roles, responsibilities and expectations that support being successful on the job (e.g.,
who to report to; who makes decision; approval processes, getting answers to job related
questions)
Assertively seek assistance when needed
Other: (please specify)_________________________________
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CLIENT MEASURE
Clients were also asked to assess their needs. Unlike the first Common Indicators study, however, which
used a “post-pre” methodology (this involves giving both the “pre-test” and the “post-test” at the end of
the study, and asking clients how they think they started and ended), a true pre-test was applied. This
method was chosen over the “post-pre” approach because (a) it is a widely accepted practice and (b) the
changes reported by clients in the previous study seemed too extreme to be plausible.
As well as changing the “post-pre” approach, the survey itself used a traditional Likert scale (1 to 5, from
1- “not needed at all” to 5 - “need a lot”) rather than the decision-making processed used in the
previous study.
The final client survey is available in Appendix XX. The items in the survey address the same
Employability Dimensions as the practitioner assessment of need (see immediately above). However,
some items were removed and the wording was adjusted for clients for the sake of brevity and clarity.
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CLIENT PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES
PRACTITIONER MEASURE
Clients enter employment services with personal attributes that affect both their learning across any
employability dimension and their labour market outcomes. Three of these sets of attributes were
examined in this study. Five sets (self-management, self-esteem, well-being, self-efficacy and selfawareness) had been explored in the previous study, but both statistical findings in the previous study
and feedback from practitioners suggested three sets would be more effective: self-esteem, selfmanagement and self-awareness.
The number of indicators used to guide practitioners in their assessments was reduced from the
previous study as well. A statistical analysis of the items indicated sufficient overlap such that little
information was lost with fewer items. The items follow:
Self-Esteem: a person’s overall emotional evaluation of his or her own worth, an attitude to self
and a judgement of oneself. Self-esteem encompasses beliefs (e.g., I am competent; I am
worthy) and emotions (pride, shame). Self-esteem is the positive or negative evaluation of the
self. Overall my client:
o
o
o

sees themselves as worthwhile (e.g., makes positive comments about their own worth)
thinks of themselves as competent (e.g., makes positive comments about their own
capacity)
sees themselves as likeable (e.g., makes positive comments about how others see them)

Self-Management: the skills and strategies by which individuals direct their own activities
towards achieving objectives. This attribute set includes goal setting, decision-making, planning,
scheduling and staying on track. Overall my client:
o
o
o
o

makes use of resources and supports in order to make progress (e.g. gives examples of
using information, services and/or people)
makes efforts to resolve challenges interfering with making progress (e.g. describes
taking steps to problem-solve and find solutions)
controls own feelings and behaviours (e.g. describes managing challenging situations
adequately)
takes action steps independently (e.g. describes being self-directed, thinking ahead and
not just doing what others think they should do)

Self-Awareness: having a clear perception of your personality including strengths, weaknesses,
thoughts, beliefs, motivations and emotions. Overall my client:
o
o
o

understands own strengths and limitations (e.g. talks about and gives specific examples
of both)
sets employability goals consistent with their own realities (e.g. modifies goals
realistically and appropriately as personal situation requires)
is open to new personal insights (e.g. openly considers new information about
themselves as well as to new ideas and approaches to making progress; not defensive)

Other Employability Challenges:
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o

Client employability would be improved through:
 taking more personal responsibility for own choices and behaviours
 increasing openness to change
 having access to a positive support system

On intake, practitioners were asked to rate the client’s need for help with these attributes with the
same scale used previously: “not at all” at one end, “somewhat” in the middle and “a lot” at the
other end. As with the employability needs, the practitioners based this rating on their clinical
expertise and experience with similar clients. Practitioners were also encouraged to engage clients
in these discussions and to arrive at estimates collaboratively.
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PROCESS MEASURES
SERVICES/INTERVENTIONS
In each of the provinces there were three kinds of offices participating: Labour Market Services
(provincial government offices); third party providers; and specialized offices and/or Social Development
Offices. Three separate lists of interventions per province were prepared for each of the three kinds of
delivery systems. One example from each province is provided below.
SERVICES INVENTORY: EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE SERVICES - NEW BRUNSWICK
SERVICE INTERVENTIONS PROVIDED
Staffed Resource Centre for career and labour market information
Staffed Resource Centre for access for clients to computers, fax machines, telephones
Group Information Sessions giving clients knowledge of available services
Individual employability needs assessment interviews
Administration and interpretation of career assessment tools
Financial/Program Eligibility Assessments
Individual employment counselling focused on Pre-Employability and Life Skills
Individual employment counselling focused on Career Decision Making
Individual employment counselling focused on Skill Enhancement
Individual employment counselling focused on Work Search
Individual employment counselling focused on Job Maintenance
Individual employment counselling supported by LMI Booklets
Individual employment counselling supported by Employability Dimension Workbooks
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Pre-Employability and Life Skills
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Career Decision Making
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Skill Enhancement
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Work Search
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Job Maintenance
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling supported by LMI Booklets
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling supported by Employability Dimension Workbooks
Placement services
Employer Liaison
Referrals to third party providers for specific employability needs
Referrals to specialized community resources
Workplace assessment/adaptation/modification
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SERVICE INTERVENTIONS PROVIDED
Referrals for personal counselling
Referrals for addiction counselling
Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia
Other: (Please specify):

SERVICES INVENTORY: THIRD PARTY PROVIDERS - SASKATCHEWAN
SERVICE INTERVENTIONS PROVIDED
Resource Centre for career and labour market information
Resource Centre for access for clients to computers, fax machines, telephones
Group information/orientation sessions on available services
Individual employability needs assessment interviews
Referrals to PLAR (prior learning assessment and recognition) services
Referrals to Settlement Services
Referrals for Language Assessment
Administration and interpretation of career assessment tools
Financial/Program Eligibility Assessments
Individual employment counselling focused on Pre-Employability and Life Skills
Individual employment counselling focused on Career Decision Making
Individual employment counselling focused on Work Search
Individual employment counselling focused on Job Maintenance
Individual employment counselling supported by LMI Booklets
Individual employment counselling supported by Employability Dimension Workbooks
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Pre-Employability and Life Skills
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Career Decision Making
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Work Search
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling focused on Job Maintenance
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling supported by LMI Booklets
Workshops/Group Employment Counselling supported by Employability Dimension Workbooks
Referral to third party providers for specific employability needs
Referrals to specialized community resources
Workplace mentoring
Referrals for personal counselling
Referrals for addiction counselling
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SERVICE INTERVENTIONS PROVIDED
Follow-up support to ensure client success while on Work Experience or while employed
Career fairs, job fairs and/or career symposia
Other: (Please specify):

WORKING ALLIANCE
Establishing rapport in the context of actively seeking change is acknowledged as pivotal in the practice
of career development and employment counselling (e.g., Arthur & Collins, 2005; Flores & Heppner,
2002; McMahon & Patton, 2000). “Working alliance” adds to building rapport and arriving at agreement
on goals and tasks needed to reach the goals.
PRACTITIONER MEASURE
Practitioners were asked to provide an assessment of the quality of the working alliance with the client
over the intervention period. Four items characterized the working alliance, and each was rated from
“not at all” to “a lot” on a 5-point scale:
The client and I:
established a strong climate of trust and comfort in working together
collaborated until we reached a goal that was fully owned by the client
established action plan steps that the client sees as achievable and worthwhile
both participated fully in the interview
CLIENT MEASURE
Clients were found to rate working alliance very similarly to practitioners in the previous Common
Indicators study. Part C, Working Together, of the Final Client Survey contains the working alliance items
(see Appendix XX): “To what extent would you say that you:
had a strong level of trust and comfort in working with your career practitioner
were helped to set your own goals
agreed on steps to move toward your goal that were worthwhile and that you could achieve
participated fully in the interviews”
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OUTCOME MEASURES
The most prominent aims of career development and employment services in Canada are training leading
to employment or employment. Typically, full-time is considered better than part-time; close-to-home is
better than far-from-home; high fit with skills is better than low fit with skills; alignment with personal
vision is better than misalignment with vision; and good pay is better than poor pay. Each of these
components forms part of the outcome measures for this study, as do measures regarding
training/education.
EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING/EDUCATION QUALITY OF FIT
Practitioners were asked to identify client status at the end of the intervention period in terms of:
employed; in training/education program or waitlisted; neither employed nor in training but
making significant progress; neither employed nor in training and not making significant
progress
if employed
o
o
o

o
o

type: full-time (30 hours/week or more), part-time (15-29 hours/week) or casual (3-24
hours/week)
location: within 50 km of residence, home only on weekends, home only periodically
fit with:
 skill and qualification levels
 vision of preferred employment
salary consistency with skills and qualification levels
salary adequacy for cost of living needs

if in training/education program or waitlisted
o
o
o

o
o

enrolled full-time or part-time
waitlisted for full-time or part-time program
duration of program
 2 weeks or less; 3 weeks to 3 months; 4 months to 6 months; more than 6
months
location of program
 within 50 km of residence, home only on weekends, home only periodically
fit with:
 employment goal
 employment opportunities locally and regionally

practitioners could also add notes regarding “neither employed nor in training/education but
making significant progress” and “neither employed nor in training/education and not making
significant progress
See Supplement 1. Clients were also asked about their employment status (Part D, Final Client Survey,
and Appendix C):
What is your current employment/training status?
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o
o
o

employed
in training/education program or waitlisted
neither employed nor in training

If you are employed, are you employed,
o
o
o

Full-time (30 hours or more)
Part-time (15-20 hours)
Casual (3-24 hours)

If you are employed, how well does the work fit for you? (“Not at all” to “A lot”)
o
o

Work fits very well with my skills and qualifications
Work fits very well with my own goals

If you are employed, how well does the salary fit for you?
o
o

Salary fits very well with my skills and qualifications
Salary is very adequate for my cost of living needs

In Training/Education Program or Waitlisted
o

o

o
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What is your training status now?
 I am enrolled in a Training/Education Program:
 I am waitlisted for a Training/Education Program:
Fit of Training/Education
 Training/Education program fits very well with my employment goal
 Training/Education program fits very well with future employment
opportunities
Neither Employed or In Training
 I am making significant progress and I will get there eventually
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APPENDIX C: INITIAL CLIENT SURVEY
Part A: Background Information
1. Please provide the background information requested below. This information will help us
evaluate the effectiveness of the services we are providing. You may omit any questions that
you feel uncomfortable answering, however, it will be most helpful if you answer all question s.
Your answers will be shared ONLY with the researchers for this project.
Your gender:

Female

Male

Trans or Other

Year of Birth:

OPTIONAL
Cultural/ethnic background

First Nations

Metis

Inuit

Visible minority

Immigrant

(check all that apply):

Current city of residence:
Current province of residence:

2. Please indicate your education qualification (Canada/Outside Canada?)
EDUCATION LEVEL

YEAR OBTAINED
(give your best guess)

Less than a High School Graduation Certificate

High School Graduation Certificate

Trade or Technical Certificate
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College Diploma

University Bachelor degree (name of degree + major)

University graduate degree (name of degree + specialization)

Other: (Please specify)

3.

Please indicate your Employment History
Please provide a general idea of the kind of work you have
done in the last 5 years (e.g. retail, construction,
manufacturing, forestry, etc.)
How many different jobs (give your best guess) have you had
in the last 5 years?

1 or 2
Between 3 and 5
More than 5

Please estimate the number of months you were
unemployed during the last 5 years (give your best guess).

None
1 to 9
Between 10 and 23
Between 24 and 35
36 months or more

Please indicate the type of work you are hoping to find.

4.

Please check which ONE of the following BEST APPLIES to your current work situation.
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Current work status:
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Not currently working

Part-time work

Full-time work
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4.1 Which statement BEST applies to you?
I want to be employed and I am looking for work
I want to pursue a training/ education program to improve my qualifications
I am not employed and I am not looking for work because:
I am a student
I am retired
I am a stay-at-home parent
Other (please specify)
I am temporarily laid off but am expecting to be called back
I am underemployed (I want to be working more hours at the same type of job)
I am underemployed (I am qualified to do more skilled, better paid work)
4.2 Which statement BEST applies to you?
I have never been employed
I have had some jobs for short periods (weeks or months) at a time
I have had fairly steady employment in the past
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4.3 Please provide your assessments on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means "Not at all", 5
means "A lot" and the mid-point 3 means "Somewhat".
Not
at all
1

Somewhat
2

3

A lot
4

5

If you are currently employed, do you
consider your job to be a good fit for you?
Not
at all
If you are currently employed, do you
consider your salary to be:

1



consistent with your skills and
qualifications



adequate for your cost of living
needs

2

3

A lot
4

5

5. Are you a citizen or permanent resident of Canada? (i.e., legally
entitled to work in Canada)

Yes

No

6. Are you proficient in speaking either English or French?

Yes

No

7. Are you proficient in any other language?

Yes

No

8. Are you proficient in writing either English or French

Yes

No

9. Do you have a physical health problem that impacts your
employability?

Yes

No

10. Do you have a mental health problem that impacts your
employability?

Yes

No

11. Do you have a disability that impacts on your ability to work?

Yes

No

12. Do you have access to the support systems you need (family,
friends, financial)?

Yes

No

Are you a parent?

No

Yes, with reliable
child care

13. Have you previously participated in other career programs or
services?
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Somewhat

Yes, with child care
that is not reliable
Yes

No
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If yes, please describe the kind of services you participated in (e.g., job search
workshops, training programs, individual employment counselling, life skills
workshops, financial planning workshops):
_______________________________________________________________________
14. If you are currently looking for work, what are you doing (check all that apply to you)?
Looking at job ads
Answering job ads
Using a public Employment Centre
Checking with employers
Asking relatives and friends for help
Using other methods (please specify):
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Part B: Employability Needs
The services you are accessing are intended to respond to a range of employability concerns and issues.
Client needs vary enormously. Some of these needs are listed below.
Please choose the responses that most closely match what you think your employability needs are at
this point. We will ask you the same questions at the end of to these questions will be available to the
researchers only. Please respond to each need using the scale below where 1 indicates Not needed at
all and 5 indicates Need a lot.
Not
at all

I need assistance to:

1

Somewhat
2

3

A lot
4

5

1. access services/supports to help manage/resolve
employability barriers (e.g., transportation, child care,
mental health services; addictions counselling; public
housing)
2. identify my strengths/resources that support my future
direction (e.g., training, education, employment or change in
life circumstances goal)
3. get life/employment skills
4. connect my strengths, skills and interests to my career
choices
5. learn how to find out about opportunities related to my goal
(e.g., time and money needed for training, future
employment prospects, local opportunities, using networks)
6. identify potential employers and employment opportunities
7. find and use resources to support my work search
8. complete a resume and cover letter
9. learn and practice appropriate job interview skills
10. research training/education options available to achieve my
training/education goal
11. choose training/education options, taking into consideration
my personal circumstances (e.g., supports, strengths and
limitations)
12. identify important skills and attitudes that improve my
chances of keeping employment
13. learn study and personal skills needed to be successful in
education/training
14. find community and/or workplace resources that provide
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help and guidance related to keeping work
15. actively seek help when needed
16. Other: Please specify:

Part C: Other Employability factors
There are attitudes and beliefs that can have an effect on employability. Below are a few statements
about these attitudes and beliefs.
Please respond using the scale below in which 1 means you strongly disagree with the statement and 5
means you strongly agree. Choose your single best response to each of the following statements:

1.

If the right work became available for me, I think I
would be very successful at it

2.

I have very little self-discipline

3.

I am confident that I can do what I need to do to find
suitable work

4.

Changing my current circumstances is my biggest
priority right now

5.

I generally do what I say I am going to do, even if I just
say it to myself

6.

If my life is going to change for the better, I am the
one who will change it

7.

Moving toward steady employment is my most
important goal right now

8.

When I set an important goal for myself, I usually find
a way to reach the goal

9.

The goals I set for myself are realistic, not too high
and not too low

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

10. Right now my goals are things I really want for myself,
not the result of others pressuring me to do them
11. I often feel I will fail when trying something new
12. I have difficulty asking for help
13. I am not sure I deserve to reach my goals
14. I usually have a good idea of how my strengths will
help me reach my goals
15. I know what successfully completing something feels
like
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

16. I am pretty good at moving forward until there is a
setback; then I have a hard time getting back on track
17. I am really committed to getting work that fits for me
18. I don’t know who to bounce ideas off as I look for
work
19. There is at least one person in my life who will help
me out as I pursue my goals
20. Most people in my life really want me to succeed

Thank you for completing the survey and for participating in the research
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