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THE VERMONT SURVEY OF EMPLOYER

RECEPTIVITY TO WAGE SUBSIDY

PROGRAMS IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR

This report was prepared for the Manpower Administra on, U.S.
Department of Labor, under research and development cont*,ct No'.
82-48-70-39. Since contractors conducting research and develop-
ment projects under Government sponsorship are encoura ea to
express their own judgement freely, this report does of necessa-
rily represent the official opinion-or policy of the Department

. of Labor. The contractor is solely responsible fo' the contents
of this report.

. ,

Contract No. 82-48-70730 funded the Experimental and.
Demonstration Manpower-Pi of Project on the Special Work Project for
the Unemployed and Upgr ing for-the Working 'Poor. This -Project
wa conducted by the V rmont Department of Employment Security,
Madelyn Davidson, Commissioner. The principal authors of this

. monograph are 'John R. Cashman and Robert E./ Mattson of the De-
partment of Employment Security, State of ",liermont.
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PREFACE

In mid - 1970,' as a consequence of welfare reform legis-
lation then pending in the United Stdtes Congress, the
Vermont Department of Employment Security was chosen to test
and"document experimentation in the manpower training aspects
of the proposed legislation. The overall objective of the
resulting Experimental and Demonstration.(MD) Manpower Pilot
Project was to explore the feasibility and value of altern67
tive approaches and procetbAres for conducting the Special
Work Project (Public Service Employment) for the unemployed
and! Upgrading training for the working poor, as a means of
helping to develop guidelines and other knowledge 'required
to facilitate and make more effective national implementation
and rapid expansion of manpower projects aimed at enhancing
the employability of heads (and other members) of low-income
families. ,*

4

-
The project thus had two major components within the

.overall project:

-"Special Work Project" whereby unemployed persons, by
performing work (at public and private nonprofit
agencies in the public interest) can develop job skills
which enable them ,to obtain nonsubsidized (private or
public) employment,,

-"Upgrading training" whereby low-inCome employed persons
("working poor") can develop new job skills for which
they receive increased salary.

More specifically the project:

- developed various designs forloperating the two manpower
programs,

. A 4

-tested operating practices to, identify.smooth running
procedures,

,-tested the feasibility and,. relative effectiveness ,of
alternative operating procedures.,

vii
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- identified problems and issues centrayto the estab-
lishmeqt and running of these programs,

- prepared technical batorials and other aids for use in
the 'programs,

-monitored'andevaluated outcomestof activities,

-determined requiremelit:4 for administration,facilities,
staff and financing of the programs,

- established guides for determining how these programs
might fit into the overall`mixture of manpower programs
and services at the local level,.

L-developed the necessary guidelines and manuals/for
effectively repliCating the progi.ams elsewhere0,-.

-researched and documented the effect of the prOgram on
_JAD manpower clients and,

-produced monographs on salient' aspects of project experi -.
encel, rel vant to planning activities at the national
level for ,implementation .of wulfare reform and/Mr
public service employment programs.

The project was initiated on July 1, 1970, and terminated
'on October 31,,1973. Operation of the project was divided
into the folloWing segments:

190, through October 31, 1970: Planning, initia-
tion, and s artup,

1

November 1,\1970, through June 30, 19714 Operations
limit& to e ittenden and Lamoille counties,

July 1, 1971 through June 30, 1972: Statewide operations,

July, 1, 1972throUgh-June 30, 1973: Statewide operations,

July 1, 1973, .through October 31:1973: 4valuation,
writing, printing and publishing.'

viii
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FINAL TRAINEE SUMMARY SPECIAL WORK
0 w

As of July 2, 1973 Number
Percentage of

/4umber Number Total Enrollees

Total Special Work
Enrollments .656 100%
Completed Training. 430 65.6%
-Completed, Placed
in Employment 307 46.8%
- Completed, Placed --
in Work Training 26 4.0%
Total Placements 333 50.8%
- Completed, Placed
in Education'or,
Skill Training 6
-Completed, Awaiting
Placement 91 13.9%
Terminated Training 226_ 34.4%
-Good C use 99. 15.1%
.-Withou Good Cause 127 19.3%

,..et

FINAL TRAINEE SUMMARY UPGRADING

As of July 2, 1973 Number Number
Percentage of
TotalkEnr011ees

Total Upgrading Enrollments 144 100% ,

-Completed Training .118 81.9%
Upgraded 114' 79.2%
Not Upgraded 4 2.8%

-Terminated Training
Good Cause 17

18.974
11.0

Without Good Ca'use 9

a
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SECTION I .

%

SUMMARY

IP

4 '... %
'_,..4

,

During the.past three years, the Vermont Department of
Employient.Security has conducted an experimental manpower proj-
eCt in the public and nonprofit sectors .of the economy. This ...

pioSect used wage subsidies ,to hel members of low-income famiXies
to obtain permanentjobs. This_waillaccomplishe4 by reimbursing
employers throUgh wageNsubsidies for a portion of their costs ..

tduring.the initial employment period. ,

- lAecause of- the limited nudber.of..possible job opportunities
with public, and nonprofit organiZations, .there has been specula-
tion that such a wage subsidy program would have far more potential
if it were extended to the private -for- profit sector. This is an
approach whiCh has been suggested by various experts in the man- .

power ,field.,

4

This report, The VegmOnt Sufvey of,Employer Receptivity to .

Wage Subsidy Programs in the Private Sector, details employer
respones to a two-phase survey designed to gauge employer re-
ceptiVity to the use of wage subsidies in the` private sector- The
survey d resultant report representn effort by'the EmployMent
ServidWivision Of the VeFmont Department of Employment Security

#

1

. 1 3
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A

to pro ,de insights regarding employers' attitudes and feelings"
toward ge subsidY:in the private-for-profit sector as a meth
anism-fo ultimately placing unemployed, low-income persons in
permanen nonsubsidized jobs. The report is comprised, of four
sections'!

".

.
. . ,

5"

Secap I provides a "Summary" of pertinent aspects o.f the
Overal study.
Sedtion II deals with the introduction, purpose, and history
of/the two-phase survey.
Sction III .provides a detailed ';Analysis of Mail Survey

_Responses."
"Section IV represents a detailed "Analysis of Face-to-Face
Survey ReSiponses.."

, -

Mail survey questionnaires were sent to 1,084 employers
'skibject to Unemployment Insurance coverage or approximately
one-half of such employers in Vermont with ten or more employees.
The overall response rate was 71%.

-
'Construction .of the sample

involved, stratification of the 2,037 Unemployment Insurance
covered firms in Vermont Intofouv,Size:groups based on the num.:.
ber of employees in eacy,f-i-rm, with the inclusion of all firms
with one-hundred or,more.eMployeeand random` selection of
approximately one-h4f_of,firms-141th-Tess'than-Aundred employees

1but more than nine.
-

. The face7to-face'survey, on the other hand, involved collipLe-,.
tion of extensive interviews with 269 private -for profit employers
although only 249 survey questionnaires could be included in the r

tidata base used for the analysis. (For a detailed explanation of
sample selettion procedures, please refer to APPENDIX A.)

For both the mail survey and the face -to- face - survey the'
data presented in the text are derived from blown-up sample data.
Herice, these data are discussed as information that relates to

4 the universe of firms in Vermont with ten or more employees rather
than only the firms included in,the sample. .

A. Summary of Mail Survey Responses
///

Nearly one' -half (46%) of all firms responding',$o the mail,
survey indicated interest in faking part in an 'EMployMent service-
sponsored wage subsidy program for low- income persons;
responses of only the 670 willing firms (those 46%.of all firths-
/responding to the mail survey who ,indicated an interest in par-
',ticipating in a wage subsidyprogram) are considered, it is ap-
parent that such firms are quitp highly receptive ta.Wage subsidy

/ program. As an example, onQuestion (Refer to APPENDIX B)
"Would you consider 75% of the cost being assumed by`such a pro-
gram adequate?" positive responses were provided by 64%\of all
respondents and 92% of the, willing employers. .

. Willing employers were more-likely than unwilling firms 'to

2
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-
, .

. have previously participated in other mappyv,.er programs tha.t-'-in-.,
cluded the part ial reimbUrSement of wages ,e such as Onr=tilejob
training 'programs. Among all respondents-, 24%'of'empllyers had ,
previouslytpartidipated:An such programs Avki,le 38% of willing' ',-,
employers had done 56. ,-.,,, ' ,i, - i:i, . ',.,;.,

: .- ' , / , > . .
:,/ 4. '. Willing employers were alSo, more i'likely to conder-a:-

one-year term appropriate for subsidy,. Among all re,,sporidents,,.
61% of employers responded positively regardingithe,apProprte-
ness of a . one-year term for subsidy,, whereas 85% ofplow.liling

. -employers did so: . // / -, .' ,
WillA.ng, employers were far gore likely. than' unWilling'em-,/

ployers to foresee expansion of 'their work. 'f,irce...Within, the neXt-,two .years. While:39% of all respOndents toi'the ma-il survey-, pre7-
' dicted expansion withitCtwo years, 64% of Willine,entplOyekS 4predicted, expansion.

.
, ., , :,'''_:,:'.-:: -,,,, i',,-,, ',-c

. . ,:- ....:.-!, .,- /.:',--- .In addition to being-more likely to fores,e .elepansio9-Of
,their respective work forces, willing employers'-We're,46re likelyto belieVe new jobs could be created in their fkitrop.'ilfa:yage :
subsidy was available during an initial :training pe;rio,d.Whereas
22% of all respondents held th'isNbelief, 44% of *.,i,1ng...4ploYers
did 56. However, ern among willing.empl'dyers receptiiii_ty to/
this idea Was noticeably less s-,4OnVtlian---towara other- potentiti,''
aspects of a wage, subsidy proOraiiq ..4swil-1 ,be\ 'noted 1a_tdrNihn,,r'''''
dealing with the in-l.depth fac,et-ta-;'face sti.r.veyi .only 2216'6f.:, willingemployers among the face-to-faeirveY-'reSpondehts; .4,4,,a1yage
subsidy progrank,-tould iaticrea-Se tie anticipated elipansi§0.4naheir

-. work force. ,,Employers f "i)v.4:11, were :gelierally." nOt-rebeptiVeAo .
.:the idea that wag 0- sUbs;idiets alOgte7,00t1 add new jobs,to ,a.,-Airm - ,

,---z- or-iperease(anticipated exparision; -, ,\',.. , -- . ,
t '! ' ( . .4 I : ' . ..: j ..;., ,' .\ ' '''/ :.'.. /- - . 1 :1* '

-/-'^- Willing Iemployers camo4g mail survey 1.e*encients were alsot
, mare likely o be willing tcp guaantee emPlckttkent .of trainees for

at _least gine year at the 'coneluseh of the SubS14y period Where-.
--,.'

as -,-9c1, of-al/ responde4t5 felt 'a le to do. so 56-williftgem:-, ,..
N N .

, "03..yers iexpressed such :a v4,10rignoss., ... ,,- , , s .,
/' ,' - A.1 Z A 1 :., 1 ; .,' " s...

. N ,N .Mil, asked, "Wo4d taking or a:subsidize,d emplOyee4cre*-te\'\.. .,---- problems among' your existing'work.lOvceT:! willing ekrilo-feWwere
flaii.flss7 111c'eli than all the.:;res'pOndentS, to .predict s.t.s problems.

7iiiii4*:.a..1-:/..;'1epldritlents, 23% taresaw i such problems, 52%N.did not,' T'45% f4.p/-led to answer thiSt question. Conversely:, among willing--,--..:..--...
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of the job; 70% of willing emploir-ers-held such an opinion.

, More employers among,botn7pU respondents' and .willing em-
ployers would prefer triat a, subsidy be paid to the employer

,rather than:directly to the prainee: Among.all'respondents,
30%,preferred the subsidy, be paid to the trainee; 40% preferred,
the subsidy. be paid to the employer,,,and/29% failed to respond

this question. Among willing employe'rs, 40% preferred the
' -subsidy be :paid direcily to the 'trainee, 56% preferred the sub-

sidy be paid, to the employer,, and four percent failed to respond
to this question'.

A greater proportion of employers among both all respondents
and willing employers - required -l1 years .or less of formai school-
ing for entry 16vel poSitiops. ,Eleven years or less of formal
schooling was require#'by 42%/of all, responding employers while

i31% required J2 Yep, s- .Eleven years or less wasrequired
by 57% of wAlling:%e4loyprs while 34% required 12 years or more.

, . ,

Also,'Wining-employerS'were more likely to train new em-
ployees on_the job,,rather than to require prior job-refated ,

experience. ,Among all respondents, 54% indicated they usually
train new employees on the job, while 16% indicated they require
prior job- "related experience,. Among willing employers, 71% usually
train new employees on the 4obt while 13% reauire prior jot-related
experience,

No-significant differences' were noted between all respon-
dents and willing employerS with regard to the number of months
it normally takes new employees to thoroughly learn their jobs..1,!A

Among ,all respondents, 22% of employers were of the opinion that
neyi:employees can normally thoroughly learn their jobs in less
tftan six months, 30% felt that from six to 12 months is normally
required; 22% believed that more than 12 months is required, and

-'20% faired to respond to this questibn. On the other hand, 25%
of willing employers felt their new employees could thoroughly
learn their jobS in less-than six months, 39% felt that from six
to-twelve months would normally be required, 25% believed that
More than 12 months would be required, and two percent did not re-
spond ',-to this question.

. ,

In like manner, no significant ,differences were noted be-
tWeen all respondents and willing emplo34ers with regard to the
level of starting wages for entry level positions. Among all
respondents,. 19% of empldyers paid less than $2.00 per hour as
a starting wage for entry level positions, while 60% paid$2.00
or more per hour and 17% did not respond to this question. Those
willing employers who paid,less thhn $2.00 per hour amounted to

i 2d%, while 69% paid $2.00 or more per hour and one percent failed
to respond to this question. .

Finally, whereas 48% of all respondents stated they-would
be willing to provide data needed to stay the effects of;wa0

4,



q!'

ypa)Tments-lor new employees, 88% of willing'eMployers'
would agree to do so,

Wh6n one separates willing firms by size, certain variations
can be noted. 4

The largest willing firms, although few in number, were far
more likely than the smallest willing firms, in percentage terms,
to have previously participated in other manpower programs that
included the.partial reimbursement of wages. 'Among firms with
100 or more employers,-48% had previous participated, Comparable
figures for prior participation for firms in other strata were
44% in the 20-49 employee strata, 37% in the 50-99 employee
strata, with the least prior participation in terms of percent-
ages appearing in the 10-19 employee strata at 31%.

Willing firms in the 50-99 employee strata were somewhat
less likely to foresee work .force expansion within the next two c

years than were Other willing firms: 53% of 50-99 employee firms
foresaw such expansion. Comparable figures for other strata were
63% of firms in the 100 or more employee strata, 64% in the 10-19
employee strata, and a high of 66% in the 20-49 employee strata.

Firms in the 100 or more employee strata were noticeably
less likely to predict that new jobs could be created if a wage
subsidy were available during an initial training period: only
30%, of 100+ employee firms were willing to predict such'exipan-
sion. Other size firms were quite evenly distributed in their
outlook with 47% of 20-49 strata firms, 44% of 10 -19 strata PirmS%
and 43% of 50-99 strata firms predicting new jobs could be creted
as a result of wage subsidies.

Firms in the 100 or more employee strata were somewhat less
likely to be willing to gumran'tee employment for bne year beyond
the subsidy period than were employers in the other three strata.
Only 46% of such larger firms were.willing to make such a guaran-
tee. Comparable figures for other strata were 58% for the 20-49
employee strata, 57% for the 50-99 employee strata, and 55% for
the 10=19 employee strata.

',-

Employers within the 50-99 employee Strata'had the lowest
percentage of entry level positions requiring 11 years-or less
of formal schooling, and consequently the highest percentage of
entry level positions requiring 12 years or more of formal
schooling. The greatest variation occurred between the 50-99
employee strata (47%, 11 years or less;. 43%, 12 years or more)
and the 20-49 employee strata (63%, 11 years.or less; 29%, 12
years o-more).

The 50-99 employee strata also tended to have the highest
percentage of jobs that could be learned ouickly: 43% of the job's
in this strata could be learned in six months or less. Compara=
ble figures among othbr strata Were 24% for the 100+ strata,

5
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23% for the 10-19 employee strata, and 22% for the 20-49 employee
strata.

No other variations by firm'size appeared to be significant.

When one separates willing firms by industrial category,
certain varia 's can be noted.

Willing firms in the industrial category of Retail & Whole-
sale Trade dre most likely to have previously participated in
other manpov,:3r programs that included the partial reimbursement
of wages (48% participation). Conversely, firms in the Indus-

' trial category of Financial,.Insurance, & Real Estate are least
likely to have participated in such, programs (12% participation).

, Firms in the industrial category of Manufacturing are most
likely to foresee expansion of their work force within the next
two years (78% foresee expansion). Conversely, firms in the in-
dustrial category of Financial, Insurance, 8,L Real Estate are
least likely to foresee expansion, of their work force within the
next two years (50% foresee expansion).'

Firms in the industrial Otegory of Construction, are notice-.
-ably more likely to feel that new jobs could be created if train-
ing_were subsidized (50% of COnstruction,firms held this feeling)
than are Financial, Insurance, & Real Estate firms who held this
opinion least (25% felt that new, jobs could be created if a sub-
sidy were available).

Firms in the industrial-category of Retail & Wholesale Trade
we!b significantly more willing to guarantee employment for one
year beyond subsidy than wereCqnstruction firms, the industrial
category least willing to guarantee employment for one year beyond.
subsidy 60% of Retail & Wholesale 'Tr de firths ere willing.to
guarantee employment compared to 40% o strut firmS.

Firms in the industkal category of Financial, Insurance, &
.

Real Estate required more formal Schooling for entry level posi-
tions (67% required 12 years or more) than firms in other indus-
trial categories, while.Manufa-cturing and Construction firms
required the least formal schooling for entry level positions
(71% and 68% respectively required 11 years or less).

glfil$ in the indugtrial category of Services were signif-
icantly more:likely than firms in all othei industrial categories
to have jobsthat could be learned thoroughly --3n --six months or
less (54% had such easily learned jobs). ConverserY, Construction'
firms were most likely to have jobs that would require more than
12 months to learn thoroughly (58% Of- Construction firms .had jobs
requiring more than 12 months to learn thoroughly).

Firms in ,.the Services category were., most likely to pay
Less than $2.00 per hour for A starting 'Wage (43% paid less .
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than $2.00 per hou?). Conversely, no'firms ih-fhe
category of Transportation paid starting wages of ,less than $2.00
per hour.

All other,variations by industrial category seem less sig-
nificant than those described above.

B._ Summary of Face-to-Face Survey Responses

.While the mail survey sought -to Obtain opinions of a
sample of private sector employers in response to a limited number
of questions, the face-to-face survey asked a much greater number
of more irk-depth questions to a more limited' sample of employers
(See APPENDIX C).

)

It is estimated from the face -to -face survey data that 66%
pf the private sector employers in VertriOnt with ten or more em-
$loyees, or approximately 1100 firms, Would be willing to partic-
ipate in a wage subsidy program designed to move welfare recipients
or disadvantaged workers into permanent, nonsubsidized employmerit.

Thus, 66% of respondents to the fame -to -face survey stated
a willingness to participate in a wale subsidy program while .only
46% of respondents to the mail survey stated such willingness.
Why Were face-to-face survey respondents noticeably more likely
to agree to participate in a wage subsidy program than were re-
spondents to the mail survey? The most likely explanation is that
mail survey respondents were more oftenunwilling to commit them-
selves on the basis of the limited information provided to them on
the survey instrument than were face-to-face survey tespondents'
who were provided more detailed information with which to form a'
judgment. Mail survey respondents were asked 16 questions, all
of which had to be printed on an 82" by 11" sheet which also'
allowed room for respOnses. Such questions had to be asked in an
extremely concise manner with a minimum of explanatory detail.
Ques/tions asked of face-to-face survey respondents, on the other
hand, were stated in much greater detail, often with examples and
definitions, provided, by interviewers who had been trained to
probe for specific and complete,answers.'

1. Conditions Under Which Employers Would Be Willing to Participate
in a Wage Subsidy Program

The estimated*66% of Vermont private sector employers with,
ten or more employees, or apprOximatelygloo firms, that are es-
timated by the face-to-face.survey portion of.this two-phase
survey to be willing to participate inRa wage subsidy program in-
dicated a willingness to utilize either Welfare recipients or dis-
advantaged workers._ Suchl willing employers had a slight, but not
marked, preference fpr disadvantaged:woikers over welfare recipi-
ents.

The greatest number of willing.firmS (366 firms) woultbe.
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likely to accept suWidized workers into Service occupational
groups, while 344 firms would be likely to utilize subsidized
workers in Clerical & Sales occupations. Comparable figures,forother occupational groups show 203firms likely to utilize sub-sidized workers in Machine Trades, 184 firms likely to utilize
subsidized workers in Structural Work, 143 firms likely to uti-lize such workers in Professional, Technical, & Managerial occu7pations, and 135 firms likely to utilize subsidized workers inProcessing occupations.

The overwhelming majority of willing firms (1066 firms or96 %) stated that subsidized jobs within their firms would be entrylevea jobs rather than more adVanced positions.

Willing employers weee queried'to determine them oto whether or hot jobs with ce'rtain characteristics should be in-,cluded in a wage subsidy program. Employerbelow:

Low Wage Jobs,

opinion was as stated

YES NO N.R.

(Minimum wage or less) 78% 21% 1%

Jobs Without Fringe Benefits , 72% 2"7% 1%

Jobs Without 'Promotion

63% 34% L 3%

Seasonal\Jobs 5574 44% . 1%

Part-timeAJobs 48% 50% 2%

High TurnoVer Jobs 33% 66% 1%

More than 71% Of all emplOyers willing to participate in awage subsidy program\felt that 12 months or less would be an ad-equate duration for a subsidy; and 35%.of willing employersjudged a six monthsubsitly duration to be adequate.%'Conversely,17% of willing employers were of the opinion that an 'adequate.duration of subsidy would be 18 months or tore.

In addition, 771 willing employers (70%) believed a subsidyshould decrease over afieriod of time. Twenteight percent felt,the subsidy level should remain constant throughout the durationof the subsidy, and two'percent did not respond to this question.
/

Furthermore, 75% ofall willing employers were of the opinionthat the duration of wage subsidy shoty.d depend on the Character:-istics of the job such as, skill or educational requirements. Inthis vein, 80% of all willing pmployerS were of the opinion thatIt.
8
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subsidy, levels should depend on characteristics of workers such
as ability, experience apd education: Conversely, employers were
not nearly as unanimous in their opinions as to whether the'sub-
sidy rate shoOld depend on the wage level of-the job: Only 490
willing employers (44%) felt a subsidy rate should depend on the
wage level `of the job.

With regard to the level Of subsidy, fully 73% of all will -
ing employers were of the opinion that a subsidy level of 50% or
less would be acceptable. Perhaps surprisingly, very few willing
employers, 122 firms or 11%, felt a subsidy level of more than 50%
would, be necessary. In other words, 812. willing employers (73%)
would be willing to pay from 50% to 75% of a disadvantaged worker's
salary, while the government paid the.remainder.

The majority of employerg disagreed with the idea that the
level of subsidy for each job in a contemplated wage su40.dy pro-
gram could be determined effectively through a bidding process
among employers. Under such a method a bid would be submitted in
the form of a proposal by an employer stating his commitment to a
program. The company offering the most attractive.proposal and
training plan within a given industry would be granted the first
opportunity to participate in such a program., Of all willing em-
ployers, 745 or 67% did not feel a bidding process would be an
effective method of determining the level of subsidy for various
Sobs.

414_

__Fully 86% of all willing firms, or 952 'firms, stated, they
would be willing to guarantee full-time.employment at the end of
the subsidy period if the trainee performed satisfactorily on the
job during the subsidy period. This willingnesg was evidenced
-by a high of 100% among firms with 100 or more employees to a low,
of 67% among firms with 50-99 employees.

Ninety-five percent of-all willing employers stated that
at- termination of the subsidy period they would agree to pay
formerly subsidized workerg thelwage they received during the sub-
sidy period plus increases determined through regular promotion
policies-. Only three percent of willing employers were unwilling
to make such an agreement.

Willing employers were asked whether they would prefer a
subsidy to be paid,directly to the trainee or,to the employer.
The_majority, 643 employers or 58% preferred that the subsidy be
paid to the employer. Conversely, 405 employers or 37% prr eferred
that the subsidy be paid directly to the trainee. - .

. The great.majorityof willing employers, 852 firms or 77%
were of the opinion that fringe benefits should be provided to
subsidized workers. When asked if they believed the level of sub-
sidy should apply to wages and-salary only, or to wages, salaries,

, an'd fringe benefits, 604 firms or 55% stated the subsi,14y should
apply to wages, salaries, and fringe benefits;

9
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Eighty -six perCgrf of all willing' firms, or 957 empldyers,
were'auite wining to agree not to displace a regular employee
with a subsidized worker during the,s'ubsidy period.

. .

The majority of willing employers,, 734 firms or 66% would
be willing to have their supervisors participate in interpersonal
relationships training, while 342 employers would be unwilling to
insure such participation: .

,,,
. 9

.

. .

Employers. proved to be strongiy in favor of fitequent evalu-
ations of subsidized workers. It 'was the opinion of 772 willing
firms or 70% that the appropriate frequency of ei4formance evalu-
.ations for subsidized workers is every month'. Every three months
was viewed as the appropriate-frequency by 191 emplOyers or 17%,
while 118 firms or 11% viewed every two,months asan,a0prOpriate
frequency of'performance evaluation Tor-subsidized workers.

A total of 976 employers, or 88% of tipe/willing employers,
indic44ed a willingness to provide data on the emploYM ht history
of the/firm and the employment experienCe of subsidy workers.
However, 127 employers, or 11% of all willing emplO" were
either unable or unwilling to agree to provide such, dgta.

°

All employers who were willing to participate.ind wage sub-
sidy program were aueried as to their opiniOns on the Value of
formalized training as,a supplement to a wage subsidy,,,program.
Nearly four out of five employers (868 firms or 78% oI'all will-
ing employers) believed that subsidized wqrkers 'sholild 'receive .

formal training, either on or off the job, during thd,suUsidy
.

Period. Forty-six percent of willing employers or 513'firMs
felt such training could best be provided on the job. Approxi-
mately 52% of all employers willing to participate in a Wage
subsidy program, or 572 firms, expressed a wiIlingne'Ss to relOase
subsidized workers for additional basic educatioft if such experi-
ence seemed appropriate.

Slightly more than four out of five emplOyers (908 firms,
or 82% of all willing firms) felt that the provision f slip=-7-
portive services such as medical, transportatiOn, oilrounseLing
by the Employment Service for subsidized workers would be bene-
ficial in the-early stages of their training. Approximately"
two - thirds of all willing employers (716 or 65%) would be-willing
to allow subsidized workers a certain amount of.release time
receive supportive services' when necessary. Converse, 29% of,
willing employers would be unwilling to provide subh,release time.

2. Characteristics of Firms Willing to Participate:in a Wage
Subsidy Program - s.

Approximately 26% of Vermont employers with 10 or more ems
ployees hare previously participated in manpower programS-and
about 30% of employers who are willing to partiCiPate in wage.,the wag
subsidy program have participated in other'manpower programs., ,By

°
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contrast; about 20% of employers who are not willing to partici-
pate in the wage subsidy program have participated in other man-
power prOgrams.

With regard to industrial categ6ry of Vermont firms willing
to participate in a wage subsidy program, the largest percentage
of willing firms may be found in the category of Retail & Whole-
sale Trade (425 firms or 38% of willing firms). Following in
descending order are Manufacturing (246 firms or 22%), Seryice In-
dustries (200 firms or 18%), Construction (153 firms or 14%),
Finance, Insurance, & Real Estate (60 firms or five percent), and
Transportation (24 firms or a mere two percent of the willing em-
ployers in Vermont). -Sixty percent of Vermont..mployers expressing
a willingness 'to participate in a wage subsidy program are to be
foundin the industrial categories of Detail & Wholesale Trade or
ManUtacturing. A

,

Nearly half, 534-firms or 48%, of all wri.ling employers
(only firms with ten or more employees were p&'-t of the sample)
in Vermont have from 10-19 employees, whilV'an additional 434
firms (or 39%) havefrom 20-49 employees. 'Ip Vermont, willing
employers are pretty much restricted to smal'Itr firms; 968 willing
employers or 87% employ less than 50 wozkerS, Conversely, only
140 firms or 13% employ 50 or more workers. Firms'in the 50-99 s

employee strata are most likely to agree to participate; 83% of
such firms were agreeable toiparticipation in a wage subsidy pro-
gram, although such firms represent only.nine percent of all
willing firms. In descending order, comparable figures for other
strata are as follows: 78% of firms in the 20-49 strata were will-
ing and such films repregent 39% of all Tilling firms; 71% of,
firms in the 100 employe-es-or-more.strata were willing, but such
firms represent only four percent of. all willing irms; only 56%
of firms in the 10-19 employee strata were willing but such firms
represent 48% of all willing firmg.

When employers were asked if they anticipated an expansion
in their work force during the next two Years, 50% or 564 willing
firms replied "yes," while 46% pr 514 firMs replied "nci" and 41
firms or four percent failed to respond to this question.

3. Differentiating.the Willing Employer from the Unwilling Employer

The face-to-face Survey of Vermont private sector employers
found that employers who are willing to participate in a wage
subsidy program more frequently hired large numbers -of workers
than employers who are unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy
program. For example, approximately:42%16f employers who are
willing to participate tin a wage subsidy -program hired mor6 than
ten workers In 1973 while 35% of employers who are unwilling to
participate in a wage subsidy program hired more than ten workers
in 1973. Similarly, nine percent of employers who are willing to
participate in a wage subsidy program hired seven to ni e workers
during 1973 while only three percent of qmployers who afire unwilling



to participate in a wage subsidy program hired seven to nine
workers during 1973. However, unwilling firms-tended to be
more likely to hire from one to six new employees during 1973.
Survey data concerning the number 'of new workers hired during
1972 evidences a, pattern similar to that described above.

Willing employers acroSs all strata experienced a greater
average growth ra;e during 1973 than did unwilling firms. The
average growth rate for 1973 of willing employers in both the
50-99 employee ,strata and the 100-or-more employee strata is
substantially greater than that 'for unwilling firms in the same
strata. Willing firms with 50-99 employees hadthe,highest
average growth rate for 1973, 56%. Clearly, firms with a rela-
tively'high rate of recent past expansion' tend to be more willing

'to participate in a wage subsidy program than are firms" with a
relatively low rate of recent past expansion.

The range of variation in quarterly employment is greater in
firms that are williAg to participate ina wage subsidy program
than in firms that are not willing to pakicipafe-in a wage sub-
sidy program for firms with 10-19, 20-49, and'100-or-more employ-
ees. Only in the size group of 50-99 employees do firms that are
Willing to participate have a lower range of variation in quarterly
employment.

With regard to the range of entry level wage rates in the
occupations for which employers would be likely'to hire subsidizjed
workers, it was..fbund that willing employers in the 10 -19 employ-
ee strata tend to pay lower average entry level wage rates than
do unwilling employers in this strata. Conversely, willing em-
ployers in the 20-49 employee strata tend to pay higher average
entry level wage rates than do unwillting.eMployers in this strata.

With 'regard to utilization of alternative recruitment methbds,
it was found that both willing and unwilling employers across all
strata apply a great deal more 411portance to the Vermont State
Employment Service' as a source of recruitment for new workers than
they apply to private employment agencies. However, employers
who are unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy program in all
sizes of firms utilized private employmentdhgepcies less than em-
ployers who are willing to participate in aiwage subsidy program.

. Impact Considerations

When askcAted if they anticipated that their nonsubsidized
personnel would cooperate fully with any subsidy program the em-
ployer might decide to participate in, only 68 employerg-", or six
percent of the willing employers, anticipated lack of cooperation
from nonsubsidized personnel. The great majority, 950 firms ox
86%., anticipated complete cooperation. In fact, 786 firms, or 71%
of all willing employers, did not believe that taking on subsidized
workers would create any probleMs whatsoever among their existing
work force; however, 273 firms or 25% did anticipate problems.

12'



'Forty -three percent-of willing employers, or 473 firms,
stated a belief that a wage subsidy program could give some
firms a competitive advantage over other firms. On the other
hand, 594 firms or 54% did not expect that a wage subsidy pro-
gram in one firm would create a competitive advantage over other
firms. Employers were less willing to state the opinion that
any such advantage might be significant. Only 174 employers or
16% believed that the potential amount of competitive advantage
created by a wage subsidy program could be significant, and 337
employers or 30% did not believe it would be significant. How-
ever, 597 employers or 54% did not respond to the issue of degree
of potential competitive advantage., °

When employers were asked if they anticipated an expansion
in th it work force during the'next two years, 554 or 50% of the
willinr firms replied "yes." However, when employers were asked
their opinion as to whether or not a wage subsidy program could'
increase the anticipated expansion in-their respective work forceS
during, the next two years, only 238 employers or 22% -replied
"yes." More than 73% or 811 employers felt a wage subsidy program
would not increase anticipated expansion in the work force.

4
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SECTION 'I

INTRuDUCTION
,,,

This report is the result o a two-phase survey made by the-
Vermont Department of Employmed. Security regarding the recep-
tiTity of .private employers in Vermont toward wage subsidies in
their sector of the economy. T4p Vermont ikpartment of Employ-
ment Security was initially funded by the Department of Labor to
, operate an. Experimental and Denlonstration (E&D) Manpower Pilot
Project for athree year period::: The project commenced on July li
1970 and continued its operatiodal activities through June 30,

1973.

The project was initiated ") because of the interest in welfare
reform legislation under consideration at, that time at the na-

tional level. The project consisted of two manpower cOmponents,
the major one of which was galled the Special Work Prbject or -

Public Service Employment. '''''']t* project was an exPeriment designed

to'provide those with manpower planning responsibirlty with basic
empiridal data on the effectiveness of PSE as a mechanism to
assist members of low-income families with children and welfare
recipients in moving into furl time nonsubsidized employment; The

main concern of the program was in developing meaningful job
opportunities with public and nonprofit private employers in which

to place clients to provide them with work experience. The ob-
jective of this experience wasto instill proper work habits and

knowledge to the participants so t they could move into theOli
regular labor force and thus reduc their dependency on public-

funds. j ,
'.,

One of the more important issues identified during the op-,
erati(onal phase of the Special Work Project was that the utiliza-

tion of only public and nonpr9fit organizations as sites for
"work experience" imposed sev re limitations an the abilityof

i
clients to be absorbed into to labor market. There were a numb-
ber.o'fi-easons for arriving at this conclusiQn. First, the
public sector hada limited quantity of pexiManent jobs available
:I.in which to retain many of the large number-Of clients wherhad°/
;received work experience. Second, there were a limited number'
of types of jobs in the public sector which'were analogous to

jobs in the open labor,market. Third; because of budgetary con-
straints many public sector employers could not fund additional

jobs without continued subsidization from an outside source.
Fourth, there were often restrictions on hiring practices in-the

public sector because of civil service and state merit system re-

quirements that had to be met. Finally, there was limited

15
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to

'"transferability" of job training experience fl'om the public
sector to the private sebtOP because-di dissimilarity in the
types of jobs.

.-In-view of these limitations, the Vermont.E&D PrOject felt
that-iewas espential to explore new methods of achieving em-
ployment for unemployed membens of 'low-income families 'with
children. One of the alternativeS advanced that seemed to have
particular merit Was that of testing the range of employment
opportunities in thb private sector through a wage subsidy pro-

: gram ar Special 'Work in the private sector. The objectives of
such'a test would- be to determine whether or nOtthe absorptive'
capacity of the labOr market could be substantially increased for
unemployed members of low- income families with children by pro-.

viding them with "work experience" with private sector employers.
Eurther,.itwould be used to ermine if clients would be better
qualified to comptte for exi ting obs More closely resembling
those in the open'labor market, an to see Af clients could
achieve greater transferability from temporary work experience
to permanent nonsubsidized employment.

. .(,

' Ip advice of funding a possible experimental project of
.

.

this nature, the Department ofLabor felts it necessary to con-.
duct a survey of-private sector employers to determine their

, receptivity towardssuch a'wage subsidy program.

.-The following,report is an analysiS of surveys conducted by
the Vermont E&D Project to determide the receptivity of private
sector'employers in tegard to a wage subsidy program. Two sep-
arate surveys were, c'onduct'ed: first, a mail questionnaire with
a sample orfirm8 covered,byunemployment insurance, and second
a face-t9-fa7ce interview with a selected sample of covered .em-
ployers.1

e ,

During the second year of the Vermont E&D Project a request
was made.for,modification of the project' guidelines to allow for
subsidization of wages in private industry for nonproduction re-
lated jobs. The VerMont.legislature had in recent years passed
signficant_legislation lip the fields of Occupational Safety
Act 205, the Vermont Occupational Safety and Health Act), En- .

vironmental protection (Act 250), and Water Classification and
. .PollutiCri Control JAot q5g). This legislation placed additional
burdens on private. indug'try and required major changes ia,opera-
tions involving financial investment. Although these require-7
ments did not necessarily increase productivity, they were part
of the "social costs" of doing_business in a community. It .was
felt at that time that new jobS'could be created in the private
sector in areas that would not be production related and'thus
would not establish a competitive advantage of one firm over
another. The intent of this experimental effort was to subsidize

1"Covered emPlOyers" are those employers subject to unemploy-
ment compensation coverage. 4. 4
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wages of members of low-income families with children during an
interim training period to assist private industry in the initial
stages of changing over to meet new Legislative mandates. It

was hoped that new jobs bould be created without competitive ad-
vantage accruing to the firm because a nonproduction related job
was being subsidized.

rkhevermont E&D Project received., authorization to experiment
with subsidization of nonproduction related jobs in the private
or profit making sector on a limited scale. The object was to
determine whether Special Work could be used effectively to place
unemployed low-income members, of families with children in jobs
created through the efforts of employerg to pay the social cost
of doing that business.

Efforts by local office job developers proved, fruitless in
obtaining nonproduction related jobs as envisioned sior this
experiment. Most firms affected by the legislative mandates were
not large .enough to employ an individual full time on jobs in these
categories. Most"' larger' firms that were required to meet legisla-
tive specifications had already made arrangements and were not
interested in a wage subsidy'program for these jobs.

During-the-"third year of the E&D Project, a proposal was
submitted by the Vermont Department of Employment Security
conduct an' experiment providing _wage subsidies. in the prlvn-t6,,,"
sector for any type of job. Under this arrangement, Wages<dr2un:7,-,
employee low-income family members with children would havb'bepA,
subsidized for regular entry level jobs whether or not/such.:1;dbS,-,',.-,

were prOduction related. They would have to have been jobs
openings were avaiiWble in the economy and the probability of re- -

tention or transferability existed.

there had been much interest within the Department of Labor .' ,',

and private research 'Organizations to experiment with wage sub- ,'-,

sidies in the private sector. Afer giving the proposal serious , .,p
,

...

consideration, it was decided by the Office of Research and De-

.
velopmehtr_Manpower Administration, that a preliminary study
should first be undertaken. It was envisioned thai this, study
should pe" in the form of a survey to determine the attitudes of
employers in the private sector'toward wage subsidy programs in

general and to see how receptive they might be to various aspects
of such Programs.

In August 1973, an agreement Was reached to conduct a two-
phase survey of covered firms in the state of Vermont. The first
survey was to be a mail survey of a selected group of Vermont em-
ployers to be determined later. The second survey ,was to be a
more in-depth interrogation by conducting personal interviews
with, a smaller group of Vermont empldyers. The-size of this sample
was also to be determined at a later date. After the-surveys were
conducted, the results would be-tabulated, analyzed and reported.
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SECTION III

ANALYSIS OF MAIL SURVEY RESPONSES

A. Sample Design

The mail survey is based on a simple, random, stratified
sample. No employers were selected with less than 10 employees,<1'
and a census was taken of all employers with 100 or more em-
ployees. Firms'with 10-99 employees were divided into three
groups, i.e., firms with 10-19, 20-49, and 50-99 employees, and
50% of the firms in each of these size groups were included in
the sample.

Part of the data processing of the-information collected
for the survey involved "blowing up" or "grossing up" the sample
data. This step was undertaken so the survey information would
apply to all firms with ten or more employees rather than to just
the firms surveyed. Justification for such a practice depends on
the sample design, sample selection process, and sample size;
the Vermont sample for the mail survey satisfies all the require-
ments. The sample is simple and random, the sample frame was
fully defined, and the sample selection process was computer ex-
ecuted to,randomly select each firm included in the sample. '
Finally, the sample includes 1084 firms, and consequently is large
enough to justify inferences concerning the.universe of firms in
Vermont under study.

z, ,

The "blowing up" process involved double counting the in-
formation collected from all firms sampledwith 10-99.employees..
This step was undertaken because only half .the firms in this size'
range were included in the study and the sample design is such
that the fimis, not included in the study can be assumed to be
identical to the firms included in the sample with respect to the
information collected in the survey. Information from firms with
100 or more worker's was not doubled because a census was-taken of
these firms, as is noted above. ,

',.The data presented in the text.are derived from bloNyiigp--,
sample data. Hence, ,these data are discussed as informattpn,:that
`relates to the universe of firmsinVermont with ten or more em-
ployees rather thantO only the firms included in the sample.

s A note caution is necessary.witn regard-to p6ssitig bias
in non-yesidonseto the mail survey.' The final tabulation of re-
sponses:to Questionll of the mail survey indicates that 46% of
employers would be interested. in taking part in a wage subsidy
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program. A tabulation of the last 63 response to-the Question-
naire indicates, however, that only (33% of, these 63 employers
are interested in taking part in a wage subsidy program. The
difference in these percentages creates the suspicion that higher
proportions of employers who are favorably disposed to a wage
sueSidy program responded to the survey than employers who- are
unwilling to participate in the program. Non-response to,the
mail survey consisted of 310 employers, or 29% of those receiving
questionnaires.

Statistical tests applied to the first 625 and the last 63
responses to Question 1 on the mail survey indicate a significant
difference between response rates. That is, the difference be-
tween the percent of employers who are willing to participate4in
a wage subsidy program in the first 625 and the last 63 question-
riaires returned in the mail survey, 49% and 33 %respectively, is
too great to have occurred by chance- 99% of the time.- Hence, the
difference is explained by differences in employer willingness to
participate in a wage subsidy program or some other factor yet to
be identified.

This section of the total, report'describes the results of
) the mail survey conducted during the first three months of 1974

to expldre employer receptivity towards a potential experimental.
and demonstration p;oject designed to provide wage subsidies to
firms in the private\sector of Vermont.* The scope,and response rate
of the mail survey is described in TABLE 1. thiss table indicates
that questionnaires were sent to 1,084 employers or approximately
one-.half of the employers in Vermont with ten or more employees,
and that:the overall response rate was 71%. Construction of the
sample involved stratification of the 2,037 firms-in Vermont into
four size groups based on the number of employees in each firm, -

inclusion of all firms with one- hundred or more employees, and
random selection of approximately one-half of firms ,with lesS than
one-hundred employees. Finally, TABLE 1 indicates that response
rates within the individual strata are within six percentage
paints of the overall response rate of 71%,

20
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TABLE 1

Scope and Response to the Vermont'Mail Survey

No. No. of No. of Firms Response to Percent
of Firms Ipcluded in the the Mall , Response to
Empldyees in Vermont Mail Survey Survey the Mail Survey

10-19 1059 529 373 70.5
20-49 672 336 239 71.1
50-99 174 87 60 70.0
100+ 132 132 102 77.3

TOTAL' OTT 1084 774 71.4

4.

_

B. Employer Response to Each Question in the Mail Survey
0

The mail survey contained 15 multiple choice questions con-
cerning employer attitudes towards a 4age subsidy program (Refer
to APPENDIX B) and requested any additional comments that employers
might wish to provide. TABLE 2 provides a summary of employer re-
s'ponse to each of the 15 questions and indicates the number, of em-
ployers that provided additional comments on the questionnaire.

TABLE 2 indicates that roughly one-half (46%) of employers
responded positively to Question l; that is, they indicated a
willingness to take part in a wage subSidy program for low-income
persons sponsored by the Vermont Department ofEmployment.Security.
Sixty-four percent of the firms (923'firms) responded positively
to Question 2 which asked whether or not a 75% wage subsidy is
adequate; and 24% of"the firms (344 firms) indicated through
Question 3 t at:they had previously participated in manpower pro-
grams that nclhded partial reimbursbment'of wages.

Sixty one percent of employers responded through Question 4"

4 that one y ar is an-appropriate duration for a wage subsidy, and

39% of the it surveyed revealed through Question 5 that they
anticipated an expansion'oftheir work force within the next two

years.. Twenty -two percent of tle firms (320 firms), by contrast,
indicated through Question 6 that they could-create new jobs if

a wage subsidy was available. .

Tikpty-ninepercent of the":firms (416) expressed a_willing-
nessto guarantee employment of the trainee at the end of a one

.-year 'subsidy period through Question 7 and 23% of surveyed firAs,
(334) indicated throUgh Question 8 that employment of subsidized
workers would not create personhel problems among existing work

.fordes. Employer response to Questions 9 and 10 indicated 55%
of theemployirs-7surveyed believe that the amount of subsidy
should depe tron abilities-of_shbsidized workers or skill re-

quirements f the 161)., an4 41% of employers (586 firms) prefer
to have th subsidy-paid to ,them 'rAth-iiAhan to the trainee.
Thirty ,per,enOif4irms prefer to'have-Wage subsidies paid to the-
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-workers theTSel4s, ,and 30% of employers did not respond to this

)

)

question. (An overview of the pattern of non-response to all 15-,\ questions is also provided by TABLE 2.):_*' ,,-

:

\

-
, . Thirty-one percent or 455 of the,firms require new workers

-/- to have '12 or more years of education. About 42%.7,or 613 of the-,, e
eb4.1-, employers require 11 o'r less years of schooling as job entry re-.=4; - ;O.::

r . qudrements, and 22% of employers did not respond to this Question.z.

.-

Employer response to Question 12 reveals that 54% or 780
of the firmS under-study usually train new employees themselves.
rather than require workers to Wave prior job-related .experience7
Response to Question 13 indicates that employer estimates of the
length of time new workers take to thoroughly learn their jobs is:

a. less than 6 months in',22% of sampled firms
b. 6-12 months in 31% of'sampled
c. more than 12 months in 22% of sampled firms

Nineteen percent (269) of the employers surveyed indicated
through Question 14 that their starting wage for entry level
positions is less than $2.00 an hour and 60% (871) of employers
indicatedthat such wage rates exceed $2.00 An hour. Forty-eight
percent or 701 of the employers under study expressed q willing-
ness to provide data needed to study the effects oLa wage subsidy
program through Question 15, while 22% ofemployers.expressed an
unwillingnesS to provide such data.

Additional information collected in the mail survey includes
written comments on some aspect of:the survey which 32% of the,
employers who responded to the questionnaire provided voluntarily.
These comments are summarized in APPENDIX D.

Finally, non-response to Question 1, which concerns employer
willingness to participate in a wage subsidy prograp, is less
-than,one percent, while non-respOnse tb the other 14 questions
ranges from about 13% to 30% and exhibits no clear pattern. Lack
of contextual' information related\to/certain questions asked,
hOwever, is one possible explanation for Variation in response
rates among questions. For example, non-response to Question 3
whieh asks whether or not employers previously participated in
manpower programs, is 13% and the question is probably easily
comprehensible to employers without provision of further informa-
tion. Non-response to Question 2,, however, is 27%. This question
probes employer views concerning the adequacy of a 75% rate of
wage subsidy, but does not provide information on such aspects of
'the question as descripti,ons.of the type of jobs or qualifications
of the workers involved in the subsidy. Contextual aspects oQ
this question- and-th8 others included in the mail survey were '

Turpo.seiy..not added.to minimize the complexity of the'question-
.' naire and help insure high resporie rates.
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C. Responses of Employers Willing to Participate in a Wage.
Subsidy Program"

When the respones of only the 670 willing firMs. (those' who
answered "yes" to Question 1) are examined, the, results are
quite different from the overall responses., TABLE 3 presents
the overall responses when the answer to Question 1 was "yes."

Reference to TABLE 3 indicates that 617 willing firms (92%)
said a 75% wage subsidy would be adequate (Q2),,and 572 (85%)
willing firms believed a one-year subsidy would,be appropriate
(04).

Of the 670 positive responses, 38% of the employers have.
previously participated in manpower programs (Q3). 0

Expansion of the work force within the next two years (05) ,

was antipipa'ted by 428 willing firms (64%), while only 294 (44%)
felt that new jobs could be created if training.were subsidiod
(Q6); 373 firms (56%) indicated they would be willing to guarantee
employme?,t fora year following the Subsidy period' (Q7):

Regarding whether or not taking on subsidize employees
would create problems,-538 willing firhis (80%) felt that the sub-,
sidized employee would not represent a problem to the existing
work force (Q8).

Seventy percent of willing employers (473) felt that the
subsidy should be proportionate to skill and ability (Q9), while
385 (57%) had entry education requirements of llyears or. less
(Q11), and 479 (71%) firms usually trained new employees, rather"
than requiring job-related experience (Q12). As to the length
of time required for a new employee to learn his job (Q13), 261-
(39%) firms responded that it took six 'to 12 months, 165 (25%)
said less than six months, and 169 (25%) firms said more than 122_
months; finally, 59 firms (nine percent) had jobs in all cate-
gories. (The responses of the 59 firms that had jolis'in All.
,three duration of learning categories; however, are not tabulated
in TABLE 3.). With- regard to wages, 466 firms (69%) had starting
wages of more than $2.00 per hour (u4). .

The majority of willing employers who responded to Question
10 (373 or 56%) preferred having the'Subsidy paid to themselves
rather than directly to the trainee, but 271 (40%) preferred
having the trainee 'paid directly. .

Employers who are willing to participate in a wage subsidy -

program indicated a willingness to provide data on the effect of .

the subsidy on new employees (Q15), with 587 (88%),responding
"yes."

9

_Additional comments were attached 204 firms (30%'of the
willing firms). Many of these comments ar included in APPENDIX D.
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D. ResporiSes by Size of Firms Willing to Participate in a Wage
Subsidy Program

More information is revealed when the responses of the 670
(46%) willing firms are tallied by size groups (number of em-
ployees). The 670 ,"yes" responses to Question 1 were distributed 1
by size of firm as described below in :TABLE 4.

2,

TABLE 4

Distribution of Willing Firms by Size of Firm

No. of Firms Within Each %.of All Willing
Strata Responding- Firms Responding

Size of Firm (strata) "Yes" to Q1 "Yes'! to Q1 .

10-19 employees 300 44.8
20-49 employees 256 38.2.
50-99 employees 60 9.0
100+ employees 54 . 8.0
TOTAL . 670 100.0

As indicated by TABLE 4, the largest absolute response to all
questions was received from firms with 16-19 or 20-49 employees.
While it is clear that the small and medium-sized firms. responded
.affirmatively to the questiorTnaire more often, the percentage of
yes/no answers to each question within each strata category isthe
true indicator of the significance of theiresponses for that par-
ticular size group.' The following paragraphs present an overall
description., of the data by strata breakdown determined by the size
of the firms. The percentages of yesXnp,responses to Questions
2-L6 from group to group, however, show general trends of agree-
ment (SeeTABLE 5).

Some firms in eac size group had participated in manpower
programs previously (Q3), with the highest percentage of firms
occurring in the 100+ category (48% or 26 firms) and the highest
actual participation in the 20-49 category (112 firms or 44% of
the firms in this category). Overall, 38% or 254 interested firms
had previously participated in manpower programs.

From 87% (52 yeses from the 50-99 group), to 94% (282 yeses
in the 10-19 group) of firms in eachjsgroup replied that a 75%
subsidy *ould be adequate (Q2), and83% (212 firms in the 20-49
gioup) to 92% (50 firms, in the 100+ group), felt that a one-year

' subsidy period would be appropriate (Q4). The total of all re-
sponses of interested firms to Q2 and Q4 was 92% (617) and 85%.
(57,2) respectively. A cross-analysis of Q2 and Q4 is presented
later in this report. A-majority of employers (56% or 373 firms)
said they preferred having the subsidy paid to them rather than
directly to the employee (Q10). The range of these was 52%

28'

39



M
O
R
E
 
T
H
A
N
/
B
O
T
H
/
A
L
L

Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
S
 
1
-
1
6

1
.
 
A
r
e
 
y
o
u
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d
 
i
n

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
a

w
a
g
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
?

2
.
 
I
s
 
a
 
7
5
%
 
w
a
g
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y

a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
?

3
.
 
H
a
v
e
 
y
o
u
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 
i
n

m
a
n
p
o
w
e
r
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
?

4
.
 
I
s
 
a
 
l
y
r
 
t
e
r
m
 
a
p
p
r
o
-

p
r
i
a
t
e
 
f
o
r
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
?

5
.
 
D
o
 
y
o
u
 
f
o
r
e
s
e
e
 
e
x
p
a
n
-

s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
y
o
u
r
 
w
o
r
k

f
o
r
c
e
 
i
n
 
n
e
x
t
 
2
y
r
s
.
?

6
.
 
C
o
u
l
d
 
n
e
w
 
j
o
b
s
 
h
e

c
r
e
a
t
e
d
 
i
f
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

w
e
r
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
i
z
e
d
?

'
7
.
 
W
o
u
l
d
 
y
o
u
 
g
u
a
r
a
n
t
e
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 
1
 
y
e
a
r

b
e
y
o
n
d
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
?

8
.
 
W
o
u
l
d
 
a
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
.
e
m
p
l
-

o
y
e
e
l
b
e
 
a
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 
i
n

y
m
t
r
W
o
r
k
 
f
o
r
c
e
?
 
'
)

O
.
 
S
h
o
u
l
d
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
b
e
'

p
r
o
p
o
a
t
i
o
n
a
t
e
 
t
o

s
k
i
l
l
/
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
?
-
-

1
0
.
P
a
y
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
t
o

t
r
a
i
n
e
e
?
 
(
Y
E
S
)

P
a
y
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
t
o

t
r
a
i
n
e
e
?
 
(
N
O
)

(
P
a
y
 
t
o
 
e
m
p
l
b
y
e
r
!

i
n
s
t
e
a
d
)

1
.
1
.
I
s
 
y
o
u
r
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

Q
 
e
n
t
r
y
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
:

-
e
n
t
r
y o
r
 
l
e
s
s
 
(
Y
E
S
-
Y
.
'

w
1
1
 
o
r
 
l
e
s
s
 
(
N
O
)

o
(
R
e
q
.
 
1
2
 
o
r
 
m
o
r
e
)

B
o
t
h
:

1
2
.
D
o
 
y
O
u
 
t
r
a
i
n
 
n
e
w

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
:
 
(
Y
e
s
)

D
o
 
y
o
u
 
t
r
a
i
n
 
n
e
w

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
:
 
(
N
O
)
 
c
p
-

(
R
e
q
.
 
J
o
b
 
R
e
l
.
 
E
x
p
e
r
)

B
o
t
h
:

1
3
.
C
a
n
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
j
o
b

i
n
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
6
m
o
?
(
Y
E
S
)

C
a
n
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
j
o
b

i
n
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
6
m
o
?
(
N
O
)

(
R
a
t
h
e
r
,
 
6
-
1
2
 
M
o
s
.
)

T
a
k
e
s
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
1
2

H
a
v
e
 
j
o
b
s
 
w
/
 
t
r
n
g
.
 
p
e
r
.

i
n
,
 
a
l
l
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s

1
4
.
1
8
 
y
o
u
r
 
s
t
a
r
t
i
n
g
 
w
a
g
e
:

l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
$
2
 
1
(
Y
E
S
)

l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
$
2
 
(
N
O
)

(
R
a
t
t
e
r
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
)

A
r
e
 
y
o
u
r
 
s
t
a
r
t
i
n
g
 
w
a
g
e
s

b
o
t
h
 
L
$
2
 
h
 
3
4
2
?

1
5
.
W
o
u
l
d
 
y
o
u
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
d
a
t
a

t
o
 
s
t
u
d
y
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
 
o
f
 
s
u
b
-

s
i
d
y
 
o
n
 
n
e
w
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
?

1
6
.
C
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
A
t
t
a
c
h
e
d
?

:1

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
O
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 
1
-
1
6
 
W
h
e
n
 
Q
u
F
a
i
o
n
 
1
 
i
s
 
A
n
s
w
e
r
e
d
 
"
Y
e
s
"
,
 
b
y
 
S
i
z
e
 
o
f
 
F
i
r
m

F
IR

M
S

 1
1/

 1
0-

19
 E

M
P

LO
Y

E
E

S
2
0
-
4
9

50
-9

9
10

0+

G
r
o
u
p
 
Y
e
s
 
t
o

q
A
A

T
o
t
a
l
 
Y
e
s
 
t
o
 
Q

O
F

 Y
E

S
B
Y
 
S
T
R
A
T
A

Y
E
S

'

N
O

H
M
V

N
.
R
.

Y
E
S

N
O

M
T
B
A

N
.
R
.

/
1
4

N
O

.
6
0

0
1
0
0
.
0

0
.
0

5
2
'

4
8
6
.
6

6
.
6
.

K
M

H
.
R
.

o
,

0
.
0
+

4 6
.
6

Y
E
S

5
4

1
0
0
.
0

4
9
9
0
.
7

N
O 0 0.
0

3 5
.
5

M
T
B
A

H
.
R
.

0 0.
0

2 3
.
7

Y
E
S

6
7
0

1
0
0
.
0

6
1
/ 9
2
.
0

1
0
-
1
9

2
0
-
4
9

4
4
.
8

3
8
.
2

4
5
.
7

3
7
.
9

5
0
-
9
9

9
.
0

8
.
4

1
0
0
+

8
:
0

7
.
9
'

3
0
0

0
1
0
0
.
0

0
.
0

0 0
.
0

2
5
6

1
0
0
.
0

0 0
.
0

0 0
.
6
'

1
6 6
.
2

-
2
8
2

8
9
4
.
0

2
.
6

1
0 3
.
3

2
3
4 9
1
.
4

6 2
.
3

9
4

2
0
4

2
1
1
2
 
"

1
4
4

'
4
s

0
 
'

'

'
2
2

'

3
8

0
,
-
 
2
6

2
8

0
1'

2
5
4

3
7
.
0

4
4
.
1

r
,

' 8
.
7
.
;

1
0
.
2

3
1
.
3
5
.
,
6
8
.
0

0
.
6

4
3
.
7

5
6
.
2

0
0
'

3
6
,
6
6
3
.
3

0
.
0

4
8
.
1

5
1
 
8

0
.
0

3
7
.
9

2
6
0

:
8

2
2
1
t

3
2

1
.
2
-
.

5
0
-
-
6

4
-
-
-
-
-
'

5
0

3
1

5
7
2

4
5
.
4

3
7
.
1

8
.
7

8
.
7

8
6
.
6

1
2
.
6

0
.
6

8
2
.
8

1
2
.
5

'
'
 
4
.
6

-
 
8
3
.
3

1
0
.
0

6
.
6

9
2
.
5

-
5
.
5

1
.
8

8
5
.
3

r

1
9
2

'

8
4

2
4

1
7
0

7
,
8

8
3
2

2
6

2
3
4

1
7

3
4
2
8

4
4
.
8

.
3
9
.
7

7
.
5

7
.
9

6
4
.
0

2
8
.
0

8
.
0

,
 
6
6
.
4

3
0
.
4

3
.
1

5
3
.
3

4
3
.
3

3
.
3

6
2
.
9

3
1
.
4

5
.
5

6
3
.
8

e
,

1
3
2

1
3
4

3
4
'

1
2
0

1
2
0

1
6
'

2
6

3
2

2
l
b

3
5

3
2
9
4

4
4
.
9

4
0
.
8

8
.
8

5
.
4

4
4
.
0

4
4
.
6

1
1
.
3

4
6
.
8

4
6
.
8

6
.
2

4
3
.
3

5
3
.
3

3
.
3

2
9
.
6

6
4
.
8

5
.
5

4
3
.
8

1
6
6

1
0
2

3
2

1
4
8

8
8

2
0
,
 
'

'
3
4
,

2
2

4
2
5

2
4

'
'

5
3
7
3

4
4
.
5

3
9
.
7

9
.
1

'

6
.
7

5
5
.
3

3
4
.
0

1
0
.
6

5
7
.
8

3
4
.
3

7
.
8

5
6
.
6

3
6
.
6

6
.
6

4
6
.
2

4
4
.
4

-
-
.
 
9
.
2

5
5
.
6

'
2
2

2
3
8

4
0

1
6

2
1
8

2
2

6
4
0

1
4

4
4
2

8
4
8

45
.8

41
33

;3
1
2
.
5

8
.
3

7
.
3

7
9
.
3

1
3
.
3

6
.
2

8
5
.
1

8
.
5

1
0
.
0

6
6
.
6

2
3
.
3

7
.
4

7
7
.
7

1
4
.
8

I
7
.
1

2
1
0

6
2

2
8

1
8
6

6
0

1
0

4
0

1
8

2
3
7

1
2

5
.

4
7
3

4
4
.
4

3
9
.
3

8
.
4

7
.
8

7
0
.
0
'

2
0
.
6

9
.
3

7
2
.
6

2
3
.
4

3
.
9

6
6
.
6

3
0
.
0

3
.
3

6
8
.
5

2
2
.
2

-
'
9
.
2

7
0
.
5

1
2
6

1
8

1
0
4

4
2
4

0
,

1
7

4
2
7
1

4
6
.
5
 
'

3
8
.
4

8
.
8

6
.
3

4
2
.
0

6
.
0

,
A
'
1
4
0
.
6

1
.
5

4
0
.
0

0
.
0
,
.
;

3
1
.
4

7
.
4

I
4
0
.
4

1
S
k

1
4
8

3
6

3
3

5
2
:
0

5
7
.
8

6
0
.
0

,
6
1
.
1

'
,

--
-,

,,,
,_

,-
)

't

".
..4

,..
...

/4
...

"
-,

.
,

1
6
4

4
1
6
2

'
,

8
-
-
,
-
-
-
'

2
.
.
.
,
-
.

,,z
 ..

-k
f 

a 
l

3
8
5

.
4
2
.
6

4
2
.
1

C
7
!
3

f
l
'
f
.
0

5
4
.
8
.

,
,

1
.
3

J
t
6
3
.
2

(
.
-
-
'

1
6
.
6

3
.
3

.
5
7
.
4

7
.
4
4

5
7
.
4

-
1
1
6
 
-

,
-

'
 
7
4

n
2
6

1
4

-
3
8
.
6

2
8
.
9

.
4
3
.
3

-
2
5
.
9

°
1
6

1
2

4
5

-

5
.
3

4
.
6

,
-

6
.
6

9
.
2

'
4

0
3
7

1
4
7
6

4
2
.
6

4
0
.
5

9
.
2

7
.
7

6
8
.
0

2
.
0

7
5
.
7

0
.
7

7
3
.
3

-
'

-
I

0
.
0

6
8
.
5

1
.
8

7
1
.
4

4
6

3
0

1
0

'
.

:
5

.
.

1
5
.
3

1
1
.
7

1
6
.
6

9
.
2

4
4

3
0

6
1
1

I
.

1
4
.
6

1
1
.
7

1
0
.
0

,
2
0
.
3

.
.

,

-
-
/
b

1
0

5
6

4
2
6

0
1
3

.
2

1
6
5

'
4
2
.
4

3
3
.
9

1
5
.
8

7
.
9

2
3
.
3

3
.
3

2
1
.
8

1
.
5

4
3
.
3

0
.
0

2
4
.
0

3
.
7

I

2
4
-
6

1
2
2
4
0
.
6

a
1
0
2
3
9
.
8

1
6

2
6
.
6

2
1
3
8
.
8

f
I

,

2
,

8
0

6
8

1
2

9
2
6
.
6

2
6
.
5

2
0
.
0

'

1
6
.
6

1
8

2
6

.
6

9
6
.
0

1
0
.
1

1
0
.
0

1
6
.
6

8
0

4
6
2
'

0
0

1
2

2
1
1

0
1
6
5

4
8
.
5

3
7
.
5

7
.
3

6
.
7

2
6
.
6

2
0
2

'

1
.
3

2
4
.
2

18
4

0
.
0

2
0
.
0

4
0

3
.
3

2
0
.
3

4
0

.
0
.
0

2
4
.
6
,

6
7
.
3

.
 
7
1
.
8

6
6
.
6

7
4
.
0

1
4

1
0

-
-
.
6

3
.

,
4
.
6

3
.
9

1
0
.
0

5
.
5

2
6
4

2
0

8
8
.
0

6
.
6

1
6

,

5
.
3

2
2
2 8
6
.
7

1
2 4
.
6

2
2 8
.
5

5
0

2
8
3
.
3

3
.
3

8
1
3
.
3

5
1

.

9
4
.
4

1 1
.
8

2 3
.
7

5
8
7
8
7
.
6

4
5
.
0

.
3
7
.
8

8
.
5

8
.
7

8
0
 
-

2
2
0

8
4

1
7
2
-

2
6

0
4
0

-
-
-
2
0

0
3
4

2
0
4

3
9
.
2

4
1
.
2
,

9
.
8

9
.
8

2
6
.
6

,
7
3
.
3

3
2
.
8

6
7
.
1

3
3
.
3

0
.
0

6
6
.
6

3
7
.
0

0
.
0

6
2
.
9

3
0
.
4



. ,

$
. (156 firms in the 43-19 group) to '61% (33 firms in the 100+
group), among the foqr strata groups.,

Expansion of thework force within two years (Q5) was ex-
. Tected by 53% (32 firms in the 50-99 group) to 66% (170 firms

in the 20-49 group). lpestiOn 6 (Could npw jobg be created' if
trainingtwere.subsidized?)*yialded'relatively_16W percentages ofaffitmhtive response., from,30% (16 firms in the 100+ group) ,to
47% (ral firms in the;20249 group), ,Related to this, from 46%
(25 ,firms in- the 100+ group)' to 58% (148 firms in the 20-49
group)of the firms were willing -to guarantee employment.for a.'
year following the subsidy (Q7). The relationship of yeses to
Q5, 6 and 7 by strata are shown in TABLE 6.

, TABLE 6

Perce* of Affirmative Responses to Questions 5, 6. and 7,
by Size of Firm

Q5: Foresee Q6: Create new Q7: Guarantee employ-
Strata expansion jobs

.

\.
% of Yes- % of Yes % of Yes

:.
.

10-10 -1 64.0 44.0 40 55.3,
20-49 7 . 66.4 46.8 57.8
50,99 _ 53.3 43.3

, 56.6
100+ , # 62.9 29.6 46.2

ment for a year

.Total yes_responses by all interested firMs mere 64% (Q5),
44% (Q6) and,, 56 (Q7). i

A cross - analysis of Questions 5 and 6 is also presented
later in this report.

Responses to Question 8 indicated that most willing employel-S
(538 ;or 80%) felt thht.a subsidized employee would hot be a Prob-lem on the work force. Firms in the 20.-49,group,anticipated a
problem' least wits 85% (218 firms) answering no. The largest per-cent of tyes" was in the 50-99 group "(six firms or,ten percent)
.as well- as the largest number of "non-response" (23%) .

A-ra-nge of 67% (40.firmk in the 50-99 group) to 73% (186
firms in the 2049 group) pf employers in the four groups felt, .

the subsidy should ,pe-proportionate to skill and ability, with
'7:0% of alr hn%wering ",yes" (Q9).. A slightll lower range.47%
(28 firms in the 50-99 group) to 63% (162 firms in the 20=49
group) required 11 yep.rs or less education (Q11) for entry posit ,'tions. Of all the'willing emploYerS, 57% or 385 firms, required
11,yeal.s orless education and 34% (230 firms) required 12 or more

Qi
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years of education. To Question'12, regarding training of new,.
employees, the four groups responded that from 68% (2Q4 firms
in the 10-19.group) to'76% (194 firms in the 20-49 group) did
provide training.to new employees, and the overall total was 71%
(479 firms. Firms in the 20-49 and 50-99 groups provided the
highest percentges of training, 76% (194 firmsrand'73% (44
firms) respectively. The 10-19 and 20-49 groups had the highest
number of firms providing training with 204 (68%) and 194 (76%)
respectively.

Question 13, which relates to the length of time required
for a new eMployee-to learn his job, has four parts and the re-
sponses were somewhat varied. As to whether an employee could
learn the job in less than six, months, `a total of 25% (165 firms
said yes, with the range of the strata groups being'from'22%-
(56 firms in the 20 -49' group) to 43% (26 firms in the 50-99
group)., ,The training period of'six to 12 months had an average
of 19% (261 firms) response, ranging from 27% (16 firms in the
50-99 group) to 41% (122 firms in the 10-19 group). 4 total of
25% (169) employers had jobs requiring more than 12 months
training, with a range from 17% (9 firms in the 100+ group) to
27% (80 firms in the 10-19 group) of the foul groups having jobs
in this category.

. ,

Sr QueStion.14'relates to starling wages. A-total of 70%
-(466 firms) of all the interested respondents indicated a starting
wage of more than $2.00 per hour. _About-s67% of employers in
Strata 10-19 and 50-99, a total of 242 employers, reported
starting wages_in excess of $2.00 per hour. Strata 20-49 and

.7,100+ had 72% (184 firmO and 74% (40 firms.) respectively report
starting wages -in excess, of $2.00. The range of )responsep with
less than MOO starting salaries was 20 %-' 01 firMs in the 100+
group) to 27% (80 firms in the 10-19 grquP:), : i .

.

--'c

;,-

,

Overall, 88% of interested firms oe.:56ijirmS indicated
willingness to supply data on the subsiWS'ffect on employees
(Q15), with a range from 83% (51) firmp in% ilK 50-99 group) to
94% (51 1').rms in the 100+ group).

.

\ ',

. \ . ,:t ,,. I

- i'.' t
.

E. Responses by Standard Industrial Class4#ation of Employers
Willing to Participate in a Wage SubsidScj*Ogram

.-...'tl%

The further breakdowpof willing firms. Uy..*Flustry '(SIC)
code (See TABLE 7) reveals that the Retail & Witiole*10;%Tx,ade

'group provided the largest, number of positive vgiOiopse.0,Ques-
tion 1, thatl4s 260 or 39% of the 670 positiveli000pseS",Allore-
over, employers in this sector often provided rOppr.yelile-
favorabre responses to the other questions than 4140yeral the
other sectors in terms of responses to Question 1:4-(4-inallir\k'the
responsiveness of employers in the various sectors` Aues44 l'
generally typifies their relative responsiveness to) -kpc\liltner-,N
qupstions.

,
;.,\,\ \1.:,'

,-',,', 'T.
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'In,response to Question 3 (regarding previous participation
in.4alipoweriprogra*), the range of yeses was from 12% (Financial,

''Itisurange,'4IRe0.1::ts:t..ate) to 48% (Retail &Wholesale Trade).
iinduStries' participation rates were: cManufacturing, 37%1-

ServarkfiTransPoTtation, 30%; and Construction, 26%s .

',--Ret1.14PS within industry to whether a 75% sub'idy would beadeqdfite (0) 'ranged from 82% (27 Transportation firms) to 9p0/0
(150 ManufaCturing firms) with a total of 92% for.all industrip8
replying "yes." Question 4 (fwhether a,one-year subsidy is
appropriate) drew affirmative responses that ranged from 76%
(55 Construction firms) to 93% (115 Service industries) With:atotal of 85% (572 firmsl.

-%Qtae stions:5.; 6, and 7 are also related to, one another. Re-garding expanon.-of the work force within ,two years (Q5), from50% (12 FinanCe Insurance & Real Estate) to",78% (123 Manufac-
turers) responded "yes," with a total Of 64%(428 firms) for allindustries. 'However, Question 6 (Could new jobs be Created iftraining were subsidized?) drew a lower percentage of "yes" re-*Ponses -- a range of 25% (six Financial,Insurance& Real Estate
firms)---to 50% (36 Construction firms), with the total being 44%(294 firms). To Question 7 (Would they be willingto guarantee 0-employment for a year_beyond the subsidy?), "yes" responsesranged from 40% (29 Construction firms) to 60% (155 Retail &
Wholesale Trades firms), with the total being 56% (373 firms).

Whethpr a subsidy employee would be a problem to the- work_force (Q8) was answered "yes" only seven percent of the time
(By 48 firms), and the 'range was four percent (five Service,firms) to 17% (12 Construction firths).

_Question 10 is another adminisfrative type question (Shouldsubsidy be paid directly to the trainee or to the employer?,*.Most firms, that
i,

,373 or 56% of firms that are'willing,to par-ticipate in a wag subsidy program; as'was noted in an, early
section preferre the subsidy being'paid to the employer. 'Therange of preference for subsidy paiythent to.,the employer was 47%(34 firms in the Cohstruction industry) fo,,7-5% (18 of the. Fi-
nancial, Insurance &'Real Estate firms). The .range of those that_Preferred to pay the employee directly was 17% (four Financial,
Insurance & Real Estate firms) to 50%. (36*,ConstruCtion firms).

Asked whether they would provide data-to study-the, effectsof the-subsidy on new employees "(Q15) a total of 88% (587 firms)said they would. The range of yeses'was.from 83% (60'Constrt*tion firms)-to 89% (140 Manufacturing firms).

, Questions 9, 11 and 12.:related to employee qualifications.,
The questionaf whether the subsidy should be proportionate toskill and ability (Q9) was answered "yes" by 70% of 'all firms that'are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program. Individualindustry rePIies ranged from 64% (80 Service firms) to 83%

7-7,7,-.----","7",";3,7
32
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1 ,At

(20 Financial, Insurance & Real Estate,firms). Required 'entry
.education (Q11) was kl years orless7in. 57% (385 f'rmS) overall.
Industry patterns include: Manufacturing (7-1% 1 1 firms),
Cans-tructi6n s), Retail Ohale e 6% or 146
firms), with thege three ind stries -having a larger han 50% re-
sponse of "11 years or less." The only, industry which hada.,'
proportion of "12 or more" responses in excess of 50% was the
Financial, Insurance & Real Estate group with 67% (16 firms).
Those industries having both types of entry requiremerits were
only five percent (37 firms) of the willing firms. Asked whether.
they train new employees (Q12), 71%'(479 firms) indicated they
did, 13% (91 firms) required job-relOed experience, and 13% (91
-firms) had both types of jobs within the.firms.

Training periods (Q13) required Were fairly evenly divided:
25% (165) said an employee Could learn the job in less than six
months; 39% (261) said six to 12 months; 25% (169) said more than
12 months; and 9% (59)'had jobs in all three training categories.
In the six,to 12 month group, the within - industry responses ranged
from 26% (32 Service firms) to 67% (16 Financial, Insurance &
Real Estate firms).

'Questidn 14 deals with'starting wages. Sixty-nine percent
(466) of all firms responded that their starting -wage is more
than $2.00 per hour, and 25% (165) have starttting.wages of less
than $2.00. The range of those' with more than $2.00 starting
salaries is 47% (58 Service firms) to 9-7A (70 Construction firms).
Those with starting wages of less than $.00 ranged from-zero
(Transportation firms) to 43% (54 Service industry firms).

1-

6.4

3

--



M
O
R
E
 
T
R
A
4
,
4
8
0
T
R
A
K
I
I
L
/
7
.

'
'

(
I
D
E
S
T
I
O
N
s
-
2
.
-
6

1
,
,
 
A
r
e
 
y
o
u
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d
 
i
n

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
a

.

w
a
g
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
'
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
?

2
,
 
I
s
 
a
 
7
5
%
 
w
a
g
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y

a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
?

3
.
 
R
a
v
e
 
y
o
u
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 
i
n

m
a
n
p
p
w
e
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
?

'

4
.
 
I
s
 
a
 
l
y
r
 
t
e
r
m
 
a
p
p
r
o
-

p
r
i
a
t
e
 
f
o
r
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
?

5
.
 
D
o
 
y
o
u
 
f
o
r
e
m
e
-
e
x
p
a
n
-

s
i
o
n
'
o
f
 
y
o
u
r
 
w
o
r
k

.

f
o
r
c
e
,
i
n
 
n
e
x
t
 
2
 
y
r
s
?

6
.
 
C
o
u
l
d
 
n
e
w
 
j
o
b
s
 
b
e

c
r
e
a
t
e
d
 
i
f
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
.

w
e
E
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
i
z
e
d
?

7
.
 
W
o
u
l
d
 
y
o
u
 
g
u
a
r
a
n
t
e
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 
1
 
y
e
a
r

b
e
y
o
n
g
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
?

8
.
 
W
o
u
l
d
 
a
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
e
m
p
l
-

o
y
e
e
 
b
e
 
a
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
i
 
i
n

y
o
u
r
 
w
o
r
k
 
f
o
r
c
e
?
 
'

9
.
 
S
h
o
u
l
d
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
b
e

p
r
o
p
o
r
t
i
o
n
a
t
e
 
t
p

a
k
i
l
t
4
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
?

1
0
.
P
a
y
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
t
o

'

;
 
t
r
a
i
n
e
e
?
 
o
t
s
)

'

P
a
y
 
s
u
b
s
i
A
p
t
o
.
e

t
r
a
i
n
e
e
?
 
(
'
N
0
)

(
P
a
y
 
t
o
:
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
,

i
n
s
t
e
a
d
)
,

1
1
.
1
s
 
y
o
u
r
 
r
e
q
d
i
r
e
d
;

'
N
e
n
t
r
y
 
e
d
u
C
a
t
i
o
e
:

1
1
 
o
r
 
l
e
s
s
 
(
Y
E
S
)

w
o
r
 
l
e
s
s
 
(
N
O
)

(
R
e
q
.
 
1
2
 
o
r
 
m
o
r
e
)

B
o
t
h
:

'

1
2
.
D
o
 
y
o
u
 
t
r
a
i
n
 
n
e
w

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
:
 
(
Y
E
S
)

D
o
 
y
o
u
 
t
r
a
i
n
 
n
e
w

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
:
 
(
N
O
)

(
R
e
q
.
 
J
o
b
R
e
l
.
E
x
p
e
r
.
)

B
o
t
h

1
-

4
:

1
3
-
'
C
a
n
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
j
o
b

i
n
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
6
m
o
?
(
Y
E
S
)

;
:
k

C
a
n
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
j
o
b

i
n
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
6
m
o
?
(
N
O
)

;
1
1

(
R
a
t
h
e
r
,
1
6
-
1
2
 
M
o
s
.
)

T
a
k
e
s
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
1
2

H
a
v
e
 
j
o
b
s
 
w
/
t
r
n
g
.
 
p
e
r
.

i
n
 
a
l
l
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
?

1
4
.
I
s
 
y
o
u
r
 
s
t
a
r
t
i
n
g
 
w
a
g
e
:

l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
$
2
 
(
Y
E
S
)

T
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
$
2
 
(
N
O
)

(
R
a
t
h
e
r
'
,
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
)

A
r
e
 
y
o
u
r
 
s
t
a
r
t
i
n
g
-
a
 
g
e
s

b
o
t
h
 
c
$
2
 
&
 
4
2
?

1
5
.
W
o
u
l
d
 
y
o
u
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
d
a
t
a

t
o
 
s
t
u
d
y
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
 
¶
o
f
 
s
u
b
-

s
i
d
y
 
o
k
'
n
e
w
 
e
m
p
l
b
y
e
e
s
?

1
8
.
C
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
A
t
t
a
c
h
e
d
?

1
5
-
1
7

T
A
B
L
E
 
7

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
O
u
e
s
i
i
o
n
s
 
1
-
1
6
 
W
h
e
n
 
(
F
I
T
:
i
t
-
r
o
d
 
1
 
i
s
 
A
n
h
w
e
r
o
d
 
"
Y
e
s
,
"

b
y
 
S
I
C
 
C
o
d
e

2
0
-
3
9

4
0
-
4
9

5
0
-
5
9

6
0
-
6
7

C
O
N
S
T
R
U
C
T

M
A
N
U
F
A
C
T
U
R
I
N
G

I
K
A
N
U
P
U
R
f
a
l
i
O
N

R
E
T
.

&
 
W
H
L
S
L
E
.
 
T
R
A
D
E

F
I
N
A
N
.
,
 
I
N
S
.
 
&
 
R
.
E
S
T
A
T
E

S
'
a

'
.
:
'

'
'
a

'
Y
E
S

N
O

M
T
B
A

N
.
R
.

Y
E
S

N
O

M
T
B
A

N
R
.

Y
E
S

N
O

M
T
B
A

N
.
H
.

7
2

1
0
0
.
0

0 0
.
0

0 0
.
0

1
5
7

0
1
0
0
.
0

0
.
0

0 0
.
0

3
3

1
0
0
%
0

,
O
.

'
0
.
0

0 0
.
0

2
6
0

1
0
0
.
0

0 0
.
0

0 0
.
0

i

2
4

0
,

7
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

0
.
0

0
.
0

6
2
8
6
.
1

6 8
.
3

4 5
.
5

1
5
0

2
9
5
.
5

1
.
2

5 3
.
1

-
 
2
7

-
8
1
.
8

1
2
.
1

2 6
.
0

2
4
4
.

9
3
.
8

4 1
.
5

1
2

-

4
.
6

2
1

0
3

8
7
.
5

0
.
0

.
1
2
.
5

1
9
2
6
.
3

5
3
.

7
3
'
.
6

0 0
.
0
'

5
8

9
9

3
6
.
9

6
3
.
0

0
,

0
.
0

1
0

3
0
.
3

2
3
6
9
,
6

0 0
.
0

1
2
8
4
8
.
4

1
3
4
5
1
.
5

0 0
.
0

3
2
1

0
1
2
.
5

8
7
.
5

0
.
0

5
5
7
6
.
3

1
5
2
0
.
8

2
'
,

2
:
7

1
3
0

2
5

8
2
.
8

1
5
.
9

2 1
.
2

2
9

8
7
.
8

4
1
2
.
1
 
,

0 0
.
0

2
2
2 8
5
.
3

3
0

1
1
.
5

8 3
.
0

31
2

1
8
7
.
5

8
.
3

4
.
1

4
3 5
9
:
7

2
7
3
7
.
5

2 2.
7

1
2
3

3
0

7
8
1
3

1
9
.
1

4 2
.
5

1
7

5
1
.
5

1 :
 
1
6

4
8
.
4

0 0
.
0

1
6
8
6
4
.
6

6
8

2
6
.
1

2
4 9
.
2

1
2

1
1

4

1
5
0
.
0

4
5
.
8

4
.
1

3
6 5
0
.
0

3
4
4
7
.
2

-
-
a

2 2
.
7

6
8

7
6

4
3
.
3

4
8
.
4
'

1
3
.
,

8
.
2

1
1
 
,
 
'

-
3
3
.
3

2
0

6
0
.
6
'

2 .
6
.
0

1
2
2

4
8
.
9

1
1
5

4
4
.
2

2
3 8
.
8

6
1
5

-
3

2
5
.
0

6
2
.
5

1
2
.
5

2
9

4
0
.
2
8
9 5
4
.
1

4 5
.
5

8
9

5
7

5
6
.
q

3
6
.
3

1
1

'

7
.
0

1
8
5
4
.
5

A
i
l
k

1
0
 
w
i
r
°

3
0
.
3

5
1
5
.
1

'
1
5
5

5
9
.
6

8
7
'

3
3
.
4

1
8 6
.
9

1
2

9
3

5
0
.
0

3
7
.
5

1
2
.
5

1
2
1
6
.
6

5
6

7
7
.
7

.

4 5
.
5

1
3

1
1
7

'
8
.
2

7
4
.
5

2
7

1
7
.
1

4
1
2
.
1

1

2
2
6
6
.
6

7
2
1
.
2

1
2 4
.
6

2
2
3

8
5
.
7

2
5 9
.
6

2
1
9

3
8
.
3

7
9
.
1

1
2
.
5

5
5
7
6
.
3

6
 
t
:
,
,

8
:
3
'

1
1 1
5
.
2

1
1
8

3
3
-
,

7
5
.
1
;
 
2
1
.
0

'

6
'

'
3
.
8

2
3
6
9
.
6

6
1
8
.
1

4
1
2
.
1

1
7
7
6
8
.
0

7
3
2
8
.
0

1
0 3
.
8

2
0

2
-

2
8
3
.
3

8
.
3

8
.
3

3
6

5
0
.
0

'
I

a
3
4

4
7
.
2

.
-

2
-

2
:
7

'
A

1
0

4
A

.

'
,
/
 
2
8
0
 
'

-
.

.
.

;1
.0

7'
6
8
.
1

-

b
.

3
.
8

1
5
4
5
.
4

1
6

4
8
.
4

2 6
.
0

1
1
8

4
5
.
3

1
3
6

5
2
.
3
 
'

6 2
'
.
-
1
3

4
2

1
6
.
6

8
.
3

1
8

7
5
.
0

4
9

2
.
0

1
8

2
5
.
0

-
-

3 4
.
1

2 2
.
7

1
1
1

'

7
0
,
7

3
1

'

1
9
;
7

'

1
3 8
.
2

w
2

.

'

'
'
1
.
2
1

'
' -

k
(

1
4
4
2
.
4

5
1
.
5

2 6
.
0

0 0
.
0

1
4
6

a
'

5
6
.
1

9
6
3
6
.
9
2 4

.
6

6 2
.
.
3

6
1

2
5
.
0

1
6

4
.
1

6
6
.
6

1 4
.
1

1
9
-
-
-
-
9
-

7
9
.
1

0
.
0

2

t
8
.
3

I

3
i

1
2
.
5

3
7
5
1
.
3

1
7

2
3
.
6

1
8
2
5
.
0

q
4
0
,

0
:
0

1
1
9

7
5
.
7

1
2 7
.
6

'
2
5

1
5
.
9

1 0
.
6

1
8
5
4
.
5

.

1
0
3
0
.
3

5
1
5
.
1

0 0
.
0

-
.
.
.

1
9
8

7
6
.
1

3
4
'

1
3
.
0

2
6

1
0
.
0

2 0
.
7

9
1
2
.
5

.

2
1
2
9
.
1

4
2 5
8
.
3

0 0
.
0

0
0
.
0

,

-

3
4
2
1
.
6

6
2
3
9
.
4
.

a
'

4
4
2
8
.
0

1
6
1
0
.
1

1
.
 
0
.
6 .

4
1
2
.
1

,
,
,

,

.
.

.

1
9

:
'

5
7
.
5

I
s
l
a
)

4
0 0

r
, 3 0

0 D
.
O
.

4
8
1
8
.
4 .
.

.

1
1
1

4
2
.
6

5
7

-
 
2
1
.
9

3
8
1
4
.
6

6 2
.
3

'

3
f
_
_
_
,

1
2
.
5

4
.
1

1
6

6
6
.
6

4
i

1
6
.
6

.

0
0
0
.
0

2 2
.
7

.
.
.
`
\

7
0
9
7
.
2

0 0
.
0

0 0
.
0

2
7
1
7
.
1

1
2
1
7
7
.
0

9 5
.
7

0
.

0
.
0

1

0 0
.
0 .

.

3
1

'
9
3
%
9

0 0
.
0

-
2 6
.
0

7
6
2
9
.
2

'

1
7
0

6
5
.
3

1
4

'
5
.
3

0 0
.
0
'

. '

'
'
'

a
2
5
.
0

6
.
0

1
6

.

'
6
6
.
6

2 8
.
3

6
0

8
3
.
3

8
1
1
.
1

4 5
.
5

4
4
0

9
'

8
9
.
1

5
.
7

8 5
.
0

2
9
8
7
.
8

0 0
.
0

4
1
2
.
1

2
2
9

8
8
.
0

1
6 6
.
1

1
5
-
P
i

5
.
7

2
1

0
,

,
3

8
7
.
5

0
.
0

1
2
.
5

2
1

'

-
2
9
.
1

O
. 0
.
0

-

5
1
'

7
0
.
8

,
:
 
5
1

0
3
2
.
5

0
.
0

1
0
6 6
7
.
5
,

8
2
4
.
2

0 0
.
0

2
5

7
5
.
7

7
4

2
8
.
4

0 0
.
0

1
8
6

7
1
.
5

8
0

1
6

3
3
.
3
'

0
.
0

6
6
.
6



* MORE THAN/BOTH/ALL /

2.

3.,

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

70-89

tABLE7 (Cont'd)

SERVICE INDUSTRIES SIC YESES TO-. AS A % OF TOTAL YESES TO1 T a.- I..
- 1- .1-. I- --- 1--:. 1' .L YESES

124 0
100.0 0.0.

0
0.0

... _
,

10:7
-
'.' 23.4-,

'

4.9

. .

36.8- -3.6 18.5
670

113 5
'::ti.1 4.0

6

4.8-
-..,

10.0
-.--

-24.3 4.4 39.5 3.4 18.3
617

1-103.6 V.7
2 "--

1.6 7.5 22.8 3.9 49.6 1.2 15.0
254

115 3
92.7 2.4

6
4.8 9.6

.

22.7 5.1 . 38.8 '3.7 20.1 .

572

65 53
52.4 42.7

6
4.8 10.0 28.7 4.0' 39.2 2.8 15.2

428

. 51 61
41.1 49.1

, ' 12
'' 9.6

,..-

,--
12.2 23.1

-

3.7 41.6 17.3
. 294

70 34
56.4 27.4

., 20
",%:---16.1:, 7.8 23.9 4.8 41.5 3.2 -18.8

373

5 101
4.0 81.4

--
.

18
.-14.5:

,

25.0 27.1 8.3 25.0 4.2 10.4--
48

80 32
64.5 25.8

12
9.6 11.6 24.9 4.9 3 .4 4.2 16.9

473
54
43.5

62
50.0

8

6.4

.

13.3 16.2 5.5 43. 1.5

,

--,_*.

19.9
271

..-

59
47.5

' - 52

41.9

/

II

7

5.6

. /
6

....4.8 '

- -

'12.7

-

28.8

,

.6 37.9.

:-_,,,..

.1.6
.

_

15.3

.....-... ,

. -

385

,
-

88
70.9

16
12.9

N

6 4

4.9

14
11.2

7.7 24.8
-

.

s.'::

3r817, 41.3k

'

4.0

-

18.4
479

.:

67 Is

54.0
' 32
.25.8

8

6.4

12
9.6
.5
4.0

5.4 20.6 2.4 29.1

.

1

1.8 40;6
165

54
43.5

58
48.7

4

3.2

8
6.4

1.2 16.4 - 46.1 3.6 32.7
165

108 2
87.0. 1.6

.

14
11.2 10.2 23.8 4.9 39.0

?

3.6 18.4
587

42 0
33 8 0.0

82
66.1 10.3 25.0

e

3.9 36.3 3.9 '20.6
204

lig

-t.



5;
,

P. Summaries of Specific Responses to Mail Survey.

Summary of responses-to Question 1,r-"Mould':yOur firm be interested
in taking part",inan E.S. sponsored wage subsidy program for
low-income persons?" and Question 3 "Have you participated in
other manpower programs that included the partial (reimbursement of

'wages?" (TABLE 8)

A total of 254 firmsOP 18% of all firms in, Vermont with ten
or more employees, replied "yes" to both:Q1 ,(showing interest in

lob participating in a wage subsidy program) and Q3 (indicating that
they had previously participated in manRoWer programs). In,addi-
tion, 414 emplOOrs (29E-all employers in firms with ten or
more employeesare interested in participating in a wage subsidy

- program (Q1); d.E'llad not previously partiCipated in a manpower
program (Q3). - I

Non- interested firms that hadOeViiiiiSly-participated in'
manpower programs totaled 90 (six percent),' while 495 firms (34%)
indicated that they were not interested now and had never partic-
ipated in manpower programs. The total number of firms which had
previoUsly participated in manpower proe4ms was 344 (23%) and the
number of -non-particifiants was. 971 (63%)..

SummarY of responses to Question 3, "Rave you4aricipated in
other manpower programs that included the partial reimbursement

_ of wages?" and Question 4, "Would you consider a one year dura-
-tion an appropriate length-6f time for a wage subsidy?" (TABLE 9)

'Employers who were previous Participants in manpower pro-
grams (Q3) responded that one .year was,arappropriate term for
the subsidy (0),in 213 instances (#%). -firms which had no
previous experienresOnded that onkyear was appropriate in
359 instances (54%).

Previous participants (Q3) responded ih t one year was not
an appopriate term for the subsidy (Q4) in 4 instances (five
percent). A sithilag_number of,emplo3i0g w had not Previously
particiPiied agreed that one year was not a tiatpre. (45 firms
or seven -percent).

,-,A<olle-xear subsidy was felt to be appropriate by 572 firms,
(-85%).

, ==.

Summary of responses fromeemployers who are willing to partici-
pate in a wage subsidy program to Question 5, "Do you see an
expansion of your Wdpk_force within the next two years?" and
Questiod.&,_ 1'C01114Lneq jobs be' created in your firm if a wage
subsidy was available_Ouringan initial. training period ?"
(TABLE 10)

A total of 240 firms (36%) indicated th4t they both expected
-,expansion of the work force within twp years (Q5) and felt new

3:6

47



0

jobs could be created if training were subsidized (Q6). Forty-
two (six'percent) firms did not fores'ee expansion but felt that
new jobs.coula be created in their firms-through a subsidy pro-
gram. Twenty-three percent of employers -(155 firms) said they
foresee expansion but did not think new jobs could be created
if training' were subsidized. A.total_of 151 firifis'(22%) neither
expected expansion nor could create new jobs under the subsidy.

ato`°'-'

x

-37
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Summary y of Responses to Questions 2 Through 4 and 7 Through 16
When Questions 1, 5 and 6 are Answered "YesJ' (TABLE 11)

"Yes responses to Questions 1, 5 and 6 were received from
240 firms (36% of all interested firms). The replies of these
240 firms to the other items in the questionnaire were segregated
for further analysis. These replies are tallied in TABLE 11.

Question 2 (Is'a 75% vage subsidy adequate?) was answered
"yes" by 223 of the 240 firms (93%).

Forty percent (97 firmO'had previo4sly participated in
manpower programs (Q3).

Eighty-threelpercent (199 firms) felt a one-year term for
the subsidy is,Wppropriate (Q4)

4 .

Question 7 (regarding guaranteeing employment for a year after ,

the subsidy) was answered "yes" by 174 of these firmg or 72%.

Only 14 firms (six percent) felt subSrdy employees would be
a problem on the ivork force (0).

Whether the'subsidy should be propcirtionate to, skill and
ability was answered "yes" by.182 firms or 76% (Q9).

Thirty-seven percent (88 firms) preferred paying the subsidy
directly to the trainee (Q10) as opposed to 60% (143 firms) who
indicated they would rather have the employer receive the subsidy.

0
Question 11 deals with entry education requirements. Eleven

years or less was required by 1'28 firms (53%). Thirty-seven per-
cent (89 firms) of the 240 firms that responded pogilively to
Questions 1, 5 and 6 required 12 years or more, while only eight
:percent (19 firms) stated requirements for both.

Quegtion 12 relates to training of new employees as opposed
to requiring job-related experience. Sixty-eight percent (164
firms) stated they provided training. .Thirty-seven firms (15%)
require job-related experience instead of training, and 38 firms
(16%) do both:

The length of time required for an employee to thoroughly
learn his job is dealt with in Question 13. Only 22% (52 firms)
answered that the learning phase was less than siC months.
Forty-six percent of the firms (110 firms) said six to 12 months
was the usual learning period. SiXty firms (25%) said their em-
ployees needed more than 12 months to fully learn the job. , Six-
teen firms (seven percent) had jobs-with training periods in all
the above categc'ies.

Question 14 asks whethyr a firm's starting wage is above or
below $2.00 per hour. Fifty firms (21%) replied that it was



below $2.00. Starting wages above $2.00 were indicated by 173firms or 72% of the group. Fifteen firms (six percent) had,-both.,

Asked whether they would provide datq,_to .stu7. effectof the subsidy on new employees (Q15), 96% '(230) fillms replied"yes."

Twenty -eight percent (68 firms) attached additional commentsto the questionnaire.
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SECTION IV .

ANALYSIS OF FACE -TO -FACE. SURVEY RESPONSES

A. Scope of Survey

'V

.
Approximately 66% of the 249 employers utilized for data

'processing in the face-to-face survey expressed a willingness
to partiCipate in a wagesubSidy program. These sample results .

combined with statistical..tests suggest that the probability is
95% that between 59% and 71% of all employers in Vermont are
willing :to participate in a wage subsidy program. That is,. be-

tween 980 and 1179 of the 1677 Vermont employers are willing to
participate in a wage subsidy program. The sample blowups iden-
tify 1100 as the estimate ,of the number. of employers in, Vermont

who are willing to participate in the program. TABLE 12 provides
an indication of scope; response, and blowup for the Vermont face-
to-face survey. .

. .

B. WillingneSs and Unwillingness to Participate Relative to
Previous Participation in Manpower Programs and Use of WIN Tax

TABLE 13 analyzes employer willingness to participate in a

wage subsidy program in relation to previous participation in man-,
power programs.. For convenience, this table and those that follow
(except TABLE 20) provide estimates of attitudes and characteris-
tics of all, employers in Vermont as derived from the sample rath-
er than the sample estimates themselves.

Reference to TABLE 13 indicates that 434 or 26% of Vermont

employers have previously participated in manpower programs and
about 30%'of 'employers who are willing to participate in the wage
subsidy program have participated in other manpower programs. By
contrast, about 20% of employers who ere not willidg to partici-
pate in the wage subsidy program haye participated, in other man-

power programs.

EmplOyers were asked. to state their major reasons for not
having previously participated in manpower programs. TABLE 14
contrasts the responses proVided by employers willing to partici-
pate in.a wage subsidy program with the responses provided by em-
ployers who were un\villing to participate. It is interesting to
note that 37% of employers who are willing to participate in a'

wage subsidy program have not previously participated in manpower
programs merely becaUse of lack of knowledge of. such programs or
lack/Of an invitation, to participate, rather than because of ob-
jective reasons for hesitancy to deal with government programs.

45
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i4V

TABLE 15 relates employer willingness to par icipte. a'
wage subsidy program with employer use of the WI Tax Credit.
Reference to this table indicates that less than one pOcent ofemployers in Vermont use the WIN Tax Credit and that alq five
employers who are estimated to use the WIN Tax Credit 'are willingto participate in a wage subsidy program.

''

TABLE 15

Willingness and Unwillingness to Participate in a Wage Subsidy
Program Related to Use of WIN Tax Credit

gmployer Willingness to Use of the
P31-ticipate in a Wage WIN Tax Credit
Subsidy Program Yes No Total

Unwilling to Participate 0 497 497
0.0% 11100.0% 100.0%

Willing to Participate 5 992 997
0.5% 99.5% 100.0%

Total 5 1490 1494
0.3% 99.7% 100.0%

-TABLE 16 depicts.reason§ given by employers for non-use of
the WIN Tax Credit.' By far the most common reason for lack of
utilization is simple lack of knowledge as differentiated from
any aversion tp useyof the,NN Tax Credit. Approximately 72%
of Vermont empl2 KO not:1*w about the WIN Tax Credit while
four percent o.g_ statd that administration problems
associated witi4t -WcredAediscourage them-from using it

05*'
About nine pere * 'the'Vemaining 24% of employers provided a
variety of responses to this question and the others did not re-
spond.

TABLE 16

Reasons Given for Non -Use of WIN Tax Credit

Number of Employers
C4solute Percent

A. Don't Know About It.: 1199 71.6B. Too Many AdiinistratillEProblems 76 4.5C. Other (Specify)' -158 9.4'
D. No. Response 244 14.5

1677 100.0

:49



C. Some Reasons for Unwillingness to Participate im a Wage
Subsidy Program

Two questions on the survey instrument were used to dif-
ferentiatethose employers willing to participate in a wage sub-'
sidy program from those employers' unwilling to participate-in a
wage, subsidy program:

- Question 1: "Would your firm be willing to hire disadv aged
workers through a wage subsidy program?"

a

Question 2: "Would your firm be willing to hire a welfare re-
cipient through a wage subsidy program?",-;

If the response to either Question 1 or Question 2 was "yes,"
the empldyer was designated as "willing to participate in a wage
subsidy program." On the other hand, if an employer responded
"no" to both Question 1 and Question 2, he was designated as "un-
willing to participate in a wage subgidy program." The terms
"disadvantaged worker" and "welfare recipient" were clearly de-
fined for employers to avoid misconceptions. In other words, any
employer described by this study as "willing to participate in a
wage subsidy program" has expressed a willingness to hire either

'disadvantaged workers, welfare recipients,, or both.

As previously stated, blbwup figures,adapted from the sample
responses suggest that of the 1677 firms in Vermont with 10 or
more employees, approximately 1113, or 66%, would be willing to
participate in a wage subsidy,program requiring employment by the
:firm of either disadvantaged workera or welfare recipients. Con-
versely, approximately 564 such firmS, or 34%, would be unwilling
to do so.

-

TABLE 17 that follows depicts the reasons for hesitancy ex-
pressed by unwilling employers.
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* D. Differentiating the Willing from the Unwilling

Do firms willing to participate in a wage subsidy program re-quiring the hiring of disadvantaged workers or welfare recipients
evidence different or similar characteristics when compared withfirms unwilling to participate?

1. Number of New Workers in 1972 and 1973

TABLE 18 compares employer willingness to participate in a
wage subsidy program with the number.:of new workers hired in 1973.
Reference to TABLE.18 indicates that employers who are willing to
participate in the wage subsidy program more frequently hired
large numbers of workers than,eiployers who are unwilling to par-
ticipate in the wage subsidy program. For example, 42% of em-
ployers who are'willing to participate in a wage subsidy,,program
hired more than ten workers in 1973while about 35% of employers,who are unwilling to participate in the wage subsidy program hired
more thanten workers in 1973. Similarly, approximately nine per-cent of employers who are willing to participate in the wage sub-sidy program hired seven to nine workers during 1973 while slight-ly less than three percent of employers who are unwilling to
participate in the wage subsidy program hired seven to nine workers
during 1973.\ However, unwilling firms tended to be more likely tohire from one to six new employees.

TABLE,19, which describes,the number of new workers hired in
1972 by,eMployers who are willing and unwilling to participatein a wage subsidy program, contains a pattern similar to TABLE 18.
That is, higher percentages of employers who are willing to par-
ticipate in.a wage subsidy program than employers who are un=
willing to- partieipate in such a program hired seven to nine and
ten or more:workers during 1972'. As was the situation in 1973,
unwilling firm's tended to be more likely to hire from one to six
new employees.

)
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2. Growth of EMPloyment in 1973

TABLE 20 deals with growth of emplo ment in 1973 by size of
firm. Raw sample data was used in deriving this table rather than
.blown-up data as was used in deriving all other tables contained
in this section. All'data items required to construct this par-
ticular table were retabulated by hand after being tabulated by
computer: The reason for this double checking was initial
skepticism with the unexpectedly high figures for "New Workers
Hired as-a-Percentage of Firm Average Employment for 1973" (See
column 2 in TABLE 20). These percentages were obtained bydi-
viding "New WorkerstHired During 1973" by "Average Total Work
Force of Firm .for 1973" (obtained by summing work force for ea..h
firm for each quarter of 1973 and dividing by four) for each
strata for willing and for, unwilling employers.

TABLE 20 indicates that willing employers across all strata
experienced a greater average growth rate (column 4) during 1973
than did unwilling firms. The average growth rate for 1973 of
willing employers in both the 50-99 employee strata and the 100
or more employee strata is substantially greater than that for
unwilling firms in the same strata.

Willing firms with 50-99 employees had the highest average
growth rate for 1973, 56%. Sample firms with 50-99 employees who
are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program hirqd 1210
new worke.rs in 1973. On average, the number of workers hired
within each firm with 50-99 employees in this group of firms
represented 73% of the total average employment in these firms
in 1973. However, 23% of,new hires in these firms during'1973
were accounted for by normal turnover. Consequently, th actual
gro \th in new workers hired as a percent of firm averag employ-
ment in 1973 is 56%.

Clearly,' firms with a relatively-high rate of recent past
expansion'tend to be.more willing to participate in a wage sub-
sidy program than are firms with a relatively low rate of recent
past; expansion.
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I

3. Quarterly Variations in Employment

ABLE 21 describes the average size .of the work forceper
quarter by size of firm for employers who are willing or unwill-
ing to participate in a wage subsidy program. Reference to.this
exhiblt indicates that the range of variation in quarterly em-
ployment is greater in firms that are willing to participate in
wage subsidy program than in firms that are not willing to

participate in a wage subsidy program for firms with 10-19, 20-
49, and 100 or more employees. Only in the size group 50-99
do firms that are willing to participate in a wage subsidy, program
have a lower range of variation in quarterly employment than em-
ployers who are unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy pro-gram.

The range of quarterly variation in employment is very simi-
lar for employers who are willing and unwilling to participate ip
a wage subsidy program for all size groups except for firms with
100 or more employees. Here, employers who are willing to par-
ticipate in a wage subsidy program have a range in quarterly em-
ployment of 53.7 employees, from a low average of approximately
97 employees in the first quarter of the year to a high average of
about 151 employees in the third quarter of the year. By con-
'trast, employers with 100 or more employees who are unwilling to
partilOate in a wage subsidy program have a range of variation
in employment during the year of 5.5 employees. Employment levels
for these firms range from a low of 144.5 employees per firm in
the first quarter of the year to a high of 150 employees per firm
in the third quarter of the year.
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Because of the unusually large quarterly variation for
willing firms in the 100 or more employee. strata, the raw sample
data for this category was rechecked. Of 21 firms in the raw
sample for the category of willing firms with 100 or more' employees,
eight firms or 38% of the firms An the raw sample were found to
have extreme quarterly variations inemployment, while the remain-
ing 13 firms in the -raw sample for this category had nearly con-
stant quarterly average employment. The high level of variation
among these eight firms marks them as unusual:and obviously affects1 the average quarterly variation for all.sample firms in the category
of 'twilling firms,with 100 or, more employees." The quarterly vari-
ation for these eight firms is detailed below.

TABLE 22

Quarterly Work Force Variation for Eight Wiling Firms
with 100+ Employees

3rd Quarter .4th Quarter--

300 40

-10 50

70 200
,

140 140

213 .90

250 150

Firm 1

1st Quarter 2nd Quarter

400 360

Firth 2 50- 50

Firm 3 250 60
..

Firm 4 80 140

'Firm 5' 55 '' 140
.

Firm.6 50 150

Firm 7 120 200

Firm 8 145 145 4'

4. Entry Level Wages
L

TABLE 23 contains information on the range of entry level
wage rates in the occupations for which employers would be likely
to hire subsidized 'workers. Employers tend to pay different entry
leverwage'rates for different positions within a single firm.

iThat is, hypothetical "Firm XYZ" may pay $2.10 per hour for entry
level workers in Clerical & Sales positions, yet the same firm may
well pay $3.25 per hour to entry level. workers engaging in Beach
Work. All employers, both those unwilling and willing to engage
in a wage subsidy program, were asked: "What is the range (state
your low entry level wage rate and your high entry level wage
rate) ofentry level wag'e rates in the bccupations for which you
would. hire §ubsidized workers?" Responding employers cited both
their lowest entry level wage ratio and their highest entry-leyel.

200 120

180 180
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wage rate. The "low" rates fOr each strata of unwilling firms
were added together and divided by the number of responses for
that strata to obtain the "average. low entry level wage rate"
for all unwilling employees by strata. The same was done for
willing employers bLy strata. In like manner, the "average high
entry level, wage rate" was obtained by strata for all employers,both willing and unwilling. As an example, the average low entrylevel wage rate across occupational groups for the 263 employers
-among unwilling employers with from 10-19 employees who provided
information for this partibUlar item was $2.36 per hour. The
average high entry level wage rate across occupational groupsfor
th0 183 employers among unwilling emp /s with from 10-19
ployees who provided information for 1Tarticular item wa-
$3.84 per hour.'

Reference to TABLE 23 indicates that employers who arewilling to bgticapate in a wage subsidy program and*who have ,from 10-19Ataployees tend to pay lower wages in occupations that
subsidized'workers are likely to enter in their firms than do em-ployers with 10-19,employees who are unwilling to participate ina wage subsidy program. That is, employers with 10-19 employees

. who are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program pay an
average low of $2.16 an hour to an average high of $3.10 an hour
in occupations that subsidized workers are likely to enter in con-
trast to a low of $2.36 an hour and a high of $3.84 anhour for
employers who are unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy pro-gram. Hence, employers in the 10-19 employee strata who are un-
willing to pay from $ .20 to $ .74 an hour more on average to
workers sin occupations that subsidized worker's are likely\ to enter
than do willing firms in the 10-19 employee strata.

Conversely, willing employers in the-20-49 employee strata
. pay from $ .14 more an hour ($2.17 per hour) to $ .34 an hour more

per hoirr ($3..41 per hour) than employers within this strata who
are unwilling.
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TABLE 23

Average Entry Wage, Rates in Occupations for Employers Willing,
and Unwilling to Participate, by Size of Firm

Group
:Size .of
Firm Low High

Employers 10-19 *2.36 3.84 /183//263/**
Unwilling

.

to 20-49 2.03 /88 7 3.07 /-07
Participate

50-99 1.93 /137 4.00 /57

100+ 2.50 /177 ? 1 . . /7

Ethployers, 10-19 2.16 3.10/446'/ /343/
Willing
to 20-49 2.17 3.41/353/ /191/

Participate
50-99 2.06 /.89/ 3.16, /747"

100+ 2.32 /377 7257
,Z7

:Total
EthpIOyers

A06 7
-t,

/118 -7

/05.7

/177

.

' ,

*Average of the wages entered intWis cotinlin.-N the respondents;
it .is the, average only for those who made:wqntry in this,:olumn.

-0.-, "4:.**Rumber,of employers making entries in this-Column.

5. Recruitment Methods

TABLE 24 contrasts utilization of'alernative recruitment
methods by'siZe of firm for employers who are willing and tiny/0110g-
=to participate in a wate subsidy program. Perhaps the most,,Sti-ikilig
finding expreSsed by. this, table is that employers who areitinwi4lin'
to participate in.a wage subsidy program in all sizes of firMs4----
utilized private employment agencies less than employers who 04,e
willing to participate in a wage subsidy program.

';, .P- Another factor 'that can be easily noted is that (with th4ex
ception of unwilling employers in the 50-99 employee strata) b4tnt
willing and unwilling employers across all strata tend to rankgOlp

. Vermont State Employment Service at about mid-rank in:importa4
.a recruitment source for new workers.

Also quite easily noticed is that both willing and unwilKtng
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employers across all strata apply a good deal more importance to
the Vermont State Employment Sertrice as a source of recruitment
for new workers than they apply to private employment agencies.

E. Characteristics of Employers Willing to Participate in a Wage
Subsidy Program-

As stated previously, it is estimated from the sample blow-up
figures that 66% of all firms in Vermont employing ten or more
workers would be willing tofparticipate in a wage subsidy program
requiring utilization of digadvantaged workers or welfare recipi-
ents. (It is important to remember that this study did not con-
sider Vermont firms employing less than ten workers.) What
characteristics are displayed by such willingjirms?

1. Size of Firm

tAs to size of firm (Refer to TABLE 25) it will be noted that
nearly half (48% or,534 firms) ,'of all willing employers have from
10-19 employebs; While an additional 434 firms (or 39%) have from
20-49 employees.., In Vermont, willing employers are pretty much
restricted to smaller employing firms; 968 willing employers, or
87% of the willing' employers, employ less than 50, workers. Con-
versely, only 10. firmsi or 13% employ 50 or more workers. This
situation merely reflects the Vermont labor market situation; a
predominance of small employers and very-few large employers..
Promotion of private sector Public Service Employment within Ver-
mont would require negotiation with predominantly sm

However, it is equally; important to nate from TABL 25 that
,larger employers (20 or more employees) as limited as 'hey may
be in total numbers, are more likely to agree to,partic ate in a
wage subsidy program than are firms employin: em 10-1 employees.

;-Firms employing from 50-99 employees are the most kel, among firms
studied to agree to participate in a wage subsidy pro am. (As
mentioned previously, the sample for this stud)iadid not include
firms employing from one to nine workers 'and, thefore, such very
small firms are an unknown, quantity, with regard tuveceptivity to
wage subsidy programs.)

\tt ` \ --
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2. Industrial Category

With regard to industrial category of Vermdn firms willing
to participate in a wage subsidy program, TABLE 2. indicates that
the largest percentage of willing firms may be fe nd in the cate-
gory of Retail & Wholesale Trade (425 firms or 38 of the willing
firms). Following in descending order of'importance,.one.finds
Manufacturing with 246firms or 22% of the willing firms, Service
Industries with 200 firms or 18%, Construction with-153 firms or
14%, Finance, Insurance & Real Estate with 60 firms or five per-
cent, and Transportatiovwith 24 firms or a Mere two percent of
the willing employers.&n ;Vermont. Sixty percent of Vermont em-
ployers expressing a willingness to participate in a wage subsidy
program are to be found in the industrial categories of Retail &
Wholesale Trade and Manufacturing.

TABLE 26

Industrial Category of Employers Who Are Willing to
Participate in a Wage Subsidy Program

Category Number Percent

Construction 153 13.8

Manufacturing 246 22.2

Transportation 24 2.2

Retail & Wholesale 425 38.3'

.4Finance', Insurance, 60
& Real Estate

Service Industries 200

TOTAL 1108' 100.0

F. Willing Employers' Attitudes Towards Various Apects of- a
Wage Subsidy Program

Subsidy' Levels

EMploygrs who expressed willingness-to participate in a wage
subsidy program were queried as to various aspect of subsidy .

level.

When asked, "Do, you believe. that subsidy levls 'should depend,
on characteristics of workers such as their ability, experience
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and education?" 80% of all willing employers answered'flyes."
Thus, willing employers are strongly of the opinion that a sub-
sidized workek'S perSonal characteristics should be considered
when .determining a level or rate of subsidy payment to the em-
ployer.

Employers were asked to express their opinion of-an acceptable
subsidy level if they were to take on one or more workers who are
either disadvantaged, or welfare recipients. TABLE 27 shows that
73% of all willing employers felt a subsidy level of 50% or less
should be required. Perhaps surprisingly, very few willing em-
ployers, 122 firms or 11%, felt a subsidy level of more than 50%
would be acceptable. In other words, 812 willing employers or
73% would be willing to pay from 50% to 75% of a disadvantaged
worker's salary or a welfare recipient's salary, while the govern-
ment paid the remainder.

TABLE 27

Opinion of Acceptable Subsidy Level Provided by
Employers Willing to Participate in a Wage Subsidy Program

Suggested
Subsidy
Levels

Number
of

Employer.g .Percent

25% 247 , 22.3

50% 565 51.0

75% 98 8.8

Over 75%
..

24 2.2

Multiple Answers' 36
, 3.2

No Response 138 12.5

TOTAL 1108 100.0

f
TABLE 28 depicts willing employer opinion of'acceptable

subsidy level by size of firm. It will be noted that approxi-
mately'30%bf all willing employerswith 10-19, 20-49, and
50-99 employees would be Willing to accept a 25% level of subsidywhile only 16% of the largest firms; those with 100 or more em-
ployees,'wouldbe willing to accept a 25% subsidylevel. On the
other hanvd, if the break is considered at the 50% level of subsidy,
it would appear that firms employing 50 employees or moreare some-
what more likely to accept a subsidy level of 50% than'are firMs
employing 49. employees One hundred percent of firms, with
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'.50-99 workers would accept a subsidy of 50% or less compared to
92% of firms with 100 or more workers, 86% of firms with 10-19
workers, and 82%,of firms with 20-49 workers.

TABLE 29 depicts the level of subsidy willing employers of
various industrial categories believe to be necessary to enable
employers toire subsidized workers. Service Industries and Fi-
nancial, Insurance & Real Estate firms may tend to demand apprecia-
bly higher levels of subsidy than levels demanded by firms in other
industrial categories. Only ten firms,or eight percent of the
willing Service Industry fir s, and Seven firms or D15% of the will-
ing Financial, Insurance & Real Estate firms would consider a 25 %-
subsidy 1evel acceptable. On the other hand, 42% of the Manu-
fa-cturibg firms (54 firms), 36% of the Construction firms (23
firms), and 34% of the Retail & Wholesale Trade firms (77 firms)
would consider a 25% subsidy level acceptable.

Whereas 80% of all willing employers felt the personal
characteristics of a subsidized person, such asability, experi-
ence, and education should be considered when determining an
appropriate level of subsidy, 71% of willing employers also felt
that the wage subsidy level should depend on the characteristics
of the job-such as skill and educational requirements. In order .

to respo d t6 the wishes of the great majority of employers will-
ing to rticipate in d wage subsidy program, appropriate wage
subsi y levels would have to be set in:relation both to personal
chars ristics of the trainee and characteristics of the job.

Conversely, employers were not nearly as unanimous in their
opinions as to whether the subsidy rate should depend on the wage
level of the job. When asked, "Do you think the subsidy level for
a $2.00 anhour job should differ from the subsidy level for a
$4.00 an hour job?" only 490 employers or 44% replied "yes." On
the other hand, 609 employers or 55% felt that subsidy level should\
not depend on the wage level for a job.

Employers were further queried as to their opinion whether or
not the level of subsidy for each job could be determined effec7
tively through a bidding process among employers. It was ex-
.plained that under such a method a bid would be submitted in the
form of a proposal by an.employer stating his commitment to a
program. The company offering the most attractive proposal and
training plan within a given industry would be granted-the first
opportunity to participate in Such a program. Sixty-seven percent
of the willing employers (745) did not feel a bidding process would
be an effective method of determining the level of subsidy for
variol.s-jobs. *
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2. Types of Jobs That Could be Subsidized

Employers, willing to participate in a wage subsidy program
were asked, "If you hired workers through a wage subsidy program,
what occupational groups would they be likely to enter in your
firm?" An employer could selectitrom one to nine occupational
groups. Employer selections were tallied by occupational group.
TABLE 30 indicates the greatest' number of firms (366 firms repre-
senting 19% of the total selections made by responding firms)
would be likely to accept subsidized workers into Service occupa-
tional groups, while 348 firms (18% of the total .selections made
by responding firms) would be likely to utilize subsidized workers
in Clerical & Sales occupations. Conversely, 57 firms (three
percent) would be likely to utilize subsidized persons in Farming,
Fishing & Forestry occupations, while 135 firms'(seven'percent)
wouldvbe likely to utilize subsidized persons in Processing
occupations, and 130 firms (seven percent) would be likely to
utilize such workers in Bench Work occupations.
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0

When employers were asked if they anticipated an expansion
in their work force during, the next two years, 50% or 554 will-
ing firms replied.."yes," while 46% or 514 firms replied "no" and
41 firms (four percent) failed to respond to this particular
question.

Those employers who anticipated an expansion in their work ,

forde during the next two years were Asked to estimate the number
of new employees they woulet* required as a,result of expan-
sion. TABLE-31 be,low-depiet& the estimates made by such employers.

T
1,

t )

,

1
,

,-,

-;1/Re TABLE 31

Willing Employer Estimates of the Size of Their
.Anticipated Expansion

Size of Anticipated
Expansion (No. of
Workers) Number of Employers Percent.

1-3 139 12.6

4-6' 148. 13.3

7-9 24 2.2
114 9 10.3

Non - Response 683 61.7

One hundred fourteen Vymont firms, or ten percent of. all
firms willing to participate in a.wage 'subsidy program, antici-
pated'a work force expansion of more than ten employees during
the next two yearl Overall, 425 firnYs, or 38% tf the willing,
firms, anticipate \:;work fore expansion anywhere from one to more

than ten addition' emploYe's.

TABLE 32'deptctS occup tional groups that subsidized workers
'eare likely to nt assified by employer estimates of

ticipated expansion of w rk force during the next two years.

When employers were a ked their opinion as to whether or not

wage snW acre se the anticipated expansion
in their respecti el:work f rce during the next two years, only
238 employers or "yes.P More than' 73% or 811 employ-

ers telt a' wage 44:nbs.4,y program would nbt increase anticipated
expansioncrin the', work

14vu14-4
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4
The overwhelming majority of willing firms; 1066 firms or

96% of all willing firms, stated that subsidized jobs within
theirofirms'would be entry level jobs rather than more advanced
positibns.

Employers were queried to determine their opinion as to
whether or not jobs with certain characteristics should be ih-
uded in a wage subsidy program. Employer preference was as

*stated below.

Willing Em

LE 33

r Opinion of Certain Characteristics Which
Could Pertain to,a. Subsidi ed Job

Seasonal Jobs

High Turnover Jobs

LOONage'Jobs
(minimum wage 9 ess) /

. -

'Jobs Kit.hout Fringe Benefits

1 .

YES NO 4'1 N<. R.

.-..,

' '55% 44% 1%

33% 66% ].%
:.. 0
78% 21 1%

72% 27% 1%

Jobs Without Promotion' 63% , 34%,. 3%

Part -time Jobs 48% 5.9p 2%.

Possibilities

$4
. . ,

.. :*3. Duration of Subsidy
.

%.

. .
.

Employ!erS were Also asked to provide their,oPanions concerning0
the appropriate ddration-of h wage subsidy (Refer to TABLE 34).
More than71% or all employers willing tO*.participaIe in a wage
sub idy pi:ogram felt that 12 monthS or less would be an adequate
d ation for a subsidy. Conversely, 17% of such employers felt
at 18 or 24 months shpuld be the duration ofaubsidy:,

- t.

In additioh, 771 employers,, or'70% of7the will.i.ag employers,
belieVed a subsidy should decrease over a period dfitime Twenty- .

eight percent felt the subsidy level should remain constant
t4roughOut the duration of the subsidy,, And two percent did not
respond. ,-

_, ,

. .

r 1 i . .i .
. Furthermore, 75% of all employers' Willing to participate in

.wwagc subsidy,program-were.of the opinion that the duration of
'. a wage subsidy should:depend on the cparacter-istics of the job

such as skill or educational reqpireme0s.
.

..

(
to 4' .

-

1
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TABLE 34

Appzopr of Subsidy as
Ex ployers

ecomniended
Duration of
the Subsidy

umbel of
Firms ' percent

6 mos.,

lamos

18 os

- 391

*400

35:3

36.1

ltiple Answers

No'Response

TOTAL

/ 151

49 4.4

. Post-Subsidy Commitment _

-8 7.5

1108 y 100.0

..
Employers were questioned_ibolft,posSibie employer commit

ments to subsidized, workers after the subsidy ends. 'Of parti
* lar importance was the statement- by 952 firms 06%) that the

would be willing, to guarantee,fal-time,employment at the d
of the subsidy period if the,trainee perfdrms satisfaotor .y

on the job during this peObd. Actually, among/firms w' h 50-99
employees, only'67% were Milling to guarantee;employme

the average 486%) to guarantee employment:./' t,

y, than

u-

versel al other firm sizes studied Were more wilri'

.

- /
.- 98% of.the.firm4 with 10-19 employees werewilling to

guarantee employment.
- 96% of the finis with 20-149 employees were willing to

guar ntee employment. 1

- All f rms employing 100 or more were willing to guarantee
employ ent.

EmPloyer§ willing lo-larticipate in a wage subsidy program.
stated overwh4lmingly that termination of the subsddy period
they-would agree'to pay worke s the wage they received during

..the,suhlidy Period plus increa es.determined through regular
promotAan' policies. Slightly more than-95% of all willing em-,
ployers were agreeable to such practice whileonly, three percent .

were /unwilling td agree:to*Tax formerly subsidized workers the wage
theyfrecdived during thesubsidy peftod plus.inereases determined,
through existing company policy.

75
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- Internal Labor Market considerations
4 " f

.

When tiUestioned as to whether taking on subgidized workers
would 6reate problems among the employpr'§ 'existing work force,
186 firms, or 71T of all fir -willing:toparticipate in a wag0
-subsidy program, did not an iOpite problems. However, 273
.firmS,--40)25%e, did anticipatP:problems'(See TABLE 35),.

. -. -.4 .

Afiticipated problems wereequite diverse and no one particu-
problem, except resentment aroused among regular employees of

e.f m appeared to by significant.

TABLE 35

Willing Employer Estimate ofPotential Internal Problems that/
Could ArTg'eqtrm a Wag6,Subsidy PograffiN , /

.Types ofInternal
Problems Anticipated Number of Employg.rs'. ent

tieentment. 93 :8.4

Jealousy 30
4

2.7

Union 45 4.1

inancial 30 2.7

Cause -Job Insecurity
i 5 6.4'

'1601 Experience , 9 0.8
. ,Ahtagohsm 23 2.1

Miscellaneous 53' 4.8..

NO Answ6r. 819 73 :9

-.TOTAL 1108 100.0

Those'employers who.did not anticipate problems among their
.existing, work force as a _result of taking ,on subsidize:I-workers
were questioned as to why they did hot anticipate such-pr96,1eMs.
TABLE 361kovides a categorization of eMplOyer reSpohee .

O

76
4 4.

4

a

;
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TABLE 36

Reasons Given for Non-Anticipatth Yrob/ems,Among
, Existing Work Force as a Resultpof Tking on Sub-

,tidized WorkerSc

Type of Employer
.Comment Number ofEmployers

Emplokees Vouldn't Know 131

Attitude oft Workers 158.

/Trainee Expected to do 93
Fair Share. of Won

*Total Wages in Regular. ' 80
Payscale

Set Procedures and 33
Instructlons .":

,

EMployee Accepts . 29
Decisions

.
,--

Past Experience '45 . '

Percent

11. 9

' 8.4

7.3

3.0

2

(4 4.1
.'' Miscdlldneous 1

... - 145-
41fr 13.1

z .
...

; *4

'--. NQ AnSwerl - .393 35.5a , t
. -

. ----44,-
/ TOTAL '1108 . 100.0

,

The:-great majority of *employers, 950 firms and 86% Oran .

employerS willing to participate in a wage subsidy. program;
'anticipated their nonsubsidized personhel would cooperate fully
with any subsidy, program the employer.might decide to participate
in. Only 68 employers (six percent) anticipated'lack'of coopera-

, tibn franonsubsidited perSOnnel. %.
. ,

/- .
.

, .

Among employers willing to pai.tiCipatp in'a wage subsidya

(program, on1y°1'35 firms or 12% employed union workers,.896 firms
-

or 81 %'did not' employ union workers, and .76E fikms or seven. peycent
did not respond to this particular,question. .

.
. , .;-

-011157'37 firms or:three percent off ,all tikms willing to par-
ticipate in a wage subsidy program-; anticipated.a-union wquld
havekaly;objecOon'tO pdrticAleatiOn bylthefirM in!a wage Subsidy

,,progik4111. ....... .. - . 1

4
',

',.

'

I
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,/'

6. 'Competitive Advantagei ,,,0
-;-,..-s,

. . v
All employers who were willing to participate in a wage sub-

-

sidy program were Askdd the.question "Db you believe that a wage
subsidy program could -give some firms a.competitive Advantage
over other tirms?" Fifty-four per6ent (594 firms) did not expect

. 'that a wage subsidy program in one firmwould,create a competitive
adyantage over other, firms. Fgrty-thredlpetrcent (473 firms) stated
theiy,belief that a Wage subsidy grog-ram could give some firms a
'competitive advantage over of er firm's. Various types of competi-
JiVe advantage.mentioned employers were lower ,,_cost of produc-
'tion, lov'e'r pripes of_, oods produced, and increased profits. °

.
, 7'"

Only; empaoyers or°16% believed that the potential amount
.of Competitive advantage created 'by a wage subsidy program could
be significant', while 337 employers or,30% did not believe there
would be',,a0( significant- competitive advantage resulting from a

,'wage subsidy program, an 97 employer Or 54% did not respond
to this issue.

. \
.., .. \..

,,,b.

7:f Administrative Controls and Procedures ---

. .
1..

Employer$ Were/asked to respOndto a numbervof questions
(

dealing with 'administrative controls and/oi- proCedures that might, 4

be made a parts f a wage subsidy 6rOgram. As an example, employ-
ers were asked fr they would pi-eter a; subsidy to be paid directly

-to-the trainee .or to the employer. Themajorit 643 employers c,,..

or 58% preferred 4.4t thec$ubsApy be paid to t ,111ployer, COn--f--1-
verseiy, 405 employers f sidy be paid .

directly to the trainee. -- , ,
1..,..:.....

--

Employers were qdestioned as to their-opinion of the need for
provision, of fringe benefits to subsidized'vorkers. The .great
majority of employers willing to participate in a wage subsidy
program, 8°52 employers or 77%, felt that fringe benefits should be
Proide'd to subsidized workers. On the other hand, 238.employers
or 22% did not.,believe that fringe benefits should be provided
subsidized workers.. .

44*

When asked if they'believed the level of subsidy should. apply
to 'wages and salaries only,,or to wages, salaries and- .fringe
lbenefits, 604 firms-or 55% stated the level of-subsidy'should
apply to wages, salaries and fringe benefits.

Employers', were quite willing to agree not to displace a.'
regular employee with a subsidized Worker during the subsidy
period. Such agreement was stated by 957 employersl-or 8,6% of all
wIlling,dmpaoyers.. Only 1,10 firms _or terf-percent felt_ unwilling
or unable to agree not to displaceregular employee with a sub-
sidized worker, while, '41 employers: lour percent failed to re-,
spored to this. quetion.

Employers Vere_asked whether or not they ,Would be willing to

,



have their supervisors participate in training sessions for better
understanding' of interpersonal relationships. The majority of em-,

ployers, 734 firms or 66%, would be willing to have their super-
visors pai-ticipate in interpersonal relationships training, while
342 employers or 31% would be unwilling to assure such participa-
tion. Failure-to respond to this specific question was noted for
31 firms or three percent. ° :).

00

Employers proved to be-strongly in favor of frequent evalua-
'tion of subsidizedworkers. :It was the opinion of 772 firms, or
70%of all willing firms, that the appropriate frequency of
performance evaluations fpr-subsidized workers is every month.
Every three months was Viewed as the appropriate frequency by 191
emplbyers, or 17%, whi16-'118 firms or 11% viewed _every two months
as an appropriate frequency of performance evaluation for subsi-
dized wOrkers.

Willingness(to provide.data, on the employment history of the
firm andthe employment experience of subsidized workers was
evidenced by 976 employers, or 8804all'willing employers.
ployers,*ereinformed that'some of the required information would
include .data on:-

1. "Occupational and industria composition of overall
employment in tour firm for Ihetwo'years before the
subsidy period and during the subsidyverioa." A

2.. "Occupational and industrial composition.of vibsidized
slots." . 4

-,-- -
- - .

,3. "Hours and earnings associated with subsidized slots."

_I-However,127 employers, or 11% of all willing 'employers,-i

were either unable or unwilling to agree td provide such data._., ..:

1

I .

.. .

8:-:qraining,
. .

.

_ .All employers who were willing to participate in a.wagelikb-
4

- .sidy program ,were queried as to,theiropinion on the value of
formalized training as a supplement'to ga wae subsidy program.-

. ..
...

. .- .

Nearly fpv out scs f five.emplbyers,.868 firms (78% of all
willing employers) believed that subsidiZed workers should%re--
ceive formaltraining, either on or off the job.,during the'sub-

'-' 'tlOy.period.. On the other hand, 222 firms-or 20% did not, feel,such -formal training shoes -re a necessary part of a wage subsi.gy,
program. 'The non- response rate for this question was two percerit
or 18 firms.

I

..)

Among all employer's willing to participate-in a wage subsidy
program, 513 firms or 46% felt such training'could best, be -provided
on the job, 172/ firms or 16%.felt,such training could best be
IOrdvided off the job, arie203 emplbyrp or 18% felt that both

--44.-;



on-the-job and off-the-job formal training uqght be appropriate.
-The non-response rate for this question was 220 firms or 20%.

Asked to cite their preference for various forms of off-
the-job training for subsidized workerS, employers failed to
show any strong preference for one form as opposed to another.
Onb day pea. week of training was the stated preference of 159
firm8; or 14% of all willing firms. Full-time training for part
of tle subsidy period was preferred by 116 firms or 11%, while
188 employers or 17% preferred other, non-specified schedules of
training. The non-response for this question averaged a high 64 %,
even considering that roughly 20% of4the total employers were auto- -.
matically "non-response" to this question since they had previously
stated they did not believe subsidized workers should receive for-
mal training.

Approximately 52% of all employers willing to participate in
a wage subsidy program (572 firms) expressed. a willingness to re-
lease subsidized workers for additional basic education if such
experience seemed appropriate. Conversely, 294 firms (27%) were
unwilling or unable to' Make such a promise, and 242 firms (22%)
did not respond to this question.

EMployers of the 135 firms that employ union workers were
asked to appraise union willingness to train subsidized workers.
Twenty-nine anticipated union willingness to train subsidized
workers, and thirty-seven firms felt the union would not be will
ing to train subsidized workers. The remainder of the'firms either
were unable to-answer the question or failed to respond to the
question. -*"

9. 'SUpportive Services

Slightly more than four out of fiVe:aftloyers .008 firms or
82% of all willing firms) felt that-the provision of suppoi-tive
services such as medical, transportation, or cOUnseing by the
Employment Service for subsidized workers would-be beneficial in
the early. stages of their training: provision as

viewed as not likely to be beneficial-iSi,187..firms or 17%.

Approximatelyp two-thirds:Nbf all employer's (716.or 65%) would
pe willing 'to allow s4sid6ed workers a certain amount of re- -
lease time to receive supportive services when necegsary,::, How-
ever, 323,employers '947o*nre unwilling to provide such release
time, and 60' employers or six percent failedtto respond to this
question.
<
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APPENDIX A

TECHNICAL APPENDIX: SURVEY STRUCTURE, SAMPLE SELECTION AND SURVEY

PROCESSES

The structure of the two-phase employer survey was as

fdllows:

Phase I.: The developme of a short survey instrument which, .

was mailed to all Unem loyment Insurance covered employers

in Vermont. This form detailed broad boundries of'a po-
tential "Private Sector Special Work" project in Vermont and
asked employers for informational input. After the question.f-

naires were returned, they were processed and analyzed.
Following the preliminary analysis of the mail questionnaires,
prospective employers for a face-to-face interview were

identified.

Phase'II: During Phase,,II, face-to-face interviews were under-

taken with a representative sample of employers, with size and
composition determined by the nature of responses received
from the mail survey. It was previously decided that the mini-__

)mum number of employers to be interviewed in the face-to-face
survey should be at least 250. It was necessary to secure and
train temporary employees to supplement the project staff dur-

ing the face-to-face interview period.

Following are the types of questions to which the two-phase
employer survey attempted to find answers:

1. What kinds of persons would private sector employers be 4'

Willing to hire under a wage subsidy program - welfare recipi-

ents, disadvantaged?
A

2. What kinds of priVate sector. employers would be receptive

to hiring additional workers under a subsidy?

-. Industrial group
- Size of Firm
- Location of Firm

Expanding,or declining work force

3. For what kinds of...jobs would private sector employers hire'

'subsidized workers?

Occupational groups
- Entry level or other
- Wage rates 4 .
- Seasonal/nonseasonal
- Degree of turnovers
- New jobs

83
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APPENDIX A (cont'd)

4. llow many subsidized workers would private sector em-
ployers be receptive to?

5. What level and duration of subsidy wold private sector
employers be receptive, to?

6: What kinds of, administrative controls and procedures for
a wage subsidy program would private sector emp1pyers be re-
ceptive to?

7. What kind of post-subsidy commitment to retain workers
would privte sector employers be receptive to?

8. What possible problems of competitive advantage between
firms do priNiate sector emplOyers foresee?

t.9. What possible internal labor market problems do private
*sector employers foresee involving:

- Labor union agreements
- Work rules
- Career ladders
- Hiring standards
- Morale problems

10. Do private sector employe'rs seetwage subsidies as leading
to a net increase in the number of-jobs?

The mail survey would draw from a fairly large group of//'
private-sector employers their general reactions to wage subSidy
programs, while the more in-depth face-to-face survey would attempt
to obtain more specific details from a small representative sample
of Vermont private sector employers.

The time frame for the two-phase survey was originally set tol
cover six months, from November 1973 through April 1974. Because
of 'certain delays this schedule was revised with the completion
date of thesurvey changed to May and the tabulation and analysis
to be done by June 30, 1974.

.

Early in November 1973, a contract was signed between the
Vermont Department of Employment Security add PRC Systems'Sciehces
Company, a Division of Planhing Research CorpOration of McLean,
-Virginia. This consulting firm was retained to assist the project
staff with the following- assignments:

1 ,,rA6rmulate questions to' be included-in the two} -phase
survey to helpdetermine employer receptivity.

2. F&mulate procedures for inclusioh in the design of'the
sUrvey-instrumOnts to help-Ireduce time and effort'to complete
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APPENDIX A (cont'd)

the survey instruments, prevent respondent bias and inter-
viewer coding errors, provide adequate quantitative in-
formation where appropriate, t'est the accuracy and Consistency
of responses, and facilitate transference Of data for analyskts.

3. Assist in the determination and composition of the samples'
for, both the mail questionnaire and the face-to-face inter-
view 'questionnaire. e

4. Formulate procedures to select firms for the sample.

,5.. Formulate confidentiality procedures. .

9. De(elop field procedures and reliability checks. to help
insure the quality of employers' responSes.

0

7. Develop a plan to file, edit, key punch andacceSs
questionnaires.

8. Develop a plan to transfer_data _f_rDBLIlle_questionnaire_lor
analyses, either\manual 9s- computer.

9. Test mail questionnaires for response bias through the
utilization of statistical tests.

10. timate standard errors and confidence intervals for
selected statistics,mnwma- su ,estimates are appropriate.

A. Mail Survey

Shortly after the consulting firm was retained, the selection,
of a sample of employers for the mail questionnaiYe was made. The
original intent was to mail a questionnaire to all Unemployment
Insurance covered employers in the state of Vermont. However,
there were a large number of small firms as well as public and
`private nonprofit firms included in the file and it was felt that
they Should be excluded from the survey. WithOut experience as a
guide, it was arbitrarily decided that employfng organizations with
less than ten employees Would not be in ,a position to participate
in programs of the .type being surveyed anti should not be part of
the survey. Public and private nonprofit organizations had par-
'ticipated in.the previous Special Work Program and-they should also
be excluded. The file of covered employer's also included firms en-
gaged in agriculture, forestry and, fishing and it was felt that.
these firms should also be excluded from the survey. Therefore,
the.mailing by industrial groups was to be,as follows:

10-14 Minfng, & Quarrying a
15-17 Contract Construction'
20-,49Y Manufacturing

V2.40 40-49 Transportation, Communicitions, Utilities_

4_
- 85
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50 -59 Trade, Wholesale & Retail
60-67 Finance, Insurance &\Real Estate
70-89 Services

.

It was further determined that a sample adequate to meet the
objective's of

.

the survey could be randomly selected from the above
file of employing organizations with ten or more employees. The
sample consisted of the following groups:

Penent No. of Firms to
Total No. Firms No. of Employees Sample be Sampled

1059 \ 10-19 50 529
672 . 20-49 50 336
174 50 =99 50 87,

. 132 100 and over 100 132

TOTAL 2037

a

1084

In order to obtain a random sample, the file of covered em-
.

ployers was arranged by the above employee size groupings and
every other firm within each of the first three groups was
selected, while all employers in the fourth group were selected
(Refer to Section III for more detail).

The next step was the development of the survey instrument,
itself. The first consideration was to make the questf nnaire
fairly comprehensive withodt making it so long that th employers
being surveyed would find it cumbersome and fail to re ond. In
order to analyze the responses, it was necessary to devise a coding
system for ease of identification and access. The coding system
developed included a unique identification number assigned to each
firm, the tOtal employment of the firm, the standard industrial
classification of the firm, and a four 'digit location code. 'In-
itially it was felt that a computer printed label could be printed
and affixed to a printed questionnaire prior to stuffing envelopes

for mailing. However, a,control had to be established in order to
keep track of responses, and this would mean manual entry of coding
to control sheets. At this point the Automatic Data Processing
staff suggested printing the questionnaire with name and address of
the firm" and the appropriate identifying information directly from
the" computer. 'This idea served two purposes: first, a duplicate
of each questionnaire could be printed for control purposes, and
secondly, it would limit the number ofquestions that could be
printed on one Eq" x 11" sheet.. iWhen it was decided that the
questionnaire be computer generated, the number of questions had
to be limited to fifteen of two lines maximum. During a two day
session between the E&D staff and the consulta-ni,a list of
questions.was developed for possible inclusion in, the finished

,,;,

0 '
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APPENDIX A (cont'd) \

Nt, )-'
, ),

questionnaire. _In an effort to.kiwtp-,the mail que
simple as 0 ssible, it was felt thTt, the possible
limited to t o or three at most. After..several draf

a final quest onnaire evolved 'and was agreed upon (See
The questionna res were then-headed and printed accOrdi
sample selection guidelines previo ay stated,

\

onna
pons

we
PP

re as
s be

macip,

DIX 13).
t the

The next task to be accomp ished was the deVelopment o
1 tter to accompany the quest armaire. It wa decided that t e

1 tter format would be (in on page and would briefly, explain
pu pose of the survey wTt he'hope of eliciting the fullest
cooperation of employe within the,sample selected, The lett

was completed (See AP E DIX E) and pri0e0,.014\`-mailinge ,The le ter

was folded and stu ed long with the'AuestfOnnoire and 'a pre -

addressed postat- paid envelope in window emtlopes.
. r*,

After e question aire was mailed, second or control s

of quest nnaires were fled in binders numerically.by strata si

Thes ere to be pulle and\filed in a second`set .binders as

returns were recei d from the firms selebted. The question-

naires were returned fairly rapidly; fbr example, within the first&

two weeks 458 out of 1 41had been received. Returned questio47,,,,7

naires from the first Metter totaled 525 for a 48.4% rate.,e4ub- '

sequentlY a reminder (SpeHAPPENDIX PY was mailed to thosefirms
who had not responded with.a completed copy of the questi- nacre.
The'second mailing resulted in a return of 249 more
for a total response of 7L'%,

.

During the time the questionnaires were being mailed,. a.,4prp-

gram was developed for computer) tabulation and printout orthp
responses. When the questionnaires were received, they were

checked and coded for key 'punching n those items needing clari-

fication. They were then produced showing the raw data and also'

blown up to simulate the total universe of firms.

B. Face-to.4ace Survey
-. \

,
_

;.

Cqncurrent with the mail survey, preparations for the second.
survey were 00dertaken by the FRO staff and the outside conSpltink

firm. It was now,fime to select--the sample for the'fice-to=face.,.,

'interviews, develop the survey instrument, develop an interviewer
guide, and select and train interviewers. It was decided that the

t sample be selected from the sathe'u averse of'employers;whiah waS
used to select the mail survey sample; that is, UnemplOyment'In- ,,

surance covered firms,wit-h ten or more employees,,. and with theex-
°elusion of the same groups from the file, namely agriculture and

. . government. It was felt that all covered films with ten or,more

.a.
employees should be used rather thAn just, those who had rec4hived.

a mail questionnaire or th who had not responded to,he mail
' survey to give a more rolbias d response. The sample selection
also excluded firmg whose a'dress was at On'°out-of-state locatiOw.,

87
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" APPENDIX A (cont'd)
o

A sample size of 300. was,determined to be large enough to assure
reliability of the surwhile being within reason based on
available resources. 'following table depicts the sample
selection by strata based on available, firms within the state:

Y.

Size
Total
Firms

Out-of-State
AddkeSs

Total
Available

Sample
Selection

. I

.

10-19 1059 .110 949 146,
20-49 672 .121 551 93
5099 174 56 118 24
100+ 132 73 59 31

;TOTALS 2037 360 1677 300

To select the sample on a random basis within each strata of
firms available, the following scheme was used:

10-19 - Select every sixth firm and skip-every twelfth selection.

20-49 - Select every sixth firm plus the first and last in file.

'50-99 - Select every fifth firm plus the first in file.

100 and over - Select every other firm plus every eighth one i
file.

After the sample size was determined, a computer run was made
to print out the name, address and identification.information of
the firm selected. This printout was made in duplicate:one tQ
be used as a control, the second one to be burst and sorted by
local Employment Service officb:'

The next task to be accomplished' was .tfe development of the
survey instrument to be used for the face-to-face interviews. It

it was the desire of the staff and consulting firm to'Make this docu-
ment as comprehensive as possible without making it complicated or
difficult to underst,and. It was necessary to design the guestion-
naire so that it would be amenable to coding and computer proces -
ing. It.wa hoped that' most of the questions on the questionnai e
Aroula have loredesignated responses so as to keep open-ended or
variable-response-type.questions at a minimum. A two-day meeting
was held between-,the R&D' ,s:eaff and sth.e.consultant fotix. the develop-
mentlof guestiohs for passibid,i.ncrusiod4in the face-to-face survey
instrument. A long and.cumhersome list, ofTotential questions Was
developed for inclusion in,afirst draftrof the questionnaire.
The list of the question's was massaged,- amended, revised, expanded,
and compressed, with'many questions deleted and others added until
an acceptable fourth draft evolved. This draft was then discussed

_witlyt, the project officer and final revisions were made.----.Before the

88
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final draft,o(Trthe questionnaire was resolved, a major change in
the format was incorporated., It was felt that many firms inter-
viewed would not want to'answer the .complete array of questions'
if they were not interested in participating in a wage subsidy
program. However, we,wanted the characteristics of all firms
whether they were willing to participate or not. Therefore, an
instruction was included in the first section to proceed directly
to the last section (involving firm characteristics) if they were
not willing to patticipate. This would provide for analysis on
characteristics of firms both willing and unwilling to participate
without clouding the results by those who were not willing,to par-
ticipate. Thus, the final form of the survey questionnaire was
resolved and copies,were printed (See APPENDIX CY.

The iace-,to-face questionnaire_included instructional state-
ments as an aid to the person conducting the interview; however,
it was necessary to develop a manual for interviewer training and
for reference when in the field. T MD' staff then developed a
manual which included general intervie er guidelines and a de-
tailed guide of the

t
'questionnaire itse f.

Ddring the latter kart of February 1974, a number of appli-
cants Were interviewed'for positions as interviewers for the
employer survey. From this group six people were selected to
commence work the middle of. March. Meanwh4d, materials were
being prepared for use in_training t e Survey Takers. The Survey
Takers were'brought on board durin ek of March' 18, 1974.
The first few days' were spent in gi' g a general qverview and
orientation to the Employment Service. urvey Takers were then
given training for the survey itself, is purpose and desired
goals. An interviewer manual was used-as a guide in the training
and the questionnaire was used with simulated interviews in role-
playing sessions. After this training period, a memo was sent to
each local Employment Service office telling the managers that the
Survey Takers mould'he coming to Each local office to get names
,ipf appropriate indiViduals to interview within each firm to be
surdeYed. After the names were obtained, a letter was mailed to
each firm, addressed to the person whose name had been obtained
from the lOcal offices. This letter informed the sated firms W
that they would shortly be receiving a phone call from 'a repre-
sentative from the Employment Service to arrange a date for a
personal interview, A couple of days after the letters were mailed
the. Survey Takets started making appointments by telephone. 'A
standard memo was developed to be sent out to the local offices 4'
to inform the managers who would be in their area and ghat firms
they would be contacting. This Was done so the local office
manager Could coordinate the activities of his own staff around
the Survey Takers and eliminate the possibility of more than one
person Visiting an employer during that time.

.

Th$e interviejving of 269 employers.took about six weeks with
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APPENDIX A (cont'd)

from six to eight people making. the contacts. (The facg-to-tace
survey involved completion of,269 questionnaires,but only 249
of these questionnaires could be included in-the data bAse used
fdr the analysis.) This time was needed because of s 1,4eduling
problems and the distances involved as well as the,, rem to location
of some employers. The average interview took from fo ty-five
minutes to an hour-and-a-half, depending on the detail employerwas willing to provide. With distances it was necessary to travel,
it was difficult to schedule more than three interviews a day for
each Survey Taker. By the first week of May, the face-to-face
interviews were pretty much completed.

After the survey questionnaires were completed, they .were
brought to the Central Office and coded for data entry. It was
first thought that survey results would be manually tabulated;
however, after seeing the completed questionnaires it was obvious
that a manual tabulation would be extremely time-consuming and
cumbersome and would perhaps lose some of the significance of the
data gathered. Therefore, the contract with PRC was amended to
allow for programming and data processing of. the survey results.
They were to use a Standard Federal Packaged Program with modifi-

. cations to accommodate the survey data. The cards were to be
prepared by the Automatic Data Processing section at the Department
of Employment Security and forwarded to McLean, Virginia for
processing. The tabulation and analysis was to be completed by
the consulting firm by June 15, 1974.

or"
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APPEN I X B

- MAT; LURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

L

VET iT OLP1RIMENT ENPLOYFONT SECURITY
P.O. BOX 488
GREEN MOUNTAIN DRIVE
MONTPELIER. Vt. 0560/

101085 5511 0714 0019

rA

1. WOULD YOUR FIRM GE INTERESTEU IN IAKING PART IN AN ES SPONSORED ,W4oL,SUBSIOY PROGRAM FOR LOW-INCOME EER,INS? YES NO

2. WOULD YOU CONSIDER 752 OF THE GIST BEING ASSUMED BY SULH A PROGRAMADEQUATE? YES NU

3. HAVE YOU PARTICIPA 'TEO IN OTHER MANPOWER PROGRAMS THAT INCLUDED THEPARTIAL REIMBURSEMENT OF WAGES? YES NO

4. WOULD YOU CENSIOER A ONE YEAR UURAII,,,, AN APPREWKIAtE LEOGTH 0E ikHOFOR A WAGE SUBSIDY? YES Ad __*
;"

5. DO YOU SEE AN EXPANSION OF YOUR WORK FORCE WITHIN THE NEXT TWOYEARS? YES NO

6. COULD NEW JOBS BE CREATED IN YOUR FIRM IF A WAOF SUBSIDY WAS
AVAILABLE DURING AN INITIAL TRAINING PERIOD? YES __ NO --

7. WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO GUARANTEE EMPLOYMENT OF THE TRAINEE AT THE
CONCLUSION OF THE SUBSIDY PERIOD IR AT L, EAST ONE YEAR? YES NO

8. WOULD TAKINt, ON A SUBSIU12E0 EMPLOYEE CREATE PROBLEM, AMONG YOUREXISTING WORK FORCE? YES NO

29. SHOULD THE AMOUNT OF SUBSIDY C1%E DEPENDING ON ABILITIES OF
PERSPECTIVE TRAINEES OR SKILL REODIRE4ENTS OF THE JOB? YES __ NO

10. IF A WAGE SUBSIDY PROGRAM IS INSTITUTED. WOULD YOU PREFER THE SUBSIDYTO OF PAID DIRECTLY TO THE TRAINi-F OR TO YOU? 'TRAINEE EMPLOYER _-
11. HOW MANY YEARS OF FORMAL SCHOOLING

00 YUU REQUIRE FOR YOUR ENTRYLivu POSITIONS? 11 OR LESS 14 OR MORE

12. DT' YOU USUALLY TRAIN NEW EMPLOYEES UN THE JoB OR 00 YOU RLOLLORC PRIORJOB RELATED EXPERIENCE? TRAIN REQUIRE JOB RELATED EXPERIENCE

13 HOW MANY YONTHS'AFTER NEW EMPLIJYEES
ARE HIREfrInIES IT 1610 THEM TOTHOROUGHLY LEARN THEIR JOBS? LESS IHAN 6 6-12 __ MORE IHAN 12

14. WHAT IS IHF S.CAREING WAGEt FOR YOUR ENtRY LEVEL, POSITIONS?LESS THAN $2.00 MOt IRAN $2.00

15. W'UL') YOUR FIRM BE WILLINt, 10 PRUVIOE DATA NEEDED TO STUOY'THE EFFECTSOF ES PAYMENTS FD4 NFW EMPLOYEES? YES NO __o o u o ANY COMMENTS MAY HE MADE UN rtif BACK OF THIS PAGE.. . a .*

,

91.
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APPENDIX C

FACETOFACE SURVEY ,QUESTIONNAIRE
te,

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR

EMPLOYER INTERVIEW

E & D PRIVATE SECTOR PROJECT SURVEY
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

A. Previous Participation in'Manpower Programs

1. Have you previously participated in any Manpower programs?

Yes No

IF YES, GO TO QUESTION ,3 BELOW.

2. Would you give us your major reasons for not having
participated in Manpower, prOgraMs?

3. Are'you using the WIN tax credit?

IF YES, GO TO SECTION B, PAGE 2

Yes No

4. Why are you not using the WIN tax, credit?
N

a. Don't know about it

b. Too many administrative problems

c. Other .(Specify)

( 1)
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

B. Target Groups and Subsidy Levels

1. Would your firm be willing to hire disadvantaged workers1
through'a wage Subsidy program?

iy

Yes No

IF RESPONSE IS NO:

A

Why would you not be interested in hiring a disadvant4ed
worker?

2. Would your firm be willing to hire a welfare recipieht2'
through a wage subsidy program?

.

Yes No

'IF RESPONSE IS 'KO:
-

Why would you not be interested in hiring a welfare
recipient?

, IF RESPONSE TO EITHER 1 OR 2 IS YES, FROCEED TO QUESTION 3 BELOW.

IF RESPONSE TO BOTH 1 AND 2 IS NO, PROCEED TO SECTION L, PAGE 16.

3. Do you believe that wage subsidy h.vels should depend on
characteristics of workers such as their ability, experience,
and education?

Yes No

1
DisadvantaW workers are individual whcr are poor, unemployed or
underemployeoand have one or more of th-e-following characteristics:
a. school dropout, b. °minority member, c. under 22 years of age,
d. 45 years of age, or over,' e. handicapped

2
Welfare recipients are individuals who are poor according to Federal
standards. (See instruction manual for breakdowk).

( 2)
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

4. If you were*to take on a new worker, what level of
subsidy do you believe you would need to hire one or more
workers who are either disadvantaged or'welfare recipients?

-

Suggested Subsidy Level

255, 751 .- Oyer

. i

5.-
. .

. .

Characteristics of the job may affect the,wage subsidy
level. Do you believe that the wage subsidy level should
depend on the characteristics'of the job, such as job
skill and educational requirements?

MP.

Yes

6. Do you believe the subsidy rate should depend ,on the wage
level of the,job; for example, do you think the subsidy
leVel for a $2.00 an hour job should differ from the
subsidy level for a $4.00 an hour job?

Yes No

11;

. .

47. Do you believe that the level of subsidy for each.;job
could be determined effectively throt,gh a bidding- process
among employers?*

YeS No

1
A hid would be submitted in the form of a proposal by an employer
stating his commitment to a program. The company ofterdng the
most attractive proposal and training plan wihi!n a given industry
would he granted the first opportunity to participate in 'such a
program.

(3)
96
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APPENDIX C (cont'd),#

'New Type of JoIS

1. If you hired workers through a, wage subsidy program,
what occupational ,groups would they be likely to
enter in your firm?

[---Occupational Groupsl Pmployer Selacti n

I ptaessional, Technical
*uageriai

,

2 Clerical & Sales

3 Services
.

.

4 Farming, Fishery, Forestry _____

t

r 5 Processing Occupations
t-

6 Machine Trades

7 Bench Work
,

8 Structural-,Work

9 Miscellaneous

I
FOR EXAMPLES OF THE OCCUPATIONS CONTtt PIED 1N EACH
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP. SEE APPENDIX I,

2. Would these jobs be.:

entry level positions

more,- advanced positions

(4)
97
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

3, Should jobs with characteristics such as the 19110win,_;
be included in a wage subsidy level program'?

a. Seasonal jobs

b. High turnover jobs

c. Low wage jobs
(MiniMum Wage or less)

d. Jbbs without fringe'
c benefits

e. Jobs without promotiNn
(/-N pds4bilities.

f. Part-time jobs

g, Other (Specify)

C`'

'( 5 )

98

1,n 4
s4

f,

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yos

Yes

Yes

0

No

No-

No

No

No

No

o



APPENDIX C (cont'd)

15. 15uratA7of Subsidy

a

- 1. Howllong do you-believe the wage subsidy should last?

Months

6 12 18 24

CIRCLE THE EMPLOYER riESPONSE.

2. Do you believe a subsidy shou-A decrease over a,period of
time?

Yes

IF RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2 IS NO, GO TO QUESTION 4 BELOW,

No

3., Decreasing the subsidy a s ecified amount every three months
is one way'to do this. Wfl percentage levelof.decreasei
would you choose at three month interva:s?

, Percentage

Months 10 .20 30 Over1....,----..

*6.

'r:l2

4. Because of the nature Of the lob, perhaps the duration
of the subsidy should depend oii the characteristics.ofi
the job. Do you believe the duration of the wage subsidy
should depend on charadteristics of the job such as skill
or educational requirements'?

c( 6)
99



APPEWX (cont' 0)

O

Posjt Subsidy Commitmegt
r .

We would like to ask you three'questi,ons abOut possible emp41oyer
commitments to subsidized workers after the subs,idyends:.

,FAL 1 ;

4
le Would you-"lie willing to guarantee full time cmployi,tent

the end 'of the full subsidy period .;f the trainee
performs satis$actorilv OH tne,,Job dui lug this period?

'Yes No

At the termination of t'he subsidy, would. you agroe to pay
Workers the wage they reeeiye,d Curing Lhe subsidy period
plus increases determined through your k-:;;LIlar promotlor:
policies? ' '4 .'

Ye NO

0. DO you have any ...dditiont., on ,Aapio!,,o,' l:ullh
a-fter the subia,

r
ti

( 7 )

100

r #1.:1

., a



I

APPENDIX fik (c'ont'd)

4

F. Internal Labor Market Considerations-.,
/

1. Would taking on subsidized workers create problems amongyour existing work force?

Yes

IF RESPONSE IS NO, SKIP =2 .AND GO TO QUESTION 3 BELOW. IF Y.PROCEED TO :=2 BELOW AND SKIP -4-13.

2. Would you describe the type of problems you anticipate?.

. In an earlier questionnairea number of employers statedthat they-anticipated problems-with their work force.
riotWould-you-tell us.

,why you do n °A,Ilt_icipate any problem?,

4. Do you expect your non - subsidized personnel to cooperatefully with the subsidy program if you decide to participatein it?

0

0

5. Does your company employ union workers?

IP RESPONT$E.IS NO, GO TO SECTION G, PAGE p..

'Yes. . No

Yes No

.6. Do you believe the union would have any objections to
your participation' in a wage subsidy program?

;

Yes No

A
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APPENDIX C (con-Vd>

, G. Cdnipetitive Advantage

4

1. Do you believe that a wage subsidy -prop-ram could give some
finds a competitive advantage over other firms?

Yes No

IF RESPONSE IS NO, PROCEED TO SECTION H, PAGE 10,

IF RESPONSE IS YES:

There areseverarkindsof competitive advantage which
might arise. 'WhiCh of the following do you believe could
apply?

a. Low cost of production.

b. Low prices of goods produced

c.. Increased profits

d. OtherjSpecify)
d.

No

Yes No-

Yes
oa

es "' No

2. ',Do, you believe that the potential amount of competitive
"advantage created by the wage .;=-:ubsidy could oe Lagnificant?

,

IF RESPONSE IS YES:
,-

4

f, ,; .
0- ,

'0'.7;;;.

.

Can youi give any reasons?

'\

, .

4)
102

Yes
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

H. Administrative Controls/Procedures

1. If you participated in a wage Subsidy program, would youprefer the 'Subsidy to:be paid directly to the traineeor to you?

Trainee Employer

2. What is thq reason for your preference?

.JY5-You,think that fringe benefits. should be providedto ,subsidized Workers?

Yes No

4. Do 'you believe the level of subsidy should apply to
a. wages and salaries

Yes
' b. wages, 'salaries and fringe

benefits
Yes

No

Sr)

5. Would you agree not to displace a regular employee witha subsidized worker during the subsidy period?

Yes 'To

6. won ld you be willing'to hav6 your superwisors
participrttoin training sessipns for better understanding of inter7personal relationships?4.'

.1?
(10)-
103
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

i.

:7., During the training period of a subsidized wolvker, itmight be useful to evaluate ber/his performance. Hoioften do you believe this should be done?

a

.a.. Every month

b. Every 'two months

c. - Every three months

Yes

Yes

Yes

No-

No

8. Would you be willing to provide data on the employmenthistory of your firm and the employment experience ofsubsidized workers'in your firm? Some of the required
information includes data on:

a. Occupational and industrial composition of overall ,

employment in your firm for the two years before
the subsidy period and during the subsidy period.

b. Occupational hnd industriar composition of subsidizedslots.

c. Hours and earnings associated with subsidized slots.

Yes No

QS

..,1
-6 -,



APPENDIX C (cont'd)

I. Training

7

1. Do you believe that subsidized worIcers should receive
formal training, either on or off the job during th6
subsidy period?

Yes No

IF NO, GO TO SECTION J, PAGE 14.

2. Do you believe that such training should be conducted on
or off the ;job's"'

r--i
a. On the job L I

b. Off the job i

GO TO QVESTION 4

GO TO QUESTION 3

O

3. Do you prefer one or more of the following "off-the-job"
training plans for subsidized workers?

a.

h.

One day a week

Full-time training for part of

Yes No

the subsidy period Yes No

c. Other (Specify) ,Yes No

4. Would you be willing to release workers for additional
basic education if such experience seemed appropriate?

IF NO, GO TO QUESTION 6, PAGE 13.

Yes No 1

4



APPENDIX C (cont'd)

5. Please rank according to desirability the schedules
listed below that could be used to provide additional
training or basic education to subsidized workers.

a. One day a week

,%
b. Full-time training for ,part of

the subsidy period

c. 'Other (Specify)

Yes ,No

Yes

Yes

7

No

No

6. Would the union be willing to train subsidized workers?

Yes No Unable to answer
I

o-

(13)
106
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. APPENDIX c (cont'd)-

-J. .Supportive Services

1. feel that the provision of supportive services.
such as medical., transportation, or counseling by the
employment service for'subsidized workers would be
honeficial in the early stages of their training?

SEE APPENnIX II' FOR DETAILS

Yes No

2. Would you be willing to allow subsidized workers a
certain amount of release time to receive supportive
services when neces ary?

i

3

(14
1Q7

Yes

.1%

01



APPENDIX C (coht'd)

IC Net Increase in Jobs

1. Do you anticipate nn 'expansion-in your' work force during
the next two years?

IF RESPONSE IS NO, PROCEED TO QUESTION 3 BELOW.

2. Can you give an estimate by how much?

Yes No

Number

Percent of current work force

3. Could a wage-subsidy program increase the anticipated
expansion in your work force during the next two years?

ffk

Yes No

IF PFS7'CNSE IS NO., PROCEED TO SECTION L. PAGE 16.

ny do you believe a wage subsidy could increase the
-xpansthii- of your work-force over and above the extent
to which 'you believe'.it will expand if no wage subsidy
e=xists? Possib:e reasons include;

a. Permits increased production without
increaser1:labor costs '

o

b. The subsidy re'duces-employer training
costs

c. Other (Stiecify)

VP

(15)
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APPENDIX,C (corm''' d)

L. Kinds of ,EMpfoyers

SIZE BY YMPLOYERrS LOCATION C)UNTY) AND INDUST5Y, AS DERIVED FROM
SAME I \FORMATION, IS ENTERED'HPRE.

a 0.

<D.

O

1. Hrwmany new workers did you4ire during:

a. 19,3?*.

b. 1972?

2. ":11at proportion of theseinew. hires are accounted for by
normal turnover?

what was the total sum of Workers,in your firm Auring:

a. 1973?

b. 19729

.,.
,

i
4. what is the approximate size of yo r work forre each

quarter of the year?
, ,,

uarters

2 3

(16)
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APPENITMC (cont'd)

5. We have grouped all possible job descriptions into nine
categories. Could you provide the appropriate proportion
of your work force that falls into each of the following-
oacupational groups?

Occupational Groups1

1 Professional, 'Technical,
O Managerial

Proportion of Work Force,,

2 Clerical & Sales

3 Services

4 Farming, Fisheryi
Foi-estry

5 Processing Occupations

6 Machine Trades

7 Bench Work

F. Structural Work

P Miscellaneous

W'FOR'EXAMPLES OF THE OCCUPATIONS "CONTAINED IN EACH
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, SEE APPENDIX I.

1

'In:reference to the occupations in-the above table, what
is the range' of entry level wage rates in the occupation
for which you would hire subsidized workers?

110
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

7. P3ease rank by importan8e (1'through 6) where
find most of your newHwprkers.

Referrals by,other employees

h. Resp§Ase to newspaper ads
4

c. Vermont State Employment Service

d. Primte employment agencies

e. Walk-Ins
f'

f. Other_;., specify)

ynu WOU10



APPENDIX C (cont'd)

APPENPIY I

ct.

Occupational:Groups to be Used'iu Face-to-Face Interviews

ProfeSsiolal, Technical, Managerial

Draftsman, mechanical, Dental Assistant, radio.& .TVannouncer, Lab. Assistant, manager trainee
2 Clerical & Saleg

Secretarial, clerk-typist, keypunch; receptionist, sales-person,counter clerk, messenger, mail clerk

Services

Bus boy, Cook, Counterman, Kitcheh Helper, Nurse Ajzd,
Janitor, Chari7voman, Waitrtss, Orderly, Chauffeur

4 Farming, Fishery & Foreltry

Laborer (nursery, landscape), groundskeeper

5 Processing Occupations

Laborer (wood preserving. kiln operator, wood hacker,stacker), Pressman, sandblaster, concrete mixer, brick& tile maker, die presser, tanning
o

6 Machine Trades

Autc mechanic & repairman, basket assembler, toolmakirc:',.machinists, aircraft mechanics & repairmen, cabin t Maker,weaver:7 knitter
0

7. Rench Work

,Repairnan. tailors, seamstress, assembler, fabri tion &repair (toy, jeweir:, tools, optics, photo, appliances,musidal instruments), painters; decorators, textileproducts, cobbler

P -Structural Work

Electrician (helper), carpenter, 'construction worker,cement mason, house builder, maintenande man JJ

9 Miscellaneous

.Truck driver, bus driver.'sewage plant attendant, logging& mining,.. as station attendant, taxi drive', packaging

2.1



APPENDIX C(cont'd)

APPENDIX IT

Supportive Services

M.?dical determination

2 Medical (Under S-100)

,-Thvqical rehabilita't; (Over 5160)

Psychological evaluation,

-z

Mental rehabilitatiop (psychiatrid'counselinz)

6 Alcoholic rehabilitation

7 Dental, care

Child care

Supportive counseling

10 Supplemental instruction

11 Purchase of occupation related material

12 Transportation

1,

( 2 0 )
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APPENDIX D

FREOUENT RESPONSES TO,MAIL SURVEY OUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 16: "ANY
COMMWS MAY BE MADE ON THE BACK OF THIS PAGE."

1. Employer feels prospective trainees would be too under ,

or too unskilled to profit from training in the particular skills
utilized by hi8 company. (30 responses)

2. Employer feels it is unrea8onable to be reouired to guarantee

;

employment for one year after end of subsidy. (29 responses)

#

3. Employer feels company is too small to profit from progrhm or
to. be of benefit to program. (24 responses)

4: Employer's business is strictly a seasonal operation. (24 re-
sponses),

5; Employer,does not approve of government programs in general
anfwelfare" in. particular. (22 responses)

6. Employer feels problems WIlltarise between his regular em-
ployees and subsidized trainees due to benefits being received by
subsidized.workers which are not available to regular workePs. (-18

responses)

7. Employe' feels not enough information was provided by survey
_instrument .to allow him to respond adequately. (17 responses)

, 8. Employer fearful that "recipients would take advantage of the
prokram." (15 responses)

1

9. Employer's firm is not hiring at the present time and there-
ford-has no interest. in or capacity for a wage subsidy program.
(VreSponses)

10. Employer IeO.s prospective trainees would.be lacking in per
sonalityorsintelligence characteristics, deemed necessary for his
business. SuCh employers mentioned a need for their employees,to

. be exceplionally qualified in public contact work. (Examples of
types of firms,making such comments were banks, hospitals-1-and
insurance companies.) (12 responges)

11. Employer afraid prospectivrrainees would be "lazy." (7 re-
sponses) , '

' )1

12, Employer feels such a wage subsidy program would have too
many complications (6 responses)

13. Employer feels his type of business requires einplbyees to be
extremely mobile and that trainees would have severe transporta-
tion problems getting to the job. (Example: asphalt paving
companies.) (5 responses)

114
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APPENDIX D (cont'd)

f

et

14. Employer's, firm works ohly,outsidelhe State of Vermont. (4.
responses)

.15. Employer seldom has staff turnovers and therefore would have
no 'Teed for or interest in a wage subsidy program. (3 responses)

16. Employer is selling.busi ess in the near future, (2 responses),

115
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-;f APPENDIX E

,LETTER ACCOMPANYING MA IL QUE§T I pNNA I RE

L

f

STATE OF PetiMONT 6

DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOifMENT saouRrry
MONTPICLIZAR. Vg1040N+ 05603

-, ;(i :

Fen,pary 11, 1974

Dear Vermont Employer:
- - "
During the past three 'yeax's, the'. etimont.:Department of .

tr

'EMployment Security has contracted an eiperiMiltal.mAnpoyer4rk.1:-. .

jest in the public and non-profit sectors ofthe:e4niLA Thisiiroject used wage subsidies to help members of low- income familiesto obtain-permanent jobs in these sectors of the economy:." Thiswas accomplished by reimbursing employers through wageubsi.itstes,--for a portion of their costs during the initial employment period.
-

Because of the limited number of possible job opportunities'
with public and non-profit organizations, there has been speculationthat such a wage subsidy program would have far more potential if itwere extencledeo-the private for profit sector. This is an approachwhich has bee suggested by various experts in the manpower field.

As a preliminary assessment of the potential of this approach,:we are selecting a number of Vermont employers like yourself to par4tielpate in a survey. The results of this survey will provide uswith insights regarding employers' attitudes and feelings toward wage::subsidy in--the private for profit sector as a mechanism for ultimately-...--placing low-income persons in permanent non-subsidized jobs.

Encloeed is a short qUestionnaire and a self-addressed, re-turn envelope for your cOnvenieuce. We are asking you to kindlycomplete the questionnaire and yeturn it to us by -March 8, 1974.,For'any additional comments you might have, please use the reverseside of this form. Your responses will be held in strict confidenceand will be an important contributiun to this survey.

ii this letter reaches you at an out-of-state address, please
forward it to your Vermont address.

Thauk you in advance for your cooperation.

Itp_rv. lxpu s,

*0,

Jidii -az

° .
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John M. White, Director
Vermo:It State Employmnt Service'
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APPEND4 F

LETTER'REMINDING EMPLOYERS TO RETURN MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE OF VERMONT
DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT sLouRrry

motzp 21.mck, VE1.1340:41' cvs6tr2

a

February 25, 1974

Dear Vermont Employer:

This letter is written as a follow-up to my letter andsurvey questionnaire sent to you on January 21, 197,2, whi-hyou)may"have overlooked or misplaced duo to your own businesspressures. I hope that with this reminder you will take thefew moments necessary to abwer the survey questions. Eachadditional response we receive will assist us in our effortsto make a meaningful examination of employer attitudes towardwage subsidies in the private sector. I wish to reemphasizethe fact that there are no immediate/ plans on the part of thisagency to put such a program into operation.

Enclosed is another copy of the viestionnaiye along withan addressed postage pre-pald eilveIope for your convenience.
Thank you very much for your- prompt assistance.

Jidd, :m

A

Enclosures: 2

0
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John M. vinite, DireA'cq .
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