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THE VERMONT SURVEY OF EMPLOYER
. ' RECEPTIVITY TO WAGE SUBSIDY

PROGRAMS IN fTHE PRIVATE SECTOR

-~ A

This report was prepared for the Manpower Administra
" Department of Labor, under research and development contyact No,
82-48-70-30. Since contractors conducting research and/develop-
ment projects under Government sponsorship are encouraged to
express their own Jjudgement freely, this report does Aot necessa-—
rily represent the official opinion -or policy of th Department
of Labor. The contractor is solely responsible foy’ the contents
of this report. ' ) . )

Contract No. 82-48-70530 funded the Experimental and. ,
‘Demonstration Manpower- Pi}ot Project on the Special Work Project for
the Unemployed and Upgggd%ﬁg for.the Working 'Poor. This -Project
wa§ conducted by the Vérmont Department of Employment Sequrity, -
Madelyn Davidson, Commissioner, The principal authors of thise
monograph are John R. Cashman and Robert E. Mattson of the De~

. partment of Employment Security, State of Vermont. R
. .. . . . .

* . -Decémber, 1974
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; PREFACE

LY

In mid-1970,  as a consequence of welfare reform leéis-

~

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 (E&D) Manpower Pilot
Project was to explore the feasibility and value of alterni-
tive approaches and procedures 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 knowledg€ required

to facilitate and make more effective nattonal 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 &ifhin the
.overall project: ‘ ‘ T

‘(ﬂf

e
~"Special Work Project' whereby unemployed persons, by
performing work (at publie’ and private nonprofit
agencies in the public interest) can develop job skills

« which enable them to obtain nonsubsidized (private or
public) employment, L .

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

More specificall& the project: *

~-developed various designs fof}operating the twd manpower
programs, . :

. £ ' < ‘ .

-tested operating practices to identify smooth running

procedures, SR

. 3 «
~tested the feasibility and.reldtive effectiveness .of
‘alternative operating procedures., : .

.t
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~identified problems and issues centralato the estab-
lishmeqt and running of these programs,

]

—-prepared technical matv:ials and other aids ‘for use in
the programs,

-monitored and’ evaluated vutcomes:of activities,

-determined requiremcits for administration, -facilities,
- staff and financing ot {ue programns,

-established guides ftor detgrmining how these programs i
might fit into the overall'mixture of manpower programs
and services at the local level, .

;developed the necessary guidelines and manuals’ for
effectively replicating the programs ¢isewhere, -

-researched and documented ihe effect of the program on
. .E&D manpower clients and, ' .

-produced\monographs on salient aspeets of project experi-

" encag relgvant to planning activities at thé nationat ‘
. level for 'implementation -0f wolfare rveform and/&y

_v bublic service emg}cyment programs,

~

The projeet was initiated on July l,.1970, and terminated
‘on October 31,‘;973. Operation of the project was divided
. into the following segments: . : ' :

July 1, 1970, through October 31, 1970: Planning, initia-
tion, and s artup, .

1

- : - November 1, 1970, through June 30, 1971: bperations
) limitdd to CYittenden and Lamoille counties,
!

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

July, 1, 1972;\throﬁgh-June 30, 1973: Statewide operations, *
Jﬁly 1, 1973,:through Gctober 31,’1973: Evaluation,
writing, printing and pubiishing.’ . B

- . -

* ”
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FINAL TRAINEE SUMMARY

SPECIAL WORK

(] v

. - Percentage of:
Number Number Number Total Enrollees

As of July 2, 1973

Total Special Work
Enroliments
Completed Training.
-Completed, Placed
in Employment - - |
-Completed, Placed -
in Work Training
Total Placements
-Completed, Placed
in Education or -

656 ‘ 100%

430 - - . 65.6%

307 - ‘ 46. 8%
26 * 4.0%
— . 333 50. 8%

Skill Training 6
-Completed, Awaiting - g
Placement 91-. L _ 13.9%
Terminated Training 226 . . N 34.4%
-Good Cause 99" * 15.1%
_-Withou% Good Cause 127 . . .19.3%
\
« S e
A 4 - - .
)
. /f , 1{
FINAL TRAINEE SUMMARY . ﬁPGRADING
' v Percentage of

As of July 2, 1973 | Number Number Total\Enﬁdllees
Total Upgrading Enrollments 144 160% . .
~Completed Training - . 118 81.9% -

_Upgraded 114 ) - 79.2%

Not Upgraded - 4 . 2.8%
~Terminated Training _° 26 18.0% 4 -

Good Cause 17 11.8%

Without Good Cause . 9 . 6:2% -

io i
ix . '
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SECTION I . , - N ' .
SUMMARY [ o _ .

e . . . o
Dur1ng the past three years, the Vermont Department of )
Employment Security has conducted an experimental manpower proj- .

ect 1n the public and nonprofit sectors of the economy. This- . ,
. pProject used wage subsidies, to hel members of low-income fam111es
-» . to obtain permaneént jobs, This,. waﬁbaccomplished by relmbur51ng
. 'employers through wage\subsidies for a portion of the1r costs ., :
gdul1ng the 1n1tial employment period S
S éecause of the llmited nudbér of possible job opportun1t1e .
: w1th public and nonprofit organ1zations, 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 whi¢h has been suggested by various experts in the man- .
~ power field., . : o)
5 , N ] e ~
‘ This report, The Venmont Survey of. Employer Receptivity to.
Wage Subsidy Programs in the Private Sector, details employer :
responses to a two-phase survey designed to gauge employer re- ‘
cept1vity to ‘the use of wage subsidies in ‘the private sector.. The
. survey, d resultant report represent -an effort by "the Employment
, Servidﬂggivision of the Ve;mont Department of Employment Secur1ty

4
r . A :
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 de ip§ights regarding employers' attitudes and feelingg

ge subsidy in the private-for-profit sector as a mech-
ultimateI& placing unemployed, low-income persons in

to pro
toward
anism-fo

permanen nonsubsidized jobs. The repéfp is comprised of four
sections\ ’ .
Sectipy I provides a "Summary" of pertinent aspects of the
. overall' study. ’ - .
‘ Sec¢tion II deals with the introduction, purpose, and history '
TR of/the two-phase survey. ) T, ,
Seeo o "Séction III .provides a detailed "Analysis of Mail SUryey
' ..Responses, " . |

e " ./Section IV represents a detailed "Andlysis of Face-to-Face
" Survey Resbonses." N

i Mail survey questionnaires wer4 sent to 1,084 employers

"spbject to Unemployment Insurance cbverage,or approximately -

one-half of such employers in Vermont with ten or more employees.

The overall response rate was 71%.'“€pnstruction.of the sample

. involved, stratification of the 2*037 Unemployment Insurance

A covered firms in Vermont'intq four;siz?jgrpups based on the num-=

' © ber of employees in each.-firm, with the incliusion of all firms

/ . with one-hundred or mere. e€mployeed and random” selection of -

approximately one—halt;gf;firmS~Qi@hhless“thﬁn‘dhééhpndmed employee

but more than nine. . - TS '

-

A

-
-2
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The facerto-face survey, on the other hand, involved céMpngﬂf»E.

-

tion of extensive interviews with 269 private-for-profit employersé,~~“”
although only 249 survey questionnaires could be included in the
data base used for the analysis, (For a detailed explanation of
sample seleetion procedures, please refer to APPENDIX A.)

- -

~.

) ~

N -
. For both the mail survey and the face-to-face survey the*
data presented in the text are, derived from blown-up sample data.
Hence, these data are discussed as information‘*that relates to
the universe of firms in Vermoat with ten or more employees rather
than only the firms included in-:the sample, . g

-~ . s e 7
‘ R + L S R <

A. Summary of Mail Survey Responses 3 Iy

Nearly one-half (46%) of all firms responding-to the mail , . .

survey indicated interest in faking part in an Employment Service s
- sponsored wage subsidy program for low-income persons; ’When”$he 'gf;f
responses of only the 670 willing *firms (fhose 46% .0of all firms'fv~;';(k:
/resﬁonding to the mail survey who -indicated an interest in par- ~..7-
uzicipating in a wage subsidy'program) are considered, it is ap-
) spParent that suchy firms are quite highly receptive to a. wage subsidy

/ program. As an example, on ‘Question 2 (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 .

respandents and 92% of the willing employers. - -
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Wiiling employers were more likely than unwilliné firms ‘to A

o
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- have previously participated in -other manpower programs that-in- )
y cluded the partial reimbursement of .wages, < such as_on~the-job

-

training -programs. Among all respondgntss 24% of employers had
previously. participated ’in such programs :while 38% of.willgngag.’ I
employers ‘had donée so. - ' S LTRSS

. -
7 . v -
. | . . ;7 /

Willing employers were aiSofmore,likely to coﬁg&der~d- o
one-year term appropriate for subsidy. Among all ré§ppﬁdén;s,.
61% of employers responded positively regarding ,thé appropriate-~
ness of ' a .one-year term for subsidy; whereas 85% dgggilling’ :
employers.did so. . . ' S SO

o
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Willing. employers were far more likély.gpad unwilling em= "+ . .
ployers to foresee expansion of ‘their work. force.within the next’ i
two .years., While!39% of all respdndents tothe mail survey. pre-- .

" dicted expansion withif two years, 64% of willing' employers.
ae R r/ \"‘;.l' o L )

v

. .
predicted- expansion. A ogixﬁ’ =
s . ) B Y s = R
- - /. d Ly - g A e ,",., I
Y In addition to being-more likely to foresée¢ expansion -of

.their respective work forces, willing employefs*Wé@e,mérgflikely
to believe new jobs could be created in their firms.if:a wage .
subsidy was available during an injtial .training pgxiod;;éyhergas

22% of all respondents held thisbelief, '44% of yil¥ing employers .
did so., However, eyen among willing empléyers) receptivity tos - .
this idea was noticeably less sﬁrb‘ Qfﬁan~tpwand other potentigl, - =~ . -
aspects of a wage, ‘subsidy, progxaﬁgnQQS“wilizBe\hpted latér whent ™ -
dealing with the in-depth facéxta-face slwey, only 22% of. willing .= _
employers among. the face-to-face survey'respondents, felta wage oF
subsidy program-could ircréase. the ahticipatéd expansibp in ‘their

"~ work force. Employers: ove glifwéxp;gégerallyindguﬁeéepﬁﬁ%éﬁfo Co

. i _ the idea that wag¢ subsidies alomie*Gould add hew jobs,to avFirm - ",

,”yy“.or-ipcreaée(anxicipatéd expansion, i~ NN, v Y - :
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“ /;7"“-2”5Wi111hg empIloyers jamontg mail sutvey respondents were also

, 7 more likely fo be willing fonguaiantée,émploymgnf_bf trainees for

i
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».at least ohg year at the conclusioh 6f the subsitdy periods ' Where-. P
" as 29% of-all respondents felt ‘able to do. so, 56%~of willin em:-
-ployers . expressed suchia yill%mgﬁessgf,.' v f%\&ﬁ‘ F&\
R N A K - BT IS B N )
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» .'. . - ; .\‘. § A :_., : I" -,-:.- ’1 PR ,'. . . R . \\ “’Yz{:}_ ~m\. . N
.. i, When asked, "Woﬁld t@qug'q' a->subsidized employeescreate “ N
hjﬂppibﬁggmsngOng'yopr'exist;ngﬂwprgggpgce?ﬂ willing eqplgy§;§§Were SN
<. fak:;leéss 1likély, than all the:respondents. to .predict such problems.
- e 3 9 p N S’u\‘

A

ff?gﬁiﬁﬁ@"ﬁgdgkif§e$pondénts, 23% foresaw'such problems, Sé%tdid not, . ’
.ﬁ{)gﬁ;qq%rggﬁffgiied to answer this question. Conversely, among willing - gj
- :;&«- _?yerggwphix:seyén percenwffpresaw-such problems; 80% did not, {

S fand: LN ‘ : vs DU AN o . wn N ,
/"’- ,::.,—:/-.(an?_"}; :};.2'%"‘- --gj{}':ed“\.to r?s pond. 3 ‘ i' . , R -~ ‘.‘\. \\‘;“ . . A . -1}

KYL“ﬂﬁﬁiiﬁgugh'5fmajﬁrity of ﬁg%ﬁpéll;respdndents aéd{yé}ling éﬁﬁi
e pfa.énsfﬁélt the amdunt of sabsidy should change depending on. , '

-, abidaRies of the Q}dbpectiveié"éidkgs or skill requifements of !
'tﬁéﬁ&ohﬁq@}lli@g employers weréimgdre:likely  to Hold <this opinion. %

- Amopg alllirespondents, 55% féli the amount of subSidy should be
detgrmpined by abili

'ties of prospective traiheqs<&¥ﬁ§kiil requirements -
e qfpbetive trainces. o sl ment
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“to this question.
'subs1dy be rpaid d1rectly to the /trainee, 56% preferred the sub-

" to this questlon

frequlred 22% believed that more than 12 months is required,
"'20% failed to respond to this questlon

‘ ‘more than 12 months would be required,

! - ‘J; A g

of the job; 70% of W1lllng employers he'd such an opinion.

v.' . . o

More employers among both all respondents and . willing em-

'ployers would prefer that 3 subsldy be paid to the employer
_rather, than.directly td the trainee:
. 30%. preferred the subsidy be paid to the tra1nee- 40% preferred:

Among.all® "respondents,

the subsidy. be paid to the employer,,and 29% .
Among ‘willing employérs,

alled to respond
40% preferred the

sidy be pa1d to the employer ,and four percent failed to respond

~
.
; /

A greater proportion of employers among both all respondents

" and willing employers.required .11 years -or less of formal school-
- ing for entry level pOS1tlons

.Eleven year$ or less of formal
schoollng was requireg’ by 42%”of all responding employers while
31% required. 12 years- or'more .Eleven years or less was ,required
by 57% of w111;ng7employers whlle 34% reguired 12 years or more.

/ #

AlSO,}Wlllln“ employers were more llkely to train ‘new em~
ployees on _the job rather than to require prior job-related ,
experience. . Among ‘all respondents 54% indicated they usually
train new employees on the job, while 16% indicated they require
prior job-related expérience, Among willing employers, 71% usually
traln new emponees on the %ob, while 13% reaquire prior job-related
exper1ence. .

No s1gn1f1cant differences' were noted between all respon-
dents and wllllng employers with regard to the number .of months
it normally takes new employees to thoroughly learn their jobs.
Among all respondents, 22% of employers were of the opinion that
new employees can normally thoroughly learn their jobs in less
than six months, 30% felt that from six to 12 months is normally
and
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 requ1red 25% believed that
and two percent did not re-

Y
» A

spond to this question.

In like manner no significant dlfferences were noted be-
tween all respondents and willing emplo&ers with regald to the
level of starting wages for entry level positions. Among all
respondents, 19% of employers paid less than $2.00 per hour as '
a starting wage for entry lev%} positions, while 60% paid $2.00
or more per hour and 17% did not respond to this question. Those
willing employers who paid, 6 less than $2.00 per hour amounted 0
25%, while 69% paid $2.00 or more per hour and one percent failed
to respond to this question. m . o

ke .

F1nally, whereas 48% of all respondents stated they ‘would
be willing to provide data needed to sfﬁ%y the effects of, wage
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Sub: y.payments “for new employees, 88% of willing employers
would agree to do so. . . ‘

I

Whén one separates willing firms by size, certain variations
can be noted. " p

b

.

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 re1mbursement 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%.

W1111ng firms in the 50-99 employee strata were somewhat .
leSs llkely to foresee work force expansion withif' the next two -+
years than were Other willing firms: 53% of 50-99 employee firms
foresaw such expansion. Comparabple 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 ‘expan-
sion. Other size firms were guite evenly distributed in their

outlook with 47% of 20-49 strata firms, 44% of 10-19 strata firms, .

and 43% of 50-99 strata firms predlctlng new jobs could be created
as a result of wage subsidies.

Firms in the 100 or more employee strata were somewhat less
likely to be willing to guarantee employment for one 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 othér 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 w1th1n 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 or-more), Co ; o s

o

The 50-99 employee strata also tended to have the highest
percentage of jobs that could be learned :quickly: 43% of the jobs
in this strata could be learned in six months oOr less. Compara-
ble figures among other strata were 24% for the 100+ strata,
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23% for the 10-19 employee strata, and 22% for the 20-49 employee
strata, ’ o .

No other variations by firm size appeared to be significant,

When one separates willing firms by industrial category,
certain variaillas can be noted.

Willing firms in the industrial category of Retail & Wholeé-
sale Trade dre most likely to have previously participated in
other manpowar 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).

: 3

. 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, & Real Estate are
least likely to foresee expansion of their work force within the
next two years (50% foresee expansion). '

v

Firms in the industrial dategory 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). .- o

Firms in the industfiél-categbry of Retail & Wholesale Trade
‘weffe significantly more willing to guarantee employment for one
year beyond subsidy than were :Construction firms, the industrial

category least willing to guarantee employment for one year beyond.

subsidy; 60% of Retail & Wholesale/Tf?de firms were willing.to
guarantée eniployment compared to 40% ?i,eeﬁg?gafffen firms,
Firms in the industkial category of Financial, Insurance, &
Real Estate required more formal schooling for entry level posi-
" tions (67% required 12 years or mere) than firms in other indus-
trial categories, while Manufacturing and Construction firms

required the least formal schooling for entry level positions
(71% and @g% respectively required 11 years or less).

E&{h§~in the industrial category of Services were signif-
icantiy more likely than firms “in all other industrial categories
to have jobs; that could be learned thoroughly—in-six months or

o

less (54% hdd such easily learned jobs), Conversely, Construction

firmsg were most likely to have jobs that would require more than
12 months to learn tharoughly (58% of Construction firms.had jobs
reguiring more than 12 moRths 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 .

. A
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than $2.00 per hour) Conversely, no f1rms in"fthe imdustrial X
category of Transportation paid starting wages of .less than $2. 00
per hour. \e ’

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

B. Summary of Face-to-Face Survey Resgonses

A3 .

While the mail survey sought. to obtain opinions of a largé—
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 in~depth questions to a more l1m1ted sample of employers
(See APPENDIX C). PN

. ° §
: It is estimated from the face-to- face snrvey data that 66%
: pf the private sector employers in Vermont with ten or more em-~
ployees or approximately 1100 firms, WOuld be willing to partic~
ipate in a wage subsidy program deS1gned to move welfare recipients
or d1sadvantaged workers into permanent nonsubs1dlzed employment

. )]

Thus, 66% of respondents to the £ ce-to face survey stated
T a W1ll1ngness to participate in a wage subS1dy 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 ekxplanation is that
mail survey respondents were more often' unW1ll1ng to commit them-~
selves on the basis of the limited 1nfqrmat1on provided to them on
" the survey instrument than were face-to-face survey respondents"
who were provided more detailed information W1th which to form a
Jjudgnent. Mail survey respondents were asked 16 gueéstions, 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. .
Queztions 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.
e .

1. Conditions Under Which Employérs Would Be Willing to Participate

in a Wage Subsidy Program

- & v

The estimated. 66% of Vermont pr1vate sector employers w1th
ten or more employees, or appr0x1matelycllOO firms, that are 'es-
timated by the face-to-face.survey port1on of this two-phase
survey to be willing to participate in’a wage subS1dy program in-
dicated a willingne$Ss to ut1l1ze either welfare recipients or dis-
advantaged workers. = Such willing emplbyers had a slight, but not
marked, preference fpl d1sadvantaged workers over welfare recipi-
ents, . . : A

" The greatest number of willing firms (366 firms) would{be.

@
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likely to accept subsidized workers into Service occupational
groups, while 348 firms would be likely to utilize subsidized -
workers in Clerical & Sales occupations. Comparable figures, for
other occupational groups show 203 firms 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 occu-
pations, and 135 firms likely to utilize subsidized workers in
Processing occupations. :
X . A s ’
The overwhelming majority of willing firms (1066 firms or

'96%) stated that subsidized Jops within their firms would be entry.

¢

level jobs rather than more advanced positions. !

. : - )
, . #
Willing employers were queried’ to determine their opinis: a
to whether or hot Jobs with certain characteristics should be in-,
cluded in a wage subsidy program. Employer opinion was &as stated
below: -
. ‘ . YES NO N.R. L
Low Nage Jobs, ' x
(Mi\nimum wage or less) 78% 21% 1% -
\ ‘
- Jobs W%thout Fringe Benefits . 72% 2% 1%
Jobs W?ﬁbout'Promotion (;/ (
Possgﬁilitieé 63% . 34% 3%
\ - ‘ . - . c .
- Seasonal\Jobs 55%% 44% . 1%
. R L ) .
Part-time\Jobs - | 48% 50% 2%
High Turnover Jobs - 339 66% 1%
\ - \
More than 71% of all empldyers‘willing to participate in a
wage subsidy prqgram\felt that 12 months or less would be an ad-
equate duration for a subsidy,; and 35%.of willing employers
Judged a six month subsidy duration to be adequate.*‘Conversely,
17% of willing employers were of the opinion that an ‘adequate -
duration of subsidy would be 18 months or fiore, * .
In addition, 771 willing employens 670%)‘believed é subsidy N

should decrease over a ‘period of time, Twentpweeight percent felt
.the subsidy level should remain constant throughout the duration g
of the subsidy, and two percent did not respond to this question.

- | / y\

Furthermore, 75% of' all willing employers were of the opinion
that the duration of wage subsidy should depend on the character=-
istics of the job such as skill or educational requirements. 1In
this vein, 80% of all willing gmployer\ were of the opinion that

< - Vo {
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* subsidy levels should depend on characteristics of workers such
as. ab111ty, experience apd education. Conversely, employers were
not nearly as unanimous in their opinions as to whether the’ sub-
sidy rate should 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.

o °

.o Ky \

"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 atceptable, 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 d1sadvantaged worker's
salary, while the government paid the.remainder, .

The majority of employers disagreed with the idea that the
level of subsidy for each job in a contemplated wage sulkgidy pro-
gram could be detérmined effectively through a bidding process
among employers. Under such a methed 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 attractiveé 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 subs1dy for various

2

gobs. ( .

; : - o .
-_Fully 86% of all willing firms, or 952 'firms, stated, they
would be willing to guarantee full- t1me employment at the end of
the subsidy period if the trainee performed satisfactorily on the
. job during the subsidy period. This willingness 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 woiuld agree to pay
formerly subsidized workers the ‘wage they received during the sub-
sidy period plus increases determined through regular promotion
policies. Only three percent of w1111ng 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 thé employer. .
The majority, 643 employers or 58% preferred that the subsidy be
paid to the employer. Conversely, 405 employers or 37% preferred
¥  that ‘the subsldy be paid directly ta the tra1nee. . . .

Ld -

. The great.maJorlty'of willing employers, 852 firms or 77%
were of the opinion that fringe benefits should be provided to
x J\‘_subsldlzed workers., When asked if they believed the level of sub-
. sidy should apply to wages and salary only, or to wages, salar1es,
and fringe benefits, 604 firms or 55% stated the subsidy should
apply to wages, shlaries, and fringe benefits.

. 9




. : . Eighty-six percént of all willing fiims, or 957 empldyers,
were quite willing to agree not to d1splace a regular employee
with a subsldazed worker dhrlng the- subsidy period. NS

. P

> =

The maJor1ty of willing employers, 734 firms or 66% would
be willing to have their supervisors participate in interpersonal
relationships: tra1nlng, while 342 employers would be unwilling to
1nsure such participation. . o ] . 7
) Employers. proved to be strongly in favor of frequent evalu-
ations of subsidized workers. It 'was the opiniofi of 772 willing
firms or 70% that the approprlate frequency of performance evalu-
.ations for subsidized workers is every month’ Every three months
was viewed as the approprlate frequency by 191 employers or 17%,
, while 118 f1rms or 11% viewed every two montHs as ‘an.apprépriate
frequency of performance evaluation for 'subsidized workers. }
A total of 976 employers, or 88% of the/wllllng employers,
1nd1ca%ed a willingness to provide data on the employm nt hisfory
of the/firm and the employment experience of subsi workers
However, 127 employers, or 11% of all willing empl rgig were
e1ther unable or unw1lllng to agree to prov1de such;data
All employers who were willing to partlelpate 1@ a wage sub-
s1dy program were queried as to their opinidns on the valfue of

. formalized traihing ag. a supplement to a wage subs1d%&program
Nearly four out of f1ve'employers (868 firms or 78% of all will-
ing employers) believed that subsidized WQrkers ‘'should receive . *
| - formal training, either on or off the JOb during the. subsidy . .(/‘

period. Forty-six percent of willing employers or 513 firngs

felt such training could best be provided on the Jjob. Approx1—

mately 52% of all employers willing to participate in a Wwage .

subsidy program, or 572 firms, expressed a W1111ngneSs to release

subsidized workers for add1t10nal basic education 1f~such experi-
o ence seemed appropriate. . d '

Slightly more than four out of five employers (908 firms,
or 82% of all willing firms) felt that the provigsion gof sup-"
portive services such as medlcal transportatlon, or‘ounsellng
by the Employment Service for subs1dlzed workers would be bene-

"~ ficial in the- early stages of their training. Approximately "
two-thirds of all willing employers (716 or 65%) wguld be~willing
to allow subsidized workers a certain amount of. release time @
receive supportive services® when necessary. Conversely, 29% of
willing employers would be unwilling to provide such release time.

.

L

2. Characteristics of F1rms Willing to Partlolpate in a Wage
Subsidy Program ) ] B

J L4 @

Approximately 269 of Vermont employers w1th 10 or more ems
ployees 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 r By "

. .
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contrast; about 20% of employers who are not willing to partici-
pate in the wage subsidy program have participgted in other man-
power programs. - 1 . .

L .

. With regard to industrial category 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 «employers expressing
a willingness *to participate in a wage subsidy program are to be
found' in the industrial categories of‘ﬁetail & Wholesale Trade or
Manufacturing. S, %

Nearly half, 534 firms or 48%, of all w¥ling employers
(only firms with ten or more employees were péﬁt of the sample) -~
in Vermont have from 10-19 employees, whil@&%an additional 434
firms (or 39%) have from 20-49 employees, in Vermont, willing
employers are pretty much restricted to smaller firms; 968 willing
employers or 87% employ less than 50 worker$. ~ Conversely, only
140 firms or 13% employ 50 ori more workers, Firms' in the 50-99
employee strata are most likely to agree to participate; 83% of
such firms were agreeable to/participation in a wage subsidy pro-
gram, although such firms represent only nine percent of all
willing firms. 1In descending order, comparable figures for other
strata are as follows: 78% of firms <in the 20-49 strata were will-
ing and such firms represent’39% of all widling firms; 71% of.
firms in the 100 employées-or-more .strata were willing, but such
firms represent only four percent of. all willing firms; only 56%
of firms in the 10-19 employee strata were willing but such firms
represent 48% of all willing firms. - .

When employers were asked if they anticipated an expansion
in their work force during the next two years, 50% or 564 willing 0"
firms replied "yes,' while 46% or 514 firms replied '"ng" and 41 :
firms or four percent failed to respond to this question. S

3, Diffefentia€?§§ 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% ,0of employers who are
willing to participate:in a wage subsidy program hired moré than
ten workers in 1973 while 35% of employers wthare 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 nipe workers
during 1973 while only three percent of Qmployers who qge unwilling

*
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e to participate in a wage subsidy pro??im hired seven to nine 1
workers during 1973. However, unwilling firms tended to be 1
more likely to hire from one to six new employees during 1973. |
Survey data concerning the number of new ,workers hired during |
1972 ev1dences a. pattern similar to that described above ]
. i
, 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 willgng employers in both the
50-99 employee .strata and the 100-or-more employee strata is
substant1ally greater than that for unwilling firms in the same
strata. 'Willing firms with 50- 99 employees had-the highest
average growth rate for 1978 56%. Clearly, firms with a rela-~
- tively high rate of recent past expansion’ tend to be more willing k
"/ “to participate in a wage subsidy program than are firms with a
relatjvely low rate of recent past expansion.

. The range of variation in 4parterly employment is greater in
firms that are willing to participate in a wage SubS1dy priogram |
- than in firms that are not willing to part1C1pate 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 variatign in quarterly
employment. .

With regard to the range of entry level wage rates 1n the
" occupations for which employers would be likely 'to hire subsidized
workers, it was found 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 unW1llhng~employers in this strata.
With regard to utilization of alternative recruitment methods, -
it was found that both willing and unwilling employers across all
strata apply a great deal more importance to the Vermont State R
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 employment 4agencies less than em-
ployers who are willing to participate in a;wage subS1dy program,

4, Impact Considerations

When asﬂ%d if they anticipated that their nonsubsidized ”
personnel would cooperate fully with any subsidy program the em-

* ployer might decide to participate in, only 68 employersJ or six
percent of the willing employers, anticipated lack of cooperation
from nonsubsidized personnel. The great majority, 950 firms or
86%.,. anticipated complete cooperation. 1In fact, 786 firms, or 71%
of all willing employers, did not believe that tak1ng on subS1d1zed
workers would create.any problems whatsoever among their existing
work force; however, 273 firms or 25% did anticipate problems.

¢
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‘Forty-three percent. of willing employers, or 473 firms, ]
stated a belief that a wage subsidy program could give some i
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 potentia% competitive advantage., © '

-

in their work force during the next two years, 554 or 50% of the
willing firms replied "yes.'" However, when employers were asked

their opinion as to whether or not a wage subsidy program could
increase tae anticipated expansion in.their respective work forces
during the next two years, only .238 employers or 22% -replied b
"yes.'" More than 73% or 811 employers felt a wage subsidy program i
would not increase anticipated expansion in the work force. |

<t \\g:en employers were asked if they anticipated an expansion

. °
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INTRODUCTION -
This report is the result of a two-phase survey made by the’

vermont Department of Employment Security regarding the recep-
_tivity of wprivate employers in Vermont toward wage subsidies in

their sector of the economy. Tﬁ@ Vermont De&partment of Employ-

ment Security was initially funded by thé Department of Labor to
. operate an. Experimental and De?onstration (E&D) Manpower Pilot .
Project for a .three year period.’ The project commenced on July 1,
1970 and continued its operatioQal activities through June 30,

1973. ’ . ’

.
4 -

The project was initiatedéﬁecause of the interest in welfare
- reform leghislation 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 Project or - a
, .Public Service Employment. ~““The project was an experiment designed
'to'prqvide those with manpower ‘planning responsibility with basic
empirical data on the effectiveness of PSE as a mechanism to =
assist members of low-income families with children and welfare
recipients in moving into fullatime nonsubsidized employment. The
main concern of the program was in devéloping meaningful job
~ . opportunities with public and. nonprofit private employers in which
to place clients to provide them with work ekperience. The ob--
jective of this experience was>to instill proper work habits and
knowledge to the participants so at they could move into the
regular labor force and thus reddggktheir dependency on public -
funds. 3 v -

. One of the more importapt issues ddentified during the op-,
- eratifonal phase of the Special Work Project was that the utiliza-
tion of only public and nonprofit organizations as sites for
"work experience" imposed severe limitations on the ability.of
.clients to be absorbed into t%e labor market. There were a numb-
ber -of reasons for arriving at this conglusign. First, the
¢ public sector had. a limited quantity of pe{hanént jobs available
* ¥n which to retain many of the large number-of clients who had’ 7 .o
.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 fgnd 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- - |
guirements that had to be met. Finally, there was limited

15
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""transferability" of Jjob- training experience from the public
séctor to the private septor because:of dissimilarity in the .
types ,of jobs, o Co o v/7

-"Inrview of these limitations, the Vermont.E&D Prdject felt

that it "'was essential to explore new methods of aéhiéving em-
ployment for unempldyed members of low-income families with
children. One of the alternatives advanced, that seemed to have
particular merit W%as that of tésting the range of emplgyment
oppqQrtunities in.thé private sector through a wage subsidy pro-

; gram or Special Work in the private sector. The objectives of
such'a test would be to determine whether or not- -the absorptive

+.- capacity of the labor market could be substantially ihcreased for

unemployed members of low-income. families with children by pfo-
viding them with '"work experience" with private sector employers

"qualified to compgte for exidting\jobs more closely, resembling
those 'in the open“labor market, and to see .if clients could
-achieve greater transferability from temporary woirk experience

_to permanent nonsubsigized employment. . \

In adv&hce'of funding a possible experimental project of
this nature, the Department of-Labor felt it necessary to con-
duct a survey of private sector employers to determine their

receptivity towards such a ‘wage subsidy program.

- . 3

“The following,report'is an analysis of surveys conducted by
the Vermont E&D Project to determine the receptivity of private
sector ‘émployers in tegard to a wage spbsiay program. Two sep-
arate surveys were conducted: first, a mail guestionnaire with
" a sample of' firms coveréd by unemployment instrance, and second

a facé-t?-fabe interview @;th a selected sample of covered em-
. ployers, T e o ‘ o
. Ny M
) During the second year of the Vermont E&D Projéct a request
was made.for modification of the project guidelines to allow for
subsidizatbon of wages in private industry for nonproduction re-
lated jobs. The Vermont -legislature had in recent years passed

7' significant legisltation in the fields of Occupational Safety

“(Act 205, the Vermont”Occupational Safety and Health Act), En- .
vironmental Protection (Act 250), and Watér Classificatien and
.Pollution Control ,(Act 252). This legislation placed additional,
burdens on private indus'try and required major ‘changes in, opera-
tions involving financial investment. Although these requires
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

.
t

.. would not establish a competitive advantage of one firm over

another. The intent of this ‘experimental effort was to subsidize

-

°
’

J"Covered emﬁlbyers" are those emplgyefs subject to unemplof—
ment compensation coverage. . . "

N -
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Eurther, 'it. would be uséd to ermine if clients would be better
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wages of members of low-income families w1th children dur1n<r an s
interim training period fo assist private -industry in the initial
stages of changing over to meet new 1eglslat1ve mandates. It
was hopéd that new jobs tould be created without competitive ad-
vantage accruing to the firm because a nonproduction related job
was being subsidized.

™~

‘with subsidization of nénproduction related “jobs in the private

The\Vermont E&D PrOJect received.authorization to experlment j‘~

‘'or profit mak)ng 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 employers to pay the social cost
of doing that business. . &

. Efforts by local office job developers proved fruitless in
obtaining nonproduction related jobs as envisioned &£or this .
experiment. Most firms affected by the legislative mandates were ’ K_
not large .enough to employ an individual full time on jobs in these & . .V
categories. Most larger‘'firms that were required to meet legisla-~ = ..
tive specifications had already made arrangements and were not }
1nterested in a wage subsidy' program for these jobs. R S

- SR
" During- the th1rd year of the E&D Project, a proposal was S
submitted by the Vermont Department of Employment Securltygﬁg v:iy/‘ .
conduct an' experiment providing wage subsidies im the private. —~ ~~— .
sector for any type of job. Under this arrangement, WagPS«ofhun- ”/,
employed low- ~income family members with children would have. beeﬂ
sub51dlzed for regular entry level jobs whether or not ,such Jdbgﬁ,;,
weré prdduction related. They would have to have been Jobs‘ﬁhgﬁe s

openings were avail@Ble in the_economy and the probab111ty of rej /;5/
tentlon or transferab111ty existed. -

¢ .
S

> s
~ - ST
. Theré had been much interést within the Department of Labor .Y
and private research organlzatlons to exper1ment with wage sub- » v
sidies in the private sector. Afer giving the proposal serious o
consideration, ‘it was decided by the Office of Research and De- ‘»;g;‘
velopment,. Manpower Administration, that a preliminary study v,
" should first be undertaken. It was envisioned that this. study o
should be in the form of a survey to determine the attitudes of LR
employers in the pr1vate sector’ toward wage subsidy programs in
general and to see how receptive they might be to various aspects
of such programs .

=\

v

“ 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 1nterv1ews .
. with, a smaller group of Vermont employers The size oi this sample
~was also to be determined at a later date. After the . surveys were
' conducted the results would be tabulated analyZzed and reported.

-
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TR « 10 OGtober 1973, :a research organization was contracted to ,
: ,r ., aSsifr the Vermont E&I} Project staff in. their efforts to condugt
% -{{ o this}gurqey.f;This consulting‘kirm was brought in to. augment  the
S st4ff in certgin aréasiwhere expertisé was needed, including
R T sample Selection criteria, validation of responses, and analysis
¢ i ) . 2 h bl y
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L, % of fipal tabulations of" respansés for 'both surveys. . For a detailed
e -explanation of survey-.structure, sample selection; and survey pro-
cesses;1please~re£er3§q-APPENDIX A .
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SECTION III -

ANALYSIS OF MAIL SURVEY RESPONSES

N ~

A. Sample Design g ' . BN

The mail survey is based on a simple, random, stratified
sample., No employers were selected with 1ess than 10 empkoyees, -
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 51ze groups were included in

_ the sample.

Part of the data processing of the information collected
for the survey involved 'blowing up" or "grosslng 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 sych 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 Justlfy inferences concerning ‘the.universe of firms in
Vermont under study. ,

x, ~ . -

- The "blow1ng up" process involved double counting the in-
formation celiected from all firms sampled with 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 firms not included in the study can be assumed to be
identical to the flrms included in the sample with respect to the
information collected in the survey. Information from firms with
100 or more workers was no%t doubled because a census was taken of

these firms, as is noted above. - /,:.‘w
.-The data presented in the text-are derived from blomngyp/”a
sample data. Hence, .these data are discussed as informadtion._that ..

‘relates to the un1verse of fiirms in-Vermont with ten or more em-
ployees rathér than to only the f1rms included in the sample

A nete,of caution is- necessary w1th regare to possible bias
in nonfresﬁénse to lthe mail survey.  The final tabulation of re-
sponses’ to Questlon}l 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 responses to‘%he aguestion-
naire indicates, however, that only 33% of these 63 émployers
-are interested in taking part in a wage subS1dy program. The
difference in these percentages creates the suspicion that higher
pigportions of employers who are favorably disposed to a wage

sidy 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 :(,ece1v1n0
questionnaires. _

Statistical tests applied to the first 625 and the last 62

responses to Quest1on 1 on the mail survey indicate a significant
difference between résponse rates. That is, the difference be-
tween the percent of employers who are willing to participate_in
a wage subsidy program in the first 625 and the last 63 guestion-
, naires returned in the mail survey, 49% and 33% 1espect1vely, is
too great to have occurred by chance 99% of the time. Hence, the
diffeience is explained by differences in employer W1ll1ngnebs to
participate in a wage sSubsidy program or some other factor yet to
be 1dent111ed

This section of the total report describes the results of
the mail survey conducted during the first three months of 1974
to explore employer receptivity towards a potential expcérimental,
and demonstration project designed to prov1de wage subsidies to
firms in the private\sector of Vermont.‘ The scope and response rate
oi the mail survey is described in TABLE 1. This 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 strat1f1cat1on of the 2,037 firms -in Vermont into ’
four size groups b%§ed on the number of employees in each firm,
inclusion of all firms withone-hundred or more employees, and
random selection of approximately one-half of firms with less than
one-hundred employees. Finally, TABLE 1 indicates thut response
rates within the individual strata are within six percentage .
points of the overall response rate of 71%,




~ : ( | TABLE 1 | ‘ . 'a_‘

Scope and Response to the Vermont ‘Mail Survey

No. No. of No. of Firms Response to Percent
of Firms . Included in the the Mail ., Response to
Employees 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
L 100+ : 132 132 102 ) . 77.3
N TOTAL - - 2037 1084 R 774 - . 71.4 .
3 > i ' 'Y

-B. Employer Response to Each Question/in the Mail Survey

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

e

TABLE 2 indicates that roughly one-half (46%) of employers
responded positively to Question 1; that is, they indicated a
willingness to take part in a wage subsidy program for low-income
persons sponsored by the Vermont Department of Employmenat, 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 that they had previously participated in manpower pro-
grams that included partial reimbursement of wages. .

Sixty-sone percent of employers responded through Question 4
that one year is an appropriate duration for a wage subsidy, and
39% of the surveyed revealed through Question 5 “that they
anticipated an expansion ofitheir work force within the next two
years.. Twenty-two percent of tire firms (320 firms), by contrast, R
indicated through Question 6 that they could.-create new jobs if
a wage subsidy was available. , Ce R

Twenty-nine percent ofitge?firms (416) expressed a willing-
ness to guarantee employment of the trainee at the d of a one
-year ‘subsidy period ;hrough Questdion 7 and 23% of §urveyed firﬁs,
.. (334) indicated through Questioﬁw8 that employment of subsidized
‘ " workers would nqt create personnel problems among existing work .
N .forces. Employer response to Questions 9 and 10 indicated 55%
-~ ::. of the-employ¢rs-surveyed believe that the amount of subsidy __ .a«
%" should depend on abilities.of. subsidized workers or skill re- '
© quirements ¢f the job, and 41% of employers (586 firms) prefer
to have the 'subsidy paid to.them rathér~than to the trainee.
Thirty .per¢ent:df:firms prefér to have wage subsidies paid to the’

.
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~workers themselvés,.and 30% of employers did not respond to this
question. (An overview of the pattern of non-response to all 15
%Pestions is also provided by TABLE 2.) P -

? ™~

« Thirty-one percent or 455 of the,firms requiﬁq’new workers
to have 12y,0r more years of education., About 42%:or 613 of the
employers require 11 or less years of schooling as job entry re-—

gquirements, and 22% of- employers did not respond to this auestion.

. 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 have prior job—felated-experienc .
Response to Question 13 1indicates that employer estimates of the
length of time new workers take to thoroughly learn their jobs is

-

]
.

a. ‘less than 6 months in.229 of sampled firms
b. 6-12 months in 31% of‘sampled firms. - »
¢. more than 12 months in 22% of sampled firms

Nineteen perQent‘(269) of the émployers 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
indicated -that such wage rates exceed $2.00 4n hour. Forty-eight
percent or 701 of the employers under study expressed g willing-
ness to provide data needed to study the effects ofla wage subsidy
program through Question 15, while 22% of employers.expressed an
unwillingness to provide such data.. . T -

Additional information collected in the mail sdrvey includes

_wr%tten 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. ' :
] 1

Finally, non-response to Question 1, which concerns employer
willingness to participate in a wage subsidy program, is less
-than one percent, while non-response to 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 questiens. For example, non-response to Question 3
which asks whether or not employers previously participated in
manpower programs, is 13% and the queﬁfion is probably easily
comprehensible to employers without provision of further informa-
tion., Non-response to Quéstion 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 descriptions. of the type of jobs or qualifications
of the workers involved in the subsidy. Contextual aspects of
Xhis gquestion-and-the others included in the mail survey were
‘purposely, nét added to minimize the’ complexity of the question-
naire and help inspre high response rates,

T -
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C. Responses of Employers Willing to Participate in a Wage*
Subsidy Program ,

" When the responses of only the 670 willing firiis. (those' who
answered "yes'" to Qujstion 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). .. e
Of the 670 positive responses, 38% of the employers have .
previously participated in manpower programs (Q3). . ®
LA - o v
Expansion of the work force within the next two years (Q5)
was anticipated by 428 willing firms (64%), while only 294 (44%)
felt that new jobs could be created if training.were subsidiged
(Q6); 373 firms (56%) indicated they would be willing to guarantee
employme?y for.a year following the subsidy period: (Q7): -

»

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

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 11 years or. less
(Ql1l), and 479 (71%) firms usualdy trained new employees, rather’

than requiring job-related experience (Q12). As to the length - 1/7
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 12.
months; finally, 59 firms (nine percent) had jobs in all cate- ° |
gories. (The responses of the 59 firms that had jobs‘'in 411 - Y.
.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 (Ql4). ‘L, - s
. 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. . . -

Employérs 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 (Ql5), with 587 (88%) .responding

"yeS." . t
. ? L
.Additional comments were attached 204 firms (30% of the _ -
willing firms). Many of these comments ar® included in APPENDIX D.
25 o a
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D. Respoﬁ%es by Size of Firms Willing to Pafticipate in a Wage

Subsidy Program o .

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

£

.

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 Ql "Yes' to Q1
10-19 employees 300 44.8 T
20-49 employees ] 256 : 38.2 .
50-99 employees o 60 9.0 ,
100+ employees _54 0 . 8.0
TOTAL . 670 100.0

As indicated by TABLE 4, the largest absolute response to all
questions was received from firms with 10-19 or 20-49 employees,
While it is clear that the small and medium-sized firms.responded

.affirmatively to the questionnaire more often, the percentage of .

yes/no answers to:.each question within each strata category is-the
true indicator of the significance of theJresponses 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 yes/no responses to Questions
2-16 from group to group, howsver, show general trends of agree-
ment (See:TABLE 3). . -

Some firms in each ‘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
aetual 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 each;group replied that a 75%

subsidy %ould be adequate (Q2), and -83% (212 firms in the 20-49
group) 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% .
{572) 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
direc?ly to the employee (Q10)- iThe range of these was 52%

28 - -

.
- -
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. (156 firms in the 10-19 group) to ‘619 (33 firms in the 100+
group). among the four strata groups.. ,
Expansion of the .work force within two years (Q5) was ex-
. ‘pécted by 53% (32 firms in the 50-99 group) to 66% (170 firms
in the 20-49 group). Questipn 6 (Could new jobs be created if
training were subsidized?) yielded rélatively 16w percentages of
- affifmative response;, from .30% (}6 firms in the 100+ group) .to
47% (120 firms in the, 2049 group). Related to this, from 46%

(25 firms in the 100+ group) to 58% (148 firms in the 20-49 “ .

group)'oI the firms were willing'to~guarantge emp;oymeht.for a_’
year following the subsidy (Q7). The relationship of yeses to
Q5, 6 and 7 by strata are shown in TABLE 6. ,

v . " f Sﬁ;‘% P , ' N .

* .

4
4 N . . . A L4
.

~— - . . TABLE 6

Percént of Affirmative Responses to Qdestions 5, 6 and 7,
by Size of Firm ‘

\
-

QRS5: Foresee Q6: Create new Q7: Guarantee employ~

Strata : expansion , Jjobs ment for a year
e - 'W N vV e . “ ¢
e ) 9 of Yes- % of Yes - % of Yes
10-18° -\ 64.0 44.0 # = 55,3
20-49 . 66. 4 . 46.8 57.8
- 50-99 - 53.3 LT 43.3 . 56.6 -
100+ R 62.9 29.6 46.2

\
. . ~

<~ . R

, tTotﬁl yés~responsqs by all interested firms were 64% (Q5),
44% (Q6) and 56% (Q7). . S "o
' A cross-analysis of Questions 5 and 6 is élso'presented
later in this report. P

Respénses to Question 8 indicated that most willing employers

(538 .or 80%) felt that'a subsidized employee would kot be a prob-

lem on the wdrk force. Firms in the 20r49fgroup_apticipated a
problem least with 85% (218 firms) answering no. The largest per-
cefit of V'yes'" was in the 50-99 group (six firms or.ten percent)
.as well-as the largewt number of ”pon—response” (23%) .
. e . ? .

A range of 67% (40 firmg in the 50-99 group) to 73% (186
firms in the 20-49 group) of employers in the four groups felt
the subsidy shquld:pefproportiongte to skill and ability, wigh
"20% of all answering 'yes" (Q9).. A slight}y lower range.47%
(28 firms in the 50~99 group) to 63% (162 firms in the 20249

group) rcquired 11 years or less edugation (Qll1l) for entry posi*- , °

tions. Of all the willing employer » 97% or 385 firms, required
. 1l. years or-less education and 34% (230 firms) reguired 12 or more

-

S dS Tk
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years of education. To Question 12, régarding 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 percentages of training, 76% (194 firms) and 73% (44
firms) respectively. The 10-19 and 20-49 groups had the highest
number of firms prov1d1ng training with 204 (68%) and 194 (76%)
respectively. .

i
4

v ~ Questlon 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 somewhdt varied. As to whether an employee could
learn the job in less than six months, 'a total of 25% (165 f1rms) -
said yes, with the range of- the strata groups be1ng from: 22% v
i (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 39% (261 firms) response, rang1ng from 27% (16 firms in the
50-99 group) to 41% (122 firms in the 10-19 group). A total of
25% (169) employers had jobs requiring more than T2 Tmomths e .
training, with a range from 17% (9 firms in the 100+ group) to ﬁ
27% (80 firms in thé 10~19 group) of the fou® groups hav1ng jobs
in th1s category ,
E) Questmon 14 relates to starulng wages. A-total of 70% -
(466 firms) of- all the interested respendents indicated a starting
wage of more than $2.00 per hour. About- 67% 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
S e 100+ had 72% (184 firms) and 74% (40 f1rms) respectively report
- starting wages .in excess,of $2,00. The rmnge of fresponses with
less than $2:00 start1ng salaries was 20%- Qll firms in the 100+
- group) to 27% (80 f1rms in the 10-19 group) .

7
!
£

Overall 88% of interested firms or; 58@ firms indicated a
willingness to supply data on the subsidy"' s\effect on employees
- (Q15), with a range from 83% (50 firms 1n\the 50—99 group) to
ya 94% (51 firms in the 100+ group). . \'E}:Y v,
E. Responses by Standard Industrial Classifiﬁétioﬁ ok Employers
y Willing to Participate in a Wage Subsidkgﬁﬁfgram i
. AVEE )

ES

%

. The further breakdowp. of W1ll1ng firms ﬁy\ingustry (SIC) .
code (See TABLE 7) reveals that the Retail & ﬂholeSale Trade
'group provided the largest number 6f positive~™ résponsesuto Ques~
tion 1, that.,is 260 or 39% of the%670 pos1t1ve'§%$pdnses‘ﬂ\More—
over, employers in this sector often provided ré@%ilvelykm re
favorable responses to the other questions than employers-l .the
other sectors in terms of responses to Question lg\\FInally\{the
responsiveness of employers in the various sectors\&g Questlon 1 ~ \\\

, generally typifies their relative responsiveness toh .
quest1ons '
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‘ticipate in a wagg subsidy program; as 'was noted in an early
-section preferred the subsidy being paid to the employer. ' The
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'In3res§pn§e to Question BA%regdrding previous participation

;‘in.mhnpowerubrognghs), the range of yeseéiwas from 12% (Financial,
~Insurange; & {Redl Estate) to 48% (Retail & Wholesale Trade). *
™ Other dndustries' participation rates were: ﬁManufacturing, 37%; .

Sényigdvj3l%j[TranspQTtation, 30%; and Construction, 269%.
. LA St 4 . : $

I

Sepruds

J*~Reb§iestithin industry to whether a 759 suﬁ%idy would be
adequate (Q2) ranged from 82% (27 Transportation firms) to 95%
(150 Manufidcturing firms) with a total of 92% for .all industries
replying "yes." Question 4 (Whether a one-year subsidy is
appropriate) drew affirmative responses that ranged from 76%
(55 Construction firms) to 93% (115 Service industries) with' a ‘
total of 85% (572 firms). ‘ .

\1Qhést10nsf5§ 6.and 7 are also related to one another. Re- —
garding expansion.of the work force within two years (Q5), from
50% (12 Finance, Fnsurance & Real Estate) to 78% (123 Manufac-
turers) responded "yes," with a total of 64% (428 firms) for all
industries."However, Question 6 (Could new Jjobs be created if
training were subsidized?) drew a lower percentage of '"yes" re-

' 'sponses -- a range of 25% (six Financial, Insurance ‘& Real Estate f

Ifrms)y—to 50% (36 Construction firms), with the total being 44%
(294 firms). To Question 7 (Would they be willing to guarantee
employment for a year beyond the subsidy?), "yes" responses ’
ranged .from 40% (29 Construction firms) to 60% (155 Retail &
Wholesale Trades firms), with the total being 56% (373 firms).

B

"

S
-
3

Whether a subsidy employee would be a problem to the work_ o
force (Q8) was answered 'yes' only seven peréent of the time 2 S
(By 48 firms), and the Trange was four percent (five Sérvice ° BN

firms) to 179 (12 Construction firms).

i

%

~+

. Question 10 is another adminisffative type question (Shogld

“theé subsidy be paid directly to the trainee or to the employer?y,

Most firms, that /373 or 56% of firm$ that are willing to par- .

range of preference for subsidy paynent to. the employer was 479

(34 firms in the Conmstruction industry) to.75% (18 of the Fi-

nancial, Insurance & Real Estate firms). The range of those that

. breferred to pay the employee directly was 17% (four Financial, .

%

. The question  of whether the subsidy should be proportionate to

Insurance & Real Estate firms) to o0% (86 ‘Construction firms). R
- ’ Sy . (’ :“x‘
’ Asked whether they would provide data'to study ‘the effects 5
of the-subsidy on new employees "(Q15) a total of 889 (587 firms) N
said they would. The range of yeses ‘was. from 83% (60'Constru¢% e
tion firms) to 89% (140 Manufacturing firms). =0

", Questions 9, 11 and 12 .related to employee qualifications.

skill and ability (Q09) was answered "yes" by 70% of -all firms that -
are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program. Individual

industry pepkies ranged from 64% (80 Service firms) to 839% o )
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(20 Financial, Insurance & Real Estate. firms). Required ‘entry
. education (Ql1l) was 11 years or less ‘in 57% (385 firms) overall.
. Industry patterns include: Manufacturing (74% ®r 111 firms),
' Constructidn (68% or 4;‘9‘~f~i-1:§), Retaill & -Wholesdle (56% or 146
firms), with these three ind stries”having a larger $han 50% re- it
sponse of "11 years or less." The only industry which had.a~ S
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 requirements were
only five percent (37 firms) of the willing firms. Asked whether .
they train new employees (012), 71% (479 firms) indicated they
did, 13% (91 firms) required job-related experience, and 13% (91
firms) had both types of jobs within the firms. .

Training periods (Q13) required Wwere fairly evenly divided: BN
25% (165) said an employee cCould learn the job in less than six E
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).

-

. : . -1 [
unestidn 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 starging_wages of less
than $2.00. The range of those' with more than $2.00 starting
L Salaries is 47% (58 Service firms) to 9% (70 Construction firms),
Those with starting wages of less than $2.00 ranged from zero -
(Transportation firms) to 43% (54 Service industry firms).
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* MORE THAN/BOTH/ALL / > .." TABLE 7 (Cont'd)

—11.

12,

L
"

13.

14,

15.
7 16,

a) ~ - .~
<" SERVICE INDUSTRIES SIC YESES T0°Q AS A % OF TOTAL YESES TO Q
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F. Summaries of Specific Responses to Mail Survey ;*
Summary of responsééfto Question 1,-"Would your firm be interested
in taking part in. an E.S. sponsored wage subsidy program for
low-income persons?' and Question 3, "Have you participated in
other manpower programs that 1ncluded the .partial re1mbursement of
‘ ‘ wages?" (TABLE 8)

-

.=+ _ A total of 254 firms Or.l8% of all firms in Vermont with ten
" Or more employees, rep11ed "yes" to both: Ql (show1ng interest in
& participating in a wage subsidy program) and Q3 (indicating that
they had prev1ous1y participated in manpower programs). In _addi-
tion, 414 emplqyers (29%) of-all employers in firms with ten or
more employeeS'are interested in partlclpatlng in a wage subsidy
- program (Ql), but had not prev1ous1y part1¢1pated in a manpower
_ program (Q3). . - ‘ ’A\, ‘:: 4 tff
°, .- Non-interested firms that had previousry part101pated 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
prev1ously participated in manpower programs was 344 (23%) and the
number of non-partlcapants was 911 (63%). :
Summary of responses to Questlon 3, \"Have yeucpartlclpated in
. other manpower programs that 1nclgded the partial reimbursement
~.-.0of wages?" and Question 4, "Would you consider a one year dura-
=~_tion an appropriate 1ength ol time for a wage subsidy?'" (TABLE 9)
. ‘Employers who were prev1ous pan3101pants in manpower pro-
. grams (Q3) responded that one .yeary was. an’ .appropriate term for
, the subsidy (Q&) in 213 instances (32%)-. Flrms which had no
previous exper1enée“responded that one§year was appropr1ate in
~ * 359 instances (54%) . e 9

N

-~ - /

3

Previous partlclpants (Q3) responded that one year was not
an appropriate term for the subsidy (Q4) in 84 instances (five
percent). A 51miiar\number of employers wﬁo had not previously
participated agreed ‘that one year was not a errIEEe. (45 firms
e or seven‘percent) .

H
_\

S \sk\qhe-year subs1dy was felt to be appropr1ate by 572 firms.
(85%). t~.._

’
< B
- . \'. o

Summary of responses frqm employers who are willing to partici-
- pate in a wage subsidy program to Question 5, "Do you see an
- expansion of your woxk force within the next two years?'" and .
- Questiof, 6., “Co&l\>new jobs be created in your firm if a wage

subsidy was availabie. during an 1n1t1a1 tra1n1ng period?"
(TABLE 10)

. *
s e

ind ' A total of 24 firms (36%) indicated that they both expected
_3T . .;expans1on of the work force within two years (Q5) and felt new




<

jobs could be created if training were subsidized (d6). Forty-
two (six percent) firms did not foresee 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 firins  (22%) neither
expected expansion nor could create new jobs under the subsidy.
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Summany of Responses to Questions 2 Through 4 and\;\Through 16
When Questions 1, 5 and 6 are Answered "Yes]' (TABLE 11)
« U .
"Yes responses to Questlons 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% ﬁage subsidy adequate?) was answered =~
"yes" by 223 of the 240 firms (93%).

.
Forty percent (97 firms)' had preV10451y participated in

manpower programs (Q3).

1

Eighty-threeipercent (199 firms) felt a one-year term for
the subsidy 154appropr1ate Q4.7

\'L

Question 7 (regardlng guaranteeing employment for a year after
the subsidy) was answered 'yes' by 174 of these flrms or 72%.

Only 14 flrms (six percent) felt subsTdy employees would be
a problem on theihork force (Q8). :

) Whether the’ sub51dy should be proportionate 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.

ﬁ .

Questlon 11 deals with entry educatlon requirements. Eleven
years or less was reguired by 128 firms (53%). Thirty-seven per-
cent (89 firms) of the 240 firms that responded positively to
Questions 1, 5 and 6 required 12 years Or more, while only eight
‘percent (19 firms) stated regquirements for both

{

- Question 12 relates to tra1n1ng 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 experlence instead of tralnlng, and 38 firms
(16%) do both.

1
e

The length of time rqgulred 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 sixX months.
Forty-six percent of the firms (llO firms) said six to 12 mongths
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 (sevea percent) had jobs-with tralnlng periods in all

the above categc§1es. ¥ “

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

4], -



) below $2.00. Starting wages above $2.00 were indicated by 173

firms or 72% of the group. Fifteen firms (six\percent) had
-both.,. '

~
Asked whether they would provide datq¢to_séﬁ Q'E 9ffect
of the subsidy on new employees (Q15), 96% (230) fi,mS‘replied
"yes. 1" ' v - /~
oy

$wenty-§ight percent (68 firms) attached ad&itional comments
. + to the questionnaire '
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SECTION IV . ' /w'" - .

¥

.

ANALYSIS OF FACE-TO-FACE{SURVEQ RESPONSES .

A. Scope of Survey o T Y

* . Approximately 66% of the 249 employers utilized for data
‘processing in the face-to-face survey expressed a willingness - '
to participate in a wage .subsidy 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 suryey. - Co : =

B. Willingness and Unwillingness to barticipaté Relative td
< ~ 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 Vermong as derived from the sample rath-
er than the sample estimates themselves.

" Reference to TABLE 13 indicates that 434 or 26% of Vermont .
emplqyers have previously participated in manpower programs and
about 30% of employérs who are willing to participate in the wage
subsidy program have participated in other manpower programs. By
contrast, about 20% of employers who are not willing 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 Pregrajus. TABLE 14
. > contrasts the responses provided by employers willing to partici-
pate in, a wage subsidy program with the responses precvided by em-
. ployers who were unwilling 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
’ progyams 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.
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TABLE 15 relates employer willingness to par icipate’ a
. Wage subsidy program with employer use of the WIN Tax Credit.
Reference to this table indicates that less than one pePcent of
employers in Vermont use the WIN Tax Creédit and that aﬁ& five
employers who are estimated to use the WIN Tax Credif are willing

‘to participate in a wage subsidy program, w -

' TABLE 15 i
'Willingness and Unwillingness to Partidibéte in a Wége Subsidy
Program Related to Use of WIN Tax Credit

Employer Willingness to Use of.the ,
Pyrticipate in a Wage WIN Tax Credit ;
Subsidy Program Yes No Total
Unwilling to Participate 0 497 497
0.0% #100.0% 100.0%
Willing to Participate 5 992 997
0.5% - 99,5% 100, 0%
Total 5 ' 1490 1494
\ 0.3% 99.7% 100, 0%

!
4
-TABLE 16 depicts reasons 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 use of the WIN Tax Credit. Approximately 2%
of Vermont emplq @ Sindo nétfkﬁ@w about the WIN Tax Credit while
- four percent ofyem

jemployels statéd that administration problems
associated witB)}
About nine percs

‘>$ﬁfﬁcrquﬁfdiscourage them -from using it.

@U&f'théﬂFémaining 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 ’
; : N . E Number of Employers
‘ . CHbxolute Percent
A. Don't Know About It.;.. ~ 1199 71.6
B. Too Many Administrative Problems 76 4.5
C. Other (Specify) D -+ 158 9.4 "
. D. No,  Response ' o ' 244 14.5
o 1677 100.0 "
i :49 >
=9
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" disadvantaged workers, welfare recipientsdvor both.

g

C. Some Reasons for Unwillingness to Participate in. a Wage
Subsidy Program - .. T

Two questions on the survey instrument were used to dif-
ferentiate those employers willing to participate in a wage sub-
sidy program from those employers - unwilling to participate-in a

wage, subsidy program: ) £

oz

- Question 1: '"Would your firm be willing to hire disadgéﬂﬁ3§éd
workers through a wage subsidy program?" .

~

Question 2: "Would your firm be willing to hire a welfare re-~
N cipient through a wage subsidy program?'" . ‘
. If the response to either Question 1 or Question 2 was 'yes,"
the employer 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 subsidy program." The terms
"disadvantaged worker'" and 'welfare recipient" were clearly de-
fined for employers to avoid misconceptions. 1In other words, any -
employer described by this study as "willing to participate in a
wage subsidy program'" has expressed a willingness to hire either

.

As previously stated, blowup 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
#irm of either disadvantaged workers or welfare recipients. Con-
versely, approximately 564 such firms, or 34%, would be unwilling
_to do so. .. - . .

TABLE 17 that follcws depicts the reasons for hesitancy ex-’
pressed by unwilling employers.

e
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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 with
firms unwilling to participate?

~a

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- employers 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 1973  while about 35% of employers .
who are uhwilling to participate in the wage subsidy program hired
more than .ten 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 to
hire from one to six new employees,

TABLE 19, which describes thé€ number of new workers hired in
1972 by .employers who are willing and unwilling to participate
in 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 participate in such a program hired seven to nine and
ten or more:workers during 1972, As was the situation in 1973,
unwilling firms tended to be more likel¥ to hire from one to six
new employees. : ‘

N\
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2. Growth of Employment in 1973 \i

TABLE 20 deals 'with growth of employment 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 %s/a‘Percentage of Firm Average Employment for 1973" (See
column’2 in TABLE 20). These percentages were obtained by .di-
viding "New Workers®Hired During 1973'" by "Average Total Work
Force of Firm.for 1973" (obtained by summing work force for eacdh
firm for each quarter of 1973 and dividing by four) for each
strata for willing and for,unwilling eeployers. ~ ‘

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 hired 1210
new workers 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 emp¥oyment in these firms
in 1973. However, 23% of:new hires in these firms during *1973 -
were accounted for by normal turnover. Consequently, the actual
groyth in new workers hired as a percent of firm averagéfemploy—
ment in 1973 is 56%. ~ . '
- Y{"“’:» - B ® N ,
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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3. Quarterly Variations in Employment

Q.&ABLE 21 describes the average size -of the work force -per
quarter by size of firm for employers who are willing or unwill-
ing to participate in a wage subsidy program. Reference to'this
exhibit indicates that the range of variation in quarterly em-
ployment is greater in firms that are willing to participate in
a 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 N
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-
tgram, ’

v
3

The range of quarterly variation in employment is very simi-
lar for employers who are willing and unwilling to participate inp
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 af
about 151 employees in the third quarter of the year. By con~-

"trast, employers with 100 or more employees who are unwilling to
partigfpate 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 in the raw sample were found to ° .

- - have extreme quarterly variations in -employment, while the remain-
v+ - ing 13 firms in the raw sample for this categoYy had nearly con-
stant quarterly average employment. The high level of variation

among these eight firms marks them as unusual 'and obviously affects

3 the average quarterly variation for all sample firms in the category
. of "willing firms ,with 100 or, more employees.” The quarterly vari-: .
ation for these eight firms is detailed below. . . ’ ~
[} . L)
TABLE 22

Quarterly Work Forc€ Variation for Eight Willihg Firms
;- with 100+ Employees ’ .

1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter . 4th Quarter —

Firm 1 400 = - 300 300 "40 T
Firh 2 507~ - 50 e/gso 50 -
¢ Firm 3 250 60 70 200

. '24 Firm 4 "~ ‘80 140 ) 140 ' '140 )
'Firm 5 55 .0 140 - 213 90 y
Firm 6 50 150 C o 250 " 150

«  Firm 7 120 . 200 . 200 © 120 )
Firm 8 145 '145 T v 180 - - 180

<. 4, lEnfry 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
level wage rates for different.positions within a single firm, °
That 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 Bench N
Work. All employers, both those unwilling and willing to engage , -
in a wagé subsidy program, were asked: "What is the range (state
your low entry level wage rate and your high entry level wage '
rate) of enftry level wage rates in the occupations for which you
would_hire subsidized workers?'" Responding employers cited both

. their lowest entry level wage ratg and their highest entry “level.

< 99 : . ' )
i I” g“:f}._ . . J‘ ' B " .
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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 ghe ''average. low entry level wage rate"

for all unwilling employees by strata. The same was done for
willing employers by strata. 1In 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 entry
level wdge rate across occupational groups for the 263 employers
among unwilling employers With from 10-19 employees who provided
information for this particular item was $2.36 per hour. The
average highyentry level wage rate across occupational groups:for

the¢ 183 employers among unwilling emp%@&%&g with from 10-19 gin-

. . . NN, 2 . . RN
pPloyees who provided information for ﬁ%y%%gartlcular item wg%g?
$3 . 84 per hour . : K ’%&‘Sr\“.’g’,ﬁ:’? g_r?':‘:}}i.‘ ’%

'5/?{5{(\@0 %j{(}&g

Reference to TABLE 23 indicates that employers who are
willing to “%&ticdpate in a wage subsidy program and 'who have |
from 10—19“%%%10yees 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 in
a 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 an hour 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
workérslin occupations that subsidized workers are likely to enter
than do willing firms in the 10-19 employee Strata. ! '

Conversely, Willing employers in the- 20-49 ehplofee strata
pay from $ .14 more an hour ($2.17 per hour) to $ .34 an hour more
per hour ($3.41 per hour) than employers within this strata who.
are unwilling. o '

K

\\‘ W‘N
i




’

: f TABLE 23 : o

N

N, -

'\‘-f‘—
3

Average Entry Wage Rates in Occupations for Employers Willing‘

-

and Unwilling to Participate, by Size of Firm

4
/

N

Totai

- .Size of -
R Group Firm " Low High Employers
T s Gy
Employers 10-19 *2.36 /263/%* 3.84 /1837 /3067
Unwilling : ’
_ to 20-49 2.03 /887 3.07 /597 /1187
! Participate .
: 50-99 1.93 /157  4.00 /57 /207
100+ o 2.50 /I57 2 ¢ /27 /TT7
)
Enployers 10-19 2.16 /4487  3.10 /3437 /5347
© Willing . —
“to 20-49 2.17 /3537 3.41 /1917 /4337 d
Participate 3 L T . T .
- 50-99 2.06 ./89/  3.10: /747" /987 . .
100+ 2.32 /327 - 3w62-. /35/ /337

. L
N
[§ . Y

*Average of the wages entered iﬁ‘f&is colpmﬁéﬁy the réspgﬁdegts;

it -is the average only for those who madefgn”gntry in this.
« ¢« ¥**Number- of employers making entries in this column.

Recrﬁitment Methéds
P

5.

PN

o

“to participate in a wage subsidy program,
to participate in. a wage subsidy program in

utilized private employment agencies less than employers who
willing to participate in a wage subsidy program.

ception of unwilling employers in the 50-99 employee strata)
willing and unwilling employers across all strata tend to ran

' A
.a recrultment source for new workers.

Also quite easily thiced is that both willing and unwil

-

61

e

“ o
TABLE 24 contrasts utilization of alternative recruitmenty 3
methods by size of firm for employers who are willing and unyilling -

, Perhaps the most, strikifig.
finding expressed by this. table is that employers who arefﬁhwiiling;
all @izes of firmsi——-3

" 'ﬁ " &“Another factor that can be easily noted is that (with‘thé

Vermont State Employment Service at about mid-rank in;importaé@bﬁas
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‘ wage subsidy program than are firms empleyin
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employers across all strata apply a good deal more importance to
the Vermont State Employment Service as a source of recruitment
for new workers than they apply to private employment agencies.

Eo

Characteristics of Employers WIIling 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 to sparticipate in a wage subsidy program

requiring utilization of diSadvantaged 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 willing firms?

. ,(@ )

1. Size of Firm

¢As 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 employees; while an additional 434 firms (or 39%) have from
20-49 employees.., in Vermont, willing employers are pretty much
restricted to smaliller employing firms; 968 willing employers, or
87% of the willipé'em@loYers, employ less than 50, workers. Con-
versely, only 140 firms, or 13% employ 50 or more workers. This o
situation merely reflects the Vermont labor market situation; a
predominance of small employers and wery few large employers..
Promotion of private sector Public Service Employment within Ver-

mont would require negotiation with predominantly smaiN:firms.- -
) . ﬁawever, it is egually’ important to néte from TABLE 25 that
. larger employers (20 of@more employees) as limited as
be in total numbers, are more likely to agree to.partici

employees.

“Firms employing from 50-99 employees are the most among firms
studied 'to agree to participate in a wage subsidy program. (As
mentioned previously, the sample for this studydid hot include
firms employing from one to nine workers 'and, thérefore, such very )
small firms are an unknown guantity. with regard toﬁ{ecéptivity to
‘wage subsidy programs.) : ﬁ%u o
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2. Industrial Category

With regard to industrial category of Vermon% firms willing
to participate in a wage subsidy program, TABLE 26 indicates that
the largest percentage of willing firms may be folind 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 246 firms 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 Transportationswith 24 firms or a mére two percent of
the willing employers_ dn Vermont, Sixty percent of Vermont em-
ployérs 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 A 22,2
Transportation 24 ?.2 -
Retail & Wholesale 425 L 383
Finance|, Insurance, 60 - ;‘ i.4

& Real Estate ' . - * :

' * Service Industries 200£§ g IE.I
TOTAL 1108 " I 1.0‘?0.0

F. Willing Employers' Attitudes Towards Various Aspects of a
Wage Subsidy Program T

1, = Subsidy Levels

Emploj%?s who expressed willingness 'to ﬁarticipate in a wage
subsidy program were queried as to various aspectsg of subsidy .
level, . C A .

~ " When asked, 'Do you believe that subsidy levéls'should depend.
on characteristics of workers such as their abili y, experience

- . B ’ .2
-
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and education?" 80% of all willing employers answered: "yes.,"
Thus, willing employers are strongly of the opinion that a sub-
sidizéd workeil'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. 1In 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

¢

. Sugé%sted Number

Subsidy of < - .
. Levels Employexs .Percent
- 25% o oa7 . % 22,3
50% - 565 . 51.0
5% - o 98 8.8
: " ,
- Over 75% 24 2.2
Multiple Answers 36 . 3.2
: .No Résponse 138 _ o 12,95
TOTAL - - - 1108 . 100.0

t

[}

.. TABLE 28 depicts willing employer opinion of "acceptable
subsidy level by size of firm. It will be noted that approxi-
mately '30% “of all willing employers with 10-19, 20-49, and

~ 50-99 employees would be willing to accept a 25% level of subsidy

while only 16% of the largest firms, those with 100 or more em- :
ployees,‘would'be willing to accept a 25% subsidy.level. On the

, other hand, if the break is considered at the 50% level of subsidy,
it would appear that firms employing 50 employees or more- are some-
what more ‘likely to accept a subsidy level of 50% than*are firms
employing 49 employees oi* less. One hundred percent of firms with

- “ . 66 [ 2
< ¥ -
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¥.50-99 workers would accept ; subsidy of 50% or less comparéd to
92% of firms with 100 or more workers, 86% of firms with 10-19
workers, and 82%.of firms with 20-49 workers. -
o .

TABLE 29 depicts the level of subsidy willing employers of
various 1industrial categories believe to be necessary to enable
employers to¢h1re 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 firms, and seven firms or °15% of the will-
ing Financial, Insurance & Real Estate firms would consider a 25% -
subsidy,;evel acceptable. On the other hand, 42% of the Manu-
facturihg firms (54 firms), 36% of the Constructlon firms (23
firms), and 34% of the Retall & 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 as-ability, 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 respond tb the wishes of the great majority of employers will-
ing to rticipate in 4 wage subsidy program, appropriate wage
subsidy levels would have to be set inirelation both to personal
chara 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 an hour 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 shoul&\
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 effec-
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 sub51dy for

‘varlojs—yobs : w '
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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 select‘from 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 woikers 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)
wouldgbe 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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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," wﬁlle 46% or 514 firms replied "no" and
41 firms (four percent) failed tg respond to this particular
question . « < .

Those employers who antlclpated an expansion 1n their work |,
force during the next two years were dsked to estimate the number
- of new employees th& would~be required as a result of expan- |
sion, TABLE 31 below dep1€t§ the estimates made by such emplo}ers.
: T ? T

i TABLE 31

1«»
\k"
.

W1111ng Employer Estlmates of the Size of Their
Antlclpated Expansion

o ) ‘%
\ Size of Anticipated e '
' Expansion (No. of . “ .
’ Workers.) < ) Number of Employers Percent .
. 1-3 P 139 12.6
' 4-6 > . 148 . 13.3
7-9 , 7 ’ 24 . 2.2
9o, , 114 ¢ ‘ 10.3
Non-Response 683 61.7
— :

One hundred fourteen V irmont 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 yearf, Overall, 425 firnis, or 38% ®f the willing
firms, antlclpateglwork for?e expansion anywhere from one to more
than ten additiongdl’ employe S.

f!

TABLE 32° deplcts occup{tlonal groups that subsidized workers
are likely to enté&; ”cross-ggaSS1f1€d by employer estimates of
a@tlclpated expansion of ‘'wdrk force during the next two years.

K3 When employers were a ked t@elr opinion as to whether or not.
crease the anticipated expansion

]

" in their respectm e,work fkrce durihg the next two years, only
238 employers orxﬁ% ep11 d "yes.¥ More than' 73% or 811 employ-
ers. felt a wage subs y pfogram would nbt increase anticipated




. . - M . N - P — N ~ . . ) ﬂ v#... ES )
;/ R4 - e &f/ . .., - . !\U. - - -
* t . - . . R * ’ b ) HY v . s . .
] .uﬂ. 4 . " » 1- .m. "7 i
. ’ Ly o ; . - o sy Ty
: . J M : ) - A N
. - ) . . ’ - .
N . " .(, d -
0 . ~ - y .
0°00T- €°ST .- »'TT 1°8 0TI w.w X N ST
TT8. " %31 €6 - 99 | 68 TYLOL N
M) . - - ’ . by -
. oMot , S°PT 8°CT 1°8 v g \}Aﬁ K - 3 2
7 . 8¢ .. € T 9¢ ~ 8T “t 6 <
. A . Lo~ ; . » - - , o ‘
0°00T . 0°03¢ 0'0g 0°0, ouom o.o : - -
. 0¥ - . 8 ., 8 - o - . 8 .0 . 6 031 L ;
" ©0°00T ~.0°T% Skl _%'TIT -9°€SL vy v . T
08¢ 6S % (4 8¢ (4! 9 01 % ‘.
. - . . ’ . . * -~ ot N . 3 °
‘0°00T" _T°6 0°¢ 8°G 9°'1TT 9° 11 " . S
) €9¢ ¥c 8 ST 1€. 1€ €0o%L T ‘
R s !as " ) ., s .
P . 4 7/ E v
Te310L °OSIN JjJaom ‘Jaopm sapreIl dnodQ hapmmhom Mm0H>hmw _ .SaTes ©  usy. - L (saaqaom ]
- - *310oNnJ3s youag SUTIYOBN Ssodouad ‘ystd A .3 ‘uyosy . ‘wo *ON) °SJaeaj - - .
...1q . - . .4 :Ehmh. . _ FeOTa9Td °Foad oml 3IxaN 8yl Sutahq
., . .» o . » ;e . L . , 90404 MJIOM JO -
- . V- . : T L , . - uotsuevdxd pajewrisd
B ’ . . . . hmpﬂ@VOP hﬂmxﬂq oxe L o oot :
. . . L m&mxaos Ppaztprsqns pmzp msoﬂpmgsooo . 4 . . rw
L . .
, . . v ] . . . . s -
. SIesX OM] 1XON -0yl 3Juiang 90J04 JOM JO UOoTsuedxy pajiedIoTiuy : c
o .. e JO Sso31rvWILSH amhoﬂgsm Aq POTITISSEID=SSOJI) J23Ud 03" . .
T ATo¥IT auae mh&&hoa vmwﬂvﬂmn:m 18yl masowd H«:oﬂudgswwm* , “ v .. ,
. ; ¥ .
. .. o ) . ZE TTAVI s . - v
: . ot N . - v 3 v .ICW
7 \ , . . ,\ ) n ¥ cr. \lm
W. i X . . o 7 . - . % . Evm.(
| : ) . . ”. //‘) ) < N ;-




’

4
. The-overwhelming majority of willing firms, 1066 firms or
96% of all willing firms, stated that subsidized jobs within
their ofirms‘would be entry level Jjobs rather than more advan;ed
, . positions, . ) -
o e ' Y A
« Employers were queried to determine their opinion as to
whether or not jobs with certain characteristics should be in-
uded in a wage subsidy program, Employer preference was as

‘SQaFed below,

o ; .
Sl ' . . \ '
. v . LE 33 '

: Willing Em T Opinion of Certain Characteristics Which
o Could -Pertain to.a Subsidized Job

) NO  ? N.R.
oo ' , Seasonal Jobs 449 1% \
s ;" . High Turnover Jobs 66% - 1%l ‘
- & . v P ." ' A *
. ; J . Ld’Wagepjobs ) ‘ 21%) ' bl%
° (minimum wage or-less) - : ) - o ]
g . _Jobs Without Fringe Benefits - '  72% - 279 g T /
\ Jobs Without Promotion ° J 3 63% ‘x'34%,.~~ 39,
Lo ¢ Possibilities - ) AR y .
Part-fime Jobs . | 48% 5gp 2% -
. ‘ N . . A. hd . . + °
. "‘ * . . ' b ~ . L . - .
' 3. Duration of Subsidy AR A -
. — . - . .

Employers were also asked to provide Fheir,opﬁnions concerning., -
the appropriate duration-of a wagé subsidy (Refer to TABLE 34). . )
More,h than-71% of all employers willing to’ participate in a wage
subgidy program felt that 12 menths or léss would be an adequate

' dyfition for a subsidy.- Conyersely, 17% of such employers felt

at 18 or 24 months should be the duration pf\subsidy:,

. * - <
,§§In addition, 771'employersh or'70% ofythe willing employers, -
believed a subsidy should decrease over a period of time Twenty-~
eight percent felt the subsidy level sShould remain constagt .
througliout the duration of thé subsidy,. and, two percent did not

) respoend, . ) o . .
! Py :: . ¢ ) r“y ! - . oy ’ Yo ‘e
b Furthermore,.75% of all employers willing to participate in *
*E _Ta wage subsidy program-were, of the opinion that the duration of

such as skill or educational requiremengs. :

*a N . . - L
° - ¢ ‘ . ‘ . . J
» . . ) i 74_ ‘ N o " . h\
. ' : l/ N . ' g‘ﬁ’ ' N » s .
. ) \- 2 . ‘ . & . ! ' ..
-, . . , ) ‘ .\% L

L% . oL o v <

*» a wage subsidy should ‘depend on the chardcteristics of the job °
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e /" TABLE 34 BN a
T L _ " . / .
-7 -, Appropriate Durat#on of Subsidy as 1
e ____>»——BtAted by Willinp Employers . 7
A = . . A
. . Yo
:“L \‘: . ] e -
ecommended

Duration of
the Subsidy

6 mos.

12 mog.

. ¥
ultiple Answers

e

No'Resﬁonse'.

“ " TOTAL

" .. ° \.

-4, Post-Subsidy Commitment -

-

- NS . s v

Employers were questioned:abodt, possible employer commit-

, Mments to subsidized: workers after the subsidy ends. * Of partigu-
lar importance was the statemenﬁ:by 952 firms (86%) that they- -
would be willing, to guarantee/fﬁll-time,employment at fhe‘
of the subsidy perdiod if thertrainee perfdrms satisfactorjily
on the job during this pefjod. Actually, among’ firms with 50-99

?

employees, only’67% were willing to guarantee, employmeirt.. Con- T
versely, all other firm Sizes studied were more willipg than - -
- the average (86%) to guarantee employment: - , ) “‘}/ - N

.~ 98% of .the.firmg with 10-19 employees were willing to % .
. guarantee employment. ° ST
L « = 96% of the firms with 20-49 employees were willing to

. °~ 8uar ntee employment. 3 - -
- All firms employing 100 or more were willing to guarantee
: emplzikent. ' ' = ] i
. Employers willing ?Q"(arti ipate in a wage subgidy program'
stated overwhélmingly that %t tprmination of the subsidy period
they would agree to pay workexs|the wage they received during
A -the ,subgidy period plus ingrea s. determined through regular
promotion policies. Slightly 'more than'95% of all willing em~-

ployers were agreeable to such practice while-only three percent )

were unwilling to agree to'pay formerly subsidized workers the wage
they [received during the. subsidy period plus. inereises determined .
v through existing company policy. . . i

»

N C . *

a5 . oL
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5. . Intg%dhl Labor Market Considerations . L [
P ) -

- . <

When ghestioned as to whether taking on subsidized workers .

. would dreate problems among the employer's. existing work force,

86 firms, or 71% of all fir s>willing. to''participate in a wage
. ‘Subsidy program, did not anfietpate problems. However, 273
R ,firmsirbrWZS%a did anticipaté.’problems (See TABLE 35).

(:.\)’,’ % ‘s N X

. . Anticipated problems were rquite diverse and no one particu-
7. lapr-problem, except reseniment aroused among regular employees of

g%,/zt e_f%tm, appeared to be significant, ..
& ’ . L e " -
..\/V%ﬁ\ : TABLE 35 r) . ‘ N ‘ //
’Willing ﬁﬁployef Eétimaje of°Poténtial Infernal Problems that =
Could Argse “frdm a’WagéZSubsidy Prqgram* . e
Types of’ Internal B B : { . .
. . Problems Apticipatgd Numper.of EmploygrS’flger‘ent | . ; »\t
E Resentment . ‘ : . "” 93 -/ ' fz(
3 Jealousy & R jﬂ‘. . {4 30 1 ' ’
C - Unioﬁ ’ ‘.“~ _tjj' L 45.
: - inapciél‘ ° ' i . 30
i‘ caﬁs§-Job Inseéu;ity . 5 j’:
. ;éﬁigaéigExpgyience 9 :
"Aff:;t:aigo.r/}ism - v Y 23 . T 75 A )
j M&scellaneous ' 53 * E A 4.8 )
x%kf i ~+ . No Answer. ' | ' | 819 .. ‘ 73.9 v =
BN - " .. TOTAL 1108 . . '100.0 .

- Thoég‘employers who .did not anticipate problems among their
-eXisting work force as a result of taking .on subsidized-workers
¢ were iquestioned as to why they did sot anticipate such-problems.
‘TABLE 36-ﬁkovides a categorization of employer responses. -+ -

N -

- . N
» . ' - e * [ ]
- .




193
N3
N
)
£ k
o !
5
=
2,

.
. X

AT
S

‘o

i R
. ‘ y
TABLE 36 4 : s
. . . ) é\‘ﬂ“::": ‘ - .
v .o Reasons Given for Non-Anticipatj ~0%, Problems. Among !
. : . Existing Work Force as a Resultftof Tdking on Sub-
- -5idized WorkersT . -
- . :I' \ " »_(:;}3“‘ . i a )
] ¢ < ) / ngiqép’&fg ] ; /)/‘/
L Type of Employer ) . " I
o . Comment Number of- Employers Percent o ’ ‘
N Leo- 0 3 i e
. Employees Wouldn't Know . 131 11.9 L
. 4 ‘ . . :
- Attitude of Workers 158. ﬁﬁgé\
W. .~Trainee Expected to do . 93 >\\ \¥: f% PR
Fair Share  of Work . S~ TRy T
' "Total Wages in Regular- ' 80 - 7.3 N
. Payscale ) o . ;:§y>k
. O : ‘ \ ? P Q/'/./l(
Set Procedures and "33 3.0 '/// o
. Instructjons e ’ 4 ’ ////
. . ' o T N //' . ~ ‘
. Employee Accepts . 29 258 - Lt .
. Decisions , L o i
. . “ ) <7 - E
, ‘RPast Experiencé : 45 ! /',4.1 .
- .- . g [ ¥ =
‘* Miscdllaheous . 145 . | e 13,1
: <. S X ¢ . ’ A
‘.. s.No Answersy -~ < : 393 35.5 ’
S A 1108 , 100. 0 )
— “,“' - / /’/ TOT L l 8 v /' .
° = T N ‘ - v b
i . ‘ i
The/great majority of-employers, 950 firms and 86% of"all
* employers willing to participate inm a wage subsidy ‘program,
"anticipated their nonsubsidized personnel would cooperate fully -
with any subsidy program the employer might aecige to participate
in. Only 68 employers (six Qgrceht) anticipated lack’' of coopera- .
. tion from 'nonsubsidized personnel, TN ’
/-

Among emp{pyeré willing to pakfiéipafe
{program, only°135 firms or 129
or 81%:did not employ urnion workers,

and 76
did not respond to this particular, qu

L)

-‘Oﬁli 37 firm$ or-three percent of a1

ticipate in a wage s

employed union workers., -896 firms
estion.

1 fiﬁmsuwilling to par-
ubsidy program; anticipated,a union wquld

. > ° :'
in*a wage subsidy

-

firms or seven. percent

1

-/

havey dny ;objecgion’ to participation by the firm in:a wage Subsidy
sprograf, ) - ﬂ S S . |
\ N s . I\ . . . / '
.. » .. i
. ' N . P
. L. o . . ., - ﬂJR
. - L - - . & :
77 : . - .
- ‘ o v ” * o .
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All enployers who were W1lling to participate in a wage sub~
sidy program were askdd €he .question: "Do you believe that a wage
subsidy program couldvgive some firms a.competitive advantage

* over other firms?" Fifty-four percent (594 firms) did not expect

"that a wage, subsidy program in one firm.would .create a competitive
ad antage over other firms. Faqrty- three pé&cent (473 firms) stated
their,belief that a Wage subsidy program could give some firms a ‘
‘competitive advantage over ot er firms. Various types of competi-
’tive advantagelmentioned employers were lower cost of produc-
tion, lower pripes of oQds produced and 1ndreased profits. o
1 \
Only ‘174 employers or’16% believed that the pptential amount
. of competitive advantage created by a wage subsidy program could

" be significant, while 337 employers or 30% did not believe there

would be.any s1gn1f1cant§compet1t1ve advantage resulting from a

“Wage subsidy program, an&v§97 employers or 54% did not respond

- to, ‘the trainee or to the employer The¢majorit 643 employers
- or 58% preferred‘%ﬁ%t tﬁe{spbs1dy be pai@ to t “employer. Con-#f. ‘?ﬁ%

i

to this 1ssue N
- . L TN N . S ,
i Administrati%e Controls and Procedures -° - . : /////
Employers weré’asked to respond ‘to a number of questions "

dealing with administrative controls and/or procedures that might ©

be made a partzpof a wage subs1dy ﬁrbgram. As 4&n example, employ-
ers were asket ff‘they wQuld prefer a subsidy to be paid directly

‘versely, 405 employers e&%%#%gpgeferre { wbsidy be paid -8
directly to the trainee. AR he
. Employers were questioned as to their- opinion of the need for
provision of fringe benefits to subsidized'workers. The. great -
majority of employers -willing to participate in a wage subsidy
program, 852 employers or 77%, felt that fringe benefits should be
provided te subsidized workers. On the other hand, 238 employers

or 22% did not .believe that tringe benefits should be prov1ded tq'
Subs1dized workers., ’

1)

y %
S &
B

‘.~ * b

When asked if they believed the level of subs1dy should apply

f

oy

‘.. JEAGEY

i

to ‘wages and salarieg only, or to wages, salaries and. fringe T

Yenefits, 604 firms-or 55% stated the level of’ subsidy should
‘apply to wages, salaries and fringe benefits.

-
™ \ =

Employers were quite W1lling to agree not to displace a.-
regular employee with a subsidized worker durkng the subsidy
period. Such agreement was stated by 957 employers,-or 86% of all
willing employers., - Only 140 iirms or ten percent felt unwilling

, or unable to agreeé not to displace’ asregular employee with a sub-
sidized worker, while ‘41 employers or four percent failed to re- -

spond to this question i J . , . , -
¢ . : / ’
i Employers were asked whether or not they WOuld be W1111ng to
» B " , , . 78 g N ‘b . .
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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 participate 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. °c ) ;%;,5!

Employers proved to be -strongly in favor of frequent evalua-
tion of subsidized  workers. "It was the opinion of 772 firms, or
70% of all willing firms, that the appropriate frequency of
berformance evaluations épr-subsidizéd,wofkers is every month,
.. Every three months was viewed as the appropriate frequency by 191
% employers, or 17%, while” 118 firms or 11% viewed everdy# two months
"> as ‘an aspropriate frequency of performance evaluation for subsi-

" <idized workers, i
ne Willingpessito provide data on the employment history of the i
» * firm and. the employment experience of subsidized workers was

: evidenced by 976 employers, or 88% all “‘willing employers. Em-~ ,
. . DPployers .were informed that-some of the.required information would )
include data on: - : ) ~, ’

-

' X 1. "Occupational and industrial composition of overall
. employment in your firm for thetwo years before the e
subsidy period and during the subsidy‘period." S R ;
"*. 2, "Occupational and industrial composition, of @hbsidized g
] — slots." v ‘ ® F
‘- ! .3. "Hours and earnings associated with subsiaized slots." ° -7
’ - < . g \
-} "However, -127 employers, or 11% of all willing 'employers, . )
wer? either unable or unwilling to agree to provide such data., - E

-~ . ! ~ .

8yq*Training? . . . 3

‘.;}. - R _'_—‘ s . ) ) ~. . . ) ’ . .

~° - ° .All employers who were willing to participate in aywage"bb- .

lsidy program were queried as to their opinion on the value of
formalized training as a supplement to a wage subsidy_program.-

N
S e

1 Nearly four out of five,emplbyers,_868 firms (78% of all
willing employers) believed that subsidized workers should -re-.
ceive formal -training, either on or off the jobwduring the’  sub-
' '8idy period.. On the other hand, 222 firms or 20% did not. feel
A suth -formal training showlt—¥e a necessary part of a wage subsidy . a5
program. The nén-response rate for this question was two percent -
or 18 firms. S oo g ’ :

' o . . . , B .

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 - S
fﬁrdvided off the job, and'203 emplbyér; or 18% felt that both .. Ce

. I
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on-the-job and off-the~job formal training m%Oht 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,
On& day per, week of training was the stated preference of 159
fﬁrms, ?ﬁ% of all willing firms. Full-time training for. part
of the sub51dy 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% of #he 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 tra;n1ng. )

Approx1mately 52% of all employers willing to participate in
_a wage subsidy program (572 firms) expressed. a w111.%gness 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 anion willingness to train subsidized workers.
Twenty-nine anticipated union willingness to train subsidized
workers, and thirty-seven firms felt the union would not be W111~
ing to train subsidized workers, The remainder of the' firms either
were unable to ‘answer the questlon or falled to respond to the
question. o

<

9: SUpporblve Serv1ces : ‘. N

Slightly more than four out of f1ve eﬁployers (908 firms or
82% of all w1111ng firms) felt that-the prov1510n of supportive
services such as medical, transportation, or counsellng by the
Employment Service for sub51dlqgg w rkers would" be beneficial in
the early. stages of their training: Such serwvicé pravision was
V1ewed as not 11ke1y to be beneficial by 187 flrms or 17%. .

Approx1mate1y two-thlrds“of all employers (716 .or¥ 65%) would
pe willing to allow sub51dI%ed workers a cértain amount. of re-
lease time to receive supportlve services when neceésary How -~
ever, 323 employers or 29%" were unwilling to provide such release
tine, and 69 employers or six percent failedsto respond to this /

queetlon ' o e - : -
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APPENDIX A

TECHNICAL APPENDIX: SURVEY STRUCTURE, SAMPLE SELECTION AND SURVEY :

PROCESSES

1]

)
The structure of the two-phase employer survey was as
follows:

Phase I: The developmgpg of a short survey instrument which
was mailed to all Unemfloyment 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 guestion-
naires were returned, they were processed and analyzed.
Following the preliminary analysis of the mail guestionnaires,
prospective employers for a face-to-face interview were
identified.

A .
Phase’II1: During Phase.1I, face-to-face interviews were under-
taken with a represehtative sample of employers, with size and ‘~g
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 hecessary to secure and

train temporary employees to supplement g%e 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 r .
willting to hire under a wage subsidy program = welfare recipi-
ents, disadvantaged? ‘

2. What kinds of private sector. employers would be réceptive
to hiring additional workers under & subsidy?

tpl ‘ -. Industrial group

- - Size of Firm - , o ’
VIR - Location of Firm '
- Expanding .or declining work force . S

3' TFor- what kinds of.jobs would private sector employers hire °
"subsidized workers? . . - .

-
.

' ~ Occupational groups RN
. ** =~ Entry level or other - S
" - Wage rates . . i ¥ ..
- Seasonal/nonseasonal -
s - Degree of turnovers {{s
= New jobs

KN
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APPENDIX A (cont'd) Co ®
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. . 4. How many subsidized workers would private sector em-
. ployers be receptive to? . '
5. What level and duration of subsidy woupd private sector
employers be receptive to? \\\

. 6. Whaf kinds offadministrative controls and procedures for
a wage subsidy program would private sector emplgyers be re-
ceptivg to? v

7. What kind of post-sdbsidy commitment to retain workers
would private sector employers be receptive to? ¢

8. What posgible problems of competitive advantage betwéen
fipms do private sector employers foresee?

2 |

*.9. What possible internal labor market problems do private
ssector employers foresee involving: - K

/ ~ Labor union agreements .
_— - Work rules - .--— -
- Career 1ladders ’ )
. - Hiring standards . : L
- : ~ Morale problems

&

10. Do private sector employers seeéwage 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 to!
cover six months, from November 1973 through April 1974. Because
of certain delays this schedule was revised with the completion ;
date of the survey changed to May and the tahulatioq and analysis i
to be done by June 30, 1974. - o o ) \

. P .
’ Early in November 1973, a coéntract was signed between the \
: Vermont Department of Emgloyment Security and PRC Systems ‘Sciences
Company, a Division of Planning Research Corppration of McLean,
‘Virginia. This consulting firm was retained to assist the project
staff with the following assignments: . . )

4

/2 ) . wa N . -
1.%§E§rmulate aquestions to'be includéd-in the two~phase em-
- N . . . . : s s
e ﬁlbmtrs survey to help determine employer receptivity, ..

? ]

2. F6tmulate procedures for inclusion in thé design of ‘the-
. " shrvey“in§§rumehts to helﬁ“reduce time and effort*to complete )

.. ] ©

- .. - . \ ' 3 . - . 4 . .
* * 84 L ¢ Q".‘W \‘ - f
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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, test the acturacy and Cqnsistency -

of responses, and facilitate transférence of data for analysis.

: 3. Assist in the determination and composition of the samples’

for both the mail questionnaire and the face=~ to—face inter
view ‘questionnaire. » ‘

4. Formulate procedures to select flrms for the sample.

[4

.9, Formulate confidentiality procedures.

Develop field procedurés and rellab;ilty checks. to hel

insutre the quality of employers responses,

7. Develop a plan to file, edit, key punch and access
. questionnaires. . '

p

.

8. Develop a plan to transfei data_from_the questionnaire_for

analyses, either ‘manual ox. computer.

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

2

10. Estimate standard errors and confidence intervals for
selected statisticswﬁgene—qp%nﬁestimates are appropriate.

A. Mail Survey . s

[

Shbrtly after the consulting firm was retained, the select

‘of a sample of employers for the mail questionnaire was made,

original intent was to mail a questionnaire to all Unemployment
Insurancé 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 th

they Should be excluded from the survey. Withbut experience as

i

ion,

The

at
a

guide, it was arbitrarily decided that employlng organizations with

less than ten employees would not be in a position to participa
in programs of the .type being surveyed antl should not be part o
the survey. Public and private nonprofit organizations had par

te
f

‘ticipated in.the previous Special Work Program and they should also

be excluded. The fl}e of covered employers 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 gnoups was to be as follows

’ Y

- 10 14 Mlning-& Quarrylng . ' .
15-17 Contract Construction- o
20-39 ¢ Manufacturlng '

b

' . , i"f‘g
® 40r49 Transportatlon, Communlcgtlons, Ut111t1es_ .. ,¥P
. R . , ¢ . i !
Y ¥ . ., - . ! s ] . N
,Y ¢ . Y ~ 85 ‘)L P . z 4 ’ .
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APPENDIX A (cont'd) - . N 3 3 ‘
) 50-59 Trade, Wholesale &\Rétail -« -~ P
60-67 Finance, Insurance & Real Estate
70-89 Services: AN .

L]

It was further determined that a samp}g adequatg to meet the
objectives of “the survey could be randomly selected from the above
file of employing organizations with ten or more employees. The
sample consisted of the followi g groups:

‘ n N pPércent No. of Firms to
Total No, Firms ‘No. of Employees Sample be Sampled .
1059 - \  10-19 2 50 529
672 . 20-49 50 336
174 ) 50-99 . 50 87. s
- . 132 . . 100 and over 160 | 132
TOTAL 2037 1084

S ) - ’ v ' ) w’jﬁ

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 111 for more detail).
fihe next step was the development of the‘survey instrument, .
"itself.,  The first consideration was to make the questipnnaire
fairly comprehensive without making it so long that thgiemplqyers
‘ being surveyed would find it cumbersome and fail to resbond, 1In
order to analyze the responses, it was necessary to devise a coding
i system for edse of identification and access., The coding system
- developed included a unique identificati@n 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 1t was felt that a computer printed label could be printed
and affixed to a printed questlonnalre 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
g 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 direcctly from
the computer. - This idea served two purposes: first, a dupllcate
of each questionnaire could be printed for control purposes, and
. secondly, it would limit the nuinber of questlons that could be
» o printed on one 8}" x 11" %heet. When it was decided that the -
<o questionnaire be computer generated, the number of guestions’ had .
' to be limited to fifteen of two lines maximum., During a two day
. . Ssession between the E&D staff and the consultant ‘a list ot
v - _quest10ns~w%s developed for possible 1nc1uslon 1n the finished
\ -

-

.86 Qqr.
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T R N
- ‘:\\\ 2 ° rs%ﬁ%f?d: o{‘ .
. questidnnaire. .In an effort to. p-the mail que
\ simple as pgssible, it was felt that the possible
\
\ s

limited to two or three at most. After.several draf
a final quest'onnaire.evolved‘hnd was agreed upon (SeeAPPRNDIX B).
The questionnajres were then-hedded and printed accordi
.. sample selection guidelines previously stated.

The next task to be accomp’ished was theLdeGelopment o}
letter to accompany the questignnaire. It was decided that ‘the
letter format would be ?n ong” page and would briefly explain
purpose of the survey W}t he 'hope of eliciting the ‘fullest
cooperation of employe within the-sample selected. The lett
was completed (See ABPENDIX E) and prigiéﬂgggf“mailing, _The lekter
was folded and stuffed along with thégguestfégn%ire and a pre-
addredsed posta paid"énwelope in wihﬁgw en%élopes.

. L >

* gty o §
e questionhaire wab'mailed, %ﬁ%&sebond or contrbl s
hnaires were [filed in binders numerically.by strata si
. ere to be pulle and\filéd in a second set of binders as
€ returns were receivied from ﬁhe firms selected. The gquestion-
naires were returned falirly rapidly; for example, within the firstj
s two weeks 458 out of 1 4fhad been recetved. Returned questionr -
- ‘'naires from the first letter totaled 525 for a 48.4% rate..~Slib- " -,
. . sequently a reminder (ieQJAPPENDIX F) was mailed to thoggifirms'
who had not responded witp,a completed copy of the questiénnaire.
The “second mailing resulted in a return of 249 morevquestggnnaires
for a total response of 7%%. . * g
! r U N~
During the time the questionnaires were being mailed, 5§pnp—.
gram was developed for computeﬂ tabulation and printout of’ the
responses. When the questionndires| were received, they were 2
checked and coded for key ‘punching pon those items needing clari- & »
fication. They were then proddced howing the raw data and also * TN
blown up to simulate the total universe of firms, i

. 1 »

>

B. Face-to-Face Survey ‘ . L c Lo

-t 3 R . . . - % )
Concurrent with the mail surwvey, prepgrations for the secondg ;
survey were gﬁdertaken by the E&D staff and the outside consulting °*

_firm. It was now time to select-the sample for the face-to-face’., . ,
{ interviews, develop the survey instrument, develop an intervieWer'% ‘

. guide, and select and train inter%%fwers. It was decided that Qhe' -

¢t sample be selected from the same 'uRiverse of'employersiwhioh was
used to select the mail survey sample; that is, Unemployment ‘In-

_ surance covered firms.with ten or more employees, and with the ex- 2
S%clusion of the same groups from the file, namely agriculture and ‘
government, It was felt that all covered firms with ten or more .

P employees should be used rathér than just, those who had received
a mail questionnaire or .these who had not rgsponded to.the mail
g .’ survey to give a more wmbiased response. The sample selection

-~

also excluded firmé whose address was at anhout-of—stdte 1ocatioQ~

~

3
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? ' APPENDIX A (cont'd)
- X £
F A sample size of 300. was .determined to be large enough to assure
reliability of the surVey while being within reason based on
available resources. ﬁﬂéﬁfollowing table depicts the sample
selection by strata based on availablekfirms within the state:

AY

" Total Out-of-State Total .Sample

* Size - Firms Addges's Available Selection
] ; . I -
‘ 10-19 1059 . 110 : 949 146,
; 20-49 672 121 551 93
’ 50-99 174 56 118 24
100+ 132 73 't 59 37
y ;TOTALS 2037 360 1677 300

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

o

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 iﬁ%
‘ ' file ' A :
r . : <

{

-

’After the sample size was determined, a computer run was made
to quht out the name, address and identification' information of
the firm selected. Thkis printout was made in duplicaté: one to
be used as a control, the second one to be burst and sorted by
local Employment Service office. e
: " *
The next task to be accomplished was t@é development of the
survey instrument to be used for the face-to-face interviews. It
@ was the desire of the staff and consulting firm to ‘make this docu-
ment as compreghensive as possible without making it complicated or
difficult to understand. It was-‘'necessary to design the gquestion-
naire so that it would be amenable to coding and computer procesg-
ing. It was hoped that most of the guestions on the questionnaiﬁg
would have Zredesignated responses so as to keep opén-ended or°
variable—responseﬁtype.apestions at a minimum. A two-day meeting
was held betweenthe E&D staff and the. consultant for the develop-
ment sf questions for possible inclusion 4in the face-to-face survey
instrument. A long and-rcumbersome list of :potential questions was
developed for inclusion in a first draftf of the questionnaire,
The list of the questions was massaged, "anended, revised, expanded,
and compressed, with many questions deleted and others added until
an acceptableé fourth draft evolved. This draft was then discussed
— ~with the project officer and final revis%ons were made,—Before' the

88
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APPENDIX A (cont'd) . .
_ « . Lo
final draftldggthe 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 pafrticipate. 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 %nd copies .were printed (See APPENDIX C). ’

The face-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 E&D staff then developed a
manual which included general inteFviewer guidelines and a de-

tailed guide of the’questionnaire itself.

Dgring the latter part of Feb;hary 1974, a number of appli-
cants W¥ere interviewed for positions as interviewers for the
emplo?er survey. From this group six people were selected to
commence work the middle of. March. Meanwhilé, materials were
being prepared for, use in. training the Survey Takers. The Survey

Takers were brough} on board durin ek of March* 18, 1974,
The first few days were spent in gi g ajgeneral gQverview and
orientation to the Employment Service. urvey Takers were then

given training for the survey itself, %}s 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
Suriéy Takers would' be coming to each local office to get names
©Oof appropriate individuals to interview within each firm to be

» surveyed. After the names were obtained, a letter was mailed to
eachi firm, addressed to the person whosé name had been obtained
'from the local offices. This letter informed the s cted firms ¥
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 %
to inform the managers who would be in their area and What firms
they wou}d be contacting. This Wwas done so the local office
manager could coordinate the activities of his own staff around
the Suryvey Takers and eliminate the possibility of more than one
person visiting an employer during that time.

. ® . " ,
Th% in%ervig@ing 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 face~to-face
survey involved completion of 269 questionnaires, -but only 249

of these questionnaires could be included in the data base used

for the analysis.) This time was needed because of s 1eduling o
problems and the distances involved as well as the, remfte lecation
of some employers. The average interview took from forty-five
minutes to an hour-and-a~half, depending on the detail <employer
was 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.

s

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- l
. 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, v

Q
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

VEQLDT LEPARTMENT

FHPLOYMS T SeCURETY

P.0. BOX 44y : .
GREEN MOUNTAIN UPIVE ' T
) HONTPELIFR  vi. 05607 Lo
101085 5511 0714 0019 oL
E

2. WUULD YU CONSIDER 75% OF YHE (0ST REING
ADEQUATE? YES __ NU
3. HAVE YQU PARTICIPATED IN OTHER MANPAWER PROCRAMS THAT INCLUDED THE .
PARTIAL REIMBURSEMENT OF WAGES?  ves N0 .
a8
@u HOULD yuY CONSIOFR A GNE YEAR UURATi.s &N APPRUPWIAIE LeisGTH b fine 3
FOR A WAGE SUBSIDY? YES __ g 3
3+ DO YOU SEE AN FXPANSION OF YOUR MORK FGRCE WITHIN THE NEXT w0 N
YEARS? YES __ NO __ 3
' ’ -
6. COULD NEW JOBS BE CREATED IN YOUK FIRM IF A WAGE SUBSIDY wAS 5.
AVAILABLE DURING AN INITIAL TRAINING PERIOD?  YES _ NO
7. WOULD YOU BF WILLING TN GUARANVEE EMPLOYMENT OF THE TRAINEE AT THE .
CONCLUSION OF THE SURSIOY PLRICO rfR AT LEAST ONE VEAP? vES __ NO __
B+ WOULD TAKING ON A SUBSIUIZED EMPLUYFE CREATE PROBLEHs AMONG YOUR
FXISTING WURK FORCE? YES __ NG __ .
PO Y
9. SHOULD THE AMOUNT OF SUSSIDY CHANGE UEPENDING ON ABILITIES OF '
PERSPECTIVE TRAINEES OR SKILL READICEMENTS OF THE 08?7 YES __ NO __
10. IF A WAGH SURSIDY PRUGRAM IS INSTITUTED, ‘NOULO YOU PREFFR THE SUBSInY
TO BE PAID DIPFCTLY TO YHE TRAINFE OR TO YOU? TRAINFE _.. EMPLOYER _
t
11. HOW MANY YEARS OF FORMAL SCHUGL IWG O YUU REQUIKE FOR YOUR ENTRY .
LEVEL POSITIONS? 11 OR LESS __ 12 UR MORE __ -
L3 13 ‘
12. 00 YOU USUALLY TRAIN HEW FMPLOYFLS UN VHE JuB OR DO YOU KLQUF RE PRIUR
JO8 RELATED EXPERIENCE? TRAIN . KruUIRE JOB RELACEQ FXPERTENCE -
130 HOW MANY MONTHS® AFTER NEW EMPLUYELS 4RE HIREFf LOES 1T YARE YHEM Tg -~
THOROUGHLY LEARN THEIR Jpus? L¥SS YHAN 6 - 6-12 - MURF (1HAN 12 _;
Léo WHAT IS YHE SYARCING WAGE, FUR YOUR FNIRY LEVEL POSI TIONS? "
. LESS THAN $2.00 __ MORE THAN $7,00 __ )
15. WOULD YOUR FIRM BE WILLING 10 PRUVIDE DATA NEEOUED TO STUOY "THE FFFRCES
OF ES PAYMENTS FOR NFW LMPLOYEES? YES Ny __
$ % % ¢ ANY COMMENTS MAY BE MADE UN THF BACK OF THIS PAGL. ™ % w o
. ‘ . .
" LY
?
- v
s 0 =
-
) ‘ 91. e
’ > -
2 ' ' -
3 - .
¥ £ ‘ .
. e et
b j\‘.’ . . B .

WUULO YOUR FIRM BE INTELRESTED N VAKING PART [N AN €S SPUNSLKLD Mauk
NO

SUBSIOY PRUGRAM FUR LOW-INCOME PERSINS ?

YES

ASSUMED BY SULH A PROGRAM

-~




APPENDIX C

FACE-TO-FACE SURVEY .QUESTIONNAIRE ~ . .
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR

EMPLOYER INTERVIEW ¢

, ; / o L—e‘.\
E & D PRIVATE SECTOR PROJECT SURVEY
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g - CON.TENTS
. . “
‘ s . . .
. Page
1 A.' Previous Participation in Mgnpower Programs
2 ) B. Target Groups and Subsidy Lévels
4 C. New Type of Job | . . i
6 D. Duration of Subsidy ;
7 E. Post Subsidy Commitment |
T 8 F, Inferﬁal’Lébor,Market Considerations
9 G. Competitive Advantage ?ﬁ : '
s 10. H. Administrative Controls/Procefures .t
' 12 . I.G,Traininé\ ! ‘. ‘
14 “ J. Supportive Services . _ l
- 15 K. Net Increéée,ih Jobs
16 I.. .Kinds of Employérs , :,/ .
19~ APPENDIX I Occupational Groups ' . .

20 APPENDIX II Supportive Services
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) " Ce | o

A, Previous Participation in’ Manpower Programs
= Y
1

: .
X , ¥ -
1. Have you previously participated in any Manpower programs?

I 7

Yes " No
TF YES, GO TO QUESTION 3 BELOW.
: : 2. Would you give us your major reasons for not having
participated in Manpower, programs? \
v
3. Are’you using the WIN tax credit?

£y e .

e Yes No

AR

/ IF YES, GO TO SECTION B, PAGE 2

4. Why are you not ,using the WIN tax credit?
Ty
a. Don't know about it ”

: b. Too many administrative problems

°l

c¢. Other 4(Specify)




APPENDIX C (cont'd) '

B. Target Groups and Subsidy Levels 7 \ . e

1. Would your firm Be willing to hire disadvantaged workers1
: through'a wage subsidy program? . )
\.
1 4
‘ o . Yes No )

‘ 1 | : ’
IF RESPONSE IS NO:

L] v 4
L) .
Why would you not be iqteresfed in hiring a disadvant&ged i
worker ? )

e
f

2. Would your firm be willing to hire a welfare recipiehtz‘
through a wage subsidy program?
$
Yes No

oo

' IF RESPONSE IS Yo: \ : _
‘ —— !
Why would you not be interested in hiring a welfare
recipient? S

PRy
. -

: “4 ) .
. IF RESPONSE TO EITHER 1 OR 2 IS YES,- PROCEED TO QUESTION 3 BELOW,

o . 3
» 3

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

——

LY

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

.

I\ —_ Yes No

y 0 e Mo

4

.

N . ‘ P

lniéédvantag d workers are individuals who' are poor, unemployed or
underemployed and have one or more of the-[ollowing characteristics:
a. school dropout, b.  minority member, c. under 22 years of age,
d. 45 vears of age, or over, ' e. -handicapped
- v *
2We1fare recipients are individuals who ore poor accovding to Federal
standards. (See instruction manual for breakdown), ’

NI . i

n

Ve @ ) . ) ’ ( 2) ' ‘ d
t ™~ . “ + 95




APPENDIX C (cont'd) =, : o J

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

o . " ')

Suggested Subsidy Level
) - z
I 757 * [ Over. .

. 25% So7 |

* .
: . . .
- - - &
L}
.

j 5. Characteristics of the job may wffcct the wage sub51dy

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

» e '
' ) ) ’ N
. Yes - {No _

. 6. Do you believe the subsidy rate should depend .on the wage N
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

o i7. Do you believe that the level of subsidy for edch'gob
could be determlned effectlvely through a bidding~ process
among employers° .

¢

C : Yes No
5 ° ’
- f
® ’
* 1A bid would be submitted in bhe form of a proposal by an employer
stating his commitment to a program. The company offerding the
- most attractive proposal and training plan wiihin a given industry
would be granted the first opportunity to participate in 'such a
program, .
. (3) ‘ E
96 . s
o o TArT, E




APPENDIX C (cont'd),+

>
*
cd

14

’

Tt 0.,

Vo
) "

C.:

¥
2

»

:5‘v
i

%Néw Type of Job

.

N &
o
/ ]

/

1. 1f you hired w01kers through a‘-wage subsidy prowram,
what occupational groups would they be likely to
enter in your ilrm9

‘ .o N " . s
p L ] ’

L - e

[2

Océupational Groups1 mployer Selzctign

S e e

1 RProfessional, Technical
Mandvellal

2 Clerical & Sales .

3 Services

4 Farming, Fishery, Forestry -

{ - ——

5 Processing Occupations v

2]

Machine Trades

Rench Work

e :

~1

““(‘h T—
8 StructqralgWork
9 Misceligneous
1.
FOR EXAMPLES OF THE QCCUPATIONS CONTAINED 1N EACH .
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP., SEE APPENDIX I,
. ) ’
2. Would these jobs be:
- %g entry level positions Yes No
) more«advanced positioﬁs Yes No
a \
~— o R N
T (4)
. )/ 97

o

d v 4
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

3.. Should Jjobs with characteristics such as the (ollowing
be included in a wage subsidy level program?

a. Seasonal jobs °

- Yes No
' .\ - N .
b, High turnover jobs Yes. No.
. s )
\ - €. Low wage jobs Yes No
. ;  {(Minimum Wage or less)
% ° . .
g d. Jbbs without fringe’
¢, benefits Yes No
e. Jobs without promotign
/\ péssibilities. Yos No
. Part-time jobs 2, Yes No
g, Other (Specify) .« Yes NO
%™ - ¢
. R .
. 2 . ‘ ’
[ 2 -
f =~
'
. ™~
! "
s ; )
, !
. " <o o
' " ) R ,
: ' .
} : , :
N Y
| ALY
‘ .
v ’ '( 5 ) -
. 98 .
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) . ’

’

B. Duratidh of Subsidy

Noo- 1, How,long do'you“believe the wage subsidy should last?-
Months
! . .
Voo 6 12 18 24 -
\ . !
’ 3
CIRCLE THE EMPLOYERQRESPONSE. .
. s
e 2. Do you believe a subsidy shouisﬁhgcrease over a period of
time? ° ’ '
Yes No
IF RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2 IS NO, GO TO QUESTION 4 BELOV, ~ '

»

3.. Decreasing the subsidy a specified amount every three months

AN

. is one way‘to do this. Wt percentage level of. decrease,
would you choose at threeé month intervais?

! : Percentage
Months 10 20 30 over
) - 3 M Y '
i .
) - 6‘ ”
9 ’
. - , N lr’].2 . . .. ,

A

.

4. Because of the nature of the ;nb, perhaps the duration
of the subsidy should depend on the characteristics .off
the job. Do you believe the duration of the wage subsidy
should depend on charadteristics of the Jab such as skill
or educational requirements® : . -

. T ‘Ye:9 ‘No

) ?( 6) . | .
) i 99 ~ ) /’
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AVPENDIX U

(cont'd)
A

~

&

N

No

[N

P

ciie SunsSidy persud

~ A

NO

Conl & et

. Y ‘ .
P . ! .
. "'E. . Post Subsidy Commitmept.
A @
. /.
‘ We would llke to ask you three: questions about possible empiloyer
’ commitments to subsidized workers after the subsidy ends: .
' T - ,.’:‘g )
1. Would you- Ee w1111ng to guardntee tull ~-time cmpTOymenL
- ' at the end of tHe full subsidy period ;tf the traine
s . ‘performs satlsﬁacL011'y o tnersjob during this pPllOd?
< Ly
. . Yes
. - / &
{ £
5 Y «
-~ * 2. At the termlnatlon of Ehe subsidy, woqu _you agree To oay
’ ' ‘workers the wage Lhey ”Lgeiv :d auring
s . plus increases determincd through your regular promotaion
) -policies? - J . : -
a Ky el .« * ’
Yo
S .
. L 3. Do you have any wdditiowt™ . aarencs on SHPLOY ¢y
a#{ter the subsia. . uu.’
‘DV ,
t ‘ v
. ' o
© LS i
. \ ¢ .
& ,, - . . - 1]
.\ ' f - kY '
}
—~
¢ ~
¥ / \ .
4 e ; .
. = . . ’ ’
» ,l‘ 4
’ .; -~
$
y
- °
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APPENDIX & (cont'd)

~

F.

Internal Labor Market Considerations’

1. VWould taking on subsidized workers cr
your existing work force?

, .

IF RESPONSE IS NO, SKIP #2 .AND GO

TO QUESTION
PROCFEC TO #2 BELOW AND SKIP #3,

VA
[

eate problems amgng

No

———

Yes
—_—

-

#3 BELOW., IF YES,

A

-

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

.

e

é. In an edrlier questi

onnaire,-a number of emplovers stated

that they antici

—

pated problems with their work force,

: ‘ o

< Tme

.

Vould-you- tell us\wﬁy‘{ou do ﬁotwantigipate any prob]emq?;

4. Do you expect your non-subsidized personnel to cooperate

fully with the subsidy program if you decide to participate
. in it? S ‘ - s

-
-

" Yes.

. No

-~

n

Does your company employ union workers?
N -

© N

4 ' - . ) .
N

» % .

I¥ RESPONSE 1S NO, GO 'TO 'SECTION G, PAGE 9.7
- N = .. lr r‘ -
" A c ) ’ ."
6. Do vou believe the union would have
your participation‘in a wage subsidy program?

-
-

¢

°

Yes

ST

) (8)
. 101

w40 -

i

any objections ta'




APPENDIX C (cont'd) e T B

14

G. Conpetitive Advantage

. B

l

. i.~ Do you believe that a wage subsidy’ program could give some
firfs a competitive advantage over other firms?

o Yes No

:

IF RESPONSE-IS NO, PROCEED TO SECTION H, PAGE 10,
IF RESPONSE IS YES:

There are several kinds of competltlve advantage which -
might arise, ° Whidh &f the folloW1ng do you Delleve could

apply?
. N -
a, Low cost of production’ YN * No
b, Low prices of goods prodiced = * Yes NOw - . ..
: - N b
. C.. Increased proflts Yes o
g .
d. Other (Spe01fy) : .. Yes “ " No
2 —_—
. ‘ . 2. "Do you believe that the potenkial amount of competitive
L . ’ advantage created by the wage wubsidy could oe significant?
¢ ' - ' ‘ ; :.: - Yes .io“ Q'
. ‘ _ ‘ SRR 2
( ' SO ‘ . ; ‘"\ . A
IF RESPONSE IS YES: . ‘ N oo o~
. — N . ~ : . Kl
Can you give any reasons?
- ",,. 3 i - - M Ty : j
.~. —‘.". » ' ' t -
v. - :' .
1 —‘\o S v \’ ;
wr R - N s 7 ,l’f’ﬂ
." - 1, ' _ )* - -

B
.
Y
1
:
ey et
L}
T 1Y
’
- t
-
..
.
» .c-A
Q-. ‘.-u
)
-
)
)
.
)
.

o
¢

..y . .
. < k - . (‘g) ~ - .
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APPENDIX C (c0ntfd)

v

H. Administrative Con%rols/Procedures S .~

A

1, 1f you,participaipd in a wage éubsidy program, would vou
prefer the'Subsidy to ‘be paid directly to the trainece

. . R Trainee Employer

————
.

. ) {
2. What is thg reason for your preference?

- K /" n K
"Br,gnohyouuthlnk that fringe benefits. shoulgq be provided
" to subsidized workers? _ -

. Yes r No

~ —— ———

[

- o

* . ) . J

4. Do you believe the level of subsidy shouly apply *+o-:

°
————

-, a, wages and salaries - Yes No

' b, wages, 'salaries and fringe
benefits Yes NO
—— _

-

Ty

. 5. Voyuld You agree not to displace ga regular employee with
, a subsidized worker durigg the subsidy periog?

IS

s Yes - No

+

b A. Wenlg you be willing "to have your supervisorS‘participnta
. in training sessipns for better understanding of inter-~
personal relafionships?" :

. «

3 Yes Nc
. _ Do ——
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) X “ , e
e o . N ~
.7.. During the training period of a subsidized worker, it
might be useful to evaluate her/his performance. How
oiten do you believe this should be done? . s
‘a.' Every month ) Yes No-
b, Every -two months ' Yes Ne—
c. - Every ‘three months Yes " Ne
J
. 'é. Would you be willfng to provide data on the embloyment

.0°

history of your firm and the employment experience of '
subsidized 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 and industrial'composition_of subsidized

slots, ' ( -
¢. Hours and earnings associated with subsidized slots,
o~ Yes . No -

N

e




APPENDIX C (cont'd) ‘s
I. Training : .

1. Do you believe that subsidized workers should receive
i?‘ formal training, either on or off the job during the

subsidy period?
IF NO, GO TO SECTION J, PAGE 14, ' - \ g

5
L)

Yes - No

)

2. Do you beljeve that such gr%ining should be conducted on J’
or off the ;job®™  _. L - .

-

—

a. On the job GO TO QUESTION 4

b, ng the job GO TO QUESTION 3

% s

1~

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

a. One day a week I Yes No
9
b. “Full-time training for part of .
the subsidy period ., Yes No
c. Other (Specify) . Yes " No

. ‘ .

‘ [ 3

4. VWould you be willing to release workers for additional
basi¢c education if such experience seemed_appropriate?_

Yes No | i
%

IF NO, GO TO QUESTION 6, PAGE 13.
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) _ : T ‘ , Y;
5. Please rank according to desirability the schedules
listed below that could be used to provide additional
training or basic education to subsidized workers,
’ Y a. One day a week ‘ Yes No
b. Fu11~timé7t}aiﬁing for part of
the subsidy period o Yes No
. c. ‘Other (Specify) . . Yes No
L , . '* K . o
6. Wauld the union be willing to train subsidized workers?
) . Yes No Unable to answer
’ LT t % ) —
. 3 ‘9
. ‘
ﬂ
4 6 M
, 4 . \
@ "
) {
) {
\-‘ .
|

‘ ) . (13) , ' )
. o . 106 ‘ : -
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) -

J. . Supportive Services

“9

Y
+

\ ‘- . 0 . -- ‘
1. “peo’.you feel that the provision of supportive services
such as medical: transportation, or counseling bv the
employment service for subsidized workers woujid bde

heneficial in the early stages
¢

i

of their training?

-
»

Yes No
3

SEF APPENDIX II'FOR DETAILS

B ’

/
2. ¥ould you be willing to allow subsidized workers a

certain amount of release time to receive supportive
services when nece7fary?

.

Ves )

N
L} 0
TN L
. . . BT - ..
/ o
. . - |
Lo(14) \
: 107 : \
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C (colit’a) : o ‘ :

APPENDIX
K: VNet Increase in Jobs
I d
1. 9n vou anticipate an nxoanqlon in vou; work force during
the next two years?
Yes No .
IF RESPONSE IS NO, PROCEED TO QUESTION 3 BELOV. :
2, Can you give an estimate by how much? .
AN Number
\\ : Percent of durrent work;force
3. Could a wage-subsidy program increase the anticipated °
i expansion in your work force during the next two years?
)
’ ’ Yes No
IF BRESTCYSE 7S NO., PROCEED TO SECTION L. PAGE 186,
Db

N . [ -~ - ° .
b, The subsidv reéduces emplover trainine T
. p - Lh © H {
costs !
t ' N ¥ ' r
c¢. Other (Specify) ’ ;::::]
- |

Ay

“ﬁv do you bpllnvo a wage =ubsidv could increase the

pansion of wvour work force over and above the extenz
€2 which 'you believe® At will expand if no wage subsidyr
~x1sts? DPossible reasons include:
Permits increased production without
inereased jabor costs

a,
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APPENDIX.C (cofit'd) i et
' ) ‘? h . ) . ‘(a . _ .
“ 1. Xinds of Employers s : ‘

. / . ol X
SIZE BY FMPLOYER S LOCATION }CDUNTY) AND INDUSTRY, AS DERIVED FROM
SAMPLE INFORMATION, IS ENTERED' HERE, © ’ .

o IS
>
)
Y . * ° T » ‘
0 .
'- - \V . >
1. Hew'many new workers did you hire during:
a, lQ?B?Z , -
e .\A . -
R ) b. 1972? - s
\ *
2. ™hat proportion of these.néw hires are accounted for by
normal turnover? .
. < %‘w
‘ N . ‘ N
0. . s \ v . s .
3. What was the total sum of workers in your firm during:
N > B ‘« '
. a, 1973? - )
- ? IS . Pad
' b, 19727 =
, »
3. .
4. W%bat is the arrroximate size of voyr work foree each
quarter of the year? -~ =~ .
- . .
. ‘Vi, . ~
uarters .~ N
- & -
'1 2 3 4 | D -
— v
R "
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APPENDTX,C (cont'd)

5. Ve have group
categories.
‘of vour work
occupational -

-

ed all possible job descriptions into nine
Could you provide the appropriate proportion

force that falls into each of the following -

groups?

A

L

—— —— e e g— - A——————— et PR

Occupational Groups1

Proportion of Work Force.

r

1 Professional, ‘Technical, o ~

Managerial

2 Clerical & Sales

3 Services

4 Farming, Fishery,
Forestry '

Processing Occupations "

6 Machine Trades

R »
Bench Work

=~

k.

~ Structural Work : -

® Miscellaneous
e b3

£

FOR- EXAMPLES OF THE OCCUPATIONS/CONTAINED IN EACH
NCCUPATIONAL GROUP, SEE APPENDIX 1.

»

—

S

t4

¥

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

A,

]

Hich °

K1 Low

i
R B {Z' .
” |
A"t'y’i'i"?

S
S
AN, |
@%éﬁ
S |
5
W
'{ o )

}%ﬁi}im
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7 i : - " (1 |
. ?{ease rank by importan&e (1 through 6) where ynu woulgd
‘ind most of your new .wprkers, ) f
- - Referrals by other employees
2 ‘ . ) 7 '
- g‘, d bl
i L h. Respgnse to newspaper ads
— k: .
\ « C. Vermont State Employmenp Service °5 7/
I , .
d. Pr1v&$e employment agencies
: . @ Walk-Ins
. ) f. Otheri(specify) Lt .
) & - ’
Yo : i
3 é‘j‘ !
bl 4 )
. “ »
‘ ~ %f - *
4 B 7
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

)

ARPENDIN 1

—

Crcupational -Groups to be

o

Used in Face-~to-Face Interviews

>

B4

* . ) 0 N 0 A
Proiessinnal, Technical, Managerial . .
. : - . ,
Draftsman, mechanical, Dental Assistant, radio & .7V o
announcar, Lab, ASs1sfan., manager t“alnee ) v
.2 Clerical & Saleg ) ¢
' 3 . ,
Secretarial, clerk- —-typist, keypunch, receptionist, sales-
person, rounter clerk, messenger, mail clerk .
) 3 Services L
® —— ’ ‘
: Bus Loy, Cook, Counterman, K1tcheﬁ Helper, Nurse Aid
Janitor, Charwoman Wal.réss Orderly, Chau feur
. . H
‘ 4 Farming, Fishery & Fore%try -
Laborer (nursery, landscape), groundskeeper
3 Processing OQccupations
. [
-
Laborer (wood pre serving, kiln operato wood kacker,
stacker), Pressman, sandblaster, oncrote mixer, brick
& tile maker die presser, tannlnv
L1 'l N
A Machine Trades
. Autc mechanic & repairman, basketf assembler, toolmakirg,”

macninists, aircraft mechanlcq & repairmen, cabinet maker,

. + . Repairman, assembler, fabridation
> " repair (toy, JeWPLT', tools, optlcs, photo, appi:iances,
musical 1nstruments) palnters, decorators,

weaver g knltber

Bench Work
=k WOIR

t%ilorq

producte, cobbler

L

seamstress,

N

textile

R~ Structural Work X
Electrician (helper), carpenter, ° construoflon worker}/’
cerment mason, house bu11der maintenancde man
'y ‘ >
3 Miscellaneous ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-Truck driver,
& mining, .

L

bus driver.’ sewaze plant attendant,
%as station attendant

(19) | :

112

L
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

{
. ) s
APDENDIX T1
-~ €
Suprortive Services
° [
3 . ‘i2dical determination " .
-2 . ' b "
2 "igor Medical (Under $100) :
W3 . “Thveical rehabilitati (Over $100)
. »
4 Psvchological evaluation, . \ ‘
z zntal rehabilitatiop (psvchiatric counseline)
° ? . ) s
. 5 Alcoholic rehabilitation .,
7 Dental care *
Rl .
8 " Child care T ’
a Supportive counseling ’
b} 3 . "'-«
N , Supplemental instruction .
71¥ Purchasn of occupation related material
12 Transportation R .
i3 Other ‘- . ’
\3 B
A “
%
h 0
i\
"y et
4 L
t Al ® ! ( 20 ) A

Q 190 ‘ . . ':' | ‘
ERIC : ‘ L

|
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APPENDIX D ~ » X

& — - .
FREOUENT RESPONSES TO -MAIL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 16: "ANY ~
COMMEmS MAY BE MADE ON THE BACK OF THIS PAGE."

v

1, Employer feels prospective trainees would be too under
or too umrrskilled to profit from training in ihe partlcular skills
utlllzed by his company. (30 responses)

T 2. Employer feels it ‘is unreasonable to be required to guarantee

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

3. Employer feels company is too small to prof1t from program or
to be of benefit to program. (24 responses)

L 4
'43 Employer s bus1ness is strlctly a seasonal operation., (24 re-
sponses) s

5; Em"onermdoes not approve of government programs in general

and, '""'welfare'" in. partlcular (22 responses) '

6. Employer feels problems will:arise between his regular em-
ployees and subsidized trainees due to benefits being received by
,subsidized workers which are not available to regular workers (18
responses) ’

-

A Employer feels not enough information was provided by survey

instrument ito allow him to respond adequately. (17 responses)

~e

. 8. Employer fearful that "re01p1ents would take advantage of the
program. (15 responses) .
9. Employer's flrm 1s not hiring at the present time and there-
fore 'hds no interest. in or capacity for a wage subsidy program.

" (15 responses) -

7’stlo meloyer feels prospective trainees would.be lacking in per-~

* sonality’ orelntelllgence characteristics deemed necessary for his
business. Such employers mentioned a need for their employees, ta
.+ be exceptiognally qualified in public contact work (Examples of
. types 6f firms making such comments were banks, hospltals “and

insurance companies.) (12 responses) - -

11. Employer afraid prospect1vegtra1nees would be "lazy " (7‘re-
sponses) . A . b

. 0L . . I

12, Employer fe&ls such a wage sub51dy program would have too ’
many compllcatlons (6 responses)

"

13. Employer feels his type of business requires eployees to be
extremely mobile and that trainees would have severe transporta- il
.tion problems gettlng to the job. (¢Example: asphalt paving

_ companies. ) (5 ‘responses)

114 - : .
~ I Lo .

K
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APPENDIX D (cont'd) .
14,

responses)

15.

Employer's, firm works

Employer seldom has staff turnovérs and therefore would have
no need for or interest in a wage subsidy program.
16,

'

"

only outside the State of Vermont.

(4

-

(3 responses)
. - )
Employer is selling ‘busigess in the near future. (2 responses) .
, > . ﬁ
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. LETTER ACCOMPANYING MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE T

LA}

. . s
i’ STATE OF VERMONT i g
DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT S8ZOURITY
MONTPELIER, VKRMONT 05602

- 2

o -c": .
. o . Pbﬁfhary 14, 1974 - .
. - .
‘ Dear Veimont Employer: ] \;&’" > ° . )
~ _ .. . ':’.:-:‘ :.\‘ .
’ g ‘ During the past three ?Zars, the' Vérmont Pepartuent of . .- A

Ehplqyment Security has contducted an eipénimzﬁla},mgnpover.yrq&"
ject in the public and non-profit sectors of‘tpefqggquuyﬁl This
project used wage subsidies to help members of low-income families
. to obtain permanent jobs in these sectors of the economy. This
wag accomplished by reimbursing employers through wage. subsidies
-for a portion of their costs during the initial employment period.
A ¢ ']

4

Because of the limited number of possible job opportuanities

with public and non-profit organizations, there has been speculation

that such a wage subsidy program would have far more potential if it

were extendedsto -the private for profit sector. This is an approach

which has beeff suggested by various experts in the manpower field.
] As a preliminary assessment of the potential of this approach, ‘
- g we are selecting a number of Vermout employers like yourself to pars, \ P

: © tieipate a survey. The results of this survey will provide ug ‘.°

with ingights regarding employers' attitudes and feelings toward wage: ’ .
_subsidy in the private for profit sector as a mechanism for uitimately N

e placipg low-income persons in permanent non-subsidized jobs. .:‘ .

" Enclosed 1S a short questionnaire and a self-addressed, re-~
turn envelopg for your convenieuce. We are asking you to kindly
complete the questicnnaire and return it to us by March 8, 1974. -
For*any additional comments you might have, please use the reverse
side of this form. -Your responses will be held in strict confidence
Iy . and will be an important contributivon to this survey.

- It this letter reaches you at an out-of-state address, pleasé
. ' forward it to your Vermont address.

Thauk you in advance for your cooperation.

\ . ot }y ygurs < ‘ )
- b -v/j_ VQe_ry- U )

- - Ya d
.

|
” ~ 1

John M. White, Direcior .
Vermout State BEmployment Service °

PES EoT L . 2 ’ oo : .
3 3 116 Ve F5 |
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&

L ‘ )
LETTER" éEMINDING EMPLOYERS TO RETURN MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE

.
B ‘.
-

) /

-

\
[RIRD, 3
N el Fraun o ¥ L
Q1 ‘@

+

PAR ot
ZrAd

.-!t . ’

- [2
oo
Y o

. STATE OF VERMONT - ' N
DEPARTMENT O EMPLOYMENT SLOURITY
MONTI ELIKK, VERMONT 04602

, Fabruary 25, 1974

Dear Vermont Employer:

This letter is written as a follow-up to my letter and ’
Survey questionnaire seant %o you on Januwary 21, i97., wiilh
R youwmay have overlooked or misplaced due to your own bugiuess
h pressures. I hope that witih ilis reminder you will tale the
few momentsg necessary to auswer the gurvey questions. Each
additional response we receive will assist us in our efforts
. to make a meaningful examinatiou of employer attitudes toward
N , %age subsidies in the private sector. I wish to recmphaslize
the fact that there are no lunediate plans on the part of thi
7. agency to put such a progrum into operation. :
Enclosed is another copy- of the qdestlonnaire along with b
an addressed postage pre-pald envelope for your convenience,
"Thank you very much for your prcmpt assistance.

E)

4 . - .
A John M. Wuite, Diréé_co Lo
. - (i Vermont State Dmploymgﬁ/fgp%vzce
> 4 ‘ L - e

L

~

: T JNd:m ’ Vs -
A

Enciosures: 2 ) ) )
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