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SCHOOLS' RESPONSES 10 VOUCHERED VOCAT IONAL

TRAINING: EXPERIENCES WITH THE PORTLAND !
WIN VOUCHER IRAINING PROGRAM
,
~ .
Executive Summary .

Introduction {
) This is a report of a survey of the schools which provided
training to Work lnc;ntive Prog}am (WIN) participangs in an exploratory \
prograﬁ to test the feasibility of introducing a voucher system for the
purchase of skill tfaining.‘ ;

Vouchering is a mechanism for modifying the relationships between
puglic agéncies and their clients by replacing the pro!ision of goods
and services in kind with a‘certificate or some form of authorization
which will permit the client to select and ''purchase’ what i; needed
from some range of goods or serviges\as well as from a more or less <1
specified rang9‘of vendors. Proponents of vouchering hypothesize thot
its applicati?n will, on the demand side, broaden the range of services /
and vendors!Available to clients, increase chances of meeting the clients'
needs adeqyately as they choose their own services and vendors, and
enhance q!ients' self-esteem, sense of personal efficacy and committment
/V by allow}ng them to ﬁake their own decisions. “0n the supplier side, it ‘x

is hypothesized‘that vouchering will increase sesponsiveness to clients'

needs and improve the effeftiveness of services by increasing competition

among vendors. : - . 8

In early 1974, the Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc. {(BSSR),

.

under a grant from the Manpower Administration, designéd an exploratory
4

program to test the feasibility of vouchering institutional vocational
. ‘ ¢ |
|

\
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training in WIN, The program was intended to determine the administra-
tive feasibility of Qouchering as well as to ide;tify problems and

deve lop procedures ina limited setting before tqiflng the program on a
larger scale *'Portland, Oregdn, was selected a;Ka test site; the first
of some 200 vouchers was issued in April, 1974,

The vouchers issued to Portland WIN participants authorized
them (o purchase yocational Fraining up to | year in duration from any
publi; or private school in thé‘mctropolitan area. Train}gg could be
for any occupation and no limit Qas placed on cost, except that. any\
training costing more than $2,500 had to be approved by the Regional
Assistant Director for Manpower in Scattle. Trainees were tp lggate
their own training sources and make their own arrangements fdr training
which would icad to a reasonable expectation of employability,

In March, 1975, interviews with officials in 27 schools were
conducted by tpc'uuthbrs of this report, to determine the characteris-
tics of the'schools where vouchers were spent, identify the schools'’
operations and procedures relevant to the training of vouchered students,
and obtain their reactions to vouchering.

A summary of the findings from this survey follows.

The Schools
The schools inter¥iewed included public and private schools of

varying sizes and deqrees of specialization (Figure 1),

Dctatls on the development and carly phases of the proqrum will
be found in Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp, The Feasibillty of* "Vouche rad
Training In WIN: Report On the First Phase-of a Study (Washington, D.C.:
Burcau of Social Science Research, Inc., December, 1974). Subsequent
reports will cover analyses of data obtained from the vouchered WIN
participants faollowing their training.

"6




\ ] e 2 \ .
“ACADEMIC MEDICAL AND DENTAL ALLIED OQCUPAIIONé
- \ ’
Large : Medium o
FéUR-YEAR UNIVERSITY - 1 | Medical and Dental Allié gébpol -1
a ) Small
MULTIPLE OCCUPATIONS
. . Ml Medical and Dental Allied Sd¢hool - 1}
Large N .
4 ) )
COMMUN I TY COLLEGES - 3 . PERSONAL SERVICE OCCUPATIONS
COMMUN I TY COLLEGE BRANCH - | . Medium
Medium Child Day Care Aide Schook -l
Correspondence School - | Small .
i T~ Beauty Schools - 3
BUS INESS /COMMERC | AL OCCUPAT IONS
N ___Barbering School - ! :
. Medium - . A /A

' Dog Grooming School - |
Business and Secrctarlal Schools - 3

gusineég and Radlo/T!/gyohdcusting INDUSTRJAL/TRANSPORTATION OCCUPATIONS
School - 1 .. . ,
Medium
Commorclal Art School - | A .

Truck Driving School - |

Floral Design School - 1 .
Meta) Trade, Machinery Repair and

Smalil 'Elcctron‘ss School - |
Business and secrotarial Schoo! - 1 77 .| Small

Secrotarial Schooll = | ’ Upholstering School - |
Real £state \chools ; 2 . -

~

Note: PUBLIC SCHOOLS SHOWN IN CAPITALS. Private S¢hools in Initial Capitals,

.
.
.

: \_— i
FIGURE |-

OCCUPATIONAL AREAS, SIZE AND PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY 4
VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS
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The public-private distinction turned out tg be cssc}fiul on a-
number of dimensions.| Public schools were very large, private schools
wege medium-sized or dmall. Public schools had programs relating to a

number of occupations in more than one occupational field. Private

schools, with one exception, had programs within one occupatlional field

. or taught the skills of a single occupation.

Concentrations of WIN students and students, from other manpower

training programs were very low in all but one of the public schonls.

tn the private schools, these concentrations tepded to be somewhat higher.

But, even in these private schools, vouchered WIN students, for the most

.« part, did not comprise notub{i\lurgc proportiions of the overall student
: .

bodies. ’

Differences between public and private schools are not, however,
N
confined to structura! characteristics-~they extend to matters of educa-
. ) i
tional philosophy, perceived objectives of vocational training, and

- pedagogical styles. These differences and some of thair consequences

.

. ' are addressed later in this report, . :

/ .
- Despite the higher concentrations of manppwer students in a .

‘number of the private schools, and thelr apparent dependence on revenucs

. from manpowor training programs in a fow cases, there was little evidence
! i , )
that private schools exploited the shift to vauchering In WIN,
Ay 9 '
- ¥ T
The Schools' Operations /

The schools used a variety of methods to attract students.

Public schools made considerably more frequent use than private schooly
of mothods which involved direct contact with the public by school rep-

rescntatives. Porhaps because opportunities for exposure are more
3

timited, the private schools more often used commorcially available

[EI{:i ‘ . viil &3
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mgans ., Word-of-mouth advertising was Important for the private schools
and some worc'qulte depondent on referrals by governmen: agencies.

. . Only a minority of the schools had personnel who were specifically
asslgneé to recruiting--such assignments wore more provalent among the
public than ambng the private schools.

Almost all of the schools sald they offored counseling services
both prior to and during training. In the public schools, counseling
usually was availoble on an os-desTred basis while the privoto schéols
reported much more frequently that all students were counscled. But

+al) of the public schools had formolly—oétobllshed, profossional ly~
staffed counscling services, whiloe this wos scldom the case for private
schools, where counseling temded to be Informal and incidental to other
octlvltlgs. tn nolther.casec did we find much evidence to Indlcate con-
L
sistont offorts to design tralning on the basis of systematic appralisal
of studonts' noeds, aspirations and abilitics. R

All but one of the schools sald that they provided placement
servicos for completing students. In public schools, such services werec
ltkaly to include a permanent center and/or a full-time placemont dir-
occtor and to emphasize job Informatloh services. Private schools were
much less likely to have a scparate placement center or a full-time
placement director, and tended’to empruklzo contacts with employers as
a éoons of obtaining entrance to job opportunitics for their graduates.

The public and private schools diffor&d cons iderably in what
they felt to be the advantages and disadvantages of training offered by
by their category of schools. Public schools tended to stress économy,

supcriority of facilities and instructional staffs, and thoir capability

to broaden the cducational backgrounds of their students. Characteristically,

"

¥
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the public schoot® reflcc(ed/(hc orientations of professional educators.
Private schools saw themselves as consiéeﬁably more pwagmatic in their
b approach (o'vQcational\training, stressing as a major advantage their
ability to provide concentrated training in basic occupational skills
required byrempIOyers. They also felt that they were better'able to
treat students as individuals and to adjust to the particular problems
encountered by their clients., Schooks in cach class tended to mute
criticism of the other class of schools, ang to admit some useful role
for the other. At the same time, the respondents from cach class of
schools auite clearly indicated a belic'——whsch usually impressed us as
sincere--that their approach to vocational training was the hetter.

Matching Students with ,
Training Occupations
-

Increased freedom of choice is a central aspect of the vouchering
concept. Those who oppose, or are skeptical of, vouchering in manpower
training programs have expressed concern that schools--particularly
private schools:-mth} accopt squdents indiscriminately with no attempt
to dc(crmﬂng whether, they are qual{fied by background or aptitude to
achieve reasonable success in the training selected. A related concern

o has heen that schools might alter their programs solely to meet the
length and cost limitations placed on the vouchers. The data from the

school survey were examined for indications of Jthe validity of such concerns,

Overall, the data suggest that pgjva schools are somewhat more
~
selective than public schools and somewhat more likely to take the

initiative in urqging changes in students' ohjectives to make them more

cons istent with demonstrated capabilities, But in neither case does

ERIC 10 |
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thére seem to be any comp;phensive. systematic effort to evaluate the
appropriateness of applicants' choice of occupations and training.
th 1iné with their open enrollment policies, none of the public
schools had rejected WIN registrants seeking admission. A qu of th;
private schools said they had done so, but the number of rejected appli- -
\. cants was small and the schools were unable to provide details as to the
reason for rejection. S -
None o# the piblic schools used tests as a gencral, normal
means of determining whether or not ppplicants were qualified for entry.

EduchTB;;TNEbhlgijmcnt and occupational aptitude testing werc avallable

on request but were used as a screening mechanism only for a fow pro-

B
grams where speclal requlrements existed or where sclcétlvlty was requlred
to avoid overckonlng of particular progrums.' Roughly one quarter of
the private schools used occupational aptlityde tests for all applicants
and smoller proportions used some other type of general 'Intelligence or

educat lonal achlevement tests. In a few prlvate schools, Informal

appraisals during enrollment interviews scemed to be the baslis for

rejectlon of applicants. ‘ / ) \\“”—‘~

Despite the relative lack of systdmatic screening procedures,
we felt that the private schools did ma cf forts to gulde appllicants

into appropriate choices, partly because of the schools' pragmatic

b

concern with turning out cmplgyublc graduates. Public schools seemed
to rely more heavily on student Initiatives,

The schools felt that the students' occupatlional cholces were
appropriate in a large majority of, the cases. In large part, these

cvaluatlons were made on the basis of the students' performance in

xi
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training, Most of the students whose choices were felt to be inappro-
Y priate had rcpnrv(ed*h« been given advice regarding changes,

About 8 percent _of the WIN students--all id private schools--
made changes in their original trainin;] choices . three-quarters of these
changes were made after training had started. These changes were about

‘ «
evenly divided between upgradings and downgradings, usudlly as a result
a‘ .
of capabilities demonstrated in training, R
«

None of the public schools modified program lerfgth or content

. .

tu accomodate voucher regulations, but such changes were madg in a few
’

cases by private schools. These changes, however, scem quibe clearly
to represent adaptations to the special noeds of particular students
[
= rather than to the vouchering systcm_z . .

On balance, despite the relative lack of systematlc selection,

“we do not feel that there is much basis for coacern about widespread
exploitation of the voucher program or voucher students. Despite the

gengral absence nf formal screeming procedures, there is evidonce of

»

informal adjustment to the students' needs and capabilities, particularly

in the private schools,

.
’ Vouchared dtudents were enrolled in some 48 training occupations, s
The largést number were enrulled for training in clerical occupations,
* with professional and technical occupations next in frequency.  Together,

these qroups of occupat ions accounted Tar tw thirds ob the students,

» i e e e e

- .

. Zlv\lur"\a! jon from sources other than the wchools indicates that
tNere were sore additional students enraolled in training prograns which
exdocded tha one-year Timit,  The oxcess time, hiowever | aas financed by

. the student., of was at no cost to WIN,

-

- ¢ .
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By and large, school- officials seemed to h&ld good opinions

)

. . , ! o
of the vouchered students. They felt that most of these students were

3

in the right place for their training. A majority of the vouchered

students were evaluated as average or above on class performance and

N\ . -
substantial proportions of those for who& we have individual data were *

N . . . . .
similarly evaluated on aptitude, attendance and motivation. Only a few

'

of. the schools' officials said that they had experienced problems with
quchereqbstudents and these usually involved particular students--not

WIN students as +a group. Lack of pribr counseling, attendance and

peréona] problems were mentioned as ‘the major problems. But despite the

atﬁendahce problems\lﬁ individual cases, a‘majority of the respondents

\

said that attendance'rates for manpower students, including WIN students,

were equal to or better than those for vocational students in generak

\ : . ] )
Just under one third of the vouchered WIN students had left g
. .

v .

- ’ 2
training before Completion by the time of the school survey. Of these,

. - »
only a small group had been expelled by the schools and the expulsion
. - - . . .
rate was on a par with that for.all vocational students.: The remainder,

who had Jeft training of their own volition, usualiy did so because of

4 . . . .,
s persgnal problems, according to the respondents from private schools; 3
. - k3
public school officials frequently did not know the reasons for voluntary
. s . =
o . o b
withdrawals, | A .

v o

Nas . : E
The Schools' React ions?
To’V0qchering g

Overall, voucheriné did not seem to make a great deal of.difference

to the schools. Only insofar as -vouchering reduced pretréiﬁing counseling

.

xiil

. , ' ]
. . .Z\,/\ )
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s and screening of vocational trainees did it contribute to negative

3

attitudes toward the program.
.

Only one-third of the respondents said that their schools had !

- . experienced some sort of administrative or business problems. But in o

only two cases were such problems direétly related to features of the
vouchering SystehL The remaining problems--billing schedules, slow
payment, and $o on--appear to have been directed .more at WIN than at
e vouchering itself, For two thirds of the schools, neither advantages
nor disadvantages were noted. There was only one explicit statement to
the effect that the vouchering system was easier to administer than the
conventional‘system. =
Public schools found the one-year limit on training restrictive;
a corrective measure suggested by some of the;e respondents was to ‘ ‘
provide for extensions in individual cases. Private schools,, on the
other hand, generally did Hot find the time limit to be restrictive,
- . though some also thought that provisions should be made for exten;ions,
or that limits on length o; training should be related to the trqining
occupations. In general, the’$2,500 cost ceiling was not seen as .restric-,
tive.y Byt -here, to;, some suggested adjusting cost limits to the training
. octup;tions; * - N\
In.their reactions to a description of the vouchering idea,
. substantial proportions‘of both public and private school respondent; indicated
- agreement .to the vouchering rationale, a)though some .qualified their
agéeement by citing a need for more cdunseling and screening of trainees

prier to enroliment. Some of the officials, however, disagreed with the

. concept largely on the same lack of counseling grounds.

.part of the voucher program, but participation was voluntary. Wc shall
- be able to assess the rate of use of this counseling when analysns of
data from participants' quedtionnaires is completed.

g;ﬁg;é;‘h : ’ ' xiv jl‘;- ) '

A : -

|
|
|
|
3Client-centered, vocational counseling was made available as
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Iin a final attitudinal battery, the respondents indicated rather ‘

limited confidence in WIN particlpants' ability to make viable decisions
qntsy
about occupations and training. Public school respondents were a bit

more likely to lack cqnfidence in the WIN registrant%, but they were

more Sanguine than those from private schoéls about the WIN clients'
. . : ) - ' o
ability to withstand the blandishments of commerical schools once they

AN
had made a training decision. - /

The relatiyely low confidence in WIN students' ability to

R
make good occupational choices, as indicated in these attitudinal data, I

v 1. ;
seem to contradict the high marks which the schools gave thelr vouchered
W

WIN students on the appropriateness of their occupational choices. We po

suggest that this may reflect a stereotyping phenomenon. Viewed

impersonally as a group, WIN registrants are assumed to have limited

resources in making ogcupational decisions. At the individual level,
however, the WIN regisirant becomes a student like most other students
and is evaluated in this context. - N ‘

Fipally, we note that for both public and private schools, : '

w

there were few indications of stigmatization of WIN participants among : ;

. W
students. * i

S AN
Conclus ions . ' .

Our concldsions are, of course, based on the data which repre- .

sentatives of the various schools gave us and on the impressions we

Y
) formed while télking with these respondents. We'now have a much é
better feel for how the schoois involved in the vouchering program \
interpret their own operations and how they look at the vocational k E
training situation. .”&
Y .
xv . b
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Beyond that, we know that the voucher system, per se, posed

.
no particular problems for the schools. We think that this specific ’
finding can be generalized to a larger population of schools with suf-
ficient Gonfidence that vouchering of institutional training can be
applied on a wider scale without undue concern on that poinf?

Moreover, the schools so far do not seem ‘to have behaved
unethicéﬁiy or in an over-eager manner with respect to voucheriag; the
pri&ate schools, about which concern is most often expressed, apparently
did not tailor courses especially for the program, they professed reason-
able insistence on attendance &nd performance standards, and there were

' ~
efforts aimed at preventing students from pursuing inappropriate training
aQ «
objectives. At the same time, one cannot conclude from this that
problems will not arise if vouchers do become available on a larger
scale and over a longer period of time.
: - .

Two themes, developed from the interviews, suggest that estab-
lished private schools are particularly dependent upon and sensitive to
public opinion concerning their operations and are reluctant to jeOpardiZﬁ

.
their reputations in the community. From the interviews we learned that
private s€hools, to a greater extent than public schools, are largely
dependent on word-of-mouth ''advertising’ or their reputation a%ong former
and potential students as a means gf recruiting new students. Respondents
in private schools also indicated their need for protect\ng their repu-~
tations among emp]oyers for turning out employable graduates. |t appears
that the established private schools, to a gogater degree than the public
schools, are restrdined from overly zealous recruiting or exaggerat;d

claims for performance out of a need to retain a high regard among both"

potential students and prospective employers of their graduates.

Xvi

16

e




\. It may be that the vouchered students' views of the schools an¢
of the tralning they received wi]l be somewhat different tran the story
- we got from the schools. And any attempt at evaluating the effectiveness
of training, whether on the dimension of vouchering/nonvouchering or on
the dimension of type of school, will have to awalt analysis of post-
tralning labor force experience. At this point, we have estéblished
from the s¢hools' standpoint and here descrlbeg a number Qf fg(;vant
aspects of vouchered vocatlional training. Contrary to our expectations,
we have -also come away with én Impres;Ion that is favorable to the
private schools. We belleve at this point ghat repllcatléns of the
vogfberlng-program on a wider scale should not be inhiblted by concerns
about the motives and methods of most private schools.

L.

xvit
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. Q -7ith a variety of institutions.

. CHAPTER |

Introduction

.

Background ,
This Is a report on a survey of the schools which provided
training to Work Intentive Program (WIN) registrants.in an exploratory

>

program to tcsi the feasibillty of introducing a voucher system for the
purchase of occupational skill training by such persons. -

Essentially, vouchering is a mechanism for modifying the
rclationships between public ugenc]cs and their clients by replacing
the provision of goods or services In kind with a certificate or some
other form.of authorization which will permit the client to select and
""purchase’ what 1s nceded from some range of goodsbor sorviceés as well
as from a more or less specified range of vendors.

Two scts of hypotheses underlic widespread interest in the !
vouchering of publicly provided Yervices. The first get concerns the
demand side of agency-client rclutlo;shlp and suggz::j that:

l. vouchering will broaden the range of services and vendors
avallable to the client;

2, allowing the client to choose from among the broadened gungc
of scrvlzcs and vendors will increase the chances of mcc{gqg nceds
adequately since the client best knows his or hcr'nccdgijﬁ{qfcsts and

abllitles;

3. allowing the client to make his or her own decisions will

enhance sclf-ocsteem, feolings of personal efficiacy, and committment to

the accomplishment of goals, as well as prodvide experience in dealing

-
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. ( . . -
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1 [P !
‘The second set of hypotheses concerns the supply side. ,Heﬁgu It is. & e
M DR

- suggested that frec-market procgsses wlll operate to increcase vendors'
- " -t B ) - " “
R ref;onsivenéss to client needs as a.numbet of, vendors compete for the
*

.

- ’ ./’ 1]
client's patronage. Moreover, these same compotitive prpcesses should,

hypothetically, force undesirable vendors out of the market as clients
. - N -
pithhold patronage, and)providc opportunities for new, innovative vendors
P .
to enter the market. ,!n addition to these ‘hypotheses, admin]strative

. . savings are expected to accrue from vouchering as clionfs assume-respon-

. . . . 4 .
- . sibility for acti;}§ previously carried out on their behalf by the
. administrative staffs of the public agencies and the vendors. .
( Although not always' identified as such, vouchering programs have

beeh used for the provision of social services in the Unitgd States for

¢ a number of yegrs. The provisloﬁ ot education benefits under the G.I.
Bill is‘jpntioned frequently as a prototype of vouchering by a public g
. {
- agency. The Food Stamp program, Medicare ond Medicaid, and the Judicare

program all represent variants of vouchcrfng. More recently interest

a

has grown in the application of vouchering to clemiéntary and ‘'secondary
- N

education, housing, the purchase of jobs, and manpowar training.

A qumber of trials of vouchering in\thc.?anpower’traln!ng and

employment fields have becn cohchted in the past several years. For
*
cxample, income maintenance experimonts in Sc;ttle and Denver include
* ~ vouchered manpower trulnkﬁﬁJcomponcnt}; vouchers were u;cd on a limited ,
1 -
scale in a pub ¢ employment program for vcicran? in Orange Count&,
California; smaller-scale employment and training programs have been
( ostablished ¥n Massachusetts. : . -7 i R

" With the application of vouchering to manpower tralning under .
“ g

ser [ous cons jderation by the Manpo?ﬁftAdministrutlon, Leonard Goodwin

ERIC - L o
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° »
(then gt The Brookings Institution) outlined a desigh for an exporimsnt
& 9 -

to tost vouchering as a means of delivery of mampower training for WIN
program particlpants. C;uracterlstlcully, ﬁéwovof, vouchering designs
nét only deviate from a pure, unrostricted model as designers Incorporate
mod ifications intended to achleve certain doslrublo conscquonces or\\
prevent undoslzuble ones. Whon uctuully lmpIoMcntod \Foy encounter
additional constralnts Imposed by the rcal-world situution: In which
. ~

thoy must operate. This would be partlicularly true of the introduction
of vouchering to 4n ulroudy‘functlonlng program such as WIN. . Quostions -
wore raised not only with respectfto the direct effects of vouchering
Itself, but as to tho possibilltips of Fitting the requiremonts of a

¥ voucher ing experimant Into the existing structure and rogulatory features C

N

of WIN, Accordingly, a docision Was made tQ un&ortukn a- somewhat |imited / 1
tost of the administrative feoasibility of the sygtém bofore attomptling (
a full-scale exporiment or demgnstration.

In esarly 1974, “the Burcau of Soclal Sclence Resecarch, Tnc.,
under a grant from the Manpowor Administration, d;;lgnod an o;plorotory

program to test the feasibllity of vouchering Institutional vocational

'
training In WIN, Portland, gorf, was sclocted as a site for the explora-

tory study. The project deslign cpllied for issuance of vouchers for

institutional vocational tralnind to 200 WIN particlpants wh .

.wouchers, practical conslderafions roquired the ostabl

limits: ; _ : .

G“ .l ) \\—»
L0 < R4
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2. Cost.--While no absolute 1imit was set on the cost of training,
any training proposal which would incur costs In excess of $2,500 would
require approval by the Regional Assistant Director for Manpower.
3. Occupations.--Vouchers could be used to purchasc lrofnlng for
any occupation. Training which involved strictly avocational content
?
was not voucherable. Morcover,fthe one year time limit (and, uninten-

tionally, the timing of -the dfmonstration) did hove the effect of ° .

excluding tralning for some occupations.

Jgu//” 4. Geoqraphlic Locatjon.~+Vouchered tralining had to bk conducted
withifh the Oregon portion of the Portland Standard Mectropolitan Statls-
tical Area. e
\k ' Bcblnnlng in Ap/{z, 1974, the Portland WIN office of thJ Oregon
Employmént BJvi¥ian begon Issuing vouchers to WIN clients who c*ose
-3
to afftain lnstltuﬁbnovl‘jﬁlll tralning as a part of thelr portitipation
In the WIN progrom. By the fall of 1974, when BSSR established a Jutoff
N |

date for collection of dota, 167 clients hod used vouchers to purchase

: 1
skill troaining In 28 schools in the Portland arco. '

The School Survey

In March, 1975, as a part of a continuing effort to evaluate

“ the institutional vouchering program, the Burcoau stoff undertopk o

survey of 27 schools which had enrolled vouchered trulnccs.2 This survey

' more complete discussion of the demonstration's background as
well os some Initial findings regarding clients' participation are repdrted
in Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp, The Feasibility of Vouchored Trainjng
In WiN: Roport on the First Phase of & Study, Washington, 0,C.: Bureou
of Social Sclence Research, Inc., December: 1974. - -

ch were abie to interview only 27 dthools bccouso one had gone
out of business In lhc interim,

ERIC 25
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of schools was aimod at determining, from the schools' viewpoint, whether

Ll
or not ngtherlng is focaslble, o% well as obtainling lnformu{T;n on.

--training vendors' reactions to the voucher program,

--factors In their declslon to accept WIN clients as students,

t‘/‘ 7
--their Involvement In pI;nnlng the training course for the
individual {(including any attempts to tailor training to accomodate
’thp ond;ycur training 1imit designed for the ‘program) , a;d
--their cstlgptcs of the appropriatcness ;; the cllents' choices )
T of occupat ions and schools. i
The school survey and this report of Its results, then, were intended to .
. a
provide a view of the vouchcr*%g demonstration from the suppller slde.
[}

During the survey, approprlute offlc&gss in cach of the schools

wore lﬁtq;:lcwcd by the authors of Fhls report. A two-part Interview

4 9choedule was used during Intqucws whlé: Ius.tdd from 30 mlnutcﬁs to about
2 hours, gopending largely on the number of vouchered WIN students
who had been enrolled. The first part of the interview schedule covered
informat ion concerning the school and Its operations as well as Ecncrol
information regarding vouchering and vouchered studon!; taken in aggregate.
The second part sought Information concerning the individual WIN students
who had enrolled. Although the use of a questionnaire for data collection
and the design of the data collection process limit the scope of the data
in several wuys,3 we foc) that wo obtained a reasonably clear Igcu of how
the schools operated with and experienced the vouchered training program.
0ur‘purp090 In the following pages will be to describe what qu+ respondents

told us about their schools, the expariance they had with vouchering and

voucherod WIN students, and the impressigns we formed about the schools.

3500 Appendix A for dotalils.

o <
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A]though'thq'data base for some of these percentage distributions is
rather small, we are following the practice of presenting. percentages, -

3

rather than apsolute numbers, for the convenience of readers. In all
tables, we have followed the convention of rounding to the éven percen- 4
- tage--total percentages gréater or ]ess'thgn 100 result from this

reendirg in some cases. - ) i .
A copy of each part of the interview schedulie .appears in .

Appendix B. .
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CHAPTER 11
" The_Schools .
) “ ‘
General,. Characteristics
The program participants purchased training with their vouchers
in both public and private schools. The schools ranged from small, .
owner-operated institutions in which the owner was the only staff person
. . [
" to a large university with over 800 persons on the instructional staff.
" There were schools which specialized in a single occupation, schools
‘which trained students for a number of occupations within a specific
occupational area, and s¢hools which provided programs in a wide.variety
of occupations and dccupational areas.I The public/private distinction
proved to be crfucial, greflecting both size and occupational specialization
A B3
as well as a number of more subjective differences.
. AII of the public schools were large and all provided maltiple
f
occupational programs, We classified ore of these schools as academic
e
o » _ In a number of our analyses, we will classify the schools by
-size, proprietary status and occupational area. The categories are as
. follows: ‘
. -
Size: Large--51 or more instructors
Med ium--6~50 instructors ' .
. Small--1-5 instructors -
. W Ay
. Proprietary Status: Public. .
¢ . . Proprietary (or private)
. . a2
. 3
. Occupational Area: Academic
' o " Multiple Occupations
- . ' Business/Commercial Occupations
o ) Medical and Dental Allied Occupations . |
A Personal Service Occupations |
- industrial/Transportation Occupations .
‘ . |
. v . y |
' N v . |
0 - 28 '
» ) * "’;F"» - “ )
ot . . N N L ’ N )
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and the remaining four as multiple occupation schools. Four of these
large, public schools were community colleges which of fered a number of
distinct, explicitly vocational program§ (e.g.,.prograns which led to
certification as an'automotive mechanic, medical assistant, or clerk-
tYRist).Z Characteristically, while these schools‘saw such programs as
vocationally oriented and ai;ed at enhancing employability, supporting
dourses were offerea and the schools saw the opportunity f?r the vocational
student to broaden his or her educational background as an. important

supplement to occupational skill training. The fifth public school was

a four-year university that did not identifyrany Qf its programs--or -
I

- «

students--as ”vocatlonah,“ Both responde8£$ at this school reflected

the academic orientation of the school in viéwing all students as
potential degree candidates. Thus, all of tﬁe pubiic §chools were large,
féur of them offered multiple occupational p}ograms with some emphasis

on general educational improvement while the fifth was clearly academic
in orientatign. Together, these five schools had enrolled 42 percent

of the vouchered WIN registrants.

None of the proprietary schools was large; 11 were medium-sized
and 11 were small. For the most part, these schools were much more
specialized-~only one, a correspondence school with one resident probram
~--was a multiple occupation scho;I. The other p;ivate schools either
provided training for a number of speLific occupations wighin a general

AN

occupational cluster, or specialized in training people for a single

occupation, For example, a school in the former category was a business

’

LThere were actually three community colleges plus branch com-
munity centers of two of these. One community college provided informa-
tion for its main campus and its branch through a single source; we have
treated this college and its branch as one school. A second college
and its branch were interviewed sep i;aly and”have been-treated as
separate schools. 22 b

'
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and secretarial school which had distinct programs leading to certifi-

.

a“r

A

cation as data processors, programmers, keypunchers, accountants, book-
keepers, secretaries (inc]uding general, legal, medical, etc.), clerk-
typists, and receptionists. An example of the highly specialized category
was a small, owner-operated school which trained'doé groomers iq‘conjunc-
tion with providing services to customers. Characteristically, the
proprietary schools emphasized qualification of students for eﬁployment
as their major objective. Such schools placed emphasis on the provision
of basic occupational skills and tended to downplay the value or neces-
sity of improving the general educational background of the student.
Theq? p@oprietary schools accounted for 58 percent of the vouchered WIi
students.

All of the schools except 3 stated that they were approved for
VA training by the appropriate state agency. The exceptions were a

medium-s ized, largely correspondence school which had approval for only

one of its programs and 2 schools, one medium and one small, in the

personal service occ%patlonal area.
A d
The occupational foci, size and proprietary statuses of the
Al

schools which trained vouchered WIN clients are summarized in Figure 2.

nrollments ‘

.

T
As might be expected, the public and private schools are simply

not in the same class insofar as sizes of enrollments are concerned,

At the same time, there areifferences between public and private

schools in the extent to whic;\students sponsored by manpower,training
.t
programs, including the WIN vouchering program, were represented,
Three of the public schools reported total annual enrol lments

between 12,000 and 17,000. The last of these reported that 7,400 of

30
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AGADEMIC .

Large
FOUR-YEAR UNIVERSITY - |

N .

¥ hULTIPLE OCCUPATIONS
Large |
COMMUNITY COLLEGES --3
COMMUNITY COLLEGE BRANCH - |

Med ium

o .
Correspondence School - |

BUS INESS/COMMERC |AL OCCUPATIONS
Medium
—_—
Business and Secretarial Schools - 3

% Business and Radio/TV Brgadcasting
School - |

Commercial Art School:-- 1
Floral Design Sc;ool -1
Small

Business and Secretarial School - 1

N Y

Real Estage Schools - 2 Vi

Secretarial School - 1

MED | CAL AND DENTAL-ALLIED OCCUPATIONS
Medium
Medical and Dental Allied School -

-

Medical and Dental Alljed School -

Small

PERSONAL SERVICE OCCUPATIONS

Medium

. '

Child Day Care Aide School - 1
Small

Beauty School - 3

Barbering School - |

Dog Grooming School - 1

I
‘ '+
\

INDUSTRIAL/TRANSPORTAT ION OCCUPATIONS )

° Medium

o

Truck Driving School - 1
£

Metal Trade, Machinery Repair and
Electronics School - 1

Small

-

Upholstering School - 1

Note: PUBLIC SCHOOLS SHOWN IN CAPITALS, PPivate Schools in Initial Capitals.

L4

FIGURE 2
-

. "OCCUPATIONAL AREAS, S1ZE AND PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY
o VOUCHERED WiIN STUDENTS
O E - 31
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its students were full- or part-time vocational students. The academic,

@

university had an overall enrollment of about 9,000 but did not recoéﬁiz&
the vocational distinction. The fifth public school--the branch community
college--could not provide an overall. ehrol Iment fiéure because its

programs include "a number of noncredit, community-orlented courses, but

v." L S
reported ihat 1,500 of its students were vccational students. \

”

It Is clear that manpower programs, including the WIN vouchering

ﬁrogram, do not Ioomvlarge as sources of students for these public
*
schools. The school reporting the largest contingent of manpower program

students said that 1,50C such students were enrolled3 These comprised
ercent of the student bodf: but the WIN voucher component comprised

less/ than 0.2 percent of the student body. Th;lsecond large school for

which we have the requisite data had a manpower contingent comprising

3 percent of 'he\stqust body while the WIN contingent accounted for

less than 0.1 percent. A third school reported that 0.9 percent of its
[

3!n addition to WIN, local projects funded under the federal
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act’ (CETA), the U.S. Veterans
Administration (VA), and the Oregon Department of Vocatlional Rehabllitation
(DVR) all subsidize institutivnal vocational training of selected clients.
For this study, the data on numbers of students from manpower programs
reported by both public and private schools include those from CETA, WIN
and DVR, but not those in VA funded programs.

" While we do not have breakdowns of the numbers cf students by
sponsoring program, our Impression Is that DVR students comprised the
largest groportions of manpower progrem students at the several community

~ colleges. In part, this is because of an active outreach program conducted
by DVR. i
N
It should be noted that the design of CETA, as well as the impending

addition to WIN of a Job Search activity and an Intensive Manpower Services
Component, reflect 2 continuing deemphasis of institutional training
activities in favor of on-the-job training and other job placement activi-

= ties. Presumably, the shift toward emphasis on placement resulted from
disenchantment with the outcomes of vocational tralning programs in terms
of long-range employment effects. :

ERIC - 32
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students ware from manpower programs, It was this third school that

had the largest group of WIN voucher students (n = 38) among tHe 27

schools, bat they comprise&'only 0.2 percent of the to;al student body.
Except for business office representatives who had dealt directly

with,sponsoring agencies, our respondents tended not to think in 54ch -

terms as ''manpower studerdts’ or 'WIN trulnees.ﬁ‘ We attribute this té" )

the relatively small pYoportions which such students comprlse’jn~msst

of the schools as well as to the fact that curreqt,manﬁéﬁé} programs
emphasize individual referrals to truinind ngtitutlons in place of the
earlier emphasis on yroup referrals. For most of ouy reSpondents!*%Pthe
large schools, students were students and questions regarding speclal
programs required ad&ltlonul record searches. In short, WiIN students

as well as those froT other manpower programs (with the possible excep~-
tion of DVR students with visible physical handicaps) do not stand out
in these large schools, partly because their numbers are relatively
small and partly, we think, because their backgrounds may not differ
drastically from those of mgny other students,

Annual enrollments of the private schools were much smaller than
those of the public schools, ranging from 24 at each of 2 schools to
1,000 at each of 2 schools, It must be noted, though, that these are
estimated’anﬁual enrollments. Because of shorter, more intensive

e
programs anq overluppingi?ycles in many cases, the number of students
actually enrolled in a ;chool at any given time may be much lower than .
the annual enrollment figure. By and large, the private schools perceive
all enrollees as students whose task is skill or credentials acquisition

for the purpose of immediate post-training employment. Although the

schoole r%i;ﬂ‘12° that some students may enroll for reasons other than

33
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employability enhancement and some may not seek employment immediately
after training, these exceptions are seen as rare and do not count
heavily In the schools' porceptions of their students. In this sense,

private schools see all their students as ''vocational' students.

' In sum (Table 1), the private schools tended to be much
;Ore‘hcavlly involved with students sponsored by manpower programs than
did the publlc schools. Exactly half of the private schools drew on
manpow;r programs for 20 percent or more of their students and some of \\\
them quite clearly would have hard going without that source of students. ' .

Vouchered WIN students, in most cases, comprised larger propor-
tions of ,the overall enrollments of the private schools than was the
cose witk public schools, but the proportions still were not very large.
In public institutions, WIN students comprised less than one half of |

percent in each school whercas WIN enrollments In the private schools

ranged up to |1 percent.

0.
e

While some of these private schools clearly are rather heavily
Hepcndcnt on governmentally subsidized students, there Is little cvldcncé
that the WIN vouchering program proved a windfall for any of them.h I'n
only 6 schools dld WIN voucher students account for half or more of the

students enrolled from manpower programs, and 5 of these schools had

4

R hOf course, there was little Bpportunity for schools to exploit
the shift to o system which placed school decisions in the hands of
students. Voucherin, only lasted for a few months and the change to
vouchering was not publicized. In fact, while a number of respondents
ar the private schools were aware that some change in administrative
procedures had taken place, few scemed to be owafé of the nature and
rotionale of the programmatic changes in WIN vocational training.

We also looked at the concentrations of WIN students in Yelation
to the sizes and occupational speciallzﬂiion arcas of private schools,
In neither case did we find thot any particular cotegory of. schools had
inordinately high or low concentrations of such students.

ERIC -3
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TABLE |

‘ MANPOWER PROGRAM INVOLVEMENT OF PROPRIETARY SCHOOLS

Manpower Program Enroliment

WIN Voucher Enrol lment

——

Estimated

Total

Peccent Percent Percent of Encollment,
ot Total Number of Total Manpower Number Past Yoar
Enrol lment Enrol lment Encollmont
7! (25) 1 16 (4} (3%)
60 (30) 8 1 (4) (50)
u8 . (2u0) | 3 (n (500)
by (36) 3 6 (2) (80)
34 (47) | 2 (n ( th0)
33 . (333) ! 3 (9 ( 1000)
13 (100) 2 6 (6) (300)
24 (240) l 3 (n (+000)
23 (8) 6 25 (2) (3%)
21 (5 8 4o ) (24)
20 (38) ; 26 (10) (194)
17 (14) 4 2 4 (3) (81;“
1 (50) 8 Sh . (27) (350)
9 (u) 2 25 () (4s) )
[ (2) 3 50 : () (34)
5 (6) | 17 (1 (114)
5 (%) 3 ) 60 (3) (100)
4 (H W 100 (n (2b)
i (%) t 100 (%) (120)
2 > (10) 10 ’ (n (500)
2 {10) o (n T(575)
- (1 100 (n (1000)
Median 20 i 20

Less Than 0°% parcent
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muﬁbower enrol iments of § or fewer students. Moreover, at these §

schools, the proportion of—manpcwer students to all students was small

(6 percent or less). Ona school, a medium-sized, busines;/éommc;ciul
schpolf did have an apprec;ubly large n;mber of manpower students enrolled
(50 students, or 14% #F the overall enroliment) of whom 54 percent were
from WIN, In absolute numbers, the WIN contingent af ,this school (N = 27)

»

was exceeded In size only by the large group at one of the public schools.5

i

Ay
% -
: 2

5There could be many valid reasons for the concentration of WIN
students at thls school. Our interview data suggest that this school
was quite impressive on a number of counts.
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CHAPTER {11

The Schools Look At Thelir Own Operations .

~
- ﬁ%;?’ Private schools in the vocational training ficld have frequently
g o N .
"'£Q€CCUde of lmproper recruiting--of using a '*hard sell' to lure

il -
* students Into training tﬁbt Is inadequate or inappropriate. Indeed,

'tﬁé lhagc of ﬁrlvote schools--or at |cast some of them--as motivated

onky. by p:bflt, combined with assumptions about the vulnerability of

WIN{raglstronts to pressure tactics, caused considerable concc;n when

vouchering of WIN Institutional training was under consideration.

Therefore, we were Interested In how“the schools actually™~go about

recrulting their st;dcnts as woll as what sorys of offorts they make in
. . assisting their students during training as wET“ as .offorts they make
to place their students in jobs after training.

i

- These were sensitive toplcs, partlcularly for: the private schools.
. ~
Such schools are quite aware of the unsovory‘prdctlccs often imputed to
them ond of the regulatory measures being proposed. As we will note
from time to time, the sensitivity of these toplcs may have colored the

. responses in some cases. But private schools were sometlmes more criti-

cal of their own kind than were representatives of the public schools.

Studant Recrultment
.8 -
The schools use a varlety of methods to attract students. Some
% of these methods emphasizé direct contact with the general public as well
as with potential students; others tend to be more indirect-~-media
advertising, mall and informatlon passed by word-of-mbuth. By and large,
[l{llC 37
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tho public schools seem to be moré prone to use methods which involve
personal contact with potontial students by school representatives while®
the private schools more often uso the Indirect methods., -
For egumple, throo of tho public schools mantioned vlslt; to
high schools ;y school roproso;tutlvos and two mentioned visits to
sorvlcobor community organizationr®: » Vike number mentioned using open .
houses and Information booths (Table 2).l Private schools, on the other
hand, mentioned dl}oct, poersonal contact as a means of rocrultmont in
considorably smaller proportions. Only one quarter 6f tho prlvato
‘ schools montloned visits to high schools and fewer than 1 in 10 mentioned

oach of the other farms of diroct contact. Two of the private schools,

however, reported using sdlesmen or floeld representatives to contact

potential students dlroctly.2
Public schools did use Indlrect methods !n addition to makling

porson-to-porson conflacts; 3 of the 5 advertlsed In the nowspapors ,

2 usod radio and TV commorcials, and | malled a tublo}d-skzod announc;-

mont of avallable courses to somo 65,000 post office boxholders In the

community. 1In fact, this last school consldered the mallout to be Its

4

Our quostlon about rocruiting was opon-ondod: ''How about your
rocrultment procedures? How do you go about attracting vocational eaduca-
tion studoents?'' Mo rocorded the responses glven and coded them later.
it Is possible, therefore, that some schools use mothods which did not
come to mind during the intorviews. Yo assume that those which they did
mention woroe the most froquently used or the most Iimportant methods.

2The question about recrultmont mothods was one which raised a

cautlon flag for private sahools. For example, one respondent who |
described froquent visits to high schools hastily added that tho name of
the sponsoring priVvate school was ''seldom If over mentlionea.” The ros- .

pondent's talks to high school students wore '‘only to tell them about
tho varlous occupations.’ As a rosult of sensitivity to charges of high-
handed advertising and recrulting, our private schools may have tended

to underplay thelr use of direct-contact mothods. - p
/
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TABLE 2 r K
. A "

‘PROPORT IONS OF SCHOOLS MENTIONING VARIOUS RECRUITMENT METIIODS " l\
’ 8Y PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS 7

(tn Percentages) ¢

v Proprietary Status .
1 Recrultment Methods M . 1
. Public Private All

; (N=5) (N=22), (N=27)

Personal Contact By School Representatives

o
- Visits tofglgh schools 60 n 27 33
Visits to service and community prganizations Lo : 5 A
Open houses and info. booths L0 . 9 15
Contacts by salesmen and fleld representatives - 2 7
- b‘;“ﬂ " :

£

Impersonal/indirect Methods Le
Yellow Page Advertisements ) - 73 59
Newspaper Advertlsements 60 64 63
Word-of-Mouth Advertlsing - 59 L8
Radio & TV Lo 27 30
Mail-Outs to H, S. Teachers - 23 19
Government Agen~wv Referrals - 23 19
Mall-0Outs to Potential Students 20 8 19
Magozine Advertisements - 9 7
Others ' 20° 9® "

8Contacts with veterans at a branch of the.college.

bReferrols from a chain of beauty.salons, referrals from employment brokers.
i
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primary recrulting tool. But private schools relled qultec heavilv on
noncontact mothods of attrocting students. Three-quarters of them
advertised in tHe yollow pagos of the telophone book, almost 2 out of

3 usod newspaper ods, use of radio and TV commorclals and mailouts to
high school tcachers were mentioned by a fourth, and | in 6§ mailed iInfor-
motion directly to potentia) students. Only 2 private schools, onc of
ﬁwhlch was 8 school deovoted I;rgo|y to corroSpondonco.coursos'ond pro-
sumably socking o wider oudlence, mentioned using magpzine advertisements.

Word-of -mouth adyertlsing desorves spocial rotice not only
v
_ because It was montioned by over half of the private schools, but alse
bocause it was considered particulariy important by many of the ros-
pondonts who did montion it, Thlsvwos ospaclally truc of the small
schools, 73 percent of whom roported roiionce on informal notworks to
get the word out about their schools.

Also desorving of separate mention aro the 5 private-schools
who cited government aguncy reforraols as o moans of gotyling studonts.

“Three of them wore, In fact, the highost of any of the }7 schools In.
the proportion of manpowor students among their overall enroliment
(Toble 3). These 3 schools appear to be quite content yith rolylng
primarily on referrals, using only yellow-page advertisemont and word-
of -mouth or matlouts (! case) as supplementary mothods.

Mos t qf the indirect mathods, relied on by the private schools,
lnvolve soervices which must be purchased--radio and TV timd, advortising
space in the printed media, or printing and mailing. Word-of-mouth
advertising and rcferrals are the two pxcoptlons to the requirement foré
oxpenditures of funds for advertising. It is not surprising, thereofore,

thot sizo mokes o difference in the types of recrulting mothods mo«t

!

O
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“ ... TABLE 3 - ,
. - . . . = -
. RANKING ON PROPORTION OF MANPOWER PROGRAM STUDENTS
. ) AMONG ALL STUDENTS OF 5 SCHOOLS MENTIONING
* : . . GOVERNMENT REFERRALS AS’A
. RECRUITMENT METHOD®
. . Rank 0rd€¢/0n ~Manpower Students
. - School Description Proportion Of As Percentage Of oo
' Manpower Students Total Enrollment
A Private, Small, Persdnal .
Service School . : 1" . 71 . .
A Private, Small, Industrial/ : . -
. Transportation School  °~ 2 : 60
A Private, Medium, Business/
-, €ommercial School v 3 48
. A Private, Medium, Business/ .
Commercial School 8 - ’ 24
A Private, Small, Medical and o

Dental Allied School . 11 . 20

often favored by the private schools--bresumably, the medium=sized
schools can better a?ford outlays for advertising than.can the small
schools. The medium-sized-private schools dg tend to select relatively
- costly fprms of advertising more frequently than do the.sm;ller school§

" to recruit students may be very Iimited. For ex;mple, one very small,
owner-operated séhool we talked to could afford dnly an ad in the yellow
pages and an occasional ad in a small community newspaper-~~the owner
saw the school's réputation spread.via the grapevine as the most important
factor in attracting students. : \

Only one third of the schools said that étaff personnel were
"ass igned specifically to student recruitment duties. Such assignments

were made by 60 percent of the public schools and 27 percent of the

(Table 4). The resources which small schools can allot to their efforts
|

\

|

|

|

|

\

private schools. Visiting high schools was the most frequently mentioned
| .

|
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qﬁ
» TABLE 4 N
: PROPORT‘ONS OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS MENTIQNING VAKI0US
|ND|RECT1RECRU|TMENT METHODS:; . BY. SI1ZE OF SCHOOLS
. : (IN PERCENTAGES)
— e
-~ Size of Sﬁhookd//
Recruitment Methods -
» \ ) Small Medium Both
. . (N=11)  (N=11)  (N=22)
- Radio-and TV L 18 36 27
Magazine Advertisements ' - 18 9
Newspaper Advertisements . 55 Q 73 6L
Yellow Page Advertisements . 55 91 73
/ . Mail-outs To Potential Students ., ~ .27 9 18
.- . . . t .
' “ Mail-outs To High School Teachers '18 23
;Gowernment Agency Referrals 27 23
o . . .
Referrals By Employers/Brokers 18 9
—
Word-0f ~Mouth & 73

5%

- ) A N
o ", ~ . - actiyity of recruiting personnel (Lh4%. of the schools which had such

personnel), follow=up of responses to mailouts was the next most frequently

mentioned activity (33%); actively selling training and merely coordinating

recruiting activities were each mentioned by 1 school .
-~y
-~ >

ngtgatq we obtajned do not give us any insights into the ways
.- .
in which the schools piésént themselves and the opportunities they
> purport to offer. They do, however, suggest that many of the schools
are limited in the efforts which they can put into recru}ting s tudents.

r J o
: We think it likely that accessibility is a major reason for the
&N

heavier use of personal contact methods by public than by private schools.

o - 12
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Qe would expect that by viftue nf their public status and Iégitimac* as
educational institdtiens, the public schools would be admitted more
readily to high schools and community organizations., Private schools,
on the other hand, must overcome the image of bé}ng'cbmmercial, profit-

|

. \

‘v » |
|

making enterprises. We do not know how the radio and TV.time mentioned

by the schools breaks down into rchased and nonpurchased time.3 Some W

( N -

of the public schools may have-been referring to public service announce-

ments as well as news and sports coverage. By and large, we suspect,
1
private schools must purchase radio and TV'time.
registrants themselves should illuminate thewspecific recruitment methods.

i
Later analyses based on data obtained from the vouchered WIN B
to which they were exposed as well as their reactions. < 'I

Admission Procedures

4 In Chapter 11, we pointed to some fundamental differences in
the orientations of the public and private schools. These differences

appeaF to have crucial effects on the extent and ways in which the schools

screen persons seeking admission.u In line with their mandate to provide’ "

O

a wide range of educational opportunities to all members of the community, ~ .

the community colleges, which comp;ise L out of our 5 public schools,

i
pursue open enrollment policies. Most of the private schools, on .the
p

other hand, “at least express concern that their applicants be sufficiently

P

AL L
qualified in terms of personal characteristics and backgrourd to give
‘

reasonable assurance of ultimate qualification for employment.

3Forty percent: of the public schools.and 27 percent of the
private schools mentioned radio and TV as means’of attracting students.
uln this section, we will limit ourselves generally to describing
the admissions procedures of the schools. Because of the importance of .
the question, we will reserve for the following chapter our discussion
. of selectivity in terms of employability objectives.

ERIC - 43
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- Criteria for admission described as “n@rmal for atl students'
were Nmost nonexistent in the publfc'schooT/'(TabIe GA). Only in the
case of ‘the dcademic university was -there an ;TP isation that students
had to’meet certain standardé to gain admission. The community colleges
were quite explicit in stating that anyone who wanted to enroll could
do so, subject to residence requirements and ability {o pay the tuition.
But 'n a number of cases, these.bublic schools did rely on additional

. procedures for admi;slon to particular coursés arfd proérams (Table 58B).
Additio?ally, some of these schools indicated that testing was available
at the request of students or when a s;h?ol counselor recommended it.

The application of admission criterfa is not solely governed

by the requirements of programs or the characteristics of individuals

.nor are institutional policies necessarily consistent. Overcrowding in,

—
p somé programs can become the reason for abrogating an open enrollment
o .
2 policy. .For example, one community college requTredjLon substantive
. . )
. grounds, that an applicant for the Legal Assistant Program have 2 years'

experience as a legal secretary. Criteria for entry into the Allied
Health Sciences program In the same college, howevér, had been upgraded
because of limited space and the Forestry department had Inikiated
testing for the same reason. Yet the Fisheries department which also
was overcrowded had resorted to a first-co#e, first-served basis for
admission. Other programs remained on an open enroliment basis although
our respondent suggested that further changes might come as the college
reached fJII capacity.

The private schools tended to specify a much wider range of
admission procedures as normal for all applicants. Most of these schools

-

sa1dhfh;y‘lntervlewed all applicants, roughly three quarters determined

Qo 14
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TABLE 5A

PROPORTlONS OF SCHOOLS USING VARIOUS ADMISS|ONS PN%CEDURES
BY PROPIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
, (In Percentages)

Proprietary Status

: Al
Admissions Procedures (N = 27)
Public Private :
(N = 5) (N = 22)
General Interview with Applicant 20 86 74
Determine Prior Schooling ) 60 73 70
Determine Prior Work Experience - bsg 37
Examine School Transcripts 20 g 4
References From Previous Employers, .

H. S. Counselors, or Character References - 23 19
General Intelligence Tests + - ' 5 4
Educational Achievement Tests ) - 5 b
Occupational Aptitude Tests - 27 22

b i e
Other - ~32 - 26

A
?|ncludes admission procedures which the schools said were '"normal for
all students.'' See Table 8 for additional procedures used in some cases.

Includes' Proof of age, blood test and TB Test (| case). Personalitv
- Profile and Health Exam (1 case). Must be I8 years of age (1 case). Minimum
2 years of H. S. (1 cgse). High school graduate or GED (2 cases). 'Admission
Analysis" (survey of applicant's interests and hobbies to determine likelihood that
applicant can complete program) (| case). Informal aptitude determination during
general interview (1 case).

ERIC | :
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TABLE 58

-

PROPORTIONS OF SCHOOLS USING ADDI-TIONAL ADMISSIONS PROCEDURES FOR
SOME APPLICANTS BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In Percentages)

. Proprietary Status

] All
x Admissions Procedures Public Private- (N=27)
(N = 5) (N = 22)
Lh

intelligence Test for Certain Cases® 20 - PR 4
Education Achievement Tests for Certain Cases® Lo - . 7
Occupational Aptitude Test for Certain Cases® 60 5 15
Additional Education/Aptitudé Requirements for

“Nursing and Allied Health Applicants Lo . - 7
Additional Education/Aptitude Requlirement for

Forestry Applicants 20 - 4
Legal Assistance Applicants Must Have 2 Years'

Experience as Legal Secretary 20 - 4
Voice Test Required for Radio/TV Broadcasting

Applicants : - 9 7
Aptitude Tests Requirea for Data Processing,

and Keypunch Applicants - 9 7
Depth Perception Test Required for Welding

Applicants - 5 4
Mathematical Background Test Ré&quired for

Electronics Applicants - 5 ‘ 4
Math/English Placement Test Required for

General Educational Courses 20 - 4L
Transcripts Required Only |f Transfer of i

Credits Involved 20 - 4
Prior Work Experience Determired only If :

Equivalent Credit Involved 20 - 4
Prior Work Experience Determined Oniy for

Older Applicants - - 5 . 4

3ysed infrequently, usually when requested by student or recommended by
school's counselor. .

ERIC | 16
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the latter case, the requirements frequently resulted from state regula-

-26-
applicants’' prior schooling, almost half determined prior work experience
and a like number examined school transcripts. Just under a quarter of
the private schools required references and these were confined to small
, schools in the medical/dental-allied and personal service fields. In

A few of the private schools reported admissions procedures applicable
only in selected cases and these all involved some form of aptitude testing
for particular occupations,

)

0f course, part of the private schools’ propensity to require
testing--particularly occupational aptitude testing--of all applicants
more frequently than’the pub?lc schools can be attributed to the higher
degree of specialization of the paivate schools. But more of the privat

: -
schools also interview applicants, determine prior schooling or wor
experience, and examine school trunscr!pﬂ% than is the case with pu lic
schools. We have no data to determine whether or not the revicw of
.
applicants' characteristics and background Is translated Into .actual
selectivity, or guidance into the most appropriate programs. It appears,

however, that screening of applicants is more widespread and rigorous

among private schools than among public schoo(;. '

Counseling ‘v

tions governing the licensing of barbers and beauty operators.
|
i

All of the public schools, and two-thirds of the private schools,
. . |

said that they provided counseling to students prior to the beginning

of training. But in the casec of private schools , counscling'was provijded

|
to all potential students, while the public schools usually said that

pretraining counseling simpl available for those who wanted it

(Tableo 6A). The actual content of this counseling varied from school

4’7
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TABLE 6A 5,
&

n

PROVISION OF COUNSELING PRIOR TO TRAINING
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS

(In Percentages)

Proprietary Status

Ava}l;}illty of Services
o “ Public Private Al

Codhseling Provided To All Students :- 68M’ 56

Counseling Available If Desired 100 L 19

Counseling Not Offered -- 27 22 ’ ’
Don't Know, No Answer -- 5 b

Total . 100 100 101
(N) \‘“-—45+—~1 (22) (27) ’

\

S . \
to school, btt tended to center around finding out what sort of vocational

tralning the aﬁplicaqt wanted and helping him to select & program from '

the school's offerings., In neither the public nor the private category

!
7

-did mény schools offering pretraining counseling make an integrated
effort to determine the client's occupational goals, odvise‘on the
apprOpriaténess of those goals and then)plan a program accordingly. For
exagﬁ ; 2Jgf qhe public schools and a 1lke pr0portign of the private
schoolls said they determined the client's Int?rests and occupational

goals | but rione of the public schools and 0nly:one quarter of the pr?vore
schools attempted to advise the student on the appropriatencss of the N

. goals (Table 6B). A considerably larger proportion of the public schools

than of private schools said they assisted applicants in choosing and

ERIC - 18
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TABLE 68

PROPORT IONS OF SCHOOLS MENTIONING VARIOUS TYPES OF PRETRAINING
COUNSELING BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In Pefcentages)

e Proprietary Status

Types of Counseling Services
- Public Private All

(N = 5) (N = 15) (N = 20)
oy

Determine Client's Interests and/or
Occupational Goals Lo . L0 40

Advise Client On Appropriatcness Of

Interests/Goals .. ) - 27 23
' Explain Availability Of Courses/

Programs 20 13 15
Explair Course/Program Content and

what |s Expected 20 27 25
Assist #Applicants In Choosing and

Planning Program 60 27 35
Explain Empl oyment Opportunities In

Voarious Fields Lo 27 30
"Personal and/or Psychological

Counseling - 27 20
Other ‘ - 20 15

. planning a program (60% vs. 40%), and somewhat more of the public schools
explained employment opportunities to potential students (40 vs. 27%).
- All but 2 of the schools, both private, sald they offered
counseling during training. Again, the counseling at public schools
was largely on an os-dcslrea basis while two thirds of the private schools
soid they counseled all students and one qQuarter sald counseling was
available as desired (Toble JA). Again, counseling in cach cotegory
of schools was varied in content. Public schools tended scmewhat more
\(o | 19
ERIC
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PROVIS1ON OF COUNSELING DURING TRAINING
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In Percentages)

' -29- .
|
\
\
\

Proprietary Status

Avallability of Services . 4
' Publ e Private ANl
Counseling Provided To All Students 20 68 59
Counseling Available |f Desired 80 23 33
Counseling Not Offered ’ -- 5 L "
Don't Know, No Answer -- 5 L
Total A 100 101 100
(N) (s) (22) (27)

frequently to stress the planning of future training, while the private
schools more often were c0ncern;d with appraisal of the students' progress
and the handling of problems that came up during training (Table 7Bj.
Vhile this does not show up clearly in the quantitative data, our con-
versations with respondents at the private schools suggest strongly that
much of ‘the personal counseling surrounds students' attendance problems.
Moreover, the medical and dental-allied schools as well as several of

the business/commercial schools Indicated that counseling regarding

A
“personal appearance was considered quite important.

The data we have Just described may glve an unwarranted impress fon
Py

of rather formalized counseling at the private schools. While we did o
not ask specific questions on counseling personnel, the comments of our
respondents indicated rather cIear]y that while all of the public schools

~
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"TABLE 78

PROPORT IONS OF SCHOOLS MENTIONING VARIOUS TYPES OF IN-TRAINING
COUNSELING BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In pPercentages)

Proprietary Status

' Types Of Counseling Services

Public Private ALl
(N=5) (N = 20) (N = 25)
. i
Oetermine Client's Interests and/or .
Occupational Goals 20 10 t2 -~
Advise Client On Appropriateness Of ’ ( i
Interests and Goals 20 5 ' 8
Advise Student Of Future Training
Needs and Cqurses 60 15 24
Review Student's Progress In Tralning Lo 60 56 -
; Personal (Appearance, Attendance
Problems) Or Psychological Counseling 20 s 4o
Other 20 20 20

'

.

had formally organized counseling offices staffed by professional personncl,
this was seldom the case in the private schoolﬁ: Only two or three of

the private schools indicoted they had staff personnel who were specifi-
cally assigned counseling duties. |In most cases, counselors were pri-
marily administrators. Pretraining counseling in the private schools

was most likely to be an ad hoc part of the general odmission interview.
In-training counseling was most likely to he informal and occurred during
everyday contacts between administrators and students or instructors and
students, In only a few coses were Students called in periodically for

.
sessions explicitly concerned with counseling.

: O E;jl
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We.do not intend, by these last comments, to imply judgement of «
the quality or effectiveness of counseling in either the public or
private schools. Rather we simply want to point out that what Is called
counseling and .the styles of counseling are quite different in the two

categories of schools. . K

Placement Serylices

All but one of the schools said that they provided placement

services to their graduating students (Table 8A).5 The one exception

was a small, business/commercial school. - -

. TABLE 8A .

PROPORTIONS OF StHOOLS PROVIDING PLACEMENT SERVICES
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS )
(In Percentages)

Proprietary Status

Public Private Al

. (Ne 5) (Ne 22) (N= 27)
Provide Placement Services 100 96 96

o & {

‘ Four public schools reported maintaining a permanent placement
center or having a full-time placement director (Table 88). The placement
activities at these large schools centered around maintaining files of

job information and arranging interviews with amployers. One school

5Onc of the schools that provided placement services (and is
included In that category in our data) was a small business/commercial
school that operated an employment bureau on the side. The placement
services provided to the students of this school consisted of making
the services of the employment bureau available to the students for a
charge--but at a discount,

ERIC 52
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TABLE 88

PROPORTIONS OF SCHCCLS MENTIONING VARIOUS TYPES OF PLACEMENT SERVICES
8Y PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In Percentages)

Proprietary Status

Placement Services

Public Private All
(N= 5) (N= 21} (N = 26)
Have Permancnt Placement Center
and/or Full-Time Placemant . o
Director 8o 19 R B
Maintaln Job=Bank Services - Lo 5 12
b Maintaln Active Contact With
Emp loyers - 43 / 35
Receive Requests From Employers ~
For Qualified Job Applicants _ - 57~ L6
Arrange Job Interviews For Graduates 40 . L8 L6
Assist Graduatcs In Preparing
Res umes . - 5 4
r
Provide Job-Secking Skill Training 20 10 12
. = .
reported that it of fered jo]-saeklng skill training and another said

that a requlred'EBurse in jop-seeking would scon be offered. Our

impression was that the pladement services offered by the public schools

were, like the counseling dervices, predominantly on anﬂg?-dcsfred basis.
Although all but one of the private schools ?uia.thcy provided

placement services, only & reportcd'having a permunan placement center

or full-time pluccm;nt director and only | reported malnfenuncc of a

""job bank.'" The p}uccment sarvices of the private schools frequently

rest on the direct contacts which they have with employers. Nearly half

sald they maintained active contact with employers and more than half
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sald they regularly received requests from employers for qualified job
applicants. During our Interviews, B numbor.of tha respondents in
private schools placed particular stress on their knowledge of and
.

accos$ to employors. As in the-case «f the public schools, arranging
job Intervicws wos the predominant action ofﬁgho schools In helping
thalr graduates to got jobs. Only 2 of the private schools roportod
proylding job-seeking skill troining ond one, school sald that asslstance
in proparing 8 rosumc wos glvoﬁhto cach studept who completed the program.

Our impression from talking with the “rospondents In the private
schools was that while the placemont scrvices, like counséllng, tondod‘
to be more Informa) than in the public schools, they also were cons}dor-
ably more personalized. This con be cither on advantage or o disadvantago
to the student, In mony of our Interviows, rospondontsnln‘Qh;&prlvoto
schools repoatodly*ovidenced speclal Intorest In 3tudgkts who had done
particularly well or who had particularly attractive personalitiecs. )
These students' cases worc pointed out with pride by the rospondents and
we formed o rather strong Impression that upo»idl offorts had beoen or
would be made to plaoce these students well, The students with whom the
stoff have not formed such attachments might, on the other hand, be
relatively disadvontaged at placoment time.

At all of the public schools and at o consldorob]o numbor of the
priva 4chools, we wore impressed by what appcared to be o rolatively
sophisticated understanding of the omployment problems of dlsadvogtagoed

qroups os woll” as o genuine concern for helping students (u yel ahoad.

We come away believing that theso schools did make genuine offorts to

6Tho comments which gave us these Impressions camoc up during the
discussions of anonymous, individual WIN trainees. They suggest that
the WIN traineas, in goneral, are not discriminated against in the schools.

: o4




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

] -3h-
Bu

v

place their students, in part because of the payoff in recruitment, but

.
also because of more altruistic motives. There were, of course, some

°

private schools in which placement efforts seemed to be pro forma but

very few schools in which concern over placement appeared minimal.

. -

Placement was clearly a sensitive topic for most of our respon-
:

dents and many were quite reticent when it come to providing data on
.. ;

placement rates. As we mentioned earlier, the private schools recognize
that their ability to place graduates in jobs is one of their most

important selling points. But they also are most aware of recent FTC

actions regarding truthfulness in advertising of training. Virtually
every private schoo! respondent said, as.soon as we raised the subject
¢ . N

+ of placement, 'We cannot guarantee placement.' But reticence about place-
N . .

}’ment rates may not reflect evasiveness in all cases. The schaols,

3%

s

public and private, find it difficult to establish placement rates for
a number of reasens: there are usually some students who do not enter
4 e e
the labor market after completing training, some students leave the area

or lose contact with the schools, and it is not aiways clear whether or

'

not the graduate found a job or the school s efforts in his behalf were

instrumental, etc. In any event, 3 of the public schools and 4 of the
private schools could or would not give us data on placements. The schools

that did give us placement rates usually characterized them as crude

estimates ot best. . Of the 2 publi. schools that gave us placement rates,
one cited a figure of 75 percent, the other 90 percent. The placement

rates cited by the privaté schools which provided such information ranged

from 25 percent to 100 percent (Table 9).7

—

» 7Because of the ‘ndetermiriate validity of these data, we have not’
analyzed them further. )
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TABLE 9°

SCHOOLS ' ESTIMATES OF PLACEMENT RATES
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In Percentages)

N

A - Proprietary Status
Percentage of Qraduates Placed

- : . o Public *  Private. All

20-29 - 53 4
30-39 - 5° /l
' | 50-49 | - . ;
| 50-59 - 9 7
60-69 ' - 5 4
\ 70-79 - 20 9 n
80-89 - 1 I
90-99 . 20 23 22
100 o - 1t " o
DK/NA 60 T8 26
Total 100 lo2 100 -
(N) (5) (22) (27)

3

85 chool indicated that over half its students were from out of
state. '

breal estate school said that many students took courses for one
reason or another, but didn't take State examination and could not be
placed.

At ‘'the time of our survey of schools, 33 vouchered WIN students
had completed training courses. Of these, 73 percent had received place-

ment assistance according to their schools. Of the completers, 60 percent

got jobs after leaving school and two-thirds of those got their jobs

with the school’s assistance. We should Ef&), in this respect{ that

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
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e
public schools were far less likely than private schools to know whether

or not their completing WIN students got jobs. )

The Schools' View of Themselves and Others

Because public and private schools are to an extent competitors,

, .

. . . .
if not adversaries, the views schools have of their own operations and

of the behdvior of other. training institutions are of considerable

. g

. .

: intergst., Our data for this section are mainly impressionistic, sifted ’
from our appraisals of comments made at various places during the ) )

personal interviews. In addition, however, we have some 1imited quantified *

'

data from the response to the general questipn>\<:hat wodld you say are

’

. RN .
the pros and cons .of the (vocational) training programs here as opposed

to a (pgblic/pkiVate) schq?l with similar course WOrk?”8 -

%
By and large, both types of schools assessed their qualities

a -

along the same dimensions | though they disagreed on who does the

! X T B . ~
best“on most of thesefqualities. Jhe public schools saw themselves as

L
the proper and legitimate providers of_t?aining.u They emphasized the
low cost of the training they provided as' compared with that offered by
private schools and they felt that their facilities, equipment and

instructional staffs were superior. Particular emphasis was placed by

2’ .
y A ’ . .
several ;gspondents on the fact that public schools did not just provide
. crash cog%%%s in gpec?fic occupational sKills, they offered students a

. chance t5 take supporting courses that would broaden their educational

O .
- 8Théﬂcbded responses to this question are presented in Table 10.
Due to probtems inherent to theicoding of such general.questions, we have
. given substantially more importance to the substance of the rgsponses
to this question and merged these with other comments made ‘during the
personal interviews. No further tabulations of these data ‘are presented.

~

ERIC ,
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TABLE 16
M . PROPORTIONS OF SCHOOLS MENTIONING AOVANTAGES AND DJSADVANTAGES OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS .
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS = [
N (In Percentages)
. N
B Propr.oetary Status : Proprietary Status
o Gohon's T e T Private Schools
! * Pl Private ANl Puble Picate AN
(N 5) N 220 W2 (N =55 (® (hs22)  (N%27)
_ . . . o L ) °
ADVANTAGE S . - ADVANTAGE S °
. L3 ) . . N " ‘
Tra:ning 1s Cheaper At Public Schools 60 9 ] Private Schools Have Better Racilities - 5 - 4 \ N
Pubt « Schools Have Better FinanC. el - . Priovate Schoots Have Better Qual fied
SuppOT L w0 - 7 Siells - . 7 .
Pub) v Suhoo's Have Belter Fac-i-ties 60 - ] Frequent Training (y¢les Fac: itate
Publiv S hoois Have Better Quat-fred . - Entrante .} - Y 4
- Stath, 60 - T instruction |y More Indiv dualized - 50 -6 ~
- Continuous Counseling Or Tutoryng '
. Available - ' 7 w
Instractinn 1s More Indiyiduals zed I .- 4 Atmosphere Is Less Burcaucratc | i i
Continuous Counseling Or Tutoring * '
Avarlabie 20 - 4 . .
6t xnosphere Is Less Bursau rat o 20 L. . L Greater Concentration On Occupat ional
Provides Chance Tro BrAaden Educatson wo , L | 7 Sha ity . 32 6 -
N . N Traini'ng 1s Geared TH Labor Market - 9 ]
" . Courses Are Contrnuously Updated - . 9 7
Loorses Are (ontinuaus!y Updated 20 - b ~ Better Opportunit.es For Job r
Better Qppartunit.es For Job Placement L0 . ? Placement - 'Y [AY
Guod Reputat:n with Employers M - ‘ N Goud Repytat on Wi th Employers D 9 7
Students Expiisedt T . A Range Of . .
Occupationy 20 . 4 ~
- Students Get Better Chance To Practice .

. Actual Occupational Skitly - 23 14
UISADVANTAGE S Training 1s Shorter At Private
- Sthools « 20 27 26

Foeed j.hedule Prevents Students Fram
Enter ng whes They want 20 b 7

01 SARVANTAGES

-
, Londensed Schedute—Kaf Cus
More Damaging To Student'sfPragress - " i
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background. The respondents at the public schools were impressive

in the extent of their commitment to

ameliorating social problems, but they also displayed a fairly

realistic understanding of the problemg faced by students trying to
break out of welfare and into remunerative employment, as well as of the
effects of such environmental factors as the state of the labor markei.
There is, however, a somewhat abstract, theoretical overtone to the
comments of these respondents. Perhaps another way of characterizing
them is as thoroughgoing professionals in logking at the role of educa-
tion in relation to the problems faced by manpower program students.

In their attitudes toward the private schools, our public school
respondents tend to adopt a noblesse oblige stance. There were few
expliciflx negat ive comments about private schools. In fact, the
short, intensive training conducted by private schools waé brought up
several times and there was a grudgiag admission that for some trainges
private schools might be suitable--particﬁlarly in cases where the
student's situation required the quickest possible attainment of some
employability skills. On the issue of possible venality on the part

sgf some private schools, the public schools were probably more generous
jthan were the private school respondents themselves. From data which
will be presented nore fully in Chapter V! we note that 12 percent of
the respondents at public schools agreed with a statement that WIN
" .
participants, if left on their own, might be talked into training which
they did not want; 40 percent of the private school respondents held
this opinion. On the other hand, the public school respondents were
skeptical of the private schools' ability to adequately determine

L}

students' needs and abilities--and, in this case, there were Ssome

- 99
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imputations of venality to private schools. Sixty-two percent of the
respondents at publ}c schools (but also 52 percent of the private
school respondents) felt that private schools might try to sgll unsuit-
able training to WIN participants who were on their own In obtaining
tr,aining.9 - \
The private schools see themselves as much more pragmatic than

public schools in their approach to vocational training. They feel
strongly that it Is the bas{c océﬁpatlonal skills that count most with |
. employers and that public j;fools waste t60 much time in irrelevant,
p‘k“'horizon-broadening courses Y Almost without exception, the private schdoli_,/>

saw themselves as specialists i% their fields who understand the needs

and evaluative standards of employers. They feel that their training

is more realistic because more time is spent on actual practice of

+ skills under realistic conditions.lo

9Tbe statements with which respondents were asked to agree or
. disagree were:

h the schools,

1f clients rather than counselors deal wi
11y don't want

they will be talked into training they re
. or need.
li

Some schools will try to sell training to s which is

not suited to their needs or abilities.
These statements.do not specify private schuuls, but it was
_clear that our respondants, in agreeing o~ disagreeing with these
statemen.>, were doing so with reference to private schools.

107here may be some truth in this, particularly for some occupa-
tional categories. One of the industrial-schools and all of the personal
service schools operated ongoing businesses in conjunction with their
training activities--students constitute all or part of their labor force.
This was not as likely to be the case in public schools. As one beauty
school owner put it, "Qur students practice on real people here, not on
mannequins like they do at Community College."

r -

Q ' ) - GO
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The private>schools also consider themselves particularly able
to give students individual atﬁentibn and flexible enough to reschedule
an& recycle courses to accommodate the personal problems which many'of

. .
their students have.

In view of their emphasis on short, concentrated courses which
stress practical skills as well as their individualized approach apd
flexibility, the private schools tend to sge themselves as more appro-
priate than public schools for manpower program studeais who frequently
need employment as soon as possible. The sort of liberal professionalism
which we feel characterized the public school staff members with whom we
talked was not very prevalent among the private school respondents.
Although we were impressed by what appeared to be the genuing social
welfare concerns of some of our private school respondents, msny more

R \
displayed a more cdnventional ly conservative approach toward students
who had not achieved much occupational success. Nonetheless, most saw

their job as turning out qualified graduates and all saw their methods

9s the best and most direct way of achieving this objective,

61
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CHAPTER IV

Matching Students with Training Occupations

.

Vouchering, of course, was intended as a ﬁechqnism for placing
. oy

decisions about training occupations ip the hands of WIN participants.
By its very nature, vouchering impr?@ acceptance of the assumption that
WIN clients can assess their own capasbilities and limitations, and make
reasonable occupational choices. Nonetheless, there was persistent con-
cern on the p;rt of some pecople involved with planning of the vouchering
study that some schools might exploit the opportunity to enroll students
for training in manifestly inappropriate occupations or that some might
alter their progress and tuition requirements solely to mect the time
and cost limitations of the vouchering program,

Realistically, of course, there is somec happy medium between no
selectivity, no guidance, and rigorous screening and counseling that would
deny students the chance to do what they wont to do. It is reasonable
to expect in this day that any responsible school, public or private,
would at lcast advise a student whose self-selected goafé ware obviously
and blatantly inappropriate. We would opt for providing students with

A~
good information coupled with effective availability of counseling and
testing services. Boeyond that, we would accept the risk of some
false starts and some failurcs. Tou rigorous an application of screening

procedures wouid oniy extend the "creaming" alrcady known to exist 4n

WIN vocational training and deny training to those who most nced it.

62
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In this chapter, we examine our data for indication of the
extent to which the schools sought -to match students with the trainping
occupations the schools thought most sultable, as well as for 5§y.suggcs-
tions that the schools might have altered their programs specifically
to meet the limits of the vouchering procedurcs.l ‘
As shown in the preceding chapter, the public schools (with the
possible exception of the academic university) subscribed to open enrollment
policies, Most private schools, on the other hand, expressed some
concern that their entering students be sufficiently qualified to

. .
have a recasonable chance of training and subsequent employment success.

We suqgested that this difference in orientation contributed to the

wider range of admission procedures which were used in the private

schools. But despite the appearance of somewhut more rigorous uppl{ca-
tion of admission criteria by private scheools, refusal to e;roll
vouchered WIN registrants was rare, Four private schools sald they
had rejected vouchered WIN applicants, None of these schools was
able to describe specific cases, bLt each said that no more than one !
or two applicants had been rc]cctcd.2 None of the public schools hod
rejected vouchered WIN applicants,

Whether used to determine eliqgibility for enrolliment Jﬁ as a

means for helping students select the most appropriate course and

programs, predictive testing apparently Is not a pervasive practice in

'HCch of the information presented in this chapter is from the
second part of the questionnaire--that part which asked the schools about
individual WIN voucher students. Individual data could not be obtained
for all of the vouchered WIN student$. Numbers of missing ci#ses are
indicated in the various tables where appropriate.

2Rcspondcnts were quite indefinite on this point. It Is entirely
possible that they were thinking of earlier, reqular WIN applicants
rather than vouchered applicants.

v
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either the public or private schools (Table 11). Moreover, where used,
hY 3 »
tests-~particularly occupat ional aptitude tests--are likely to be highly

specialized, nonstandardized, and frequently of the schools' own devising

. (Figure 3). .

| TABLE 11

PROPORT IONS OF SCHOOLS USING TESTS DURING ADMISSION PROCESS
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS®.-
PR (In Percéntages)

NQfmal for Afﬁ Applicants Required in Special Cases

Nature of Tests p
Public |Private Al Public | Private” At
(N - SN - 22) (N 27) [ (N S)) (N 22) [ (N - 27)
B
General Intelligence
Test - 5 4 20¢ - 4
Educational Achievement
Test - 5 . b 60°¢ - 1 -
Occupational Aptitude
Tosty - 27 22 60d 14 22
‘*Admission Analysis”b - 5 A S - -
x
Education/Aptitude Test
for Nursing oand Allied
Health Applicants - - - - Lo -- 7.
., * Education/Aptitude Tests .
for Forestry Applicants - - - 20 L= L
Voico Test for Radio/TV
Broadcast Applicants - - - - 9 7

oExcludps hcalth examinations, blood tests and other "nonpredictive"
requircments.

bsurvey of applicant's hobbics and interests.

€Usually on recommendation of school's counselor.

dysually on reqﬁcst of student, .
- 64
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General
Intelligence

Wonderlic
Personnel Test

-

Educational
Achievement

+  Occupational
Aptitude

cQT

Math/English
Placement

Scholastic
Aptitude Test

Educatlonal
Inventory

\
FIGURE 3

Genoeral Aptitude Test
Battery

Driver Analysis
Cosmetology Aptltude
Data Processing Aptitude
Keypunch Aptitude
Dexterity Tests

Radio/TV Voice

General Clerical Test

Accounting Aptitude

V.
TESTS MENTIONED BY VARIOUS SCHOOLS
AS USED DURING ADMISSION PRDCESS

We do not know on the basis of data obtained from the schoois how many

of the vouchered WIN students were tested or what tests they were given.

I

Dur best estimate is that roughly one-half of the vouchered WIN students

i

attending private schools received some type of aptitude test. We are

unable to make a useable estimate regarding the students in public schools

partly because the schools themselves did not know in over half of the

cases whether the students had been treated as ''normal admissions' or

'special cases."

7

By and large, where they feit they could make such an evaluation;

the schools felt that their vouchered WIN students had made appropriate

occupationél choices (Table I2).2

2For the most part, our respondents appcared to base their &vaiua-
tions of appropriateness largely on how well the student had done or was
doing in the training progrom.
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TABLE 12

\ APPROPRIATENESS OF VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS' OCCUPATIONAL CHOICES
AS APPRAJSED BY SCHOOLS®

Number of
1 Proportion of Those Cascs Not .
Cotegories of Schools fvaluated Whose (N) Evaluated LY
Cholice Was Con- -
sidered Appropriate
‘ (DK/NA)
Public 79 (9 (46)
Private 83 (77) (u)
smoll ¥ 93 (14) (" .
Mod i um 81 (63) S (3) )
7 . ’
Large 79 (19) (46)
— . . ) ) N
Multiple 79 (19) N 39)
' Bus iness/Commorcial 82 (h5) , (3)
' > s
Modical and Dental Allled , - B2 (1) (-)
Persona! Service , 67 (3) ("
IndustrlaI/TranspO{tat|0n 89 ' (18) v (-)
Academic ' - 09 (n .
Coan . 82 (96) (50)

T 0 i
1 .

oExcludqs 22 vouchered WIN students for whom no individual dato
aro ovallgblo. r

IEIQ\L(:‘ - !
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In most of the cases (92%) where occupational choices were considered
ipappropriutc, the schools indicated that advice was given to the student
concerned regarding program readjustments.,

There were, in fact, some changes of progroms. Out of thc 146
cases for which we have individual data, three vouchered WIN students
enrolled in an occupational program other than the onc they had in
éiﬁd when they sought acceptance and 9 changed occupations after their
training started. All of these changes were downgradings or upgradings
within the same occupat ional field. (Tables 13A and B). However, 8
of these program changes (4 upgradings and 4 downgradings) werc made at
a single school. 'In only a single case was a change attributed explicitly
to the résul;s of an ;ptitudc test. Changes were predicated on the
students' dbsires in roughly one-third of the cases. By and large,
however, downgradings appecar to have resulted from the student's
inability to cope with~?spccts of the higher-level progqram. Upgradings
appear to result most often from-demonstrated ability and interest

P .
in some aspec{ of a Iowcr-lcv9| course leading to specialization at a
higher level.
- The schools did make a few changes in the length and content
of programs in which vouchered WIN students were enrolled. Ten such

. «hanges--all in private schools-=were reported among the 141 persons

for whom we have data (Fiqure 4). Flve of these changes, | in length and

L4 in content, were made in a single schonl. In addition to thesec changes

reported bybthc schools, there were 2 cases where programs were extended

B

Q 87
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TABLE 13A

REASONS FOR AND TIMING OF CHANGES IN PRUGRAM OF VOUCHERED
WIN STUDENTS IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS?

(1n Percentages) ’ .
- A}

Reasons for and Timing of Changes Private
Upgraded Prior to Trdining, Aptitude or Qualifications . . . , . 9
Downgraded Prior to Training, Aptitude or Qualifications . . . 18

D Upgraded Durf%g Training, Interest or Aptitude Demonstrated
in Lower - Level Course. . . . . . . .~ . . . . ... bs
Downgraded During Trainipg, Lack of Intuiest or Aptitude

Demonstrated in Higher Lowol Course. « v v o o v . o . . . . . 2]
Total 99
(N) (1)

aOnly I case (upgraded during training) was reported in public
schools. '
TABLE 138 )

e OCCUPATIONS INVOLVED IN/ CHANGES OF PROGRAMS
OF VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS
.

» UPGRAD ING 4

Automot ive to Diesc) Mechanic

Accounting to Data Processing

Bookkeeping to Data Processing

Keypunch to Automation Secretary

Professional Sccretary to Automation Secretary t
Dental Assistant to Dental Technician

General Svcoretary to Broadcast Seccretary

DOWNGRAD ING :

Data Processing to Bookkdeping/Keypunth
_ Accounting to Bookkeeping
“' Legal Secretary to Professtonal Secrrtary
Automation Secrotary to Keypunch/General Business
Accounting to Bookkeeping )
Y - SR —

< o e e e

=

: ¢




CHANGES IN LENGTH

Normal duration of program increased to accommodate student's child-
care problem at home.

"N Normal duration of program increased to accommodate student s slower~
than-average progress.
Student completed course and certification requirements early--student
~ got jéb. _ : p
CHANGES IN comsm\ ' ' : ’
Usual program modified to include more*advanced, individual work
; commensurate with student's abilities. '

Content added to program because student was completing normal ..
requirements in less than the usual time.

Program requested by student was broadened to make it more useful.

Coptent added in a particular area in which student displayed high
interest and excellent aptltude

Typing added to normal program to make up for student’'s inability to
meet 30 wpm prerequisite for basic program.

Certain parts of -program }é$eated because of student's limited progress
in those areas.

. Original progrgm was beyond student s capabllltles--program modified
* to stress arggs in which "s¥udent had adequate capabilities.

- . Lo

“&

CHANGES IN LENGTH AND CONTENT OF PROGRAMS
'FOR VOUCHERED WIN TRAINEES

Q “ - e | . 69 .
[EIQ\L(: e w7 : R . - ' i
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at a more 8dvanced level beyong the contract period with the additioné]
training beipg finznced by means ofher:than the 0ri§ina| voucher.l+

These data suggest that the schools, public and private, did

o
not systema}ically‘and COmprehenSivélyVdetefmine the capabilities and
qualifications of vouchered WIN students before enrolling them in.the
various vocational training programs. This suggestion is supported by
our own impressionistic conclusions drawn f;;m discussions with the
schools' representatives. This is not to say that vogationaj training
in these schools is a "rip-off''-«~that the schools will take anyone
that comes along provided they can pay. The public schools' policy
. ot !

of not turning anyone away, the size of their student bodies, and the

long-standing practice in post-secondary education of placing a great

-deal of responsibility on the student militate against the intensive

and extensive testing, counseling, and guidance that would be necessary

a

to assure fitting every student into exactly the right occupational
) 9 Y Y 9 P

niche. We are convinced that, in the private sector, in’'addition to

their vested interest in producing employable graduafes, most of the

private schools are genuinely interested in their students. But

.

this interest is usually manifested in relatively informal ways.

_Deteminations of students'fqualificat}ons and abilities becomes an ad

ERIC

.

hoc process built into general interwiewing arid everyday review of the :

students' progress. We think too, that at a number of the private
schools there is; over and above the need to recruit paying students, «

a relucfance to turn away applicants who evince interest in an occupation--

a feeling that ''these people should be given a chance.", . ‘

Ipje can probably expect more extensions as time goes on or if
vouchering is undertaken on a Wider scale. In fact, the WIN office in
Porttand now has a number of noMcost extensions on file.
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t
Under these circumstances, systematjc dete.rrmion of applicants'
.

n

abilities and qualificatigns tefids to become |imited to occupatjons in
which irreducible and measurable prerequisites can be defined clearlx,

or, in the case ‘of public schools, where screening of applicants is .

adopted to prévent overcrowding of programs, ° [

The end result, however, is that a number of students are

. .

entering vocational training with little or no assurance on anyone's part

that they are capable of completing the tréining satisfactorily, But

this is what vouchering is-all about; the concept is based on assumptions '

that clients are capable of making their own choices. By and large,
! /

the vouchered' students seemed to know, what they wanted to do at the time
they entered the WIN'prograr'n.5 More?ver, as we will sK&w in the next
chapter, appreciable numbers of the vouchered WIN students did well in

vocational training. To be sure, a good number did not complete train-
X -

ing, but droppinb out cannot always be attributed to ihability to cope
‘'with the content of training, The Voucher system gives WIN registrants

the opportunity to tfy to qualify for.jobs they think they want and _can
\
do, Undoubtedly there were some who would not have survived rigorous

3

testing but who nonetheless completed training and got jobs, The reverse

A o

is probably also true.
Finally, returning to pur data for a moment,” we found that most
of the vouchered WIN students were in the normal training programs con-

ducted by the séhools, The few changes in program length or content .

that the schools told us about suggest “that such changes generally

.

“«

reflect adaptations to the needs, interests and capabilities of particular

studedts, and are not unusual, Thu's up to this point in the vouchering
LAY .

S5Richardson and Sﬁarp, op. cit., pp. 16-17,
Y ray
o . s

ERIC ‘
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experience, we found no evidence in the data obtained from the schools

of program modification solely to exploit the voucher program.6

3

6WIN staff personnel ,1on the other hand, have told us that schools
have, in a few cases, modified program costs to hold them under the celling
set for the voucher program,

o

Q . 72 ‘ o |
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CHAPTER V

The Schools Look at Their Students

T

By using bbth the general data provided by us by E%e schools

in Part A of the qué§1ionnaire and the available data on vouchered
. . ]
in to get a picture of how the schools look

WIN trainees, we can

at their students. Our pri y focus in this chapter will be on the .

' vouchered WIN students, but we will also make some comparison with
& ‘ ’
™ other groups of students.

A}

. ’ ,
- ~

Vocat ional Programs

“a

The vouchered WIN students were enrolled in programs leading
to skill qualification in some 48 different occupations. Grouping
these occupations into categories used by the U.S. Bureau of Census,
we find that the largest proportion of students (42%) were enrolled
for training in clerical occupations. The second largest category

(25%) included various professional and technical occupations (Table lb)-‘

Schools' Evaluations of Vouchered Student Performance

By and large, the schools indicated that they thought rather
highly of vouchered WIN students. In the first place, the schools
felt that most such students were in the best place’to obtain vocational

training., Overall, according to the schools' representatives, only

lA listing of the vocational training programs included in each
of the categories can be found in Appendix C.
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TABLE 14

VOCAT IONAL PROGRAMS OF VOU@HERED WIN STUDENTS
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS
(In Percentages)

Proprietary Status

Vocational Programs

Public Private All

Professional /Technical 31 26 28
Management/Administratibn ’ 3 2 3
Clerical ' 18 L 42
Operatives, except f;ansport 15 15 15
Transport Operatives ‘ - 7 4
Service ‘ 5 5 5
Othera 8 - 3

Total 100 99 100

o) (65) @8m) (146)

% xcludes 22 cases for which no individual data are available.

"3 percent of the vouchered WIN students would have been better off in

some other school (Table IS)FZ

20bviously, there is bias involved in the responses to this
question. When asked 'What about his/her choice of, schools? Do you
think that your training program is best suited for this student or would
it be better if he/she were somewiere clse?'' A good many respondents
laughed and said '"This is the best choice, of course.'" But some changed
their response after thinking about it for a moment. One interesting
twist was provided by a respondent at a public school who consistently
said that students who had dropped out had made the correct choice in
choosing that schoo!l because: ''It would have been such a waste of

money if he/she had gone to a more expensive private ool and then
dropped out." . ,
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TABLE 15

PROPORT 1ONS OF STUDENTS WHOM SCHOOLS FELT COULD BETTER
OBTAIN VOCATIONAL TRAINING ELSEWHERE
(In Percentages)

Number of
Cases Not
Evaluated

: ; Proportion
Categories of Schools Better Off
Elsewhere

(DK/NA)

Publ ic ‘ (47) (18)
Private ' (s) . (76)

Small (1) (14)
Med fum C(w) (62)

’

Large . (47) (18)

Multiple ' (40) (18)
Business/Commercial (n (47)
Medical and Dental Allied (1) (10)
Porsonal Service - ( -) | (W
Industrial/Transportation (3) (15)

Academic » (7 (-)

Al : ‘ (52) (94)

When asked to evaluate the performance of individuals on various
criteria of performance in training, the schools rated two-thirds of the
vouchered WIN students as average or above average on class performance

(Table 16)--bl percent were rated above average. Large majorities of the

7o
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WIN students for whom data were available also received average or higher

ratings on the other performance criteria.d

TABLE 16

PROPORT IONS OF VOUCHEREQ WIN STUOENTS FOR WHOM OATA WERE AVAILABLE
WHO WERE EVALUATEO AVERAGE OR ABOVE AVERAGE
ON SELECTED CRITERIA OF PERFORMANCE

Percent
Performance Criteria Average or (N)
Above Average '

Class Performance 79 Faad ’(\28)
General Aptitudes and Abilities ’ 91 ’( 79)
Attendance 73 ~ ( Bo)
Motivation 89 (W)

By and large, then, the schools felt that their vouchered WIN
students were in the right place for training and substantial proportions
were considered to be doing well in their work. Aside from these more
or less specific evaluative data, our rospondents quite frequently added
complimentary remarks about particular students as they wore-going through
their lists. To be sure, there were also some uncomplimentary remarks
about a few students; the latter were usublly made in’tones of regret,
and the overall impression we obtained was that the respondents were
gencrally pleased with the progress of the vouchered WIN students,

These generally high opinions of vouchered WIN students were not

contradicted when we approached the question from the negative aspect

3Three public schools could not or would not provide this infor-
matjon at the time of interview., Onc of these schools later compiled data
on “"overall performance’ which are included in the "'«lass performance

cateqgory in Table 16.
Q .
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For examplec, we asked the schools if they had encountered any ﬁajor

problcms'wfth the vouchered WIN students themselves. Dnly one public ‘

schoo! and seven private schools said that they had encountered such

problems. Morcover, ihc respondents at }hese schools indicdted that
|

the problems had not becen with vouchered students as a class, but

with certain individuals. Inadequate, counseling and lack of clear

objectives on the part of a few WIN students was the predominant com-

plaint at the public school. Ba- attendance records and the pcrsonal

problems of students ;crc clearly uppermost in the minds of respondents

at the private schools. Further, these two sots of pfoblcms ware seen

-

as interrclated because personal problems--most often, sickness of the

_ student or some member of the family, or lack of childcare services-~

frequently caused attendance problems.

Despite the concern with attendance problems cxpressed by the
schoolg, over half of the schools in every category of school said that
the attendance of students from manpower programs, including vouchered

WIN students, was equal to or better than that of all other vocutibnql

studcnts<“
N
Dropping Out . .
Data on t he dropout rate for vouchered WIN students as well
as on rcasons for dropping out will not, of course, be available until .
all of the vouchered students are out of training and posttraining .

byn responding to a question as to what effect the elimination
of manpower program requirements for certification of attendance would
have* several private school respondents said that certification served
little purpose. They were quite emphatic in saying that they insisted
on reqular attendance because of the intensive nature of their training
and that they checked up immediately on any absentee. Dur public school
respohdcnts, on the other hand, tended to sce attendance problems as the
concern of instructors and were much more likely than private school
respondents to predict a decline in attendance if certification require-
ments were removed. Special certification of attendance was nat required

in the voucher program. ’77 -
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interviews have been completed. Nonethcless, data obtained from the schools

[y -

provide insights into the way the schools view the dropout phenomenon.

Although substantial proportions of the schools were unable to
make~comparisons, not very many felt that vouchered WIN students were
particularly prone to dropping out. Only | out of 4 schools said that
manpower students dropped out morc.frcqucntly than vocational students
in gencral and only | out of 10 thought that vouchered students dropped
out morelfrequcntly than manpower students (Table 17).

At the time of the survey of schools, the schools' records
indicoted that some 3! percent of the vouchered students had Iéft before
completing their vocational training. Of these, 9 percent were asked

to leave, 60 percent left of their own volition, and responsibility was

]
not fixed in the remaining cases. The 9 percent explusion rate trans-

I

lates into 8 3 percent rate for all vouchered students which comparcs

quite fovorably with the overall explusion rate for all vocational

students rcported.by the schools.5
According to the infor%otion which the schools had, personal

problems predominated-among the reasons for which vouchered students left

bcforc‘complctinq trai}inq; 37 percent left for such reasons (Table 18).

5a11 of the 4 vouchered students who were expelled by their
schools were expelled from medium-sized, private schools: one by a —
business/commercial school for lack of aptitude, onc by an industrial/
transportat lon school for lack of interest, and two by business/commercial
schools because of attendance problenms.

Q ) 78
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TABLE 17 N
SCHOOLS' COMPARISONS OF ESTIMATED DROPOUT RATES OF ALL VOCATIONAL STUDENTS,

MANPOWER PROGRAM STUDENTS AND VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS
(tn Percentages) . (

I

[
1

Manpower vs, All Vocatlonal Students , Voucher vs. Manpower Students

Categories of Schoéls. i | (N)
Manpower;, Manpower Manpower ; Voucher Voucher
Hlgher Saome Lower DK/NA;. Higher S ame DK/NA
. e L
/ .
Public 40 20 - 40 20 20 60 (5
Private 23 .27 18 32 9 18 73 (22)
Small 18 36 27 18 -9 9 82 [QRD) o
Medium 27 18 9 L4s 9 v 27 6h () @
Large Lo 20 - Lo 20 20 60 (5)
Multiple - 20 20 - 60 20 20 60 (5)
Business/Commarcial 30 20 20 30 10 20 70 (10)
Medical ¢ Dental Allied 50 - - 50 - 50 50 (2)
Personal Service 17 33 33 17 17 - 83 (6)
Industrial/Transportation - 67 - 33 - 33 67 (3)
Academic 100 - - - - - 100 (@)
All 26 26 15 33 11 19 70 (27)
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.t TABLE 18

REASONS VOUCHEREO STUOENTS OROPPEO OUT OF TRAINING ON OWN
INITIATIVE ACCORO ING TO SCHOOLS' INFORMATION
BY PROPRIETARY STATUS\ OF SCHOOLS®
(tn Percenthges)

Propristary Stoth of School
From Which Oropped Out

Public Private All

Work:Was Too Oifficult 17 - L
Necded an Incomo - 19 15
Preferred Working - 5 b
Porsonal Problems - . L8 37
Other ) 17 14 15
Student Gave No Reason - 33 4 19
OK/NA ) 33 - 7

Total 100 100 101}

AN) (6) (21) (27)

oExcludes 22 vouchared WIN students for whom no individual data |
arc availaolo. '

The schools' representatives indicated that child-care requirements and
illnesses, cither of the student or in t@c famlly, were quite frequently
involved in those personal problems. In two of these cases, students

had been injured in automobile accidents and thdir schools expected and

hoped that thoy would return following recovesry Although we cannot
by
give a conclusive judgement on this issuq;hii:iﬁ our impression that the
.""‘Mp‘"

7 schools quite frequently consider these dropouts to be victims of cir-

cumstance; a concommitant impression is that a number of the E;pools,

e
#
-

#

- e
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particularly the private schools, make a considerable effort to accommodate
students who encounter problems so that they can stay In training. None-
theless, we talked to a few private school operatars who accepted dropping

out by students as an inevitable consequence of a welfare system.

o s
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CHAPTER VI “

The Schools Look at Vouchering

In this final chapler, we examine briefly the experiences the

schools had with'v0u(hering and how they rcacted to it. It is impor-

tant to remember, howover, that the procedural changes which WIN made

for the administration of vocational training at the outset of the ‘tha

'

vouchering demonstration wére not announced to the schools in advance.
It is also apparent that many of our respondents did not understand what
was behind the changes they did notice It sometimos was diffieult to
determine whether the respondents are talking about vouchering per se

A

or about W!N vocational training in gencral, Moreover, some of the reac-
AN N

tions we will report séem to be directed more toward the hypothetical

context of some of our questipns than to actual experieonce with vouchering

Experienced Advantaqes opd Disadvantaqes

We mentioned ip the pravious chapter that only a few of the
schools expericnced major problems with vouchered WIN students. More-
. R d
over, those problems that the'schools did encounter were gencrally of
. B < . ; +
an individual nature rather than pr%blcms ascribed to WIN participants
? L .

& a distinct group®

An cqual proportion (30%) of the schools reported difficulties

associated with the financing and billing system or related adwinistra-
X i
tive matters. (See Table 19). A .
) ~

¥,
tpqht schools rnportcd problems in cach o:4)ﬁg? 0 cateqories--
probloms with WIN students and Vill»nq/admlnlstrat e problems But
only 2 of theso schools reported probiems in both cateqories Appar -

do not reflect nogative biases of the respondents e
- N

ently these data

ERIC = - Coge .
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TABLE 19 T
, PROPORTIONS OF SCHOO S sTATING THAT BILLING AND RELATED PROBLEMS
. ~ WERE ENCOUNTER DURING THE VOUCHEBING DEMONSTRATION. .
/// (1n Percentages) .
B . Percent
R Categories of Schools ' . - With
P PR ; "Problems (N)
. - N . i - - \
” Public - s : - 20 _ "(5) . '
Private . c - 32 (22) |
“small ,_ . ) o 36 ' (1) |
R Medium N 27 an’
- Large : “ 20 - (5)
Multiple . 20 (3)
Business/Commercial e 4o (10)
Medical & Dental Allied ; Sg (2)
Personal Service - . 3 (6)
Industrial/Transportation - (3)
" Academic - n
All ‘ 30 (27)

Probably the most serious problem reported was related directly .
to vbuchering, but was of a correctable nature., One community college , |,

te : 4
enrolled a student on the basis of the voucher, not realizing that sub- %

sequent execution of a Training Agreement was necessary to commit WIN

to payment. Although enrolled, the student failed.to attend any classes
but, Since a spaée had been reserved for the student, the college billed
WFN. WiN decl[ngd?bayment becéuse no Training Agreement had been exe-
cuted. The case resulted in extensile orréspondence and a threat of
legal action by the cdllgge. Ultimately,.however, a WIN representative
was able to clear up the misunderstanding dnd an amicable settlement was

e ' a
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. 2 . :
reached. The only other complaint dirgctly attributable to vouchering

' did not involve financial matters. One School complained that an appli-
cant appeared on the final day for voucher commitment. In order for i

the school to enrﬁll the student, it wé§ necessary for the admissions
staff to drop other activities in order to complete the applicant's R
paperwork .the same day.

THe remaining problems reported by the schools all jnvolved some
aspéct of the biNing and payment system: wunpredictability of WiIN funding,

’

slowness ©f paymenf, failuré‘to provide a tool purchase grant to a Stu-

dent at the time of enroliment, and periqodicity of billing. (See Figure
- L
5).3 These complaints do not necessarily relate directly to vouchering;
- . ‘ . 6
it is not clear whether the schools involved directed. them at the voucher-
’ L4

ing program.or at WiN in general. We think from the context®that the '
. B : e?\;

/ -

Only one school stated uneqdiv0ca]|y that the vouchered system
ES

latter is more likely.

was easier to administer than the conventional system., One additional

school said that there was no difference’betweeq the two systems. Two
A)

v . :

other comments were favorable to WIN but did not clearly indicate‘refgr—

ence to vouchering. ATl'l of the remaining schobls simply said that there

v N « .
_were no problems with the financial or billing systems. L
In essence, then, comparisons of, the vouchering and conventional
4 administrative and financial aspects of the systems by the schools indi-
, cated no particularly difficult problems. ©
. P 3
Cognizance has been taken of this case in designing vouchers ;
. for-use in future projects, ° :
] “‘. . . . |
. " “0One additional school reported no problems but said that they
would prefer to b¥11 on a quarterly rather than a monthly basis, !
. . . .
“ N '

ERIC - 84 o
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:‘ <4 w
' - Inadequately worded vouchers resulted in enrollment of studsnt
‘ «without contract. Dispute over payment of bill ensued.

- School's billing is on quarterly basis--WIN wanted monthly
billing. Also, WIN made no provision for funding for required
supplies.

- ' - Funding is sporadic--the school never knows what WIN policy will

be; allowed expenses vary from student to student. CETA is better.

- WIN wouldn't provide a tool grant soon enough--school had to

— provide tools and absorb cost for several months.
. . - WIN ran out of money and didn't pay total cost of training. Stu-
" dent had to pay rest out of pocket.

1
- WIN is sometimes a little slow in paying.

- Cumbersome, dupl™ate forms. Lag time in getting payment is

. longer for WIN. o~
- Voucher deadline caused school to drop everything to .do neces-
’ sary paperwork. P
il
. o FIGURE' 5 .
TYPES OF BILLING AND RELATED PROBLEMS
. . . ENCOUNTERED BY SCHOQLS.

_Reactions to Training Time and Cost Limits
In the Portland vouchering program, certain limits were placed

on the cost, length and type of training for which vouchers could be
* 4 ‘ .

L o
wused, We asked our respondents at the schools for their reactions to

5

.
)

thé length-of-training and cost limitations. .

The strongest reaction to the ode“year 'time limit came from the
) s
public schools, all of whom agreed that the period was too short. (See

]

Table 20.) without»ekception, the representatives of these schools argued

‘

hw|N students could not use their vouchers for training which
would last more than one year; there was no limit on cost, but any traim-
ing program which would cost more than $2500 would require approval of
the DOL Assistant Regional Director for Manpower; in general, there were
no restrictions on the occupations for which WIN students could seek
training, but training of a purely avocatidnal or recreational type was

prescribed. .

- pe
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.  TABLE 20

F;ROPORTIONS OF SCHOOLS RECORDING VARIOUS REACTIONS TO LIMITS IMPBSED ON THE PORTLAND )IOUCHERING DEMONSTRAT I ON

s {In percentages) 2
r \ “
B . i . » -
- t-vear Training }kriod § $2500 Cost
N, - : h
. Categories of Schools Pro¥ide For Shouljd More Should Ly
‘ . L:::: Reasonsble S:\:(:( Indlividual Vary With Than _ Reasonable vary With
; . Extdnsions  Occupation Adequate fPccupation
. , . , .
Public - - 100 & 0 20 60 40 - (5)
Private . 9 50 23 o 36 41 v 36 . 18 (22)
. - - .
Small 9 55 27 - . 45 45 27 . 27 (1) B
/ Medium “_/ 9 us o 18 - 27 36, 4s 9 (ny -
: Large  ” - - 100 up_ 20 60 4o - (5) 5.
. . \ :
Multiple - - 80 4 0 60 ) - (5)
Business Commercial 10 ) 60 20 < 10 * 40 - 40 20 (10)
Medical & Dental Altied - 50 50 - - 50 50 - (2)
R Personal Service 17 33 N 33 - 83 50 33 47 / (6)
Industrial/Transportation * 67 . - 4= 67 33 33 33 (3) .
Academic - - 100 - . - . - - 100 . B (1)
P
\\ Al 7 iy 37 7 3 T A s D)
W
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that the normal academic program.was 2 (or in the case of the academic
“
university, 4) years and that to fund students for only one year could
only serve to whet appetites and increase frustration.5 There was some
argument-at these schools about whéfher the overall limit should be
increased to two years, or ; basic limit of | year (for a ""diagnostic/ \
trial" period as'dne respondent put it) maintained with provision for
.
an additional year's extension if the student hSd perfo:med well.
Although favoring an increase so that a normal academic program could
be completed, one respondent at the academic university felt that the
vouchering program with a I-yea} limit still had merit because it gave
the studerits a chance to complete at least part of an academdi. education.
~
. Complete programs are generally much shorter in the private voca-
_tional schools than in community colleges and dniveraﬂ{ies It is under-
standable téat half of the private schools thought that the l-year limit
was reasonable But one quarter of the private schools thought the limit
was too restrictive, some had combinationé of programs that could Iasi R
longer than a year, and some brought up expliciyly the problem of WIN
students who were attending academic institutiony Only 2 schools, both
private, thought thét a l-year limit was too generous. Both public and
* - private schools mentioned the possiblilty of relating Iéngth-of-tra[ning .
limitations to the requirements of variousDOLcupations and Severél schools

o Kthought that extensions should be permitted in individual cases.

It should be noted though that the community colleges do have
specifi. vocational programs leading to certification in an occupation
which do nft last 2 years. Nonetheless, they consider.2 years as the
normal program. - .

6 .
As a matter of fact, other data available to us suggest that

some of the participants in the voucher program did. usg variaus means
to finance segments of their academic careers For thém, WiN provided

for | yearf-other programs could be found to cover additional petiods,
either before or after. the vouchered train%e; period.

ERIC
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A sizeable majority of the schools in each category though?

7

that $2,500 was either "more than adequate'' or reasonable for training.

Again, however, a few private schools suggested that cost limits be

related to occupations.

~

\""\ . v v
Severatkprovisions of WIN regulations are aimed at insuring that

.

institutional training is oriented toward increasing occupational eligi-
; N

bility, and the procedures for the vouchering project prohibited {raining

.
of o purely avocational nature. A question relating to this restriction

-

was dropped early_in the interviewing process because it was secn by

so\hﬂpy respondents as irrelevant, * However, our general discussions
- . >

with the vesponderits sugqti; that they accept and understand the. -
s pripciple of focusing dm tr ining.that will increase employability.
Private schools, as we have mentioned, see employment of their graduates

as an important selling point and some, at lcast, attempt to adjust to

\

labor market conditions. For example, one medium-sized, busfness{ -\
commercial school described in detail its attempts to dissuade women
from enrolling In a course for atrline and travel secretaries. This - ‘Kg

is a popular choice among applicants to the school, but the field is | R
e 4

overcrowded in the Portland urea.8 . ‘ .
{ \..
A\
7Many of the respondents used terms such as ‘'more than adcquate“
or "more than enough for our programs' in describing this limit. At the
same time, a numpcr of them recognized that costs for certain programs .

at other schools might be higher. None of the respondents felt that @
lawer, absolute limit should be set. '

8Thc school had not refused to enroll one WIN applicant for
- this course, however, and the respoadént was quite embarassed when this
case turned up in the data on indjvidual WIN students.

\n‘

‘
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N
&

. Qur impression [s that *the public schools also accept the need for

a‘gragmatic approach to incfeasing employability, but tend to put

a broader interpretation on what is likely to accomplish this goal’
Thus, courses aimed at broaderiing the student's educational backgrpund

are seen as supporting purely vocational cours;s and enhanginq the

student's longer-run chances of employment success. The academic

bjnstitution was, of course, the least oriented toward immediote employ-.

ment of the life chances of students who completed degrées.

By and large, then, none of the schools found the cost limit to

be restrictive, But the publif schools and about a quarter of the

‘ private ;chools found the length-of-training limit restrictive. Most

of the schools apparently had no problems with the employability enhance-

ment policies of WIN, partially because the policies are consistent with
the views of the private schools and partially because they have been
interpreted liberally in the past. But interpretations ‘'of what enhances .
employability are likely to véry with educatjional philosophy and we

fee! sure that the public schools, at least, would resist too restrictive

a regulation,

Attitudes Toward Vouchering

—
. Two questions in our interview schedule were aimed at determining

the respondents' reactions to the vouchering concept as such.
First, we read a statement about the vouchering concept to the

9

respondents and asked how they felt about the notion.

-

HMhe following statement was read to respondents:

Traditionally, the manpower agency has decided who will get
vocational training and also has played a major role in deciding
the occupational area and training instftution in which the client

3 would be trained. . N ’
v . N Under the voucher systém, however, client choice of occupation
EMC and school is crucial. . How does this 8@::11 seem to you?
P v | .
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The respondents' comments indicate that substantial proportions
of the schools thought that vouchering was a good idea (Table 21). This
was sopeWhat more likely to be the case among public than among private
schools. But among both thosc who agrced with the vouchering idea and those
who felt it was not a good idca, a substantial proportion felt that WIN
students nechd more counseling and screening. This, in fact, was
the major reason for not liking the vouchering idea.
We also asked for agreement or disagreement on a seriecs of state- .
ments about what might happen if vouchering were to be initiated on
a wide sralc.lD
In general, we think that the responses to this question (Toble }2)
a
reflect the '*helping poople' orientations of many of the respondents,
particularly those from public schools. Such an oricntation is likely
to be associated with heightened concern about the consequences for WIN
students of the 'wrong'' decisions they might make as well as concern about
wosted funds. Counsclors and admin{strators with this sort of strong
sonse of responsibility fog others and a professional orientation which
¢ emphasizes the use of intervention skills are likely to be somewhat
disturbed by & concept which minimizes intervention and tﬁrows a greater

I
share of responsibility on clients.

107he prefatory statement recad to respondents was:

L There's been some talk of using vouchers on a broader scale,
. but there are some differences of gpinion about the effectiveness
of thc program, Hore is what some pecople would say happen if the
voucher system were to replace the existing one. How about you, /
do you agrec or disagree with thesc statements? Additional comments P
are welcome. .

For this set of data we have included the responses of both primary and
secondary respondents. Further, since some respondents neither agreed
nor disogrecd but made morc substantive comments, all responses were

recorded ¥nto the following cateqoriés: Agree; Disagree; It all depends .
on the individual student; and Vouchering would make no difference.

ERIC | 50 S
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TABLE 21

PROPORTIONS OF SCHOOLS REACTING IN VARIOUS WAYS TOJTHE VOUCHERING
CONCEPT AND THE IDEA OF ALLOWING WIN REGISTRANTS
TO CHOOSE OWN SCHOOL AND OCCUPATION
(In Percentages)

‘

Proprietary Status

o Reactlons
Public Private All

(N = 5)4 (N = 22) (y = 27)

AGREE WITH VOUCHERING

Sucless Rate Would Be Higher If Students
Maoke Own Choice. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ho 36 37

Student Can Investigate and\:hoose Best

T ) Program. - 27 22
Agree, but Students Need More\ Counseling and i )
Better S¢reening . . . . . \N. . . . ... .. ko 27 30
DISAGREE WITH VOUCHERING v '
\ . Students Need Much More Counseling and
Screening. . . . . . . . . . ... . .. .. 02 1 15
)\ ) Opposed to All 'Publicly Funded Training
) ‘Programs T, - 5 b
' ' //f NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE
N . No Difference--WIN Always Gave Clients a Choice
of Training and 0cc§bation e e e e e - 5 b
!t All Depends on the Initiative and Maturity
s of the Student . . . . . . . ... . .. ...2 - b
Students Hesitate to Take Anything Léss Than the
Maximum They Want because They Are Afraid
Funds Will Run Out . . . & ¢ ¢ ¢« & o o o o o« = 5 L ’
. ; .
v
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In this context, it is not surprising that neither public nor

private school respondents display a great decal of confidence in WIN

participants' abilitics to make viable occupational and training choices.

|
|
|
|
. There is only modest agreement with statements supporting.client aute- 4

nomy aod roughly equal or higher disagrecement with such statements,

On the other hand, there is relatively high agreement with statements
implying client dependency and low to modest disagreement with such
statements. Thc respondents from public schools appcar to be somewhat
less confident of the clients' abilities to choose for themselves than
are the private school réspondents. Thc}c is, however, one major excep-
tion., Three-quarters of 1he public school respondents did not think
that WIN students would be talked into training they do not want or /f,_
need. These rcspoAses scem inconsistent with the putte}n of rcspdnses

to the other statements by public school respondents as well as with

the responses from the private schools.I representat ives., Since the T
private school respondents did not display this same apparent reversal

of attitude, we.cannot attribute it to an artifact of the statement.
. -

We suggest that the public schools’ represontatives are qeginq that

- -~ )
they have relatively low confidence In the clicnts' abilities to selett
. s ‘

appropsiate occupations, low confidence in‘iﬁz\éliénts' abilities to
select appropriate training, and low confidence in the moYives and
honesty of private schools. But they do have high confldén;e,gn the
clients® .abilitics to withstand a hard sell of training thch is not
what the clients have decided they want . !n short, we thi;k the public
schoo! respondents are saying that they do not think the clients cu;

make os good choices as counselors can, but once they have made o choice,

they witl stick to it. The private schools, on the other hand, display

"a bit more confidence in the clients' ability to make viable choices,

. 93 _'

B
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but are much less sanguinec than the publi¢ schoo! respondents about the
clients’ ability to withstand a hard sell.

The attitudes of the respnnden;s toward the ability of WIN
participants to choose appropriate occupations scems, however, to be
at variance with the repbrtcd behavior of the vouchered WiN students
who had enrolled in their schools. We showed in Chapter 1V that 79 /

pérccnt of the public schools and 83 percent of the private dchools

evaluated their WIN students' occuputionh\ choices as appropriate. //
Yet B8 percept of the public school respondents and 52 percent sf the

private S(hool respondents think that if vouchering is Iinstituted on X - // ]
a wuch;calc clients may choose occupations for whnch there is Iittic ' '

chance of Being employed; 38 percent of the public schoo'l and 26 percent

of the private school respondents do not think that clients can make /’ “
occupat’ional docisions that are as good as thosc of co{ziyfbrs: - /
N v 7
In part, this apparent contradiction may" result from the A

respondents' propensity for Tﬁdqinq the appropriateness of their studcntéf

0ccuputionnl choices on the % as7s of how well they did in training. Byt

we also think there is evidenge of a “bul not you'' syndromc-—of qtcrol

typing--here. We believe that thc respondents have a tendency to jmpute

lower orders of judgement and ability to unknown WIN studonts in general

than to those with whom they have had pcrsonél contact. A policy impli-

cation of this is that initial doub{s over WIN clients' abilitios to //

make their own cholces may bé largely overcome if and when vouchering is ’/

implemented on a wider ‘scale. For this raason, initial resistance to a | i

modest expansion of vouchering should probably not be taken too ﬂcrlouslf \
\

Very clearly, the private school respondents are more sanguine |

than those from the public déhools over the likelihood of advantagecous

L]
3 outcomes to be expected from qliving cli&nts qﬁnalcr freedom of choice. .
¢ . : .
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Large majorities of the private school respondents feel that freecdom

of choice would increase the students' self-esteem and ‘motivation tos

succeed in training  This is not so of the public school respondents.
We are not sure why these differences exist, but suspect thgt they may
result from differences in the sizes and structural characteristics of
the two clﬁsscs of schools. It may b; that respondents at the public
schools are horc sensitive to Objcc(}vc, burcaucratic c[i(cria such as .
qrfdcs than arg private school respondents, and that_ the latter,
operating in closer everyday contact with sludcnks, are more sensitive
to subjective phenomena such as self-csteem and motivation. To the
private school respondent in daily, face-to-face contact with students, *
mot ivation and Sclf-csxccm.urc likely to be more than absttact concqp(s.
One of the arguments frequently made in favor of vouchering in
programs for the disadvantaged is that, by recasting agency clients in

the role of independent ‘‘purchasers'’ of servicts, it will minimize the

stigmatization as welfare clients, saen as contributing to low self-esteem
One-third of the respondents agreed that vouchering would make WIN

students feel more comfortable since they would not be identifiable as

.

“poor' or ''on welfare," and less than one-fifth disagreed. Most
interestingly, though, roughly one-quarter 3f the respondents said that

vouckering would not make any difference simply because they did not
)

<ec Stigmatization as a problem in the conventional system. As we

mentioned ~sin Chapter !1, most respondents did not feel that WIN students

were singled out as '‘different'’--in the large schools because students

ar'e 1ost in Che crowg and, in the smaller schools, because everyone is
N
sceking to improve employabiltity, .

Finally, the remaining finding we think worthy of comment here \

is that ,4; respondents felt that vouchering would reduce administrative

9o




N
<J5-
poperwork, Private school respondents were more 1Tkely than those from
\
- public schools to scc adiinistrative advantaqes, in vouchering, but

. Y

those taking this position were still \n the minority,

PSS

O
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. CHAPTER VI

Summary and General Conclusions 5

* This report has presented the results of a sucvey of

27 schools, 5 public and 22 private, in which WIN registrants were
enrolled for vocational training during_th; vgucheriqg‘feasibil}ty test
in Portland, Oregon. Ouyr data include the reSpon;es of School repre-
sgﬁtatives to an interview schedgle which asked about the schools, their
operations, their reactions to the vouchering program and, additionalfy,
what the schools said about some lhévof‘the'IGB WIN negistrants who
had spent their training vouchers in the schools. We have frequently
supplemented quantitative analysis of our data with qualitati&e inter-
pretations of our discussions with the schools' representatives. .

We found rather pervasive differences in the responses of public
and privaferschools on a number of measures. We attribute these
differences in large part to differences in the size, organizat ional *
structures, and training philosophies of the two categories of schools.

The large, public schools operate underva mandate'to provide
educational and trarning services to the widest possible spectrum of the
population. Theirpolicy, in general, is one of open enrollment and
their approach to training seems to fall well within the ethos of the
educational profession. -Although there is a high level of social
concern and commitment to social programs, so far as we are able to judge
from oqr discussions; the size and bureaucratic style of organization in

these schools appear to contribute to a certain impersonal ity and

laissez-faire reliance on the student's own efforts and initiatives.
—_— . : \
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The private schools seem to us to be more pragmatic in their

. " orientation toward vocational training, Profit-oriented for the most
paré, the;e-schoolg recognize that the placeﬁentvof qualified graduatés
in jobs is one of tgeir major selling points, Therefore, they tend t;
be acutely sensitive to what‘they see as.the essential needs and -,
interests of employers, and they tend to put the emphasis on providing

their students with basic occupational skills in the shortest possibte

- 3

time, This pragmatic orientation, as weillgs smaller establ ishments
and much smaller student, bodies, contribute to more frequent reliance
on pe#sonal contact and greater informa{ity in counseling and placement
activities. By the same token, the private schools are more insistent
on attendance and more likely to Folfow-qp quickly when a student
appears to be having problems, For these private schools, qualifying
their students for employment in the shortest pratticable time is the
principal goal. And, at least in their view, their preparation of
students must be adequate if the schools are to maintain their standing

.

with employers and the community.
'8y and large, bq}h pub;i( and private schools gave favorable
evaluations of students fra; the WIN program, including the vouchered
students. But the shift td vouchéring itself did not seem to have made
much difference to the.schools, and the idea of vouchering--of increasing
the freedom of WIN elients to méke their owﬁ decisions--evoked mixed
responses from the schools. Althohqh there were only a few cases in
which the schools haa encountered students who were not prepared to make
viable decisions, there is a fairly stréng tendency for school personnel
to assume that people from WIN, or presumably any other manpower program,

[ need extensive screening and counsel ing.
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/
think, there is

* In both the pub]ic and private schools, w
generally a high level of interest in the welfare \and succesg of
students. Both categories of schools s€em genuinel¥ committed to their

: ’
particular philosophies and styles of training over and
structural and motivational factors th;t give rise to thg’diffe}encesf
. _ '

For the most part, our respondents in both categories of schools
impressea us as genuinely convinced that (heir method was best for Y
their students and they appear to work hard.tn adapt their particular
systems to the needs of their students. To be sure, we came away
with questions in our minds about two or three of the private schools,
schools whose repre}entatives did not con&ince us of the high degree
of concern and commitment thnt we have just described. By and {%Tgé,
however, we think that most of the schools are trying to do a‘good
job--in somewhat different ways. . W

0u; observations support wilms" initial conténtion that the
settings in which public and private schools provide vécational training
are conceptually different. Wilms argues that the private schools'
""dependent relationship on output markets,' contrasted with the

dependence of public schools on the tpolitical process,' results in

differences between the two types on a number of factors, including:

Private Schools Public Schools
’
Emphasis on employment ) Multiple objectives and
qualification ‘ requirements for nonemployment

academic wprk
Selection of students with hlqh
placement probab|||ty Open- enrollment wtth some
‘ internal selection .
Greater flexibility tg_meet student . .
and employer needs : Less flexibility in'meeting
student and employer needs

H

.

Less emphasis on job placement

ERIC
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. We have mad%‘§imi|ur polnts on the basis of the informatﬁbn we gathered,

We cannot draw any conclusions as to whether or not these differences
make one type of school 'better' -than the other, nor can we confirm
or_refute any of Wilms' evaluative findings. Butywe submit that the
existence of these differences is important because either set of
characteristics may be advantageous for some students and not for others,

’ OQur conclusions.are, of course, based on the data which repre-
sentatives of the vari8u§ schogls gave us and on the impressions we
formed while talking with these respondents. We now havé a much
better feel for how the schools fnvolved in the vouchering demonstration
interpret theif own operations and how they look at the vocational train-
ing situation, though. q

Bayond that, we know that the voucher system, pcr se, posed no
particular problems for the schoels. We think that this Specif}L finding
can be generalized to a larger p0pulqtioB of schools with sufficient
confidence that vouchering of insti(utiokal training can be applicd on
a wider s~ale without undue concern on rh&l point,
Moreover, the schools so far do not scem to have chchq

unethically or in an exploitative manner with respect to vouchering;
the private schools, about which concern is most often expressed,
apparently did not tailor courses especially for the program, they .
profess rcasonable insistence on apycndancc and performance standards,
and there is some screening aimed at‘prGVcntinq students from pursuing
inappropriéte training objectives. At the same time, one cannot conc lude

from this that problems will not arise if vouchers do become available

on a larger scale and over a Ionqpr period of time,

100 -
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It may be that the vouchered students'-views of the schoois

and of the training they received will be somewhat different than the

~
o=

sto?y we got from the schools. And any attempt at evaluating the
effectiveness of training, whether on the Jimension\of voschering/
nonvouchering or on the dimension of type of school, wlll’havc to
await analysis of posttraining labor force cxpe?chfc. Nonetheless,
we*would bA less than truthful ;f we did not admit that, in,addition
to cstabliskinq the feasibility of vouchering from the schools'
standpoint and describing a number of relevant aspects of vouchered
vocational training, we have gained an impression that is favorable

to the private schools. Qc believe at this point that replications of

R T
the vouchering demonstration on a wider scale should pet be inhibited

by concerns about the motives and methods of most private schools.
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2

. ~

As we mdntioned in the main body of this report, certain design

.
-~

feoFurcs of the study as well as several reality constraints infposed
limitatlons on the scope of the data éollcctcd. The' factors which c0n-f
tributed to this limitgtion are outlined bcIOf. We did not, in thctstrict
sense, get the organizations' perspectives on the vouchering progrom; we
obtained the views of one, or in some cases two, officials whose organiza-
tional positions d}ffcrcd. We interviewed one person at 19 schools and 2
persons’ at the rcmalning 8 schools. In most of the cases where there were
2 respondents, one provided the bulk of the information obtained with the
other corroborating or filling in from time to time, A breakdown of our

respondents' positlons is shown in Table Al, These rcsﬁbndcnts were des-

. ignated by the schools. We believe that they were appropriate persons and

3

thaé\zhcy were capable of speaking for their organizations. Nonetheless,

some of their responses very probably reflected pe}SOnul and positional biaSes.
- Beca;se of considerations pertaining to the protection of the °

rights of human subjects, Part B information ;oncerning individuals was

ob;ainod anonymous ly when it was obtained at all. That is to say, we

do not know the identity of any ﬁ(udcn( for whom we collected school

evaluations and reports in the second part of the interview. While this

will preclude future matching of information from the schoois with infor-

mation obtained from the students in a separate series of interviews, we

felt that the fesearch task did not warrant the breach of privacy which

identification of individuals in Part B would have involved.
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TABLE Al

POSITIQNS OF RESPONDENTS TO SCHOOL SURVEY
~ (in Percentages)
P , . »

3

. - Primary Secondary All
f°5“‘°” in Orgghization gegpondent Respondent Respondents .

Adminisyrator . . 12 31

Business Offic
Representative - 38 17

Registrar
Counselor

Owner 22

Total 99
(N) (27)

We were not ;ble to obtain information nn individual srudents
in 22 cases. Anonymity requirements precluded collection of informa-
tion on individual studpnts.cnrollcd in schools at which fewer than
throe vouchered WIN studgnts had enrottied (15 cases) and the schools
were unable ta provide any information on sovoq;ytudents, usually
because a studznt had registered but haa had no furghcr contact with
the school. Table A2 brecaks these cases down by public/érivatc stotuﬁé
slze and occupational specialization area of the scﬂools. The most
serious gaps in the individual data occur among small schools and personal
servige schools where Ui and 64 percent of thc WIN students }espcc(ivcly

were not covered. We cannot therefnre, make Inferences for these types

of schools,
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TABLE A2 | \
o

ANALYS IS OF MISSING PART B DATA ON INDIVIDUAL VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS

.

» No Data Collected School Had No Data Total Missing Data
- N S ~—— .
Categories of Schools Percent of All Percent of All . Percent of All
. ) Number WIN Studcnt; Number WIN Students Number WIN-Stydents
of Cases in Category of Cases in Category of Cases in Category

.

Proprictary Status .

Public ' (1) 1 (5) 7 - (6) 8-
Private (14) 14 (2) 2 (|6). 16
Size ’ . ?
Smal | (1) 4 ) . (12) it
Mod ium Ty (1) ) (4) 6
Large (1 1 (s) 7 (6) 8
Qccupationol Specialization .
Multiple (2) 3 (s) 8 (7 A )
Busincss/Commercial (6) 11 (1) 2 (7 13
Medical and Dontal Allied (-) (-) - (-) (-) (-)
Personal Services (n 6h - (-) (n (64)
Industrial /Traonsportation (-) (-) (1) 5 (1) 5
Academic 2 (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-)
) 2 . .
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One school declined tu give out performance data on individual

students even under conditions of anonymity. Additionally, at one
public Qchool there was no centralized location where complete data on
individuals could be obtained within Ehc time available (WIN voucher
students comprised only 0,2 percent of the total student body of over
17,000 at this school.) This school later collated and provided data on
s ome indiv}duals for a few items, but was unable to do so for the
remaining topics. Ffor these reasons, some of the data presented in this
report include rather large proportions of '‘don't know/no answer''

responses.
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APPENDIX B .
N Interview Scheodules
Part A - Schools Questionnaire

, Part B - Individual Voucher Clients
e M't'“ : \
v ; v N
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~
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Schools Questionnaire

‘ The following qucstndns deal with a study of v0ukhcrcd training
which we have been conducting. '
In,the voucher system, the client in a manpower program s qich
f
a certificate (voucher) which ‘%entitles him to vocational training in the
occupational area of his choice and at the training institution of his
choice. In this system, client choic% of occupation and school is
crucial JP contrast to the more rrud}tionul manpower training system

where these decisions are made By employment counselors or staff persons.

was among the training institutions

chosen by voucher clients here in the Portland area.

. -
This questionnbirc consists of two parts. Part A uskh some v
questions about your school and its programs and contains some gencral
questions about voucher traipees. Part B asks about the individual
vouchered students who enrolled in your school under thl; special

proqrd%.
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Name of school.

‘

, 2. Position of respondené¥

3. How many instructors and, other professionals are on your staff?

f

Number of instiructors

Number of othef professionals

3

N
Ir 7S

4

L, Does your school have VA agproval (i.e., by the state approvaf
agency)? :
. |

Yes. . . . . 0

. - . No . . . . . 1

1 5, A. How many students were enrolled here (in vocational
" training) during the past year?

- Total of students (including manpower students).

B. How many of them were (vocational) students from manpower
programs such as MDTA, WiN, or some other program (includes
< .voucher students)? - '
Total vocational education students from -
#o ) manpower programs,

.

A E -

~»

O
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6. A. | need to khpw a bit about your admission procedures.
What steps do you normally take in deciding whether to
enroll an applicant for vocational training?

Yes No
Do you:
a. have a general interview with applicant. . . . . . O 1
> b. determine prior schooling. . . . I 1
c. determine prior work experience. . . . . . . ., . . 0 1
d. examine school transcripts . . . . . . « « . o . . 0 1
e. get references from previous emp loyers$ : . e .. 0 |
" f.. give general R ]
intelligence test T« 001
g. give educational .> Specify
achievement test T tests’ ) . 0 1
’ h, give oceupational
aptitude test J : . O 1
Te NONE ¢ v v v o 0 v e v o e e e e e e e e e 0 |
Je o Other. o . o L L e o e b e e e e e e e e 0 1

3

B. Are these norqﬁl admission proceedures for all (vocational
education) applicants or do they vary for different people
or different courses? =« . - :

They are normal for all applicants (sktpTO07) . ... . O
They vary with individual applicants (o oN TO 6C) . . . . ]
'\'NA B - ' I
They vary with individual courses (GO ON TO 6%). e e e e 2
e N R -

C. How dc admission proceedures vary with individual
applicants or courses? ;

110
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So far as you know, were there any voucher people who
applied here for training but were refused?

Yes.

Yoe v e s

No (SKIP T0 Q.8)
]

B. How many? :

C. Why were they refused admission? (PROBE FOR IND!VIDUAL REASONS)

.

A. How about your recruitment proceedures? How do you
usually go about attracting (vocational education)
students? (PROBE FOR METHODS AND MEDIA)

B. Do you have staff persons who specialize in recruiting?
Yes. . . .,

No . . . ..

C. What do they do?

111
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9. What would you say are the pros and cons of the (vocational)
training program here as opposed to a (public/private) school
with similar course work? '

Now & bit more about your students:

10. A. What Is the usual dropout rate among your {vocational
training) students?

B. Does this vary with specific occupational areas?
Yes . . . . .

No {SKiP TO 11)

C. How does it vary? Why?

ERI!
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11. A. Are dropout rates for students from manpower programs
higher, lower, or aboul the some as for your. (vocational
training) students in gencral?
Higher dropout rate for manpower program students. . . . . 0
About the same . . + ¢ o ¢« o v i e e e e e e e e e i
Lower dropout rate for manpower program students . . . . . 2
DNA, no cxperience with manpower program students. . ., . . 3
ASK 118 ONLY AT SCHOOLS WITH 8 OR MORE VOUCHERS: (Mount Hood,

¢ Portland Community, Bryman, Western Business, Northwestern College
. of Business, Technical Training Service)

B, In your experience with the voucher students, are their
dropout rates higher, lower, or about the same as for
students from manpower programs?

Higher for voucher students. . . . . . . . .« . . . . ... 0o -
About the same . . . v . ¢ v v ¢« ¢ o o o e e e e . a e e 1
Lower for voucher ;tudents Vo e e e e e e e z
DNA, no experience with manpower program students. . . . . 3

12. Of all your vocational training students who fail to complete
their course work, what proportion are:

a. Asked to leave by the school %
b. Dropout of their own volition %
e
"
@

113
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13. A. How about attendance in (lass amung the studenly here who
are from manpower programs? {s it higher, or lower, of about
the same as for other students? :

Higher, . . . . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e 0

~ About the same. . . . . . . . . . . L L. L0 . 0. 1
Lower . . . . . . L e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2
Can't say, no experience with manpower students . . ., . . 3

B. Usually, when a student is from a manpower program, the agency
checks periodiarally with the school to verify attendance.
Suppose this requirement were to be eliminated. Do you think '
attendance would go down, or go up, or wouldn't it chanye? g\
I
1

Attendance would go down . . . . 0
Attendance would go up . . . . . 1

Attendance would not change. . . 2

And about the services you are oble to offer your students:

14. Do you provide educational counseling services to your
studerts prior to training?
Yes (briefly desciibe In space below). . . . . . . . O

NO o v e e e e e e e e 1

A

A. Arc they provided durind training?
f
Yes.(bricfly dps:ribc in space below). . . . . . . . 0

o 1

|
i
~ | 114 . J
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S

15. Do you provide job scarch and/or placement se[viccsEfor
your studcnts?

N

Yes (DESCRIBE BELOW AND ASK Q. 15A).
v No (SKIP TO Q. 16) . . . . . . a.

A. Vhat perceniagc of all your graduates do you place?

.
~

Now some questions about your expecricnce with the voucher system:

16. A. Did you encounter any major problems with the voucher
trainees themselves?

' ’ Yes (GO ON TO B).

No (SKIP TO Q. 17).

B. What were they?

> 17. Were there any particular advantages or difficulties
associated with the financing or billing system?

ERIC
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Traditionally, the manpowcr agency has decided who will get vocational
training and also has played a major fole in deciding the occupational
arca and training institution in which the client would be tri&ned.

18. Under the voucher system, however client choice of oc:upation and
school is crucial. How does this system seem to you? {(PROBE:
ls it better for the agency to do sore screening of clients,
determine who is best suited for training, and then send them to
a school for training via this traditional system, or is it
better to have the client made these decisions?

(4

EXPLAIN: DIFFERENTIA BL~SURE TO COVER SCREENING, OCCUPATIONAL
CHOICE, SCHOOL CHDICE,) RROBING ! F NECESSARY,

-
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\\\ 19. A, in the Portland program, limits were put on the cost, length, and
type of training for which the voucher could be used. 1'd like to
ask you about what effccts you think the limits might have had,
First, the voucher clients could not take training which would last
more than a year. How does that limit seem to you? s it reasonable
and realistic, or would it be better to have some other provision?
(SAY: for a longer period, or maybe a shorter period. Why do you

think that?)

2
3
B. Second, the cost of training could not exceed $2500 without special

clearance, How do you feel about this? s this a reasonable limit,
or would you suggest some other provision?

My e

C. Finally, the students' vocational choice could not Pnclude a
vocational or recreational type of training such as golf or
switiming. Other tham that, vouchers could be used for any
occupation at all. What do you think of this provision? Would .

you suggest changing it in any way® ' k,
p -
. 4

>

ERIC ” ;
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20. There's been some talk of using vouchers for vocational training
on a broader scale, but there are some differences of opinioa
about the effectiveness of the program, Here-is what some pcople
say would happen f the vouchor system were Lo replace the

N existing one. How aboul you, do you agree or dissurce with these
. statements. Additional comnents arce welcome!

Agree Disagree

A. Manpower clicnts would make occupational decisions

which are just as good as those made by manpower

training counselors . o . . L L . . 0w e e e 0 1
B. Decision-making by the client would incrcase his

self-esteem | . . . . L L L L L L L L o0 e L s 0 }
C. Students would be more tomfortable, because it would

not be so oubvious to school personnel, tecachers, or

other student< that they arc 'poor'' or '‘on welfare' | 0 ]
D. 1f c¢licnts rather thah counselors deal with the

schoolsg, they will be talked (nto training that they

recally don't want or néed . . . . . . e e e e 0 }

|

E. 1f clients arce left on their own, they may choose

occupations for which there is little or no chance

of being employed . . . . . . L L L L 00 0oL 0 I
F. Manpower clients would be able to s&Tect a vocational

training school just as wiscly as the (ounsclors. | . 0 I
G. The voucher system would reduce administrative

paper work, . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e 0 |
H. Decision-making by the (lient would increase his

motivation te successfully complete training, . . . . 0 1
1. Some schools will try to sell training to clients

which is nol suited to their needs or abilities . . . - 0 1

J. Since the truuing is paid for by the government, the
clients may 1 hoose exionsive schools, cven though
cqualtly effective training would be wvaitable
elurwhere at o lower caost o . . . . L L oL L .. 0 |

o | 118 1
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Port B--Individ&ial Voucher Clients
. "
PJsilion of respondent
i
"1} clieat 1.D, No. _ :
' .

- 2. Name of school. _

©

1
i

}. Program in which enrolled {

L, Dpid client have another program in mind when (he/she) first
applied here?

- Yes~(GO TO Q. bA) . . . . . O

No {SKIP TOQ. 5) . . . . . 1

A. Vhat program was that?

B. |f diffcrent, why was this change mede?

o
, 5. Did you make any (other) changes in the training plan such
N R as chongying the length, «nst, or content specifically for
this student? (What? Why, if not obvious?)
]
, Change in length, . . . . . 0
. Change in cost. . . . . . . 1
N . .
! . Change in content . ., . . . 2

‘T\\‘g\\ T

.ERIC
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-
/ 6. What steps, did you toke in deciding to admi t »
to training in this vocational area? s

[] Check here if R says same as Q. 6, Part A,

- LN
Yes No
a. Gencral intorview . . . . o o o e e e e e e e 0 I ;
b. Detcrmination of prior schooling. . . . . . . « ... 0 | |
c. Determination of prior work cxpericnce. « . .+ . . . O 1
d. Examination of prior school transcripts . . . . . . . 0 I
! ™l
e. References from previous émployers. . . . . . . . . . 0 1
+ N
f. General intcl}igcncc testing. . o o % v o o o e o .. 0 T
g. Educational achievement testing . . . . . . e ... 0 1
h. Occupational aptitude testing . . . . . « « . « . . & 0 I
ol
1o ROMC. o eln e e e e e e e 0
j.oother (gPecifv) o o oo oo e e e e 0 !
/

7. A. Do you consider his/her occupational choice to be
appropriate?

EXPLAIN: IN WHAT WAYS APPROPRIATE OR NOT APPROPRIATE., PROBL FOR
ABILITILS, BACKCKOUND LABOR MARKLT DEMAND, ETC.

. Appropriate (SKIP TO Q. 8). . .. . . O

Not appropriate (GO ON TO Q. /B). . . 1

-~ - e e

»

B. Did you take any action 1o advise or assist Lhe student
in making a more surtable choice? v (PROBL)

B

3

ERIC 7
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- IF NGT ALRTADY ASCLRTAILLD: _
g oid you provide educational/tramning counse ling SErvices ;
to this student prior ta or duriag trarning? N
Yes  No T
" - — — |
’ . . |
Prior to truining., . . . . . O I 1
. During training, . . . . . . 0 |
! 9. A. What obout his/het choice Of schools? Do you think that ,
your tiaining pro,an s best s ted for o
-~ or would it be better o f he/she were somevherce clse? R
N .
 EXPLAIN: AND IF BETTLR LLSEWHLRE, WHERE AND WHY.
R R
B. Did (licat atictel classes heil?

’ ' Yes., . . . . [¢]

No . . . . . 1

. ~~ .
IF CLIENT NEVLR ATTENUkOf/E;;:?,H[RL[ JAND TERMINATEL INTLRVIEW , |

- .

¢

-
at

v | | 421
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10. How would y;a; say that compares (ed) to
other (vocational training) students here 1n terms of the folloyl)ng
' Above Below
Average Average Average
r/‘ v
Vlould you say average, above average, or @elow average?
I
“r
o, ~class performance . 0 1 2
. b. gecneral a})litudvs and abilities . 0 N 2
c. pfeparation for trajning.<. . . . . . . . . .. 0 ! 2
d. oattendance. 0 1 2.
- “ . N ’
e, Interest. . . ... oo e 0 1 2 .
.. )
f. motivation. . . . . ... o v e s 0 1 2
° 1
11. Is traineq stil) in training, has he/she completed, *
or did he/she lc-dvé‘! Hefore finishing?
E |1
. \h‘. : " f-Stlll in training (SKIP TO Q, 13). 0
é‘&* . . " -
- i Complctcd trafning (SKItP TO Q. 13) . . . . -}
. chl before finishing (GO ON TO Q. 12) . . 2
AY
H
11)2.
O
¢
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t2. Was traince asked to leave by the school, or did He/she
drop out on his/her own.

Asked to leave by school (GO ON TO Q. J2A). . . O

Left on own (SKIPTO Q. 12B). . . . « o v .o . . 1 )
12. A. VWhy was trainee asked to leave?+ DO NOT READ--USE AS CHECKL!ST
DO NOT READ--USE AS CHECKLIST ALD PROBE | F NECESSARY
- a. Poor class performance , . . . . ... ... ..n .. O ] -
b. Lacked aptitudes and abilities e e e e e ]
.c. Poor attendance. . . . . . . . ? e e e e e e e e e e 2
SKIiP TO
d. Lacked interest. . . . . « « . v e 4t 4 4 e s e .. 3 Q. 16
e. Lacked mot?vati?n.f. e e .’. e e e v e i e e e b
f. Other (specify). v v v v v v v o v e v v v e e e 5
) J
B. What reason did the student give for leaving?
DO NOT READ--USE AS CHECKLIST

Course work was too dificult., . . . . . ¢« ¢« v ¢ v ¢ v o v W 0
4 Needed an income (JOb). v v & ¢« v v 4 ¢ 4 4 4 e 0 e a e . 1
Just preferred working to attending school. . . . . . . .. 2
\\\\“/‘5\ Decided against this Occupation . . . . . v o & o« « o o + 3
. : : ‘ SKIiP TO
Had family or personal problems . . . . . . . v o . . ... bk Q. 16
Transportation preblems . . . . . v ¢ 0 e ¢ 4 e 0 e 0 e 5

GAVE NO FBASON. v v 5 o + s o o o o o o o o & + o o v o o 6

Other (Specify) v v v v v v v v 6 e v e o s o o s o a e 7J

FOR THOSE WHO HAVE COMPLETED: TRAINING ONLY. FOR STURENTS STILL IN
TRAINING, SKIP TO Q. 17,

-

13, Did (traince) reccive a deyree or certificate upon
completion of this program?

Ycs (DCSCRiBE "AND GET NAME OF DOCUMEWT) . . . . 0

Q : NOw v v e e e e e e e e e e e

ERIC 423
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Iy, A. Did trainee get placement assistance when he/she finished?

15,

O
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Yes (€O TO Q. 14C) . . .

No (SKIP TO Q. 14B). . .
\ :

B. Did the trainee get a job?
Yes (SKIP TO Q. 15). . . .
No (SKIP TO Q. 1€}
DK (SKiP TO Q. 16) . . .

. DM‘@MP?OQ.IQ.. ..

. what type of assistance? PROBE

L. Did the irainee get a job?

-

Yes (GO ON TO Q. ILE). . .

No (SKIP TO Q. 16) . . . .

. DK (SKip TO Q. 16) . . .
L4

E. Did the trainee get the job with your (school's) assistance

or did he’she find it on his/her own?
With school's assistance .

"Found on own .

Have you had any feédback from the trainee's emp!oyer?
Yes (specify content).' .

No .

L2




e

16. Use this space for any additional comments concerning the
client and/or the program.

. -
4

FOR STUDENTS STILL IN TRAINING ONLY:

of this program? .

|
|
’ 17. Will trainee receive a degrce or certificate upon completion

. Yes (DESCRIBE AND GET NAME OF DOCUMENT) . . . . O

NOu v v v e e e e e e N e e e e e e e e e 1

18. Will trainee gct placement assistance when he/she finishes?

[ )

Yes (ASK Q. 1LA)

No (SKIPTO Q. 16) . . . . . . . ]

14, A. What type of assistance?

19. Use t..5 spacc for any additional comments on the client
and/or the program.

El{fc 125
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APPENDIX C
SPECIFIC VOCATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAMS IN WHICH
VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS WERE ENROLLED

'

v
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PROFESS IONAL/TECHNICAL

Accounting R
Data Processing
Data Processing, executive

and managemen't
Nursing
Nursing Assistant
Occupational

Therapy Technician
Operating

Room Technician
Medical Assistant
Dental Technician
Dental Assistant
Medical

Records Technician
Anthropology, academic
Psychology, academjc
Social Science, academic
Biology, academic

" Broadcast Management

and Announcing
Commercial Art
Audio-visual Technician

MANAGEMENT/ADMIN ISTRATIVE

Business Management
Medical Management

CLERICAL

Clerk-Typist
Secretaries
general
executive
professional
medical
legal
automation
broadcast
airlines
Receptionists
general
professional
medical .
Keypunch
Bookkeeping-Keypunch
Bookkeeping
Library Assistant

[

inciudes ol

£

-106-"

OPERATIVES, Except Transportation

Automotive, mechanics and related
Diesel Mechanic

Welding

Upholstering

TRANS PORTAT ION OPERATIVES

‘Truck Driving

PERSONAL SERVICES

Child Care Aide
Food Preparation
Barbering

Beauty Operator

OTHER

Landscaping
Forestry

L)
. }

> NOT?: Names of programs differ slightly ﬁrém school to school.
nly programs reported by schools

vouchered WIN students were collected.
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