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C. In 1974, vouchers for institutional vocational
training were available in the Work Incentive.Prograg (WIN) in :
h Portland, Oregon, from April until the end of Septemper. Voucher - a
recipients were allowed up to six weeks in which to decide about a . ,
training. occupation, loecate an appropriate school, and make -~
arrangements for enrollment. Relationships between the WIN staff and .
WIN clients were restryctured: Whereas-staff members had given LS
diréctive counseling to\their clients, they now gave information and
personal’ support in a nogndirective manner. Three quarters of the
™ voucler recipients ver omen. ‘One hundred fifty four. voucher
recipients were interviewed when they committed their vouchers to
training schools (i.¢. in the committment phase). Equivalent ,
questions wére asked of 163 trainees who did not have vouchers. -
Responses of voucher recipients and trainees without vouchers were
compared. Phesé responses dealt with such topiés as: the h
characteristics of institutional trainees; t%g trainee's < '
predispositions toward occupations viien they’eéntered WIN and the ways
. in which institutional training was presented to thew initially; the
«w~ T extent to which trainees engaged in decision-making about , \
' participation in institution training’ as well.as.about training .
occupations and schools; the occupations and schools chésen; and, the
factors which influenced decisions in the Portland WIN' - °
"institutionalized training program. However, the changes that did
occur in the commi++ment phase vgrevjudged'desirable. (Author/JH)
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Introduction
Essentially, vouchering is a mechan|sm for modlfylng "the relation- -

/~sh|ps between public agencies and thelr anents by replacing the provision.
" of goods or services in kind with some form of authorlzatlon which will
|6 e client to select and 'purchase'' what is needed- from. the avanl-_;sﬂ
able market supply. Thus, voucherlng is intended to |ncrease the decision~

maklng autonomy of the clients of publlc services._

. . ?
It has been hypotheslzed that the grantlng of decnsnon making
autonomy to cl|ents along W|th responsibility for their decisions will
:{Q\ _ increase the clients' feeling$ of control over their own|lives as well .as

‘their sense of |nvolvement in programs and their commltment to the achleve-
ment gf successful outcomes. At the same time, by,placlng the -vendors' of
servnces in competition, v0ucher|ng W|Tl hypothetically, make vendors
more rezponslve to the needs of cl|ents, encourage |nnovatlve\entrepreneurs

‘to enter the market and discourage vendors whose serV|ces the clients

judge to be ineffectlve At the same time, ¥a number of %uestlons were
raised WI%P respect to WIN clients! ab|l|ty and wnlllngne’s to make the
necessary decisions about |nst|tut|0nal vocationat tralnfng as Well as
‘ ’ _ the|r vulnerabllj;y to explgitation~by unscrupulous vendors of tralnlng
> /4' In 1974 vouchers for institutional vocational tra|n|ng were
available in the WIN program in Portland, Oregon, durlng the perlod from
T “Apri] uhtll the end of September.. Voucher rec|p|ents wlre allowed up to
R 6 weeks in which to make a decision a&gut a tralnlqg ‘occupation, locate
ah approprxate school, and make- arrangements for en#ollment The vouchers
guaranteed that the costs of’ tralnlng would be undenertten by WIN for a
> s pen/pd not éxceedlng one year The vouchered training could be for any '
océupat on, but was to he of a nature that would lead to employablllty
at the i&d 6f the tralnlng(nerlod training for purely avocatlonal pursunts

RPE was ekcluded. " There u;;? no limits placed on the cost of trainind, but 3

any;ffoposed program which would entail costs to WAl in-excess 'of $2, 500

requi‘red review and approval by the AsS|stant Regional Director for

'Manpower. Vouchered training was to be conducted within the Oregan\oortlon
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- of.the Portland Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), i.e’ . )
'.-'wsthln the area served by the PortlandeIN offlce. By the end of .
~September 1974, 167 WIN partrclpants had chosen ‘to take vouchers for
Fal

vocational i?alncng and had commltted them to publlc or pr|vate
schools : .
Even\\ho\gh the |ssU|ng of " vouchers to cl|ents seeklng |nst|tu-

tional training woyuld theoretically |ncrease their autonomy by trans-. . .
ferring control of the economic resources with which training could be
.purchased (to thep, this was not consndered‘sufflclent to create an
» N effective vouchEring program. First, the restructurﬁng of relatlonshlps
Cowy : between the WIN staff and WIN cllents involved a' reorlentatlon of staﬁiw

.roles from relat1vely direct |nvolvementoof staff members |n the making

and carrying out of clients' dec|s|ons to nondirectivye- provnslon of .

nnnformatlon and personal support To facllutate this reorlentatlon, a ) ‘
+  short training program in nondirectjve gundance was provnded for the - ‘ '
WIN 4gunselors in Portland Secondly, SInce resbonsnblllty for the

-being.af ¢ jents was not d|m|n|shed by the shlft to voucherlng,'it

, A well-
= was necessary, to make information resources avanlable to cllents who '
- fwushed to make use of them... In Portland these resources |ncluded the | )

'Q{egon Employment Servnce ccupatlonal pamphleLs generally ava|lable in R
e WIN office; the resourc s which WIN Job developers and counsequs had -

. lnd|V|dually-estabhlshed, an extensive “indexed l|st of - publlc and

prlvate trdining schols in the Portland area, and Federal Trade Commission "
Consumert's Bulletln No.. 13 "Our Vocattonal Tralnlng Can Guarantee You.

the Job of a Llfetlme n Addltlonally, a tested client self—assessment
procedure ‘was ava|lable and WIN staff counselors were tralned to encourage

fts use by clients; as well'as,’ to asslst |n its use by clients ‘who wanted "o

23Qg;uch assistance. - R
L ' A . -
) Tl . The Portland proje ;s originally cohceived as a limited test

'of the admlnlstratlve feaslbtlltyaof voucherlng |nst|tut|onal vocatlonal
tra|n|ng At an early stage however,,the reseanch was expanded to
|nclude the collectlon of data from voucher rec:plents, as well as from

" a comparuson group of WIN partICIpantS who had recelved |nst|tut|onal
training under ‘' the regular procedures ‘betyeen l972'and 1974. Voucher :
recipients were |ntervle§ed in three waves: at about the time they

=™

committed their vouchers to tra|n|ng schools, followung the end of the|r

- R . . . <L .
\ . .

£ N . /‘,“ .‘.' 4 . _‘
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\—j>. tralnlng, and some 6- l2 months folloW|ng the end of tralnlng WIN
- 'partlcupants in the regular comparison group were |nterV|eWed once in
the fall of 197k; the content of. these regular |nterV|ews covered that - -
of all three |nterV|ews of the voucher recnplents ThIS report covers
the perlod when voucher recipients were choosnng their tra|n|ng occupa-
tions and schools and\ns based on the responses of’ﬁSh voucher recipients
(92%) who were intérviewed during the first wave and on responses to the
» equivalént questions of 163 regular trainees (47%)

The Portland institutional voucherlng project was intended and

‘designed as policy-oriented research conducted in a real world setting.

‘“t'\ This entailed acceptance of certgin conditions which imposed limitations
.J . on_the validity and generalizability of the research. Among the most-
significant of these conditions were the following: ' i
, . e The voughered institutional training program was conducted

by the regular WIN staff concurrently with the larger, on- .
. ‘/q\ “going WIN program.” Comsequently, policy decisions and
) -aHministrative actions external to the research project
itself lnevitably affected the project,'introducing-variables
/ ' . .which we often could ‘not measure, let alone control. For
. example, .a cut-off of HEW child-tare funds pendlng completion
. . of a Congresslonal review threatened at one polnt to shut
SO pi " off the child care services ava|lable to WIN participants in
r.—ﬂﬂ“, . ~ Portland. Thhs would have altered the mix of persons to whom
vouchering was available by effectlvely el|m|nat|ng volunteer

women clients who usually are rather heawily represented in
’ # . ¢ .. AN
WIN institutional training. . . ’
. - [

f“‘$' . vouchered and nonvouchered in |tut|onal tra|n|ng This was
| not feasxble for admlnlstratlve and budgetary reasons.
e Therefore, a comparison group of regular ‘trainees who,had
received institutiona ‘trainlng prior to the period of.

vouchering'had to be lused.

. B .
' ‘Most‘of the voucher recipients and a substantial proportion of
. the regular traipeces who were nonrespondents could not be located by the

. interviewers aftet repeated attempts. ; - o
S 7 : ’ ?&i‘;"' ;
o ¥ ) P «
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. ® Be cause of Program budgetary limltatlons, little institutionald

tralning had been available. in Portland‘for several months
prior 'to the |n|tlatlon of . voucherlng Consequently a backlog
of c11€"tS wanting institutional tra|n|ng had developed
+ and ¢his backlog affected the makeup of the initial |nput
of. cl’ents to the Voucher program. Co LR SRR
_ As a consequehcé of these condltIOns, among others, generalnzatnon of
i findings and conclus'°hs beyOnd the Portland envnronment |nvolvés some
risk. Further, ‘he attribution of effects to VOUCherlng.E_E se _cannnt
‘always be fully 5uPp°rted
F0cusln9 as it does ON the, flrst» commltment phase of the
vouchering of |n5t'tutlonal vocational training in- Portland thlf»report
deals with such topics 4, : |
R e the ch@M@Cteristics of |nst|ttt|onal trainees; :
o the graineerg pred'Sp05|t|ons toward occupatlons whon they . E

ntere WIN znd the ways in which. |nst|tut|onal tralnlng was =

presented to them initially;

L

o * the e*teNt o which trainees engaged in dec:snon—maklng o

about Participation -in |nst|tut|on tra|n|ng as Well.as about

. traln'ng °Ccupat10n$/§nd schools; .
1. e the o¢CUPatjons and schools chosen, and
e the factors yhich lnfluenced dec15|ons abou ccupations
N and schooly : '

wWhile the anal~/5'es reported here lead to some findings and concluéions 1 =
about how and to what extent Voucherlng Worked in Portland and provide a

. basis for furth®” &Malyses, ultimate evaluations of the success or non-
success of voucher'ng in Portland must await later reports which dill‘
be based on analyses of the trainees' experiences in school and theirt
po§t-training 1abor 1:Orce eXPeriences-andfbehavior, |

£

participants | /ﬂlu—lgéglggﬁlgnal Training .

. ‘.) : Threc-av3rters of the voucher reclplents were women Three quarters
//\ of them had 12 or More yearS of schooling with a ‘majority having completed
ﬁJUSt 12 years. Ni "¢ out of ten of them were between 20 and 39 years of
age with a major' Yy B tween 20 and 29 years. Nearly all .of them (97%)
3th ajority hav,iing 2 or 3 dependents. Nearly 9 out

v . " had dependents.

W0

ived vouchers were

of 10 were whit®: Qhe-thlrd of the.women who rece

J;BJXQ‘JY | - L - R »(3 .
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“mandatory WIN-partlclpants,,and,:of course, all of the men held that

legal status (Table 1). . .

v '
The characteristics of ' this group of voucher recipients were

remarkably s|m|lar to the characterlstlcs of those who had part|c|pated

“in |nst|tut|onal training under ‘conventional WIN procedures In aggregate,

the voucher recipients were slightly more likely than regular traineces to
"be men, were very sllghtly better educated, somewhat younger, and slightly
more llkely to'be white. In fact the .vouchered and regular groups in_ '
|nst|tut|onal training were more s|m|lar to each other- in their character-
|st|cs than élther group was to its _contemporary,- general WIN populatlon
in Portland lnstltutlonal tralnees, whether vouchered or reégqular, were
more likely to be w0men, more likely to be WIN volunteers, and were

better educated than the éeneral WIN:population. Thus, it appears that

the lure of |nst|tut|onal training had more to do with the distribution

of demographic characterlstlcs of trainees than did vouchering per se.
Nonetheless, the data suggest that v?ucherlng did provnde a slightly
expanded opportunlty to enter institutional vocational training for a’

group of men who might ordunarlly he considered to be in need of immediate
employment These were undcreducafed (less than 12 years of school) men .

in the 20-39 year age group and with 2 or 3 dependents.

Although there was a notlceable(lncrease\:n the extent to which

voucher recipients perceived themselves as free to make their own

decisions abeut choosing institutional training over other WIN components’,

L}

there is evidence'that some staff- screening persisted into the vouchering

‘sltuatlon and this may have contrnbufed to the S|m|lar|t|es between the

two groups. But there also is evndence that self- selectnvnty contrlbuted o
to the similarities and there is c0ns|derable evndence discussed through-
out ‘the ‘report, ‘that many of the voucher reclpnents baaed their decisions
about institutional tralnlng on cr|ter|a similar to those the WIN staff

mlght be expected to use. l 3 .

By and large,” the\youcher_reciplentsTWere a group characterized
by high self-esteem, confidence in thgir abilitles, and the presence of
specific occupational goals. A large maJorlty (89%) dusplayed moderate
to high self confj ence. Soﬁe 85 percent had in mlnd a specific occupa-

tion for which they wanted to get training, and 97 percent said th y

felt sure they would/suc ﬁatgifh§f~tnrn\ v . (
. ’

T

v .
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| T&BLE 1 . T .
ICHARACTERISTICS OF VOUCHERED AND REGULAB RESPONDEMTS TO THE COMMITMENT SURVEY® ‘
In percentages)
| | VOUCHER REGULAR
e ——— e : B
SEX: Percent Woimen o : 77 82
oo (n) . (15W) , (163) -
| S HMEN - WOMEN' BOTH MEN . WOMEN BOTH
'PROGRAM STATUS: Percent Mandatory los -3z -- ke, - »t100 3 L5
: (n) L (36) (117) (15%{ (25) (102) (127)
EDUCAT 0N Lo . | - -
Less than 12 Years * » . 25 2 22 - 13 29 26
12 years to 50 . 63 60 . 63 - 56 68
flore than 12 years! - : - 25 15 18 23 oW - 16
4 - Total | I ioo 99’ Joo .. 99 99 . 100
(n) ‘ . (36) -(118) (154) (30) (131) (161) S
AGE : T T o : ' ’ | . l
18-19 years v S T . 7 b b
. 20-29 years - 6l 58 . 60 57 55 55
30-39 years S 25 31 30 17 28 26
4o years or more - L _ 8 7( 7 20 13 14
Total T o \ 100 99 \ 100 101 100 99
(n o . (36% (1718) (154) (30F (131) (161
" NUMBER oF: DEPENDENTS _ , ~— . A .
" Nowe L 3 3. 3 9 2 b
1 dependent _ 14 .« 34 29 17 © 34 31 -
2 or 3 dependents - . . 58 . 53, 55 L8 52 51
or mone dePendents ) . 25 . 9 Py R ]3 . 26 ‘P] 15 .
_ Total - | L. 100 99 100 - 100 .99 - 101
N ) (36) (118) (s4)  (23)  (87) (110
ETHNICITY: : T \
S White €. . 81 90 . .88 93 86 - 87
Black .o : / 17 €. 9 10 3 12 10
~ Other / ~ \ - 3 2 2 3 2 .\\{_
- a ;] ' s ot .
Total . 101 101 100 . 99% 100 9
o m N S 36) (7)) (153 (29) (128) /(zé)
-/""-\,._——.—/“" : i - \ \ -
-l co RO
' No answWwer excluded, ° AN
. - -~ -,
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p\\b'J In any eVent, fears that v0ucher|ng mlght cntaul a rush into ;;
lnstltutlonal tra|n|ng of under qualified WIN cllents did not mat€r|al|zc
in Portlandv~ Although contlnued screerniing by the WIN staff may-have "k
played a small role, |ﬁ pppears ‘that the judgements of WIN clients about
whether or not they ‘should opt for vou hered institutional training were
strlklngly similar “to those the WIN staff applied under conventional -
condltlons in whnch the staff had a stronger voice in the clientg'

dec|s|ons.

Entering WIN

‘Alth0ugh the lack of comparable data from WlN clients who did

" not take wvouchers precludes definitive conclusions; it appears;thatj

differences in the ways in whfch clients were introduced to the vouchering

program affected the way in which they made ‘their: decis.ions to some extentg

.D|fferenceZS;7 the introductory procedures |ncluded the follownng.

e ‘SOme tWOfthirdSTOf the women and Half of the men who ultimatelyi'
took vouchers first heard ahout the avaifability of funds forﬁ
( i vouchered institutional - tralnlng from sources other than WIN,
| predominantly from the sta}fs of We]fare offlces The _sources
of thls\f+fst information also was - assocnated wuth leve] of
education; it appears thdt the staffs”of welfare offlces were
- more likely to «tell the least educated about the WIN voucher

.

program than those with more educatnon

o The WIN staff were more likely to. |nform ‘women and the least
< educated reclplents about vouchered |nst|tut|onal tradining

-jfn men and recipients with more educatlon

\V~Voucher recipients were disproportionately assigned to the
“10.WIN staff teams which provided administrative and “counsel ing
' servnces, and the demographic composltlon of the groups’ ‘

asslgned to the. varlous teams differed |n ‘a number-of cases.

S

‘w Whtle\case Joads as well as the wnlllngness of the. team numbers®
* to accept and’ work W|th’33ucher|ng procedures may have affected

> ‘this d|str|but|on, it appears also thaL there was some selectIV|ty

‘in .team assngnments oﬁ‘the basis of tge cllents' occupational

L4

v

: interests® . o X '
( . ' Y “ . - ,&/ . ' “a
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These dlffErences dbpear to have had some effects on the clients'

LI

E decasuons about whether or not to take vouchers. For example, voucher //,///

‘secaplents who first learned about the availability of vouchered institu-

“

P

.o é; tional ‘training from sourceS'othef than WIN were more llkely than those
.awho hecard about it from WIN toafeel that they had made theif own decision ‘ ,'
'about entering the program; tho§e who were told about the voucher program | .
. early tn their association with the WIN staff were more likely TQ feel -
P o they had made;thelr own decisions than those .0 were told at a later time.
g Whether or not the dlfferences enumerated amounted to |ntent|onal
screenlng of . cllents, it appears that dlfferences in early treatment did
have some- effects on ‘future outcomes. Nonetheless, most voucher.reclpients
ihdicated that,the information they obtalned'fromvthe WIN staff was adequate

andlenabled them to understand and use the vouchers.

s, T v

o

l‘ Client“Autonomy and Staff Infldence
T Y wr

Fresdom,of choice by the recipEEnts'of social‘Services is central
to {he conccp% of vouchering. Hence, determining the extent to which.
the procedures used in Poltland extended the decision-making autonomy

‘h of clients is an essential element of this study.
\ Relatively high leveis of freedom to make thelr‘oWn dnc|S|ons

hfpparcntly are generally characteristic of the Portland WIN program
Not only do comments, by the WIN staff.as well as by school administrators
who haye/ﬁorked with WIN clients as vocational'trainees point to this

’ characterlstlc, but the data obtalned from regular tralnees point’to this
|nd|cate that sué;éantlal propoftlons--usually about half--feit that they
had made the?r*o decisions (Table 2). But there were always noticeable,
and uSually ve marked increases in the proportlons o!,voucher regépuents

" who reported that they made their own decnsnons This was true or each

of the three-decisions whnch voucher recmplents had to make'

v _ of institutional training rather than |mmed|ate placement the chonce of
a traln;ng occupation, and the choice of a training vendor. It also was N
true for both ‘men and women, and for each of the three educational groups., =~
Clcarlx, many‘mor ythe |nstltut|onal tralnees in the vouchellng sutua- . ‘(
" tion made thelr own! eclsaons than was the case \tnder c0nvent|onal WIN ey

. DN
s .

procedures. ' f,i’ . C

o D
. -v ~ >‘\~ ! X -‘ ) .—f. |
om . » . - ' » \ ’ v
. T I
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| TABLE 2 .= . . B
. " . PROPORTIONS QF VOUCHERED 'AND REGULAR RESPONDENTS o
‘_” - WHO MADE THEIR OWN DFCIQIONSa . ’ N
v - (In percentages) \ .
_ ) © ' Training vs. TréTnfqg

\ .. Placement/ Occupation School
ProportnOn Who Made The:r \ " Decision- . Decision ‘Decision

Own Declslon

¥ é\ : S v R VR v 'R ¥

. . " K T - :
" ALl o - 77 55  -88 k9
)L C s b159) (154) (161)  (152) (159)
~ Men . .. ;5 .m0 69 53 80 43«

g R (1) . ) ’ - (36) (30) (36) (30)  (35) (30)-
- _ Women ., S 57 79 55 90 50
T 08 129 (1)) 030 <01 (129
- " Less than 12 ydars education “8 52 76 52 .91 38
) - (b G2) (W) ) (3 (k)
. 12 years educatlon 71 52 © 7h 53 88 47
o (n) l @) (B9 (92) @) (91 (91)
More than 12 years education . v 78 62 89 65 81 75
(n) g J (27) -(2¢)- . (27) (26). (27) (24)

R o ‘bNo answeps exciuged. o . ’
./‘ - b < . I

!
' _ Withiﬁ this less directive system, ho@eher, the likelihood-of
v o enjoying decisioanaking.aptonomy was 'not shared’equatly by all voucher
 recipients. Demographic factors and occupationjg—jrzzispositions made
some dufference in the probabiltity of a client's reporting that he or ~
she had made a dccusnon autonomously, by and large,.these dlfferences
. Were re]atlvely small and no clear pattern among the larger dlfferences
¢ emergéd. - However, two sets of factors dld have apprecnable effects on
. Qhether or not voucher rec|p|ents made their own decisions, and both
' fpotnt to a contlnuatlon of " staff |nfluence in-the vouchering s|tuat|on
The flrst set of influential factors involves sources of lnfor-

mation about occupations and schools. It appears that reliance #n the

g WIN staff as the principle source of information was associated with a
. ’ v ’ : ' ‘

) | 11




iihe planhing assumptibn that staf ‘mepber's roles could |nclude the pro-
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Y LN Py .
nggrkedly«redused likelihood'of making one's own decisions. This sug ests'
¥ ¢ g

that the. fnformation proccss within WIN during the voucher program became

a control process in the sense that,. when it was effective, it tended to

ichts. This underscores a ‘weakness in

deny autanomy to the voucherrrcc1
vision of substantive information a tlll remain ”nondlrectlve " While
the establishment.of adequate information resources which can be used by
clients who choose to do .s0 is cogrﬁdered essenttial to a voucher broé am,
autonomy might be increasedbby‘the establishment of a WIN information
system not so dependent on staff involvement: . '

= The second set of Nl\fventla] factors |nvolved the WIN staff.
more drrectly. The WIN staff team to which a voucher recipient was . - .
assigned made-a netlceable difference in the 1ikelihood that the recipient

would be. granted autonomy in maklng dcflsnons ”Indeed when consndered

.lndependently of other -variables, the team to which a cllent was asslgned

had the strongest influence on- whcther or not aujonomy was -experienced

of any. of the variables considered., In detail, the magnitude and
dlrectlon of the |nflucnce varied consuderab]y beLWeen the teams, and
for any glven ‘tean the extent of |n1iuence was llkEIy to vary conS|derab1y
depcndlng on what type of deCIS|on was |nvo]ved While a small part of
this team |nfluence appears to have been overt and direct in the form of
attempts to make clients. change their minds about decisions, the exact
ways in whlch most of this influence was exerted cannot be |dent|f|ed
‘-‘Vouchenlng, then, was accompa:ﬁed by a marked increase in the

autonomy experelenced by WIN participants who enteredsunstltut:onal

'tralnlng._ But, this autonomy wan not equally distributed among al]

types of- voucher rcoipients Some of the inequalities apparently ' ' )

resul ted from persustence |nto the vouychering sutuatlon of direct

W

,|nfluencc from fhe WIN staff teams. Other |nfluences wer§>exerted in-

more subtle and complex ways ﬂnd, in the latter“case, the |nvolvement
of WIN staff personnel in |nformat|on paocesses creatcd a potential for -°

|nadvertant contrel and denlal of autonomy SR - ' S

“ . : ~

" (85%) had specnflc occupatlons in mvnd at the outset. Such pi§d+spos|tlons

Choosung_Tlalnlng Occupatians. . : o (
A°>per|ously noted a large proportion of. the voucher recipientS'

-
“ e . .
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were §Ii§ht|y more pr‘NaJent among~the~voucher rec1pren s than thgyﬂhdd
. been among the tralnees in the reguﬁar comparison group 77%) In both
,i‘ groups, about 6 out¥of 10 sald tH‘t these .were the only occupat?bns
. that they consldered But amqng ghose-who dld consider ‘more than one *
oc;upatlon. vouchér r\;%p1ents tended to: consrder somewhat more'alte?-.‘
natlvg_occupatlons than didd, the’ regulars, the vouchen recuplentsf. Ry
*tended to” range ‘more w:deky across dlfferent~types of ocgupatlons than
did‘the fegulars, an&-tbe voucher reclplents frequently indicated modest
,ypgr ing of their 6Ccupattona| asplratlons both in their occupational
predASPosrtoons -and in the alternative. occupatlons whlch they consldered.
Voucher recipelnts d d dlsplay somewhat more propensity than—regulars
for‘prossrng the boundarles of tradltlonal sek roles ‘as well a5 conven-.
tional assugptions about educational quallflcatlons in thelr occupa-
tional pr:disposntions and in otker occupations they considered. For-
. the most part. however, what the voucher reclplents had in-mind at the
start as weli.as the otheq.possiblltfes.they considered seemto have’
been c0nflned wel] ‘within the cdhventipnal limits of occupatuons
considered appropriate for the respective sexes as well as for various
levels of .education. B r. b ’ - o
As it turned out, the voucher recipients! occupational predis-
positions were the single most lmportant influence on the training -
occupations they ultimately: chose. This was also true ﬁf“fhe regular
comparison group although, in the latter case,.predispositions were less

frequently translated into actual choices than was the case with voucher

-

recipients. In any event, ttern ‘which emerged from the analyses

of the occupational choice proces was one |n which sex amd educational"
considerations werg strongly influential in Qge determlnatlon of occupa-
tional predispositions. The latter had, in turn, the strongest ‘direct
influences on occupational choices. Moreover, these direct effects of
predispositions on choices were, in‘generai reinforced by direct effec
of - sex and education on occupational choices. .In short, much of the
explanatlons for voucher reciplents decision$ about - tralnlng occupations
lay in the conformlty of pre-WiN occupatlonal decisions to norms prevalent
‘in the larger society. R : +

While some 66 percent of the voucher recipients mentioned using

the WIN staff as a source of occupational information, only 7 percent

v

4



lnet of the effects ofsofher variables. The exagt nature of these team =~ %
influences cannot be i.gated but their existence |nd|cates that staff

"field; 17 percent chose service.work. Although reflectlng movement

. | - ~. S |
e .\ Doz c ‘

. L B
~ .

consndered the staff as their Best source of . |nformat|on--vendors,Were T SR

most often con9|de|ed the bgst)source of occupa;uonal inforhation,
workers in the occupatloﬁ Were consldered the best source the next most ,.» »;:-

E'frequently But, c0n5|dered independentlys-of other factors, the source e T

of |nformat|on cons idered best had little affect on: what tralnnng
v . s . - -

.OCCUPatIOH was chosen. ’ S . . P - .
. - f‘ < [ J
-In a ‘number of cades, the teams” to whlch v0ucher recnplents Were ) 5\ ,

as,.gned had quite noticeable affects’bn the tra|n|ng occupations chosen,

nflugnce continued to

diate cllents\‘nccupatlonal cholces ev;p/Wﬁ re

most of the clients perceived themselves as, hBVIng made their own occu-

patlonal decisions. o : R -

-

‘Al though voucher recipients and regular tra|nees made thelr

J.e

occupatlonal dec|s|0ns within the same general framework of contrlbutlng .

‘factors, there were some changes that tentatlvely can be attrlbuted

to the effects of voucherlng itself. Voucherlng tended. to increase the

|nfluence of occupatlonal predlsposltons and decrease the influences

of sex and educatlon. It also decreased the importance Qf reliance on’ N

a particular source of information. But freedom to choose one's own , &
occupation affected occupatlonal choices in the voucherlng situation in -

about’ the same way as it had in the conventional program. *Under con-

ventlonal procedures, traxnees\vho were aIIOWed to pick thefr own

training occupatlons had chosen differently than those who were more

influenced by the WIN staff; for example,'regular trainees who ‘said

the WIN staff participated ‘in their dechfbns were much more 1ikely

than those who sa|d they made their own decigions to recelve training

for clerical occupatlons " After vouchering, it was the extension of

.autonomy to a much larger proportion of clients rather than ehanges in

the nature of autonomy ber -e that made the difference in ‘ gross

distribution of training occupations.
In the end, some i percent of the voucher recnplents chose

- professional, technlcal or adm|n|strat|ve occupatlons, 46 percent

opted for clerlcal work 23 percent chose occupatlons in the blue-collar

14
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aWay |nto the professnonal, technncal and admlnnstratnve'fTéTﬁ"E well
“ . as Into blue- collar occupatlods following vouchering, the choices of
voucber rec:plents were n8t markedly different from those of WIN parttc:-

e 3 :
- pants who entered Tnstltutnonal trannlng under convqntlonal procedures

-(anure | and Table 3).
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- R A TABLE 3[ St /rc '

BT S
T TRAINING OCCUPATIONS SELEéTED BY VOUCHER ImD REGULAR RESPONDENTS
2 . BY SEX AND EDUCATION. = - ° .
LT L e T ’ \' : (In percentages) o g
. | — : — : e
y 2 S v \ . Less than’ ’ More than - \
(' ~ ot 12 years~ 12 years . .12 years - A” -
S Training Occupation’s L i ) , ' :
. . ,‘ i . 'J- ] . . . ) 4 ] *‘
. i "q‘-' V( N » V %\, _V R i . | . " e
¥ , — - e B
: . e 4 .
o . ., . ) P . -
Professional . . . . ... - - -. - 1N ov-= 3 -
© e Subprofessional/ , _ . _
' Technical. . . . . . . 11 - 2 16 22 b 19 13
Manager ial/Adminis- - BN R T T '
- » trative/Proprietary. . - - 25 . 6 - -+ =73 .3
. ‘ . ¢ \ o ‘ . o
High Clerical. . . . . . - 17 -, =29 8 7
Low Clerical . . . . . . - - - 5 T - - 3
Foremen &-Craftsmen. ...  =. = 11 26" 22 1 11" 20%
Operatives . . « . . « . 89v; 75-. 39 42 33 43 50 47°
E Service. . - Y - T | 6 7 .
}\_* o . B A . . . ‘ ‘ - c
Total " 100 100 101 100 99. 100 100 100
L. (n) . (9) (&) (18) (19) - (9). (7). (36) (30)
a7 o . .
WOMEN®
Professional * e e - - 1 - 22 5 - L 1.
Subpfofessnonaﬁ - - K . , '
Technical. . . . e L - 3 ] 1 32 b 5
Managerlal/Admlnls- r - CoL ' .
trative/Proprietary. .. ~ & - 1 - - - 2 *
_High Clerical. . . . . . 20 20 31 39 33 11 . 28 30
* Low Clerical . . . . + . Lo 39 30 36 - 11 26 29 36
Foremen & Craftsmen. . . - - 5 - 5 3 1
Operatives . . + . « « « 123 5 1 1 - g8 2
Service. . . . . ... 20°37 23 2 . M 21 21 26 g
[ . ) ’ . . T ‘ ‘ /
Total 100 100 99 99 - .99. 100 {00 1ol _
, (n) S (25) (38) - (7b) (74) (18) (19) (Mm7)(131)
Excludes I vouchered case and 2'regular cases, no answer on - ' 16 ‘
Education. ' R e ’ ‘




Choog.ing Training Vendors : - P
, . ST )
. . . ~ Many of ﬁngﬁioucher recnpelnts shopped around for schools--or
' U at least con5|dere ore than OQF school. Among voucher recnp|entss '

3 out of 10 consudered more than one school"and substantlal propbrtlons
consudered both publlc and prlvate schools. \rv fact, voucher recnplents

. ~-Were almost twice as likely as regular tralneeg‘to consider more than
.‘. . * [

. .. one: school oo : . @
R ' Despite this |ncreased shopp|ng around by vouché% recnpnents,J
l ‘NV they, generally chose the same sorts ‘of ‘schools that regular trainees

did. F|rst,Jvoucber recnplents and regul%§5°chose‘publjc_and-privaté

schools in almost exactly the same proportions, .although there were

some changes wheh - sex or eduéation are,taken-into account (Table 4).
' e, . - . ‘,\ ™ ) '
’ . . ‘

TABLE 4

/J\ o  PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHERED AND REGULAR RESPONDENTS SELECTING PRIVATE
VOCATIONAL TRAINING SCHOOLS BY SEX AND BY EDUCATION2

-

" I o , ' ) . Voucher ' Regular
° Percent \( ) Percent

* _ Private n Private (m
: | Al S 57 ' (i5h4) 58 - (159)
| Men | L 56 (36) . 48 (29)
Women . . 58 , (118) 61 - (130)
Less than 12 years educatlon 71 (34) 55 ’(42)
12 years education 60 (92) 62 (90)
More than 12 years education . - 30 (27) - L8 (25)

%Excludes: U4 regular cases, no answer on TRAINING VENDOR
-2 regular cases, no answer on EDUCATION.
I voucher case, no’ answer on EDUCATION,

\
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Lo * Further, ‘voucher reciplents and regulars chose the same schoofg,.for
. the most part. Our of slightly over 100 schools avaiTable in the* oL
Portland area, 9l percent of the voucher recipients .and %9 percent . ‘
‘e o of the regulars'enrolled'in thg. same Zoﬁschools.' In add%tlon to these
- 5 schools'used -commonly by vQucher reclplents and regulars, there were
9 schools in which voucher reciph but no re dlars enrolled and 9
| e
schools ln Wthh regulars but” no~vo ¥ reclpnents enroll
' An fmportant reason for the slmllarb}y in.dchoq] chonces is

that such cbo:cj§ were constraimed by the Structure of. the vdcatlonal

»”

: : . training supply {n Portland and its llnkage to the Occupatlonal
R IS
'structur et (FEigure 2) ln a. good many cases, Havtng once madeQb chonce
- of tra}ﬁ?hg occupatlon, the range of schools from whiich a sedectnon could

- @

-be made was. qug:e narrow : s . L D
" Ms aco sequence of the l|nkage between the occupatlonal

. Structure and the structure of- the tralnlng supply, tralnlng occupatloh
was an’ lmportant predlctor of the typew~of schoo chosen. But sex also
contributed notlceabTy to the school choice:. wuth other variables.

o accounted (controlled) for, men“hére ‘more llkely than women “to opt for'
publlc schools. . Education.affect ghonces wven more 'strongly. than sex

did; w:th,the mos t educated'ﬁbucher rec1p|ents chooslng publlc schools
much ‘more frequently than those%@th less education. g o L
- The flndlngs with re&pect to two add|t|onal sets of factors are

“';'7'worthy of comment.: Flrstr somé 40 percen& of the. voucher rec:pelnt
said that the qualniy of tralnlng and/or reputatlon of the vendor wa
an |mportant reason for chooslng the school this was the reason most .

. frequently mentloned by. the voucher reclplents. In second place as" a |
reason for chooslng the school, was c0nven|ence of transportatlon and/or. ;
proximity to home} mentloned by 30 percent. of the voucher FECIPIEHtS , -

- But when cons idered net ofiother factors, qual|ty reputatlon as a
reason for choosing’ l &kﬁool had very l|ttle effect on “the type of ’

school chosen, while coﬁvg;lence/prOxlmlty enhanced the llkellhood of

a considerably margln (26 percentage ponnts

chooslng a public school

]

» . : -

" above the overall mean).
~ Secondly, as in the case of information about occupations,
voUcher"recipients mentioned WIN as 'a source of information about

schools relatively frequehtly (66% mentioned talks with the WIN staff,

'




Lol " -17-
‘ - . - « A. - .H‘;M—I'. Q
'] , . N . ’ \
_ . FI1GURE 2 o s
4 . RELATIVE COVERAGE OF OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS BY PUBLIC AND. PR IVATE SCHOOLS
: ' PROFESSIONAL/TECHNICAL/%DMINIST@ATIVE , :
- = A S S -
B e ' Professﬂosel ’! > (- Available almost entirely in public ™
ey \\> schools; very few offerlngs by priv
_schools LT - {

: Sﬁbprofessjonal/Technicalw- About evenly divided between public and
o ' private schools, with a number of choices
T . of. schools for many-occupationS‘

Manaéerial[Adminis%rative -.About a 3: 2 edge for prlvate schopls, but

. N a llmlted selectlon bg‘schools in either
. - . . case. .
' . - ' . Ll L
CLERICAL " T o ('
. e ' . « T S
\-~ ngh Clerlcal U - Agbut a '2:1 edge- in favar of-private
‘;‘__’f , : schoole, but with .a fair oﬁglce of
T : B schools “in either category. :
" Low Cléricaldd = ° . ° - More private schools with offerings; b
: 3 : a subﬂkantial‘margin.for most occupati
Qv ' - -

//' " FOREMEN/CRAFTSMEN/OPERAT IVES L e
'Foremen and Craftsmen ‘ - For most occupations, -public schoon“'
) _ Co - provide -appropriate courses and programs
by about a 2:1 maigln :
”Operatives‘_J;( - . = About evenly avallable from public and
’ ~ .private schools overall, but with avail-
) ' - ability highly constrlcted for some
" ‘occupations.
L8

SERVICE 0 = 'Usually available from either public

ﬂ(ﬁ?i- L T & © . or private schools, but.with availability
. o , highly constricted for some occupations,
@ . ‘ . ' and private schools predominating in

. ' . the barbering/cosmetology fgeld. '

[ Y .
‘ ’ .ﬂ o : ’ . ';S‘G.
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L agalnst unde 5,rab|e practlces engaged in by some prvvate ‘training

' the schoo]s h6 SUbJect of @ later report in, thlS serles.,
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62% mentloned a list of ortligy'school(sj, they seldom felt that W
was the;r best *%Urce of school information (IO%) The vendors t em-."~
selves were m05 frequentIY used as a source of school nnformatl )
(80%) and Often.conSIdered to be the best source of sohool i
mation (634) thile considering WIN as ‘the best source of school - -
|nformat|on had ]'ttle effect on what type‘pf schoolvwas éhosen, consid rlng.
vendors as the. best Source Of schoal_lnformatlon did affect the school
cholce--voucher rqs“blehts Who,relled on the vendors as their best source

of |nformatloﬁ vere Considerably morE lukely to thopse a prnvate 5chool g /”%(f

I

than a publlc f;e

»It wn11 b

Fecalled that'one element of infoqg:tion provided T L

to the voucht iPients was the FTC pamphiet {ntenddd®to warn them-

vendors. The b°°k'et clearly’ had the desnred effect oﬁyalterlng -vouchdil:
recnplen€§ to the 'mgortance of qual:ty as a criterion. ln selecting _;'
a school those ¥ who recelved the Qooklet and understood it were more“
llkely Ehan the® Who received-and did not understand t:s meassage to.
cite qual.ty of tra'ﬂlng/rePUtatlon of vendor as_an lmportant reason,
for ‘selecting their schools, and the latter were more' llkelf-than the f;

. few who did not receIVe the?booklet to cnte such reasons. put what _‘ (. .l
-was nos expected was that the booklet alsb had' the effect Sf induci

a greater ]lke"h°°d of inducting a gréater*qlkellhood of ChOOSIng a
private rather tha”*ﬁ publlC school. ' It appears that, in addltlon

to alertlng its rec"'Dlents tO the lmportance of ‘quality and reputatlon,»~;

it also senslt'zed thep to the messages of some prlvate vendors whag

were more capabl thap others (as well -as more capable than the publlc .5
schools) of act'vat'“g the -ideas that’ the voucher recnpnents Had galned

“from the book h[s does not necessarlly mean,’ hcwever, that FeClPlentS
‘of the book werf. more suscePtible to belng Sold a'bill of goods.- It -
could be that, in ChoOslng Prlvate 5chools more often, those who applled
the criterija of qua],ty and reputation as a result of havlng seen the
FTC booklet, wel® aPP‘Ylng those crlterla correctly, and did in fact
choose the pest of the schools in tland. Thi's can gnly be evaluated

on the basus of 98ta o the Voucher reccpnents' actual EXPEFIGHCES 1n

Y

y -

A\ ' . . .

\» . o



| o - \\V'r' - E oLy

' Agalq, team influences cont\nued to: codtrlbute ;ubstantlally
‘7# some caseL, to the types of schools chosen by voucher‘feclplents
The general frafewbrk within which voucher (eclplents made
their school dECISIO?S remabned snmlla@‘to that |n which the nﬁgular

-participants in institutio A1 thaining made- the|rs Training efcupations .

o™

%  cohtinued to" constraln the types of schools chosen to’ a cons:derable

y

. degree, ?ﬂt‘u*@h some not|ceable changes occuring where the avaILablll

. of traln ng overlapped types of schools--prlmarlly shlfts away from

SS:/T_». public schools by professlonal/techn|cal/adm|n|stra§ ve and blue:pollar {
v”“w L ,asplra‘Es For the mo§¢ part, other factors retainégd, after voucherlngI

_% : t elative lnfluence on'school chonces which they had had in the’ con-
‘Lnﬁﬁ'A entlonaf ‘program. The mos t notable exceptlon to this Wgs a decrease,

in the influence of sex/program status as a predjictor of school choice,

£ . < :
and .an increase’ in - ‘the lnfluence of edudat on. ) LT e
\ B » Witk the sets. of fac¢tors,, however; there were a number of /° L
S . changes as voucher reciptents reacted differ ly to particular . Ca

: , %
influences than had the regular participants. Many of the net changes N\\*
Y ,

of - a//etalled nature invof relatlve]y few people and, in part, can
\; _ " probably be attrlbtted to chance dlfferences |n the choices peop&
sy within the limits of possibility, the voucher rec|p|ents

T -

made. _Nonetheles

made jgme different choices - %&an their d&g:lar counti'PaFfsj we think

of some prbgrammatlc |mportance

that the following suggest cha ges that a
' o a-shlft toward priyate schools by people who consideyed

. quallty an lmportanf consnderatfon,l_‘ .Mwﬁwiuum ;“L‘“”

) ,the continuation o? a strong (albeit slightly weakened)

/
association betwee convenlence cons-iderations and pqulc

school choices;

- g 0 a shift toward private schools.of people who considered vendors
‘ as their best sources of'school information and toward public
L 3 o h : schools of people who condldered ‘the WIN staff ‘as their best
» ‘source. of such information.
_ These changes'lmply to us that, given a situation in which autonomy'ln
- making the school decnsnon is the prevalent expernence, private schools b
will prove marginally more attractlve to WIN cl|ents whose relatlonshlps
with the WIN staff do not reflect a sense of dependency- and who, rightly
a
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or ‘wron 1Y see themselves. . a§, motlYafed by rational considerations related
. 4 to the g:fls Of«future employablluty rather than by present expediency.

COHSIderathnS which seem to make the - prlvate 4chools more

1

~But thes
attractive may also result snmply from more effective selllng of their

wares by the private schools. Howevef, judging from the Portland
experience» we WOuid not predict a cornering of thetmarket by private

-schools at thE-expense of'public~échools as the result of vouchering.

_ 'C].ents' Jud ements on the Str cture . : o ‘ = -
of the Voucher System -
’ BY and large, the voucher recip;ahts |ndlcated that. the WIN
) ‘ staff had done 3 good JOb of exp[ggnlng the voucher program to them : ‘L ,Q
) - and felt that t understood the use of vouchers Nonetheless;y som K -
T ' 51 percent of the joucher reClPlE?%ﬁ said that they had encountereg\j) ‘

v .One or mOre propfems in enterlng |nst|tut|onal vocatnonal tra|n|ng

- _Most. frequéhtly, these problema//QVOIVed determlnlng their own occupa-
tional apt{tudes and in learning about the type of work .involved in
Varuous occupations. Few of the’voucher re|cplents had dlfflcu]ty in
flndxng a tralnmg vendor ‘or_in enrojling a school. "As it turned out,
however, Pﬁ@blems wére both less préyalent among the voucher’ recnplents

.thapn among the ﬁegular trainees who hd{ -had the benefit of more active
SsLaff asslStBHCe in enterlng training--and the voucher recuplents were
lesg ]ukeIY to vnew as serious the problems- they did encounter
- The V0ucher recipients also |nd|2ated generally high satnsfactlon

aboyt their Felatlons with the WIN staffy They gave the staff high marks

on\hefprIHESS, understandnng, and general affect.” And they seldom felt . -
thaf the staff wathheld information from them although about ‘one quarter
Jof the voucher reclplents did feel that they cometimes had better infor-

matijon than the staff could provide. But, on each of these counts,

-

positive attitudes toward the staff wére more prevalent among voucher‘

rec,p,ent5~than among their regular counterparts.

13

4 Wﬂth One exceptlon--the one-year time limit on ]ength of - training--

the various restrictions on the use of vouchers had little effect on the

>

voucher recipients. Some 43. percent of the voucher recipients said they

would have chosen some other training were it not for the time 1imit.
Had they actually been able to choose these occupatlons-'and had they

RN
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done .so--the effect would have been®to shift the distribution of training
occupations rather sharply toward the professiona]/technfcaJ/administra-

’tlve field. Judglng from the ocgupatlonal prednsposntlons of the vouther

..

¢
recipients, we are doubtful that the upgradin ‘of the tralnlng occupatlons “

would -have been as drastnc as |ndlcz§ed by their hypothetlcal cholces of

training of unllmlted length Ungﬁestlone ly,‘though the time. limit »

did affect the occupational chold a number of voucher recipients oot
_‘ s ; and it may have contrlbuted to the moderateness of’the changes in” the
i& dnstrlbutnon.of traJnlng occupations foJIOW|ng vodchering. ©
ConclusPons _ I '
On the ba5|s of extens ive and complex’ analySes, only hlghllghted
_in 'this precis, we redched a nugber of conclusions.’
Feasibility N - ’
ln.the sense that the mechanics of voochering worked in Portland,
'thetvouchering-of institutional vocational training there proved to be
feasible: | 3 S
o First, the voucher recipients, by and large, demonstrated
their capability to undergtand the use of Vouchers“as,well
# as to deal Wi aining vendors in making'arfangemenfe for
enrollment i T ‘ -
_ , : d
o Secondly, the trajning vendors did not often encounter :
(N%dministrative d?ggic 'ng - the voucherlng trial (see
Dunning and. Unger, School sponses -to Vouchered Vocational .
~ Training, BSSR Report No. 0335-3). R
o - Thirdly, the everyday business of offering and issuing vouchers
for institutional .vocational training was accomplished by the
existing WIN organization in Portland without majon breakdown
,\f o &t any point. _ c o '
Suntablllty " \. s . A e

in deallng with the SUItabI]__l of voucherlng as a mechanism for
. lncreaS|ng the decision-making autonomy of WIN partncnpants toward the @ @
further end of enhancirg the accompllshment of WIN program goals, our

‘conclusions must, at this polnt, be somewhat more tentative and descriptive.

- 23
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Levels of Experience utonomy,--Clearly, voucher|ng ag\lt was

practlced in Portland resulted ‘in increased dec:slon-maktng autonomy

: Efbr WIN cl|ents But. freedom of choice was |nh|b|ted to some extent,

nts as a denial d

of ad!enomyr First, the procedures, that were estab)fshed for the Portland

project incorporated restrictions on_the free choige of ccupatlons‘and,
schools. Secondly,. there is evidence that the WA staff continued, in
some cases; to influence the decisions ;micﬁtvoucher recipient% thanselves
made . -The Portland example demonstrated tha%xvoucherlng can contr|bute

to a marked and important increase in_the freedom of cholce EHJOYEd by

WIN partigipants. But it also demonstrates ‘that voucherlng is. unllkely

to insure complete freedom of choice for all automatlcally

Autonomy and Change --Thei?ggregate effects of v0ucher|ng

reflected, to a conslderable extent, the effect of autonomy on decisions==-.

vbut autonomy functloned |n several ways. First, the effects of autonomy

were specific to the type of dec|s|on |nvolved * That is to say that

v
. the effefts of autonomy: on -one decusuon did not carry over .to later decl-

sions, for the most part, nor were the effects of autonomy consistent

 for each type of decision. Secondly,'autonomy made a notuceable_dufference

in the decisions which clients made in both“he vouchered and the conven-
tional situations. ~ Although vouchering changed the ways in which autonomy*®
affected dec|s|ons to a mlnor extent it was_the experlence of autonomw
itself that made the important difference amongtbofh voucher recipients
and regulars. Thirdly,‘autonomy was considerably more prevalent among
voucher recipients than -among regulars‘and it was by virtue of this
increased_prevalence among -voucher ‘recipients ‘that-autonomy contributed

to differences between the occupational and school-choices of the two

‘groups. - Two :mpllcatlons follow from- these observatlons'

In comparlng the tralnlng occupat:ons and school enrollments
of clients in exnstlng WIN programs in different locations, account
should-be taken of the levels’ of - decusuon-maklng autonomy accorded
to clients and the contexts wuthln which such aut0nomy is accorded
as well as of demographlc factors, labor market cond|t10ns, the

~availability of training vendors, and so forth.
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\;oncelvably, other means than vouchering could be used to . A
|ncrease cltient parttcupatuon in decision-making (e.g., reoruenta-
- ,tlon of staff roles by tra| ing).. To the extent. ‘that such means’

‘ ' increase client autonomy, changes in tra|n|ng occupatuons and .
% - “school cholces, as well as other outcomes such achllent satlsfac--'
'tlon, might be expected. T -, RN ' .
. Declston-maklngrln the Portland Voucher Program.--One of - the -

\\ most remarkable results of the initial phase of vouchered instn%utlonah

-

to which changes occurredm It would

training was the modestt exte
rastlc changes than were actually observed

=6t more

be reasonable to exp
A xplanation for the lack of drastlc changes after.

elieve.that the
zsherlng is to be found largely in. ‘the dynamics of the decision-

ing process. o

. As we. hay e explained in some detail, the combined effects of )
'sex;'eduCatlon, and occupatno&a predlsposltlons contributed strongly
t0“the occupational : choices of waucher recipients;' Further, we believe
‘that ?hese factors affected the occupational‘cholces of'voucher recipients
in much the same ways as they affected the dlstrubutlon of tra|n|ng

occupatuons among regulars, because most of the voucher recaplents used

conventuonal criteria of wh ogcupations were ap ropruate for men ahd EA
4

.women as well as for people of- various levels of edugat ional achlevement._'

Most of the v0ucher reclpuents sumply were not occupatl
ar rebels. This essential conservatlsm may, also have reflected

® pragmatic appraisal of the labor market in wh|ch~a reasonable chapce .

of attaining relatively 1imited goals was an importanf factor. _
Because the rarige of traunlng sources’ for many occupat¥ons .
., . was constricted by the structure of the vocational tra|n|ng sdiply
. ' - in Portland, the training occupations chosen- by voucher rec&plents

ffi;' '4 : oftenlaffected their choices of schools as had.been the case in the

o . convent al WIN program. : _
‘ ) Th extensuon of autonomy to a larger proportlon of the voucher

.

reclplents dud create an opportunity structure that was somewhat WIdeT
and more open .than that which had existed for the regular clients. But
within this expanded opportunity structure, the ultimate decisions of

most voucher recipients resulted from the same process and the same factors

[
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) that largely had determnned;the‘butcomés of the regu1ars, whether made
" by the regulars themselves or by the WIN staff This further suggests ' " _—
¢ that an even greater extensnon of autonomy than occurred in Por t1and.
would not result in alramnng ehanges |n zthe- cholces made by voucher
X ,rec|p|ents - . : - P S
- E P °.
' f Consequehces ef Vouchern;g,--ln the end, the characteristicsi

L of -the WIN institutic Rl tra|n|ng program that emerged from the lnntnal

| phase of the vouchertng trnal‘ﬁn Portland can .be seen as resultlng fromfﬂn 7
the operat:on of fa|rly Gonvent|0nal patterns of declsfbn-maklng in a-
__ﬂ;ltuatlon which did prd%lde cllents with autonomy for‘the most’ part and'
:‘therefore, provided, increased opportun:tnes to deviate from the restranntsr* *;.+}ﬁ:

La Lthat exnsted under the conventlonal WIN system. E : : R

m et ALY

e

“In thls situation, there was nod |nflu hnto lnstltutunﬁﬂ tralnsngw
y of underqual ified clients as some had feared Zlght happen. We beli leve
'_ that the mlnor\changes that did occur in the characternsttts ‘of the ’ [
vouchered populatlon refTected the increased autonomy that permatted g '.'iﬁf S
some previously excduded cd‘ents to choose |nst|tut|onal tralnnng over » L

—* other compoal
- o PR g

,But, as the same tame, both se]f-select1V|ty by the

llmlt entry. into |nstltut|onal tralnlng of large numbe&& of people who

would have been cons idered lnel|g|ble for lnﬂtltutlonal tralnlng in ‘the

regular WIM program. Perhaps 'if . the voucher: program had succeeded in 'g

1)

eliminati g all staff selectnvtty at the t|me when lnstltutnonal tra|n|ng

was be:hg chosqupven«other WIN components, fhere m|ght have been some
increase’ in the proportlons of undereducated ’ persons and of men in the .
vouchered populatnon But we do not believe that these |nc;Fases would
have been exceednngly T%rge because’ self—selectnynty;would st|l| have
limited such choicess . ' : o
T@g&%tﬁﬁbatlonal dec|s|ons of voucher respondents were wel1
within -the general range of occupatlons in which regular cl|ents had
" been tralﬁ&@t " “None thi

to suggest that the g

\.4

.

£ss, the changes that did occur were sufflclent

r autonomy enjoyed by voucher recipients provnded
leeway for entry into ’; upatlons which m|ght have been excluded by
conventional assumptlons about sex and educatlon. Movemant away from

the clerical and service flelds into professlonal/technlcal/administrative.

0
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and blue-collar flelds were the predominant trends of change in the more

open opportunlty structure provnded by voucherlng Reductlons in both e

lnterest v and cholces of clerjcal occ:jattons were partlcularly noticeable. .
rt staff |nfluences might have-

-

While bgth some direct and some more co
contrlbuted to the absense of ‘more strlklng changes. |t appears that it
was the cl|ents' own acceptance of ‘the norms and occupatlonal role
ascription of the larger society that kept occupational cholces so well
within conservative bounds. _ - T
T In aggregate, the school chonces of voucher reclplents again o
were QGiteassmllar to those of - the regulars, If there was any glocklng
—— to private schools by ‘the voucher recipients, as ‘some predlctlons had
forecast, it was limited largely to the minority who had chosen occupatlons o
in the subprofessional/technlcal and manager|al/adm|n|strat|ve fields.
Again, there was evidence that the staff continued to influence school

[

declsrons to some extent. But this influence was clearly subordinated
_ " to the fact that many of the school choices were determlned ‘largely by
..\ the prior occupational decisions. ‘For many occupatlons,&only,a limited
| _,:>cholce of schools was available and it was ly in the'cases'where the,
) / structure of the vocational training supply in Portland provided a range ~
3 : of choices that vouchey reclplents differed much from regulars. 'In'the .

aggregate, however, voucher recipients ‘chose pr|vate schools- in almost

r
it

exactly the same proportlon as the. regulars had. . S
Finally, in a more subjective vein, the voucher recipients saw -

the voucher program as less restrictive than the regulars had. And,

on vnrtualfy every measure, the voucher rec|p|ents |nd|cated somewhat

greater satisfaction with their relattonshlps with the WIN staff, -

including the support they received from that staff.

' ‘ N
. ;

° A Final. Comment ‘ \ ' ‘ —
- 0ur final conclusnons are, therefore, that voucherlng made only
‘modes t changes in the WlN tnstltutlonal tralnlng program in Portland, /
and that' the, Portland experience seems to indicate~that the appl:catlon '
f’ ‘ _ of voucher|ng to WIN programs elsewhere is unlikely to result in drastic '

' changes. The changes that did occur in the commltment phase of the

]

? © . . Portland voucherlng project were, however, desirable ln our. judgement.
There was some openlng up’ on the range of occupatlons chosen' there was f_'i

v
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some upgrading of occubational choices as clients were permitted more‘
-frequently to rely on their own evaluatlons of itheir capablllties, and
'satisfactlon with the servuces received increased somewhat. Further,
 the Portland experlence sugges ts that many of the concerns which had
Been expressed about voucherlng were not wel 1-founded. _

We cannot, of course, generalize the findings and conclusions
from thls study- beyond Portland Moreover, the outdomes of the Portland
trial in terms of the trainlng and ‘employment exper iénces of voucher
recipients are, as yet, only partlaliy available. There .are some early
indications that our optimlsm about voucherlng may be modlfled somewhat
when a"’yses of longer- run outcomes are completed But go far as the

experience durlng the commltment phase in Portland is concerned, we

would say that further reflnement and appllcatlon of vouchering technlques'

’

i WIN is warranted.
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