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ABSTRACT. ' 4 o ' SRR
c A study assessed whether the Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act (CETA) eguitably allocates its training, exployment, *
. 0ccupational,  and wage benefits by sex. To analyze the”sex equity of
€ETA's resource distribution, researchers used data frca the ,
continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS) for fiscal 1¢7¢, 1977, .
and 1978 .CETA enrocllees. Respondents were sampled frcm each guarter's®
CETA enrollees, intervieved in the quarter after their gg
angd followed for' 36 months. AnalyZed in the study vere dadta .
pertainirg to progras participation by CETA title, program assignaent
-~ within CETA, occupational desegregation.in CETA, and in=CETA sages.
Based ‘on these data, researchers drew the following cenclusions: .(1)
women. betveen 18-25 years of age are underrepresented in all CETA
". titles for 411 fiscal years except Iitle I in fiscal 1978: (2)
.although vwozen are at least as—Tikely as men to get the actiyity that
they desired at CETA entry, CETA integrates wvomen. less\into the
workplace (providifig classroom rather than on-the-jct trainiang) and
less into jobs intended as transitions to unsubsidized emplcyment .
than it does men: (3) CETA's occupational desegregaticm reccrd is
still not notable; and (4) based on available data, CET? ddes not
, aprear to pay inequitable wages by sex. (MN) - .
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) Thg’National Commission for'Employment.PoLicy funded the research

reported in this Note under Contrhct 99-0-2716-50-47, issugﬁ by the U.S.°
} M L N N ‘ .
" Department. of Labor contracts office. The text served as'a background

. t . ‘
paper for the Commission's conference on sex equ he Comprehensive

Employment‘and Training Act’(CETA) program; held in Washington, D.C., on
. ' \ * '
September 17 and 18, 1980. The Department of Labor conducted analyses

of the.Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS) data base required

== - ©
in preparing the paper.
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39 This paper.should interest poliqymakers'concerned with the conduct

[}

-

" of CETA, groups concerned about the equitable tribution of federal
vprogram regources between men and women, and researchers who plan to use

the CLMS data base. -
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. ' This Note assesses whether _the Comprehensive Employment and . v e

»Training Act (CETA) equitably allocates its training, employment ‘ ;

\ ' [ \,\

occupational and wage benefits by sex.f'Two policy"assues motivate the
. Sy

research, the first being legal. CETA represents a $9.4 billggn fedéral
1 ’ o t‘-\\ - .

program. Does it operate in conformity with federal law on ° :Nwszx

.
- ’

- ! ~ e
nondiscrimination py sex? The second issue is economic. Unrelated T
. v

-females,and female famil§ heads and their dependents have much higher ~ ‘ .
! poverty rates than the;; male counterpartsT’ 33 pefcent versus, 7
- - percent. In families headed by males 8 percent of thefrelated children *
;under 18 years of age are‘poorg in families headed by females, 51. - O -

percent of such children,are poor. Wives' ‘earnings reduced by 40

3 . . ')
percent, the number of husband-wife families that would have been poor

_'and by a third the_number of children who_would have resided in poor

. % i A 1 “_ ., e
husband-wife families. These data show the relevance of anti- : 7

. » L d
’—’;)' o . discrimination ‘léws to federal programs that control training and ‘ #ff/ﬁ
<o ) « . . A A .
employmentresources. Much more is at stdke 'than simple legalism or .~
: R : P

7
.

' ) 1 " .
women s access to pin mompy. . g
et _ 7 ~ .,
CETA has certain resburces to distr{buté’and some discretion about

“ ' .how to distribute them by sex. These opportunities include r '

- . L]

s participation in CETA-itself, the specific CETA activity (e.8:,
classroom training versus a ng), training-or éxpe/xence in traditional

male or mixed occupations, CETA wages, and post- GETA\placement -

- / . -
\ How CETA distributes these resources by sex has no automatic equity

implications. Even equal distributions bylsex do not necessarily mean

14
.
. / P ~
y
. .. .
.
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eéuitable*distributions. .Equity can be assessed.only relative to some -

A}

standard--i.e. , to some soc1ally accepted rule that establishes how
e . b
resources should pe distributed. Here we use as a standard the 1nformed

'
v

preferences of eligible participants.
¥ v . * * B
- Policymakers should know both CETA's equity record and which®

inequitfes matter. To help place inequities 1n_perspect1we, we had ~
hoped to est1mate the consequences of 1n-program 1neqh1t1es However,
the sample s1zes were too small to allow these analyses. In- CETA wage
inequities, of course, translate’ eas1ly into” forgone income.

To analyze the sex equity of CETA's resource distributions we used

'/

.data from the Continuous Long1tud1nal Manpower Survey (CLMS) for FY76, <

FY77, and FY78'CETA enrollees., The Bureau of the Census collected these
\

data for the Department of Labor. Respo&dents‘were sampled from each

3uarter's CETA enrollees, intertiewed.in the quartef after their

4 —

egglinént, and followed for 36 menths..™ . — &

" We conducted separate analysesmfor youths and adults but report

Jprimarily the .adult results. We use results for youths for comparative‘

purposes only. Male and female youths should be more similar to each:®

other in background~c§g§acterist;cs than male and female adults. If we,

o ~

see the same patterns of sex tnequity for youths as we observe for

adults, the'case for discriminatory practices with regard to adults is

strengthened.

PARTICIPATION BY CETA TITLE Vo

!

’ - J
During fiscal years 1976-78 adults entered CETA through Titles I,

II, or VI. Title I consisted'priparllonf training (classroom ‘or on-

LR
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p the-Job) and aénlt work experience (AWE) JObS "_Titles IF-and VI

“ ‘ - Il ) F
consisted primarily,of public serylce empdoyment (PSE) Jobsq Both AWE ©
/

w\a

- !

and PSE involve jobs but they have different obJectives AWE jobs are

expected .to .transfer income but not necessarily to.le@d to unsubsidized
. . G - . .
‘ ‘;éﬁployment. PSE jobs are expected to move the jndividual into

;//f unsuﬁsidized employment.

/

represented in all CETA Titf@é_for all fiscal years excent Title I in

-
t

FY78. Tney are.represented i Titles II and VI aéégnly 60 to 75 percent/
: ©of the number eligible. _If'we can:assnme that- eligible.males and

* - females have equal demand for CETA services, females gre inequitably

¢

'’

. 4

‘ underrepresented. in CETA. The demand data tequi;ea to make this

k]

" assessmént do not exist for CETA.
?*

2 * .
. —

PROGRAMLASSIGNMENT wmfm cm\q S~ = — :
. \ . v

We assess the. equity of @ctivity ass1gnment in two: ways

-

’assignment to Title and assignment to. different activ1ties within Title '~ °
{ I. Titles II and VI consist dlmost entirely of PSE, and PSE occurs

S

© almost entirely in these Titles, Thus, Title and PSE ass1gnment are

confounded. Title I consists of classroom basic skill-training,

’

oo classroom job training, on-the-job training (O0JT), income transfer'jobs
(AWE), 'and a small component of PSE jobs. Entré into Title I carries
" several assignment possibilities {' . o ‘_
. i During FY76-78 the eligibility rules for Titles I II, and VI

overlapped substantially, and CETA therefore had some "Title assignment

discretion. Being assigned to & PSE job in FY76-78 did not necessarily

¢ -

, .
- . . - gy
.
. .
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mean being eligible only for Titles II and VI.

-X=-

s

Similarly, not being

ass1gned to a PSE JOb did not necessarily mean not be1ng eligible for

-Titles II and VI.

¢

&

. Relative to tne distribution of all a&ults, female adults are N

. overassigned to Title I, slightly underassigned to Title II, and . \\
- . i . -

* underassigned to Title VI.  In other words, relative to all adults,
. 3 . . -
women dre more apt to. be assigned to training and income transfer. jobs. :

.and less apt to be assignéd to PSE jobs. The Title I ove?assignment of

women increases with time; ‘their Title II underassignment decreases with
- R . ‘ £
» time, and the Title .VI underassignment remains constant,
' Mnltivaiiate analyses show that being female increases the chances

of be1ng assigned to Title‘I relative to Tltles II and VI, independent

.of background characterlstlcs that;mlght be associated with sex and »
Y affect Title assignment. . ) —_— S
Relative to the distribution of all adults within Title T, adult -~

-~

females are overassigned to classroom tfainlng (basic skills and job
training), underassigned to 05T and overassigned to adult work

¥ -
experience.. They are underassigned to P?B.in FY76 and FY77 and

overassigned in FY78. When we control on background characteristics

. other than _sex that might ,affect Title I acﬁivity assignments, adult
females are still more Jikely to be assigned to classroom training than

to OJT gnd to AWE than ‘to PSE.

. / ) -
’

Prefe;ence data show'that women are at least as likely as men to

- .
Howeyer, for those‘who -
. R . >, - A\ {

wanted job training, females are much more likely %o get cldssroom

get the %ctivity that they wanted at CETA entry.

b

] . -
For those who wanted jobs, they were more likely to
\ o > N

—training than 0JT.

. - . -
‘ b3 .
- » . ‘s,
”~
.




" OCCUPATIONAL DESEGREGATION IN CETA . e

v occupations

~
i
-

T < -xi- B

\ } ’ v o s {
get adult work expef!ence than PSE jobs. These data sugg%st that,’

. *‘relative tor men, CETA integrates women less into the workplace

r ‘ : . .
(classroom training rather than OJT) and less into "serious" jobs--i.e.,

ones intended as transitions to unsubsidized employﬁent):"

»
~

\

o’ AcroSs the three fiscal, years CETA placed a declining ipr@ortion of

most adult women in traditional female occupations and a slightly

increasing proportion of women in traditional ‘male occupations. The
_ proportions in mixed-occupations remained stable. . A
CETA failed to shift three-quarters of those with pre-CETA .

They 8§\

. 4
~failed to retain even half of those with pre-CETA mixed or traditional ,

‘traditional .female jobs into mixed or traditiénal malp jobs.

male jobs in occupations of the same type. Those who shifted from mixed -

or traditional male occupations usually \Qded up in traditiorfal female

e

jobs * . L
On the face of it CETA's occupational desegregation record is not
HoWever, we have to jud}e it partly in relation to their

- L3

CETA has a poor record for

notable.

clients' iNformed occupational preferences

-

women who had traditional male or mixed occupational preferences at CETA

entry. - Depending on the fiscal year, CETA placed from 74 to 89 percent

+ of the women with traditional female occupational preferences in these

\

However, for women with traditional male occupational

preferences, CETA placed only 33 to 57 percent in such occupations and

- 3

for women with mixed occupational preferences, only 43 to.60 percent in

-

mixed ‘occupations.

. %y




911ents who did anjhave

.I 'X{ii‘ .

AEEN

ations fo the 40 percentcof their female

.«

Sccupational pre}erences at CEfA en?ry. We

" have not analyzed available ddta to determine if (1)° the much, larger’

. occupational prefences at, CETA entry who . CETA placed in tr;j?tibnal

»

L 4 . b
had systematically.righer-wages than females for all other occupational

4

discontinuities between pre-CETA and“ig;CETA occupations for those with
. ' . - o . .

L]

mixed or traditional male pée-CETA occupations reflect these women's-«
. N . T8 » ! !
negative experiences with less traditional occupations and demands for

i . -

traditional ones; or if (2) women with tradftibnal maie or mixed

4
female occupatlons'got occupatlons that paid much better t their

preferred occupations. .
. * N .
. . ) . . \

4 . S .

IN-CETA WAGES

In general, 'the adult wage data for CETA; OJT, PSE, &ad AWE
. /
actlvities show the dsual wage differences by sex that we observe

(3]

outsnde_of "CETA. Males made\higher wages than females in all CETA

activities, the differences.belng greatest for OJT,»less fdr PSE, and
. ¢ ¢
least for AWE. ) o - '. : )

© . . Ed
.I

. . . . 0'. : . , { -
‘Relatlve to Census occupat10na1 categoggg§¢\aze:age hourly wage
d1fferences by sex are‘lgast\tor the high. status oce pat1ons In'some

;'lev us assess whethér CETA suggested mixed

f1sca1 years females in theaprofesslonal and managerial occupations made

.
' N

L

categofies\\ ' : \\ o~ N
. . TR .
The data also show that hdulé women get'higher wages in CETA's

trad1t1ona1 nble or mixed occupat1ons than in .the traditional female

10

a few cents more per hour than their &ale.gounterparts. However, males '

*

¥

<
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. ‘ .

yoccupations. 'CETA's mixed occupations confer the hiéyes% wageé for

women of all'three occupational ‘types. Males get higher wages than °

» females in all three occupational types, the wage differences between

\ .

occupations$ and less and about equal for traditional male and mixed | -

males and females being greatest for CETA's traditional female

- 4
. »

occupation§. )
¢ » ¢ . ‘ ‘ {
} In the absence of additional anal&ses, we cannot conclude that’ CETA

-~
’ £l - »

pays inequitable wages by sex. For example, age, education, and labor

forcé'experience all affect wages, and we were unéble to obtain the multi-

.

variate analyses that would have' let us similtaheously control on several

) .
.o AN A § %
controls on one variable,

wagerrelevant characteristics.: However
A ’

A ~

educational attaimgment, did not remove the sex difference iﬂ'wagﬁf:féven
/ . " 1 . . b :
. in .0JT, where men and womeniére presumably equally inexperienced. This
. 'Y . . . R . .. .

. ) © - " .
. analysis suggests that CETA may perpetuate the wage ihequities of .
A ¥ . ~ .

~
-

* & - . .
society. d ——— e, SN N
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I. POLICY AND ANALYTIC ISSUES

. Land . N -

ff’\ This Note addresses a straightforward question Does CETA
B ¢ ‘

. equitably allocate its training, employment occupational wage, and

N

placement benefits by sex?

&

) . Two policy issues mot}vate the question, the first issue being

legal. CETA .represents a $9.4 hillion federal program. - Dbes it operate ~

in conformity with federal law on nondiscrimination by sex? ~The second

-~ &

issue is economic and arises.from .the incidence,of poverty among

unrelated“females,[l] families headed by females, and husband-wife

. [l -~

families~ - -
i, . * ¢
.o In 197§\about 11 percent or 24;1/2 million Americans lived below .
the federally de¥ined poverty level. Poverty implies stress and /
v

hardship, whether it in ves\unrelated males or females, or families <

Q - headed by males or. females, However,. urden of poverty in“the

s . United States falls disproportionately on unrelate ult females and on S
! N I X
' female family heads and~their dependents.[Z]‘ - .
T ~ .

o
“ o More than half--about 13 millionJ-poor Americans are'unrelated

" females or female family heads and their dependents.’

¢

¢

]

[1] The Bureau of the Census defines an "unrelated individual"
. follows: all persons 14 yeaxs old and over, other than inmates of
: . institutions, who are not liying with any reldtives. Thus, an- unrelated -
¥//' individual may constitute a one-person household, be part of a household
containing one or more other families or unrelated individuals, or
reside in group quarters such as rooming house. :
[2] Unless'otherwise indicated, all ‘data on female poverty come
" from the Bureau of the Census, Current Populafion Reports, Series P-60, - - . .
No 124 July 1980, Table 1, pp. 16-18. ’
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¢

o [3] Bumpass and Rindfuss use the divorce rates

-9\

o Relative to their male gounterparts, unrelated females and

-

femalé family heads and their dependents have much higﬁer

s

-

poverty rates: 33 percent versus 7 percent, or a third versus a

fifteenth. '

o In families headed by males, 4 million or about 8 percent of
the related children under 18 years of age are-poor. In
familges headed by females, 5-1)2 million or 31 percent of the
children are goo?. ’

o Under %ertai;.assﬁmptions divorce alone ca&seg ?5 percent of
the nat'ion's children to spend some time i; single-parent
fémiliés before agé 16.[3f MoSt‘children in divorced families
reéidé in families headed by a!femalp. If poverty r;;eé are
the e for the *children of divorced as fo’r the children of

';aliiz::ale family head§ (51 percent),labou£ 18" percent of the

natiop's children spend sﬁmé time in poverty before age, 16 as

the rfegunlt of divorce alone.[4]
o Between 1959 and 1978}Lhe poverty rates declined for male and

)7j . female unrelated individuals and male and female-headed

£ - : v

S .
. fam;lies. JHowever, the rates of decline differed substantiqlly

v - \\

’

for the period
970-73 to estimate the cumulative pfoportion of children who would
experience parental marital disruption by age 16. Ldrry Bumpass and
- Ronald R. Rindfuss, "Children's Experience of Marital Disruption,"
American. Journal of Sociology, Vol. 83, No. 1, July 1979, pp. 49-65.
: [4], The.Bumpass and Rindfuss estimates do not include children born
. before a woman's first marriage q} children of widowed mothers. Thus,
their numbers underestimate the total number of the nation's.children
* who will spend some time in a single-parent family--usually 4 family °
heafled by a female. s -

-~ 2

X

\
v

-

1
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by sex: Female poverty declined by only “about a third while

male poverty declined by almost two-thirds.

A 'special analysis by the Bureau of the Census shows that of the

total number of husband-wife families in March 1979, 2.474 mil}ion or 5

percent had 1978 incomes below the povefty level.' Poor families had

3.854 million children or 7.8 percent of the total children in ‘husband-

a

wife families. Of those families above the poverty level, 1.585 million

families or 4 percent would have been below the boverty-level witpout

the wife's 1978 earnings. Wives' earnings reduced the number of

husband-wife families who would have been poor by 40 percent. These

earnings redueed the number of children who would have resided in poor

3

husband-w1fe familles by 1. 866 mlllion, or by a third.[5] ~

The data reveal substantial female poverty, with clear economic '
<

1mpacts on the children lodged in female-headed fam111es They reveal
the number of husband-wife families and the number af chlldren in those

ghmilies who would have been poor in the absence of wives' earnings. In
o . h '

other words, these data show the relevance of anti-discri&ination laws

tovfederal‘programs that contfrol training and employment sesources.

i

. < .
Much more is at stake than sidple legalism or women's a7cess to "pin

1 ) ’ ) »
money . ’ by . o o

To assess the sex equity of CETA's resource distribution, we

a&dress,three analytic issues. Descriptively, what is the'case -by sex? .
-«

4

Is the case inequitable by sex? If -sex inequity occurs, where is it of

particular policy concern? - __ _ . o

>+  [5] These data come from the March 1979 Current Population Survey
and reflect respondents' incomes for 1978. -Carol Fendler and Vicky
Virgin, members of the Population Division of the Bureau of the Census,
kindly conducted ES:S analysis for us.
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CETA has certain opportunities’ or resources to distribute and’some
discretion about how to distribute them by sex: These opportunities
include participation in CETA itself, the specific CETA activity (e.g.,

classroom training or a job), training or experience in traditional male

’

occupations,"CETA wages, and CETA ppst-program job placement. We have
to know how these resources are allocated by sex before we can assess

their equity.

- '

How CETA distributes .resources by sex has no automatic equity ,
implications. Even equal distributions by sex do not necessarily mean

equitable distributions. Equity can be assessed ogly relative to some -

. Vs
socially accepted rulé that establishes how resources should be

distributed. [6] For exa?ﬁle, witatever ‘the CETA participation ratio of

V - ) .- .
males to females, are women over- or under-represented relative to,
!

eligibility rules? Do equally eligible males and females have equal

demands or preferences for CETA? Relative to their eligib®lity, women
may be uﬁder-i:?i;séntéd in CETA, but have less' demand for CETA
! a

services. If we accept that individual preferences should determine the

,disfijbutio«/of opportunities, women may be equitably tepresentéd in, TS )
. ' . CooL

o . ¥
CETA felative to those preferences. = :

R .
@ N . ¥

.{6]) Joseph Berger, Bernard P. Cohen, and Morris Ze%&itch,\Jr.,
"Status Characteristics ‘and Expectatidn States," in Joséph Berger,
Morris Zelditch, Jr., and Bo Anderson (eds.), Sotiological Theories in
Progress, Vol. I; Houghtoh MifflMn Company, Boston, 1966, pp. 29-46;
Joseph Bérger, Morris Zelditch, Jr., Bo Anderson, and Bernard P. Cohen,
"Structural Aspects of Distributive Jdstice: A Status-Value . .
Formulation," in Joseph Berger, Morfgg Zelditch, Jr‘L.and Bo Anderson )
(eds.), Sociological Theories in Progress, Vol. II, Houghton Mifflin
Company, Boston, 1972, pp. 119-146; Sue Berryman-Bobrow (nee Sue E.

Berryman), Balance Theory of Distributive Justice and Expgrimental Tests
of Derived-Consequences, 1972, Johns Hopkins University, Ph.D.
£,

dissertation. , . ot ;
- ‘o

~
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Finally, even if we observe ihequii.ty b% sex in CETA, yhere should -

-

corrective--i.e., redistribuéive--poliéy be targeted? This choice is

) NEN

the prerogative of the political pzocess and cannot be made here.

However, analyses can illumlnate the consequences of choos1ng different

corrective prlorities ) 7
Lo —~ .
) / Corrective policies can be targeted on some and not other CETA
« - s

“"\{resources--e.g., basic skill training, on-the-job training, jobs, or
placement services. ?resumably sex ipequitiee in gceess.to CETA

resources with more payoff matter more than access to ones with less. .
\ <

Analysis will establish whether -and how CETA reeouroes vary in their .
in-program and post-program benefits for women.

Corrective policies can also be targeted on some and not other.
‘ ~ - LS
subgroups of women now eligible for CETA resources. These resources are

too limited to serve all those eligible for CETA services--whether male

or female. If sex inequities exist in CETA and are corrected, some, but
by rio means all, eligible women will _benefit. s )

‘ 7 -

The thoice of who. benefits from correctivp policies can be 1eft to
Py

local discretion or _made expllcitly at the federal level. In’ the latter

case,npollcymakers havé at least three bases for choosing from among
el g ro.

" eligibles.' those who can most be helped thoSe who most need help, or

those who most demogstrate a de51re to_be he}ped.l7] The choices here
are primarily polifical or value choices; analyses can-do liftle to
L 3

_illuminate them. e .

R ,
, 4 ]
. "‘
-, [7] The National Com@iissiofn-for Employment Policy dfff_rentiated
these tthe criteria in Expanding‘ Employment .Opportunities for ‘
Disadvantaged Youth, Report No 9, Deceﬁhsr 1979, pp. 80-82. '

ol

: N .

v . .
-
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Department of Labor, this survey is of'CETA participants.

Y.

S

"6‘§ . .
<) ‘ . -

II. DATA BASE ANRSRGANIZATION OF THE ANALYSIS

. . ‘ .
? R - <
"'To examine the three analytic 1ssues--what is the case, is it

P

’/inequitabIe, where does sex inequity carry. the greatest costs--we relied

~ =

on analyses of data 'from the Continuous Long1tud1nal Manpower Survey

(CIMS). Sponsored By.the dgpioyment and Training Administration of the,

~

A} » - d

The CLMS samples mainly decentralized CETA prggrams--i.e‘, . .

formula-funded programs operated by CETA prime sponsors. g

.Y

purpose prog?ﬁms such as the Job Corps (Title IV), Young Adult
» [

Special-:

. b .
Cénservation Corps (Title VIII), and several Title III programs are not<y
4

* . . .
»

included in the CLMS file. -,

¥

- }- . .
s The CIMS has two main objectives. First, it is designed to obtain

profiles of ¢he CETA parg&cipants, thus.providing data not gvai}able
from-the prime spcnscr repofting system. These .profiles include pre= | W
program, in-:rogram, and post~program'1nformation. Second the CLMS is | -
intended ‘to measure the effect of‘CETA programs on participants r

including earnings and labor force status. -

¢

e

The Bureaun of the Census’ has conducted the CLMS quarte~

vl \

enrollees in CETA.

“activities:

direct ref

progr.ams)’.

Respondents are sampled from four CETA functional
héublic servic@ employment, employability development, \
errals,[1l] and youth work experience (including summer .

At the initial interview theaBureau obtains histories of

¢ (11 I

vacancy.

n a direct referral quk refers the individual“to a job. -
The individual does not receive any other CETA services and

does’ not necessarily get the job to which he or she is referred.

22 0

|
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enrolleesf employment and schooling activities for the year before CETA

enrollment¢,dependence on public benefits before entry, démographic

characteristics and family composition at entry, primary reason for CETA

. .
enrollment, and gttitudes toward manpower programs and services
- pn . M -

~

received. “
The Bureau attempts a first followup for all respondents at 9

months after CETA enrollment for the 1975 -1977 respondents ‘and ac 12 -

months for post 1977 respondents. The data collected include post->

program earpings and labor force experiences, family composition, and

)]
A}

dependence on public benefits.

For respondents ESrolled ih CETA s employability development and ..

public service employment programs, the Bureau attempts second:and third

fo}lowups at 18 and | 36 months for the 1975-1977 respondents and at 24

e

and 36 months for the'post-1977 respondents The data obtained at these

igterviews are similas to those in the first foilowup. .

- T

The CLMS also collects termination information and data on in-

’ <

program activities and services from prime sponsor records for all \ N\\\

respondents who have been terminated from the program These data can

¢

be linked to the intefview data to analyze the effects of types and
levels of activities and services on respondents' post-CETA experiences.
Al v ©
Because youth and adult participants differ in pre-CETA

characteristics; labor market opportunities, and CETA eligibility, we -

Iy

conducted separate analyses for youth (< 22 yearsJof age) and adu}ts.(z

22 years of age).[2] We also conducted\all analyses for three”fiscal

] N

[2] Because all analyses wére conducted separately by age,
participants for whom age was m1ss1ng were excluded from the analysis.
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years: FY76,.77, and,78.([3] The data exclude: the transition gbarter

g

LAY

-(July-Sgptember 1976). A11 data represent welghted estimates of persons

. IV

newly enrolNed in,CETA. [4] . o8
Y . .

We relg primarily on cross-tabulpf analyses: with a few

>
~

multivariate analyses.[5] The results are presented in four sections:

L
—

(1);the sex_eggitzﬁgf partro%pation by CETA Title, (?) the sex equity of
participation by CETA activities (e.g., OJT), (3) CETA's record on

v . , .
training or\employing women in nontraditional oqpuﬁatibns. and (4) ééx
equity of in-CETA wagesi '
o ’ . o
Each section doncentrates on two analytic issues: What if the //’
case, and Is it equitrable? We do.not address the third issugsv .
. -~ hod
much--what difference an inequity makes. The ‘importance of any wage

Y 3

[3] Data on .CETA fitie were not collected until the second quarter
pof FY76. Thus, the analyses by Title for FY76 ificlude only the ldst
- three quarters of FY76. FY79 data were not fully available at the time
‘of our request.

‘ [4] CLMS enrollment counts (i e., the number of partlcipants) are
typically lower by dpproximately 15 percent than the enrollment reporte
by prime sponsors in the admlnistrative data. The reasons for this’
difference are:

' (a) CIMS excludes the fqur rura¥ CEPs, Puerto Rico, the Virgin

Islands, and Trust Territories. These sponsors account for about 2 AN

percent of reported CEPDA participarts.

(b) Inter-title transfers are not eligible for CLMS sampling.
About 5 percent of new enrollees reported by prime sponsors are inter-
title transfers.

(c) Thé CLMS defdni;%pn of a GETA participant changed in FY78 to
exclude those who were not enrolled in a program activity--classroom
training, public service employment, etc. Approximately 7 percent, of
CETR%participants are not enrolled in a program activity, but rece{ve
only suppleméntary CETA services.

{5] Multivariate analyses control simultaneously on sevéral factors
that might affect female outcomes. Within the set of measured L.
variabfes, they show whether individuals who are alike on all outcome- .

" related. background characteristics_except sex have different outcomes.

1f sex affects outeomes. after ‘the effects of other outcome -related
characteristics have been removed, the case for sex inequity is
stronger.

L : L4
= 3 14
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- inequity is immediately clear. An average wage difference between men

and women of, for example, 50 cents an hour easfly translates into
. Y,
forgone income. However, we need post-pfogram data to assess other CETA -
. . . . « ~ ‘\“ L .
effects--e.g., post-program employment, wages, additional schooling. We

also need multivariate analyses that let us control for pre-CETA

~

. * I3 \ .
q< . (differences. Attempts to do these analyses ran into serious cell size

v problems, especially for FY77 and FY78. . - . . P .

We concentrate on the sex equity of CETA for. adult females.and. *. -
include youth tables only for.comparlsons. We assume that female and
‘ . nale youths are more similar to each other than older ‘males and females
. are :.in‘characteristiqs that might affect CETA entry, CETA -‘progr-am dnd \ ‘ .
occnpational assignments, and in-CETA wages. For example, PrjféETA,.
3 / lfbor market exper1ence may affect program assignment. Although male ’ * ’
‘ . and female youths may differ in the k1nds ‘of jobs they have held,\they
should differ trivially on amount of labor market experience. If we see ‘.
the same patterns of sex inequity in the youth as in the adult data, the’

a !

. case for d1scriminatory practices is strengthened

v ¥
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. I1I. PARTICIPATION BY CETA TITLE. . - .
LY W : L]
¥ - i ) - R .
¢ ) » . ¢ . '
i - * ) “ ..
e ,’ / During the fisca] years 1976-78 adults entered CETA through Titles v
' - ’ - -
I,{1] II,%2] or VI: - Titl® I consisted primarily of training A

(classroom or on-the-job) and' adult work experience (AWE)Rjobs. Titles :

II and VI consistedvprimarily of public se;yice employment -(PSE) jobs. i

Both AWE and PSE involve jobs, bmt they have different objectives. 'AVE ' > .
JObS are expected to transfer 1ncome, but not necessarily to-operate as ,

. bridges into’ unsubsidiged employment " PSE lpbs,are expected){o move tﬁ
’ - N 1 .

individual into unsubsi§ized employment. ’ N

{1] For FY76-78 t eligibility Xules for Title I classroom . .~

training, 0JT, and a%z t. work experience (AWE) jobs were dgfined as .
being'economically d advantaged or unemployed or under- employed\sﬁﬁitle

. I had a small public service employment (PSE) cononent“‘%For Titl
PSE jobs~4he rules were defined as residing in the prime sponsor s’ area
and being unemployed or under-employed or economically disadvantagéd. ..
[2% For FY76-78 ‘the eligibility rules for Title II PSE jobs were ., .
. definedtas residing in ans area of substantjal unemploymeht and being e
either unémployed for at least 30 days pripr to application or unders” , u N
employed. .
[3] #rom October 1975 .to December 1976, the eligibilityfrules for '
Title VI were defined as residing in the prime sponsor's jurisdiction A
e ‘and as being unemployed at least 30 days’ prior to application, or, in i
areas of excessively high unemployment, unemployed at least 15 days; or *
being underemployed. In January 1977, Title VI was divided into .
~'sustainment" (Title VIA) and "nonsﬁstainment" (Title VIB) levels, the .. 4‘(‘
latter level referring to jobs of limited duration, For Title VIA up to .
50 percent of the participants had to meet the eligibility criteris
y operative from October 1975, to December 1976. e
- The eligibility criteria for at least the remaining 50 percent of
. the Title VIA participants and for all Title VIB-participants changed
three times in the period from January 1977, to September 1978. The .
cifinges yere not major. Thé basic rules were defined as "(a) being ‘ . '
“economically disadvantaged or a member of a Qamily whose total family .
" income was < 70 percent of the Bureau of’ “Labor Statistics lower 1living R
‘. standard; and (b) residing in the prime sponsor's jurisdict"bnA and (c).
) being a member 6f an AFDC family, or unemployed forpa specified number
——— -— of-weeks—prior-to application-and receiving unemployment-insurance or ,
being ineligible‘for unemployment insurance, or being dn unemployment \*_://// .

[ 24

insurance exhaustee. . -
- . R - ~
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Table 1 shows for FY76-78 the percentage of CETA participants 18-65

in each Title who are female.[4] For each Tifle the proportion female
N
enrolled increases across time. Table 2 shows eligibility estimates by

sex for Titles I, II/VIA, and VIB[5]_for the 1975 population. These *

*

estimates use the eligibility rules operative ianY7§:

" If we assume that estimates for the 1975 popullﬁion generalize to
)

FY76 -78 populations, Figure 1 shows that relative to their eligibility,
women 18-65 are underrepresented in all°'CETA Titles for all three fiscal

years except Tiftle I'forfFY78. Even tnough thé?fepale proportion

N

enrdlled increases acrosS-time, FY78 females still have only a 3:4 to .

3:5 participation/eligibility ratio for the ‘PSE Titles (Titles II and

.

vI). ’ ) . '

i

Table 1

FEMALE PARTICIPATION BY TITLE ‘ .

2 q%

(Pércent)
I'd * °
J 5]
 Year ' TitleI Title Il  Title VI Total )
. 4 ;o -
] FY76 4h .4 3%.6 36.4 41,8
FY77 - .47.9 . 39.5 36.8. 43.7
FY78. 52.5 41.6 37,4 45.5 S
D Q

-14] Because the eligibility estimates‘apply to individuals 18-65
years of age, we used this age specification for the analysis of. .
, participation by Title by sex. All other analyses distﬁnguish adults
and youths as defined earlier.

[5] As we show below, we have no eligibility estimates for Title II
and Title VI separately.- All of the more appropriate analyses estimate
eligibility.for Title II and Title VIA (PSE sustainpent) together and
for Title VIB (PSE nonsustainment) separately

° . k]
LY i ~




. " Table 2 K

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION QF THE 1975 ELIGIBLE POPgLATIONa

y: BY SEX AND RACE FOR CETA TITLES I, II, AND vIb
\_/‘ 4 . : I
- ‘ .
Population ., Title I Title II/VIAb’C Title vIg®
. ’ : o ' S ’
", Total .number (thousands) ' 26,723 13,205 6,883
Sex . , . ,
N Male - ‘ +45.1 - 45.8 35.1
Female . o 54.9 -~ 54.2 - 64.9
Race/Ethﬂicity Y
- White 72.8 71.6 59.4
. Black 17.3 18.4 28.4
Hispanic 7.8 7.9 10.2
Other 2.1 2.1 1.9 .
. SOURCE: William Barnes, "Targeé Groupé " in CETA: An Analysis of
- the Issues, National Commission for Manpower Policy, Special Report
© No. 23 May 1978, pp. 103-104. ° .
s 2The eligible population is defined on the basis of the 1976 survey
of Income and Education (SIE). The numbers represent persons eligible
at some point during 1975 according to the eligibility rules operative .
in- early 1978. Disabled persons and persons younger than 18 or older ) .
than 65 were: ,excluded ﬁ;om the estimates:, , .
bTitle VI was divided in FY77 into Title VIA (PSE sustainment) and - .

Title VIB (PSE nonsustainment)

SThe: characteristics’of Title II and VIA populations were based
upon’a population that-included poor persons with\go work experience
. during’ the year. P 538\
. g ® ' N

e . ) 4

250,
o
-
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Title VIB eligibility
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[

Title I eligibility
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1
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o

Fig. 1. Female participatibn in and
eligibility for CETA titles by fiscal year
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If we assume that. male and female eligibles have equal demano for
bCETA serv1ces F1g 1 also shows that females 18-65 were 1negu1tablg
underrepresented in the PSE Titles for all three fiscal years and in

© Title I for FY76-77.[61_

. Unfortunately we know of no completely appropriate eligibility esti-
mates for the FY76-78 populatjon and the FY76-78 CETA period. We located
four separate estimates:[Zf/(?: 1

¢ Barnes, [8] CBO 1978,[9] CBO (1980)[10], -

.

[6] We only have separate youth eligibility estimates by sex for
Title III for the 1975 population. (See Table A.3) These estimates
assume FY78 CETA eligibility regulations Relative to the percentage
females in Titles "IIIA, IIIC.2, and IIIC.3 (Table A.2), they indicate
almost a 1:1 female participation eligibility ratio for female youth =
in Title IIIA (the summer youth program) and Title IIIC.3 (YEIP). )
They show a 1:2 ratio for Tjtle ITIC.2 (the YCCIP program). If we
assume that eligibility ratis for female youths and females 18~65 are
the same for Titles I and II/VIA, ‘we see participation eligibility - -
ratios for female youths similar to those observed for female adults: oo
about 0.9:1 for Title I and 3:5 for Titles II/VIA.
[7] These four estimates differ on everal dimensions« William
Barnes, "Target Groups," ifi CETA: An Anplysis of thie Issues,” National
Commission on Manpower Policy, Special Rkport No. 73, May 1978 used
retrospective data froms thg 1976 Survey of Income and Education (SIE).
. He assumed FY78 eligibility regulatiohs. The data covered the yeay
1975, and he estimated eligibility numbers and rates for Titles I,
II/VIA, and VIB for the 1975 populations. Title IV was divided info
VIA and VIB (PSE sustiainment and PSE nonsustainment) in January 1977.
The CBO 1978 estimates used current data from the survey of Income and ,
Education. The data were point-in-time (spring 1976). This document ;
estimates eligibility for the 1975 population for Titles I and VI
under FY78 CETA eligibility assumptions The CBO 1980 analysis’ used
</ March 1978 Current Population Survey data and assumed FY78 CETA eligi-
bility regulations. It projected eligibility estimates for the 1980
population for Titles II and VI. The Cohen and Mueller estimates ;
assumed April 1979 CETA eligibility regulations that went into effect
after the CETA reauthorization. Thua, even though their estimates
cover F¥76, 77, and 78, we cannot use them because the CETA-eligibility
requirements changed so dramatically-under the reauthorization
[8] Barnes, 1978. ’
[9] Corigressional Budget Office, CETA Reauthorization Issues,
. Resources and Community Development Division, August 1978.
. f {10} Congressional Budget Office, ''Changes in the PSE Eligible
- and- Participating Populations After the 1978 CETA _Reauthqrization,"
Staff Draft, Analysis, Human Resources and Community Development Divi- -
1. sion, May 1980, = ' . ~ N

L J l ) _‘ . - ) - :3()
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and Coh;n/Mueller estimates.[11] We chose the Barnes estimétes.

They covered all Titles, used eligibility rules that 39élied for .
all or much of the FY76-78 period, and used a more defensible
methodqlogy (total year, as opposed to a poiﬁt-in-timehqstimate).

." For our .purposes these estimates have two obvious potential
N 4 ’ e . \

problems. They apply to the 1975 calendar year population. This R

X

__ _population overlaps with only the first half of FY76. The numbers--and

therefore relative proportions--of men and women whg/mwt’thd’eligibility '

criteria‘ﬁﬁy have changed‘across FY76-78. At. the same fime, we use ;/ -
S h )
eligibility propor%ions in assessing CETA equity by sex, and proportions .
are much less s;nsitive than absoiute numbers to different base
) years. [12]
. B #®
Barnes also ufed'FY78 eligibility criteria. These criteria .
remained constant across FY76-78 for Titles.I and II. For Titlé VI they
changed in January 1977, in ways ghat might ﬁave affected the‘ : “ ~‘
proporfionSTof'male and female elig;yleé. Thus, for Titie VI the Barpes
estimates are more questiPnablg for FY76 énd th:,first quarter of FY77.' L
However, even if wé'restrict our.equi;y judgment on Title VI to FY78; we
. still find females substantially, underrepresented. " o
&

In sum, the Barnes eligibility estimates by-sex do not seem

sufficiently biased to invalidate our conclusion that relative to thedr

.
v

. ! . » \ > M
[11] Malcolm Cohen (University-of Michigan) and Charl eller
(formerly of the Brookings Institution) constructed eligibflity

. estimates for the Depar ent of Labor. - .
g [12] Eligibility estimates are sensitive to several arjiables-- &
e.8., the assumed eligibility rules, the data base (CPS or SIE), e
point-in-time versus total ygar estimate, an eligible stocksversus flow ™~
estimate, and the calendar year for which the estimate .is made.
However, in a personal communication CBO analysts report that these

variables affect absolute numbers much more than they do proportions: ,

¢

.
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) eligibility, females are substantially underrepresented in the PSE
. ) ’

Titles-for all fiscal yéarsu However, we do not know if they are
inequitably underrepresented relative ta their demano for CETA services.
Furthermore, the data necessery for estimating demand for CETA by sex do
not-exist. Latent demand refers to demand thot exfsts if all eligibles

know abour CETA services; applicant demand is evidenced by CETA

LS

applications. ;éeveral studies have shown that nontrivial numbers of
. individuals do not know about federal programs for which they are
el&gible.[13] At least one study has shown that even informed

/ indiwiduals often do not apply for such programs [14] The

characteristicg of the uninformed and the nonparticipant informed vVary .

[
by program. In the absence of relevant data about CETA, therefore, we -

' ; . -

cannot assume that eligible males and females do not differ in their

-

”

information about CETA or in theif'?;opensi;y to apply. . IR

[13] Susan Welch, Michael Steinman, and John Comer, "Where Have All
the Clients Gone? An Examination of the Food Stamp Program," Public
Welfare, Vol. 31, 1973, pp. 48-54; Oliver Moles, Robert F. Hess, and o~
Daniel'Fascione, "fho-Knows Where to Get Public Assistance?” Welfare in
Review, Vol. 6, 1968, pp. 8-13; Phyllis Ellickson, Who Applies for
Housing Allowances? The Rand Corporation, R-2632-HUD, forthcoming.

[14] Ellickson found that despite an extensive outreach campaign, '
less than 5Q percent of the eligible households enrolled at ‘one site of
the Housing Allodgnce Supply Experiment. slack ¢f information was only
one reason that eligibles failed to apply for the program.’ .

R
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IV. ACTIVITY ASSIGNMENT

N

A CETA entrant is assigned to an activity. CETA activities include
training, employment, direct, referral to a job vacancy, and other
services. We restrict our analysis to training and employment

activities. .

SN ; ' ,
The question about equity of activity assignment is-simple. Do we o

find that being male or female affects the activity assignments of *

\ - individuals who have identical assignment-relevant characteristics*-for
example, previous labor force history? If sex(affects assignment hat
difference it makes obviously depends oft the relationsBip between in-
CETA and post-CETA experiences. We are dealing-here only with whether
sex gifects assignment.

Titles I and VI consist almpst entirely of PSE and PSE occurs
almost entirely in these Titles; therefore, Title and PSE assignments
. are confounded. In other words, entty into Titles II and VI almost
always means-a PSE assignment; getting a PSE gssignment almost always
means being in Titles II and WI. Entry into Title:I carries several
ass}gnment possibilities--classroomibasic skill Xraining, classroom job

training, on-the-job training (QJT), income transfer jobs (AWE), and a

assignment to Title and assignment to different activities within Title

I. During FY76-78 the eligibility rules for Titles I, }I and VI

overlapped substantially, and CETA theréfore had some Title assignment

- discretion. Thus, being assigned to a>PSE job in, FY76-78 did not

4

S | 33
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L
preferable assignment.

_sensibly placed in basic skills or job training, (Title I) than in

ke ) ) . I‘ - «
A B 18 ‘ ( PN
~ N !
necessarily mean being eliéible only for Tities I1 and VI, Similarly,
not being assigned to a PSE JOb did not necessar11y mean not being ;

eliglblébfor T1t1es II and VI. :

.
- N N

For each fiscal year Table 3 shows the distributions across Titles

- . N * N . l ra
of all adults, all adult males, and all adult females. Relative to the
H ?

distribution of all,adults, female adults are overrepresented in Title J\\<\\

I, slightly underrepresented in Title 11, and underrepresented in Title

VI.[1] In otherawords, relative to the distribution of all CETA

participants, women are more apt to enter training and income transfer

jobs and are less apt to enter PSE jobs. The Title I overrepresentation

~ - ) ,
of women increases with time (from 1.08 in FY76 to‘l.17 in FY78).[2]

Their Title II underrepresentation decreases with time (from 0.76 to

0.91),{3] and~their Title VI underrepresentation remains’ stable at abd&%

0.84. - ' _ :

o

The relagionship between sex and Title éssignment may just sign4gl
different‘sex distributions of assignment-relevant characteristics,
These characteristics may determine eligibilit; (e.g.ﬁﬁhnemplbyment)'or
For example, a woman nayiue eligible for afl

three Titles; however, if she has little education, she might be more

.

public service job (usually Titles II or VI).
! )
We conducted a logistic regression analysis to assess the effects

-«

of sex on Title assignment;-independent of other char&cteristicsrthat

[1] In'this analysis the sample sizes are so large that all over-
or under -assignments are statistically significant at_ any ‘selected

. level,

[2] This change is statistically significant at p < .0l.
{3] This change is statistically signiflcant at p < .0l.

P .




ite 58.5 HETTFO0. - -9.1.°13.6" 1l.1 ‘ gy 37.7 52.9
Black 12.4 55,5 39.8 5.7 8.4, 7. 21.8 3611 52.5°
Hispanic 78.7 %9.% 50.7 5.9 87 5.9 15.4 22.2 43.4
Qther 79.0 71.9 54.3 5.3 8.6 7.1 15.6 19.6 38.0 .
;( ‘Total 69.0 58.7 45.9 6.6 10.8_ -9.0  24.4 30.5 45.2 .
ﬁ tio of Fe- . - ;
male to Total . . . TS
- Participation 1.08 1.12 1.17  0.76 0.91%0.91 ?}84 0.81 o.sﬁ .
Q - 35 : 3 - 1

A
‘m‘% Table 3
e 4 E ) .
\ T * ADULT PARTICIPATZON BY TITLE '
L ~ . (Percent) .
3 \ g .
e L . N -
\ = , —— - — »
* L, TitleI Title II Title VI
/Race FY76. FY77 FY78 ~FY76 FY77 FY78  FY76 FY77 FY78 -
‘ se?afb 74,5 65.5 53.9 5.0 .9.8. 8.2  20.4 24.7 37.9 +°
si _White - 68.8 62.7 51.5 6.9 11.3 9.9 - 24.3° 26.0 38.7 -
Black * 81.2 :66.5 53.6 2.8 7.3 8.1  16.0, 26.2 40.2 .
Hispanic 81.4 4.6 62.6 3:6—9%9- 4.3 15. 15.5 33.1
Other 87.2 74.3 66.4 0 7.9 9.0 ' 12.8 17.8 24.7 ..
| ’ ~ — n N . .
/ o - &
e 65.0 -,53.6 39.2 7.7 4.5 9.6  27.2 34.9 51.2°
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~might affect placement. Logistic xegression is similar to ordinary

multiple regression'bxpepé that the dependent variable' is dichotomous

«

rather than continuous. It models the probability of a particular

event, sych as-placegent in Title I, as a function of background

* .

characteristics.

A : .
The analysis simultaneotisly regressed on Sex, race, age, economic

.. -
»

RN ~—nu~Ls§atus at CETA entry, labar force stht&s:in the pre-CETA year, veteran

status, educational status, and the national unemployment rate by sex

-

and race, lagged by one quarter from the quarter of CETA entry.[4] We
selected variables that indicated either Titl% eligibility (e.g., labor

7 force status in the pre-GETA bear) or the appropriateness of a fraining
A as .+ ’ < ' : - ° -

over a-job placement (e.g., educational status). ’

«  The model also tested' for interactions between sex and race and
. ' . T . ' -
between sex and labor forcd status in the pre-CETA year. There were no
> s ‘. -

o statistically significant interaction,effects for any fiscal year except’

" for a small effect for hisganic\fgmales in FY77.

S . ..
The analysis reveals that beiqg.female increases the chances of

. * being placed in Title I rather thaq in Titles II and VI, indepenaent of

“

-

- . [4] Race was defined ds white, black, hispanic, and other. Age was
defined as 22-29, 30-44, and 2 45 years. Economic status at CETA entry
had four categories: recipient of Aid to Families with Dependent K
Children (for mothers and unemployed fathers); recipient of other types

) of public assistance; poor rélative to the: OMB poverty level, but not a

\\“--——————recipient of public assistahce; and not. poor relative to the GMB poverty

‘ level. Labor force status in the,pre-CETA year was defined as:
predominantly employed (2 90 percent employed); predominantly unemployed

{ (2 50 percent unemployed); substantially unemployed (25-49 percent
unemployed); not in the labor force; and any residual combination of
labor force experiences. Educational statis was defined as: less than
high school completion, in’school; less than high schoor.ébmpletion, out
of school; high s&hool graduate or GED and out of schpol; beygnd high
school and in schgol; beyond high school and out of school.. '~

F
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the effects of otHer measured characteristics EEEE/gight affect

.a

plaéementg Table 4 reports the logistic regreqsiqn‘coefficients’for

sex.. Although stan&ard errors and £ values operate for logistic ‘
‘regrgssion Eoefficiénts in the same wa§ as for ordinary regression

.. copfficients, logistic' regression ;:oefficients cannot be ’erpreted in

the same way as ofdinary regression coefficients. Table 5 shows the

— - implications of the logistic regression goefficients for the

r

Rrobabilities that a woman will be placed in TitI I, relative to a man °

+ who is identical to her in all characteristics e

i t

if.q ma? has characteristics that give him a 10 pefcent chance of being

ept sex. For example,

~

st ~
as§ign§d to Title I and the logistic regression coefficient is 0.80,

—_——— —_—

Table 5 shows that a comparable woman has almost a 20 percent chance of

- a Title I' assignment. The efﬁof being female on Title placement is

Table 4

EFFECT OF BEING FEMALE ON PLACEMENT IN TITLE I
VS. TITLES II AND VI

g ’ . Fiscal Year
Effects FY76 FY77 - FY78
3
“Logistic . ~\
. regression ) N '
coefficients 0.80 0.77 0.76
Standard - -
errors +0.09 +0.07 +0.06
. ‘ : ) * * ¥ .
4 ) t-statistic +8.9 11.0, 12.7 .

)

*
-~ Statistically significant at p < 0.001.

Qo

3.7

<
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| i , : " Table 5.

FEMALE RELATIVE TO MALE PROBABILITY OF TITLE I PLACEMENT
FOR DIFFERENT LOGISTIC REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS

L3

»
©

. Femafe Probability of
o o -Title I Placement

- Male Probability of °

nneme e - v Title I Placement - BF=0.40 BF=0.60 Bf‘=0'80
.10 0.142 . . 0.168 0.198
.20 0.272 0.313 0.357
.30 0.390 0.438< .  0.488
.40 ©0.499 0.548 0.597
.50 0.599 0.646 0.690
.60 0.691 0.732 ©  0.769 .
.70 0.777 0.810 0.839
.80 0.856 0.879 .  0.899
S .90 0.931 0.943 0.952

4 * . —

‘greatest re1at‘ to males with a 30 to 50 percent chance of being
& . placed in Title I. In this range and for a 0.80 logistic regression
coefficient women have a 20 percent greater chance of a Title I

assigmnent--e 8., 60 rather than 40 percent--than comparable men.

. - -

/ . We might expect male and female youths to be more  similar in
assigmnént-relev characteristics than adults We do find that, -~
whereas female /édults are overassigned to Title I, female youths are

’ N

assigned to this 'I'itle in the same proportions as all youths. However,

3

female youths and female adults have similar patterns for Titles II and

VI. (See Table A.4.) - .

]

Ti#le I participants adult females in Title I and adult males in Title
|

Table 6 shows the distribution across Title I activities of all,

I.: Relative to the distribution of a11 Title I adu1ts, females are

-
N

Q ) \ _ 38




i

P e i N P i Lt A

[y

w

Table 6

£

ADULT PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I BY IPA ASSIGNMENT »

P

, (Percent) .
- ‘ v
cT oJT AVE "PSE -
A : [ _ s
Sex/Race FY76 FY77 FY78 FY76 FY77 FY78 rp{‘m;n FY78 FY76 FY77 FY78
T =
q » ' ’

Female 56.1 56.5 §9.2  15.0 14.2 16.7  23.8 -25.6 22.3 5.2 3.7 1.8
White 46.5 48.2 54.6  15.4 16.4 19.6  31.0. 27.9 23.5 7.1 7.5 2.4
Black 59.4 62.5 62.6  14.6 12.2 13.5  22.8° 22.0 22.2 3.2 3.2 1.7
Hispanic ~ 68.5 69.8 66.3 QT“’-’BTI“is.s»‘”*ﬂ.T 21,1 19.8 1.4 1.1 0
Other 1 70.4 '67.2 71.0. 3/,7”3 9.0 10.5 24.0 21.3 18.5 2.8 2.4 0

¢ ) % ¢ . .

Male 43.8° 41.1 42,7 23.7 29.5 35.7  23.5 22.9 20.1 9.0 6.4 1.5
White 34.8 34.0 38.7  29.1 33.7 41.1 - 24.3 24.4 18.5 11.8 8.0 1.7
Black . 58.2 50.6 49,6 12.8 21.6 26.0 23.1 20.4 23.1 5.9 7.4 1.7

N - - . w .
Hispanic  49.5 47.3 44.1  23.1 30.2 37.3  21.4 -20.3 18.2 6.0 2% oMb
) A Y s B
Other 52.4 57.8 .49.0 p21.3 17.5' 24.3  21.9 22.9 -25.6 4,4- X8 1.1
T : _. . P
Total 49.4 48.8 51.8  19.7 22,0 25.3 23.6 24.2 21.3 ' 7.3 5.1. 1.6
: r

Ratdo of Fe-

male to Total ’ o . . .

Pdrticipation 1.28 1.38< 1.39 0.63 0.48 0.47 1.01 1.12 1.11 0.58 0.58 1.2°

! . - .
¢ 3¢
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overassigned to classroom training (b&si£>skills and $ob training),

ol

underassigped to 0JT, and overassigned to adult™work experience. ‘Théy

p ’ .
are ynderassigned to PSE in FY76 and FY77 and overassigned in FY78.

v

However, by FY78 Psﬁ.repﬁgfented only 1.6 percent of the Title I

R

activitigs. The classroom overassignment increases with time, moving 3

from a ratio of 1.28 in FY76 to 1.39 in,F§78.[5] 0JT underassignment
T ] .

increases with time (from-0.63- to-0-47).{6]-—AWE -moves ffom an even

? , - - y .

~—~ .

. L S . N
Table 7 reports the results of a logistic regression analysis of
S - Ve

blacement in Title I actiyities by sex. Thg_anplysis used the same '

ratid in'FY76 to 1.11 in FY783(7] : .

i?dépendent.variables as the analysis for Titlefplacement,.%kcept that

it added desifed CETA service for those who\speéifigd their preference -
— .
‘at CETA entry.[8] It also-tested an additional &hteraqtion term, sex

: o
and educational,status. A1l interaction effec;sﬂwere either _ s
4 S

statistically not significant or,‘if signi{?can#,‘small.

As Table 7 shows, being female‘rather %haﬂ male increases the J;
chances of being placed in classroom tggining’rathéf than in’ OJF and in
. , .

. ' J
AVE rather than in PSE, independent of ather characteristics that might
affect Title I activity assignﬁenfir Table 5 specifies the sjize of the.
. . - ¢ g :

- effect for different logistic regression coefficients. Fqg example,

relative to mefy flo have a 50 percent chéance of being placed ’

-

¢lassroom training;omparable women in FY78 hd% between a 646, and 69

percent chance of a classroom trainiag’iggzgﬁmnqg;
\ R

-[57 This increa§e.is”statistically significant at p < .05.

[6] This ‘increase is statistically significant at p < .05. -
> [7) This increase is statistically significant at p < .05. .- -
[8) -Desired CETA service had four codes: a job, job training, .

intome, and basic skills. . )

N

‘e X

s

13

’ ! 4‘ k
. U\‘
“Tao,
Ml N o

.

v
.
¥




| Table 7
EFFECT OF BEING FEMALE, ON PLACEMENT IN
TITIE I ACTIVITIES

*

\

[ . . " Fiscal Year

Title I Activity . FY77

Classroom Training
-vs. O0JT

Logistic
regression
coefficient

Standard error

t-statistic
E

AWE vs. PWE

Logistic™
regression
coefficient

Standard error

>

* *

' t-statistic ‘ 5.3 5.1
) &

- = -
Statistically.significant at p < .001. d’/y

Male and female youth' should be more similar in their. assignment-~

3

relevant characteristics than adult males anH females. However, as with
aTitle assignment we find the same patterns of assignment to Title I

activit;es for female youths as for femaie adults " (See Tables A.6 and
. o . it

A.7.) 'Relative to all youths” female youths are overassigned to

classroom training, underassighed to OJT, and increasingly ovetassigned,
fl ' L 3

to the yonth counterpait of AWE, youth work experience. The Youth ):

-
-

1
.

41..
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Employment and Training Program (YETP) component of Title III, a CETA
Frouth Title, has assignment a1ternati§es similar to those of Title I:

YETP classroom training, YETP OJT, and YETP work experience. The'YETP

-

assignment patterns are similar to those for Title I female youths and
. ¥

for Title I female adults.,

?

Relative.to all youths in YETP,~£e?a1e
yopths are overassigned to classroom training, underassigned toN0JT, and

approximately evenly assigned to work experience. (See Table A.8.)

In sum, relative to all CETA~participants; we find adult females

nbverassigned‘to Title I and Relative

find adui\\females overassigned to

underassigned to Titles "II and VI.
to all Title I participants, 4//I

classroom training, . underassigned to OJT, and increasingly overassigned
to income transfer jobs, AWE. The same results occur even after we

control simultaneously on selected backgrdapd characteristicé that might
~

affect Title and Title I activity assignments. Female youths show

@

assignment patterns quite similar to those for female adults, even~'

A .
though theoreticaliy they should be more like their male counterparts )

aod
o

£
than‘female;gdults might be ‘to male adults. oe )

Before we interpret -these unequal distributions as inequitable, we
° r'7 . \

4

agafn have to ask about sex differences in demand for CETA:serviceé.

defihe classroom training as the appropriate service for those who

wanted c skills, classroom training and 0JT as the appropriate

*’\,-’3 ~
Thble .8 shpws what adult participants who wanted a particular

sefvice 8 ’For those who wanted basic skills, female’!were slightly

" more likely to 3et what they wanted than males across a11 fiscal years,
~ i ,’ .

IS

J

We

JE?

-




«

aOnly the participants who have expressed their desired CETA services
are included in the tabulation.” Column percents sum to 100.0 for males and
females separately. 7

V4 ‘
- e Table 8
FOR EACH DESIRED SERVICE: ADULT DISTRIBUTION ’
OF OBTAINED CETA SERVICES - e —
(Percent) v
- Desired CETA Service?
. ’ Basic Skills Job Training Job
Obtained ) ,
CETA Service * Sex FY76 FY77 FY78 FY76 FY77 FY78 FY76 FY77 FY78
Classroom training Male 86.6 88.7 87.9 60.7 51.5 45.4 12,0 7.9 5.7°
Female . 91.7 94,0 ~91.2 69.7 70.5 66.9 ¥.4, 13,1 11.1
On-the-job training  Male 2.3 2.6 3.2 4.7 15.5 16.2. 12.5 . 12.3  11.3
Female §3-1 004 106 9'.4 6.9 700 11.4‘ 8'08 903
Adult work Male 9.8 2.1 6.2 10.5 9.9 6.9 18.5 12.9 7.8
experience. Female 4.5 4.2 4.2 13.0 12.9 10.1 25.2  18.3 13.2
. i it .
- o
~N ¢ \
Public service © Male 1.2 6.6 2.7 4.2 23.1 31.5 57.0 66.9 75.2
employment® = Fepale 0.7 1.4 3.0 7.9 9.7 ©16.0 48.0 59.8  66.4
\.-\ i’ =

bIncludes PSE sustainment, PSE nonsustainment, qﬁd PSE unknown in- FY78,

<




- . ) ~~

< . e, .." R -28- . \
i _ '

(The female:male ratios here are 1.06, 1.06, and 1.04.) For thosé who

- . ¢

wanted job training, fémaleg were more likely--and increasingly more

.

% . likely--than malgs.to get what they wanted. 'These ratios izcreased from
1,05 to 1,20 from FY76 to FY78. However, among those who wanted job

training = females were more likely than males to get classroom training
- * * .

and less likely to get OJT, : —

s . . a .
3 For those who wanted-jobs, males wert only slightly more likely tod

get what they wanted for all three fiscal years, the female:male ratios
- Y L

being about 0.97. .However, ampng those who wanted jobs, fémales were

much more Iikely't@an males to get adult work experience and“}ess likely .

Iy .

to get PSE jobs. 3
How we interpret these data ultimateiy depends on what'actually 2
goes on in these activities and on their associated in-CETA and poé&-

CETA benefits, wever, the data suggest that,srelative ip men, CETA

3

~ — integrates women less into the workplace.(éiassrééﬁ‘fraiging rather than
\ - IS
OJT) and less into "serious" jabs (ones intended as transitions to .
. ° - »
_ unsubsidized employpent). At the same time, at least }he classroom

g

training/0JT difference may just reflect where training for traditional

£
female jobs usually occurs. In this case any inequities resolve infto

- v

occugatibnal,.not activity, assignment issues.
. - ‘ * :

- .
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S — V. OCCUPATIONAL DESEGREGATION IN CETA & :

-

. Occupational segregation by sex is clearly associated with \\ .
although noﬁ*unambiguously the cause of, female poverty in the United
States. Substantiallgrgbre female than male occupations pay poverty N
level wages-*in one analysis, 54 percent versus 20 percent for a white
female high school graduate 25-34 years pf age.[1} Persistent
occupational segregation parallels.the persistent male-female wage:
'oifferential, and differences in male and female occupational
i distributions account for over a quarter of the wagg differential. [2]
Even when labor force attachment is controlled, Women‘also have much

Ll

flatter 1ifetim§ earnings profiles than men.[3] Theoretical -

3 ;‘ .
. arguments[4] and fragmentary evidence[5] implicate.occupational
segregation in these profile differences. Male, but not female,
- ‘ . - ‘
et occupations seem ¥ssociat®d with upwardly mobile cafeer paths that carry

[y L

-

* . wage increases.
“~

, {1] Isabel Sawhill, "Discrimination and Poverty among Women Who
Head Families," in Martha Blaxall and Barbara Reagan (eds.), Women and
the Workplace, The University of Chicago Press, 1976, pp. 201-211.
\\\\ {2] Barry Chiswick, J. Fackler, June O'Neill, and Solomon N
Polacheck, "The Effect of Occupation on Race and Sex Differences in
Y Hourly Earnings," Proceedings of ‘the American Statistical Association,
1974, pp. 219-228. ‘
[3] Isabel V. Sawhi11,<"The Economics of Discrimindtdon Against )
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The CETA regulatory resporse to occupational segregation has been
" to direct prime sponsors to reduce sex stereotyping in training and
v . employment for both sexes. Here we describe CETA's desegregation- record
and assess itf?h re1ation to women's occupational preferences

In our description of CETA's record, wk use the CETA regulatory

v definitions of occupational types: in a ‘traditional ma1e occupation ‘ ‘

-

a

femalges constitute less than 25 percent of that occupation's labor”
foréﬁj in a mixed occupaticm,.zs to 74 percent; and in a- traditional .
gemglg'occupafion, 75 percent,or more. 1;,4

G’.‘\ vy . - \ : .

" CETA'S OdbUPATIONAL_DESEGREGAIION RECORD .

v

Table 9 he distribution of CETA job holders among
traditional male, traditional female, and mined CETA jobs by fiscal
,‘year, ;éx, and race. The data)show that across’t}me an increasing /;)
proportion ‘of adult'women were employed in traditional ‘male CETA jobs (7 '5

percent t9 almosg 12 percent in three fiscal years), a decreasing

6’-

/i
L=y, 8
proportion in traditional female CETA jobs (68 péfcent to 62 percent in

lhree fiscal years); and basically a stable proportion in mixed jobs.

Adult females showed slightly more diétnibutiOnaI change across time

L than adult ma1e¥, but-neither sex showed 1arge.changes.
- . . j

Table 10 shows the distribution of CETA jobs by Census occupational .
categories for adult males and females by fiscal year Again, females
showed more changes across time than males, but neither se& showed much

shift. At the same time for both sexes the changes that did occur were -
o v A , o
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_ Table 9 -
ADULT DISTRIBUTION AMONG TRADITIONAL MALE, TRADITIONAL FEMALE, '
‘ ANp MIXED CETA-JOBS
(Percent) 3
Traditional. Traditional
Male Job Female Job Mixed Job~
ﬁ . ‘\‘« ‘. ) . '
Sex/Race F¥76 FY77 FY78 FX’B FY77 FY78 FY76 ~ FY77 FY78
( Al
‘Female 7.0 12.3\ 11.7 68.2 64.5 62.2 24.8 23.2 26.1
) White 7.8 11.0' 12.5 67.4 62.4 60.7 24.8 26.6 26.9
. Black 4.9. 17.2 11.0 <20% 62.6 63.2 24.9 20.1 25.8
Hispanic 3.5, 5.0 8.2 71.4 80.7 72.0 -. 25.1 14.3 --19.8
Other 1%.3 7.7 11.3 61.8 82.4 61.1 22.9_ 9.9 27.6
Male 7.5 71.4  69.7 6.5& 8.4 10.0 22.0 20.2 20.3
- White »72.9 -71.8 70.2 6.4 8.0 8.9 - 20.7 20.2 .20.9
Black 68.2 72.4 70.0 4.9 7.7, 10.2 26.9 -19.8 19.8
Hispanic 75.4 66.8 69.2 5.5 .11.8 13.9 -19.1 21.4 16.9
Other . .56.1 64.0 60.8 18.3 17.0 18.9 25.5 19,0 -—20-3
« .’\ } ’
!;_, from occupations traditional for their sex to mixed occupations or to

14

occupations nontraditional for their sex. TFemales showed increésing
proportions in the professional/technical category (17 pgrcént to 21

percent) and decreasing proportions in the clerical category (Sd’percent

. . )
to 48 percent). They showed very slight increases in the craft,”

-

. ‘ transport operative, and nonfarm laborer categories. Males showed an.

. absolute increase of three percent in the clerical category.

»

1
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W i Table 10 .
9/ ! .
45&}}Tnﬁxﬁ N OF CETA JOB FOR. ADULTS BY CENSUS OCCUPATIONS
f “‘ !’“J ff“' ‘ (Percent) - /
S, FY76 FY77 FY78
' Census Occupations _Male Female Male Female Male Female
) Professional, Technical, o
. and Kindred Workers 14.0 17.0 14.9. 19.4 15.4 21.3
Managers, Administra- N
tors, except Farm \A-1 3.3 6.0 3.8 4.1 3.1
* J .
Salesworkers - 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.2 0.5 0.7\
Clerical and Kihdred .
' ‘Workers ‘ 5.5 °53.6 7.7  47.3 8.6 47.6
- Craftsmen and Kindred . o '
Workers 16.\% 1.0 14.5- 1.2 16.9 1.6
. Operatives, except )
Transport 5.2 1.8 3.8 1.4 3.6 1.2
. Transport Equipment '
Operatives N 03 0.7 4.6 -1.0 -&7 1.5
Non—farm Laborers 25.4 1.3 28.9 4,1 26.7 3.6
Farmers and Farm Man- T ‘
agers 0.1 0.1 . 0.0 0.0 (‘)71 0.0
Farm Laborers and Super- 7 ' :
visors 06 < . 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.2
- R ‘“Sé’f'vice Workers, except ‘ )
‘Private Household 213 19.4 18.6 21.0 19.1 18.9
Private Household Ny . .
Workers ' 0.0 0{.7 0.0 0\}4 ,0.0 0.2
* <
SU —_— _— — 47* ' h /
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able 11 rhows the relationship between the two CETA training.
activities, clpssroom training and OJF, and traditionality of the -
—_— occupation being trained. 'For both adult men and women,,prainiﬁg »

activity has a marked effect on the incidence of traditional‘ and mixed

occupations. Relative to OJT, a classroom training assignment for women

—— A

T
B3

increases the incidence of traditional female qccupatfzns by about two-

-thirds.” It decreases the chances of being in a mixed occupation by ’

v\ - ’ i .' ,

Table 11 : -
) PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUALS IN CLASSROOM TRAINING ANM 0JT
. , BY TRADITIONALITY OF OCCUPATION N .
: _ )
‘ 7 Classroom Training On-the-Jab Training
. : - 1 Y
Fiscal Year ’ . :
and—Occupation "T"Utd}. F — %—Femqle Male ————
. v e .
FY76 ’ - e . .
g Traditional Male 37.5 5.9 70.8 és‘s 10.6 66.5 '
Traditional Female 4?.9 81.1 10.7 8 51.4 4.3
' Mdxed . 15.6 12.9 18.5 37.4 37.9 *~29.1
. " FYn7 SR :
Traditional Male 37. 15.3 68.8 48.4 - . 1648 63.7
. - " Traditional Female 47.9 ,// 70.6 16.3 20.2 46.7 7.3 s
Mixed . . 14.5 - 14.1 14.9 31.4 ¥ 36.5 29.0
FY7s S '
Traditional Male 32.9, "« 945 | 72.3 47.1 13.9 66.1
- Traditional Female 51.8" 75.9 11.0 19.3 4 46.9 3.5 .
Mixed 15.4 14.6 16.6 33.6 39.2 30.4




about the same .~ Although classroom training assignments decrease
é .

female chances of bting trained in a traditional male occupation, the
a —_— .

effects are not as great;as for the other two occupational types.

Table-11 also shogs the distributio§7of classroom training and OJT

-

training slots among the three occupational types. Relative to

classroom training, OJT-has a larger proportion-of traditional male

slots, only'kalf or fewe? the proportion of traditional female slots,-"/
' - ) *

and at least double the proportion of mixed slots. Thus, although 0JT

’

. " .
has a smaller total number-of slots than c1ass;oo-§;cae‘ning, its\

, . . .
occupational mix is more. conducive-to occupatignaliesegregation for
-

>~ \
Table 12 shows, for each training type, the ratio of the female

women.

) Proportion in an occupational type to the female proportion in the

Y- A

trainiégégype. A ratio of 1.00 means that women are represented in a
. s A ’

s ‘ AN . 5

particulhrgoccﬁpq\iond type in equal proportion to their represenfation
1§ ) ° ’ : i o /; ° ‘.

in‘tgg training t ratio of less than 1,00 indicates - - R
- L2 ¥ .

underrepresentatiOn and a' ratio of :more than 1.00 indicates

®" c’

e

' overrepresentationk%QThege ratios reveal’ that OJT increases women's

- -

&
chances to be in mixed and traditional male occupations primarily as a

function of 0JT's occupatioqai mix not of less traditional occupational

i

assignments for £ema1es in OJE.’ Although femalas in OJT are somewhat

more apt to be assigned to mixed occupations™than females in classroem

-

training, they¥are much'pore apt to be assigned to traditional female
. a4 pla , i . ‘

n occupations’ than females in classtoom training.
M 4
AN




\ L d

i ol

{

‘disproportionate numbers, thé small numbers of these s}o;s in OJT force

P .
Table 12 ™ A

v

FOR EACH TRAINING TYPE: RATIO OF THE FEMALE PROPORTION -
IN AN OCCUPATIONAL TYRE TO THE FEMALE PROPORTION IN THE TRAINING TYPE :

FIscal Year

and Occupation Clégsroom Training- , On-the-Job-Training
T ; _ p =
FY76 } '
Traditional male job 0.16. 0.23 .
‘Traditional female job 1.73 2,36
Mixed job 0.83 1.17
. . w
FY77 ' '
TraditYonal male job 0.41 . “l 0.35
Traditional female job 1.47 s 2.32
Mixed job .98 o '\16
FY78 . i . .
Traditional male job . - 0.39 . 0.29 N
Traditional female job '’ 1.47 \ 2.43.
¢ Mixed job 0.95 © 4,17

In the last section we saw that xelative tp their proportions in

Title I, females are dverrepresented in classroom training and
s
underrepresented in OJT. Tables 11 and 12 show the consequeno;s of
those activity assiénments for occupational desegregation for women,
0JT, contains much larger proportions of traditional male and mixed
occupations. Even if women enter the OJT traditional female slots in
—

some occupational desegregation. These data indicate that if CETA
increases women's OJT participation, they will simultaneousl§Tincrease
oocupstional desegregation for‘woméh.

/
Tables 13 and 14 show whether, relative to-the occupation of their

last pre~QETA job, adult female and male CETA job holders stayed in the




- . a
. . Table 13
* OCCUPATION OF LAST PRE-CETA JOB BY OCCUPATION OF CETA
7 JOB FOR ADULT FEMALES
- . (Percent) ’

-»
X

o / .
Occupat iom of CETA Job

a 4 . -
) Fiscal Year,’ Traditional Traditional Mixed
Pre-CETA Job Male Job Female Job Job

\ -
Fe76 . ‘N S,

Traditiomal male job 32.8 44,2 23,0
Traditional female job 3.6 80.7 15.7
Mixed job 7.3 41.7 51.0

D&, Y77

"wis  Traditional male job . 33.3 45.9 ~20.9
Traditional female job ~ 8.8 75.2 16.0
Mixed job . 11.9 44,8 43.3

FY78¢ . 4

“Traditional male job 43.8 39.8 16.4
Traditional female jeB‘J" 7.4 . 713.8 18.8
.Mixed job 9.9 46.5 43.6

~ .

.

- same occupational type or moved to a new one. Thus, for those in pre-

. . ”J r «
CETA occupations traditional for their sex, Tables 13 and 14 show how

. <
mﬁ;ﬁ CETA changed participants' occupational patterns. For those in

-

pre-CETA mixed occupations or occupations nontraditional for their sex,’

they show CETA's ability to continue participants' occupational’

s

patterns

"About 75 percent of adult females who had traditionally female *

’

pre-CETA jobs entered traditionally female CETA jobs. Of those who
F::ed out ‘of traditionally female pre-CETA jobs, about two-thirds

_entered mixed CETA jobs., ,4) '

9@
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/‘ Table 14

. (Percent)

v

OCCUPATION OF LAST PRE-CETA JOB BY OCCUPATION OF CETA
JOB FOR ADULT MALES a

o

-
£

Occupatiop of CETA Job

Traditional

" who had pre=CETA mixed jobs

Fiscal Year, Traditional Mixed

Pre-CETA Job Male q%p Female Job Job
¢t F . 4 ®

FY76 - R
" Traditional male job = 85.3° T\ 2.8 11.9
Traditional female job 48,2 28.8 23.0 ‘
Mixed job ' 48.1 ¢ 7.3 44.6

FY77
Traditional male job 84.5 3.4 12.1
Traditional female job 34.5 g 23.0
Mixed job : Tss.a -, % 36.2

FY78 ‘ -
Traditional male job 82.3 ' 5.9 11.7 ‘ -
Traditional female job 36.4 39.9 23.8

\ Mixed job 55.3 8.5 - 36.2

For adult females whose last pre-CETA job was a mixed or

’ “ ~

traditionally male occupation, CETA did not place a large proportion in

-

either mixed or traditionally male occupations. Depending on fiscal

‘year, ‘for females who had traditional male pre-CETA jobs, CETA retained .

a third to 44 ﬁerceﬁt.in the same cccupational fype, placing from 40

percedt to 46 percent in traditional f&male occupationsl For females
* X . \

CETA retained 44-51 péfcent in the same

occupatipnal type, placing from 42 gercent.Ef 47 percent in traditional

‘

fesrle occupations.




y

- going into traditionally female than into traditionally male CETA Bobsh

. job had for females; only between 15 percent and 20.percent of the males .

-38- :
- . \

Over time increasing prqp6%ti bé of thofb with traditiohally female
~ . -

pre-CETA jobs entered mixed @nd traditionally male CETA jbbs, thd two. | )

<

categories picking up about equal shares of the additional moversx The .(///" ¢

traditional male category lost smaller prdportipns over time;>the mixed

TN

-~

category lost larger proportions, with more of'té? additional losses

- .

‘Adult males had pattaipscsimilar to those of their female

. ’
‘tounterparts, but their redistributions among categories differed

.
~

A Coy ot ’ .
somewhat from the female redistributions. A traditional male pre-CETA

——

job had more holdiﬁ% power for males than a traditibnal female pre-CETA -
g .

1

h

in any given fiscal year shifted out 'of this category. Males shifted

out of traditional female andemixed pre-CETA jobs at higher rates than

females shiftediout of traditional male or mixed ;we-CETA jobs, the male

_females than males. For those with pre-CETA mixe?.occupations or ) .
~

rates ranging from about SS~B?rcent to 70 percent in any given year.

. R ~ -
‘In sum, for those who had.pre-CETA_:;;Bpations traditiopal’ for .

their sex, CETA changed the occupational®type for proportionately more

occupations fontraditional for their sex, CETA usually retained more

females than males in CETA occupations of\the same type. . However, CETA .t
: . ‘ Ct 3

did not shift three-quarters of tbose females with traditionally female

pre;CETA occupations into mixed or traditional male occupations. T@ey

-

4 . N
did not retain even half of those women in pre-CETA mixed or traditional

male occupations in occupations of the same typgjhnd placed most of thé

changers in,traditional female occupations, not mixed-or traditional -.
- . .

malé upations. How we interpret these data dep‘e'hds on facfors thﬁ: )
3 . . L]
\

. - 4 . -
we now address,

< 3

' 54 ,
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CETA'S RECORD IN RELATION TO OCCUPATIONAL PREFERENCES .0

CETA's ability to desegregate occupations is constrained by

2

enrollees' occupational preferences and by the structure of the labor
L4

market in whicn\CETA has to place enrollees. The CLMS data are not -

\ - . »

. )
adequate for assessing women's preferences or CETA's efforts to inform
q g P ,
. - . A\ -

enroilees aboyt. the implications of a1ternative occupational choices.
The CIMS asks respondents if they had a particular kind of job or job
- _ training in mind when they visited the manpower office, and if so, what
' '+ the occupation was. [6] We do not know,if,individuals with such ' -
,prefenenges eommunicated tnese to CETA personnel; although it seems . ’,
appropriate to hold CETA accountable for eliciting enrollee occupational

+ preferences. The CLMS héds no data on whether CETA personnel discussed

>

tradeoffs amonﬁ\different occppations with enroilees. Thus, we also-do

’

s not know if CETA exposed enrollees without‘previous preferences or zith

traditidnal preferencessto nontraditional 'and mixed options. We !

-

therefore cannot know if those, without preferences or with traditional

! - -

preferences'at CETA entry who end up. in traditional jobs or training

reflect (1) CETA's failure to try to shift women to nontraditionai'or

< ,

mixed- occupations or (2) the constraints of enrollees' inférmed‘
- M . ; -

+ preferences.

= - -

Although CETA regulations mandate occupational dQsegregation,-

CETA's ultimate obJective is to train or employ enrollees in higher~ -

"[6] The CLMS questions ask: "Did you want a certain kind of
. (job/job training) when you visited the manpower office?" ‘[IF YES]:
"What was'%he (job/job training) that you wanted?" : ' 3

4

o}
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paying.jobs, regaroless of their traditionality. Women who had
troditionallyomale or mixed 0ccunational\preferences at CETA entry,and
who Endod up in traditigfially female occupations may be ending up in
C;TA oocupations that pay more tnan their preferreo occupations. 'We‘did

not assess this possibility, but the CLMS'file could be used to compare

" tife average wage rate of an enrollee's preferred'occupation with that of

©

thi,CETA occupation in which he or she was trained or émployed.
' In eacH fiscal year more than half of the adult female respondents
hao occupational preferencds at the time of CET% entry.[7] Table 15

shows these preferences. For those who expressed preferences, an

*increasing proportion wanted tradit}onal male_jgbs -across time (5

» .

percent to 1Q percent) .’ Howevér, the total percent is still small. The

majority--but a declining majorlty (from 69 percent in FY76 to 55

« . N »
. - Table 15 )
DISTRIBUTION OF TRADITIONALITY OF DESIRED CETA JOBS
- (E FOR ADULT FEMALES
- oo (Percent)
) .

. R ‘v
0

Desired CETA Job

3

i s Traditional Traditiohal Mixed .
. Year . Malg Job Female Job Job .
FY?76' 5.4 68.8 25.9 ‘
FY77 10.3 53.2 " 36.5
. FY78 * 10.3 55.1 ° A7
- o K . s
e YN ) B
s ' v -\' . 3 {
[7} The percentages were” 65 percent, 57 percent,fand 39 percent for
+FY76, FY77, and FY78, «respectively, . )

3

N
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percent in FY78)--wanted traditional female jobs. An “increasing

¢

' proportion (from 26 pFrcent to 35 percent) wanted mixed jobs.
Table 16 s£ows the propoftiqn of adult female and male.CETA '.
7 jobﬁélders who got the ‘occupation that they wanted. Both females and
males who.w;ntéd an occupation traditional for theirisex were much more
apt to get it--from 74 percent to 89 percent, depending on fiscal year
and sex. . However, females who Qanted traditional female jobs got them

at lower rates than males who wanted tradi%lona1~male.jobs.A In other

\ v

-

» words, for adults who wanted occupations traditional for their sex, CETA
shifted more women than men out of jobs commensurate with those

. X ¢
traditional preferences.

~

Table 16

ADULTS WHO GOT DES§RED OCCUPATION

)

— ~ Traditfonal Traditional g )
Male Job Female Job Mixed Job

Sex/Race . FY76 FY77 FY78 . FY76, FY7} FY78 . FY76 -FY77 FY78

-

Fepale 569 33,

3 43.8 86.8 75.2 73.8 60:1 43.3 43.6

White 63.6 35.6 48.5 89.4 74.0 69.9 68.6 49.8 43.3

Black 35.6 26.5 41.4 80.8 73.9 79.4 46.2 34.8 44.2

Hispanic 47.5 9.3 18.9 88.9 83.5 81.7 50.4 11.6 40.9

Other 100.0 67:4 48.2 78.5 82.2 83.6 _ 4005 24,5 49.1

. Male " 89.2 ¥84.5- 82.3 55.5 42.5 39.9 68.8 36.3 3612
: White . 90.3 85.4 83.5 60.7 46.0 42.3 72.0 36.5 37.3
Black 87.2 84.0 81.5 3435 26.2 21.8 60.9 31.8 33.5
Hispanic  81.5° 76.2 80.1 81.4 30.8 68.8 55.1 53.6 .35.1.

Other 100.0 88.1 71.3 57.6 51.7 57.8 79.6 32.7 37.2

o, . )
(Percent) . a //
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TabIb‘16 aI;o shows that substantial proportions of women who
wanted tradition;l male or mixed occupations dId not get them,‘
especially in FY77 ana FY78. For‘females who J%nteﬁ a traditionalIy
male occupation,:only 33 perceﬂ? to 57 percent got what they ?anted,

4

depending on fiscal year. For females who-ganted mixed:jobs, 43 percent
K ¥ F I

\ . .
QQ,éﬁ/percent got them. For all three occupational types, both females -
-~ ¢ ’ -
and males got whaé they wanted at declining rates across time. "
; ;
Eable 17 shows the CETA occupational distribution of adultjéimales
;qutive to their preferences at CETA entry. Females who wanted and did
not get traditional male jobs were more likely--and increasingly more
, ~ Table 17
, .-
’ DISTRIBUTION OF DESIRED AND OBTAINED CETA JOB OCCUPATION
e FOR ADUL® FEMALES 5
L& ) ' « (Percent) . i
Occupation of CETA Job |
t Yegr and Traditional Traditional Mixed
' esired Jor ) Male Job Female Job Job
>:‘— .‘ o *r 7 ;
FY76 A 2
g : Traditional male job 56.9 : ™~ 26.2 16.9
Traditional female job 1.5 86.8 11.6
Mixed job : 5.6 34.2 60.1
A -“ . a '
. Traditional male job« 33.3 » 45.9 20.9
Traditional female- job 8.8 75.2 16.0
Mixed job 11.9 44.8 43.3
A FY78 . ) o o
SR Traditional-male job.... ... 43.8 , 39.8 16.4
Traditional female job 7.4 73.8 . 18.8 ;
Mixed job o 9.9 * 46.5 43.6
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likely across time--to get traditional femglg than mixed jobs.

;7 Depending on the fiscal year, 61 pggcent to 71 percent of the femé&es
who wanted and failed to get traditiLnal male jobs ended up in

h}raditional female jobs. Similarly, feﬁgleé who wanted and did not get

<

mixed jobs were more likely--and inq;easingly more likely across time-- }
\ P v N
to get traditional female than'tfaditignal male jobs. Of this group 791 ;e .

percent to 86 percent ended up in traditional female jobs. For those

. .
?fggg wanted and failed Fo get traditional female jobs, a larger
— proportion always got mixed than traditional male jobs. However, a§ . -
declining numbers who wa;ted tradiéion&l-female jobs got them, both thel
mixed and traditional male categories picked up. some of the "exits" from .

~ .the traditdional female category. ) ) .-

For adult women who stated that they had had occupational .

, ‘ < 1 h
preferences at the time of CETA'enégy, the CETA desegregation record for

~ mixed and traditienal male occupations is poor.-

The young generally adopt cuiturally nontraditional beliefé and

behaviots more readily?than their elders. If this occurs for
* 1 ‘ N
gnontraditional occupational choices,[8] CETA should be less constrained

)

by female youth than by.female adult occupational preferences. CETA *

should then show a better occupational Sgseéregation record for femald . g;
- I3 .- ’
v "youth than, for female adults-
- Table 18 shows the occupational preferences for those female youths
. P ! '

b TN
i

[8] During adol;;Eence both males and females are concerned with
. forming sex identities. If nontraditional ‘pccupational choices
T interfere with this process, adoI?scent females migEE/Be less attracted
to these occupations than older women or than theif younger age might K
suggest. ) ’ - : . - ‘ ‘

> d

v
» \ N . . L ¢

s 5 . <

i ’ ~




Table 18

DISTRIBUTION OF TRADITIONALITY OF DESIRED CETA JOBS '
FOR FEMALE YOUTH ’
-
(Percent)

,
» ¢ w ol —
- - L

° C * Desired,CETA Job

b

Traditional Traditional Mixed

FY78

PG

.- w’
who had preferences at CETA entry. [9] By FYZB those who had preferences

* -n

! ’ ﬁreferred traditiqﬂal female occupations in about the same proportions

as feﬁale aduits. More female youth than female adults wanted

X

traditionally male occupations, and ‘fewer wanted mixed occupations.

. Table 19 shows the youth distribution among CETA job types by

' : fiscal iéar for all female youths, not just for those who expressed
- ', . .
préferences. It reveals a somewhat better occupational desegrega;ion/’

. . ..
record for female youths than fer adult females, especially in

H

" traditionally, male occupations. Female youths showed an increasing
« ‘l, & ' ) . ‘ - ~
proportion in traditional male jobs (13 percent to 20 percent in three
= ) years); a decreasing proportion in traditional female jobs (67 percent

to 57 percent in three fiscal y®ars); and a small increase in mixed jobs
’ ,

.

(20 percent to 23 percent). ’

~ (9] Smaller proportions of female youths had occupational ]
.preferénces at CETA entry than adult females. However, at least half of
the female youth respondents had preferences in each fiscal year.

~ 4

w0 - 60 '

Year Male Job Female Job = Job
t ‘ E 4 -
. FY76 4.0 81.7 14.3
FY77 10.6 62.8 26.6
15.2 60.4 24.4
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Table 19

-

YOUTH DISTRIBUTION AMONG TRADITIONAL MALE,
TRADITIONAL FEMALE, AND MIXED CETA JOBS

hl

(Percént)

Traditional - . Traditional
Male Job =~ Female Job Mixed Job

/ .

Sex/Race FY76 FY77 FY78 FY76 FY77 FYI8 FYI6 FY77 FY78

Female . 13.0 16.6 20. 67.1 60.9 57. .9 22.5 22.
White 18.6 23.2 24, .9 57.8 57. .5 19.0 18.
Blac 7.7 11.6 18. .7 63.6 55. .6 24.8 25.
Hisp 4.8 15.4 11. .1 62.3 64. .1 22.3 24,
Other 11.3 13.9 25. .2.53.0 55. .5 33.1 19.

Male 71.4 70.4 71. 6. 9. 9. .7 19.7 19.
_ White 81.7 83.5 81.3 3. 4, 2. J9 12.4 15,
Black - 65.4 58.1 62. 8.9 15.4 14. 27 26. 23.
Hispanic = 52.7 60.7 61. .9 13.8 20. 425, .
Other { 62.0 58.2 64. 6 4. jl 264 27,7 ,g,.

If female youths have le$s constrained occupational preferences

than female adults, the youtl data suggest that CETA"S poorer record for

female adults is in part a function of more constrained adult

~

preferences. . ' ' '

»

As Table 13 showed CETA moved only small proportions of those with

¥

pre -CETA trad1t10na1 occupétlons into tradltional male or ‘mixed
occupatlons and retained less than half of those with pre~CETA
traditionalvmale or mixed occupaéions in those_océupaﬁional types. How.
we interpret this record depenhs oa.éhe relat{gnships between previous

occupation and occupational prefer:nce at CETA entry.

’
!
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’

for a traditional occupation as the result of experiénces with-

.increased employment and decreased unemployment the most. Traditional

%y

-46-

Although the CLMS allows a c;oss-tabulation of these two variables,
this analysis is not available to us. In its absence we can note that

the military “finds that women in nontraditional occupations have higher
& 3

‘attrition than ones in traditionally female occupations. If this

/ .
7

greater attrition representé a negative response to nontraditional
> * .
occupations, CETA's record with regard to entrants witH\Qontraditional

occupational histories may in part reflect these entrants' preferences
< ~

4

nontreéitional ones. i
CONCLUSION
Although we need more information to assess CETA's occupational
. N h S
desegregation efforts,'CETA's sex &esegregation record, esgecially for

) AN
women with traditional male or mixed occupationdl preferences at CETA

"entry, strongly indicates{that CETA copld desegregate occupations by sex

flore than it has done. N

Ultimately, how policymakers judge CETA's desegregation record-=

vh;t action they.might want to take--depends qn our theories about what

occupational desegregation will produce in the short run and long

* - térm. [10] For occupational desegregation to affect female poverty,

[10] We had expecte& to assess whether different %p-CETA
occupational types affected women's post-CETA outcomes. However,
cross-tabulations of in-CETA occupational type by three-month post-CETA

outcome (employed, in school/training, unemployed, not in the labor

force) showed seriously dwindling cell sizes across fiscal years. To
enter a three-month post-CETA analysis, a CLMS respondent had to have
both left CETA and been reinterviewed at least three months after
leaving CETA. As a result, the FY77 and FY78 data could not be used.
We can note that for FY76 CETA entrants in-CETA occupation affected
three-month post-CETA employment and unemployment, but not school
enrollment or being out of the labor force. In-CETA mixed occupations

. v

. | 62
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4

occupation, nct geﬁdef, has to account - for the correlation between
3 N . t
traditionally female occupations and female poverty.. Some female

occupations have upward mobility oppbrtunities. For example, elementary

-~

and secondary school. teachers could become principals and other,schbol

administrators,:RPt males dispropogtionately occupy the top of this

career ladder. In these‘cases gender, not occupation, accounts for

differential upward mobility~* ) b

.
and societies always allocate larger rewards to higher status

individuals. In the-workplate—these take .the form of promotigns, higher

’

. d
wages, etc. Until these allocative rules cliange, we cannot be ‘sure that

e

- changing the occupational distributions of men and women will

redistribute tze rewards between the sexes, In conjunction with ,

Qccupationaf d regation efforts policymakers need to monitor what

‘happens‘tovw°men trained for and employed less traditional
0’ —
— 1

N
occupations.[11] In the short rum women trained in these occupations

male occupations increased employment and dec¢reased unemployment the
least. Traditional female occupations had epployment and unemployment

_\effects intermediate between these two types, Eyen FY76£§ell sizes

3 eclnded"a»multivariatepanalysis:to determine if pre-CE

”characteristics associated with in-CETA occupational type, not the

occupational type itself, produced these redults.
‘ [11] For example, one study reportéd that young women in the

-National Longitudinal Survey who were employed in 1972 ip traditionally

male occupations did not necessarily have a wage advantage. Typicality
of occupation rarely had statistically significant effects on wages. If
the coefficients were taken at face value, traditionally male
occupations added a small wage increment for women with 10 or 11 years.,
of school, and no increment for higa school graduates. They produced a
small wage decrement for women with some college. John T. Grasso and
John R. Shea, Vocational Education .nd-Training: Impact on Youth,
Cérnegie Council on Polity Studies in "Higher Education, Pittsburgh,

_“‘Ig_pu} society males tiéd;tipnali;Ahavemhigher status_than females, . -

{

1979, pp. 103-104. Another study s iowed that women add occupational =

- status (and presumably wages) by moving from jobs in the female sector,

to ones in the male sector. We_need to do more studies like these to

- - 83 :
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may encounter em;i;ymeni barriers, thus iqeuifiﬁg costs from ‘-
. 4 - ~

v
- : .

.occupational desegregation. In the longer run wage structures and

L%

promotion opportunitiesédifferentféted by sex may emerge in
Qraditiofélly male occupations entered by women. The cultural agreement

that n have higher stgths than women will Wie hard. Social groups,
including the women in them, are gngenious at finding ways to preserve
: - - ’ A ‘ v

such agreements. and the’differential rewards associated with them.’

-

track the effects for women of occupational desegration. Wendy C. .

Wolf and Raéhel Rosenfeld, "Sex Structure of Occupations and Job
. Mobility," Social Forces, Vol. 56, No. 3, March 1978, pp. 823—8441

~ .

. : ’ 5
7 4 \ / b ‘- .
4 - . ’ ]
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VI. IN-CETA WAGES

In general, the adult wage data for CETA OJT and j ﬂ\fft;vities

-

show the uejﬁd'hage differences by sex that we observe outside of CETA.
The malé wage advantage varied by CETA activity, being greatest -for

OJT less for PSE, and least for AWE. For OJT the majqrity of the wage

differences by sex fell between 60 and 80 cents per hour, for PSE, |,

b ) ‘
; between 30 and 60 cents, ‘and for AWE between 20 and 50 cents .
For adults in CETA jobs the male wage advandage varied by the

' Census occupational category. The higher the status 'of the occupation,
%’ ' the smaller the average hourly wage difference by sex. Y8r all three

fiscal years the professional and managerial categories showed very

- . -
small differences; in FY76 and FY77 advlt females in professional jobs

‘ earfied a few cents more per hour than their male counterparts. ~Adult -
. B s N
males had systematically higher hourly wagé? than adult females for all

three fiscal years in the sales, clerical, crafts, nontransport
4 +
- operative, transport operative, nonfarm labor, and service categbries.

Except for occasional reversals, these differences eLcutred for all four
“ 3 ~ . <

race/ethniergrenpswfwhite§,~b1;cks, hispanics, and other). a
Table 20 shqus .the average hourij wage for CETA OJT by

traditionality of the Bccupétion. Even when we control ontz;ﬁe’bf _\

-occupation, males continue to have higher wages than fem;Xes. In

. . Y v v
general, adult females got less pay for training in traditional female

L3

occupations than for training in the other two occupational ‘types.

However, with one exception, male. got the highest pay for training in “~~

® ' v
)

-~ ~

» r”: i 85 . v ) e h
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' Table 20
' — ’ .
¢ AVERAGE HOURLY WAGE RATE OF CETA JOB TRAINING FOR ADULTS
- BY TRADITIONALITY OF JOB Coa
. (In dollars)
\A N . C
’ Traditional Traditional .
Male Job . Female Job Mixed Job

.

Sex/Race FY76 FY77 FY78 FY#6—F¥I7—F¥J8 FYI6 FY77 FY78

N

v Female 2.82 3.23 3.48 2.78 2.96 3.25 2.95 2.93 3.37

White - 2.64 3.33 3.60 2.73 2.96 3.18 2.92 2.93 3.37

Black 3.40 3.04 3.04 2.86 2.83 3.18 2.86 2.85 3.64

Hispanic 2.7 (a) 3.37 2.83 3.20 £3. 3.10 3.05 3,13

Other (a) _(a) 2.57 .3.03 2.90 3.33 '%.89 3.10 3.36

, Male 3.65 3.83 4.16 3.75 3.23 4.25 3.34 3.51 3.80
) White _3.67 3.86 4.18 3.64 3.68 4.27 3.38 3.64 3.77
Black 3.57 3.90 4.09 3.43 3.11 4.35 3.25 3.38 3.61

Hispanic 3.5 3.59 3.98 4.00 2.97 (a)  3.25 3.0473.93

. Other 3.69 3.90 4.02 4.28 2.97 3.95 3.27 2. 9a§§é151

* - P

aNo data available.

P .
traditional female jobs.[1] With that one exception, the OJT wrge

. b "
&ifferences by sex are therefore greatest in the traditional female
occupations. They are.less in the traditional male- occupations, and

least in the mixed jobs. S T

~ » ;

Table 21 shows the average hourly wage for GETA jobs by sex, race,

and traditionalitw the o Upation. \When:, we compare male and female

LS

wages by traditionality o} the occupation, males again show h&gher wages
[1] Males in training for traditional’ female occupations had a wage
‘advantage over their female counterparts of 97 cents in FY76 and §1.00

in FY78. The difference for FY77 is only 27 cents. ‘White males usually
have the highest wage of the-four racial/efhnic groups and’ usually
constitute a large proportion of the fotal males in any category For

some reason FY77 had a small proportion of white males in training in
traditional female,occupatioqs. : y

'y . ¥
a ‘ L‘ N -
J Q ] o . . . [V 6

e,



- Table-21
AVERAGE HOURLY WAGE RATE OF CETA‘JOBS FOR ADULTS-
BY TRADITIONALITY OF JOBS . //

(In dollars)
. /

{

Traditional Traditional */1
Male Job Female Job Mixed Job

?

ﬁri . Sex/Race  FY76 FY77 FY78 .FY76 FY77 FYI8 _ FY76 FY77 FY78 -

‘Female 3.22 .29
White 3.32 -3.42
Black 3.20 .04
Hispanic  3.57 .89 .

Other 2.65 '3,7973,

Male “3.35 3.57 3.78 3.38 3.57
White - .46 3.69 3.85 . 3.46 3.59

.10 3.34 3.91 .96 _3.45

Hispanic
.17 3.55 °3.98 3.35 3%3

Other

3
3 .
Black .~ 3.09 3.30 3.56 3.24 3.55
3
3

7 1
~

than females for all fiscal yeais and all three occupational ;jbes. Tye
wage differences between the Sexes wére greatest in the traditiona&
female .occupations, less -.and about equal‘in the tra&itional male and
mixed Sccupations, ' -

We cannot -conclude from these data that CETA pays inequitable wages

“.

by séx. Pre-CETA characteristics affect in-CETA wages as they affect

wages in any joBz-e.g., age, educ;}ion, labor force experienpe; We

- . -+
-

J/)requesteg multivariate analysés that would have allowed us to compare
. S Y
wagey by sex, net of relevant pre-CETA characteristics for which we had

measures. DOL ran into programming problems for these runs.that could

Al

not be resolved within the timé'framq/of the project.
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.

We 'do have data on wages by educational status and GETA activity

. 1 .
(0JT, adult work experience, and PSE): These appear in Tables 22-25.

In thefe 45 female/male wage comparisons for FY76-78, only .four shor

higher wages for females than far males. Three of these four cases are

-

<
~

v

in the "stifl in high school" category, a cell. that has very small

numbers Yor the adult analyses and for which the data'are less rellable..

»,‘ The }arge wage dszerences by sex in OJT should*be of parti lar
/

policy concern. If. an 1ndiv1dual is in OJT, presumably he or she does

- ———— o e B i —_— e 4}»

A

e e - -

‘not have prlor experience in thf occupation And yet, even when we /

x

.control .on educational attainment, OJT had the ‘largest wage differences
%

(by'gex of all three‘CETA activities. )

ek
-

s
.




Table 22

R:.\CE HOURLY WAGE RATE FOR ADULTS IN OJT
BY EDUCATIONAL STAFUS .

y; . (In_dollars)

Educational Status
Year/ . $till in High School High School Beyond Itigh Beyond High

Sex/Race High School? Dropout . Graduate School, in School Schoo%, out ¢f
‘ ‘ Schoo

L

FY 76 - . R
Female ° 2.43 .2, 3.10
, White 3.57 3.15
< Black (b) . . 2.95 ¢
Hispanic . 1.27 . . . 3.13
Other .(b) . (b)
3 2 o
Male - 3.72 . . A 3.86
White c . 3.39 . . . 3.94
Black 5.23 .
Hispanic (b)
< Qther (b)

FY 77 .

Female 2,38
White 2.30
Black 2.44
Hispanic (b)
Other - (b)

_Male 2.73
" Whitevs j 2.45
Olackv (b)
‘Hispanic 3.13
Other (b)

FY 78 —_ " o€
Bepale ’ 2,46
White * . (b)
Black 2,46
Hispanic (b)
Other @ (b)

<

.
~SNMwne= DN
WNoOWwm

P N VIR VORr MNWwwww
« . . « .

‘4

Pl

>

Male' . 3.85 3.85

White 3.50 3.81

+ Black® (b) v 402

Hispanic - ° 4,00 ., 3.86

) . Other (b) 3.65
“8The cell sizes of this category are usually small.

bNo data ayailable. .

NOo OO
NN = DN
>

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
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AVERAGE HOURLY- WACE RATE Fbg ADULTS IN AWE,
BY EDUCATIONAL STATUS
(In dollars) -

3

- _Educatiowal Status

TSTIT in High School High School  Beyond Righ

Beyond High

Sex/Race High School Dropout Graduate  School, in School School, out of
& [ School
r Y

FY76 .- .

Female 2.64 2.43 2.55" 2,79 2.92
" White 2,78 2.41 2.59 2.96 2.96
Black 2,52 2.39 2.43 2.62 1.80
Hispanic 2.10 2,53 2.46 3.17 2.66
Other 2.50 2,69 - 2.56 2.75 3.17
a

Male 2.67 2.70 3.14 3.20 3.23,
; White 2.99 2.71 3.29 3.45 3.26
Black 2.60 & 2.65 2.82 2,99 2.91
Hispanic 2.10 2.76. 2.98 2.49 4,30
Other (a) 2.80 r 3,01 2,33 ¢+ 2.96

FY77 -

Female 2.52 2,45 ° 2,64 311 2.86
;/,,T—Hhite 2.46 2.44. 2. 61 3.03 2,83

" Black 2,30 2,62 2.62 (a) 2.92
Hispanic 2,30 2:40 2.90 2.40 3.03
Other 1,51 , 313 2,75 4.46 2,74

, - .

" Male 2.0, 2.81 1.13 in . 3.22
White 2,30 2.81 3.14 3,08 3,23
Black (a) 268 | ° 3.0 3.6% 319 S
Hispayic (a) 2.89 ¢ 139 3,23 ~ 3,21
Other (a) 2,98 3.0l 2.83 3.19

FY78 N\ i

Fenmale . 2,28 2,74 2.85 3.07 3.02
White (a) 2,74 T2.81 2,97 3.06
Blagk 2.13 . 2.72 2.92 3.12 . 2.99
Hispanic 2.43 2.80 . 2,84 3.48 2.78
Other . (a) 2.75 Y 3,00 (a) 2.95

Malé 2.48 . 2.97 3531 3715 3.24
White Z.48 2.89 ) 3.3 3.28 3.347
BlAck g (a) 2.94 3.29 2.53 3.26
Hispanic {a) 3.23 3.4 3.00 2.88
Other - (a) y: B VI 2.71 (a) 2.61
Yo data avalilabte. v,

. o w“‘ L4 ——
. el [
O ! -

ERIC SR ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 24
- _AVERAGE HOURLY WAGE* RATE FOR ADULTS IN PSE,
BY EDUCATIONAL STATUS !
— . (In dollars)
. /
7 - _& —_
- Fducat fonal Status
. Still {n High School High School Beyond:High Beyond High
N Sex/Ract High School Dropout Graduate School, {n School School, Out of
—_—— o e School
FY 76 N ]
Female 2.99 2.84 2.99 3.35 3.53
White 3.14 2,96 2.96 3.35 3.56
Black (a) 2.59 2.87 3.36 3.40
- Hispanid (a) 2.83 2.89 3.37 3.48
. Other 2.50 3.41 3.16 2.67 3.62
. . A
Male 2.68 3.15 - 3.50 . . 3.85 3.86
White 3.01 3.18 3.57 3.86 3.93
. Black 2.62 N 399, \ 3.27 3,83 3.91
- Hispanic 2.14 } 325 3.17 1.75% 3.57
Other (a) - 3.63 3.59 3.88 4.02
Z . "
FY 77 . :
Female 2.54 2.90 3.19 3.99 3.89
° White (a) 3.03 3.21 4.14 3.92
Black 2.55 2.713 3.18 3.86 3.87
Hispanic 2.50 3.20 “3.07 3.55 3.64
~ Other (a) 2.87 3.35° ©3.48 3.83
Male 3.64 3.39 . .78 . 4.09 ' 4.04
White 3.60 ¢ 3.48 3.87 ©4.19 4.13
lack ’ 1.59 3.22 3.52 . 3.99 3.71
Hispanic 4.13 3.31 : «3.55 3.85 4.01
. J]-other (a) 3.68 3.83 3.11 4.26
e N\ e ,
FY 78 . - '
Female 3.68 3.06 3.31 4,16 3.88
white 3.90 1.10 3.30 4.33° 3.93
Black (a) ile 3.44 3.75 3.74
ittspunic (a) 2.87 3.05 - 2.93 3.73
, Other 3.1 3.25 3.49 4.21° 4.02
' Male W 1.45 3.82 4,13 4.29
whitd 3.74 1.5L. 3.84 4.13 4.35
Black 3.15 3.22 3.78 3.80 4,02
. Hispan tc (a) 3.68 3.72 4.43 4.21
Other (2) 3.65 3.7y 4.87 — 4.57

“No- data avallable.

!

bll]Cllldys only PSE sustaidment for FY78. e




< ~ Table 25
T *- AVERAGE HOURLY WAGE RATE® FOR -ADULTS IN PSE NON-SUSTAINMENT
: ' BY FDUCATTONAL STATUS IN FY 78 . . L -
%Q ' : (In dollars) ] . .
\ RN
Educational Status
Still in High School High School Beyond High Beyond High
Sex/Race ’ High School ‘Dropout Graduate School, in School School, out of
: ' School :
Female L 4,47 3.24 3.42 4.04 4.06
White 4.10 3.41 3.39 4,00 , ™ C 4,11 .
Black 4,38 3.08 3.33 4,28 3.91
Hispanic ! (a) 3.29 '3.78 3.65 3.97
Other 4.81 3.00 3.91 3.47 4,29 .
Male 4.06 - 3.65 3.77 ‘ 4.26 : 4.30 ‘
White 5.50 ) 3.76 3.82 4.24 4.32
* Black 3.82 3.40 , 3.68 3.99 4.18
Hispanic : 4.00 3.92 ' -+ 3.82 3.86 ‘Ti- 4,72
Other 3.74 3.81 N 3.60 . 5.89 4,16

aNB data avgilable.

L
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VII. .SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

-~
~

%

-

-
t

. e - . N 4
.The data reported here suggest that for FY76, FY77, and FY78 CETA.
4 .

" “3llocated its participation opportunities, CETA activity asSignments,

s

and wages inequitably by sex. Although they show that CETA had a

somewhat better occupational desegregation record for“adult"feme;ps than

for males, they also indicate room for improvement for both .sexes.

}‘?Pata,on womén's demand for CETA services and better data on CETA

A

entrants' occupat10na1 preferences may strengthen or qualify our

conclus1ons about CETA s participation opportunltles and CETA's

_occupatlongl desegregation record. RO »

CETA PARTICIPATION . R

' i . Relative to théir eligibility, women 18-63 years of age are undef- ‘
' c -l . ’
represented ih”all CETA Titles for all:fiscal years except Title I in

FY78. They are represented in Titles IT and VI at only 60 to 75‘percent
WA

. of the number. e11g1b1e ,If we can assume that eligible males and
< % ’

females heve equal demand for CETA‘%ggvices, females are inequitably
underrepresented in CETA. The demanquata required to make this
assessment do not’ curréntly exist for CETA.

.
N . I
g .
.
,
’

- 4

PROGRAMN ASSIGNMENT WITHIN CETA , SR

.o %

We assess the equitysof activity assignment in two ways:

assignment.to Tiele end assignment to-different eetivities within Title




3

,experience

-get adult work experience ‘than PSE jobe.

-58~

=)

-

Relative to the distribution of all adults, female adults are
overrepresente? in Title I, slightly underrepresented>ih TitleiII, and

-«

. R
underrepresented in Title VI. In other wordg, relative tg all adults,

women are more apt to be assigned to training and income transfer jobs

and less. apt to be aseigned to PSE jobs. The Title I overreprésentation

ol .
Of women increases with time; their Title II underreprdsentation
+*

decreases with time, and the Title VI undérrepresentation remains

constant.

I'd

Multivariate analyses show that being female increases the chances

of being ‘assigned to Title I relative to Titles II and VI, independent
’ >

of background characteristics that might be associated with sex and ’
\ , . .

affect,Title assignment.
Relative to the distribution of all adults within Title I, adult

females are overrepresented in classroom training (basic skills and job

training), underrepresented in 0JT, and overrepresented in adult work

They are underrepresented in PSE in FY76 and FY77 and

overrepresented in FY78. When wexcontrol on background characteristics

other than sen'that.m;ght affect’ Title I activity assignments, adult

lassroom training than

4

females are still more 1ikgly to be assigned to
to OJT. and t& AWE tlian to PSE.

’ Preference data.show that women are a fleeét as likely as men to
get the qctdvity‘that they.wanted,gt‘CETA'entr}. ﬁowe;er, for those who
wanted job training&wﬁedEdes are-much more likely to get classroom
training than’dJTu For'thoee who wanted jobs, they were more likely to
' These-data suggest that,

relative to men, CETA,integrates women less into the workplace, (gives
> . 3

~
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them classroom training rather than OJT) and less. into Qferious" jobs
s )

(ones intended as transitions to unsubsidized employment).’ -
. b 3 v
OCCUPATIONAL DESEGREGATION IN CETA .
Across the three fiscal years CETA placed most adult women; ' &

-

although a declining prbpor;ion, in traditional female occupationms. -
CETA placed slightly increasing proportions of women in traditional male

. v occupations. The proportions in mixed occupations remained stable.
CETA failed to shift three-quarters' of those with pre-GETA
traditional female jobs into hixed or traditional male jobs. They

failed to retain even half of those with pre- gﬁTA mixed or traditional '4 .
7 €
. I 4
male jobs in occupations of the, same type. ise who 'shifted from mixed

or traditional male occupations usually ended in- traditional female -
. ’

1%

jobs, mot in traditional male or mixed OCCupations.

>’ N .

4

On the face of it CETA's occughflonal desegregation record is not,
/notable‘ However, we have to Judge it partly in relation j& their
{ . clients' informed occupational preferencesz CETA has a poor record for-

>
women who had traditional male or mlxed occupat10na1 preferences at CETA r~

i) A *

entry. Dependlng on the, fiscal year CETA placed from 74 to 89 percent
- - ~
of the women-with traditional fem le occupational pfeferences. in ‘these

occupations. However, for womén with traditional male occupational
\ .

' A3

preferences, CETA placed only 33 ‘o 57 percent in traditional male ) g

occupations; for women with mixed occupational preferences, CETA placed

. v

only 43 to 60 percent. in mixed, eccupations. b R

We, do not Have data that let usassess\Lhethe: CETA Suggested mixed

or traditional'male occupations tc ‘the 40 percent of their female .

. i 4 ~

v . e
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clients @ho did notlhave occupational preferences at CETA entry. We

have not anaiyzed available data to determine if: (l)vtg; muchllarger
discontinuities between pre-CETA and in-CETA occupations for those with
mixed or traditional male pre-CETA océupations reflect ‘these women's
negative expgriencés with less traditional occupations and degands for
traditional ones; and (2) wbmen with traditional male or mixed o

occupational prefeﬁées at CETA entry who CETA placed in traditional

female'oEcupations'got occupations tﬁag paid much better than their :

<> . '
preferred occupations. <T») .
- L 1.4

14

IN-CETA WAGES

' In general, the adult wage data for CETA, Oi?, PSE, and AWE . C e

activities show the usual wage differences by sex that we observe

outside of CETA. ' Males made higher wages than females in all CETA ’

aEtivitIEE::thé differences being greatest for OJT, .less® for PSE, and
" Relative to Census occupational categories, average hourly wage - :

least for AWE.

differencés by sex are.least for the high status occupations. ' In some
) ~ : ‘o« .
fiscal years females in the professional and mgnagérial occupations made

. a few cents mofe per hour .than their @aie'coun;e&parts. However, males 7/

had-systematically higher wages than females for all other occupational, . ) .
. . _ ., Al A " ~

éategories. ;) . -
. “ s . -, . “ > X 4 e ..
. The data also show that ddult .wémen get higher wages in GETA's L e

. ey
traditional male or mixed_occﬁpations'thaﬂ'in the traditional femdle \ii' ‘ o
occuphtio;s., CEfA:F mi;ed ochupatigns confer the highest whges'for . |
women of all threé—éc;ugatiénal types. Méigé'éef P%gﬁ;r_wages.éﬁan- ;{ / :, i}
- | ) o - ‘ R : |
—d .
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females in all three d€cupational types, the wage differences between

males and females being gfeatest for CETA s traditional female

occupations aff less and about equal for traditional male and mixed - ' .

.
Ay

occupations.

»

In the absence of additional anaiyses; we cannot conclude that CETA

lpays inequitable‘wages by sex. For example, age, education, and labor

-

force experience all affect wages, and we do not yet have the
multivariate analyses that let us simultaneously control on several
wage-relevant characteristics. -Howeter, controls on one variable, -
edudatioﬂal attainment, did not remove the sex difference in wages, even
in OJT, where men and women are prafumably equally inexperlenced Th1s
analyS1s suggests that CETA -may perpetuate the wage inequities of the

»

general society. : c

N\ -~ o ] ’ - S [
, . .
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Appendix’

SUPPORTING TABLES °
|

|
- Table A.1

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION FOR
CETA YOUTH PROGRAMS”

\

. Title IIIA Title IIIC.2 Title IIIC.3
(sYp) ‘ (yccrp) (YETP) °

’ N\

Total number (000) 8,062 \\\_/f3739q . 5,846

’ Sex

Male |, & 46 . 54 46

Female : 54 ’ 46 54

Race/Ethnicity
White 61 . 76
Black 28 48
Hispanic . 9 . 5
Other Ve 2 1

SOURCE: William Barmes. "Tbcgetzc“aups" in CETA:

-Analysis of the Issyes, National Commission for ManpoWe

Policy, Special Report No. 23, May. 1978, p. 99.
\ (f -
) Table A.2
_ FEMALE YOUTH PARTICIPATION BY TITLE

(Percent)

Year  Title I Title II/VI SYP YCCIP® YETP® Total

o

FY76 42.7 36%  “47.0

FY77% . 47.9 35.8 47.8 -

FY78 48.1 ‘34,7 51.4 .8 51.3
. ’ >

aYCCIP and YETP ;Lre not authorized and funded until
the end of FY77. L

3

>
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. ’ '
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Table A.3°
i v : YOUTH PARTICIPATION BY TITLE
. . ’ ’ . " (Percent)
’ ' ’ E K a: a,b
Title | Titte ti/vi » SYp ] YCCIP . YETP
Sex/Race FY16 FY77. FYI8 FY76 ., }Y77 FY78 FY76 }Y'I.'I FY78 FY16 FY77 FY78 FYT6 FY17T FY78
femate 39.7 33.4 23.8 4.3, 4.7. 6.1 56.0 61.9, 56,1 ==  -- 1.0 -= - 13.0
White 41.5 38.6 31.6 6.7 6.7 9.1 51.9 54.7 421 ‘o - 1.4 - .- 15.8
Blauk 35.4 29:8 18.1 2.5 3.7 4.8 62.1 66.6 65.5 .- - 0.8 -- .- 10.9
Hispanic 52.3 31.8 23.2 - 3.3 2.6 k.2 44,4 '65.6 8.2 - -- 0.9 .- - 13.4
© Othpr .29.0 30.7 20.3 2.9 3.5 R 0.9 68.1 65.8 68.2 o= e 0.7 -- -- 9.9
Male . H3.0 32.4 24,3 6.0 " 7.% 10.9 ' 51.1 60.1 50.2 -- -- 2.9 - .- 1.7
White 46.7 37.2 30.4 8.4 9.8 15.1 44.9 53.0 39.8 .- - 2.9 -- - 11.8
“Black 8.2 27.8 18.1 3.9 5.9 8.0 57.9 66.3 59.6 ~ -- -- 2.5 - .- 1.7
Hispanic 42,2 3.0 23.2 ~ 2.3 5.0 7.1 $5.5 60.9 53.8 - - 4.4 - - 11.5
Other *  46.8 20.1 18.8 5.1 .3.6 4.2 i48.3 76.3 641 .- -- 32 . o 97
Total . 4L5 329 240 5.2 6.2 8.6 "se.3 60.9 '53.1 -t = 39 = I g2,
~ - d - = N - =
Ratio of 0.96 1.02 0.99 0.82 0.76 0.7 1.05 1.92 1,06 .- -~ '0.26 .- -- 1.06
f‘cmal,q & . . . . L N -
to toeal, \ - LA RN N
partici= . . .
pation Lo N M L. . — )
- : - i .
%ccrp and YETP were not authorized and funded until the end of FY77. .
. PXETP includés YETP CT, YETP 0JT, and YETP Other. .
., N : T4 N 3 & \"
. ';:\ - .
\ M . e ~ .
y - - o ] ( .
, . . 79
. . \
. - w . » " ~— ¢
. . v -
¢ ~ s .
. ’ . ( A , . R *
. B < . I e, N
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Tablag.l; ! * g'

YOUTH PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I BY IPA ASSIGNMENT
N
(Percent) . .

#

{

l
-~

Cooer o 84T YWE Other

<

Sex/Race FYT6 FY7T FY78  FYT6 FYT77 FY78 FY76 FY77 (FYT8 . !':11‘6\-/}&1.1.~ FY78

o

Female
White
Black
Hispatric
Othep |

) =t b b
OOV
e o o o o
.« e e .
Ve VO~
~NENON VOO~
- end b b
o o o o @

Male
White
Bgck .
Hispamic
Other

- b
-
OE~NOE

NNOAN NV Ow

FOVOOF O=\UVION

o9

LWhNEWNWE LnwoaESee
NOOO~N WOV
o o o o

-d
O=EWwOP wwh~\wn

-t

X

3
6
5
y
5
6
7
9
8
1

SOAEV~N WEWOE ®
—=~NNO ~OoEO
WEWNW NN WNW
=0 =00 N-NE0O
ANWEOY ONVE®
—SRWRN = wNN
AW DO OR=UO
VWO VRN E®

- b b b b
FEEVWE
VIO = ONN=E

e s o o o
-t b \) - 1\

©

Total 17.0

N
~

N -]

Ratio of *
female
to total .. .
participation . - -

-
o
fp

0.96 "0.81




: ’ Table A.6

ot

FY76 45.4  31.6 43)4 42.6 42.7 ’
. * - FY77  '52.% 31.4 49.7 46.2 47.9
FY78 54.9  35.4 50.9 38.5 48.1

S
FY78 YOUTH PARTICIPATION IN YETP BY IPA ASSIGNMENT

] . s (Percent) : o AN
l . : . . )
‘X' ) -‘ ./ . / 3
" . Sex/Race’  YETP CT . YETP OJT YETP Other® ; 7 R
) - i i z I3 b
Y ot .
" " Female 18.8 3.1 78.1 . :
" . . White 18.4 2.6 ° -79.0 ~
3 Black 21.5 g 3.0 v 75,5 '
. " « . -Hispanic 4.0 ¥ 6.2 79.8 - ,
. : ‘Other 11.6 .0 88.4
T Male 15.9 4.4 79.7 ’
-9 > White 14.7 4.9 80.4
© . “Black 168 4.7 78.5 ~ .
~* Hiwpanic 19.2 2.3 78.6 -
: ;Other 10.0 2.3 87.7° .
\ ’ . s . ¢ N
Total ‘= 17.4 3.7 78.9 °
\ . o : - <
T . Ratio of female 1.08 0.84 o099 b ’
o, ; © toitotal s : \ «
ol . . participation . .
ﬁe'oxfsists primarily of work experience. ** - e
R . q '@ : .. ) .
’ 0 L s - » - -
X . 81 ° \ <




* Table A7 N

T YOUTH DISTRIBUTION OF -OBTAINED' CETA SERVICES oL
" .WITHIN DESIRED SERVICE® .
. - ¢ (Percent) . . e ', AR -
- s .° /

= .
= -

T ' Bas)ﬁ(ﬁls - Job Thaining Job .

3 e
.,t - 9, - ~ ) - ;W - -
" IpA Sex FYI6 FY77 FYI8 FY76 FY17°FYI8  EYI6 FYI7FY78
Classrdbm  Male 55.8 71.0 353 42.7 43.1° 9.1 8.0 8.0
. s,
y _/ training’ Femd % 741 34,8 54.6 52.5( 8.6 0.5 11.6
 On-the- job Male - 4.3°~27% 8.6 9.7 12.1\ 7.2 Aols 8.1
. training® = Female 3.5 1.5 2.7 7, %2 57 \%.5] 63 6.2
Youth work Male 56.8 41.4” 22.3 50.3 39.2 35.1 63.4 52.5 56.8 ° *
. experience” . Female 15.1 22.6 23.4 . 51.9 36:2 365 4.4 63.2 63.6 ™
[ » - . l. ) /‘ ' 3 . '
Public_service Male 1.5 0.5 3.3, .5.8 8.4 9.7 20.3 28.9 2@;\. o
‘. ' ' euployment®  Female 0.0 1.8 2,1 9.5 5.0 5.2 12.4 20.0.188 . . v
J ) , - , ; . L) .

aOnli the pért;‘ic.iﬁ'ants who havetexp(féssed. their desired (}ETA servi’;es
are included in tabulation. , o Y ;

3

v o bIncludes .CT and ' QT in% . . ' T . - e
) " 7 .- “Includes OJT and YETN OJT in F¥78. - L A o
Uniludes TWE, YETP 6 er, and YCCIP in FY78.  -. . ° e RN
; ! ®Includes PSE sust':aj‘i'ﬂziment, PSE nonsustainment, and PSE unknown in FY78. P

P t “
N )

- 4
s P
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: ‘Table A.8

PERCENT OF ADUi.TS WHO ‘GOT DESIRED OCCUPATION OF JoB TRAINING

I

b3

?

a . Traditional Traditional

o . T Male Job . - Female Job Mixed Job
- Sex* FY76 F{77 FY78 FY76 . FY?7 FY78 FY76 i FY77 FY78

Female 50.6% 64.9 40.0 ~73.4 63.3 59.2 71.2 61.9 58.4 ,
Male | 83.7 77.1 74.9 58.3 25.1 -39.1 61.3 48.7 46.6




