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INTRODUCTION

Much of course has been written about youthful employment and unemployment.

A variety of inquiries have examined various phases of the processes by

which young people search out and secure emp]oyment.] Other investigators _
have attempted té identify relationships between work histcries and variables
such as age, <ex, race-ethnicity, and socio-economic status.2 Still others
have focused upon the employability impact of educational achievement,
secondary school curriculum, or in school behavior.3 Studies have dealt with
such diverse topics as youthful unemployment and drug use, crime, leisure
time utjlization, and entrance into the armed forces.4 More recently,
attémpts have been made to study both short and long term benefits of parti- '
cipation in federally funded youth employment training programs.s For the
most part, the major motivation for these studies has been a desire to enhance
the employment opportunities of Tow income, disadvantaged youth. Since
employment is at least a th sided coin involving employee and employer,

it could reésonab]y be assumed that both sides--employee and emp]oyé;--wou1d
be appropriate subject for inquiry. Surprisingly enough, such is not the

/ case. In the'vast majority of studies, irregardless of methodology or focus,
the data base is youth themse]ges. The instlances where the source of data is
employers are few 1ndeed.6 Hence, in seeking to explain observed variations
in the work fe]ated behavior of youth, researchers frequently are forced to
make assumptioné about thase who employ youth. For example, more than a few
investigators have suggested that abolition of the minimum wage would lead to
an increase in youth employment, particularly the employment of unskilled,
under-educated you@h.7 At the same time; the few sthdies which have raised

&
this issue with employers suggest quite the contrary; that a lowering of the
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minimum wage would not be the stimulus for a substantial increase in youth
emp]oyment.8 Similarly, assumptions are made that with an improvement in
reading, math, or presentation of self, a youth's probability for job entry
will be significantly enhanced. Whether or not this would be the case in

most or even a few work settings has not really been determined.

" How different employers perceive different youth; the criteria and processes
they utilize for selection or rejection of youthful applicants; how they
compare youthful employees to older workers; what they expect of youthful
employees; and what they see as their responsibilities or obligations for
assisting youth in the school to work transition are questions which have

yet to be answered.

The reader might have already anticipated the primary purpose of this parti-
cular study is to attempt to answer certain of these employer related questioﬁs.
It is important at this time to provide the reader with some understanding of

the history and context of Egjs study.

0rigjna11y, our purpose was to examine differences in the job placements of

697 low income youth; 510 of whom had participated in various Youth Career
Development (YCD) School-to-Work Transition programs during the 1979-1980
academic year, and 187 youth who served as a control group. The results of
that study are found in a report submitted to D.0.L. ?"The Schoq]-thwork
Transition: Low Income Youth and Their Employers," David Gottlieb and Eleanor
Driscoll, December 1981: E.T.A. - Youth Administration contract number
99-9-257-33-48.) Data were collected from a total of 697 employers. How
respondents were selected and the‘Fata collection process are discussed in the

first chapter of that report.
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In general, the findings of that study yielded two conclusions: 1) For the

most part, differences between where Y.C.D. participants and controls obtained
employment were minimal, and 2) Work places where this sample of youth obtained
emp]oymént were not really different from where the majority of American youth,

disadvantaged or advantaged,'bbtained entry level part-time or full-time work;

In order to determine whether or not the kinds of employment training programs
in which youth participated might play some part in where they find employment,
a'sec0nd study, also funded by D.bﬂL., was undertaken. In th}s case the idea
Qas to collect data from those employers who were reported to have hired
participants from other than Y.C.D. Schoq}-to-work Transition programs. The
sampling and methodology utilized in this second phase of the inquiry are

described in Chapter 1 of this report.

Since preliminary éna]ysis Qf this second set of interviews showed little
variation from the'ear1igr Y.C.D. study, a decision waé/made to combine both
sets of data into a single analysis and report. Hence, this report is based

upon interviews obtained from a total of 1,496 employer respondents--1,136 who

represent firms or agencies which were identified as having employed C.E.T.A.

eligible program participants. |
/

The reader should keep in mind that the units of analysis for this study are
employing organizations and not youth. Hence, we deal here with the practiéés,
procedures, policies, attitudes, and expectations of those organizations which

Play a very significant part in absorbing entry level youth into the labor market.

David Gottlieb
The University of Houston

Eleanor Driscoll
The Educational Testing Service

August , 1982
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" CHAPTER I: 'SAMPLING AND METHODOLOGY

This study represents the compilation of data obtained from 697 employer
intervieys conducted during the spring (Phase I) and 799 conducted during

the fall of 1981 (Phase II).] The sample consisted of the employers of

1,496 disadvantaged (CETA eligible) youth, 1,136 of whom had participated

in the va;ious career development programs listed in Tables 1 and 2 of this
chapter. Program participants had enrolled in these programs on d,voluntary
basis either as high school students (36%), graduates (21%), or dropouts (43%).
Yoqth who were in the Phase I sample took part in the programs while in-school,
and those in the Phase Il sample were primar11yienro11ed %n out-of-school
programs, serving youth who were no longer enrolled in school. At the time
these data were collected, enrollees had completed program participation and
most, who had beerf enrolled in high school, had earned their high school
diplomas. The employers selected for this study represented organizations,
agencies, corporations, and instit;tions which had employed these youth for

either full- or part-time -jobs.

The remainder of the sample is composed of employers of 360 youth who had
served\as'part of control groups in the cities where the youth programs were
located. The control group youth were seTected’by the youth program staff to

match participants in sex, grade level, and socio-economic background.
f 3 . *

Because complete records (demographic profiles) wére not available for 167
youth, the analyses in this report are based on a final sample of 1,329,
1,014 program participants and 315 control group youth. In total then, about

three fourths of the final sample is composed of employers of prdgram youth

’

j .
]Analysis of Phase I of this study are provided in a report entitled, The

School to Work Transition: Low Income Youth and Their Employers, David Gottlieb
and Eleanor Driscoll, December, 1981, .
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and another fourth.were employers of youth who had not participated in any

tareer development programs.

The youth ranged in age between 18 and 24 when their employers were contacted
for this study and the majority of them were under Zi'years old. The sample
had a fairly equal representation of sexes; 47% male and 53% female. Most

of the y?uth were Black (52%) and the remainder were Wh1te (29%) Hispanic
(18%), and 1% were American Indian/Alaskan Nat1ve or Asian/Pacific Islander.

At the time that they entered the various you;h programs, the economic status
of nearly all of the sample was under 85% LLSIL; that is, the yodth was a
member of a family which has an annual income which, based upon family size and

»
geographical location, is below 85% of the lower living standard income level.

Employer interviews were conducted in each of the 50 cities listed in Table 3.
The number of interviews conducted in each of these cities was large enough //
so that in the final sample there was a geograthc representation of youth from
each of four regions of the United States: 474 (36%) from the Northeast, 456

(34%) from the Sunbelt, 222 (17%) from the Midwest, and 177 (13%) from the West.

Program Descriptions
The Youth Career Development Program

Seven organizations or delivery agents provided the YCD career development ser-
vices: The National Urban League, The U.S. Employment Service, the Women's
Bureau of the Department of Labor, SER Jobs for Progress, the National Council
of Negro Women, the National Council of La Raza, and the Recruitment and

Training Program.

a

*The Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Department of Labor issues an updated
estimate of a lower budget for a hypothetical family of four each year. These
estimates are used in determining CETA eligibility.

- 10




fhe YCDagyrricu1um covered the following areas: 1) familiarization with
.occupation and career information resources, 2) career e%Posure and explora-
tion, 3) job search skills development, 4) methods of realisfic occupational
goal setting and planning, 5) se]f‘awarenes§ and motivational training, 6)
jdb development and referral, and 7) counseling for vocational and personal

guidance. S

Each of the seven delivery agents wére.respons1b1e for the operétion of a

set of demonstration projects that shared the above core curriculum components
but each organizatidn preéenfed a unique variation of the YCD Schoo]-to-ﬁork
program. ﬂfor example, The Women's Bureau project focused on expanding young
women's awareness of nontraditional career choices. The National CGouncil of
Negro Women project was designed to provide career development services to

both male and female minority students. The primary goal of the SER dempn-
stration project was to serve the needs of Hispanic-American youth by assisting
them in their transition from high schdo] to permanengf non-subsidized, full-
time pmp]oyment. Placing economically disadvantaged stpanic-American youth

in non-subs1d1zed employment was also the goal of the;project managed by the

National Council of La Raza.
ks

The various projects_provfﬁed different concentrations of classroom vocational
training, either paid or unpaid job shadowing, internships, and job placements.
Basic skills and English as a second language were negessary components of the

classroom training of some of the projects. No stipend was provided to

program participants, but many did receive some academic credit.

Program staff developed and maintained linkages with local school districts,
private and public employers, C.E.T.A. Prime Sponsors, community-based service

organizations, and other agencies in order to support and coordinate the project.

. 1i
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The seven YCD projects varied in terms of their linkage and coordinative

o o
arrangements at both/xhe national and 16551 levels. * %
o
The non-YCD projects were:
Job Search Assistance - Job Factory .

The purpose of this program was to determine whether direct instruction in
job acquisition skills eases the transition of disaavantaged youth into

the labor market. Job search éssistance programs were of relatively short
duration, with intensive interventions including formal instruction in job‘
search behavior with experience and supervision in actually 1ookiﬁg‘For s
wprk. The average-participant was 18 years of age and could be a dropout,

high school student or graduate. Data for this program was cqllected by

staff at the Brandeis University Center for Public Service.

¢ -
'

Private Sector Initiatives

Project 70,001 - This was a non-stipend, pre-employment training

program that prepa}es youth for unsubsidized jobs in the private sector.

The emphasis was on job development rather than vocational education.

~ Program components included counseling services, GED preparation, supportive

peer group Ehrough 70,001 Catii[ Association (SEVCA), and job placement.

Small to medium sized companies, particularly retailers, provided employ-
L 4

ment opportunities.

Jobs for Youth.- This was a non-stipend, pre-employment’ youth service

program conducted by nonapr6?1t Jobs for Youth agencies. jFY provided job
readiness counseling, multiple private sector job placements, on-going
progress monitoring, and work related eaucationai support. Small to medium
sized employers were Q§s1gned a JFY service representative responsi@]e.For

ensuring that the employer's needs were met. Participants were 16-21 year

)

P
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_ v
old out-of-school youth. Staff at the Corporation for Public Private

'

Ventures in Philadelphia and Management Sciences Group, Inc. in New -

York collected the data for the Private Sector Initiatives projects.

Public vs. Private Sector Jobs Demonstration S §

The purpose of this project was to tést the widespread assumptfon that

‘youfh wbu]d gain more from privéte rather than phb]ic sector employment.

The project examined the relative benefits of serving youth through sub-

. sfdized full-time jobs (100% of the minimum wage) in both the private and
public sectors. It involved a short one week’orientation followed by job
placement. Recipients of project services were 16-21 year p]d out-of-school
youth who were randomly assigned to public and private sector jobs. (The
private sector included Soth profit and nonprofit employers.) Data collection
for this project was completed by staff at the St. Louis University Center

a

for Urban Programs. ) L °
. A \ N
Ventures in Community Improvement . 8

This program was designed to be a que] community improvement program
dependent upon strong ties among“organizatjons and officials in the areas
of housing, ménpower, educat{on, labor and Joc;1 governmenp. Youth were
placed under the supervision of skilled journeymen in the building and
related trades and assigned to‘pro3ects involving emergency home repair,

home weatherization, and public facility renovation. The/goa1 was to equip

youth with skills and discjplines needed to become apprentices in the

building trades:\%k\394é:;i$¥ them to obtain jobs involving the physical

enhancement of their communities. The program served 16-19 year old out-
3

of-school youth. The data collection was completed by Public Pr%?ate

) Ventures in Phi}h%e]phia and Management Sciences Group, Inc. in New York.

-
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Vocational Exploration Demonstration

This vocational exploration program was aimed at examining relationships

in a variety of vocational exploration program (VEP) models among the peop]g
served, program activities and services, impacts and environmental factogs.

It also was planned to investigate tﬁe'effeéts of VEP programs upon the
attitudes'apd institutional behavioré of bﬁsiness and,g(ganized labor. The
program was conducted by Community Based Organizations (CBOs), prime sponsors,
organized 1abor, and vocational schools. Youth héd minimal classroom instuc-
tion with either on-site placement with employers; voéationa1 laboratories

in vo-tech schools or added classroom experience including fie1d work (e.g.,
interviewing witﬁ\emp]oyers). The program served both in-school yoLth and

high school graduates whose mean ade was 17.5 years. Responsibility for

data collection was with the St. Louis University Center for Urban Programs.

Data Collection

Instruments used in the data collectidh included-a Follow=-up Survey, an
Employer Interview, and an Individual Participant Profile (IPP). The Follow-
- up Su;Vey is a 59-item huestidnnaire that was administered approximately
eight months after ¢he participants left the program. The questionnaife
was to be administe}ed via an individual interview between the youth éhd the
program staff member: Items in the follow-up survey deal with, among others,
the youth's post-training experiences in areas of employment and education,
social adjustments, and future plans. The items dea]ing with post-program
employment expériences are discussed in this report. One of the items seeks
sto identify location of most recent employment and whether that employment
was full or part-time. That information was used in order to identify
- employer ;rganizations and the respondents who proQided information for this

\

study. »
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The Employer Interview is a 50-item quedtionnaire organized into three

parts: a) General Characteristics of the Organization, b) The Organization's
Employment and Training Practices, and c¢) The Organization's Experience

wi@h Youtﬁ Employees. The questionnaire elicits factual information about
the organization; its po]icie§ and employees; as well as attitudinal
information regarding the employer's experience with and assessment of young
workers. The questionnaire does not seek information on individual youth,
but rather on youth in general; that is, young people between the ages of

16 and 21 years.
. o
The Individual Participant Profile consists of a 49-item sheet on which

program Staff‘kere to record information dealing with a variety of the youth
background characteristics. The items in the first half of the IPP are
mostly near demographic and cover such information as the individual's sex,
age, ;ace, marital status, and so forth. This information was collected '
in order to describe the youth sample and to provide controlling variables

in the data analyses.

Projeét coordinators in each of the program sites were responsible for
coordinating all of the data collection for the YCD-Phase I portion of the
study. Either local project staff or representatives from the organization's
national office recruited interviewers. In some cases, local project staff
conducted the employer interviews. For Phase II of the study, the research
agencies for each of the projects were responsible for conducting employer

interviews.

The Employer Interview was to be conducted with employers of individuals who
had participated in programs, and employers of individuals who served as

members of control and comparison groups. Interviewers sought out the youth's

o
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most recent full- or part-time employer as identified in the eight month
Follow-up Survey. It was suggested that someone who was knowledgeable
about the organization's staff and hiring practices be contacted for the
interview. For small organizations, the interviewee was often the owner
or manager. For large organizations, it was often necessary for the inter-
viewer to seek out both personnel and line managers in order to complete

the entire questionnaire.

Interviewers were asked to read the introduction on the cover sheet of

the Employer Interview to the employer and to make it c]éar that the interview
was being conducted by the University of Houston for research burposes.

Though the interviewers assured confidentiality and explained that the

' information collected would be used only for research purposes, some employers
did have reservations about responding to some questions in the survey
instrument. Several interviewers felt that some employers were

apprehens{ve about expressing their personal opinions in response to certain
questions. Still in the great majority of cases, all {nformation sought in

the instrument was provided by the employer-respondent.

Interviewers were instructed to then read aloud each of the questions'in the
survey and enter the responses as the employer answered the question. The
approach was one of working with the respondent to obtain information by
reading and explaining the material in a relatively informal mannef. In-
structions referring to specific items were provided. For some questions, it
was recommended that the employer be "probed" in order to obtain more detailed

information andezj tap reasons for offered responses. Interviewers were

encouraged to reCord accurately all responses, most particularly complete

responses to all of the open-ended questions.

12
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Once the Employer interview was completed, it was matched with the I.P.P.
and eight month Follow-up data from which the employing orgapization had
been identified. Hence, it s possible to examine what kinds of youth went

into what types of employment settings.o

If several youth happened to be empioyed at the same place, only one inter-
view with that employer was accepted. No employer information was sought
for youth in the military. Each prqject site was expected to produce a
certain.number of Employer Idterviews, based largely on the number of youth
that they were able to contact from a previous three month Follow-up Survey.
However, most project coordinators fell short of their allocations for the
following reasons: 1) Several youth in the sample from a given city had
the same employer; 2) Some of the youth were in the military at the Eight
Month Follow-up point; 3) Some youth were uneﬁpIOyed either because they
-were in school or dut of the labor force; and 4) Some employers who were

contacted refused to be interviewed.

Employers who were interviewed were representatives of eight types of organi-
zations: (1) Health, Education, Welfare Agencies, Governmental Services [HEWG],
(2) Wholesale-Retail Trade [WRT], (3) Servicgs and Select Retail Trade [SSRT],
(4) Manufacturing [MANU], (5) Financial, Insurance, and Select Business

Services [FINS], (6) Transportation, Communications, Utilities (Tcu], (7) Con-

struction [CONS], (8) Farming, Fisheries, Forestry [FFF].

17
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TABLE 1 -

PART T EMPLOYER INTERVIEW SAMPLE
FROM YOUTH CAREER DEVELOPMENT SCHOOL-TO-WORK TRANSITION PROJECTS

Projects Participants Controls Total
National Urban League .
Englewood, NJ 1. 0 1
Cambridge, MA 15 1 26
New Orleans, LA - 23 3 26
St. Louis, MO 4 4 8 J
San Diego, CA 24 7 31
Winston-Salem, NC 37 8 45
- Subtotal 10 33 137
U.S. Employment Service
Jersey City, NJ , 6 5 1
Rome, GA 21 4 25
Kansas City, MO 25 14 39
Phoenix, AZ 8 @ 9 17
Yakima, WA 20 0 20
Subtotal 0 32 112
Women's Bureau :
Atlanta, GA ) 13 15 28
Dallas, TX 16 3 19
Portland, OR 21 6 27
Mason City, IA 15 9 24
Philadelphia, PA ' 8 0 8 N
Subtotal 7 33 06
SER
Fall River, MA 16 0 16
Miami, FL 18 14 32 .
Ft. Worth, TX 25 8 33
Sacramento, CA 17 8 - 25
Subtotal 7 : 30 106
National Council of Negro Women ’
Bronx, NY 37 s 5 42
Charleston, SC 14 6 20
San ‘Bernadino, CA 26 8 34
Subtotal 77 19 96
La Raza B
Denver, CO : 23 3 26
Houston, TX 39 9 48
Subtotal 62 12 74

Recruitment & Training Program
Mount Vernon, NY 10 y 0 10

Nashville, TN 15 12 27
Evansville, IN 3 5 8 .

Greensboro, NC 7 6 13

- Buffalo, NY 3 5 8

Subtota1i 38 28 66

oo oo oooa

GRAND TOTAL 510 187 697




PART IL EMPLOYER INTERVIEW SAMPLE

TABLE 2

FROM OQUT-0F-SCHOOL PROGRAMS

TOTAL

NAME OF PROJECT
\
|
\

SITE#  LOCATION ‘ PARTICIPANTS  CONTROLS
Public vs. 06-01 Phila., PA | 36 0 36
Private ’
06-02 Portland, OR 11 0 11
06-03 St. Louis, MO 71 0 71 d
06-04 New York, NY . 60 0 60
06-05 Detroit Lakes, MN 54 0 54
Subtotal 232 232
Job Factory 13-01  Cambridge, MA 5 10 15
@ 13-02 Cambridge, MA 2 6 8
13-03  Cambridge, MA _2 3 5
Subtotal | 9 19 28
Vocational 18-02  Allentown, PA 14 0 14
Exploration .
Demonstration 18-03 Atlanta, GA 12 0 12
18-04 Colorado Springs, CO 8 0 8
18-05  Duluth, MN 10 0 10
18-06  Haverhill, MA 13 0 13
18-07  Helena, MT 12 0 12
18-09 Lansing, MI 8 0 8
18-10  Memphis, TN 10 0 10’
18-11 New Orleans, LA 14 0 .14
18-14 Pittsburgh, PA 5 0 5
18-15  San Francisco, CA 17 0 17
18-16  Tacoma, WA 7 0 17
Subtotal 140 0 140
.’
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TABLE 2 (continued)

NAME OF PROJECT SITE # LOCATION PARTICIPANTS CONTROLS  TOTAL
Private Sector 34-15 Jobs for Youth
Initiatives Boston, MA 47 51 98
Demonstration )
34-16 70,001 Atlanta, GA 19 20 39
34-17 70,001 Boston, MA 9 11 .20
34-18 70,001 Richmond, VA 8 5 13
34-19 70,001 San Antonio, TX 17 15 32
34-20 70,001 Tulsa, OK 28 30 58
Subtotal — | 128 132 260
Ventures in 41-15 Atlanta, GA 0 6 6
Community . ,
Improvement 41-16 Browargd, FL 8 0 8
41-18  Milwaukee, WI 13 2 15
41-19  Newark, NJ 21 6 27
41-20  New Haven, CT 30 0 30
41-21  Philadelphia, PA 27 8 35
‘ - 41-22 S, Bronx, NY 18 _ 0 18
Subtotal | 117 22 139
GRAND TOTAL 626 173 799
i




TABLE 3
CI%IES WHERE EMPLOYER INTERVIEWS WERE CONDUCTED
PARTICIPANTS CONTROLS TOTAL

Phoenix, AZ 8 9 17
Sacramento, CA 17 8 25
San Bernadino, CA 26 8 34
San Diego, CA 24 7 31
San Francisco, CA ’ w17 0 17
Colorado Springs, CO 8 0 8
\Denver.'CO 23 3 26
New Haven, CT 30 0 30
Broward, FL 8 0 8
Miami, FL 18 14 32
Atlanta, GA 44 41 85
Rome, GA , 21 4 25
Mason City, IA 15 9 24
Evansville, IN 3 5 8
New Orleans, LA 37 3 40
Boston, MA 56 62 118
Cambridge, MA 24 30 54
e Fall River, MA 16 0 16
Haverhill, MA ‘ 13 0 13
Lansing, MI . J 8 0 8
Detroit Lakes, MI 54 0 54
Duluth, MN 10 0 10
Kansas City, MO 25 14 39
St. Louis, MO 75 4 79_
Helena, MT 12 0 12
Greensboro, NC 7 6 13
Winston-Salem, NC 37 8 45
Englewood, NJ 1 0 1
Jersey City, NJ 6 5 . 1
Newark, NJ 21 6 \ 27
Bronx, NY R § 55 5 60
Buffalo, NY 3 5 8
Mount Vernon, NY 10 0 10
New York, NY 60 0 60




TABLE 3 (continued)

e
PARTICIPANTS  CONTROLS  TOTAL
Tulsa, OK 28 30 58
Portland, OR 32 6 38
Allentown, PA 14 0 14
Philadelphia, PA - 8 79
Pittsburgh, PA 5 0 5
, Charleston, Sf 14 ’ 6 20
Memphis, TN 10 0 10
Nashville, TN 15 12 27
Dallas, TX 16 3 19
Ft. Worth, TX 25 8 33
Houston, TX 39 9 48
San Antonio, TX 17 15 32
Richmond, VA 8 5 13
Tacoma, WA 17 0 17
Yakima, WA 20 0 20
Milwaukee, WI 13 2 15
GRAND TOTAL 1136 360 1496
o~
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CHAPTER II: YOUTH PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROLS: WHERE THEY WORK

AN

Eight industrial classification categories are utilized in this research in

order to differentiate.between the many organizations .which employ youth. ¢ '

The title of each of the eight is presgpted with examples of the kinds of
work places found in each category, as well as the number of employer re-

spondents in each category.

Table Il - 1

Organizational - Industrial Classification ‘

I. Service and Select Retail Trade (SSRT) N=388 . o

Service Stations
Restaurants
Repair Services

I[I. Health, Education, Governmental Service, Welfare
Agencies (HEWG) N=352

Legal or governmental agencies
Hospitals ’
Schools

Laboratories

II1. Wholesale-Retail Trade (WRT) N=239

Food Stores
General Merchandise Stores

IV. Manufacturing (MANU) N=173

Machinery
Chemicals .
Electrical Equipment/Supplies

V. Financial, Insurance, Select Business Services
(FINS) N=68

Computing Services
Banks
Accounting Firms

v
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VI. Construction (CONS) N=52 b

Carpentry
Plumbing )
Painting-Plastering N

VII. Transportation, Communications, Utilities (TCU) N=44

Trucking, Shipping Firms
Communications
- Telephone, Electric Services

VIII. Farming, Fisheries, Forestry (FFF) N=13

Landscaping
_ Farms-

There are few, if any, real difference§;between the place of employment of

program participants and control group members.

Tab]é [1-2 illustrates the percentage distribution of type of employing

organization for both groups.

Table II-2

Employing Organizations: Participants/Contro1s

+SSRT  HEWG WRT MANU FINS CONS TCU FFF N

Participants 29 27 17 13 5 4 3 1 |1014
Controls 29 26 2 12 6 4 3 1 |35
PC 0 13 1 - o o o0 |

N (338) (352) (239) (173) (68) (52) (44) (13)]1329

Table I indicates that the largest proportion of participant youth are
employed in the SSRT and HEWG areas, while control group youth tend to

be more evenly distributed among three work settings: SSRT, HEWG, and WRT.

Three categories of organizations employ over one-third of the yoﬁth from
the sample: restaurants (13%), professional, technical, and managerial

offices (11%4), and sales organizations (10%).
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‘Some thirteen percent (13%) of the youth are working at public organizations,
mostly in the HEWG category. A fifth bf these public organization$ are
federal -agencies; twenty seven percent (27%) state; eleven percent (1)

county; and the remainder (43%) city.

Thirteen percent (13%) of the private organizations are international, in

. X _
scope, twenty three percent (23%) are national, and sixty five percent (65%)
local. Most (83%) of the organizations are profit making and a little more

than a third (36%) are family owned and operated.

Table II-3

Program and Place of Employment - Percent

HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF CONS

t

U.S. Employment Service 28 12 19 2 28 6 2 2
National Urban League , 27 10 33 5 13 6 ‘0 6
Womens Bureau 32 1 19 3 28 6 0 ; 1
National Council of Negro Women 41 5 18 1 28 6 0 1
Recruitment Training Program 30 13 28 3 23 3 0 0
SER 25 18 28 1T 18 10 0 0
La Raza 18 zy 21 3 15 8 3 5
Public vs. Private Ventures 28 10 15 5 35 6 ] 0
Job Factory 32 18 21 0 14 14 0 0
Vocational Exploration Program 21 20 15 2 34 4 1 4
Private Sector Initiatives 25 12 12 2 :ﬂO 4 ) 5
Ventures in Community Improvement 20 12 17 8 25 1 1 15
| TOTAL
N

21 - 25

( 63)




Table 1I-4

Prquam and Place of Employment - Percent

Private Public

U.S. Employment Service . 87 ‘ 13
National Urban League - 78 ' 22
Womens Bureau 79 X 21
National Council of Negro Women . 82 . 18
Recruitment Training 9%5@?&%%%‘%* 78 22\
SER : ‘ 83 17
La-Raza ‘ 86 14
Public vs. Private Ventures - 91 9
Job Factory 96 4
Vocational Exploration Program ~ 90 10
Private Sector Initiatives 4 91 . 9
Ventures in Commnunity Improvement 90 10

The type of organizations where participant and controlrgroup youth are
employed is shown by program ope%ator in Table II-3. The perﬁ?ntages of
youth employed in each of the eight organizations does vary among the
various programs.. Although most youth were employed in SSRT and HEWG
organizations, there were some exceptions. The National Urban League and
SER{ assuming a positive relationship betwken employer 1nterv1ews and
youth placements, wére most heavily conéentrated in Wholesale and Reg?ii’ .

B
Trades. La Raza conducted most of its interviews with MANU employers.
Regardless of program variations, it is clear from Table II-4 that the majority
of youth were employed in the private sector which accounts for three fourthg

of all employer interviegws.
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Although seventy percent (70%) of the youth in this sample were from North-
eastern and Sunbelt states, each a;ZE of the country was geographically
represented. It is apparent from the table below (Table 11-5) fhat
differences in type of emp1oymeﬁt across sections of the country were not

great, though a few are worth mentioning. The Midwest and West have the ‘

" largest percentages of employment in SSRT and the Northeast has the smallest

percentage in this category and the largest in HEWG. "It.would appear then,

‘that even though regioﬁs of the country may differ significantly in economic

base and industrial composition--entrx\]eve] youth are fair]y monolithic

in the places they work and the jdbs they hold.

\ Table II-5 ((ﬁ

— Geograpﬁica1 Location and Place of Employment - Percent

HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF CONS N

Northeast 31 w15 b 22 7 1 6 (474)
Sunbelt 23 14 2 3 30 4 1 3 (456)
Midwest 22 12 18 4 37 3 1 2 (222)
West 27 9 16 2 3 6 2 3 (177
TOTAL 1329

/ .

Table I1I-6 shows that both sex and race-ethnicity are associated with

'emp1oymenf’assignment. In general, females are more concentrated in HEWG

organizations than males who are more likely to be employed in MANU and
CONS than are females. The greatest variation between groups is found in
HEWG organizations wher® bIack females show an employment rate twenty—sik
percent (26%) greater than white males. A particularly large percentage
of white males are in WRT,compared to black and hispanic males who tend to

be concentrated in SSRT and MANU respectively.
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szfe 11-6
w
Sex, Race-Ethnicity, ace of Employment - Percent

HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF CONS _N

Black Female 39 6 15 3 28 7 -- 1. (359)
White Female 2% 15 20 3 28 5 1 1 (205)
Wispanic Female. 32 17 19 2 20 10  -- 1 (128)
Black Male 21 0 15 5 39 3 1 6 (317)
White Male 13 18 25 3 28 2 2 9 (175)°F
Hispanic Male 1 26 18 4 21 3 '8 (108)
Other 25 15 5 0 40 15 0 0 _( 20)
TOTAL 1312

A comparison of white versus non-white youth indicates that non-white youth
outnumber whites n HEWG employment (29% %Q§£0%). In contrast, whites
show a higher rate of employment in both WRT (23% to 16%) and MANU (17% to

*

12%).

) |
Différenfff between black and white females are few with two possible excep-
tions. Black young women are mor; likely to have obtained emp]oyment.in
HEWG (39% to 26%), and white women are more likely to be .in MANU (15% to 6%).
The heavier emp]byment of black females in HEWG could be exp]aingd in part
by operating program access to HEWG organizations. The Na;iona] Council of
Negro Women participants were more 1ikely to hold employment in HE?G organi-
zations than were participantg from any other program (41%). Hisbanic
females are similar to other young womenAin employment Setting although a
smaller proportion, than is the case with either black or white females,
are found in SSRT.//There arevsevera1 differences between the males which
merit noffng. White maies, as was the case with white females, are less

prevalent in HEWG than are black males. Hispanics and white males are more

L4
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Tikely to be in MANU than are black males. Black males, on the other hand,

are more heavi1y employed in SSRT than are either whites or.hispanics.

If we ask which organizations account for at least two thirds of the

employment of each sex-race-ethnicity group, we find the following:

Black Females Black Males
HEWG - 39% . SSRT - 39%
SSRT - 289 67% HEWG - 21;C>75%
’ WRT - 15%
White Females White Males
SSRT - 28%\
HEWG - 26;f>74% S§$T - 5553;%>71 .
WRT - 20% - o °
MANU - 18%
Hispanic Females & )
. HEWG - 329 ‘ Hispanic Males
~ SSRT - 20% p71% MANU - 26%
WRT. - 19% SSRT - 21% 814
WRT - 181 /°1%
HEWG - 16%

Again, operating program access to var&ing employment organiiations would,
to some extent at least, help account for some of the observed variation
in job placement. La Raza, for example, had the largest percentage of
participants in MANU while National Urban League participants.were more
likely to find emp1oy;;33\4n WRT. More than a third (35%) of all PPV
participants were working in SSRT; such was the case for only a small

proportion of NUL (13%), Job Factory (14%), and La Raza youth (15%).

Age is of course an important variable inzaccounting for differences in
employment status, hours worked, and type of job held. Similarly, there
is ;n abundance of empirical evidence to show that educational achievement
is also a critical intervening variable. Found in Table II-7 are re]étion-

ships between age, educational status and place of employment. The age
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groupings are based upon the approximate age of the youth at the time of

the employer interview. The educational status of the youth is based upon
school status at the time of program entry. It is assumed that those who
were school dropbuts at the time the IPP form was completed remained dropouts.
Further,.a1though there would be some attrition, it is assumed that most of

those who were students did go on to complete their high school studies.

School status and age (as defined above) of sample youth were examined in
order to determine how these two variables were associated with job setting.
Because the distributions for those c]aséified as "students" and those classi-
fied as “graduateé“ were quite similar, the two were combined into a single
category. Therefore, two groups are compared--high school students and
graduates versus high school dropouts by two age divisions.

| Table 11-7 |

School Status and Placement of Employment: - Percent

HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF CONS N

High School Student

or Graduate

18-20 yrs. old 29 14 23 2 23 7 1 1 (429)
High School Student

or Graduate

21-24 yrs. old 27 12 19 4 28 9 1 1 (197)

High School Dropout
18-20 yrs. old 25 15 3 2 44 2 ] 3 (212)

High School Dropout
21-24 yrs. old 24 13 15 5 34 5 ] 5 (212)

The data presented in Table II-7 would more than suggest that age, at least
- once employment is undertaken, is not as important an explanatory variable

as school or educational status, particularly among those youth ages 18
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to 20 years. Dropouts, ages 18-20 years, for example, are far less likely

than students or graduates to be employed in WRT (8% to 23%) and almost twice

as 1ikely to be working in SSRT organizations (44% to 23%). For the o]de;
youth,differences in educational status are less impressive, with the Targest
discrepancy being in SSRT employment where older dropouts show a six percent

(6%) advantage. This same pattern holds true when there is con;ro] for the

sex and race-ethnicity of the youth. Beyond the age of adolescence (ages 21-24),
neither age nor educational status generate many differences in the employment
location of program 6articipants and controls. For younger youth (18-20),
however, educational achievement does appear to play a significant role in

employment.,

From the data collected in this study, we are unable to determine just what

job the youth hold, their wages, or whéther they are full- or part-time employees.
We can, though, provide some more detailed information abouf the organizatfons
where they are or were employed. Such data, which deq1s with the characteristics
of employing organizations, will shed some light on the age and racial;ethnic
composition of the employing organization, as well as average entry level wages,
employee benefits, and ;mp1oyee turnover.

v
Characteristics of Employing Organizations

We turn now to a discussion of the characteristics of those organizations which
have participated in this study. Obviously the policies, precedures, and
products of an employer will play some part in the hiring and retention of
youth. Here we focus upon the size of these organizationSﬁ sex, race, and age
composition of the work force; wages and benefits brovided to employees; and

whether or not special provisions are made for youthful employees.
Fod
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Number of Employees

The average nymber of full-time employees (30 hours or more per week) at
work during a peak period for all work sites in this sample is 274. The
largest group of such employees is found in TCU where the average full-
time force is 629. The next largest is FINS with an average of 614
full-time employees. Organizations in the SSRT, CONS, and FFF categories’

tend to be small, employing less than 100 people.

1

The average number of part-time and seasonal employees (30.hours or Tess
per week) is 77. There is less variance in the number of part-time employees
across organizations, with the largest being TCU again. The distributions

for all eight industrial categories are presented in Table II-8 below.

Table II-8

Organization Size by Industrial Classification

Average Mumber of Average Number of
Full-Time Employees Part-Time Employees
HEWG : 430 104
MANU _ 7 52
WRT 15 S 56
TCU 629 114
SSRT 99 78
FINS . 614 o . 52
FFF 70 28
CONS 84 35

s

It is interesting to observe that SSRT is the only industrial classification
which shows approximately the same average number of both full- and part-time

employees. In every other type of organization, the former group outnumbers
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the latter. Restaurants and other organizations in the SSRT category
play a significant role in youth employment. Many of these youth are

employed on a part-time or temporary basis.

Employee Sex

Women constitute a larger segment of the work force than males in three
types of organizations: HEWG (65%), FINS (64%) and SSRT (54%). Males

. outnumber females in all other organizations, particularly in CONS (85%),
FFF (78%), and TCU (68%). Across organization types, the average employer
in this sample reported that employees are about half male (47%) and half

female (53%).

Employee Race-Ethnicity

The overall racial-ethnic composition of the work force in this sample
shows that of all employees .in the average organization:

57% are White

29% are Black

11% are Hispanic -

3% are Other
When these percentages are compared with the dist#ibution of employees by
industrial Elassification in Table II-9, it is apparent that whites are over
represented in MANU, FINS, and CONS. Blacks, 29% of the total sample, are
over represented in HEWG, TCU, and SSRT. H?spanics, 11% of the employee

sample, are over repreéeqted in FFF and MANU.

29 .
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° ’ Table II-9

Employee Race-Ethnicity by Industrial Classification - Percent

White Black Hispanic Other Total

(%) @) (%) (%)

HEWG 53 34 10 K (100)

MANU 64 17 15 4 (100)

WRT 61 23’ 14 +2 (100)

TCU 52 36 10. 2 (100)

SSRT 53 36 7 4 (100)

FINS 67 19 10 4 (100)

FFF 60 19 19 2 (100)

CONS 69 15 13 3 (100)
Percent of . . .

all Employees (57) (29) (1) _ (3) (100)

ﬁéﬁ

The overa]i age composition of the employees in organizations 1nk1uded in
this sample indicates that 16-21 year olds makg/;;\}usg over one-quarter

© (¥=28%) of the total work force. The average age cqmposition across work

settings is as follows:

1

.

o 10% are 16-18 years of age 4
18% are 19-21 years of age
27% are 22-29 years of age
22% are 30-39 years of age
13% are 40-49 years of age
7% are 50-59 years of age

3% are over 59 years of age

34
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The following table illustrates employeg age composition for each of

the eight industrial classifications.

Table II-10

Average Employee Age and Industrial Classification

Percent

16-18  19-21 22-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 59+

HEWG 8 12 25 &zs 16 9 4
MANU 3 15 29 23 16 9 5
WRT 10 22 26 20 12 73
TCU 5 14 31 28 14 71
SSRT 17 22 28 15 10 5 3
FINS 2 13 31 26 13 12 3
FFF 10 21 33 17 13 a2
CONS, 5 13 2 33 18 4

Total ¢ of (10) (18) 27y  (22) (13) (7) (3)

all Employees

Looking across each row, the average percentage of emp1o¥§es in each age
group is given for each work setting. For example, in thé first row,

HEWG, the largest age groups are 22-29 (X=25%) and 30-39 year olds (X=26%).
However, since our primary concern is with youth, we shall confine our

summarization of Table II-10 to the 16-21 year old columns.

Combining these two co1ymns‘(ages 16-18 and ages 19-21) for each industrial
classification, we find that youth represent from 15% (FINS) to 39% (SSRT)
of thg/reported work force. By using the overall average percentage of
employees who are youth (28%) as a reference point, we can make some
judgements as to the types of job settings where youth are either over or

under-represented.

N 0 —
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Wages

The average hourly wages earned by young employees (ages 16-21) varies

by the type of emp1o§1ng organization. However, for all places of employ-
ment combined, the average lowest hourly wage is reported to be $3.69 and
the highest is $5.52. From Table II-11 it can be seen that the lowest
wages are in those occupations which have tﬁe highest percentages of
young employees: SSRT, and WRT. Conversely, those occupations in which
youth are a distinct minority tend to pay the highest wages: CONS, TCU,
and MANU. These differential wages do, no doubt, influence job satis-

faction and probably contribute to job mobility among youth.

Table II-11

Range of Hourly Wages for Young Employees*
(1981 Dollars)

Low Middle High

HEWG 3.65 4.12 5.17
MANU - 3.83 4.69 6.24
WRT ’ 3.56 4.17 5.45
TCU 4.53 5.89 7.65
SSRT 3.41 3.86  4.84
FINS 3.&{\ 4.39 5.46
CONS 5.41" 7.41 9.67
*Includes average tipé and commission if applicable.

)

Yet another interesting, but not surprising, relationship is found to
exilst between sex and wages. Generally, the greater the proportion of

wdomen employees in an organization, the lower the average hourly wage.

The correlation between percent of male employees and average wages per
hour was modest, but significantly positive (r=.25). Race and ethnicity

alone does not appear to play a part in average hourly wage variations.

33
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In summary, those orgg'ﬁzations employing the largest proportion of youth
tend to have the fewest full-time and%gr permanent employees and offer the
Towest hourly wages. The probiem becomé§ even more severe for females,
espec}a11y those working in organizations where women represent the

{ .
majority of all employees.

Work Settings

Ve

The information received from employer respondents shows that in the vast
majority (82%) of jobs that young people hold, there is a lot of group
interaction among employees. Youth 1nteract1onew1th other employees is
Tess frequent in MANU and TCU where one-quarter of the emp1oyers reported

~

that little or no interaction occurred between youth and their fellow workers.

As might be anticipated from the classification of industrial organizations,
the majority of work conducted by youth takes place indoors. Some 75%
of the employer§ report this to be the case. Outdoor work is most common in
FFF. A combination of indoor and outdoor work is found in TCU and CONS

¥

organizations.

Union Membership

For the majority of positions held by young employees, union requirements
rarely exist. Overall, 1n'on1y 16%, or one out of six work séttings is

such membership mandatory. VYouth are much more 1ikely to be union members

if they are employed in three types of organizations: TCU (43%), CONS (41%),
and MANU (26%). As noted earlier, these industries hire the smallest P

percentage of employees 21 years or younger.
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Benefits and Entitlements oA

Factors other than wages are associated with job satisfaction and, in turn,
{ob stability.. Too often the benefits and entitlements of organizations
are not taken into consideration when assessments are made of youth in the

Tabor force.

Nearly three-fourths (73%) of all employer respendents report that there
are "regular annual or semi-annual pay increases for young employees."
Again, analysis of variations among employing organizations indicates that
§uch favorable wage policies are more likely to be fodnd in those companies
‘that employ the fewest number of youth ages 16 to 21 years. This is
illustrated by the fo]]owiné comparison of percentages of employers who
have regular periodic pay increases. Note that the second set of organi-

zations are those which employ the greatest number of youth:

I 11
FINS - 88% WRT - 76%
MANU - 85% HEWG - 73%
TCU - 83% SSRT - 65%

This finding is supported by the significant negative correlation that
exists between percent of youth employees and total dumber of benefits

offered by the organization.

The relationship between employee age and wage policy does not hold up with
respect tb meritAsQ1ary increments. A1l together, seventy percent (70%)

of the emp]éyers provide young employees with "pay increases based on a
merit system." This procedure is most frequently present in FINS (90%)

and MANU (80%) organizations. Merit increments are much rarer in HEWG (59%)

and other types of organizations.
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No doubt there are some benefits and entitlements which are provided

to all full-time employees regardless of age. At the same time, many,

if not all .benefits do require a probationary period of successful emp10ymenf.

The relatively high job mob11ity of young people would mean that many, at
least at the entry job level, will not actually take advantage of or

participate in, these various entitlement programs.
ﬂ

» Table II-12 N

.Industrial Organizations and Benef(¥s/Ent1tlements
for FUTT Time Employees

(Percentage g@;Ehp]oyers Providing Each)

HEWG MANU TCU SSRT FINS FFF CONS TOTAL
Paid Holidays 81 95 Jé> 80 54 93 62 62 74
Paid Vacations 78 _ 92 8 .80 68 9% 62 5 77
Paid Sick Leave 76 57 61 73 35 88 46 48 58
Hospital or Medical '72 8 68 75 58 90 54 73 70
Educational Benefits 37 . 36 18 46 17 72 15 25 29
Pension Plan - 39 43 32 77 18 50 23 33 34
Life Insurance 54 69, 48 77 38 79 46 38 52
Profit Sharing 30025 21 32 118 3 4 14
Discounts on Products 11 48 57 16 44 .35 8 - 14 35
Free Transportation 6 4 2 7 4 7 8 10 5
"Child Care Services 9 1 1 4 1 0 0 0 3
Other Fringe Benefits - 1?/ 16 15 20 21 25 23 10 | 18

A

Table II-12 shows the percentage of employers who report providing each of
eleven different benefits to youth who are employed full-time. The table

indicates that over two-thirds of all employing organizations offer paid

" holidays and vacations and hogpital-medical benefits. More than half offer

reimbursed sick leave and some kind of 1ife insurance coverage. Only a
N .
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handful of employers offer fringe benefits such as profit sharing, freg «

transportation or child care services.

To simplify Eompreﬁension of the data presented in Table II-12, a summary
of the highs and lows for each benefit/entitlement is shown below. Free
transportation and child care benefits were omitted bQQause so few organi-
zations provide such benefits. Also note that because FFF is composed of
so few organizations (12), it too is @xcluded from this summarization.

Sectoéé’ﬂést Likely Sectors Least
to Offer Benefit/ - Likely to Offer

Entitlement Benefit *

. , (Z) ()

Paid Holidays ~ MANU 95 .CONS 62 '

d FINS 93 | SSRT 54

Paid Vacations FINS 96 SSRT 68

- MANU 92 CONS 56

Paid Sick Leave ‘ FINS 88 ‘ CONS 48

\ HEWG 76 SSRT 35
' Hospital or Medical FINS 90 WRT 68
MANU 86 SSRT 58

N Educational Benefits FINS 72 WRT 18

/ ©(TCU 46 SSRT . 17
Pension Plan TCu 77 | WRT 32

. FINS 50 SSRT 18

Life Insurance FINS 79 SSRT 38

- - TCU 77 CONS 38

Profit Sharing TCU 32 SSRT 11

. . FINS 28 HEWG . 3

Discounts on Products WRT 57 CONS 14

MANU 48 HEWE 1

J N
It is clear that FINS org@qizations are mogt 1ikely to offer every benefit/
) entitlement except discounts on prdducts. Other sectagrs which seore high
o - ’
‘as providers of several benefits are MANU and TCU. Conversely, an exami-

nation of the organizations least 1ikely to offer ggch of the benefits/

IeY
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It is interesting to*hofe that there is a fairly nice fit between the

Tikg]ihood of organizations offering youth emp]oyees.benefifs/entjt1ements
and the average’proportion of youth employees in the orggnizainn, The
three highest benefit providers (FINS, MANU, and TCU} éﬁéionre]atively
small percentagés of youtzé while two of the 1qwest pré?%aérg,{SSRT.and

WRT) are majof employers youth.

Whether or not access to or knowledge about benefits/entitlements plays

séme role in job satisfaction assessméhts‘or\the careei judgements made

by youth cannot be answered by this gesearch. The data which is available
from this particular research would suggest, however, that access to
benefits/entitlements ;?e less predi&tive of job mobility than is the

ége of the emplque. Keeping in mind, ?f course, that age is also highly
correlated with wherewone works,. hours worked, the qué]ity and status of that

’ \ ' .
work, and how the employee is perceived by co-workers and supervisqrs.

N -

The importance of age of employee as a éritica] and predictive variable is
supported by employer responses to numerous questions asked in this survey.
These data certaih]y make clear that employers do perceive significant
differences between older andhyounger workers. An example of the Ea]iency
of age is found in analy of data dea]ing with the hiring of new employeese
entry level jobs, ahd job turnover. ‘ )

The average numbér of new full-time empioyees hiréd each year was estimated
by the employers interviewed to be éighty—four (84). There are s{gnifiéant
variations between the eight types of organizations with MANU, FINS, anq

TCU réporting’the highest -annual rates of new emp]oyhent. Annual full-time

employment opportunities are less abundant in SSRT aﬁd WRT organizations,

as can be seen in the following table.
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Table II-13

New Hires, Percent Youth, and Job Turnover Rate

HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF  CONS TOTAL

No.'New Full-
Time Employees

"Hired Annually 101 121 36 120 70 121 30 90k 84

Percént New Full-
time Employees
Who Are Youth 35% 38% 50% 42% 50% 36% 51% 40% 43%

Annual Entry-Level \

Job Turnover Rate 33% 39%  38% 33% 7% 312 42% 63%  47% °

A\

The percentage of youth in the pool of new ful]-t%me employees rangés from
50% (SSRT and WRT) to 35% (HEWG). Although the range is only 15%, it is
Jinteresting to note that the estimates of SSRT and WRT employers confirm
earlier findings thaf the percentages of youth employees are greatest in

these two organizations. x

The overall turnover rate indicates that about one out of two entry level
empl%yees are rép]aced on an annual basis. With the exception of SSRT and
CONS, the entry level tU(nqver rate is fairly constant among all other
organizational types; Because the majority of new full-time youth employees
are hired into entry level jobs, there is a modést but-significant p9§itive
correlation between the-proportion of youth emp]oyed in the organization

‘and the entry level job‘turnover rate (r=.23). This is supported by the

fact'that SSRT organizations hire more youth than other types of organizations

and they also report the highest average entr§~1eve1 job turnover rate (X=71%).

Howevér, it should be noted that WRT organizations are/a]sd leaders in youth
employment and they report a reiative1y modest average turnover rate (33%).
Hence, we can conclude that the variations in entry level job turnover can be

explained partiaily'but not solely by differences in the age composition of
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organizations. Other factors related to employee characteristics must‘
explain why turnover rates afe higher in some organizations. The overa]]
sex or racial-ethnic characteristics of the work force did not explain a .
significant amount of the variance in employee turnove} rates. Correlations
ofupercent'male and percent white emp]ojees with turnover rate were ihf
signifibant]y'sma¢4._ However, two other characteristics of thé work
environment which are reiated to employee age are also related to turnover

rate: salary and benefits. As already noted, correlations of salary and

« El

number of benefits with percent of employees 21 years and younger were modest
but significant (r=-:é4 and r=-.29 respectively). From these negative

correlations it may be concluded that in general, organizations with larger

percentages of youth employees tend to offer thei} staff lower pay and fewer

benefits. In addition, correlations of salary and benefits with turnover rate

were small but significant (r=-.11 and r=-.12 respectively).

This conclusion may not explain differences in turnover rates for the eight
cétegories of organizations as they are currently classified. ,Eor example,
WRT organizations hire the same proportion of youth employees info entry
level jobs as SSRT and offer only slightly better wages an& benefits than
SSRT, but have only about half as Jarge of an employee turnover rate. This'
may be due to the fact that SSRT industries, which are composed largely of
food outlets, restaurants, and service stations, are perceived by youth as
temporary, gap filling places of employment. WRT organizations may be viewed
as presenting more-opportunities for the future. As will be diseussed in
Chapter V, youth's assessments'of the role and status of various work
settings is not that d{;;;rent from the perceptions and assessments of adults.

In fact, many employers applaud the courage and motivation of youth who do

leave entry level jobs in pursuit of challenging and rewarding work.
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A Tittle more than three-fourths (77%) of the employers state that the
Jjob turnover rate is higher among younger than older wd}keféirﬂﬂércahmBéVWH'w
seen in the following distribution, agreement with this statement does not

- vary too much across industrial classifications:

&

Percent Agree
"Turnover Rate is Higher
For Young Employees"

(%)

‘ ) HEWG 73

| MANU - 78
WRT 78 ‘

TCU ’ 69

SSRT : 81

FINS 85

FFF 85

CONS 61

No matter what type of organization, the majority of employer respondents
believe khat youth are more likely to depart entry level jobs than are
adult workers. Again, however, it should be noted that this assessment
does not always reflect negative attitudes toward youth on the part of

employers.

Responsibility for hiring of new youth employees was investjéated by asking
respondents, "In this organization, who makes the final decision in hiring
youth?” Responses are distributed almost evenly between: |

. Only the Supervisor 32%

Supervisor and Other Administrators 31%
The "Front Office" or Personnel Office 28%
Other 9%

1004  N=1308
a
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Hiring of youth by the supervisor alone was most characteriétic of the two
organizations which hire the largest proportions of youth, SSRT (42%) and
WRT (32%). Organizations most likely to require a cooperative hiring effort
were the typica]]y‘whité)collar, professional employers, FINS (43%) and HEWG
(40%). However, hiring in FINS organizations is also fre,qukent.‘{;t the
respoﬁsibi]ity_of tﬁe fréntféffice or personne];gfficé?léd%)ljZééntralized
hiring is the most frequent selection procedure fo]]owed;ﬁp;TCUa(43%) Which,

like FINS, tend to be large organizations.

Having some knowledge of and understanding about hiring practices of
~organizations should be of value to youth seeking work. Presentapion of
self as a serious job candidate may be enhanced by awareness of the actual

procedures of application, interviewing, and hiring. ' .

Over two-thirds (68%) of organizations do have a fixed probationary period
for all new employees. An additionai four percent (4%) say 'that their
probation policy applies only to emp]o}ees filling certain joﬁ-s]ots. Only
one emp]oye¢~§éLc1fies that his comp;ny's probatidn policy applies only to

youth employees.

While nearlw three-quarters (74%) df the organizatien% provide new employees
with some typé of orientation program, only nine (9) employing organizations
offer special orientation programs for new youth employees. Another four
percent (4%) provide such programs for select employees who will be filling
“special" job slots. There is some variation among the eight types of
organizations with regard to the offering of orientation activities, with
HEWG organizations being the most inclined to offer them (86%) and CONS

companies the least likely (52%).
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Less than one-quarter of the organizations say that supervisors of.youth
employees are offered instruction in how to deal with young people. Youth
sensitivity programs are provided most frequently by HEWG (37%) employers.
Although these ordanizations are not the major employers of youth in

general, they do account for a large number of job placements of youth in
this study. As noted earlier, given the large number of non-profit

agencies in the HEWG classification, it is not surprising that so many of

//// these agenéies provide special training for youth supervisors.

It is interesting to hote that less than one-fifth of the organizations
which are major employers of youth have implemented special sensitivity
training sessions for youth supervisors. Only 22% bf the SSRT companies and
15% of the WRT firms offer this instruction to supervisors. Evidently the
managers of these companies have concluded either that investment in this
type of instruction are not worth potential benefits, or experience has
taught them that such supervisor awareness activities are of little ‘value.
As will be discussed in Chapter V, many employers feel -that young employees
~¥ave jmmature and irresponsible work attitudes which will not be greatly
altere becguse of changes in supervisor behavior. In addition, among
SSRT employers, there is the conViction that entry level youth employees
view their placements as temporary jobs rather than long range career commit-
ments. The large turnover of youth in these organizations would §upport
“their conviction that youth are less committed to their jobs than other
employees and hence, there is 1ittle the employing organization can do to

QE§§§“ offset or mbdify youth behavior.

Less than one out of ten (8%) respondents say that their organizations

provide a job counselor solely for youth employees. Such staff are most
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likely to be found in HEWG organjzations which, again, have employed

a very large number of youth from federal job training programs.

While few organizations provide specialized job counseling for youth alone,
many do provide some kind of counseling services to all employees. The
counseling area and percentage of employers who provide each type of
service are:

Employee relations problems - 52%

Personal problems ~ - 47%

Career planning - 35%

The organizations which most frequently report offering each of the above
forms of counseling are HEWG, TCU, and FINS. It therefore seems that
counseling services are less accessible in those organizations where youth
are a large pértion of the total full-time wofk force. Again, there is
evidence that in those organizations where youth represent a significant
proportion of employees, particularly at the entry level, there is less
available in the way of "holding" or "retention" factors. There is less
counseling and guidance; less investment in training supervisors; lower
wages; fewer benefits and entitlements; and limited conviction thai it

is possible or even desirable to attempt to alter the work behavior of entry

Tevel youth employees.

Once youth gain full-time employment they are subject to policies, practices,

benefits, employer expectations, and conditions applicable to all full-time

employees. In some cases, organizations will attempt to better prepare
supervisors so that they might be more sensitive to and aware of youth'
*attitudes and behavior. Still, there is Tittle evidence to suggest that

employing organizations have either formalized or implemented age based
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work policies or practices. Age is of course an important variable in
who is hired, where, and for what kinds of work. Employers, as will be
pointed out in other chapters of this report, do have very firm opinions

about how younger employees differ from older employees.

The point here is that once full-time employment is achieved, young

workers are supposed to be treated no differently than full-time employees.

Whether or not such is the reality of the matter cannot be determined in

this partiéu]ar inquiry.
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CHAPTER III: ENTERING THE JOB MARKET: BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT

That youth encounter a variety of barriefrs and hur&Les in seekjng‘out
gainful employment has been well documented by other researchers. An
excellent example of such 1nqdﬁry is found in the work represented by
Michael Borus and his associates at tho State University.] The NLS
data make quite clear that factors such as age, éex, race, and ethnicity
do act as barriers to employment and will account for variations in
earnings and beﬁéf1ts. The NLS data, as is the case with similar studies,
is based upon 1nforpation collected from youth respondents.k These.data
reflect the experiénces and recollection of thé youth themselves. In this
chapter we Took at the matter of barriers from the perspective of the
employer. The question asked is:

"What are the qualifications and criteria utilized by emp]oyefs

in their assessment of youthful job app]ifants?"
Further, how do these qualifications and criter{a var§ by type of employing

organization?

In Table III-1 are the distribution of responses to two questions:
[: Which of the following are qualifications for full-time
positions to which youth might-apply?
II: Which of the following should be qualifications for~fu11-t1mé

positions to which youth might apply?

1
i

Clearly, these are dec]ared qua]ificétions and do not reflect hidden

discriminatory barriers such as race, sex, ethnicity, or other illegal

]P@thways to the Future, Volume I. A report on the National Longitudinal
Surveys on Youth Labor Market Experience, 1979. Michael E. Borus and
associates of Ohio State University Center for Human Resource Research.
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or culturally inappropriate screening criteria. Respondents were not
asked, for obvious reasons, if they did in fact discriminate or establish

qualifications based upon sex or race.

On the one hand are those qua]ificatioﬁs which are being utilized and on

the other, those qualifications which employer respondents feel,should be

utilized.
Table III-1
Qualifications for Full-Time Employment for Youth
Qualifications Qualifications
. Utilized Desired

Qualification | . % Yes 0 % Yes D> U
Age — 85 “ 81 (-4)
Abil1ity to Read 83 - 89 (+6)
Personal Appearance 4 82 85 (+3)
Ability to Write - 81 87 (+6)
Ability to do Basic Math ' 69 ‘, 76 S (+])
Job Traﬁning by Employing Organization 68 Al (+3)
~ Job References 62 66 (+4)
Previous Job Training or Work Experience 32 | 39 e (+7)
Physical Examination 2 - 42 (+10)
* High School "Diploma . 30 43 (+13)

Table III-1 provides a number of ihteresting and perhaps striking outcomes.
A1l employers declare some'1eve1 of qualifications or eriteria for youth
employment. A1l but a small percentage of organizations have at least four re-

quirements which youth must meet in order to become employed full-time:

447 have 7 to 10 qualifications
44% have 4 to 6 qualifications
12% have 1 _to 3 qualificatiens
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Further, as many employers b]ace an imporfance upon the need for an ability

to read and write as cite the saliency of personal appearance. Interestingly,
previous job training or workhexperienée ranks at the bottom of the qualifi-
cation ladder. This finding might not be considered surprising given the

fact that most youth are hired at the entry job level. On the other hand,
Table II11-1 does show that almost two-thirds (62%) of employers note that
references fFom previous emp]eye;s is a QUa11ficat10n for full-time employment.
Hence, further evidence is proyided of the importance emp[oyers place on work

related attitudes and behavior as opposed to job skills and job training.

Shifting to tﬂg/:;;ht hand column of Table III-1, it can be observed that
moéi‘emp1oyer :éspondents do endorse the qualifications established by their
organizations. In only one case (age) is there any drop in the difference
between qualifications practiced and qualifications preferred. That qua]j-
fication is age and the difference is four percent (4%). The greatest
discrepancy 1s,f6und in the matter of the high school diploma as a barrier

to youthful full-time employment. Although fewer than one-third of the
resbondenfs report that their organizations do require a high school diploma--
nearly half of the ?éspondents believe that thg possession of the diploma
should be a job entrance qua1{f1cation. The JZ]ue.p1aced upon the holding of a
high school diploma may have as much to do with the seeking of certified evidence
of appropriate cognitive skills as es with seeking evidenc? of stability
and responsibility. The military, for example, has concluded that the

single best predictor of attrition during the first term of military enlistment
is earn}ng of the high school diploma. Again, not because the high school

diploma is in itself a guarantee of ability to read at a minimal Tevel or to

solve rudimentary math problems, but rather as a symbol of endurance,
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stability and determination. For many employers, it is speculated, &omp]eting

high school is considered indicative of the proper work attitude.

While there are high levels of consensus among employers as to the
necessity for entrance qua¥ifications, there are significant qualifications

by employers in different industrial organizafions.

Breakdowns by industrial classification produce the following ranges in

terms of the percentage of organizations requiring each entrance qualification:*

o

Low Percentage
Requiring

High Percentage

Qualification, Requiring

Age

Ability to Read

Personal Appearance

Ability to Write

Ability to do Basic Math

Job Training by Employing
Organization

Job References

Previous Job Training or Work
Experience

Physical Examination

High School Diplema

*FFF was omitted due to small sample size (N=13). -
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FINS (93%)
TCU (92%)

FINS (98%)
HEWG (89%)

FINS (97%)
SSRT (87%)

FINS (98%)
HEWG (86%)

FINS (85%)
WRT (82%)

FINS (83%)
HEWG (71%)

FINS (69%)
HEWG (66%)

"CONS (61%)

TCU (49%)

TCU (60%)
HEWG (60%)

FINS 64%;
HEWG (50%

22

CONS (73%)
WRT (84%)

CONS -(66%)
SSRT (77%)
(

CONS (53%)
MANU (61%)

CONS (63%)
MANU (75%)

CONS §60%)
MANU (61%)

TCU (59%)
MANU (62%)

SSRT (59%)
WRT (60%)

WRT (24%)
SSRT (28%)

SSRT (133)
WRT (19%)

SSRT (16%)
CONS (17%)
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Of the ten practiced entrance qualificatigns, nine are most fully ¢ aced

by organizations falling within the FINS and HEWG, typically white collar

grouping. It is only in the demahd for a previous training or work experience
-~
where FINS and HEWG employers are not the most stringent. in job entrance

qualifications.
f

It wou1que reasonable to assume that there would be some positive correlation
between number and kinds of entrance qualifications and sucﬁ factors as
employee wages, benefits, and entitlements. Analysis of these data would
suggest that such is not always the case. For éxamp]e, constryction organi-
zations (CONS) report the highest average hourly wages for young eTPloyees,

but rank among the lowest of all organizaiiona] groupings 1in qualification ,
demands. FINS is highest in both entrance qualification eXpectatioﬁs and
employee benefits, yet average in reported hourly wages. TCU organizations

are not among the Teaders in entrance qualifications or benefits;’but are among
the highest in average hourly wages paid to youth employees. HEWG organizations
are low, in comparison to other organizations, in both number and kind.of
benefits and waqﬁé, yet do,report that potential employees must meet quite a

few entrance qualifications.

The fwc organizational types where the expected re]atiéﬁgﬁ?p between qualifi-
catio% and wages-benefits is found are SSRT and WRT. Both pay lower average
hour]y_wages, provide comparatively 1ittle in the way'of benefits and impose
very few entrance level employment barriers. The two also report having the
largest proportion of 16-55 year old employees. The age factor zoes then
appear as a critical vaﬁHaE]e in exp]aining'differences in entry levef éua]if1=

)

cations, wages, and benefits.
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Genera11y, the findings are reflective of a system which opera-tee effi-
cient*y in absorbing new young workers into those jobs which are viewed

as b?ing most appropr1ate for young, first time, entry level novices. The

Agates are o.pqu most widely to the unskilled and 1ﬁ§§perienced for entry

into those jobs which demand theﬁ]east in the way of experience or skill.

That the system operates eff1c1enf1y in channeling many young'pgop]e into
11mit§9 job openings is not to say that the §ystem eperates effecti#e1y or
equitably. F?: one, 1t tends to treat youth as a monolith--utilizing age

as a c%1;1ca1 and frequently overrld1ng variable. For another it utilizes
entry qualifications which may in fact be unrelated to job performance.
Third, it may not’a]]ow'fome youth to practite and apply already acquired
job skills. Fourth, 1t restricts tﬁe range'of.work opportunities and work
settings/avqi1ab1e to the young: Fifth, it is a system which 1@ck§ con-
sistency 1in matching’qua11f1cation g1th job assignment, wages, and benefits.

It places, with few exceptions, strong emphasis upon educational credentials

without much apparent evidence of the need\fgzmi:d benefits to be derived

o

from such credentials. Finally, it is a system which continues to perpetuate
the popular myth of'youth as 1nd1v1dua1§ incapable of befné serious, respbn=
sible, aé% productive workers. Aéain, the young are channeled into jobs
where, full time or not, there is little expectation on the part of the
employer or employee that the young worker wii\négggin with that jeb. Both
employer and employee view the job as temporary, a steppfﬁg stone at begst,

a first stop on the rpad to more attractive, more challenging adult work.

These are jobs made easy to obtain and easy to leave. Yet, when the
young employee does leave, the reaction on the part of many employers and

much of the public is frequently one of hostility and wonderment.

7
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, It would be more reasonable and realistic to view these jobs as "kid jobs’
////for kids." ,Puzzlgmeng_would be more understanding if in fact young people
chose to remain_with these less desirable entry level jobs on moré than a

temporary basi&. No doubt an adult retaining similar employment would be

-

considered 1ackihg in motivation, ambition, or intelligence.

a

Some 85% of the employers report that.the age of the youthful applicant is

a critical factor in hiring for full-time jobs. The most 1iberal cutoff
Wés age-16,\the policy of 46% of the employers. As might be expected, those
most. 1ikely to accept full-time workers at age 16~5re organizations which '
have the largest propértionvof young workers: SSRT and WRT. Only a sma]]
percentabe of the remainder of emp]oyekf required that'youthvbe older than
age 18. More than one-half of the employers in MANU, TCU, and.CONS reéuired

that youth be 18 or older in order to seek full-time employment.

Age is an important factor and should be coﬁsidéred in bothlthé‘design of |
, ySth emp]oymenp—program; and in the expectations of youth. ProvidingJinten- .

sive job skill training to youtﬁ under a§e 18 may result in discouragement ( '
fo} those,Who will not find the opportunity to apply thosé skills until 3 |
later age. Employers who hire the youngest ofwyOu%h are more inclined to

. < . .
stress the importance of properlwork attitude and educational qualifications

rather than job skills.

. . g D .
As illustrated in Table III-1, next to age, ability to read and write and
) ‘ .
personal appearance are "the most prevelant emp]oyméht qualifications. Fewer

employers required an ability to do basic mathematics, although it was
. -

listed as a qualification by over two-thirds of them.
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.~ minimum wage, and demographic shiffg do impact on who among the young Tlook

The need for a sound educational background, particu]af]y in the basic

skills of reading, writing, and arithmetic, is quite prevelant in the
responses of employers. Certainly the‘data»obtained from employers would
support the probositfon that at the entry level at least these basic
educational ski115'afelconsidered to be more important than prior work
experience or job training. Further, mahy employers feel that much of

the problem of youth unemployment could be reduced were our public. schools

to function more effectively in fhe education of the youeg. The question

of just what is required to enhance the sﬁccessfu] employability of youth,
more specifically disadvantaged youth, does have serious policy imp]ieations.
There are those who would take the posjp{en that basic educat%on-educationa]
achievement is the most salient factér in explaining high rates of un-
emp]oymji} among low income youth. Others place a greater emphasis upon

the lack of work‘experience and marketable job skills. Stif] others would
argue that the most important variables are motivation and attitude. That
youth, again more specificé]]y low income youth, for whatever'the reasons, &
lack the necessary desire to obtain and hb]d employment. No doubt each of
these faciors as well as cyclical economic conditions, discrimination,,

)

for what types of jobs, job behavior, job retention, and job mobih'ty.1

More recently in a U.S. General Accounting Office report entitled, "Labor

-

Market Problems of Teenagers Results Largely from Doing Poorly in School,"”

findings were presented which are quite contrary to prevalent wisdom.

1John Cogan, "The Decline in Black Teenage Employment, 1950-1970."

A working paper from the National Bureau of Economic Research; Hoover
Institution, 1981.

S
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Namely, this G.A.0. report states:
"Measured unehp]oyment is not a good indicator of how many P
teenagers are having serious labor market problems. This
conclusion was reached by G.A.0. which also reports that not

doing well in school is a major éomponent of the problem.

G.A.0. could find no evidencé that being out éf work occasionally

asAa teenager had any adverse effect on future job success or
on the tendency to commit crime while a.teepager,"z'

More pertinent to our discussion is fhe following point made by the G.A.O.:
“This information on the types of services the youth receive in
employment and traininé programs suggests that rec;nt Federal
programs have emphasized meeting the immediate and short term need
for jobs. The results 6f oﬁr analysis suggests a very different’
emphasis. In our view, the characteristics of youthsoindicate that

a far greater need exists for services designed to enhance their

basic skills and emp]oyabi]ity.3

Y

Furfher, the G.A.0. report goes on to make the following needs estimates:
"Using the subgroup characteristics to assess the types of servicés
reqﬁired, we conclude that among disadvantaged youths, 184,000 need
jobs, 644,000 need their basic skills improved, and 134,000 need

both jobs and remedial services."?

Z“Labor Market Problems of Teenagers." U.S. General Accounting Office,

Washington, D.C., March 29, 1982.
. 3 Ibid, P. 46

4
Ibid, p. 52 :
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Citation of these findings does not imply endorsement by the co-authors of
this report. In fact we would raise some very serious questions as}to

what we see as puzzling leaps between data and conclusions. Inclusion here
is rather to make the poini that there is little consensus among researchersn
as to the specific factors which do contribute to the employment experience
and_behavior of different segments of the youth population. Further,

that the conclusions drawn by G.A.0.--that is the significance of basic
educational skills as an enhancer of youth éhp1oyab{11ty--as opposed to job

training’ and job experience--is certainly supported by what employers told

us they look for when hiring low income, entry level youth.

Although this research cannot answer the question as to what em;;9y6E§
consider to be an "ability to read,” “ability to write,” or "ability to

do basic%ﬁashematics.“ an attempt was made to learn more about how employers
assessed the abilities of youthful applicants. They were asked what tests
or procedures are used to select youth for jobs in order to find out how

they make judgements about the abilities of applicants.

The outcomes of this particular inquiry are surprising and puzzling and
suggest perhaps that while employers do pay 1ip service to the importance
of basic education skills, other entry criteria may be of equal or even
greater importance. On the one hand, as has already been noted, employers
state that they have entrance qualifications and be1$eve these qualifications
need be enforced. On the other hand, as Table III-2 illustrates, only a
small percentage of employers say that they have standardized procedures in

place for selection among young employment candidates.
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Table III-2
Procedures Used in Selecting Youth Applicants

Procedure ‘ ... Percent Using
Civil Service Test 5
° Oral Test . 10
Written Test ' 18 -
Performanée Test 19 i

Personal Interview 97

While v{rtually all employers require a personal interview, few reduire tests
of any form. Since twice as many employers require basic reading and writing.
skills as require a high school diploma, how employers measure these skills
remains a mystery. Clearly, assessment is not made through staﬁdardized tests
‘or on the basis of some objective measurement. The absence of measurable or
performance criteria probably contributes: to suspicions of discrimination
among you%h; that is, sex or race, not ability or motivation, is the critical
variable in who gets hired. No doubt there is some p}actice of statistgcal
discrimination on the part of some employers. That is, employers may prefer
to hire members of certain groups (e.g., whites, males, adults, high school
graduates).because, on the average, members of that group have more of the

characteristics conducive to good job performance.

As Paula England points out:
"By using group averages to make.hiring decisions, employers avoid
the costs of getiing the information from each 1nd1y1&ua1 apblicant
that would allow them to predict productivity thus, statistical
discrimination occurs whenever an individual is judged on the basis
a of the average characteristics of the group...to which he or she

belongs rather than upon his or her own personal characteristics."5

5Paula England, "Explanations of Occupational Sex Segregation: An Interdis-
ciplinary Review," Unpublished manuscript, January, 1981.
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Again, this research can neither confirﬁ nor deny the existence of age, sexual,
racial, and educational discrimination in the youth job market. What the data
do tell us is that the majority of employing organizations do not provide youth-

ful candidates with tests or some other format which wog]d proﬁﬁde the employer

with evidence of the candidates 'writing, reading or arithmetfb-abi]ity. The

personal 1hterview an% prior wdrk references, while helpful and even necessary,
are not sufficient to assess those cognitive skills which most employers say
applicants must possess if they are to qualify for full-time employment. Those
organizations which use tests most frequently are those which émﬁ]oy smaller
proportions of youth.' Thi§ finding is illustrated in the fo11ow1ng’115t of

tests and the types of employers who use them the mostofrequent1y:

Performance Tests: FINS 37% TCU 32% “
Written Tests: HEWG, 38% TCU 30%

Oral Tests: - HEWG 17% TCU 1%

Civil Service Tests: HEWG 16% TCU 16%

It was also discovered that larger organizations (those who employ more people),

have more selection procedures (r=.16).

As there are qualifications for joﬁ entrance, there are also behaviors or condi-
tions which would disqualify youth from full-time employment. In Table III-3

are presented the percentage responses to a question deaiing with the factors

which would disqualify youfh from gefting a job.

Table III-3

Factors Which Disqualify Youth For Employment
Disqualification , Percent Using Factor
Record of Drug Abuse | 43
Record of Alcoholism ’ 37
Prison Record - 35 .
Arrest Record 28
Limited English Speaking Ability 22
Handicaps (visual, speech, etc.) 20
Other Health Problems ff() 18)
Indebtedness 8
Overweight 7
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The disqualifications listed cover a wide range of behaviors and conditions,
including asocial or delinquent attributes as wé]] as those over which

the applicant may have little control. Not surprisingly, it is evidence

of the former which is most 1ikely to preclude youth from employment.

How employers learn about past transgressions of applicants or what flexi-
bility they practice in making judéements about the severity of an offense
cannot be determined by this particular study. What these data do show

~is that there' is much more cénsensusﬁamong employers in the area of entrance
qualifications than there is in the matter of disqualifications. It should

be noted from Table III-3 that no single disqualification was endorsed by

a majority of the employer respondents. These findings suggest that employers
place more importance on the applicant's ability to read or write than they

do on the applicant's behavioral record. Obviously this conclusion cannot
be”drawn from this study. On the contrary, the stress which respondents
consistently place on proper work attitude and behavior of youth would suggest
that the importance of behavioral disqualifications is being understated.

Had the question, for example, been worded, "Which of the following is most
likely to prevent you from emp]bying a youthful applicant: a record of drug
use or an inability to do basic mathematics?" the outcome might have been
"quite different from that which was obtained in this study. A future research
inquiry dealing in greater detail with the weight employers place upon
qua]ificétions and disqua11f1cations)wou1d'he]p to clarify inconsistencies in

this area.

There are a number of interesting and significant differences between the
eight organizatichal clusters in how their representatives rank these dis-
qualifications. For those disqualifications endqrsed by at least a fifth

of the respondents we find the following variations:-




High Percentage Low Percentage

Disqualification Endorsing Endorsing
.Record of Drug Abuse - WRT  (53%) MANU (35%)
TCU  (46%) CONS (27%)

Record of Alcoholism WRT (8419) FINS (28%)
SSRT (41%) CONS (23%)

Prison Record FINS (59%) MANU (18%)
WRT  (42%) CONS (10%)

Arrest Record FINS (41%) MANU (11%)
WRT  (36%) CONS (10%)

Limited English Speaking Ability FINS (32%) MANU (12%)
‘ TCU (25%) CONS (183)

Handicaps (visual, speech, etc.) CONS (35%) FINS (15%)
TCU (32%) HEWG (13%)

One possible explanation for the pattern of oéganizations in the first
column of percentages is that WRT and FINS are composed largely bf white
collar organizations where employees handle 1arge‘amounts of currency and.
frequently interact with customers. Therefore it makes sense that the
employment of youth with records of delinquency or asocial behavior would bg

prohibited in these work settings.

Physical handicaps are important barriers for youth seeking employment in

CONS and TCU organizations, many of which require physical- stamina and

o

endurance.. However, looking at the second column of percentages, it is clear
that CONS organizations, along with those in MANU, are the most lenient in |
their willingness to hire youth who would be disqualified from working in
other settings.
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Whether the interpretations offered do represent organizational reality and
intent cannot be determined here. More important, however, is an under-
standing of the practices and behaviors of employers in the screening of
youth who are seeking full-time, and for the most part, entry level employ-

ment. Entfy level is stressed since for youth, that is precisely the level

at which the majority of youth do enter full-time employment. We have
found though, that entrances into the labor market, even at the novice 3
level, is not without its barriers and at times quéétionable prattices.u
Employers do set qualifications for job entry and a significant number,
though not the majority, will disqualify applicants who.fail to meet certain
behavioral, verbal, and health expectations. We have found that there seems
to be more in the way of qualifications thén disqualifications; though this
result may be more the product of the way questions were structured than

a reflection of reality.




CHAPTER IV: EMPLOYER EXPERIENCES WITH AND ASSESSMENTS OF
YOUTH EMPLOYEES

There is more than a 1ittlie consensus amon§ employers as to what they
believe are the areas in which entry level youth employees are in need
of better preparation. Table IV-1 illustrates the distribution of re-
sponses to the question:

"Which of the following are the three areas in which thefe

is the greatest need for young employees to be better prepared?”

Table IV-1

Employers' Impressions of Preparation Needs

Area Percentage of Agreement
Work Attitudes 75
Basic Education | 56
Knowledge of Proper Behavior on the Job 56
Job Skills 36
¢ Inte?persona] Relations 53
Technical Educatioﬁ - i6 |

As Table IV-1 indicates, three quarters of all respondents note the need for
better preparation in the area of work attitudes. "Work attitudes" is

hardly a specific term and no doubt encompassés a wide range of behaviors.

A better fix on just what employers mean by "work attitudes" js discussed

in Chapter V of this report. In that chapter the focus 1$ upon how employers
compare older and younger workers. For the moment it is sufficient to point
out that when respondents talk about the less than desirable work attitudes
of the young they are referring to both the unpredictability of working youth

and perhaps a perception of youth as' lacking a serious adultlike, commitment




T

to the employer and thé job. The unpredictability of these young workers

is manifest in tardinesg, absenteeism:‘and abrupt, unannounced departures
*from the job. Adults, as will be noted in Chapter V, are considered to be
more dependable, reliable, and predictable. Since youth have fewer familial
and financial obligations they can, according to empioyers:"be somewhat
‘morevcavaiier in their job behaviors. While employers recognize that the
young do have this greater flexibility and frequently ]eavé a current job
for a better job, they would prefer to see much ﬂpre in the way of trédi-
tional, adult-like job behavior. They want to see behavior and attitudés
which are more reflective of an appreciation for, and concern with the

needs and expectations of the employer.

—

Table IV-1 shows also that a majority of employers see a need for improvement
in the basic educational background of youthful employees. Know]édge of
proper behavior on ﬁhe job is also mentioned by over one-half of the respon-
dents. Specific{job skills and interpersonal relations have the endorsement

of about a third of the employers. The area least frequently mentioned is..

"technicai‘education.“

" The lack of emphasis placed upon job skills-and technical education is not
surprising given the nature of the jobs assigned to entry level empioyee;.
In most cases these are not jobs which require significant technical skill
or specialization. THS}“are jobs which call for a minimal level of verbal
and math skills and some assurance of employee dependability. The employers
expect a warm body éapabie of handling rudimentary }ésponsibiiities and
functions. Therefore the outcomes to this question should not be too
surprising. At this level of emp1?yment, the employers do not expect _youth

who will be well versed in advanced job skills or technical education. What
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they do expect is the mastery of basic academic skills, adherence to the
N
work schedule, and awareness of appropriate employee behavior. N=

-

Table IV-2

Organizational Typezghd Preparation Needs

Yy

Preparation Needs HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF  CONS
Work Attitudes 72 77 77 73 80 68 69 - 62
Basic Education 64 53 59 64 49 7 46 35
Knowledge of Proper : '

Behavior on the Job 50 60 54 59 63 44 62 38
Job Skills 40 40 34 25 28 4 23 58

Interpersonal Relations 36 20 33 39 35 31 38 25
Technical Education 18 25 11 14 10 21 8 33
N - (352) (173) (239) (44) (388) (68) (13) (52)

In Table IV-2 the six perceived needs areas are examined for each of the
eight o;ganizational types. Certain aspects of the pattern of responses
suppoft the conclusions drawn from Table IV-1. Although a majorjty of
respondents feel that thefe is a great need for young employees to be better
prepared in work attitudes and appropriate on-the-jéb behavior, those in

SSRT are most likely to state these as two areas of paramount fmportance.
Improvement in basic education, job skills, and technical education are viewed

as 1mp6%tant the least frequently by SSRT employers. - .

Emphasis on basic education is most evideﬁt in FINS organizations where -
youth would be most inclined to beiassigned;paperwork. Similarly, job
skills are also frequently endorsed by FINS employers. Organizations where
manual skills are required (CONS, MANU) exprdss thg strongest need for
improved job skills and technical education. There is less variance across

organizational classification with respect to the importance\}hat the
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employers place on interpersonal,relations. However, this quality is
of least concern in organizations where typica]]y'a great deal of physica]_

labor is conducted (CONS, MANU).

4

A]thouéh‘it can be assumed that regardless of the type of organization,
youth are’most 1ikely to fill entry level jobs, it is appareht from Table
IV-2 that those entry level jobs have very differentr}equirements. Entry
Tevel jobs in some organizations demand cognitive -or technical skills

while others simply require appropriate work attitudes and a certain degree
of commitment. However, ado]escénce is a developmental stage charact@mized

by experimentation, mobility, and the desire for ihmediate gratification;

traits which usually do not result in loyalty to an employer.

Fo substantiate the ado]esceht developmental ‘picture described earlier, we
can leok at’ the reasons why young peopie 1éave their empioyment. Th(ee

reasons are ;1ted by aemployer respondents. They are Tisted below in order
of the Frequency‘with which each is said to be the most typical reason for

the ‘termination of employment for youth:

1. V61untary Termination (quit) 73% .
2. Laid Off 13%
3. Involuntary Termination (fired) 14%

According to employers, fn seven out of ten cases, youth choo§e to Teave a
current jbb. In the rest of the cases debarture is explained almost evenly

by involuntary termination or a reduction in work force.

As the following table dispiays. there are significant differences in

factors associated with job separatden across industrial organizations.

6 ’? .h‘




' . : //;} ®
“ Table IV-3

Most Typical Reason for Youth Termination
of Employment by Organization Type

l
|
) |
- Reason HEWG MANU WRT TCU SSRT FINS FFF  CONS |
Quit 70 76 75 65 78 83 77 44 |
Fired moo13o17 1w 17 12 0 6 | ‘
Laid Off 19 1 8 2 5 5 23 50 =
-~ Voluntary termination occurs most frequently in FINS organizations. As ,
was noted in Chapter III, these orgahizations tend to have re]aﬁive]y high
Jjob entrance qualifications and employ only older (19-21.year old) youth.
Older youth and those who are se1ecte& more Eérefu]]y probably have better
qualifications and are therefore'ab1e to quit their jgps in favor of more . -
. attractive employment. In fact, when FINS employers were asked for the most
%ypica1.reason why youth voluntarily quit their jobs, ;chptance of a
better job was the response of the majority (58%). This was 1ea§% Tikely
Y be 4the case.among CONS employees (34%) who may be restricted in finding
better employment due to union control. . Combining ;%1 industrial classi-
fications, employers %Zate the following gf?;he most popular reasons fér 08%;
youth quitting their jobs:
Acceptance of a better job (higher
pay, better hours, etc.) 43% -
, Uninterested in work (no reason specified) 33%.
Personal Reasons (family, child-birth, etc.). 24%

Although there is little variance among organizations with regspect to
the percentage of employers who feel that youth qu¥t- because they are unin-

terested in work, this reason is particularly popular among MANU (36%) and

SSRT (35%) employers. Personal reasons for quitting are cited most fregquently
: ]

in CONS (34%) and TCU (32%), organizations which are typica11y‘unionized.

d
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Invo]untary;ie;mfﬁétion (firing) is most frequeﬂt‘ﬁp SSRT and WRT, the '

two organizaéions which emplgy the largest proportion of youth, particularly
16-18 year o]dsfg.These organizations may a]so:be characterized ﬁs having
Tenient employee se]ecﬁion procedures. Therefore, invo]Untary terminéiion B

seems to be most typica]lof thosé organizations employing younger teens into

jobs which require only minimal skills.

Across all organizagﬁons, the fo]]o&ing five reasons are cited by employers

as being among the three most typical ones for youth being fired:

Absenteeism | 72%
Inadequate job performance 50%
Improper'attitqge ' | 45% h
Tardiness . _ 43%

Deviation from work rules =~ = 35% , :

- $
- ]

Firing is predicated on tardiness and-absenteeism most often in MANU industries.
Intéresting]y, firing is based on imphoperAatfitude most often in SSRT and
WRT organizations, both of which are major employers of youth. Deviation

%rom work rules and inadequate job performance result in firing most often in

&

ES

FINS organizations. T o

”

Involuntary termination and quitting are not common in CONS organizations

which aré often unionized and where'emp1oyée$'age expected to have some trade,"

skills and technical experfise upon job entry. However, lay offs are repbrted
N

to be highest in CONS industries where high ihterest'rates affect gmp]oyee

termination decisions.

o

Employers were asked to indicate which problems they perceive to be sgrious

among their youth employees. The average employer ndteq three serious




,
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prob1ems from the 1‘st.of ten’ shown in Table IV-3. The problems selected
for this- quest1on were meant to represent a wide range of attitudinal, “

behav1ora1, anq‘cond1t1ona1 factors which migh affect employee performance.

Table IV-3 .

Problems of Youth Employees asv}erceived by Supervisors

Problem Percent Selecting
Improper Attitude ' o I 64
Tiansportation ' y ' . 38
Domestic Problems 30
brugs , 25 .
Child Care " | 19

5 Drinking | , | 19

-7 Trouble with the Law 11
Hea]th Proq1ems | ' : 7 .
Languade Difficulties | 6

- Indebtedness. = 7
Other | | , 1

| “ (N=1329)

4 -

v

One interesting feature of the table aEbve is that the only problem which
generated agreement from more than one-half of the respondents is "improper
attitude." The fact that maintenance of an‘abpropriate work attitude is

a particular problem among yduth will be further supported by the comments

of.emp1oyers discussed in Chapter V.

Comparison dafa on older and younger workers was not collected for each of
the other nine problem areas. Hence, it is impossible to conclude whether

J
the next three most important issues, transportation, domestic problems, and
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drugs are more problematic for younger or older employees. Although the
question did specify that supervisors.respond with reference to youth
employees, the problems they Tist may be problems among older workers as
well. Regardless of which population suffers more, many of the problems
are no doubt exacerbated by the age and socio-economic status of young

-

entry level workers.

N : 4

Less than one-quarter of the employers agree on the seriousness of more
than four of the ten problems listed. For those problems deemed important
by at least 25% of the respondents, the following variations occur among
industrial organization types: ,
Improper Attitude: This is a problem cited about equally as™
fréﬁuent]y by all emp1oyers$except those in
CONS, only 50% of whom consider their youth
employees to have an attitude prob]eﬁ.
Transportation: This problem is of about equal concern to all
employers, regard1g55‘of é;ganizationa1 type.

Domestic Problems: Problems at home are of particular concern to, -

4

- HEWG employers, 39% of whom chgcked;this'?esponse.n
Drugs: - Drug abuse is of,espbcia11y great concern to those
and MANU employers, and of least concérn to those

in FINS.

After addressing the problems of youth, employers were asked whether their
organization makes ahy accommodations for young employees (i.e., create jobs,
modify or thange rules, etc.). Across all organizations, 32% of the

employers say that they do make accomodatigns for youth. Their responses

by industrial classification arE‘ﬁ?VEﬁ‘*n\thg\Eii1e below.

¢ ?l
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Table V-4,
Organization Type and Accomodations Made for Youth

HEWG MANY- WRT TCU SSRT FINS 'FFF’ CONS }

Yes 42 21 27 39 31 -~ 30 31 22
No 58 79 73 61 . ‘69 70 69 78 °

HEWG and TCU organizations are more inclined to make accommodations for
youth than other employers, It may be that several of the organizations
in both of these categories are nonprofit or public sector agencies which

have more leeway in bending their policies for certain employees.

Some of the employers who said that their organizations do make accommo-
dations for youth explained the ways in which such accommodations are made.
The most frequently reported accommodation was allowing flexible hours so
that youth can work around their school schedule. Several employers did
not mention time schedules specifically but rather "general flexibility to
accommodate youth." The neit most popular area in which accommodations are
made is hiring. Emp]oyéri reported hiring youth from governgggg programs,
special school programs anduhiring‘yOUth‘for summer jobs. In addition ta
scheduling and hiriﬁg, several employers say that they "do not demand as
much of youth and give them extra support.” Certain jobs are created or
targeted for youth who are given an "easy break-in period." Jn some cases,
youth are hired without experience and "trained from scratch. 0n1y.a

few employers mention providing transportation or f1exib1e hours due to

chi]d care or transportation probleins.
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Although this particular ‘study does focus upon the attitudes and experiences
of youth employers there are certain data provjdeq by youth employees-which

would be helpful to this discussion of job retention and attrition.

Through a merging of information from the eigﬁt month follow ub stud} and

the employer survey, it is possible to locate the most recent frull éime job
held by program participahts within the framework of the eight-part industrial
organization classification system. In this way we are aele to learn ﬁbre

about the relationship between organizational work setting and job assignment.

The commenggry which follows is based upon data obtained only from program
participants who currently held or had held full-time jobs. The sample size
for this set of items was N=376 because eight month follow-up data was only

available for the spring 1981 (Phase I) youth. -

S

Each questign is presented with the distribution of responses for the eight

organization types>

What Are Your Feelings About the Kinds of Work You Do (Did)?

Percent

HEWG WRT SSRT MANU FINS TCU CONS FFF | TOTAL

Great--I Tike ' _ '
it a lot 56 35 40 38 54 25 80 20 + 44

It's OK 42 59 54 59 46 75 20 80 52

Don't 1ike the

work at all 2 6 6 3 - - - -- 4
N= 102 82 79 58 28 12 -10 5 | (376)

Keeping in mind the significant variation in sample sizes between the eight
14

organizational types, we find satisfaction to be highest among youth employed

in CONS and lowest for those in TCU. The two non-customer oriented, white
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73




collar organ%zations, HEWG and FINS, receive an enthusiastic evaluation

from a Jitt]e more than half of their youthful employees. The very Sma1f
number of youth indicating a strong distaste for their work can be attributed
Eé the high rate of‘job mobility among young,peop1e. As noted earlier,

these youth do not stay with jobs which they consider to be unsatisfactory.

There is much more in the way of diversity of opinion when program parti-

cipants are asked a question dealing with wages.

How's Your Pay for the Kind of Work You Do (Did)?

Percent
HEWG WRT SSRT MANU FINS TCU CONS FFF | TOTAL
Good pay for It
what [ do 33 28 25 . 33 25 33 50 20 30
Just about v
what it ) 45 41 49 . 36 50 50 30 60 44
should be
A ot less
than the job 21 31 26 31 25 17 20 20 26 -
is worth .
N= 102 81 79 58 s28° 12 10 5 | (375)

of the wage scale dimension. A little more than a fourth believe the wage

Prograqggf;f}cipants'tend to be almost evenly divided at the extreme ends
paid was either "good" for the work done or "a lot less" than the job

was worth. The remainder, about one out of every four, beljeve they
rece{ved a fair wage for their work. Those most enthusiastic about the pay
they receive were in CONS--the same industry which generated the h}ghest
level of job satisfaétion: At the same time, the wage factor does not

appear to account for the lower degree of work satisfaction expressed by -

employees in TCU jobs. 'Thg: group is most Tikely to indicate that they

§
>
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cqnsider their pay to be satisfactory or good. A comparison of the
responses to these‘two ;D§§1ﬁons (wages and job satisfaction) suggests
that both the actual wage received and assessment of the fairness of that
wage for the job being done are factors at play when youth evaluate 6&era]1

satisfaction with a job.

k|

A question dealing with the "worthwhileness" of the job produces an overall

distribution which resembles the findings on job satisfaction 1in that there

- DI S

were very few negative responses.

When you finish a days work, do (did) you feel 1ike you did something worthwhile?
Percent

HEWG WRT SSRT MANU FINS TCU CONS FFF  TOTAL

Almost Always 68  56. 39 52 64 67 50 40 56

Sometimes 30 37 44 41 32 25 50 60 37
Almost Never 2 7 17 7 4 8 -- -- 7
N= 102 82 79 58 29 12 10 5 (376)

Whether they were ta]kiné about current employment or a most recent full time
job, the majority of participants report a consistent feeling of having done
a job which was worthwp#Ye. That sense of value placed on the job was highest'
for those employed 1A:Z;:' (68%) and TCU (67%). As was the case 1n'an
examtnation.of wagés, vg]ue placed on the job does not help explain the Tow

level of overall jobbsatisfaction expressed by TCU youth employees. These

data do show that the majority of youth emp]oyed in SSRT, a1though not over]y
critical about the equity of their wages and overall feelings about the work/,\\\
they do, seldomly feel that the work they do is worthwhileé. Given tbe nature

of many of the jobs that fall into the SSRT category, this finding should not

* be surprising. These are frequently the first full time jobs held by the
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youngest segment of the youth cohort. They are jobs which are held for

a relatively short period of time, require minimal skills or credentials,
and do not produce surprises for new entrants.o Thé} have a fairﬂy c}ggr
picture of what the job entails as wé11 as wages offered. There,?§‘]itt1e
discrepancy between what is anticipated and what is found, hence, the 1a€ﬁ

of criticism over wages or job task. Eva]uatioh of the value or worthwhile-

ness of the job is, however, another matter.
A fourth question asked of program participants does deal with job expectations
and job experiences.

If you knew then what you know now about this job--would you have taken the job?
Percent

HEWG WRT SSRT MANU  FINS TCU CONS  FFF TOTAL

Yes, [ would

take the job 75° 74 74 74 89 50 100 80 75
again
['m not -
too sure 14 13 16 20 11 25 - 20 16
No, not if } .
I know what 11 13 10 = 6 1 25 - -- 9
[ know now
N= 102 82 79 58 28 12 10 5 (376)

Three out of every four participants indicate that eveh with additional” job .
knowledge they would again take the same job. The reasons for that decision
or the availability of options cannot be determined in this analysis. It
should not be assumed that each participant had equal access to the same
number or kinds of job oppoftunities. What can be concluded from these data
is that the large majority or participatina youfh say that they a;e cerxain

(>
(75%) or somewhat certain (16%) that they);;u1d reapply for the same full-
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time job they hq]d or did hold prior to°the time of tbe eight month follow

up study. Further, with the exception of TCU jobs, only abbut one out of
every ten participants say that they would not again take the same full-time"
job. Why TCU employment should account for the most critical assessments

in overall job satisfaction as well as Jjob reconsideration remains |

an ;nanswéred question. Again, participants in TCU emp]o}ment-/were -

not severe in their wage equity responses nor were they among those most

negative in how they evaluated the “worthwhi]enéss" of their jobs.

\

_Regardless of.organizational job setting and with the exception of TCU,

‘ the 1arqé majority take the position that new knowledge would not alter their
initial job decision. Discounting those who are less than certain shows

-~ the same response rate for the four industrial organizations employing the
major share of program participants.' HEWG, WRT, SSRT, and MANU each have
about 75% of current and former employees reporting that they are certain
they would repeat their earlier job acceptance decision. Thesg data would
strongly indicate that few youth, emp]oyed at the entry level, experience
serious discrepancies between what they expected of a job and what they

actually found once they were on the job.

'

A final question asked of program participants focuses upon longer range

career projections.

If you have your way, would you want to work for this place five years from now?
Percent

HEWG WRT ~gBRT MANU FINS TCU CONS FFF | TOTAL

Yes, I'm
sure [ would 34 21 21 40 _ 25 33 40 40 29

['m not sure 34 42 25 25 32 25 40 60 33
Definitely not 32 37 54 35 43 42 20 --| 38

N s 102 80 78 57 28 12 10 5 | (372)
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Most participants express some degree of doubt agrto‘whefher they would
choose to remain with their currentqeﬁp1oyer,five years from the time they
participated in the eight month fo]]o@-up survey. The quest%on, it should

be kept in mind, does not deal with a specific job or career, but rather the’
"place" of employment. 'Those most certain that they would stay for the
longer term are in MANU and CONS\(both 40%). Conversely, those most

definite in rejecting the idea of long term employment in the current work
place are found in SSRT (54%) and TCU (42%). The doubters are fairly well

evenly distributed.

Again, indications of job mobility and a lTack of commitment to the current
employer are to be expected with this youthful sample of entry level
employees. Further, the desire or expectation to move on is greatest in
precisely that industry which attracts the largest share of such youth

and serves a major function as first job socializer--SSRT (54%).

In summarizing the data presented in this chapter, it seems prudent to remind
the reader again that our concern here is with the experiences and evaluations
of those who employ entry 1e;é1 youth workers. In this case redundancy
should be tolerated since tﬁe point 1is of critical importance. Because the
focus of the employer survey was on entry level jobs for youth, respondenté
did p]ace a greater stress on attitudes, job behaviors, basic educational
.needs. Such might not be the case if the subject of concern had been the
emplayment of adults, more mature youth, or entry into middle management

and entrepréneuria] functions. Recognjzinq the purpose of this study allows
for a greater understanding of the data obtained in this 1nqujry. Given the

~ developmental stage of the youthful subjects of this resegréh and the nature.

of their first full-time job, the comments of employers make sense and
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and should have been anticipated.

Knowing the context of this study should also allow for formulatidn of
judgements as to the nature or tone of comments expressed by employer
respondents. What may appear at first to be a highly critjéa] or even

harsh assessment of the young may in fact ref]ecf understanding and sdmew,'
degree of sympathy. Comments about improper work attitudes or a lack

of basic educational skills, or frequent job switching on the par% of the
young does of course represent a view held by many employer respondents.

At the same time‘emp1oyers of these’youth do recognize that these perceived
shortcomings are not necessarily permanent nor totally the fault or respon-
sibility of the young. 'They are behaviors and ¢haracteristics which are an
annoyance and frequént1y an inconvenience to employers. Employers assume
that high school graduation credentials should be hard evidence of at least
rudimentary reading, writing, and arithmetic skills. Too often employers
find that such is not the case and their criticism is directed as much,

if not more so, to schools as to the young employee. Employers are confronted
with serious work scheduling problems when emp1oyee; are tardy o; absent

from the'Job; Still, they tend to recognize that youth, particularly those
of poor economic status, are confronted with problems, (e.g., transportation,
child care, illness, familial conflect), which prohibit compliance to a fixed
time schedule. Employers say that youth are more 1ikely to quit a job than .
be f1red-or laid off. Replacement of entry level workers is time consuming
and expensive. Yet, the majority of employers indicaée that in most cases
those who voluntarily leave the job are seeking entrance to a better job.

Employers also seem to understand that the adolescent stage of development

is not characterized by stability or enduring commitment.

<
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The comments and gva1uations offered by respondents are no doubt an
jaccurate ref]ec;ﬁon of employer experienfe with young entry level, Tow
income youth. fThey should not be interpreted as being either cynical

or hostile.

The data presented in this chapter also make clear that youth are not
monolithic in theif job ré]ated attitudes and expectations. Similarly,
the industrial organizational wérk setting of young employees are not cut
of a common cloth. Kndwing more about the variations among yout; and
between different industrial brganizations enables a more accuréte under-

standing of the dynamics of work entry.
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CHAPTER V: EMPLOYMENT AND GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES

»

Employers were interviewed not only about the organization's experience

with youth employees, but also about how employers compared younger and

older workers.

A set of fourfeen items in the Employer Interview were directed at learning
more about how the interviewee, as either the owner, manager, or repre-
sentative of the organization's personnel department,hwou1d compare o]derv
and younger workers. Fourteen different statements were made regarding

the qualttied of older and younger workers (e.q. "Olderc;orkers have worse
attendance records,than younger ones."). The employers were asked to tell
the interviewer whether they agree or disagree with each cqmparison, or

1f they think that older and younger workers are the same. The interviewer

. then checked one of the three responses on the questionnaire.

\
N

fhe multiple choice responses (agree, disagree, same) were then analyzed in
se$épa] different ways to determine whether there are differences between
the opinions of employers based on (1) the industrial classification of the
organ1za;10n, (2) whéther the organization is private or public, (3) the
number og\fu11-time employees, (42 the age compositipon of the on-site work
force, (S)X;he'sexua1 composition of the work force, and (6) the racial
composition\of the work force.* The industrial classification analysis is
presented in this chapter as wel] as some discussion of attitude differences
based on the age composition of organizationsf. No'significant differences

were found when there was control for sex and racawcomposition‘of the work

force or when cohparisons were made between private and public organizations.

*

*

(1) HEWG....CONS

(2) % employees 16-21 years old
(3) % male employees

(8) % white employees
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Quité a few of the responses given to the fourteen agree-disagree statements ¢
were significantly correlated with responses given for other statements fsee
Tab1e v-2). A1l but two correlations were positive, meaning thgf the employers
who responded favorably to@érd youth for one statement a1§o supported youth

in the other. Relationships were modest in size with the largest correlation
being r = .40 between statements 13 and 14. The relationship between these
twafresponses indicates that employers who feel that there is less risk in

hiring older workers are also likely to agree with\the statement, "A1l1 things

being equal, any employer would prefer to hire ojder workers."

After responding to each statement, employers fere asked to briefly explain
why they feel the way they do about either generation of cmployees. Their = _
explanations provide a wealth of additional insights about employer attittdes.
Frequently the multiple choice responées could have been misinterpreted had

it not been for the employer explanations of why they hold particular opinions

regarding older and younger workers. ¢

In this chapter, each of the fourteen comparison statements.regarding older
and younger workers is examlned. For each comparison, the opinion held by
the majority of employers is presented first. Each of the three opinions

. are discussed separately, including any differences between organizational
types fTab1e V-1 serves as reference for this analysis).* Employers'
explanations of.the1r opinions are summarized so that the most prev&]enz

comments made by employers are highlighted in this analysis.

P

*The Farming, Fishqu, and Forestry category wt11‘be omitted from discussion
due to the small number of cmployers interviewed.
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. TABLE V-1

RESPONSES TO STATEMENTS COMPARING OLDER AND YOUNGER WORKERS

(In Percentages)

Health, . , Finance .
N - 2d., Legal Whole- ~ Trans.. Servicee Insur. § Farming,
* Gov't, Wel- Manu— sale - Commun. & Select. Select. Fogestry
e / total / fare, Relig / facture / Retail / & Util / Refail / Bue. Ser / & Pishing / Const
Oldcr workers have worse l' ('s
utendnnco recorde than . ;
younger ouss. 5
‘ Agres . s 4 6 3 S S 1 D 2
iy} Disagree ' 71 71 68 73 71 71 66 69 75
. . Same 25 25 27 *_ 24 24 24 32 3l & 23
@ Young workers usually arrive . "
st work later than older pes. . i N
Agres 52 46 . 55 55 46 56 48 58 52
Diaagrss 16 20 12 13 19 14 13 8 26
Same * 32 34 33 32, 35 29 38 33 22
Young workerp generally ¥
. do better quality work \
than older onea. - .
Agres ' 6 .4 4 7 2 8 9 0 4
i DHsagree 49 54 41 47 53 &7 , 40 61 65
Sane 45 46 55 . 46 b4 45 51 38 31
Older workers usually take ) -
longer o get their work done. . .
Agtes 17 18 14 18 21 16 9 31 16
Disagree 45 47 42 45 37 &4 . 47 31 64
Same 38 34 , 43 36 - 42 40 44 .38 22
Young workers show leas ini- K
tistive.than older workers. .
Agree W33 28 32 40 . 26 35 22 % 37
Disagree * 30 37 2% 28 35 27 29 41
: Same 37 35 : 44 32 39 38 48 46 22
Older workers are less B ] -
adaptable to new problems. - ’ ) -
) Agree 43 45 47 44 49 40 40 54 42"
7 *  Disagree 29 k) B 23 28 23 31 26 15 %
° Same 27 24 29 - 27 28 29 34 31 21
+  Older workers can .
- communicate bhetter. . N R4
. ’ Agree ' 42- 3 41 ’ 38 %S 37 43 41 . 46 46
Disagree 207 21 16 22 16 18 21 8 17
‘. Same 38 38 46 32 46 _ 39 38 - 46 37
Young workers keep their joba :
longer than older workers. .
Vo T Agree - 4 .3 6 3 9 4 3 8 10
: Disagree 78 82 73 79 72 76 75 85 75
Same 18 14 - 20 18 19 20 22 8 15
@lder workers have a begter
chance of being promoted.
Agree 28 34 29 27 26 23 19 31 43
- . Disagree 31 34 32 27 37 .30 35 46 22
. Sane 41 32 40 46 37 47 46 23 35
Young workers get worse .
performance evaluations. - -t N M
P . Agree v 21 20 21 23 17 25 15 8 20
- Disagree +33 . 40 27 29 38 28 © 35 33 1%
Same - Qé 40 52 - 48 45 47 50 58 41
Young workers get along \ .
. Yetter with their coworkers: !
Agree 19 16 18 28 R T U 15 15
Disagree T2y 29 16 21 21 ) 21 25 23 27
. Same 58 55 66 62 ~51"- 56 2 63 61 58
5 Young workers should receive R . M
preferential treatment in .
hiring & employment poltctel
& practices. .
Agree 1 15 9 14 14 14 12 23 Is
Disegree . 5 61 54 59 46 56 65 61 63
o Same 28 25 - 37 26 39 30 23 15 21
There 1s less riak tn Mrtng
alder workers than there ia < q ’ °
hiring young workera. ‘ i : N
Agree . . 35 35 » 41 36 28 33 32 33 29
Disagree 27 29 16 .25 28 29 31 Y 41
Same 38 35 42 - k1] 44 38 37 50’ 31
’ All things being equl any, B
employér would prefer to hire
. older workere.
Agree 29 28 25 29 26 30 27 25 40°
. Disagree 42 45 43 40 37 42 39 42 40
Same ‘29 27 31 31 37 28 34 33 19
-~ Range 1 e ai 339- 168- 235- 42= 378 67 12—+ 48~
. ge in sample size 347 173, 238 43+ 38 * 68 13 s2
N * Note th.g'buml.ll sample size when interpreting. relﬁ.
Q ¢ 30 :
ERIC , .83 _ _
,
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TABLE V-2

Intercorre®ations Between Responses to Fpourteen Employer Attitude Statements*

f

2z
o
L4 -
P
i
W
j&
jun
jon

1 1.0 .22 .20 .5 .08 .09
2 1.0 NS~ .NS . .25 NS

3 l.o .25 .13 3 .14

’ 4 1.0 . 007 ’ r.zs ]

5 ' . 1.0 .07

11

127
13 | - '

14

’
’

4

* Responses Qere'coded as follows:

. X \
(3) = Positive attitude toward youth
X2) = Neutral attitude toward youth
(1) = Negative attitude toward youth-

/

-3

A7

.08

NS

.23

.11

.10
.10
.07
.10

1.0

NS
.13
.09

NS

NS

1.0

NS

. NS
.35

NS

.25

.08

.33

l.o

NS

.25

NS

.14

7

- NS

l.o

Ty

12 -

12

NS-

.12

.15
NS

NS

.12

NS

e 0,9

.11

1.0

.26

.10
NS
«29

NS
.27

oLl

NS

.11

NS

.25
.lo’
K

.22
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Statement #1: "Older workers have worse attendance records than younger ones.

1

Almost' three-quarters (71%) of the employers disagree with this statement.
Although there ‘s 1itt1e_&ifference-in the percent of disagreément reported
by the emb]oyers 15 the various or§anizationaﬁ categories, employers in
CONS show the most disagreement with this statement. It is interesting to

note that construction organizations employ a relatively small percentage of

)
«

youth.

Many of the employers who-disagree describe older workers as more "reliable,"
“respohéib]e;" "dependable," or used sfmi]ar terms such as "dedicated," -
"conscientious," "Tayal," or "committed." Older workers are characterized

as being better trained in work habits and more committed, to the work ethic

as follows:

"0lder workers grew up when working was more important."

a

"Youth are njt industrially disciplined."

"Youth will

ork two or three weeks steadily and then stop showing
up.II )

”They (older workers) take their jobs and their responsibi]it{es
more ser1ous1y - g '

"You can re]y on them every day

I8
&

"Young peop]e do not have the work ethic often associated with the fﬂ
\ depress1on era older workers.'

”Young workers are goalless.’ “Priorities are not right yet."

RN

The need for job security of older workers is also cited asjb reason for

'4their better attendance records:

"Older workers have responsibilities and have to show up because
they need the job more."

"Young ones are not dependent on the1r paycheck for self support
and usually fun preceeds work."

‘ 82 ¢~ - “
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_"0lder workers have a more immediate and necessary economic need."

a

Older workers are judged to be more "settled," "stable," and "mature," (/
as reflected by remarks such'Qs,““01der workers‘arg more aware of whgt
they want out of 1ife. With maturity comes a stronger sense of responsi-

bility which influences their overall attitude toward work."

Some emp]oyers;fee? that older workers have better control of their k\l
personal Tives and access to more reliable transportation. .One employer
commented, "Work is not number one priority to some youth. They are absent

because of domestic, child care, andAtransportatién problems."

Another opinion held by some employers who disagree is that younger workers
pJ R ,,
are frequently in low level, menial jobs and therefore have less incentive
to develop good igﬁfﬁ?::::=:;cords. The comments below supporf this belief:
1

“Young usually have worse recordé, but it probably has more to do
with job level than age level." ..

o

"The only serious attendarite problems are at low level, minimum
wage labor positions which are mostly youth.".

A very small percentage of the employers (4%) agree with the stfement that

"older workers have worse attendance records than younger ones." Their

comments in support of younger workers include the following:

1 : .
"Health problems keep older workers out more, and they know how to
play the sick lTeave game." ' '

o

"As, heads of hduseholds, older workers haved family problems that
keep them out."

/' "Young workers need the job more. They are likely to be participating‘
/ in their first[gob. 01d3;/w6rker5vtend not. to be as concerned."”

"Young workers (16-21) have had excellent attendance."

"Young workers on probation are better."

o 56
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Ohe-quarter of the employers (25%) in&icate that older and younger employees
have similar attendance records. The FINS category has the 1arge§t pro-
po}}ign of employers who feel this way, perhaps because these organizations

employ small numbers of youth and are qﬁite selective in hiring practices.

Some employers who say that there is 1ittle or no difference between the
attendance records of younger and older workers be]ie&e this is so because
poor attendance frequently leads to penalties or possible dismissal.

These respondents say:

“Absences are zot tolerated.” , ’
@

R "Workers with previous attendance problems are not képt on."

"No &ttehdance,prob]em--it would come out of their pay."

Other comments from those who responded "same" are as fo11ows:‘

"Attendance varies with the individual and type of job."

ey

"Both (age groups) use Tegitimate reasons not to attend work."

"Attendance record is a personal prdb]em more than a structural group
problem." ¢ )

. :
 “Statement #2: "Young workers usually arrive at work later than older ones.

@

More than half (52%) of the employers believe that younger workers are more
often tardier than older workers and hence, agree with this statement.

Expressions of agreement are most likely to come from emp]oyérs in the

SSRT, WRT, and MANU categories. Although large ﬁumbers bf youth are employed

by both SSRT and wﬁT organization;,.MANU organizations employ reTatively few

young workers. Greater tardiness among youth in those three organizations
Afﬂay\pe partially due to their adherente to time clocks and scheduling of

sh{fts. Ip other words, these employers may be more "time conscious" and

hence, more aware of promptness among employees.

a




Many of the comments made by those who agree with this statement are similar

to those made by employers who considered youth to have worse attendance

records. Youth are characterized lacking "responsibility" and having

"poor attitudes." Frequent comments ined
"Most all young people have pretty irresponsible attitudes."”
"The‘young do‘not really care."
"They do not have enough concern."

"Youth have not developed the right attitude yet or respect for the
job."

"Lack of discipline--do not take job seriously."

Once again, the poor work habits gf youth are commented upor as follows:

"Young do not know what is required in a job and that being on time
is important."

fr) "They have no self discipline."
"Young have not developed regular work habits."

"They seem to be lazy and wait until the last minute to do anything."

—~—~
One manager thought that youth have problems with tardiness due to "improper

planning and use of time."” O0lder workers were considered to be "more

conscious of time." Some employers note that with on-the-job experience

-

"the problem of tardiness is worked with--often ‘successfully." t)
- ’ P

! 0der workers are viewed as having family obligations that necessitate good

4 S R

5
t’v

st

work habits. On the other\hand, youth are seen as having more "outside
prej}ures such as domestic prob]ems, transbortation, etc." Social activities
é;e also reported to interfere with prompt arrival at work. Typical remarks
are:

\\ﬂ\ ~ "Because they are out partying the night before and cannot get up." ¢

"Young workers have so many activities going on in their lives."

85
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Of interest is a_sma11 group of emp]oyer; who agree that younger workers

arrive at work later than older workérs, but'who make the point that the youth
- are not tardy. These employers report that younger yorke}s are on bbard

when "the whist]e blows;" they just do not arrive as early as o]dér employees.

One employer made thé point: "Young workers are right on time. Older

workers come early." Another manager believes that "They (youth) do not

feel it's necessary to come early."
)
A

Some 16% of the employers disagree with the statement that young workers
arrive at work late. The CONS, HEWG,-and TCU c1assifiqatiohs of organizations
show the strongest disagreement with this statement. Some employers indicate
that although youth arrive at wo;k late, employers could not call them tardy
due to flexible hour plans:

"This does not apply to our empﬁzyees because theNr working hours
are flexible." v / i

"Flexible hours offer discretion to workers, but younger workers
have a lifestyle that seems to make them arrive later.”
Other comments Taud youth for their promptness:
"Youth tend to arrive earlier because they are more enthusiastic.”
\ "They are eager about learning the job."

"Our young workers have been very time conscious."

Nearly one-thf;d (32%) of the respohdentsasee no difference in tardiness

which could be attributed to the age of:the emp]oyee. As with the attendance
<issue, FINS organizations were the most inclined ;6 say that younger and
older employees are the same in promptness. From the following comments of
employers who responded "same" to this item, it appears that this group is
composed of emp]oye;s with three different perspectives: 1. No one is late,

2. Only certain employees are late, and 3. Lateness is a problem among most

employees . ' \
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“"Being late would not be tolerated.”

."Everyone gets here at the same time because they are paid by
“the hour and must sign in."

"Young and old arrive a few minutes early."

"If that is a prob1ém the worker is terminated, young or old."

"Based on supervision, not age."
“"Depends on the individual and circumstances."

"Cannot generalize."

3. "Overall problem with everyone."

&
-~

“Traffic prob1éms are popular excuses."
4

. Statement #3: "Young workers generally do better quality work than older ones."

Almost half (49%) of the employers disagree with this statement. Those in
CONS, TCU, and HEWG show even larger percentages of disagreement. This

finding may, in part, explain why those organizations employ few youth.

Employers who support older workers again fault youth for having poor
attitudes and latking motivation to work. Remarks such as the following are
made:

"Young workers are more impatient, therefore quality of work is less
than that of older workers."

"Young workers of today are sloppy. The older ones have more of a
sense of pride." .

“Lack of care. Attitude seems to be one of 'l dd not need your job'."
"They (youth) do not show the interest and enthusiasm older workers
do."
These employers favor older workers because "Older workers do better quality
(work)--they bring better performance standards to the job." Employers also
indicate that youth are inexperienced and should receive more training,

especiallylfor technical jobs. They disagree with the statement that younger
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workers produce better quality work with comments such as the following:

"Definitely not, they do not have the experience."
"Quality is based on experience more than age."

"Young workers are not well prepared to'perform their jobs well."

Very few of the respondents (6%) agree with this statemént about yéunger
workers. Not.surpr151n91y. many of the‘emp1oyers whoxbe1ieve that'youth
do perform superior quality work are from SSRT and WRT organizations which
employ high percentages of youth. A small but significanf correlation

] .
exists between the percentages of 16-21 year old youth that the for zation

¢

s,

employs and the conviction that younger employees do better quali

(r= .10). However, it is curious that the FINS category reported the highest

‘percentage of agreement since organizations in that category underemploy

youth. The comments of thfs group of employers contradict those made by

~employers who feel that youth have poor attitudes and Tack motiVatjon. In

fact, their remarks represent a wholehearted endorsement of young workers.

"They (youth) are excited about the challenge of learning and
advancing in their jobs." .

"It's usually their first jobs. They try hard to impress their
supervisors in how well they can perform."”

"Young workers are more eqthus1ast1c. moge goncerned with details,
and more concerned with losing their jobs. .

8

"Young people are more open to change; old people are set in their
ways." o

7

"Youth are trying to get ahead. When people are at a job too Tong,
their quality of work is not as good." C

Again, the factor of employee selectivity does no doubt play an/importaﬁt
part in the more favorable responses of FINS employers. Some of the employers
believe that youth have mental and physical qualities that enhance the quality

of their work:
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"Young workers tend to be more innovative as well as creative."

: fThéy have more energy and physical productivity." v
<

Other employers qualify their supporf of :youth by saying that it depends
on which’job they are doing: : )
"Youth oftén take more time and care, especially in this‘department."

"Youth perform better in the positions we put them in." -

A large percentage (45%) of the employers feel that older and younger

workers do the same quality of work. Emp1oyers_from MANU and FINS are
most inclined to rate older and younger workers as similar with regard
to the quality of their’work.~ It may be that these organizations have
strict quality control procedures and would not retain ehp]oyees who do
not meet standards, regardless of their age. For examp]e; one comment
was, "Everything is so regulated it's hard to find varying Tlevels of .

quality."

Many employers nbte thgi a comparison between age groups is not possible

because work quality '"depends on the individual and the job which has to

be done." Others remark that the individual's attitude-and training would

Have-to be taken into account in order to make such a statement: o
“They'are the same, once they are trained."

"It depends on the interest, initidtive, dedication, etc."

Some'employers.note negative qualities in both age groups which they believe
balance out generati&na1 differences. One comment is, "Young workers take
a while to get adjusted to the job; older workers who remain for a long

time become comp1écenth" Other employers believe that both groups have

valuable qualities and that a mix of younger and older wé;kers is desivable.




These employers state that "usually a combination of older and younger
“'(ﬁorkerg) results in the best campaign," and "they all work.together so

<

s

they have to keep the quality up."

%}atement #4: "Older workers usually take longer to get their work done."

Most;employers (45%) again demonstrate their support for older workers -

by disagreeﬁng with this statement. Respondents from the CONS industrial

category report the highest level of disagreement (64%). It seems that
the Toss in physical speed which comes W1th age is compensated for with the
older worker's technica1(expertise. In fact, the comments made most often

~ by those who thought older employees work faster attribute this to the
grgater experiente of older employees. Familiarity with their jobs and with
the working environment are credited for the timely actomp]#shme&ts of older

employees.

o

"Work is usually compV%ted by .older workers in a short pgr1od of time
because of knowledge and experience.'

" "Older workers have more job related experience and know the ropes."

"Young workers are slow.because they lack experience."

Many of the employers feel that 61der workers tend to be "more organized"

and "use their time more wisely." Comments regarding time management are

typical: . . / /@

0

"Young workers do not know how-to pace themselves. They do not know
how to discriminate between productive and nonproductive tasks."

"Older workers try to finish their work right away. VYouth do not
understand the importance of¥time--they are too busy ta1k1ng to
each other.' \

i"Younq@r workers are distracted a lot easier.”

~

~."Older workers tend  to busifess--not as much horseplay."

3
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Again, as with earlier cbmparisons;.thEré are those who qualified
their support for older workers by cdmmenting that individual differances
must .be taken into account:

"It depends on the individual, the job, and work habits."

L) . - hd

Some 17% of the interviewees agree that older workers ‘take more time to

"y get their woék done. A1l industrial categbrie; report similar levels of

. agreement éxcept FINS Wﬁfch Fegist@rs only nine percent (9%). It is not
'surprising that FINS would Be reluctant to agree in that these organizatioﬂs
employ high percent;ges of older workers. However,'most of the employers
who agrée with this statement are not necessarily criticizing older emp1oyees£

they feel that the extra time is usually well spent improving the'qua1ity

"of products or services. Older workers are described as more thorough,
conscientious, and attentive to details. Speed was not.appreciated by these
who comment that &lder workers take "pride" in their work: & ‘

: , . o ¥
- « "They (older workers) may take a few minutes more, but they are :
thorough." . - .

. ' -
"0lder workers take longer but provide better work."
"They are a 1ittle slower, but more careful." -
{ a .

"They take their time and do it right the first time."
"Yqunger employees tend to rush through things."

1%

'"Youngér workers do not have the patience in certain jobs.": .

In $ontrast. there are some jobs in which speed is appreciated. deen

workers arg des?zibed as less energetic and youngér workers are preferred
for manual labor, asseﬁb1y Tine jobs, and fast food service. In add{tion,
relatively large percentages of employers in TCU agree that older workers
take longer, perhaps due to the fact that these occupations neceséitate '

= physical speed and strength (e.g., trucking, shipping, etc.) N 0

i
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nature of a particular job affect worker initiative rather than age:

A little over a thifd (37%) of the employers feel that, older and younger
workers take about the same amount of time to complete their work. Some

of them make it clear that it "depends on the individual" or that it

"depends on the job." - .
oy,
Other comments give the impression that variances in speed are efither
ﬁncommon or are not toYerated. fhis may explain why such large percentages
of FINS, MANU, and TCU employers judged their workers to be the same in %)
speed; that is, co-workers or supervisors pressure employees to adhere '
td a rigid production schedule.
"They are about the same if they have been trained well.” .
"Each person works at his or her own pace. If they work too slow
they get fired." '
"pProduction 1ine paces the work rate."
"Work is systematic. The slow are weeded out, the fast paced, and
the poor workers let go."
Statement #5: fYoung workers show less initiative than older workers."
Responses to this statement are closely divided among the three options ,
although the same opfion was chosen by the highest percentage (37%) of
employers. Those.1n FINS and MANU were most inclined to say tbﬂfﬁEEFEér\\ P
]

initiative is similar across age groups. From the remarks(fgés/ﬁ?%—}éae'\“"‘>“/

T

it seems that these employers believe that individual attributes or the

"Initiative is related to work attitudes and interesting jobs."

"Individual's character is the deciding factor, not age."

"Usyally there is not much space for initiative--they are told
what to do."

“In this business they all seem to lack initiative."

.

& .
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Thiq&y—three (33%) percent of the respondents agree with the statepent

that young.workers do not have as much initiative as their older:co-workers.
Interestingly, relativyely high percenféges of agreement are reported by

WRT and SSRT organiz@tions both of which tend to employ large numbers

of youth. It is reasonab]e to assume that the types of jobs held by youth
in these organizations (i.e., sales clerk, gas station aEtendant, fast

food service worker) either require 11}t1e initiative .or offer little
lTatitude for initiative on the part of youth employees. Youth may view
these jobs as short term, gab fillers thch pﬁ9vide Tittle reyard for
initiative, as indicated by the following comménts: N

"They lose eagerness fast; this job has no advancement."

"Ninety percent of the youth see this job as someth1ng to get them
through school."

"They are here only for the money, and the wage is low."

Many employers point out that young workers require close supervision.
Employers say that without supervision youth.would not complete assigned
tasks and that they rarely take he initiafive for additional work. Typical
remarks are:

"The younger worker has to be told what to do."

"They need cgnstant supervision as basic as being told to turn on
the machine."

"I am more 1ikely to have to remind a young person to do a task."

"Most youth do not ask for extra work when their job 1s done."

Some managers report that young employees have 1imi%@d work experience and
therefore feel too unsure of themselves to display any initfative. As one
employer says, "They (youth) are not used to the work eniﬁroam@nt and do

not understand what is expected of them. They do not realize that they can

take or other responsibilities or seek additional work." Other comments
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of this nature are:
"They (youth) have a more limited view of the job."

"Their lack of 1n1t1at1ve is often caused by not really knowing what
to do."

"They feel less confidéﬁt and less competent."
"Young workers are not suré’of themselves. They hold back--do not
want to make mistakes." ‘
Other employers who agree with this statement comment on attitudinal |
characteristics df youth. They make comments such as the following:

"Youth have poor attitudes--do not care about the job--just some
pocket money.

®

"Younger ones have a 'this is not my job' concept."

"Young people are generally not as interested in their work."

Emp10yeﬁ§'who disagree that "young workers show less initiative" represent
30% of the respondents. Relatively high percentages of disagreement are
reported by organi&at}ons in the CONS, HEWG, and TCU categories. Since these
organizations are not major employers of youth, it may be that the relatively
few yoth they do employ are a se]ect Q:9up who demonstrate exceptional
initiative. Many employers whohfee1 that young workerS show ‘initiative
describe them as eager, creative, and energetic.

"They are innovative, ingenious and a source of goqd ideas." K\\&L
mor

«"Young workers are more anxious to learn, especially when given
responsibility."

. "Young workers are quicker t?\tny new ideas and approaches.":
"Young people seem to take more action; older people play it safe."
 "Young workers usually show more imaginat{on and creativity."

"Young workers are inspired by their peers."

37
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Some ém?1oyers_attribute youth with having more initiative duerto the

fact that they arp trying har&er than o]derhemp1oyees to receive a 960d

performance appraisa]:' o : <
. "Young workers are aggressive and are striving to get ahead." ’
"They show more initiative due tg their eagerness to impress and

‘ :Eg?tsggt"they care about the job. Older ones adapt a tenure

"Sometimes they show more because it is their first job and they
want to make a good impression.”

"Young consider going into a career. They have more job opportunities
and are interested in their future."

"Young want to get ahead; they are not satisfied with being in one
specific job."
Other comments made by those who disagree are not necessarily in favor
. of young workers, but imply that the employer controls how much initiative
ﬁpy be shown: ) .

"Performance and expectat1on are covered when employed. They know
what to do.

) "Work is conducted on an incentive basis shxthat the more work, the
more money."

-

Based upon what other investigators have found, it would seem Safe to
conc]ude that job performance and productivity may have less to do with age
than the nature and conditions of the job. The more interesting, challenging,
and rewarding the work task, the more likely it is that the employee wi]]
exhibit behaviors of commitment, loyalty, initiative, and efficiency.
Statement #6: "Older workers are less adaptable to new problems."

’ Y
More than two-fifths (43%) of the employers agree that "older workers are

less adaptable to new problems." Large differences among the various

types of organizations are not apparent for those who agree with this item. '
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However, it is interesting that so many employers from typically older
worker organizations (e.g., TCU and MANU organizations) agrée with the
statement. This may simply be due to the fact that older workers retain
their jobs even though management sees them as somewhat less adaptable

than 'younger workers.

-

Employers say, "They (older workers) do not want to try new ideas," ahd
"We 1ike to hire youth for their versatility." s50me employers feel that the'
inflexibility of 91der workers is primarily due to habits which they have
developed over the years and are not willing to abandon:

"01der worEers do‘not usually keep an open mind."

"The #aung grasp new ideas readily whereas older workers get rather

set/ir\ their ways. 01d habits are hard to break."

* )

"Older workers will generally develop a system and stay with it."

"Younger, inexperienced workers sometimes use more creative approaches."

Other employers think that resistance to change is the product of the
older worker's conscious decision to adhere to long established procedures:
"Less likely .to change from a proven method."

"They have been around longer and feel they know the right way to
do things."

"0lder worke;s have had longer to develop opinions and attitudes, thus
they are more set in them.” »

About one-thiré (29%) of the employers disagree with the statement that

"older workers are less adaptable to new problems." Employers from CONS

organzations, which employ particutarly Targe percentages of 30-49 year

olds, disagree more frequently than employers in the other industrial ‘

categories. Many respondents believe that the broader experiences of

older workers allow them to adapt as well as, and better than, younger
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workers. The following quotes are illustrative of the group who feel that
older workers are abte to "meet new challenges head on." ‘
“Older workers adapt_to problems better. They take things in stride.”
"They adapt somewhat better because they have more extensive experience."

"Older workers génera]]y have more experience and can handle problems
better."

"Older workers have mog; problems solving expertise/experience."

The remaining 27%‘of the interviewees reported that, younger and older
workers adapt to new problems in a similar manner. Employers representing
FINS organizations most often report no differences in the adaptability of
the two age gréups. A similarity in;the ability to adapt is explained by some
employers to mean that "both young and old employees havg problems."

rs remark that "some people can work around a prob]%m while others cannot."
Age is frequently reported not to be a determining factor, while the type of

job often is--"Depends on the problem not on age." A few employers explain’

that "everyone must be adaptable; that is what they are paid for."

Statement #7: "Older workers can communicate better."

Employers are nearly éven]y split between "agree" (42%) and "same" (38%)
responses to this statement. There are only small variations in the percentage
of agreement by industr{a1 category. Older workers are credited with "knowing
how to express themselves" and with being “more apt to discuss a prob]em.“.

One respondent points out that older workers: "can explain things better and
are better able to follow directions." Another reports that older workers,
"realize that to get the job done, it's necessary to communicate." It is
apparent from the following remarks that some employers value older staff

for their ability to interact with the public:

~
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"0lder workers are more’patient and friendly to customers."
"Older employees communicate better with customers."

"They usually understand c]ients and the nature of a particular
job a little quicker."

<

Frequent comments indicate that older workers communicate better due to

their general . experience or the fact that their human relations sk111s are
called upon more gften.
"Maturity makes them confident."

"Skills 1in cpmmunication are learned with experience and age."

"They articulate better because of experience."

Others attribute communication skills to technical or educational experience:
"Today schools are not preparing youth properly."
"Older workers have a better education in communication skills."
"There is a definite dialect difference; speech patterns are different."
"Young workers nave not learned to modify their speech patterns.”
"Older workers are superior, especially in written communication."

"0lder workers have more knowledge, more patience, and have a c]earer
idea about what they do."

Al

"They communicate better from a technical standpoint because older

workers know more,"
?

"Older workers understand the Jargbn of the profession better."

Some employers criticize the communicqfions skills or’ behaviors of youth.

'They say that "young persons.face this (poor communications skills) as a

major problem on the job." Other remarks are:

"It's hard to communicate with young people. They‘do not reaf]y
Tisten and think they know it all." .

"Theywshqcked the staff with their 'earthy' street language."
)

(

98 10§




"They do not take the time to communicate with others."

"Youth consider older peop]e parent figures which sets up a commun1cation

barrier."

P4
b}

As mentioned earlier, ngar]y as many eﬁb]oyers respond "§gmg{ to this
comparison. There are only slight variations in the level of response by
industrial category. TCU employers are particularly incliped to report
a high level of similarity between the communication skills of older and‘
younger workers (46%). Perhaps this is because TCU employers seek to hire
only individuals with acceptable communication skills. Many'of the TCU
employers believe that all of their employees communicate well:

“Everybody is pretty communicative 1n this field or they do not last."
o "They all communicate intelligently."™

"Workers in general communicate very well."

"A11 workers have to communicate in this business."

"A11 communicate when given the opportunity."

"Both are capable of communicating when they want to." -

7

Other employers feel that individual differences rather than age group
meﬁbersh1p are the crftica] determinants of communication skills:
"Both age groups have people who excell in fhis.“
“Depends on the.individual."

"Age is not a factor. It depends on the person‘s interest and
individual attitude." ' .

"Older workers communicate better with older people and young people
communicate better with young people. Depends on the group the older
worker is dealing with."

One-fifth (20%) of those who responded to this statement disagree that
)
older workers are better-communicators. Among these employers, older

workers are not perceived as having a better rapport with customers.

’ - 99
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Youth are said to communicate better because they are more vocal, less
inhibited, and more sociable than older workers:

"They (youth) converse well, esbecia]]y with the public, and are
more lively." o

"They are less inhibited and therefore tend to be more open."
- "Younger Mrkers are generally more expressive." °
"A youth will speak out more freely than older workers."

"Young workers are more outgoing and looser."

It should be noted that many of those who disagree do not mean to imply that
young workers communicate better than older workers. Their comments
1ndicate.that either they view the twae age groupé as the same or they da not
see differences linked to age.

"They generally communicate eéually.".

"Both age groups communicate about the same."

"It varieS'fromtindividual to individual."

"If depends on tﬁe workgr's personality."

"It depends on the background."

Statement #8: "Young workers keep their jobs longer ‘than older workers."

.

This statement provokes the largest disagreement of all1--78%. Thig is not

really surprising given the developmental stage and mobility of entry '
level workers as well as. the benefits and entitlements accrued to older
workers. There is very little variation in the level of disagreement by
industrial category. Employers in HEWG report the'largest disagreement,
perhaps because younger workers most frequently enter these organizations
on a short-term basis as interns, aids, or clerical workers. Even organi-

zations which are major employers (WRT and SSRT) report high percentages of
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disagfeement. WRT and SSRT employers, because of the types of jobs they

offer and the wages they pay; are unable to compete for older workers.

Further, they do not really expect youthful workers to remain in the entry

level posttions for other than short periods of time.

_Employers' comments are varied. They note that youth "have a tendancy to

job hop" and that the "turnover rate is higher among youth." Many

» " employers say that young employees "tend to move from job to job" because

they are sampling different types of work to.see what they enjoy or what

Some

term

they wou1d‘11ke to pursue as a career:

"Young workers are searching at this time in their 1ives which is
entirely right and necessary."”

“They (youth) are undecided about the type of work and, therefore
change jobs more readily."

"They are experimenting to find dut what they want in life."

“"In searching for their niche, they move around a lot."

"Young workers are generally experimenting in the beginning."

"Young workers will usually learn the job and\@ove on to another job."

~

Other employers attribute job changing to youth's determination for sé1f

improvement rather than experimentation. Their comments are as follows:

"Young workers .1ook for advancement opportunities. Older workers
look for security." . ‘

"Younger workers are always looking for promotions. Youth-are more
mobile and will go where promotions are available."

“Youth are more upward1y mobile and they generally have fewer fam11y
responsibilities.” '

"They get too good for the job and go on to better responsibilities.”

respondents point out that youth are normally only looking for short-
-

employment as a filler between school terms. "Most employees 16-21
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are not working heré for a career but‘;o earn extra money for educational
purposes.” Other remarks are:
"Young workers generally go back to school or other activities."
' "Young workers usual]y move along. They work here after schoal
for extra money. *
Other personal reasons for frequent job changes are family relocation and

marriage. Employers remark that youth "tend to move or get M;rried."

Many respondents note that long term commitments are not expected for

* the types of jobs for which youth are frequently hired.
. o .

"Young workers keep their jobs for a shorter period of time because
the type' of work they perform is generally maintenance or temporary.

"Older employees tend to stay on a job longer. Young people come in’
at entry level and may not see any opportunities for advancement." .

"These are temporary jobs for youth, but they would stay on permanent
type jobs." .

Most of these comments 1nd1cate'the employers consider the higher turnover
-rate among young empioyees as both predictable and understandable. Others
see the high turnover rate as expected,- given the type of jobs that youth
are offered. The next group of commébts are from employers who feel that

youth change jobs frequently wi;hou&'good reason. These employers feel
that youtB are "not responsible,” are}“too'immature,“ and are "}nterested
only in making spending money."
"Young workers get bored and leave; they’ show ]ess responsib111ty
"Youth have less £\7é$ance have not deve]oped steady work habits, are
not steady workers on a day-to-day basis, don't think ahead, are
spur of the moment. O0lder-workers have more ability td‘reasqn about

situations; they're more consistent, mature, and stable."

,
"Young people don"t 1ike to be hassled. Their attitudes are different.”

1u5
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"They're not interested in working and less serious about work."

"Just quit for some foolish reason."

Finally, the otﬁer type of comment made by employers who disadree with this
statement focuses on older workers. Older workers are said to be "more

'4 dedicated" to their jobs and are less likely to take risks in transferring
because they have a strong need for secuqity. Beéause of their responsi- ,
bilities, older workers are said to be more reluctant to go out looking for

a job. Comments regarding the higher retention rate of older workers include
the‘fo1lowing:

| "Most older workers are looking for security; youth are not."

"Older workers seem to be more stable and secure."”

"0lder workers are settled down more and have more responsibilities."”

"Older workers are more cautious about holding onto jobs. Kids are //\
not concerned about consequences of leaving a job."

]

"Older workers are more concerned about staying on jobs for benefits.

Only 4% of the respondents agree that "younger workers keep their jobs
longer than older workers." Soﬁe'of these employers commented about
older workers. They belijeve that because of their work eipérience and
skills, older workers are more mobile in the job market. For example:
"Experienced older workers are in demand and switch jobs often.f

"Younger workers stay here longer. O0lder workers have experience
and can get better jobs."

"Higher turnover among slightly older, experienced workers due to -
shortage of talent."
Other remarks made by those in agreement with this statement are:

“Turnover rate is lower among youth who are usually students and
are not out looking for regular jobs."

"Holding a job helps youth prepare for later jobs after graduation.
This is why they hold on."
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E; this| program /the younger workers seem to enj )ﬁwork better."
Eighteen percent (18%) of the interviewegs believe that age does not .
make a difference and that length of time on the job dépends on the
individual's preferences: - t

"Depends on the worker."
"If they like their work, they will stay." A J

"1 see no difference in this aréa."

"Length of stay 1s about the same."

"Young workers are not commited and older workers get bored."
A

Statement #9: "Older workers have a better chance of being promoted."

In response to this.statement, 41% of the employers report that older and
younger workers have the same chances of being promoted. SSRT, WRT, and
FINS/employers are particularly supportive of this opinion. These employers
believe that promotions are awarded on the basis of "merit," "performance,"
"ability" and "ski11." Promotions are thought to be the product of an
egalitarian process in which everyone has the same chance. Employers say,

"The best get promoted regardless of age.” Other remarks are:

"A11 workers move up on merfit only--strictly merit."
"Performance and quality of work determine promotion."

"Their chances are equal if all are working as well as they can."
"If they do the work, both have equal chances."

Other employers acknowledge seniority as a contributing factor of promotional
decisions. However, seﬁiority is not considered to be the only reason for

promotion: (;‘\
3 L

"Length of time with the company and work quality, not age, are the
reasons for raises."
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“Length of time on job and attitud® count for all." d.

.
Y

"Merit and time employed."

-

\ -
A few employers remgrked that "there's little room for promotion here,"
for any worker regardless of age. A few other respondenfs note that G

promotions-are predictéble for both age groups. ~ . ¢;>

"A1l promotions are the same with union 1abor. The only difference
is supervisory capacity." : .

"Raises occur at time intervals, not merit based." ‘
& Ve

'Thir;y-one pfrcept (31%) of the respondenps djsagree with the stétement

' thati"o1der workers have a better chance of being promotgd.: Some of the .
employers who choose to disagree make remarks like those of the employers
who rleported a similarity bf promotional policies for all workers. The chance
for promotion is once again reported to be based on “performance," “"merit"
or on a system (i.e., union or civil service) that does not take age into

consideration.

"Promotions are based on initiative, drive, and willingness to
improve operations." .

"A11 good workers, regardless of age, deserve promotions when due."
"Capabilities determ1pé‘ﬁ5w far you go."
"Based on civil service -test."”

"8ecBuse of the union, ft's the same for all."

Qy' Many employers believe th;; younger workers have greater upward mobility ,
due to their initiative and society's orientation toward youth., Typical -
comments are: )

"People view youth as more mobile." ' , !
¢ "Younger workﬁrs have a better chance to move up, more room for
advancement.
\\\~/\ "Young workers tend to have more initiative, move up faster."
‘ 108
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'“Young workers ask and try for promotions which older ones don't."

- "Youth is an'important factor in the retail area.”

Mahy.reepondents vfem’o1der workers as being at-a disadrantage oeceuse
they have less upWard mobi1ity than entry-level younger empioyees. Those
who'hqye not been promoted are assessed as being either incompetent or
uninterested imrmoving up.
"Some are not even interested in being promoted."
"01der: workefs- have risen among tqurenks."
"Most older workers are on thev0n1y job they can do.“.
"Youth are preferred ;ecause'they may be groomed by.an organﬁkation;“

“Youth have better career potentials."

Twenty-eight percent (28%) of the respondents ggggg that older workers have
an advantage over youth in promotions. Many of those who agree state that
promotion policy Ldepends on seniority on1y." Perheps this explains why =+
particularly large perce' ages of agreement are reported by CONS and HEWG

employers; construction §obs tend to be unionized and government jobs based

on civil service status. In both cases seniority is an important criterion

in the oromotion precess, as the fo11owiﬁg,two statements attest:
"Yes, raises are given based on length of employment."

~.~ Promotions are due to experience and length of time with company." -

Other employers highlight the experiences, knomﬁedge, ang abilities of
older workers as the primary reasoﬁs’that they are more 1ikely to be
promoted. Remarks 1ike the fo11owiog are common: ' |

"People are promoted because of know1edge and understand1ng of the
Job. Experience is a prerequisite to promotion in this industry.

"0Older workers have more confidence in their abilities."

"You're promoted for what you know, "therefore o1der workers have a
better chance."
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Some of those who agree explain that” because of work experience, the nature

of jobs held by youth and older workers a;e frequently dissimi]ar. They
say: .
“01der workers are regu]ar staff and their tra1n1ng, qua11f1cat1ons,
and length of service lead t¢ promot1on and raises."
"Older workers tend to be in promotqp1e positions.”
“There are plenty of people to fill entry level, but we want to
hold on to upper level." _ :
"Due to differing jobs, thé young cénnot bé promoted."
Once again, older workers‘are pféised for their "maturity," "dépendabi]ity," ,
and "su§tainéd’job performance." A-frequent observation is that.they =~ “. R VR

"stay around long enough to do the job." Ehp1oyers feel that o1deF workers .
"can dgenerally accept responsibility" and some employers remarked that they .

One interviewee noted,

'

were "reluctant to give responsibilities to youth."’

"Older workers get more respect from younger workers than vice-versa."

¢

Statement #10: "Young;worker§ get worse performance evaluations.."

®

Agaiﬁ, as with the'preceeding promotion issue, the largest group of employers °
respond "same" to this statement. Almost half (46%). of them believe the
two age groups earn similar performance evaluation ratings.‘ A signif{cant

number of respondeﬁts explain that the job does not allow for much variance

y//fﬁupfrformance:

“A11 about the same. Everything's pretty well mechan1zed hard
to have varying levels of quality."

"Both (young and older workers) do the same quality work when performing
the same jobs."

A

Other employers simply note that evaluations are based on individual per--
formance or merit, and not on age. These respondents éay:

- °




"It all depends on the person regardless of age."

“Based on a person's quality of work; not age."

Remarks about employee performance indicate that young and old alike are
expected to meet the same standards:
"Work standards are the same for all.™

"They have to meet skills standards."

Exactly one-third (33%) of the employers disagree that "young workers get
worse performance evaluations." Employers from HEWG, CONS, and TCU
organizations show the highest percentages of disagreement. This is
interesting in that organizations in these industrial categories tend to
underemp1;; youth, yet they are seemingly in supbort of the perfofmance
of those youth they do hire. Many of them make positive observations
about the performance of younger workers such as the following:

"Lately the.younger oﬁes are doing better." |

"Young workers are as cabab]e of doing the job as well as anyone else.

"Youth work 'harder. "

"Younger workers are better because of their speed."

"Qome perform exceptionally well."

"They do fantastic jobs."

Other employers commend youth for their positive attitudes. The fo]]bwin§
remarks are typical.:

"Young workers try harder to make an.fmpression, usua]1y its their
first job." 2

"Young workers are more eagér and enthusiastic."
"Youth care about their work."

"Young workers want to do a better job."

“Youth are more concerned about their work records."
' 1ii
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A great number of those employers who disagree with this item emphasize
that evaluations are not age-related and "all workers are treated equally."
Some note that performance evaluations are merit-based according_to the
individual's performance. Others mention personal characteristics which
affect employee evaiuat%ons. Comments made by this group of employers
may be categorized with those who kespon&ed same:

"Based on my experience, age seems to make little difference."

"We acknowledge any good job. If an employee works hard, we recognize
it." ,

"Evaluation is based on the individual's experience, attitude, and
character--not age."

"Other than attendance, }ounger workers on the average are comparable
to'older workers."

) : )
Although only 21% of the employers agree that younger workers get worse

performance evaluations, they tend.to be outspoken in their criticism of.
younger ‘workers. It is interesting to note that SSRT apd WRT organizations
register the largest percentagg of agreement, given that they are major
~employers of youth. Youth areICriticized for their poor attitudes and lack
Aof pride and commitment as follows:

"Attitude is deplorable.”

"Young workers are not as conscientious."

" "Young workers don't take pride in their work."

"Young workers tend to walk away from the job quicker than older workers."

“Overall, youth want to get places fast and do other things, and don't
want to work at their jobs, Just put in time."
Some employers say that youth are frequently "late or don't show." These
managers view youth as less "responsible" and less "stable," which some

attribute to the fact that they are "less family oriented." Others note that

e




youth need to be prodded to perform theiﬁ duties. They say that ydﬂth

"always have to be told what to do," and that youth have "no initiative."

°

Other employers &o not criticfze youth, but fepo}t tha£ they receive worse
" performance evaluations because they have nép had as'much work experience
as older employees. Insufffcient experience is ndf believed to be a fault
of youth, but rather due to the ;;cf that they need more time. These-
managers say that "it takes time to get a job undef contro]," and youth
prob;bly get worse evaluations because of inexperience %n the work world."
Several respondents hoteq their émﬁathy for yOutH by édding comments such as:
"Management is less fair with young eﬁpioyees.“' '

"Employers are harsher on youth."

"Supervisors are apt to be 'more forgiving with older workers."

\ Statement #11: "Young workers get a]ong‘betier with their co-workers."

Overall, more than half (58%) of the employers respond same to this
comparison. The majority of employers in eQery industrial category believe
that younger and older employee co-worker relations are about the same.
Numerous employers offer comments which suggest that employee relations

are excellent and the ofganization's intent is "to hire personable, friendly
people." This desire is reflected in the following remarks:

"We have quite a mixture and everyone gets along. The older workers
enjoy the younger ones."

"We have good personalities here."
"Young and old get along, no problems."

"We have a great understanding among the group."
On the other hand, a few employers like the following suggest that they've

had problems with both age groups:

Q \ 110

| - 113




"They a]]hhqve a hard time until they know everyone."
“Conflicts occur among all age groups."
"They all have their ups and downs."

i

"There are cliques according to age group; the young with their own
age, the older with theirs."
As with previous comparison statements, many employers say that there are
no differences based upon age: |
"It depends on the individual."

"It depends on who they are working with."
@

Responses are almost evenly divided between those who disagreé (23%) qu
ihose'who agree (19%) that young workers get a]Oné‘better with co-workers.
Employers who disagree with the statement make comments similar to the
following which are unfavorable toward youth. Employers either laud older
workers for théir inte?personal skij]s or criticize ybuth for their lack
of them.

"Older workers usually get along better."

"Older workers develop relationships. Youth aren't here long énough to
get comfortable with co-workers." ) '

“A‘qgt of young workers don't know how to interact. We have to guide,
counsel, point out that what they perceive js not necessarily true."

*"Young workers don't try to get along with co-workers."

"Youth lack socialization skills appropriate to a work environment."

o

Some employers make spé;ific criticisms of youth and report that young workers
exhibit immaturity, jealousy, inflexibility, and reéentfu1ness on the job.
They also say that youth are more "competitive}" "assertive” and "argumentative."
| Typical comments are:
"Constant bickering and.jealousy is a continual problem here."

“Jea]ous& is a large problem in entry level jobs."
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"Youth are much worse. They resent.direction from peers and staff."
"Some have a rebel attitude and challenge everything."

"Youth don't want to conform with the requirements imposed upon them.

"There's more competition between workers on their.own level."

Some employers disagree that youth have better relationships because
they see no difference in social skills between age groups. They make re-
marks such as: ' ’ ;
"Age has no bearieg on how you get a]ong."’ )
"It has nothing to do with compatability or disposition.”

"Age is not a factor, personality is."

Others stress their desire for employees to get elong together, skirting
the issue of whether or not they actually do:
"We all have to work together. L |
"Tg;s emp]dyer strives for all workers to cooperate, regard]ess of
a
Nineteen percent’ (19%) oieths‘respondents agree that "younger workers get -
‘along better with their co-workers." In generalt emp]oyers who agree tend
to be from organizations which employ larger pereentages‘of 16-21nyeaﬁ olds
(r=.10). These employers offer ‘extensive commendations regarﬂing the
personalities of younger workers. They use glowing adjectives like "co;
-operative,” "easy going," "adaptive," "sociable," and "responsive to
criticism.” furtheemore, these employers view younger workers as less
prejudiced, 1ess~compet1t1ve, and therefore more trusting of co-workers and
supervisors. They say:
"Youth are more tolerant of individua1°pecu11arit1es "

"Youth don't have competitive attitudes so there is no dislike for
co-workers."
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-"Older workers experience more jealousy, and fear for their jobs."
"They (older workers) argue more and tend to hold grudges."

"Young workers are friendlier."

Employers frequently define youth as more open, flexible, willing to seek
advice, and receptive to different ideas. One interviewee remarks, "Older
workers are more set in their ways, less spontaneous." Another feels that

"youth are more open and not as judgmental."

Statement #12: "Young workers Should receive preferential treatment in hiring

and employment policies and practices."

» Fifty-eight percent (58%) of she emp10ye;; diségree with this statement
including particularly large numbers of FINS and CONS employer§ who hire few
youth. The majority of -respondents are outspokeﬁ in their disagreement,
questionjng éhe legality of such a poligy:

"It's againsi the law."

"1¢ against any form of discrimination." |
= "We're required by law not to provide preferential. treatment."

"One would get in trouble with the federal governmentu“& ,

"Equal opportunity is the policy." -

Most of those who disagree stress the impo}tance of equal opp0rtuni;a\p¥
asserting thai preferential treatment should not be given to any emp]o§§es.
Comments shpporting'th&s conviction are: | ~
"Everyone deserves an equal chance."

, "You should try to be fair with everyone based on their needs and the
company's needs."

"A11 workers. need consideration."

"No one should be given a distinct advantage over another."
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The remarks of ;ther employers refer specifically to age discrimination:
"Age -should not count." |
"No preferential treatment should be given because of age."
“"Age should not be a barrier.”

"A person should get what they earn and not get preferential treatment
because of age, sex, race."

Some employers comment specifically on the personnel practices pf theiq\
organization or report that preferential practices do not make good business
sense. They say:

"This is a profit-making venture; qualifications are foremost."

"Tt's a waste of .time, business is business; such treatment adds more
time to the personnel process." ,

"A11 new employees, young and old, get trained in the same way."
"Age is not a factor. The majority of our jobs are entry-level."
“We hire for jobs by our needs, not age.’ l_
Another group stresses the need for every employee to be well qualified,
motivated, and competitive 1niorder'to be successful regardless of age.
Typical comments are:

"Job should go to the most qualified person."

"Ability and motivation are key elements."

"Everyone should compete against‘the same étandqrds."

"Every employee should succeed or fail on his own merit."

A few employers who disagree with the statemeﬁt come to the defense of

older workers:

"Olaer employe end to be-underutilized and not given enough opportunity.

_ If qualified, yo .should get the job no matter what your age."

"Older workers are entitled to the same treatment; they have the same
abilities."” \

"Too many older workers are unemployed to prefer ydhngsters.“
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Of particular ipterest are remarks made by employers who are opposed to
giving privileges to youth because they consider youth undeserving and
unappreciative: | ; | N
"No! Our biggest turnover is‘'with young people."”
"Youeg workers will leave work for marriage and children."”
- "Youth will take advantage if any kind of different treatment is given."
"If you give preference to them they will expect it throughout life."

"If you give preference, they tend to not grow and learn.'

Only 14% of the employers agree that preferentiei treatment should be given
to younger employees. Many of these employers maintain that society has a

particular responsibility to see to it that youth are launched onto a success-

@

ful career path:
"They need to get started; many of them are good workers."
"They need a chance to be successful."”
"Youtﬁ need an opportunity to chanpel their energies into useful work."

"They' need an opportunity to gain work experience.“

-

"I do feel they need special consideration in hiring in order to.
~ compete with the older workers." o

"It might encourage them to pursue a career."

3

"Preferential treatment would make them more competitive and faci]itate
the transition into the work-force."

Some of the respondents focus on the fportance of offering youth special

traiging: ' -
"They are more receptive to training, would stay longer."

"They need job training and career education to improve their work
attitudes andg habits."

“"Preferential treatment helps develop ski113 for more effective
employees." : . \

"This training could serve as a springboard for future Jjobs."

11s.
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A few of the employers comment;on their organization's actual policies

\
with respect to young workers:

"We try to be more uﬁderstanding." T &
“Company policy is to seek young workers who wanf fo start a career -
with us."” . .
. s
A‘sizeablé percentage (28%) of emplqyers think that all employees should be
given the same treatment. MANU and TCU employers are most supportive of
the idea of equal treatment of older and younger workers. This group does
not feel that it is appropriate for management to allow age to affect matters
of Hiring, training, or promotion. Their comments reflect both actual

prag}ices and pérsonal preferencés:

"Qualifications remain the primary criteria for hiring anyone, including
youth." .

"Wé don't hire youth for certain job$ just because no one else wants
the job. Give kids a job where they can go soffiewhere with a chance
to advance, not a dead-end, non-career job."

"We screen, train, and start all the same."

"They shou]d all be given -equal consideration." -

"Everyone showld work under ;he same policies and prgcedures."

Statement #13: "There is less risk in hiring older workers than there is

in hiring younger workers."

*

Employers are fairly evenly dividéd in thejr responses to this statement.
However, again the largest group of rgspondents, 38%, report that the risk
is the same; that is, age is not a faEEBr in determining risk. There are
only small variations in response across industrial categories. Many.of

those who indicate similarity between age groups feel that risk is determined

“by the individua].
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"Risk is not a function of age, but individual differences, attitudes,
outside factors, 'etc.” .

"Any new worker is an unknown factpr."

"You can never tell who will work out the best."

. Other employers who choose the same option report that risk exists at any

age and that neither age group should be considered less risky than the
other. Remarks typical of'this group are: '

"There's risk in all workers." .

"Both older and youcger have their own kinds of probiems."

"Risks for both young and old--they level out."

"Youth sometimes learn quicker but they also leave sooner. "

"There are shortcomings from either side; older workers may have bad

habits, but they also have more experience."
Some respondents report that their company's policies and procedures in the
areas of screening and training temper the risks inherent in hiring new
employees: . -

+ "These (risks) balance out especially with good screening."
"Proper training negates this:"

"EmBloyees sti1l must be oriented and pérformances checked."

Just over one-third (35%) of the employers agree that there is less risk with
older workers. MANU and other organizations which tend not to employ many
16~21 year olds show the most support for older workers (r=.10) who are
described as more "responsible," "relijable," "dependable," "stable," and
"experienced.” Statements such as thé following also reflect these cha}actgr-
istics: . '
"Statistics imply that an older worker w11i bring more maturity and
stability to the position. Older workers have better attendance

and less negative incidents."
, P ‘
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"They've had longer employment and better work histoﬁy."
"01der workers will work longer and harder because they have the respon-

sibility of fulfilling household needs."

Other emp]oyers comment specifically on the lower turnover rate of older.
workers:
"0lder workers are more permanent. Young people will move on."

"01der workers are more likely to have good specific 4kills and stay
on the job." _ )

"Employers are likely to have more turnovér with young workers as they
experiment with career choices."

"There's more risk in losing young workers to higher paying jobs."
"Because of the turnover factor it's costly to have high turnover."

"They (older woékers) don't move as often after training.”

Some employers were quite direct in their negative remarks about youths
"You are taking a chance with young workers who have no work record."
"Young workers have no real job loyalty established."

"Young ones find out how hard the work can be and they think they can
find something easier and better paying."

"Young workers are more likely to be fired; Tts expensive to train them
and they walk out."
Twenty-seven percent (27%) of the employers disagree that there is less
risk in hiring older workers. CONS\employers show the largest percentage (41%)
of disagreement. Perhaps this is because of the physical risks inherent in ‘
many construction jobs. Remarks noting the limitations of older workers imply

that employers’ are referring to workers who are probably at the higher end-of )

e

/

’ .y «the age continuum:
"Would rather have a young worker because the work is physically hard."
"Prefer young workers because of 1ifting and loading." ‘
N

18
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"The older worker works slower and has limitations."
"Older people get ﬁurt a lot more."

"You must be more careful abou; union regulations wfth older workers."

ﬁ ’
Many employers disagree because they feel that risk is difficult to determine.
. .
"Anyone may quit or turn out poorly, not just youth," explains one employer.

Other similar remarks are:

"Both are risks--how long they stay and their type of performance while
on the gob " _ '

"Risk is very difficult to ascertain.”

Others judged from their experience ‘that age does not determine risk:
"You can have as big a problem with old as well as young."
“There are different problems with each age g}oup." ‘ \

"There are risks with all new employees."

As with the responses to other .statements, there are employers who comment .
&

on the individuality of the worker:

“People are human; there is no perfect person. You ha¢§ to judge each
person individually." ‘ s

"It's up to the individual to do his best younger or o1der. the same
risk is involved.!

Some‘respondents take this opportunity tq offer positive comments about youth}
"There's more’ potential for advantement with-#a young worker."l
"Young people stay longer and work for less.” |
"Young workers are easier to train."

"Majority of youth are good employees."”

Only a few employers make direct negative remarks about older workers:

"Older workers are more of a risk in that they expect more frem a job
If they don't get it, they leave." | o
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"We tend to have more problems with older workers."

"Young workers don't have 1ru;:?ined negative attitudes. Older workers:
_carry habits from job to JOb " . :

Statement #14: "Al11 things being equal, any employer would p*efer to hire
older workers." /N '

About four out of ten (42%) of the employers disagree with this statement.

. U /
There is not much yariation in the percent of.disagreement across organizational

“¢lassifications, “any of the employers who disagree with this statement say

»S

that they try to hire the best qualified applicants. As one employer says,
"You try to get the best you can, regardless of age.l- Employe s try to hire
“whoever is capable," ‘\the best suited for the job," or "th« most productive
workers. " Beyond the ability to do the job, attitudes and employment references
are also mentioned as criteria which are considered in the hiring process

. () _
Other employers report that they prefer to hire younger workers. Many believe

that youth have the potential for long-standing careers and are,_therefore,
more preferable:than older workers:

"Young workers are willing to start at lower positions."

"Young workers have more potential in terms of future contributions.”

"You have a chante to promote young employees and rebUild your insti-
tution with young ones." '

"Youth have a longer work life ahead they are sharp and have good
potential " . .

"We hire qualified young workers who are looking for a future Youth
can be sparked." .
/

"We train youth to‘our specifications "

"They would prefer younger workers.. They will stay longer and fit in
with clientele better."

. "0lder workers are not as ambitious and are not looking for promotion
Over the long run older workérs may not benefit the organization as a
younger person who may move up."
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Some employers mention motivatio:lzr inﬁovation as the outstanding merits

of young workers with comments sué€h as:
- . "Younger workers can ﬁean new, innovatiwe jdeas."

“Young workers are willing to work harder."

“Young are needed to give fresh'b1ood and new ideas to the company."

"Young workers are more enthusiastic and motivated to prove their ability."

“Youth have more enthusiasm and interest." -
Altruistic reasons for hiring younger workers are given by other emp1oyers:

“It's good to give the youth the opportonity to develop their skills."

. ' "Young workers need jobs more than older workers."

3

Some respondents support their disagreement that employers prefer to hire older
wqrkers on the basis that "age makes no dit¥erence" in employee performance:‘

“There is no age barrier, each group performs well." . |
" . o : e I '
Neither age guarantees quality workers. \ K\\\,
"Agi is not an absolute factor in defining excellence."
"A11 ages should be cons1dered The one who is most qualified should be
hired." '
A final set of employers who disagree express the importance of hiring both age

groups in order to have a heterogeneous poo1 of workers:

"You want a balance of the older worker s experience and young worker s

energy." -

ay. >

"You need a mixture of both to make the organization viable and out-
standing." .

"Age mix is hea1thy--d1fferent departments require’ people of different
ages."
‘Less than one-third (29%) of the respondents agree that ehp1oyer5°prefer to
hire older workers. These employers praise older workers for their superior

on-the-job.behavior with comments such as:
oo . o
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"0lder workers are more dependable, more willing to work for paychecks
rather than just showing up to collect paychecks."

"Older workers have better att1tudes about working."

“They don't create difficulties involving school and socializing.” -

A great number of employers stress the "reliability" of older workers, with
references to their "maturity” and “"stability." - Some of the respondents
attribute these desirable characteristics of older workers to~their familial
and financial responsibilities. These'employers say: |

"Older workers are more stable, have clearer priorities, and are 1ess
ikely to leave soon after employment."

“They (older workers) tend to be more stable because of families, homes,
etc.; they neeq';he job more."

"Maturity, stability, judgement."

Other employers prefer older workers because they are "more seasoned in a
general sense; they have more experience." Some of the employers note that
because they have more experience, .0lder workers can be trained an& supervised

at less expense.

In contrast to the employers who were mentioned-earlier as investing in youth
‘for the future planning of the orgahization, this group does not anticipate
that younger workers will be worth-the investment. The following statements
111ustrate the fact that some employers do not cons1der youth to be a valuable
resource of personnel because older workers are w1111ng to "stay with a job
longer":
. | “They're track-proven and willing to stay and improve."
“01der workers do better work and there's less turnover:"
"0lder’workers are a more settled group of people."

“"Youth wany glory jabs, older people stay because they need jobs."
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The remaining 29% of the employers replied same in response to this

statement. Their remarks indicate'that they do[@bt}seeage as an index‘

of employee ability or’as a factor fo ee included in hi 'ng'decisionsi \7
"Quality of work doesn't depend on age."
"If performance and.qualifications are up to par, there's no difference."
"Hire the best worker possible regardless of age."

"Age is not 'a qualification except for the minimum--you need both
older and younger workers."

"You want both types; one for experience, one for the future."

SUMMARY

For two of the fourteen statements, employers' responses are about evenly
divided akong the "agree," "disagree," and "same" options. These particular
comperisons involve older and younger workers'.initiative and the amount of
risk which each group represents to fheir employers. About the same number
'6f.emp1oyers support older workers, support younger workers, or say that

they ere the same. A definite preference in response is not evident for these

particular comparisons.

In reaction to nine statements, emp]dyers either show strong agreement or
disagreement. The three statements which elicit the largest percentage of
agreement among employers are:. N
"Young workers usually arrive at work later."

(52% Agree, 16% Disagree)
"0O1der workers are less adaptable to new probiems;" .
(43% Agree, 29% Disagree)'

"0Older workers can'comﬁunicate better."

(42% Agree, 20% Disagree)
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Employers are most likely to disagree and least likely to agree with the
following: -
"Older workers have worse attendance records than younQer ones."
(71% Disagree, 4% Agree)
"Young workers keep their jobs lbnger than older workers."
(78% Disagree, 4% Agree)
"Young workers generally do better quality work than older ones."

(49% Disagree, 6% Agree)

The.following three statements also evoke large percentages'of disagreement
from employers, although the corresponding percentage of agreement is a bit
higher:

"Younger workers should receive preferential treatment in hiring and
employment policies and practices."

(58% Disagree, 14% Agree)
"Older workers'usually take loqger to get their work done."
(45% Disagree, 17% Agree)
"A1l things being equal, any employer would prefer to hire older workers."

(42% Disagree, -29% Agree)

Employers are most inclined to judge olﬁér\and younger employees as the same
in response to the fo]low%ng comparisons:
‘ fYoung workers get along better with their co-workers."
(58% Same) - |
"Young workers get worse performance evaluations."
(46% Same)

"Older werkers have a better chance of being prqomoted."

(41% Same) -
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In summary, most of the employers who were interviewed judge younger workers

to be tardier, absent more often, and less likely to stay with their-jobs

than older workers. They also say that younger workers take longer to get'
their work done, although it should be kept in mind that care is appreciated
more than speed'by some employers. Employers feel that older workers
communicate better and produce better quality work than their younger co-
workers. The major fault of older workers is that they are less adaptable

to new problems. 'They&judge‘both age groups as the same with'respect to

their relations with co-workers, performance evaluations, and chances of being
promoted. The majority of employers support egalitarian hiring and employment .
policies and practices and are not in favor of the preferential treatnent of

either age group.

Frequently there are only small variations in response choice by industrial
category. Those organizations Which show strong support for younger employees
are not necessarily the ones who employ large numbers of youth. Often organi<
zations such as WRT and SSRT show strong agreement with statements praising

the characteristics of older workers, even though a majority of their employees
are under 21 years of age. This finding would suggest that because of the
nature and benefits of the job, employers are limited in their range of employee'
choices. They might prefer adults but can onlg attract youth. On the other
hand, soﬁetihes organizations such as those in the CONS and HENG categories
exhioit,support for younger workers;'although generally they are not major

employers of youth.

-

In several cases the most positive endorsement of young workers does come from
respondents whose organizations do employ more youth than older people. Still,
it cannot be concluded from these data that age composition of the work force

in a specific organization is associated with how respondents judge the
i

generations. ... ‘ ) . —

125 124




Employers in FINS and those in MANU companies show the largest percentages

of "same"” rankings. These emp1oyers«are most inclined to see no difference
betyeen younger and older employees. One possible reason.might be that
conformit; to certain ru1e§ and standards are fostefed in. these organizations
and variances in performance are not tolerated. Another possible explanation
might be that since these industries employ so few youth, age related beﬁéQiors

are not readily apparent. - ~ o .

v

0vera11, employers stress equal oppdrtunity and they do not bé1ieve that

age shgu]d be a critical criterion in hiring decisions or employment p611cies
and practices. In general, they do not see youth as being very different from
older employees. It is true that while youth are appraised negatively for

lack of certain work qualities, explanatory.caveats are frequenfly offered.

For instance, one of ?he reasons why youth are said to be tardy and absent

from work is that they have domestic, child care, and transportation pfob1éms.
Besides being absent and late for work, employers judge employee turnover rate’
to be higher among youth. This turnover, however, can be attributed to thg
fact that long-term commitments are not expected in the types of jobs for thch

youth are hired. Many of them'arézviewed by youth as temporary placements

_or "fillers" between school éemesters or other ‘activities.
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CHAPTER VI: ISSUES AND bOLICIES OF YOUTH EMPLOYMENT

In this chapter attention js given to a number of policy related issues
‘pertaining to youth employment. Thé chapter begins with an analysis of data
dealing with respondent awareness of youth employment programs and

evaluation of the youth who have participated in such programs.

=

Awareness of Federal Job Training Programs

Each employer respondent was asked whether or not they were aware if their
company had employed any youth who had participated in any federal job
training program. For the fot§1 sample of 1313 respondents the answers to
this question were as follows: : : -\
‘ Yes -- They are employing such youth: 44%

No --"They are ndt employing such youth: 29%

Not sure whether they are or not: 27% *

When fhe distribution of responses are examined wiihin the framework of the
norganiiationa1 types, significant differencés do occur. HEWG organizations

are most likely to-respond in the affirmative (61%). The finding would be
expected since this categary of organizations represents one of the largest
employers of brogram youth and because these are primari1y non-profit, govern-
mentally funded égencies.‘ For Fhe remaining seven industrial organizations

the positive response rate varies from 21% for CONS“to 58% for EINS. With the
exception of HEWG, the number of respondents in an organizational category does
not appear to be correlated in any positiye manner with awareness. The f1nd1ng-
1s somewhat peculiar since the number of emp1oyeé respondents selected in

each organizationa1 category Qés determined by the number of program youth
employed by that drganization. Po§51b1e éxp1anations might be that the 1Hd1-

vidual interviewed for this' study was not involved in the hiring of a particular




-

program or control group applicant. It is also likely that in some cases youth

do not choose to declare past participation ih a federally funded program.

‘Finally, there may be organizations which do not seek to highlight the fact

that they do employ program youtﬁ.

‘ Ed
‘Uncertainty as to whether or not such youth have been employed is highest

for CONS (35%) and FINS (30%). Not surprising, it is among the HEWG respondents

where uncertainty is least prevalent (21%).

Interestingly enough the awareness picture presented above does not change
in any dramatic manner when there is control for partjcipanté and non-participants:
That is, only a s]ightl} greater number of employers of program youth state
they have employed such youth than is the case for employers of non-program

(control) youth.

Althbugh the differences are in the expected direction, greater variation
would have been a reasonable expeétation; A variety of possible explanations
mighf be offered, some noted earlier. Yet another alternative interpretation

might be that in some instances there was not a proper matching of youth with

employers; cases wh;re interviewers failed to follow respondent selection

groundrules.

Those respondents who answered in the affirmative were then asked to indicate
approximately how many youth who had participated in any federal job training
program had been hired by the respondent'é otgépﬁiition. The ,average for all
eight industrial organizations was nineteen (19). The largest single employer
is, according to this survey, HEWG with thirty-three (33). There was no

attempt made to determine whether these were full or part-time jobs, subsidized,
temporary, or within what period of time such employment occurred. Manufac}uring

is the second largest employer of federal job training program participants (24);
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followed by FINS and CONS (12 each). Once again, with the exception of HEWG
i .

organizations, there is little in the way of an expected fit between organi-

zational sample size (based upon reported employment of participants and

controls*) and number of program youth estimatéd to have beén,employed.

Nor is there a direct relationship between quorted employment of program
participants and control group members and employer's knowléﬁge about federal

job training programs in which youth employees might have farticipated. -
We do, however, find that those most knowledgeable about such programs are

HEWG employers (34% "very knowl&dgeable" and 55% "somewhat knowledgeable").

r"w " -
A11 together, about a’ fifth of the employers say they know nothing about
such programs; a little more than half say they are somewhat knoyledgeable
about such programs, and the remaining twenty-five percent (25%) say they

~

are very knowledgeable.

Program participant‘employens are a little more likely to report that they
are very knowledgeable about these programs than control group employers

(20% and 13% respectively).

In Table VI-1 are found the distribution of responses to a question asking
employers:
“Overall, how well prepared was/were the youth from the federal

training programs?"

The sample size in Table VI-1 is restricted to those employers who stated ﬂ
that their organizations employed youth who had participated in si?g/

federal job-training program.

*See Table II-1




Table VI-1* / t

1

Level of Preparation \

Exceptional ' 20

Sufficient : 5 o !
> ' -

Poorly 13

Don't Know 13
) N.= 617

Table VI-1 indicates that the great majority of employers are fairly generous
in their assessments of the level of preparation of federal Jjob-training \\\\\\

program participants.

An analysis of employer evaluations within the framework_of‘the eight t?dustrial
organizational types Hdes show significant variations. Of the 617 réspon&ents
who indicate that they have employed employment program participants, the most
enthusiastic éséessment comes from the CONS (31%) and-FINS (27%) group who
State that these ﬁew employees were "exceptionally well prepared.” WRT
employers, while less glowing in their evaluations, are relatively positive
with about a quarter (24%) reporting that the youth they hired from these
programs were, "exceptionally well prepared.” ~ The strongest praise. then, comes
from the two ipdustrial organizdtions quite far apart on the employmgnt

selectivity scale: FINS which is most selective in age, educational.and

+

*Full Response Statemenfs. . _
I. "Exceptionally weTl\prepared: education closely matched entry job requirements."”

II. "Sufficiently prepareg: education covered most entry-job requirements,
but missed some."

III. "Poorly prepared: education did not cover most e#lry job requirements."
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behavioral qualifications, and CONS which tends to be among the least
si1ect1ve. Those {ess 11§e1y to make the "excepFioqa]" assessment are

SSRT and TCU (both 15%) and MANU (13%) employers. It is likely that only

the very best of program participants are directed toward the FINS empToyment
pool, while those entering SSRT organizations are younger with greater.

egducational deficiencies.

Excluding FFF where the sample size is two (2), the most severe ev?Juations
6f entry-levell preparation come from TCU and MANU respdﬁaents with about
a fifth of each group viewing youth as "poorly prepared." It should be noted
'that these per¢entages are sd@ject to both inflation and deflation since
. there are also|significant differen:;E in the proportion of employers in _

each fndustria] category selecting the "Don t Know" response.
Mm\ g B

The larger the prganization, no doubt, the more likely it is that the employer
respondeni would not Have’had direct contact with the youth emp]pyee.
Regardless of ) e variation among organizational types, the overall evaluations
are fairly posftive: '

20% - saying that program youth are exceptiona]]yvre11 prepared

54% - saying they are\sufficiently prepaired

13% - saying they are pyorly prepared

13% - saying they cannot make any judgements on 1e§e1 of preparation

A final-awarepess qJestion asked of each employer respondent_§ought to
s~degermine their familiarity with the local youth employment project< Each '
respondent was provided the nam pf the local project by the interviéWgr. .For

example: *"Héve you ever heard the RTP-- School to Work Program (or YCD .

Program) in Nashville?".




For the overall -sample (1276'respondents) a majority (64%) say they have not.

heard of the locally designated program. Four out of ten do respond in the _
affirmetive. An affirmative answer is more 1ikely to.come from those Q
identified as emp]oyers qof partjeipants thana¥rom those identified as employers
of control group youth. Differences between the eight industrial organizations
are not significant (excluding FFF, the range of local progEam awa}eness is

\

30% for TCU and 44% for HEWG). A1l in all, it would seem safe to say that
. ~
most employer respondents, be they employers of program participants or not,

' N S . 1
were not familiar with the names of local youth employment programs.
’ - ’ ‘\ -

Differential Minimum Wage

Having devoted some time to employer fami]iarity withvand assessment of
federa]]y sponsored youth emp]oyment programs, our attention now turns to

more general policy related matters. The issue of a minimum wage differentia]
for young workers has loﬁg been a subject of some debate among policy makers
as-we11 as employers and union officials. The basic assumptions made by
advocates favdring a lowerinﬁ of the min{mum wage are that such-a move would
motivate employers to hire more youth. It is also commonly be]ieved fhat

the majority of émployers 'would endorse a minimum wage differentia] and .

would respond to such a chgnge by increasing their pools of.entry level youth

employees.
L

Counter arguments have also been presented by a wide range of union 6fficials,

employment policy authorities, and nationalyorganizatjons.] Although there
. : , L

r A . A

]See, for examp]e; Sar A. Levitan, “Coping with Teenage Unemployment,"

National Commission for Manpower Policy, The Teenage Unemployment Problem:
What are the Options? Washington, D.C. Government Printing Uffice, 1976.

Jobs for the Hard to Employ: New Directions for a Public/Private Partnersh_g
Committee for Economic Development, New York, N.Y. 1979,

)
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are a variety of studies which attempt to project-the potential impact on

employment of a differential minimump wage po]icy,'there appears to be little
in the way of empirical data dealing with employer attitudes toward such a

policy change.
» .

The employer respondents in’ this sukvey express, for gﬁe most part, opposition
. to a lowering of thé minimum wage for {oung employees (ages 16-21). More than
three-fourths (78%) are oppoéed to such\En\Qgpéss the boérd reduction while

a fifth (20%) are in favor. s -

\

Although differences befween industrial organiiations are not sighificant. .
there are a number of interesting variations. ‘Thé”stoQgest advocates for the\
lowering of the minimum wage for youth are those organizations which dq‘tend

to employ the greatest proportion of entry level yduth (SSRT-27% and WRT-22%

9 .¢
-\\\\\:n favor). ' ' A Y
The stongest opposition comes ffom those organizations which tend to have high
 ynion membership enrollments (TCU, MANU, CONS), afid HEWG which is made up’
’ ) N h ] '_ .

largely of governmental agencies and national organizations.

Four factors appear to be related to the differences and attitudes toward the

minHmum\wage._ They are: . '
1. Lowering the minimum wage will make more jobs available to youth.

. S { )
2. The current minimum wage is too high a price to gay for inexperienced,
entry level youth. ' :

3. The higher the averége wages paid by the orgahizatio;. the less inclined
they are to hire moré youth as a result of a lowered minimum wage (r=.11).

4. If employers favor lowering the mfnimum wage, they sé} that they would .
be more 1ikely to hire youth if their wages were lowered (r=.42). . PR
o Lo ' ) - -

Comments employers offered to sypport the advantage of a minimum wage reduction

@

include: v ' . .
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"It is important to give teens a chance to ‘earn money and thus keep . S
them out of truub]e " L

It wou]d encourage emp]oyers to h1re younger workdks and provide them
- with experience."

“ "It would help all kids, not just some, find a job." . ..

"It would stimulate employment of'youhg\workerstf" |
S : . . o L ' o 7
Those whe endorse the 14§ering~of the minimum wage areﬁquiER'to point out that
A the curreg;,wage is‘already too high, and that this.conditionvdoeS‘contribute‘
to inflation. These employers hold that young:workers are ovehpaid even at,
minimumnwage by virfue of their inexperience and need to -work part-time. FUrther,
there are some who be1ie!e\thet young beop1e already have too much money>and|
they are teking wages away from older, more needy and more deéerving employees.
~ "Their lack of experience should not requ1re them to be pa1d as
much as o1der workers." .
"It really raises the prices to h;ve to pay for it." .
""A part-time worker shouldn't get that high of wage-~it runs ub the cost."
"Training_is S0 expensive." .
"I”cannot afford to pay wages to young workers who have no skill."
"I don't th1nk they need as much to live on." ‘ |
"They don' t ‘have expenses. Older workers do."

"For those in school, that's a lot of mongy for them to make in school.”
. . "

A ]

A few responﬂents favored lowering .the wage, but with qua11f1cations that it
~ should be done dur1ng training, for students, and. part-time emp1oyees
“Minimum wage should be lowered for training a person for a.job."

"It should be only for part-time."

"Especially for students. They are not on the jdbathat many hours or
work1ng to full potential." ‘ - :

>

-, "Only 1f it would make them more marketable." »

. "Only for'students_and those under 18."
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As noted above; the majority of respondents are in favor of maintaining
current minimum wage laws and offer diverse arguments to support their views
on this issue. The two most frequeht objections were-that employees should:

be paid equal pay for equai work, and that age alone should not determine

one's wages.

“We would not want to see two people performing the same task at
different wages."

™ "Everyone is ent%tled to work and should be paid the same."'

"If they are able to do the same job as older workers, they are
entitled to the same pay. "

"People should not be asked to work for less than the1r fellow workers.ﬁ

"Young workers should be pa1d the going rate of each particular job."

A significant number of respondents protest that the minimum wage is Tow

enough, and must not be made lower in the 1ight of current economic conditions.

"Tﬁe cost of 1iving is going up-?wages should go up too." ‘
"The way taxes are, everyone needs as much money as anyone."
“Because of 1nf1at1on cost of Tiving."

"If they [workers] are worth minimum ﬁage;vtﬁey're'worth more."

“Wage is low enough, any lower the employees would steal."

Ve C , i ,
- Another group of respondents argue that young workers need their wages as much

as do older workers. { ‘ 4 -
“They need to make a 1iving 1ike everyone else."

“They depend on it as much as anyone--high~cost of 11v1ng is just as
i bad for them."

"~ "They have a hard time making it on cuf;ent minimum."

“Many young workers are supporting themselves or prov1d1ng financial aid
to their families."

“If they have to work, they should be paid the same money."

"They should be able to at least make a decent salary."
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Yet another perceived consequence of lowering the minimum wage is that it

could lead to the exploitation of younger workers. Such a policy would have -~

negative results for both the employer in terms of decreased quality and!
pfoduction, and the employees who not only earni_substandard wages, but be-
come increasingly disillusioned;
"It would be demoralizing to younger workers."
"That will_djscourzée’kids to work for almost nothing per hour."
uEmpjoyersdwpu1d then take advantage of younger workers." |
"Slave labor." | . | >
"Penglized for youth."

"Company gets richer, workers lose." .
5

Dfrectly relative to this issue is the beljef that poorer performance would -
' follow, no matter the age group effected, should the ‘wages not be in keeping
with either a federal standard or the job market. Minimum waq@ is viewed as
having the further advantage of attracting and poss1b1y keeping workers on

. the job.

" "Would add to the problem of quality of work by youth."

“They wouldn't work for less.” |

"Money keeps people on the job."

“Good performance is required and pay is necessary,"

"The quality and performance would be very poor."

"People will not work if wages are too small." .

Other respondents think that lowering the minimum wage would be less fair
to older workers by displacing them from the job market. These respondents
considered it a form of reverse discrimination since older workers would no

longer be competitsive.
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"It would harm the employability of older workers."

"It would force the emb]oyer to fire his long term workers to
improve profits.”

"It would create more of an employment problem for older workers."

"Too many adult breadwinners dre displaced.”

A handful of respondents admitted that any change in the level of. minimum
wage would not affect them directly, either because of personal redsons or

becauSe their businesses are unionized or similarly regulated. .

"We don't really have any flexibility. Our schedules are set by the
government." ' *

"We would maintain our current,staff regardless of reduction in minimum ‘
wage." ‘

"No effect on our operations. No bearing on our industry."”

Minimum Wage Reduction and Youth Hiring

The response percentages remafn the same when the question asked is, "Would

you hire more youph if the minimum wage was lowered?" Seventy-seven percent (77%)‘
responded no and twenty-three percent (23%) answer yes. As might be expected,
those most 1ikely to endorse Towering the minimum wage areumost T1ikely to say

they would hire additional youth if that wage action was implemented. SSRT
organizations, the largest employer of youth, were most in éuppbrt of lowerfng

the minimum wage (27%) and are most inclined (50%) to state that such an action

would Tead them to employ mere youth.

Those respondents who state they would hire additional youth felt that such
a change could open more positions for'youth and be eéonomically advantageous
to ehployers and industry. Assuming no other constraints (snch/as union

regulations), they tend to agree that such a wage policy would encourage '

. //’

.
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employers to hire morg youth. They point to the full range of economic impli-
cations of such a practice; (a) more people would be employed, (b) their

(the employers') labor expenses would be reduced, (c) they could ‘offer increased
or better products and services to customers, and (d) profits would rfse. o

Their comments reflect these attitudes:

"~ "It would open more positions."

N "It would help to get youth a job that would provide work experience." .

"More could get jobs."

|__"I could afford to try out more youth forbthese jobs."

[ "Labor expenses would be lower."

"It would stretch budgeted funds further."
b;-- . .
"We could do more within our labor-wage guidelines." .

|_"We could be more flexible in our hiring practices."

[ "More kids working, more gets done, and much fastef.m

[N

|_"I'd be able to give better service with more employees."

s}

Com=

" "We'd save money."

d---| "It would be good for'profits."

| _"Econfmics."
Yo

Many respondents disagree simply because they do not have the flexibility to
hire extra workers, regardless of wage level, because of legal contracts or
fixed workloads. These respondents usually state that lowering the wage would

not develop more jobs, or affect their individuaI'h1ring practices.

3

For example:
"Must have only a certain percent (youth)."

“We hire only what we need."

?
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"We'd still hire the same number."
"The wage itself has no bearing on our needs."

"Minimum wage {s not what prevents me from hiring--other considerations
determine hiring needs.'

"OQur office Tabor force is set by law."

"We already have many (youth)--work available is the key factor rather
than wage." .

///7 ~ "We wquldn't be effected because we don't employ young workers
because our clients prefer mature workers."

"More workers tham needed may cause problems."

"Wage is not a factor."

A second group of respondents argue that lowering the wage would be likely to
create more prob1ems by causing dissention among workers. Furthermore, most |
businesses are contro]led by pre-determined wage schedules.

"It'd be impossible to have peop1e doing the same job at different
wages."

"Other workers would complain.” _
"Salary grades are established re%ardless of age.”

;/’V "WQ maintain a job schedule based en Jjob respensibi1ities." ' .
"Union contracts restrict this." |

"Equal pay for the same job." - .

)
A

Some respondents fee] that lowering the wages would actua]]y make it more
d1fficu1t to recru1t qualified workers and keep them on the job. Lower wages
’-would also affect the level of production and quality of work by any group’
-‘~‘bwaorkers. '
"The best workers want enough pay."
"It would be harder to hire."

"I don't think they would work for less.”
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"I can't pay less and expect the same work."

"You'd be hiring kids who cou]dn t get any other job, not desirable
employees." .

"Definitely not, a Tower wage would not provide incentive to do
a good job."

"Nﬁfhave difficulty attracting the peop]e we desire at the wage we do
offer." -

"You get what you pay for."

@ A

Another group favors maintaining the minimum wage becausevpf inflation and/or
their desire not to exploit workers. The following commehts best typify these
sentiments:

"Young workers would not be exploited by my agency."

"Inflation permits yoﬁth to barely make it on $3.35."

"Sub-minimdm ‘wages perpetuate poverty."

"If Towered it would not meet the youth's economic needs in terms of -
supporting themselves." B

"Conviction to paying fair wages."

-

Many respondents repeat a popular opinion expressed throughout the interview:
that hiring has nothing to do with a person's age. For examb1g:
"We are looking for experience and attitudes, not age."

"People should be paid on knowledge, experience and ability to get
the job done."

"We don't have just 'youth jobs.'"
“If they do a good job, we'll pay them for it."

A few remarked without elaboration, tE:i,fhey-do not pay the minimum wage. One

respondent, however, did say: "We employ four youth at sub-minimum wage because

?f,their age?-we've applied for the waiver and received permission."




bl

@

A final group of respondents add that they now pay younger workers more than

minimum wage:

."We pay more than minimum wage to all employees."
"Most (df our) pbsitions pay more than minimum wage."

"This organization has no problems paying the yoth_what it does and
can.

"We would never start a youth at minimum wage."
s

Preferential Treatment of Minority Youth

There is also very strong consensus among employer respondents opposing the

preferential treatment of minorities in the hiring of youth.

Seventy-eight percent (78%) disagree that such a policy should be implemented,
while the remainder (éZ%) woul& endorse a preferential selection process. The
strongest sﬁpport (33%) for preferential treatment comes from HEWG organizations
which are the léfgest single employer of both program and control group minority
youth. With the exception of HEWG, nearly eight out of ten of all other employers

express opposition to a policy of preferential treatment for minority youth.

Comments made most frequently by those who chooge "yes" in response to this
guestion are general in nature, providing no specific reason for the need for
preferential treatment of minority youth. The comments indicate a desire on
the part of these employers to provide minority youth with a chance in the work
place. Examples of comments are:

“Try to help minorities."

"Need some help to get on their feet."

"Not getting the chance they should be getting. They should get a b(eak."

"Might help’them rise above poverty status."

"To encourage minority youth."
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"They need an opportunity to have a job."

"Might helb“them later in ljfe."
"To"give them an opportunity to get expérienge}"
"There is a need to push employment of. young."

"Most times they haven't had the breaks that other youth have gottén.?

The idea that minorities have been discriminated Bgainst in the'bast, and that
preferential treatment in the work place is a reasoﬁaﬁle approach to 6vercomé
past 1nequ1t1es,‘is voiced less frequently than the more general comments -
noted above. Examples of these comments are: ] : ‘

"Because minority youth have been and still are discriminatedlagainét."

‘"Because minorities have constantly been segregated against in employment
hiring."

“Some commitmen; should be made.because of past inequities."
"To remedy past 111s." '

.

"To compensate for the discriminatory practices which have led to the
high rate of unemployment among minorities."”

"Because'of unfair labor practices in the past and for future improvement.”
"They have beeh discriminated against and need a chance to catch up."

"So often color and ethnic background is used as a yardstick for performance
and productivity." :

"To make up for all the past inequities.”

Some respondents note that preferential treatment is necessary or appropriate
dﬁztto deficits in the educational system or American society. | These comments
suggest that minority youth, through no fau]g of their own, are at a dis-
advantage and should theréfore be provided with added opportunities.

“Lack of available training."” |

"Educat na] system and society at. large have not met the needs of
minorit

“Society has ndt provided equal levels of development for some minorities."
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"~ Others believe that the practice of preferential treatment for minority youth

is the only way these youth can gain entrance into the work force. Preferential
treatment is seen by these respondents as the means by which minority youth

get an equa] chance in the job market. Without preferentia] treatment. non=-

minorities are seen to have an advantage.

Y
-

"This is the only way many minorities will ever get a chance to prove
what they are capable of *doing."

"Everyone should have an equal chance. Inequities still exist."”

"In ordinary circumstances non- minorities have an advantage."

"Hoping to arrive at some other means of getting them job opportunities

hasn't worked/t " .
Affirmative actiﬂn'reguiations%are-occasionally mentioned bynrespondents. A
few comment that by treating minorities preferentia]]y; government may be
relieved of some of its burden and that such treatment is beneficial to the
economy Examples of these comments are:

“I support affirmative actions."’ ] .

"We have an active EEQ Program."

"We're morally in favor of equal opportunity.employment.“

"Would encourage and in some cases wou]d help the economy by taking sgme

of the weight off government agencies.'
*The majority 'of comments made by those‘who answered "no" to this question reflect
a very strong view that preferential treatment is an unacceptable form of dis-
crimination and ESEEFSF}’?BTRmerican politics and sociai values. -

“No one race of people should be favored. We'll be going backward.
A11 equal--no prefernece."

“No I don't think preferential treatment should be given to anyone
because of race, etc.”

“Everyone should be hired on an equal basis."

“A11 should be treated equally."




"There should be equal opportunity for young of qﬁl races." ’
"It is un-American to hire or fire because of rﬁce "
"There should not be preferential treatment e;%ed on race."

"Why differentiate? Everybody should have the same chance."”

“No, but rather}an equal fair chance."
"It should be equal. ! Gon 't believe in preferential treatment of
young people."

Some see preferential employﬁent poljcies as a stimulus for conflict among
employees. . ’ ¥ ‘ . ; y
"Equal training and balanced treatment 4s essential for all personnel.”

“Believe all shoyld be treated the same and then there is fewer problems

,. With all employees." o
»

"[Preferential treatment] causes problems with other youth not given
preferential treatment."

"You do that and you have no morale left in the place.™

Qualifications for the job were mentioned frequently by respondents who®

do not agree with preferential treatment. Along with qualifications these
emp]oyees note appropriate training, skills, abilit&. and past experience as
appropriate conetderationé for employment decisions. These regpondents ’
place the individual's appropriatehess for the job above preferential treat-
ment. »Some comments nate screening procedures.- For example:

"Need emphasis on being best candidate for job and not filling
a quota."

L}

"Minority [status] can be a factor, but more 1mportant to look at
education and skill."”

"Depends on their qualificatiéns and capabilities to carry out the job."
"Performance 1s the criteria--not race."
"It should be based on desire, aptitude, and ability to work."

"Regardless of who--qualified and enthusiastic is what matters."
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"No reason to. Race or color.has nothing to do with performance."”

"A11 applicants are screened thoroughly and [are] hired depending upon
qualifications."

"We hire young people on the basis of their potential.”
. K
"Qualified should get jobs."

Finally,.respondents refer to EE0 and Affirmative Action Policies in their
comments. For example, one said that "EEO laws state that race or sex should

not be a factor" and another simply. remarked that he is an /Equal Opportunit

&

" Emptoyer." 0One comment noted that preferent1a1 treatmen 1; reverse discrimi-

nation--"1 do not believe in reverse discrimination.”
"Racism." ' " . /

"Discrimination is repugnant."

' ¢
Work Behavior of Minority and Non-Minority Youth , ? ) ,

Better than eight out of ten employers (88%) feel that minority youth are no
morg or no less a risk or problem in tﬁe work place than are white youth of o
similar socio-economic background. Qifferences between industrial org#ni-
zations are minfmal and of no significance. “ /
/

Prior to the presentation ef-comments it is worth noting that many respondents

did not take the factor of socio economic status into consideration. Expressed

. ~
comments suggest rather, that employers were limiting their assessments only

- to differences between minority and non-minority youth.

&

o 1

_Those who did agree that minority youth were a greater risk frequently commented

that minorify youth are more of a problem because of’past defigits in education,
training, and work experience. Other comments are not as sﬁecifie‘but reflect
a belief that minority youth, more so than white youth, have'experienced familial

!

and personal trauma. Comments follow:
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"Less experienced, trajning, exposu;e."

"Lack of job related skills gnd experience."

"Haven't had the,opportuqity to create dood'work habits." .

"Backgrounds are 11mited.4&

"éecause,they come with more problems--at home, econﬁmics. etc.”

"Need to be trained in work habits and proper attitude on job."

"Because of background, soéia] up~bringing, attitudes of the

minority individual." ,
Poor work attitudes are noted:

"Attitude is rock bottom."

"Has appeared to be job attitude."

Others, however, point to- the lack of self confidence or self esteem P)

"Poor self esteem and lack of education.”

“Thg youth feel 1nsecure in the job place, therefore they perform poorly‘"
"!t s harder.for minorities to adjust." ‘

- "Basica]ly. difficulty is adjusting to a different atmosphere."

- Others noted, é;thout elaboration, that minority youth are less eager to commit ,
themselves to a job.
"Generally, they do not want to dedicate themselves to the job."

“"They usually don't stick around\lzfé enough to be worth it."

Though' infrequent, there are some sevére and sweeping generalizations:
"They create problems."

"Because they are generally dishonest."”
A .

=t
"Have had lots of black youth talk back and disobey rules.”
The majority of respondents;rés noted earlier, do not see race as being highly
associated with the work performance or attituée of youthful employees. At
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tne same time, and as will be noted in the discussion which follows, there is
some sentiment that socio-economic background may make a difference in how

youth performron the job. . —

°  "0n the ;zb they are no different than any other youth."

"I've ooserved no qifference"‘and "A11 youth are the ggme."

! ‘"Minorities are as intelligent and responsible as other'yodtht“
. "A\person's race has nothingvto do with the job."

"From my persona1 experience. they follow the same rules.and adapt 1ike
anyone else.'

"I have not noticed :é?reater risk."

“We've had no problem® or risks with minority youth hired'here.“
"Our experience has shown that all of our youth tend to be'well
motivated for this type of work."

. / , Y .
A smaller group of respondents believe that youth are similar, but also

include in their commerits the notion that youth are more of a risk than o1der.

5

more mature employees. * -
~ “A11 youth have the-same difficulties in emp1oxmentt?

"Have had equal success and failure with hiring minority disadvantaged.
and other disadvantaged." wr -

"We have had kids from all roots--and problems have arisen in every
status." -_
)

"There is always risk regardless of statusy" -

"A11 youth are risky in the workplace.” . «

The comments of emp1oyers more than suggest that they try not to generalize,
but rather consider the individual. Many simply say that performance "depends
on the individual."” Some note that an individual's attitude or values are
‘relevant.

"I view everyone equally allowing for individual shortfalls.”

. . . C
| ' E
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"If someone tru]y wants to work he 1sn 't go1ng to cause any problems
such- as being late or absent.” :

"Any incompetence on Job or absentee1sm stems from 1nd1v1dua1 S
attitude, not his race. " .

"A11 individuals shou]d be judged as such and the risks or prob]e
are the same with m1nor1ty and .non-minority groups. "

"Ind1v1dua] character1st1cs govern.hiring here, race is not a factor.“

a

“Doesn't make any difference. Look for good work attitudes."”

Socfo-ecdnomic status is mehtioned by some as beihg assoctated with yariations : .
in youth'performancé anh attitude. Most of these :Pmments emphasize the -

. re1ationshib:between the SES of youth and the potential high risk to the o
employer as well as the lack of relationship between minority'status and rtsk,

'

"Encounter the same problems with éTployees of the same SES; race
does not make the difference." :

"Popr is poor in anyvraCe, 5nd‘poverty ereqtes other problems.". -
"They seem to have some ‘'class' problems that transcend race.”
"Youth of the same socio- economic status have basically the same prob]ems "
"Prablems, sociab and econom1c, know no color." "’
- "More a question of soc1o-economic [status] than a race factor

"Not so much race as social cTass.” R - ’

"Race has nothing to do with it. It is a matter of poor and not poor."
- ) < . » )

=N

The question: "Do you consider low income youth an even greéter'risk or
problem -in the workplace than other youth?"

also generates limited endorsement from respondents. Employers who view

J

0 ’ : ,
minority youth as a greater risk in the workplace are also mare inclined to

view low income youthlas a greater risk (r=.40). §t111; about twice as many (22%)'
agree with this statement than_was the case in minority/non-minority youth

comparisons. There-also appears to be -some d1fferences in how emp]oyers from

Qaribushiﬁdusthia1 organizations respond to this question. Discounting

-
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FFF where three of thirteen (23%) respondents agree, the fo]1owing distri- ﬁ
bution is obta1ned‘ | ’ '
’ Percent Agreeing
© SSRT  24% '

HEWG 21%
5 ~ C MANU 20%
, . FINS 20% : o

WRT 18% ’

“~

CONS 11%
TCU  10%

.Orrce again those who disagree stress the -points of iﬁdfvidua] differences and
the dangers of genera1izat¥on.% |  /)

"We we no exper1ence to indicate low income youth present greater
problems of risks.'

"1 cannot';ie any discipline problems to income background.

o "We have a mixture of low income and high income, and I've noticed no
risk."
"Economics is no barrier."

" L]

"Low inconie doesn't mean they'rg/going to create a problem. ‘ .

"Just because a person's poor, doesn't mean they're a risk.

Many respondents feel strongly that low income youth in particular were less
of a rigsk than other employees. They.crqdi;ed such youth with above-average
mot,ivation, persistance! and abi]ity,»oftéﬁ\Qgt-perforhing other workers.

.

- . | "A great deal of low income youth really want to prove themselves on
TS the job and do well."

"In some cases its a better risk, they're mos?ﬂ?nterested in hanging
onto a job." i _ Y

- ~ "Not necessarily--many of them are motivated to get ahead."
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"Based on my experience they are motivated even more;“

“Disadvantaged youth want to work, whereas privileged youth feel no
challenge." .

“They are appreciative of a chance to work."
"If they are given a chance, they will hahg with it." .
"Low income youth try much harder to abide by rules and regulations."”

"Many are trying to get ahead and are willing to work."

Additionally, several respondents comment on the high personal standards and
ethical values of these young workers:

"I have experienced that low-income youth are brought up with great
values "

"Some have strong, ethical family values.““

"We have more theft from people from upperclass families."”

o

Relative to this latter remark are criticisms of more affluent employees.

"To us upper-median income causes more problems--poor att1tude, not
really being a hard worker.”

"Upper income youth are more 1nc11ned to drugs.and often take advantage
of a job to support a drug habit." . 4

 "Advantaged youth may have poor att1tudes--do not have as much at stake

as poorer youth."
The ‘remaining comments, though noteworthy,’are less frequent. A few respondents
feel that risk is not characterized by income or background, but rather
characteristics of youth. \ |

"Problems are general problems of youth."

"Age is the problem, not race.”

"A11 youth have the same basic problems."

“Most youth are low-income.“

A handful of responses indicate that some employers seek to avoid knowing

o

anything about. the employees' social or economic status.
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“A lot of t1mes we don't know their income level--we just want good
workers

"We are not interested in where they came from."

- "I never inquire about income."

"A final group feéel that while no serious risk is involved, younger workers

and low income youth do beﬁefit from supervision and sbecialized training.

"They can perform if taught properly."

"They need more training and supervision."

"A]]Athey need is special training." |

"They require closer supervision and more intense training."

"Not if they want to work and you work with them. They can be_taught

and trained." /M
Respondents;LQo agree that disadvéﬁtaged youth are more of a work related
problem, are withou; exception, quite willing to share their views. For this
group of employers, low-income youth are brbad]y characterized as: lacking ;
education or skills training; holding hegative work attitudes and habits;
having family or personal problems, as well as suffering from economic depriQation.
Many of the remarks, however, appear to be qualified with the caveat that these
youth are victims more to be pitied than scorned. V |

"Their upbfinging carries with it domestic and other types of‘pfpblems."

"[Théir] environmental background is so different from the norm."

"[Their] social background might be diffefent ahd.present-sbme barriers."

"Generally associated with Tow income workers is a lesser integration
into society, more to overcome."

“"Low income youth have had less supervision in the home [grow1ng upl;
develop poor attitude."

"90% of the time they are, because they come from a deprived environment."
“The 'system' has made them a higﬁer’risk."

“More problems brought to the job due to the life style."
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“Low income youth don't look to future--just live day-to-day because
they were brought up that way."

”Tﬁey haven't learned to work--they haven'tAhad_the home éxamp]e to

,//// follow." .

- -

L J

Other problems mentioned are more specific to the workplace. Two often

-
R

related complaints are fhat many lTow income youth are unskilled, uneducated,
or inexperienced, and that they have not as yet internalized the "work ethic."
“A11 young. workers need more skills and experience."

"They 1ack'exposure to the office environment; perspective may be -
different related to personal property and attendance."

"Their attitude reflects that théy want and need money, but do not

know how to work, feel a job.is owed to them--seem to have personal
problems."

"They just don't have a hard work attitude in which the middle class has."
"They generally lack employabiiity skills."

“I try to give them the biggest break--they have a worse attitude and
next-to-nothing in home training."

_ "Low 1n£ome workers need job orientation."
"Usually, educational level is not as great."
"In my experience they have the attitude of 'I don't care' and 'I'm here_
only for my paycheck and nothing else.”
Tru;tworthiness is of concern to some respondents, although some of their
particular concern maj be related to the nature of their business or. industry:
"[They] are more difficult to trust." - ‘

“I-am more likely to kgep~an 'eye' on them unconsciously because of
their upbringing. We have had alot of theft problems in the past."

"They are more apt to be an internal theft prob]em."

"In this business, there's a strong temptation to steal."

QD

"If risk is defined according to economic need, lower income youth
are more likely to take leftovers home for themselves or family or
are more likely -to take company's money--1 understand this."

-
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"Possibility of theft."
“I think they might steal money."

oy

Another problem area mentioned includes work attitudes, motivation, and

4

p discipline: R -

\

I .
"Their-attitude and value systems are different than non-low-income
youth. Low income youth are less motivated less self-sufficient and
need more supervision."

o

“Low income youth Tack self-motivation due to handouts from social
services/government "

"0Of ten quit." _
"Usually they Tack dependability."

"Low income youth are less stable, more Tikely to quit, or not show
up to work "

"Low income youth are less reliable.”
"Tend to be job hoppers."

"Tend to leave sooner."

A final group of remarks includes behavior and appearance, and, were much less

o =

"They generally lack manners, speech, social graces."

frequently mentioned:

"Personal hygiene and appearance tend- to be a problen."

A

Job Training Assistance for Low Income Youth

Yet another question which provokes a high degree of consensus is one that
asked respondents the following ’

"Do you feel that some job training/job assistance should be ‘provided
for Tow income youth to enhance their opportunities for emp1oyment?"

Better than eight out of ten (82%) respondents agree that some job assistance
should in fact be offered to Tow income youth. Omjtting FFF, where the
sample is limited, significant differences are again apparent among the other
153
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seven industrial organizations.

Support for training is highest among HENGaéﬁd FINS employers, (both 90%).
Disagreement, on the other hand, is most prevalent among CONS employers (26%),
SSRT (23%), and WRT (22%). Speculation as to the reasons for these significant

variations would be along the following lines:

HEWG employers, in this study at least, were the major employer of program

and control group youth'as well-ras the largest eﬁplbyer of minority

group youth. Further, the HENG organ1zations in this sample are heavily

’

dominated by public sector agencies. <

FINS employers, while not major hirers of youth, do requi’ep]nd are
dependent Upoh entry level workers with specific skills and profi-

ciencies. . . ‘_3:
’ . R ‘-‘ @v ;'.
SSRT, WRT, and CONS employers account for most .of the nat&pﬂ#; entry level

SR

youth employment and place youth in jobs which’ require mnnﬂmal job ski)ls

or cognitive accomplishments.
. . B

-

The majority of employers who do agree that some job training gr'aSSistance

should be provided to low income youth did attempt to specify the type of

ﬂtrhining they felt would be appropriate. As might bé anticipated, individual

respondents frequently cited more than one type of training. Each of the
following were meqtioned. a) basic educationa] traiofng, b) training in job
seeking skills apd Job holding skills; c) preparatory training about working
and work environment; and d) training about appropriate work attitudes and
behavjors. Hanpsegn training, actpal work experienée, or on-the-job training
were favored (e). Conmmnfsiabout trainin@ in specific job knowledges or

skills were also expressed (f). Mentioned less frequently are: g) training
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should be available to everyone; h) program sponsorship; and 1) incentives

to employees.

A. Comments about training in basic educational skills and statements that
indicate training should be done by the schools are most prevalent.

Educationa1 training (basic education and career education):

"More basic education, training in working with other people, avai1ab1e
for youth of all income backgrounds."

"Training in basic skills such as reading, writing, office sk11ls,
job placement, special programs to provide work experience."

"Better basic education."
"Remedial reading/writing (communications).
"Basic reading and writing to fi11 out job applications, etc."”

"Basic educatiop is necessary; good math and English, writigg, speaking.
Understanding business environment."

"Greater educational opportunities to help them realize their career
potential."

"Basic educational opportunities should be given to low income youth."
"Career education, job development, and placement."

"Career education and preferential treatment in hiring."

"523 gal1¥ngag%$$egogngegaggéi;gbor market orientation; exposure to

Trainina by schools:

"Some job training here. The high schools should do more training on
basic ski1ls (fi11ing out forms, befng on time) to hold a job. Also
language."

"High.school level skills training; work-study programs."

"Schools should place more emphasis on the importance of having the
skills for doing various types of jobs,'e'g typing."

"In high school where they need job training to be sent out to the .
work force, perhaps half days the last year on a work experience program.'

"Facts of what they have been trained for. This should be done twice;
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once entering high school and once at the start of the 4th year."

“Integrated program with school (7-12) focusing on employment development;
career development."”

“Should be something through the schools in the d9ve16bment of pre-
emp]eyability:sk%?%s:'wf1111ng-ont applications, interviewing, basic
qﬁkills, dress, etc."

"Schools should stress what business/}é all about. The concept of profit."

\ )
“Better school training and greater job preparation is needed. They

should be given basics (reading, writing, spelling). Next they should
be’ given on-the-job training."”

IS

“Training in school seminars by privatehsector on their job skills.”

' “Career orientation at school at an early age."
g ' ) .
B. Comments about job seeking and/or job holding skills are also frequently
. / ) .

cited. S o :
Training in job seeking skills and job holding skills:

“Courses in attitude, financial planning, job expectation, basic

Jjob interview, fil1ling out application, skills related to getting C

a job." .
¢ e
"Finding jobs, keeping jobs, counseling."

"Job seeking skills (fi11ing out applications, handling an interview
and proper appegrance)."

"Should receive educational counseling expressing the importance of basics
(reading, writing, communicating). Should have interviewing training;
need career goals and work behavior."

"Job seeking and job keeping skills--attitude toward workers and super-
visors."

"Training in basic job skills--how to apply, where and how."

"Services which enhance .interviewing skills, job holding and job seeking
skills." . :

“Career education should -be taught to 1nc1ude‘job search skills, .
. Interviewing techniques, career awareness and survival skills."

"The types of ser@ices would be basic job skills, such as filling out
resumes and communicating with supervisors." ‘

"Employment skills, -interviewing, applications, job retention skills."
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#0C. Closely related to jab seeking and holding skills-are comments about

pre;employment preparation; including preparation for the work environmeot

Job preparation/pfélempioyment t;oining!preparation for the realities of

'the working environment:

"Pre-employment preparation.”

"I would like to see more job training programs for youth that would
help a great deal in getting them better prepared.”

"Pre-employment and training; job sampling; economic assi§tance prior
to earning a salary.”

"Programs to teach tﬁem how to adapt to work."

"Job orientation about the work world and job placement assistance."

“"Exposure to work environment." i,

D. Statements about employee attitudes and behaviors are made almost as often

as comments concerning job seeking and holding skills. -

Traiﬁing in appropriate attitudes and work behavior:

“Job training to provide a sense of responsibility, proper attitude."

VAs far as our company is concerned, clerical traiming would be important. -
Generally, training in attitudes and responsibility would enhance oppor-
tunities for employment."

( ' ﬁ.orientation to work place (attitudes) are more of a probiem than
skills."

"Work habits." -

"Educational, vocational, and programs directed towards a responsible
attitude.” .

"Training in work behavior. Access to job opportunity.”

"Activities centered arouné/ocknowledging rules, punctuality, réspeft.
attitudes, effort, attendance, etc.’

“Career counseling, work habits and work behavior type-training sessions

should be offered.”
!

E. Hands-on training activities are considered most beneficial.
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On-the-job training and dlher forms of hands-on experience:

"A program in which youth cou?d become involved in the work they
want to do--the actual experience."

abi11ty "

|
\
|
1
‘ o |
"Help them gain some experience, help to 1mprove the level of one”s .
~"oJT. " T

"Work experience, job pr'paration and-skill training, employment ) -
counseling. Job search skills." .

"More"programs 1ike this which expose them to work."

"Our employees are trained on a continUous basis."

"Program between the company and the school to give the kids some type ‘
of hands-on experience." ‘ J

. ‘ ' ] * ) . -
"Each company should have their own training program for the job they . .
‘have and set placement goals for those jobs."

"Actual job/career related training S0 as to put them into the job ] ‘
market to compete on an equal.basis."

"Cross training.into other departments."

"Training under person(s) skilled in area--on-the-job training."

F. Other responden%s specify training in specific skills or areas of knowledge.

Vocational training: | ;

" “Should have training iﬁ vocations."
"More vocational schools so they are able to immediately go to work."
"General job skills by basic vocational training."

’ Clerical/office training:

"Office skills." ~ .

"Helping them in the basic skill areas, office (typing) related skills.
Knowledge about computers, employability--youth don't feel they are
being prepared proper1y in schools. If not in school, why at job
site"

Technical training:

"Counseling (school & job) entny level technjcal training." ot

"Technical skills in an area overiooked or give; Tittle attention in
the schools is on general small business practices (i.e. applying
what you learn to a real position). Everyone is not going to be an

158

 ERIC | 16




executive. How to\apply for a job."
"Technical skills and on-thezjob training." -

Management training:

. "Managment training programs. “oo

“Low 1ncome train1ng institutes in the field of technology and management."

N

G. A smaller proportion of employers expressed the view that training shouﬁd
'ndt be restricted to youth or necessarily to the poor.

"Job training should be proQided for everyone seeking employment and
tailored for job needs."

"Low income youth should have the same thing available to theni as any
other group."

"But not just for low income. Courses at Community College--job related.”

"Anything that would help 10w income youth get ahsad. Many times they
need a boost." ’

"Teach youth skills so that they ¢an compete on an equal bésis with each,
other." |

"A1] youth need job training. This is not an income prob1em Career
education should be part of their high school orientation.’

"Some form of vocational training and social training so they d have
.an equal chance with those they compete with."

"Should be entitled to a good start; chance to learn ski1ls and the
ropes of working and getting a job."

Government training programs:

"More state programs." - _ .
"Programs like CETA should be created for youth."
"Government programé such as 0IC."

"State and federal programs{ fechnica1; motivational, and éducational."

"Government programs set up so -that they.can get the training that is
required."

G
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Several do refer to incentives for employers who provide training services..

"Vocational .training and émp1oyer tax crédits.“

Those réspondents opposing job enhancément programs fqQr low income youth
were less inc1ined to share their neasons with 1nter;igwers. The comments
they do provide, howéver, can be placed within fourAcatégorieé: a) state- '
ments emphasizing. the value of self help as opposed to help from others;

b) stateménts noting that emp1oyers (private sector) should be responsible
for job training as opposed to go;ernmenté1 sponéorsh1p; c) statements
indicating th&t schools §h0u1d have responsibility for youth training and‘

that schools as well as other local institutions are doing their job; and ;;'—,1;74ﬂ'
d{_statements taking exception to the jedea Qf restricting job tfaining

to any one age, race, or economic group.

A. Self Help

-

(

"Opbortunitiés,for employment are there. They have incentives,
desire, and motivation to seek work." ' .
"Everyone should-have own initiative."

'/’*;\ “Not just for the poor--if they really want to, they'1f find a job.
So many young people just don't want to work."

"Should abolish about 99% of pkograms and just let kids get out and
work. They take too much advantage of federal programs--just sit-
back and expect money and not have to work for it."

. /

"They-appreciated a Jjob more and will ‘stay on the job longer."

“You have to start at the bottom and work your way up in anything you
- do." N

"Kids need a good attitude out of  themselves in order to get a job.
. . Don't feel extra assistance is necessary." .

"No, feel they should be on their own."
ﬂThey should receive training on their own."

" "Must -pull f%emse1ves up by their own boot straps." . -

.
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B. The Employers Responsibflity ' , et

"Employers should train employees."” ' .

< ; '
"We train all of our employees. Some youth may have to work at
employment training a little longer. A job in industry is a better
way of employing youths." \\ B
"Prefer to train them in our own techniques.”
"We train them ourselves."
"The organization sponsors on-the-job training to prepare the youth for
a job."

C. The Schools Responsib11i;y

"More emphasis should be given to improve education while youth are @n
school."” :

"Schools should be respbnsible for providing such.services."‘ ) .

"We do a lot of work on COE, etc. in school. -Every étudent is exposed
to how to fill out job applications, go through a job interview, ete.’

"Schooling should prepare youths for the market place.” | \\

' "Enough already at high school."

"N
D. - Unrestricted Tragni_g

"A11 income levels should have a shot(ix job training to help them ' q°§§;
get jobs." ' .

"They are willing to give a chance and training to any well motivated -
person. )

" "Should be availablp for youth of all income levels; general training."

Who Should Provide Employment Training?

3

Employgr respondents are very much interested in the issue of who should play
the primary role in job training and placement of \ynemployed }outh. ‘With

few exceptions each respondent did express some opinion or attitude. About
half of the respondénts pelect the government (at all levels) as Fhe major
agent for the organization and implementation of youth employment enhancing

1)

»
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activity. The,other half qf the 3;§pondents are- “alimost’ equa]]y d1v1ded between

,' kthose who feel the task shou1d qb5w1th the pr1véte\seetor and those who endOrse

-

> .

4

a mere co]]aborag1ve\effort bétween the pr1vate and pub11c sectors.

The comments fnade by respondents, however, more than suggests that a maJor1ty

were not comfortab]e with being "forced" to make a choice between the- pr1vate o
and public sectof we say "forced“ since the quest1on asked . 1nc1uded only two
options (Pub]ic SectBr or Private Sector) and did not 1nc1ude any other
a1ternat1ve‘response It is from the comments of: respondents that‘we were able '
to determ1ne that at least a fourth c]early preferred some comb1nat1on of

‘pub11c and pr1vate effort in the matter of youth emp]oyment tra1n1ng An -
analysis of expressed,op1n73ns and attatudes also 1nd1cates‘that even among

those who did choose one or other of the available options (public vs oriyate),A
there are many whg would wish to see a viable partnership between government

-8

and the private sector. .

L4

Prior to the presentat1on of a samp11ng of respondent express1on, it shou]d be .

noted that wh11e there is no slgn1f1cant differences in how emp]oyers of the

\

eight different 1ndustr1a1 organ1zations respond to this- question--there are

var1a£1ons At the same time, d1fferences between emp]oyers of* program youth and

o

-

‘those /who hired contro] group are minimal. . ‘ .
- Q ' "
’ Thoséqwho-be11eve that tra1n1ng and placement serv1ces for unemp]oyed youth
is the- respons1b111ty of the public sector frequent]y comment that these
services are soc1a1 or pub]ic responsibilities. "It is a function of society,"”
~ commented one person. Respondents qualify their comments by indicating why
they believe these services are the responsibility of the government.

"Government should have the respons1b111ty to prov1de its people
with basic training regardless of their income status."
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Tt 1s a pub11c problem and it cou]d be better contro]led and mon1tored
than if. left to\ the pr'1vate sector.’ : 3

N ———
"It s the government's funct1on ‘to train sk11ls deficient in youth."

y

“The government should brovide these serv1ces

"The government has participated -in deprivjng youth of bas1c skills -
and it is their respons1b111ty toihemed1ate S

"Government should set up more programs that will benefit youths Iooking
for jobs." .

"It is the government 3 JOb to try to set upfprograms to benef1t unemp]oyed
youth."

"This is more in line with what they do."

""There are federa], state, and city funds that can probany be used for
“this purpose.

“"If it provided [it is the] puolic's responsibi]ity to do so."

,Respondent\Jﬁlso point out that the bub11c sector is better equipped to Iaunch
training and p]acement services for unemployed youth. The public sector is

. seen as havyngﬂthe resources necessary to provide these services.

."They bhave the resources to‘develop and operate training centers."
"Government can afford it." - |

"The scale is too grand for private business to provide what's
needed to the underprivileged. "

¥

*  "“They [public sector] should have more fac111t1es and finances.'

"[The public sector is the] only ‘sector with funds and facilities
available to provide this training and p1acement in a uniform manner
for all interested youth."

""More agencies to provide job opportunities."
“Because they have the funds to do it."

rd

"More work force and time to do this type of service."

"They have the means and capabi]ity to do the job."

"The government would be able to properly fund the programs.

2 -~

\

63 166




7

Also mentioned frequently by respondents who believe the public sector should

provide training serv?ces is the public education system. These respondents
; call for the pub11c schools to 1nst1tute training programs to meet the needs
of youth who w111 enter the work world.
"Public schools should be the base for job training."
_"It should be provided within the school system."
"A11 training would workabetter if they.started from high school years."
"It should be handled in the public schools." .
"Improve upon already existing public education to meet fthese needs]."

"Should happen in high school’ because they still have a chance to be
employable after graduation."

S A "Educational institutions already established. Just include more job
“training in various areas.”

"Schools in position to prepare -for 1ife should mix academics w1th the
realities of working."

"If it starts in the schools, it will improve the character of the kids
when they get out there." .

"Training should be provided by the school systems."

L]
@

’ Some respondents state that, if left to the private sgctor, job training ’
seruiges would not be readily available. They pbiﬁf out that the private

sector does not.possess the necessary resources to implement and,sustain large

scale training and placement efforts. Still others hold the position that the

private sector is not rea11y 1nterested in taking on such a massive venture
"Private sector does not care."
‘ | | "Cannot depend ou the private sector." N\ v 7
hPrivate will only train their cﬁi]dren." ]}
“If private sector does, they will not put out the money for Job~training."
"Private won't take expense and trouble to do it."

"Private sector is in the business to make money. They cannot take on
the job of training even though .it has an obligation to the community."
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" "Woyld rather have private, but den't- think they will offer training
ally to everyone." v

"Private industry won't go to.the degree needéd-to do t?is."-

"I am in the private sector and cannot afford to do job training on
a mass scale; however, the larger businesses should."

"Many in the private [sector] do not have the skills or the money to
do so." ‘

Still other respondents note that they pay taxes and see traihing and placement
service legitimate expenditures of their tax dollars. |

A "Public because of all the employer tax dollars."

&

"Because that's what we pay taxes for."

"Taxes should go to help youth which finally helps everyone."

A few who commented on thevpayment of taxes indicéted that if the government
were fo provide tax inggntives, the private sector would. then bé able to |
deliver traininé anq piacement services. Others do not mention taxes speci-
fically, but note that incentives are necessary-if the private sector is to )
contribute to a national effort. |

©

"Private sector, if }ﬁe taxes weren't already so high."

@

"Unless the private sector contributofs receive some kind of government
releif." '
A few mention that the public sector should be in charge of tRaining and
placement services because of their [public sector] control offthe economy.

. "I believe it would help the economy if more programs were set up to
help youth acquire jobs." - L.

¢ -
"Because they have control over what goes on in the economy." : .

More than a few respondents who chose. the "public sector" option comment that -
- a partnership between both sectors was necessary to provide necessary youth
services. C : N
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"T would 11ke to see the responsibility shared but’ the government has
the money tb do the job."

© . "It should beg1n here [pub11c sector] and d1ssem1nated into the -
- private sector

""Both shou]d be responsib1e, not just one,"

‘Many of the respondents who select the “private sector” option make qpe point
that it is the private sector which provides most jobs. Because the private
. sector is seen by these respondents as the sector providing major employment
opportun1t1es, it is considered to be the best enterpr1se for the tr;?RTng
and p1acement needs of youth. These respondents beljeve that the relationship
between'trainfng and tbe work environment w111 be stronger when services are
provideo by the private sector.
"It is where most of "the jobs are."

"Private sector can better address specific needs of their own than
genera1 puplic sector training." by r'E

S

"My reason being they ' would only have the single job of preparing youth
for the wor1d f work.".

© b

"Far more capable of offering a wide Var1ety of skills in the actual
work env1ronment "

"Skills and work habits are not taught or emphasized enough in the
public sector; private is primarily on-the- job training with all the
job rules in force " , P
"They would be given more personal attention."

"Experience is better provided by private employers."

"On-the-job training--w111 Tearn faster and ‘have better ‘understanding : .
of job."

“Private business can provide definite training."

: "No point in it unless there is a job for them to go to. Find from .
past experience that youth from federally funded job training programs
do not“work out." ,

"Because they are the only ones who could hire."

"No need for government interference. Government trains in a vacuum and
is a waste of time."
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"Due to knowledge of the- type of qualificat1on§ [required] by the
private sector."

- "The market place needs to establish, hire, and train what they .need."

Other comments from those whe opt for the private sector indicate that the
p:;vate‘sector'does (or would do) a better job of providing.trairing anq
Placement services to unemployed youth than does (or would) the public sector.
Others add that the public¢ sector has tried to provide these services, but
has not been successful. .Some who felt that the private_sectdr would perform
better say they'coﬂld do so at 1e§s‘expense and bureaucratic confusion.

"Better approach to anything. If the private [sector] can't accomplish
it, 'T wouldn't expect public [sector] to."

'"Any jobs the public sector can do can be done at less cost by the
private sector and at a profit."

"Public sector has already been tried, and it is not working."

"We can do a better job. We are more attuned to productivity We are
a profit-making organization."

"Because of these incentives to make a profit."”

"Private sector does a better job. Youth are more apt to apply self to
maintain job in work environment.'

e train better than the public sector.”
“Better prepared-to handle and train youth."

"They would not tolerate poor performance.

There are also those who hold the view that private sector involvement will
require an easing of goverhmental regulations and more in the way of incentives.

"Private sector-can handle this area of training if they had more
incentive such as lower wages

"With proper incentives--Targeted Job Tax Credits or private sector tax
rebate for, hiring youth. Private sector knows what skills are needed.
Government doesn't." ' N

"Should reduce taxes so private industry can create more jobs."
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A'handful hold the view that government is already over-extended and expécted
’ k‘ . '

to do too much.

"I don't feel that the government can afford to offer training for
unemployed youth."

' "Too much is expected of government."
"Private needs to get involved--public only so much thqy can do."

"Because there should be greater responsibility on the part of private
business."

-

A few emphasize the waste that comes with governmental involvemént in the
delivery of services, as well as the added burden placed on taxpayers.

"Public funding or assistance could be a big waste of money; lots of
kids don't care to work." .

"Because all won't use or_need training services, so all should not.pay."

"Better for country in the long run; government programs pull up taxes
with burden on middle income people." .

"Taxpayers are paying enough."

Several believe that the private sector as.part of its socjal responsibility
should take on job trainihg e?forts:

"They gain economically from the public by sales of_products and feel
they should refund the public in terms of employment."

"Business should e more involved. Companies should participate in
community activijties." .

:Becausé it [private sector] benefits so much from the community."

As stated Barlier, no matter the option se[ggted, many respondents do see the
task of providing emp]oymeﬁt related trainin%uasowe11 as job.placement as
a responsibility of both government and the £r1vate sector. Some qualify
their comments by indicating an equal sharing by the two sectors, but host

simply talk about the appropriateness of a national collaborative undertaking.

Sample responses of those who marked both options are:

» v -
g R
-

»
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"Both private and public should contribute in providing quality training
for unemployed youth."

o

\
“Both--;eems like one sector shouldn't be-burdened with the entire thing."

"Has to be a cooperative effort. One can't handle it aione.” -

"] feel that in order to decrease unemployment both need to previde
- them services."

“The burden falls equally to both areas.” '

"Both should share equally. They both have the money to do it, but
would rather spend it on something else."

"Both to provide equdl opportunity.”:

“It's the responsibility of both. Both have an important role and one
can't do without the pther." -

"Both benefit from increased productivity and produce better citizens."




@

CHAPTER VII: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As we ﬁ;ted in the introduction of this report, our concern here is with the
attitudes, .perceptions, and experiences of emp]oyers‘of low income youth.

More 5pecifically, youth between the ages of 16 and 21 who had pﬁ;ticipatéd S
in the federally funded programs under the Youth Employment and Demonstration

Projects Act (YEDPA) of August, 1977.

As also noted earlier, thislreport should be viewed as a companion piecé to

a series of research reports, prepared by E.T.S., dealing with the experiences,
attitudes, and perceptions of program participants. “These two research
inquiries are meant to provide insights into both sides of the employment

coin--from the berspéctive of the employee as well as that of the employer.

Not unlike other larger scale national surveys, particularly those relying
upbn interviewers, this study is not without certain sampling and data

collecting flaws. The problems are not major, but they are worth noting.

- We would. have, for example, been more comfortable had we obtained a sizable

number of employer respondents from each of the eight industrial categories.
Certainly, it would have been -beneficial had there beén a larger sample of

respondents in the CONS and FFF organizations. The respondent size of each

" industrial grouping, however, was determined by the number of program parti-

cipants and controls reported to have been employed within a particular

industrial organization.

» -

There were also cases, we believe, where interviews may have been conducted
with an inappropriate respondent. That is, an individual who was not responsible

for the screening and hiring of -youthful employees. s
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Finally, there were instances where_interviewers'failed to obtain information
requested in the survey instrument. “Again, however,.we do not believe that
these shortcomings are sufficient to seriously detract froﬁ the quality or

credibility of the findings. ' '

As reported in Chapter II of thtg volume, the Targest single embloying»organi-
zation of prodram participants and control gfoup yGhth was the Service and
Select Retail Trades (SSRT). Hea]th; Education, Welfare, Governmental
Services, an& Religious (HEWG) agencies make up the second largest- group.
These are primarily non-profit, public service agencies. The two sérv1;e
categories, Wholesale-Retail Tradé (WRT) and Service'and Select Retail Trade
(SSRT) accounted for the employment of about half of all the youth followed

in this survey. The smallest samples of youth employees were located in

Construction (CONS) and Farming, Fisheries, and Forestry (FFF).

With the slight exception of HEWG organizations, differences between parti-
cipant and control job placements were minimal. The largest proportion of

YEDPA yGuth were in the SSRT «and HEWé areas, while controls tended to be more

evenly distributed among three work settings: SSRT, HEWG, and WRT.

A variety of variables are associated with observed differences in where
part{c ants \found employment. Operators of programs and programasites no
doubt varfied in thdir access to entry level job opportunities and the role
ecting participants with potential employers. The

National Couhci1 of Women, for example, had the largest percentage of employed
participants in HEWG organizations (41%), while La Raza reported the lowest

percentage of HEWG employment (18%). La Raza, on the other hand, was most

n - 1Y4




- greatdst variation between groups is found in HEWG organizations where black

- Age and educational status were also found te;be sigﬁif1cant factors in acCounting _

hispanics are over-represented in FFF and MANU.

-

successful in MANU placements (26%). Private Sector-Initiatives report four
out of ten placements in SSRT (40%) as compared.to the National Urbafi League's
(13%). The National Urban League, however, does report a higher rate of

employment in WRT organizations (33%) than a1l other program operators.

@

While most jobs obtained by youth were in the private ﬁectOr, almost a fifth
(17%) found work in public organizations. Both the Natiomal Urban Léague and
Recruitment Training Program report a twenty-two percent'(22%) placement in

the public sector as contrasted with Job Factory where only four percent (4%)

of participants were employed in public agencies.

Sizeable differences are f0und‘yhen comparisons are made between race/ethnicity,
sex, anqyorganizational work setting. Black youth are more likely than either
hispanic or white youth to bé employed in HEWG organizations; blacks are less
1ikely to be employed in MANU; and white youth §Féw the highest employment in
WRT. A particularly large percentage of white males are in WRT compared to

black and hispanic males who tend to be concentrated in SSRT and MANU. The

females show an employment rate twenty-six percent (26%) greater than white males.

for differences in where youth found employment.
- .

Upon examining the racia]/ethn1c'composition of the total work force of all or-
ganizations represented in this study, we found that moée than half of the employees
are white, a little more than a quarter are black, and less than a fifth are
hispanic or of some other ethnic heritage. Whites tend to Be over-represented

in the Financial, Insurance and Select Business Services (FINS) and in

Manufacturing (MANU). Blacks are over-represented in HEWG employment, and

+
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As might be anticipated, we find that the largest proportion of younger youth

(ages 16-18) are employed in the SSRT organizations--those companies with the
highest turnover rates among young entry level workers. Similarly, the-déta
indicate that the lowest average hourly wages are paid by those organizations

*

which do employ the largest proportion of entry level youth, .

‘ \ : &
Data dealing with entitlements and benefits show that more than half of the )
employers report that their companies offer full time employees at 1east'the

following:
Paid Vacations

Paid Holidays

Hospital/Medical Benefits

Paid Sick Leave '

Life Insurance \

g - o

]

Since the majority of companies reqqire some mandatory pgriod of employment
prior to employee'access to these benefitsJ/it is doubtful that most entry
level youth actually participate in thegé 40mpany offerings. Further, the
information provided by employers makes clear that the most comprehensive énd
attractive benefit packages are found precisely in those organizations which

employ the smallest number of young wbrkers.

‘\

-
Finally, we find that counseling services for employees tend to be found in
oﬁganizations where there is less in the way of employee turnover and more

in the way of work force continuity.

from Chapter III we are able to gain some insights as to the barriers which

youth, particularly low income youth, may confront as they seek to make the

schoo% tb work transition. The data show that every employing organization

does insist upon entry level employees meeting some type of entrance criteria.




‘e
"

'§ s That finding in'itsglf is not startling. What is of interest are the range
of entrance deﬁands of employers of §outh entering the job market. Nine out
of ten emp]oyers require evidence of qual1fication in at Teast four areas.
"Five' of ten employers require that new workers meet at least seven entry

‘gUalifications. Further, the vast majority of respondents be]ié:é’not only

that these standards are desirable; but that there should be greater enforﬁe-

ment of these entry level qualifications.

“Interestingly,” ds mahy employers note-the importance of "personal appearance
as "abilify to read," and "ability to write.” Far more emphasis is placed
upén cognitive skills and personal grooming than upon “"work experience,"

"high school diploma,” or "previous.job training."

While thgre is a'high level of consensus among all emp]oyer for these entrance
qualifications, there are variations between organizations. Briefly, those |
employihg the largest proportion of younger adolescents tend to be lgss demanding
in entrance qualifications. The findings afe reflective of a system which

~ operates efficiently in absorbing new young worke}s into those jobs which are
viewed as being most appropriate for young, first time, ehtry level novices.
The employment gates are opened most widely to the uﬁgkilled. uninitiated, and .
inexperienced for entry into those jobs which demand the least in the way of

skill, experience, or commitment.

Still, the question which must bggrhised ts "Why so -much for so }ittle?” That
, i

is, given the demands of these entry level jobs, why the insistence upon so

many entrance qua11fications? What is the relationéhip between these quali-

fications and the demands of the job? Further, what evidence is there that




youth who meet some or all of these qualifications are more productiée or

k?liable employees? .

-

The role and saliency of entrance quéiif?&éi%ﬁ%g becomes even less clear_when‘

we note that only a small number of employers utilize written tésts.'oral $
tests, or performance tests in sorting out acgeptable and unacceptable candidates.
Howfemployers can assess Cognitive skill qualffications without such tests

remains a mystery. Weq&ight speculate that there are some‘serious disarepancies A

»

between qdalifications cited and qualifications enf®rced.

As there are entrance qualifications, there are also behaviors and conditions -
which may act to keep young people out of tT§ work force. Disqualification
factors of employing organizations cover a wfde range of behaviors &nd personal
attributes. Almost half of the employers {tate that a record of drug use

would disqualify a youﬁg\gerson for employ ent. A third would deny employment s

because of a prison record; a fourth for an arrest; limited English ability,

or physical handicaps.

Employers do then, establish Tualifications for job entry and a significant

* “*
number, though not a majority, will disqualify applicants who fail to meet

certain behavioral, social, and physical criteria.

We find that age is a very important factor in controlling the kinds of iobs

which will be available to young people. Further, we found that although

the very large majority of employerc do insist upon evidence of cognitive skills--
reading, writing, and arithmetic--only a handful actually use some type of -

& .
test or igs#rument jp order to assess the appliinnt's\pbility to meet qual ifyifg

standards. Most employers appear to rely upon personal interviews and prior

Job references as the data used to screen out desirable and undesirable candi-

dates. 'The findings from this portion of our investigation would suggest there

* 175

178




identified in this‘research, may be p]éying a role in hiring decisions.

Judiciously assess youthful job candidates.

may not necessarily be a rat1ona1 f1t between the skills requ1red by the S

‘entrance level JObS youth obta1n and the qua11f1cat1ons d1SQua11f1cat1ons used

h

by»employers. Further, these data suggest that-factors, other than those | “ -

a

Again, the 1nform fon from this study cannot provide answens to questions.

. of rac1a1, sexual, or ethnic d1scr1m\nat1on The discrepancies, however,

between expressed qualifications and. Tack of means to assess these qua11f1cat1ons,
.and the lack of fit between job requ1rements and.expressed qualifications-
d1squa]1f1cat1ons, does contr1bute to the 1mpress1on that discrimination is an
operating factor in the emp]oyment process. Both sides, emp]oyee and emp]oyer,
enter, the h1r1ng process with 11tt1e in the way of meqn1ngfu1 exchange data.

The youthful candidate does not possess hand evidence of competencies, att1tude,
or mot1vat1on Emp]oyers ,on the other hand, seem to be w1thout measures;

benchmarks, or standards with wh1ch.they might more effect1ve1y and more

9 :

- Finally, these anaiysis suggest that there would be merit in a c]oser-workino

re1ationship between those.who employ youth-and those involved in the

education and career relataed training of youth. Such a co11aborétion\might

°

help in maximizing the goodness of fit in the school to work transition.
. . 'V — b’ ,

In Chapter IV we dealt with the employers' experiences with and assessments

o of young employees There is much in the way of consensus among respondents

as to the areas 1n wh1ch %outh are in need of wgrk preparation.. Cited most

frequent]y is an'umprOVement in wdrk re]ated att1tudes A more positive work

"attitude as well a greater ”know]edge of proper‘behav1or on the job" are noted’

Far more frequently than are needs for improvement in jop skills or technical

education. o Q . -
~ 4 ' . | o ) .
3 -

4 N ) 4

»
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}

. a1so very muchv1n need of basic educational skills: reading, wr1t1ng, and ™ /’ |§

v

* According to our respondents, jsg,turnoyer among youth is far more 1ike1y to <

-’

-

2

\ ‘ . \
a w he
.

»
Emp1oyers fee] ‘that youth 1ack an appropr1ate work etg1c and that they are

arithmetic. . o L . -

¥

be the resu1t of act1on taken by the young emp1oyee rather than the emp1oye;.‘ .

E1ght of ten .respondents saytthat voluntary term1nat1on is- the major source ‘
of employment turnover among youth. Be1ng fired or be1ng laid off accounts

for only a ?1fth of the JOb term1nat1ons The maJor redson given for the

h1gh Tevel of vo1untary Job departure on the part of the young is that they~'

have found and accepted a better 3ob, St111, a1most ha]f of,the respondents

say that a comb1nat1on of a 1ack of 1nt%5est in the current job and persona]

reasons (i.e. fam11y, ch11db1rth de11nquency) are strong contrijuting factors ‘»

to the re1at1ve}y h1,gh job mob111}y4)f youth.

‘Ahsenteéism and unacceptab1e attitude or behavior are the main reasons why

youth are\terminated by their employers. Clearly, the data provided by

$responqents points to perceived deficiencies in attituoe‘and‘hehavior as the o \
most sa11ent problem factors. Fa11ure to possess necessary "job or technical |
sk111s are rare1y mentioned. As we p01nt oug 1njthapter IV, these findings should
not be surpr1s1ng since the bulk of entry level jobs taken by the young requ1re
m1n1ma1 competencies Emp1oyers then look for young workers who will be

dependab]e;opresentab1e, and fairly we11-behaved--character1st1cs and. attributes

which are not, according to‘emp1oyer respohdents, preva1ent among contemporary

youth. ~ { - s .
. . . _ |

!

Interéestingly, despite the problems encounteﬁ;d, these same respondents tend

to hold a fairly sympathetic and dnderstanding attitude toward these same, -

. -

e - " " ]77 | . oL #
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_ -
~ young emp1oyeésﬁ ResBondeﬁts make two major points: 1: Many of the jobs held
by youth are nof fhg kind that would enhance a strong commitment fo task or
.emp1oyer, 2. predictability and responsibility are attributes which come with
mafurit& and are rarely to bé pra&ficed by adolescents. Further, the perception
of a lack of apﬁropriate work values and behaviors is a hore‘preva1ént a problem
among the'young, it is not restficted to youth. Onlthe contrary, respondents

feel that many older, more mature emp1oyee§ are also lacking in apbropriate

work motivation, loyalty, and responsibility.

-
- -~

Noted also in Chapter IV are data indicating that the majority of program and
control group youth are satisfied with the work they are doing; belieVe that
they get a fair pay for the work tHey do; feel -that they are doing worthwhile

work; and given current knowledge of their job, they would take the same job’

A
[ 4

again.

“What is also clear from thé'evidence_provided by these‘wouth is the fact that
while théy are content with their current entry level job, very few expect

to continue to work for the same organization in the near future. Less than

a third feel that, given a choice, fhey.wou1d,choose to remain with the same

emp]oyer five years hence., ' -

< o , : R ) : .
The fact that employers do anticipate high job turnover among youth and that
they do recagnize that dependability is not a prevalent characteristic of
Américah ﬁouth does not make the task of screening, training, ang scheduling,
youthful employees any easier. Obviougly, employers would bref:Z that youihfu]
empioygg;\éinbit more in the way of 1oya1ty, gratitude, and responsibility--

) attributes not too dissimi]af from those they would wish to see in a11‘their

employees. Meanwhile, those who do employ Targe numbers of youth will continue

to anticipate more of the same kind of job related problems and will do the*

~
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‘respondents compare older and younger workers. We also point out that the

.

best they can to minimize the dysfunctions caused by the highly mobile and

kinetic behavior of youth.

In Chapter V we examined a number’ of attitudinal areas dealing with how

'd

explanatory comments of fered by respondents add a very important dimension
to our understanding of not only what employers believe, but also why they ‘k\l

hold the views they do. - -

7

- . -

There are four work related comparisons in which employers hold fairly similar

/

views toward older and younger workers. Genera11y, as many dgree, disagree,

or feel there are no differences between the generations .in ability to communi-

\d

cate; opportdnities for promotion; and on-the-job initiative. Nor do they

/ . - °
believe that one age group is more or less a risk to-employers than is the

“other.

Argument among employer respondents is greatest when questions of adherence -
‘ ‘e . !

to work schedules and adaptability are raised. Clearly, respopdents see f

younger workers as less reliable in matters of promptness and wolk attendance

and older workers less adaptable in dealing with new prob]emé.
TN

.

The two qUestions which generate the most in the way of disagreemenf are:
X . v
"Older workers have worse attendance records than younger ones." and

"Younger workers keep their job 1onger thap older workers. "

Ag:]n, a theme which is prevalent whenever employers discuss young, entry Tevel

employees is that younger worker;fﬁ;; viewed as unpredictable and highly mobile.

While less dramatic in embhasis,-emp]oyers are also inclined to disag}ee that

older workers are less efficient than younger workers. The majority do not
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believe that younger workers shoﬁ]d have an advantage over older workers in
~either h1r1ng or on-the-job pract1ces Nor do they feel that they wou]d prefer

‘to empﬁoy older rather than younger workers.

Ability to get along with ones co-workers is viewed as an attribute shared
equally by both older and younger workers. Similarly, respondents see older
and younger workers fairly much the same in performance evaluations made by

supervisors and in the quality of the work performed.

1 i 1
Although we do find some instances where there seems to be’a re]ationship

between age compos1t10n of the organ1zat1ona1 work force and age -based evalua- '
tions, the paftern is not consistent.

|
|
What we find fromhiggisﬂﬁgggnzsf and comments.is a profile of the younger
|
|

R g

worker as someone not unlike older co-workers, with several strong exceptions.

R Y
The younger worker is considered to be less reliable in showing up for work
) : ]
and frequently as someone who will not show up on time. Further, he or she is
an individual who frequently-changes jobs, and %hen at work may be less efficient

in“the use of time than more mature employees.
. S
Perceived differences are far less pronounced in matters of communicating and

- getting along with co-workers; quality of work performed; adaptability to . ‘
problems; and aséessmen{s made by work supervisors.

' ' |

|

Finally, eﬁp]oyers are not inclined to prefer older to younger workgrs nor do

they believe that age .should be primary ériteria in hiring and work policies. ; 4
w‘/ hd M . 1

- : ,Ehaﬂter VI attention was given to both the respondent awareness of YEDPA l
\

programs as Qell as attitudes perta1n1ng to a number of important policy

matters,




A Tittle more than half of the respondents report that their firms~have'
employed youth emp1oyment'program participants. A smaller number, some 30%

are not certain if they ahe_emp1oyers of such youth, and the remainder respond \
that such hirings have not occurred. Employers idéntified as having employed

program participants are more likely, a1thodgh the'difference is not significant,

than control group'eﬁb1oyers to report an affirmative hiring response.

Whether employers are or are ‘not aware of havfng employed youth who are products
of federal training programs does not appear to be associated‘with awareness of
local YEDPA programs or‘eva1uation of the quality of employment training
programs. The majority pf émp]oyer res;ondents are not famif{ar wi%h local

YEDPA organizations, but the majority believe such programs have been suceessful

in enhéncing employment opportunities for low income youth.

There is also a fair degree of consensus hmong employers as to fhe following
policy issues: ' h v k\
I. job training/job assfstance should be provided for low incoﬁe
youth. Many respondents believe such programs should be available
for youth as well as adults, no matter eéonomic status of the potential
N client. .
II. Prefeféntia] tre%}ment of minority youth should not‘be advocated
in either policy or program. .
ITII. Minority youth are not perceived as being more or less of a risk
»or problem in the workplace than non-minority youth. The education

and socio-economic status of youth are considered to be more-

important vdriables.

»

’

‘ IV, There shou1d not be a differential minimum wage for yduth.

I
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V; A diﬁfgrentié1 wage scale .would not 1ead_to greater"emp[oyment
of youth. | _
VI. 'Responsibi]1ty for the provision of job training and placement for
unemﬁloyed youth should rest primarily with the public sector in

collaboration with private enterprise.




