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Foreword to the WIN Report

This report presents the final results of BSSR’s evaluatfon of the
WIN Quality Training Demonstration Project. In addition to our final
anal yses and recommendations, an attempt has been made to 1include 1in
this report a comprehensive sumun * f all major activities over the
1life of the project. Only those inte 1 in a very fine level of
d2tail need to refer to the tvo in .im reports which were issued in
1980 and 1982.

As 1s the case for all reports growing out of this project, the
research findings represent the collective efforts of many individuals.
The two senior authors of this report have been assoclated with this
project since 1its 1inception. While at BSSR, John Weidman was
responsible for developing and implementing the experimental design for
this study; after he moved to the University of Pittsburgh, he continued
to participate actively Iin all phases of the research and contributed to
the drafting of chis report. Richard White has had the major
responsibility for the management of this project and the preparation of
this report. Besides the authors, B, Katherine Swartz has made a major
contribution in the planning and execution of the cost/benefit analyses
and also in the studv of labor market experiences. Other BSSk staff
have also played important roles in the completion of project tasks and
the preparation of this report. Mary Eileen Dixon and Miriam Balutis
shared responsibility for instrument design and data collection and
prepared Appendix B. In addition, Ms. Dixon drafted Chapter 4 of the
report, which summarizes the post-training employment experiences of
program graduates. Lucy Duff prepared the review of previous studies of
panpower programs which is Appendix F to this report.

Other BSSR staff who made significant contributions include Janie
Marinkovic who supervised the editing and data reduction tasks, and
members of BSSR’s computer analysis unit, in particular, Barbara Noble,
the unit’s manager and David Naden and Jjoshua Greenbaum, who carried out
much of the computer analysis. David Naden aiso prepared a merged and
reconciled hierarchical data file for the final data analyses.

Within the Employment and Training Administration, the project
benefited from the guidance provided by Dr. Howard Rosen, under whose
leadership this effort was initiated. Gordon Berlin contributed many
ideas and research suggestions, as well as unflagging support. The
coatinued interest of Dr. Burt Barnow, Director of the Office of
Research and Development, and of Ms. Beverley Bachemin, our current
project monitor, have also been essential for carrying the project thLis
far.




Finally, the cooperation and information from Virginia Mills,
National Project Coordinator for the Bell & Howell Education Group, from
Ursula Haugabrok, Rose James and Michelle Williams, the ccunselors of
the Bell & Howell Schools for WIN students in Chicago and Columbus, and
from the personnel of the local WIN and SAU offices have been invaluable

to the evaluation team; their reports have been a major data source for
this report.

Laure Sharp
Principal Investigator
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Executive Summary

This report describes a unique demonstration project initiated in
1978 by the Bmployment  and Training Administration of the
U.S. Department of Labor. The project sought to test the feasibility of
a high~skill training program which would prepare participating welfare
recipients for well-paying jobs in the private sector.

Using a rigorous and carefully monitored experimental design, the
project sc ight to obtain a full assessment of project outcomes. The
results of this research effort are reported in the prese 't document.

The basic goal of the high~-quality training project was to determine
if a large training iuvestment for some segment of the welfare
population could result in access to well-paying and stable jobs for the
women able to undertake such training. Under the regular WIN program,
the proportion of clients wto gained a firm foothold in the labor market
and earned enough to forego participation in publicly funded programs
qvailable for low-income populations was generally low. Tae hign-
quality program was not conceived as a training prototype for all WIN
clients; rather it was seen as a useful option for qualified -welfare
recipients  who were believer to constitute a not insignificant
proportion of the total welfare population. The development of
estimates of the proportion of such eligibles was one of the study’s
sub-goals, as were information about optimal program  structure,
screening procedures, and support services to be put in place in future
replications.

The t aining programs selected for this demonstration were chosen to
meet the following criteria: offering training fcr high-demand and high-
wage occupations; located in a reputable private institution with a

proven placement record and experience in educating disadvantaged




students, and offering remedial classes if needed. The two institutions

3elented were the DeVrey Institute of Technology ‘n Chicago and the Ohio
Inszitute of Technology in Columbus, Ohio. Both institutions are part
of the Bell & Howell Education Group (a subsidiary ot the Bell & Howell

Company) and offered two-year programs for electronics technicians 1n

addition to other electrcnics training programs.

The training curriculum was a five~trimester program extending over
20 months, It 1included basic course work 1in mathematics and
electronics-related subjects, with heavy emphasis on laboratory
practice. A remedial program in ar!thmetic, basic science and English
was required of students judged to be inadequately prepared on the basis
cf their entrance examination scores. This "Prep" course added one
trimester to the regular five-trimester sequence.

The schools require high attendance and performance standards;
failure to adhere to these standards result in probation and suspension.
However, students can repeat failed courses twice and be re-admitted
after suspension. Faculty and the regular 3student body are
predominantly male and white. The regular students are young (mostly
between 18 and 21). In recent ycars between 35 and 50 percent of
students admitted tc the program graduated.

Placement 1s a major strength of these schools. Students are given
extensive preparation and counseling for the job search, and there {s
considerable on-campus recruituent by employers. 1In 1979, the schools
recorded placement within 60 davs of graduation for ©96% of those
students who sought assistance from the placement office. By 1982, as a
result of the deteriorating labor market, this figure had decliued to

below 807,

13




Xv

The WIN women who entered the program 1in 1978 differed from the
regular students not only because they were female, older, more ofter
Black, and single heads )f household, but also because they were
academically weaker. Because the goal of the program was to make the
WIN clients fully competitive in the 1labor market, there was little
modification ¢f the basic technician program on their behalf.
Addifrional services were provided, including tutoring and supplementary
instruction, tours of work sites, and the hiring of a special counselor
at each school to work exclusively with WIN students. These c¢ounselors
were available throughout the life of the program to assist WIN students
overcome academic and non-academic problems which right interfere with
successful school completion and job placement.

The local WIN offices and t'ie corresponding Separate Administrative
Units (SAUs) also provided a variety of services (including specigl
allowances and childcare) for these students and devoted an
exceptionally high level of more than the "usual" attention and services
to these WIN clients.

An experimental design was im,'<mented during the recruitment
process. Groups of clients wsre 17 : - .d who qualified for admission
to the program; %half of them were randomly assigned to the program;
eligible, unselected clients constituted the control or comparison
group. ™ « program was publicized in both cities and interested clients
were interviewed an® 3iven the GATB test battery. Those with scores
above pre-established cut-off levels (either 90, or 80 for high-school
graduates) were referred to the schools where they were further tested
in arithmetic and reading with tests routinely given to all applicants
for the electronics training program. Those who wer~ accepted bj the

schools constituted the eligible pool (N=313) from which the

14




xvi

participants (N=137) were randomly selected, with the balance (N=176)
constituting the comparison group of eligible, unselected WIN clients.
Early attrition reduced the number of program participants to 133,

Because of differences 1n recruitment procedures used by the two
partizipating WIN sites, the proportion of voluntary WIN clients was
very high in Columbus (79%) and very low in Chicago (9%). The average
age of all participants was 30. Most nf thc participants had one or two
children; 407% had three or more., The majority of all participants were
minority group members (in Chicago, 81% were Black, 10% were other
ethnic minorities; in Columbus, 47% were Black, 2% other minorities).
For the total group, the mean number of school years completed was 11.7.
and average scores on the three GATB tests exceed the norm of 100, with
Columbus szores considerablv higher than those 1n Chicago. Virtually
all training participants had held a job at some point in their lives
but at the time of program enrollment, 90% had been unemployed for more
than six months. The experimental and comparison groups did not differ
with respect to any of these characteristics.

As of MMay 1983, one WIN-sponsored student was still enrolled in the
training program. This woman was expected to graduate later in 1983,
thereby bringing the number of graduates to 53 and the graduation rate
to 29 poercent. While this is a much lower completion rate than for the
usual short-duration and academically undemanding WIN training programs,
it is not much lower than for the regular Bell & Howell student body and
for other degree-oriented and performance graded postsecondary prograums
with flexible admissions criteria. Academic difficulties and personal
problems which were largely responsible for the high dropout rate also
affected the progress of those who managed to graduate and resulted in

slow program completion. Fewer than half of those who completed the
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program graduated on schedule; most had to repeat specific courses or

entire terms because of poor grades. Otuers were suspended for poor

attendance, or dropped out voluntarily for a time, then re-entered the

program a term or two later. For the graduates, median enrollment time

was 24 months; the range was from 20 months to 40 months. For dropouts,
the median number of months in the program was seven, but 407 of them
dropped out during the first five months, often after a few weecks. Poor
attendance was seen as a major factor 1in non-completion and slow
completion, and was attributed by training participants, counselors, and
WIN staff tc factors related to family responsibilities (lack of
childcare, children’s health proolems), transportation difficulties, {111
health, lack of financial resouvices, and difficulties with the public
assistance system. However, systematic comparisons between dropouts and
completers suggested that the existence of such problems did not sharply
differentiate the two groups. Academic factors were more Iimportant: the
dropout group inc. ded a much larger proportion of women who started out
in the remedial program and had been enrolled in the vocational rather
than general track in high-school (and had therefore had fewer science
and math courses). A portion of the dropout group was also seen as more
job~ than training~oriented: these women dropped out of the program to
accent employment. Three other factors which seemed to differentiate
graduates from dropouts were motivation, a positive early impression of
the training ani its effect on the woman’s family, and more contact with
non-WIN students at the training institution.

Employment information was obtained from graduates, dropouts, and

comparison group members at two points in time. Because not all members

of the study population could be located for all personal interviews,

some information was obtained from the training institutions and WIN
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offices. Information on post-training employment 1s available for 48 of
the 52 women who had graduated before February 1983; later enployment
data 1s available fer 40 graduates. Following graduation, 34 (71%) of
the WIN clients were successful 1in obtaining employment. Placement
rates were higher in Chicago (80%) than in Columbus (612Z), a difference
attributable to better labor market opportunities for electronics-
related occupations in Chicago. Those who were successful in obtaining
jobs found them rather quickly, largely with the ﬁelp of the Bell &
Howell placement services; 68 percent of the jobs were started within a
month of graduation. Nevertheless, many of the graduates, and not only
those who had not bzen placed, found the job search more difficult thaa
expected. Often, employers were unwilling to consider graduates with a
.9W ,.ade point average or no actual work experience. Some graduaates
also found 1t a handicap that they lacked either a private phone or a
car. The nee! to relocate either within the city or to an out-of-town
locatidn presented a major problem for others. Placement success was
most likely for the best students (those with high grade-point averages)
and those who completed the program in the shortest time. Shorter
pericds of welfare dependence prior to training was found to be another
predictor of successful placement.

While not all graduates were successful in their inftial employment
search, those who were placed obtained good jobs. All but one of these
were full-time, and all but two were in the electronics fileld. Starting
annual salaries averaged $12,883; the highest reported salary was
$16,890. While the average pay was slightly lower than that for all
Bell & Howell graduates ($15,800 for technician program graduates), it
was considerably higher than the naticnal average of $7,034 for women

placed through the usual WIN services during the same year (1981).
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The experiences of the employed graduates in making the transition
from school to paid ecmployment uncovered sore unanticipated issues.
Most of the problems center around the timing of the 1loss of support
from public agencies, especially health care coverage for clients and
their children. Many graduates felt that services were prematurely
withdrawn, before graduates could acquire the resources tc compensate
for the loss or before employer-paid coverage became effective. In a
few cases, graduates were forced to give up jobs because of transition
problems.

In December 1932, employnent information was again collected for'all
study subjects. Some of the graduates had completed the program rather
recently and were still in the initial stages of their job search. Of
those who had graduated earlier, 2 few had lost the jobs obtained after
graduation because of lay-offs, while others, unemployed at the time of
pra2vious contact, had found work. Information limited to 40 graduatcs
showed that 427 of these women were working in December of 1982, The
comparable figures for dropouts and cumparison group members were 32%
and 40Z.

While differences in employment status between the three grcups are
smaller than one might have expected, differences in the quality of jobs
held were substazntial. Thirty perceat of the dropouts and 16 percent of
the comparison group reported that they usually worked fewer than 35
hours pe- week, while none of the graduates reported working less than
35 7ours per week.

The average hourly wage earned was $8.53 for graduates, $4.86 for
dropouts and $5.21 for the comparison group. Assusaing 50 paid weeks per
year, the estimated average annual salary earned was $18,244 for

graduates, $9,830 for dropouts, and $10,974 foi. the comparison group.
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A further indicator of the financial advantage conferred on eamployed

program graduates is the avallability of a full benefit package: all
have medical 1insurance and all but one have both dental insurance and
sick leave, Slightly fe'er than half of the employed dropouts and
comparison group members reported having comparable full benefit
packages. In sum, employed graduates appear to have adequate incomes
and fringe benefits to remain Iindependent of welfare even in the event
of illness, while employed members of the other two groups do not have
the earnings "cushicn" and insurance protection to assure coniinued
independence, This 1s also suggested by the data on welfare payments.
All employed program graduates reported themselves as being independent
of the welfare system, while 17 percent of the employed dropouts and
eight rpercent of the employed comparison group members continued to
recelve AFDC.

Twenty-three percent of the employed dropouts reported that
completing_ a porticn of the electronics techunician training program
directly affected their ability to obtain their current job. Similarly,
30 percent of the employed c.aparison group members reported hat
attending the orientation session (part of the study selection process)
iafluenced their decision to look for the job they held at the time of
the interview, Since noun2 of these women were employed in the
electronics industry, this suggests that qualifying for this very
selective training program provided some motivation for these clients to
seek employment, or that their identification as capable potential
workers motlvated the WIN staff to make special efforts on their behalf.

While direct comparisons between graduates, dropouts, and comparison
group members show substantial earnings advantages for graduates, it is

not possible to conclude from these data that the training program is
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necessarily a cost-effective one. Cost-benefit analyses based on
earnings and welfare dependency of study participants and comparison
group members and carried out as part of this research showed that
during the post-graduation observation period for which data were
available (approximately 2 months), the accvmulated earnings of study
participants had not reached the point of exceeding training costs,
including foregone earnings, Similarly, from the taxpayer’s
perspective, post-training welfare savings and tax receipts had not
reached the point of covering training costs. More detailed analyses by
study site showed higher cost-benefit ratios for Chicago than for
Colunmbus, and separate analyses for graduates also yielded somewhat
higher ratios, but in no case did benefits exceed costs. No 1life-time
earnings stream projections were developed, because the picturc of
likely future labor market experiences was too unclear at the close of
the study period, and because the coust-benefit analyses were subject to
a number of limitations, inciuding missing data for which estimates were
substituted and non-inclusion of fringe Dbenefits in ecarnings
computations because of insufficient data. There is also some evidence
that the comparison group’s relatively favorable labor macket experience
over the study period is partially attributable to the study’s screening
and random assignment processes, which gave the non-selected women extra
motivution and more intensive WIN services than would have been
available in the absence of the demonstration research program.

On balance, the outcome evaluation points to mixed findings. Those
women who completed the program and found work did measurably better
than comparably qualified women who did not have access to this
training. During the observation perfod, their earnings were high

enough to insure independence from all public support sources.
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But the number of such women, compared to the total number admitted

into the program was small. Fewer than one-third of the enrolled women
graduated. [he proportion of drcpouts 1s not m :h higher than for
regular students enrolled in post-secondary programs, and need not be a
source of major concern provided unsuited students are not encouraged to
stay 1in the program for extensive periods of time and are instead
directed to other training or to employment opportunities.

More wcrrisome weve the problems er -untered in the transition from
school to work for some of the wome who completed the program. Some
transition support servic-s have been Iidentified which might facilitate
job placement. Most 1likely, earlier contact with potential employers
through part-time work experience built into the curriculum, or earlicr
employer commitments to cecruiting WIN~-sponsored graduates, would be
most effective,

The availability of other high-quality training options wnich might
be a better fit for some portion of the qualified WIN client population
would probtably improve retention and placement outcomes.

Among the Appendices included 1in the study 1is an extensive
bibliographie review of earlier programs designed to promote
employability and employment of welfare recipients, detailed
descriptions of the electronics technician training program, and a

detailed summary of the study methodology.
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ASSESSMENT OF A WIN QUALTITY
DE!MONSTRATION TRAINLNG rrROGRAM

FINAL REPORY

I. RESEARCH *7 " LUATION GOALS

Beginning in the summer of 1978 and ending with the preparation of
the present final report in the fall of 1983, the Bureau of Social
Science Rescarch has been intimately involved in all phases of a wunique
and pathbreaking demonstration funded by the Employment and Training
Adninistra:zion of the U.S. Department of Labor. The project sought to
test the feasibility of a high-skill training program which would
prepare participating weifare 1. .ipients for well-paying jobs in the
private secctor. BSSR was the research arm of the demonstration witn
responsibility for developing the experimental design on which the
research findings were to be based, monitcring adherence to the design
and observing Lhe implementation of the project. A large volume of data
was collected from participants, administrators and other officials for
the purpose of providing a full assessment of the experiment. The
present repcrt summarizes our findings and recommendatjons.

The Work Incentive Program--which was launched 1in 1968 and
reauthorized every year since--has as its stated aim the achievement of
employability and independence from welfare for those welfare recipients
who are able to work. Year after year, it failed to accomplish this
goal for most participants. Assessments of training or placement
outcomes under the WIN program showed time and agiin that it 1id little
beyond preparing most trainees for low-paying and unstable jobs which
often required income supplementation to provide families with minimal

1
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subsistence, and which frequently saw many trainees return to the

welfare rolls after a short interlude in the labor force. Over the
years, critics of the program suggested that a possible--and perhaps
even cost-effective-—alternative is to make a bigger training investment
for some segment of the welfare population in order to provide them with
access to fi.ancially and socially rewariing jobs which would really
enable them to function independently and attain a standard of living
and a lifestyle characteristic of middle~class Americans.

The High Quzlity Training Program described and assessed in this
report was put in place to explore this possibility. Clearly, such a
program aims at an optimal solution to the problems of welfare mothers
chosen to participate. If successful in completing the trainiung, they
would have access to well-paying jobs, adequate fringe benefits, career
opportunities and relatively secure employment in growing companies. In
effect, their status would be that of well-paid technical workers with
competitive skilis, and they and their children would move from poverty
to at least a modest middle-class existence.

One wmight argue that such aspirations are unrealistic for the bulk
of welfare reciplents, and that more modest solutions, i.e., jobs which
provide lower wages and fringe benefits, but which yield incomes at
least equal to welfare payments are a more realistic goa!l for most able=-
bodicd welfare recip! nts. It should be emphasized that the program was
not conceived as a training prototype for all WIN clients. However,
there are a number of good reasons why the alternat’ ve tested in the
High~Qual ity Training experiment deserved systematic examination:

1. Broadly based studies of low-income families (in particular, the
long~term panel study of Income Dynamics carried out by the

University of Michigan) demonstrate that families whose heads are
employed 1in low-income jobs frequently must seek assistance because
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of layoffs, uncovered illness periods, etc., or require continuous
help 1in the form of food stamps, medicaid, or income
supplementation. Working mothers who are heads of households are
especially likely to need this type of assistance. When benefits
are withheld from poor families with working parents, as is the case
in g¢ome states and under current Federal guidelines, serious
problems may arise with respect to the health and nutrition status
of children.

2. If some segment of the welfare population ~an indeed be moved into
more permanent jobs providing true financial independence, the
benefits are enormous, not only for the women themselves, but for
their children and for society. The high training costs would be
offset in a relatively short time by tax contributions and savings
in long-term welfare and social services.

3. There are mechanisms available tc finance this type of training for
wel fare recipients that are independent of the welfare system, in
particular, educational loan and grant programs (e.g., National
Direct Student Loans and Pell Grants). In the past, such programs
were seldom used by welfare recipients, largely because federal,
state and local agencies emphasized short-term training and
immediate placement over longer-~term training efforts. If it can be
demonstrated, however, that for some welfare recipients longer
training investment is feasible and cost effective, more flexible
policies might be introduced.

Cleariv, a test of the feasibility and outcomes of High Quality
Training for welfare recipients was highly desirable. At the same time
it was generally agreed that the odds were not high for the unqualified
success of a first project of this type, which required enormous
motivation and effort on the part of participants, and great flexibility
and patience on the part of training institutions and administrative
agencies, Much had to be 1learned about program structure, Support
services, and student and staff attitudes. Equally important was a
research design which would make allowance for the proposed recruitment
procedures., As plans for the demonstration began to crystalize, and
discussions were initiated with training institutions and WIN officials,
it became clear that acceptance of participants would be a selective

process. Only welfare recipients who were highly motivated and who

could satisfy pre-set levels of academic aptitude and achievement would
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be eligible for enrollment. Such selective recruitment immediately
raised the question of true program effects: was it not 1likely that
highly qualified welfare recipients might achieve success in the job
market and economic independence independent of program participation,
for example, by finding good jobs (with or without the help of WIN
Placement efforts) or by enrolling in other types of skill training
available in the community? It was therefore decided early on that only
a true experimental design, incorporating a control group and long-term
foliow-up of participants and controls, could provide valid answers
about program effects and outcomes.

The present report details our observations and i1indings over a
period of approximately four and one-half years, from the time the first
trainees were selected for program participation (June, 1973) until
early 1983, when the last round of interviews was conducted with
participants and controls. Four and one-half years is a 1long time
period for a study of a demonstration program, but in fact it is not
long enough to generate all the answers one would need to obtain for a
full assessment. Those women who completed the training program had had
the opportunity for less than two years of labor market experience, and
answers about job stability and career progression require a much longer
period of obs2rvation., The material in this report is most definitive
with respect to process and early outcomes. We have learned a great
deal about training retention and factors ~-~sociated with successful
program completion, and about the transition from training to first job.
We have also had a sufficient observation period to convince ourselves
that those women who met the entrance qualifications for this program

but were not selected--the control group--did not generally experience a

marked improvement in their situation over the observation period,




obtaining neither training or placement opportunities which enhancel

their earning power.

Cne of the greatest difficulties in conducting the type of research
on which this report is based is attritiun of the study population: low-
income persons move frequently, and are often hard to locate for
reinterviews. As shown 1in Appendix B, we were able to keep losses of
study subjects at a minimum as a result of elaborate address maintenance
and incentive procedures. We feel that we can claim for the data
presented 1in this report a level of reliability seldom achieved in
studies of this type.

Prior to undertaking the demonstration program, and throughout the
life of the study, we paid close attention to past and current efforts
carried out by government agenciles and private organizations directed at
improving employability and economic independence of AFDC mothers and
other low-income women. A review of evaluations ani research conducted
in conjunction with regular WIN and CETA programs enabled us to identify
some of the factors associated with more or less successful training
outcomes, and helped shape some aspects of the demonstration and of the
research design. We also 1identified a number of other small-scale
demonstration programs, which featured highly intensive approaches to
preparing disadvantaged women for steadier and more rewarding
employment. The 1information which we assembled about these earlier
training efforts, and which is detailed in Appendix G, alerted us to the
difficalties which even highly motivated and capable welfare mothers

experience when they attempt to move from welfare dependence ‘to economic

sel f-sufficiency.




The organization of this report is basically chronological, with the

earller chapters describing <che training program, the prncess of
narticipant selection, personal characteristics of participants, and the
school experience, with special emphesis on comparisons between
graduates and dropouts. The latter chapters dezl primarily with labor
market experiences, the transition from ¢ .hool to work, and the costs
and benefits of this program bzsed on, in amost cases, one-year follow-up
observations. Several appendices are also included. These may be
helpful to WIN and other eugloyment-criented programs for Jlow-income
persons in replicating or improving this type of training program. More
detailed versions of the early hapters appeared in two interim reports

available from the Department of Labor.




DESCRIPTION OF THE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

II.
In this chapter we present a description of the study design, of the
training institutions and training programs chosen for this
demonstration, of the procedures used to select the individuals to
participa~e in the study, and finally of the study participants

themselves.

The Electronics Technician Training Program

Selecting The Training Institution

A number of criteria were considered by the Department of Labor
during the process of selecting a training institutio»n for the
assessment of the effectiveness of high-quality high-tech training for
WIN women. Foremost among these was finding an institution which
trained students for an occupation which paid a high enough wage so that
the graduate would become economically self-cufficient and one for which
there was and would continue to be a demand in the market place.

In order to find such a training program, it was necessary to
consider programs which differed greatly from those previously off-.ad
to women through WIN. (See the discussion of earlier WIN programs in

Appendix G.) Needed were training programs which were rigorous and

demanding, took a substantial amount of time to complete, and were for
occupations which were nontraditional for women. The Labor Department
also decided t¢ 1look for training that was provided by a private
institution, accredited and respected by euployers of its graduates, one

which had a proven record of placement success, experience in educating
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disadvantaged students, and which was willing to provide remedial
classes for those WIN clients who needed thenm. After considering a
number of different institutions offering training 1in a varie.y of
occupations, the demonstration project was awarded to the Bell & Howell
Education Group (a subsidiary of the Bell & Howell Company) to train WIN
women to become electronics technicians. The two Bell & Howell
institutions selected for the training were the DeVry Institute of
Technology in Chicago and the Ohio Institute of Technology in Columbus.
To allow those familiar with other WIN training programs to make
comparisons between this training and that provided in earlier training
progracs, and to acquaint the general reader with the nature of the
training provided by the Bell & Howell Education Group, this part of the
chapter presents a description of the program and the schools in which

it was offered. {1]

—— " T . — > — - T

1. The electroni- techniclan program offered by the Bell & Howell
Educatioa Group undergoes continual revision to reflect changes in
electronics technology and in job market conditions. For example, radio
and television are currently receiving less attention in the curriculum
to reflect the declining employment opportunities in these fields. For
clarity of presentation, the curriculum is described as it was when the
students first enrolled in 1978. Some changes subsequently were made
a~" experienced by later cohorts of WIN students. Not every student,
ti erefore, experienced the same curriculum, as the students entered the
pr gram at different times, took various lengths of time to complete the
program, and were enrolled in two separate schools which adopted changes
at different times.




Basic Curriculum

The graduate of the Electronics Technician Program is
prepared for caree.s that emphssize the skilled
maintenance and servicing of sophisticated electronics
products of many kinds, including radio, television,
communicatious systems, computers, controls and
instrumentation. The graduate has prepared for such
careers as: communications technician, computer
technician, electronics systems technician, production
test technician... Graduates from the Electronics
Technician Program work primarily with the maintenance
and operations of equipment. The work requires
troubleshooting to lncate problems, and then
repairing, calibrating and adjusting the
equipment. [2]

The electronics technician curriculum is a five-trimester program
which extends over 20 months. Each trimester is 15 weeks long. Twenty-
two hours of class and laboratory work are required each week. The
typical curri~ulum starts with basic courses 1in electricity,
electronics, trigonometry and algebra, goes on to increasingiy complex
courses covering computer structure and applications, and televisicen,
audio~radio systems and industrial controls. Laboratory practice geared
to each trimester’s offerings 1s emphasized. (For a detailed
description see Appendir A.) The coursework requires considerable
fariliarity with mathematical concepts and skills. In the early 1970’s
the school developed a remedial training program called "preparatory
studies" for those studeuts wio were judged to be inadequately prepared
on the basis of theilr er.trance examination scores. These students were

required to complete =su.cessfully the remedial course before being

allowed vco enroll in the first trimester of the regular technician

2. Ohio Institute of Technology, Academic Catalog 1977-1978, p. 9-10.
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course. The "Prep" course alded one trimester to the normal five-
trimester sequence and included instruction in arithmetic, basic
physical science, and English, including grammar and pu.ctuation. (See

Appendix A.)

Program Characteristics

Compared to most WIN sponsored training programs, the technician
program is long and rigorows. School officials estimate that only 35 to
50 percent of all students (most of whom are young, male, high-school
graduates) admitted inco the technician program graduate. During the
training, students experience time demands and requirements for self-
discipline that school administrators feel resemble those existing in
the working world. The administrators argue that the resul ting
socialization gives students the values and self-discipline that they
need to succeed and for which employers are looking in new employees.

The schools have a number of rules and regulations regarding
performance and attendance because it is believed that there is a
relationship between <-egular attendance, good grades and program
completion, Each student 1is expected to attend every class, and is
responsible for the work missed and for contacting the instructor about
make~up work. If a student misses a given number of hours in a course,
this results in probation or suspension. [3] A student whose cumulative
grade point average falls below a 2.0 average (out of a possible 4.0) is
placed cn academic probation. A student whose grade point average for
the next term does not exceed 2.0, or whose cumulative average is still

> i e i e e P e P P e

3. Probation results from missing the equivalent of one week’s classes,
suspension for missing the equivalent of two weeks’ classes.
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below 2.0 after two terms on probation, is suspended from the school and

may not reapply for one trimester. A student who fails a course must
repeat 1it, and both the old and new grades will appear on the student’s
transcript. A student may not repeat a course more than twice.

During the technician program, classes tend to be large, especially
in the first trimester. Conventional lecture classes may range in size
from 15 to 80 students. Classes using other teaching methods such as
team teaching or modu}arized instruction may reach 130 students per
class. [4]

Laboratory sessions account for 20 to 30 percent of instructionzl
time and also tend to be large, but there are faculty and faculty
assistants available (one to every 20 students) to help the students
with thelr assigmments. Within the laboratories are individual student
work spaces. Each space has basic electronic equipment such as an
oscilloscope, power supply and a volt meter. Also in the lab are a
sheet metal shop, a printed circuit etching facility, sweep alignment
equipment, digital trainers, analog and digital computers, a TV system,
microwave and servo mechanical trainers, and industrial electronic

devices.

The Schools

An effort has been made to create a collegiate atmosphere at the two
Bell & Howell Education Group schools which took part in this study.
Both have attractive, new facilities with considerable space devoted to
student lounges, dining areas and game rooms. A wide range of student
activities are available including a student senate, theater, chess and

4. DeVry Institute of Technology, Academic Catalog 1980-1981, p. 15.
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amateur radio clubs, intramural and varsity athletics, and school
dances.

In addition to the electronics technician program, the Bell & Howell
Education Group also offers a seven~-trimester Associate Degree program
and a nine-trimester Bachelor’s Degree program 1in electronics
engineering technology. At the time of the study, the student body at
DeVry numbered 2,500 with 1,200 in the Electronics Technician Program.
At the Ohio Institute of Technology in Columbus, the numbers were 2,300
and 1,065 respectively,

The faculty and the non~WIN students are predominantly m te (94%)
and White (67%). Eighty percent of the regular student body is 1in the
traditional college age group, 18 to 21. About two-thirds have had some
prior exposure to electronics and have a long~standing interest in it.
About 70 percent of the students are from 'noncollege" families, and
many might not be enrolled in post-secondary education if not admitt.d
to a Bell & Howell school. [5] About 50 percent of those admitted in
1978 came from families with incomes of §$15,000 or less. Forty-four
percent had been in a general high school program, while 33 percent had
been in a college preparatory high school program. Nearly all (98%) of
the non-WIN students held a high school degree or G.E.D. at the time of
admission. During their time as students, about 85 percent held a part-

time job, averaging 20 to 25 hours per week.

5. Mills, Virginia, 1977. "From School to Work: The Experiences of
Bell and Howell Schools 1in Matching Graduates to Careers." Paper
presented at the Labor Market Intermediaries Conference, National
Commission for Manpower Policy, Washington, D.C.
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Placement _frvices

All Bell & Howell students are given extensive preparation and
counseling for finding a job. From early in the program they are given
descriptions of the kinds of jobs they will be qualified to hold upon
graduation. At the start of the student’s last term, sessions are held
which cover the formulation of career goals, resume preparation and
interviewing techniques and etiquette. Individual interviews with the
placement office staff are scheduled for all students, and all resumes
are reviewed by the staff. The placement office also works to attract
employers to the school and its graduates, and encourages employers to
send recruiters to the campus. In 1979, representatives from 58
companies visited the Ohio Institute of Technology in Columbus and 54
visited the DeVry Institutc of Technology 1in Chicago. The placement
office 21s0 prepares a weekly job * ° package of companies which are
interested in interviewing graduates off campus and contacts those
students who have expressed an interest 1in these positions. The
placement office closely monitors the activities and success of each
graduate, helping those who encounter problems. Of those student who
asked for assistance in 1979, the Bell & Howell BEducation group placed
96 percent within 60 days of graduation. 1In 1979, the average base
starting salary was $13,032 per year for technician graduates in
Chicago, and §$12,588 for technician graduates 1in Columbus. More
recently, the schools have had greater difficulty in placing their
graduates as a result of the recession; in particular, the number of
companies which participated in in-school interviewing showed marked
decline and the successful placement rate among graduates seeking a job
through the school placement offices has decreased from more than 95

percent to less than 80 percent. The deteriorating labor market aay
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have affected the placement success of later cohorts of WIN graduates.

Modifications Of The Program

The WIN women who entered the Electronics Technician Program in 1978
entered with characteristics which d.ffered from those of the average
non-WIN student. They were, on the average, academically weaker: a
higher proportion did not hold a high school diploma or a G.E.D.
certificate on admission; many more of those who qualified for admission
did so with admission test scores which were lower than the class
average; and, the proportion of WIN students who tested into the "Prep"
program was much higher than that of non-WIN students. The WIN women
entering the program also differed in the degree of family
responsibility. Nearly all were single heads of households and had one
or more children for whose care they were responsible. Because they
were also dependent on public assistance programs to provide the means
for this care, it was necessary for them to interact continually with a
variety of agencies in order to maintain their level 2f support.

However, because the goal of the program was to make WIN clients
fully competitive in the labor market, there was little modification of
the basic technician program on behalf of the WIN students. There were
no changes in the structure or scheduling of the program or of the level
of difficulty of the coursework. The WIN women were fully integrated
into the student body and took no cl=2sses or lab sessions as a special
group. Some provisions were made for the special academic needs of the
WIN students, More tutoring and supplementary instruction wrre
available to the WIN students than to the rest of the student body.

Additional faculty assistants were hired especially to help the WIN

students in the laboratories. The laboratories were also made available
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to the WIN students in the evenings and on weekends for extra work. In

addition, supervised study periods were set up and a number of faculty
members donated their own time to conduct classes and review sessions
for WIN students,

To help the WIN students become familiar with the kinds of careers
for which they were being prepared, a number of special activities wer2
held for them. These 1inclvded guest speakers from companies which
employ electronics technicians and tours of companies where WIN students
could view the kinds of jobs and work settings which they nmight
experience in their own careers.

The major modification to the program on behalf of the WIN students
was the hiring by each school of a special counselor to work exclusively
with these women. The counselors’ major duty was to help the students
overcome academic and non-academic problems which might interfere with
staying in school, doing well in their classes, or getting a good Job
after graduation. A major responsibility was to be available to listen
to the students” personal problems, sometimes leading to intensive
individual counseling, where possible, to help students take action to
solve theif own problems, or to make arrangements to solve problems
beyond the scope of the students’ ca,abilities. This led to frequent
talks with WIN, Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) and welfare
counselors, and an advocacy role for the rights of students. The
counselors also referred students to other agencies and sources of aid
for their legal, physical, and domestic problems.

Another important aspect of the counselors’ activities was to
provide informal emotional support for the women; to share ir thelir

successes and their worries. This involved, for example, going to court

with a student involved in a child custody case, taking a student to the
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hospital, or helping a student find a place to live safe from an abusive
ex-husband. Counselors also worked informally to help the women build
their own peer support networks.

The counselors worked to help the women function successfully in
school by monitoring student grades and attendance as well as arranging
for special tutoring or other services when they spotted a potential
problem. They provided academic counseling to help the women see how
their own behavior might be contributing to problems, to alert the women
to behavior which could lead to probation or to dismissal, and to
encourage them to take the initiative in using school resources to their
fullest advantage. The counselor’s officfal duties also 1included
repor zing on student attendance and per -mance to the local WIN office.

The counselors planned and conducted serinars for the WIN women.
Initially, the seminars were intended as a vehicle for building peer
support networks and for giving help in understanding the workings of
the school. The purpose of the seminars expanded to providing overall
support services related to academic performance, program completion and
successful job placement. The types of seminars which were conducted
included:

l. School related seminars covering such topics as: organization,
schedules, regulations, study skills, '"math anxiety," and advice

from more advanced students on what to expect in future classes and
how to cope with new demands.

2. Seminars related to personal growth and the development of
interpersonal gkills such as: assertiveness training through role
playing, advice on how to cope with stress, effective 1listening,
communication skills, and the development of effective strategies
for dealing with instructors.

3. Job related seminars such as: industrial tours, talks with company
representatives, talks by previous women graduates, mock interview
sessions.
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4., Group solidarity functions such as: Christmas parties, incentive
awaris presentations, women’s dinners.

5. Public agency related topics including help with: WIN procedures,
food stamp eligibility, childcare services, emergency food services,
and legal aid.

WIN Services For Training Program Participants

The local WIN offices and the corresponding Separate Administrative
Units (SAUs) provided a variety of services to the women taking part in
the training. In Chicago the women received the normal services given
WIN clients participating in any WIN-sponsored training program. These
included tuition (supplemented by BEOG, also called Pell grants), books,
fees and supplies, as well as supplementary payments of up to thirty
dollars per month. The clients also receilved a transportation
allowance, meal money, and payments for babysitters. In Columbus
childcare providers were paid for and organized by the SAU. The SAU
also made special efforts to visit the women selected for the training
in their homes, and to encourage them through talks and letters.

The WIN offices in both sites stressed that because the training was
being conducted .8 part of a demonstration program by the national
office, WIN staff were encouraged to take a special 1interest 1in the
progress of each client, and to give special attention to their
complaints and problems. The women occupied much more of the staff’s
and supervisor’s time than did the average client; therefore they cannot
be said to have received the "usual” WIN services or treatment that one

might observe were this training part of an ongoing program.




Evaluation Degign

U.S. Department of Labor officlals decided that a random assigmment,
"experimental" design should be used to assess the Impact of the
training program on the subsequent labor market and public assistance
activities of study participants. They also selected two large cities
for the demonstration project where Bell & Howell Schools were located
and in which local WIN personnel felt they could identify sizable pools
of WIN clients who could meet the academic qualifications necessary for
admission to the training program. From these pools of women identified
as qualified for ana interested in the training offered, study members
were randomly assigned to either the "participant” group (those enrolled
in the training program), or tc the '"comparison" group (those not

admitted to the demonstration training program, but otherwise eligible

to receive "normal" WIN services.) The selection procedure is described
in the next 'section of this chapter.

A variety of data sources are used in the study. A series of three
personal interviews with all members of the study population, whether
they were assigned to the participant or comparison group are the
principal source of {information. These 1interviews were conducted
shortly after the training program began (Phase 1I), at the time of
graduvation from the program about 2 1/2 years latg;,(Phase I1I), and one
year after graduation (Phase III). Clients who dropped out of the
training program were given an additional interview at the time they

left the training. A description of each round of interviews and the

response rate for each round are presented in Appendix B.
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Additional sources of information 1include test scores and
questionnaires from the screening process, school transcripts, reports
frcm  gchool counselors and the school placement offices, the results of
site visits by BSSR staff, and numerous discussions with school and

local WIN office stafr.

The Processlgi Client Selection

In order to implement an evaluation design based on random
assignment of clients to "experimental™ (i.e., program enrollment} and a
"no--treatmenc control" groups, it was necessary to 1identify pools of
clients who were qualified for admission to the training institutions
and then to selecc clients randomly for enrollment from those who met
adnissions criteria. Selection of individuals who were qualified for
training began with the local WIN offices. So that the program would
get under way as quickly as possible after site selection (and against
the advice of the evaluating organization), a small group of WIN clients
was selected for July 1978 enrollment in Chicago. The procedures for
screening and selection were developed for this group and, with only
minor modification, were used for selecting October 1978 enrollees at
both sites. The detailed guidelines that were developed were sent to
WIN staff at each site. These are included as Appendix C to this
report.

In brief, selection involved several stages. First, there was an
announcement of the program which invited interested persons to contact
the local WIN office. In Columbus the program was publicized through
television, radio and newspaper spots and through mailings and phone
calls to all WIN participants and eligible AFDC recipients. In Chicago

there was a half-hour television program publicizing this opportunity,
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but, unlike Columbus WIN, the Chicago WIN oifices otherwise limited

direct dissemination of information about the program to current
mandatory WIN participants. {6]

Both local WIN offices then lLegan a screening process. C(Clients were
interviewed by their WIN counselors to dJdetermine their interest 1in
training as opposed to direct job placement. Those interested ia
training were asked about their interest in training for nontradivion»(
careers for wome', particularly electronics, welding, and autonob
mechanics. Thouse whn expressed such an interest were tested at the W.N
office using the Employment Service’s GAT3 test battery. This
particular instrument was chosen because Chicago WIN personnel felt that
it was the least culturaily bissed of tha vocational aptitude tests
readily availablae vo them. At the Columbus office the GATB tects were
preceded by BOLT tests to 1insure that the clients had sixth-grade
academic functioning ability which would ensure the validity of their
GATB resul ts.

All clients who obtained GATB:G fgeneral learning ability) scores
above one of two pre-established cutoff poirnts , eitker 90, or 80 for
clients who had both completed high school and expressed an interest in

the specific training being offered at the Bell & Howell schools were

6. Not all adults in families receiving AFDC were required to enroll in
the WIN program, and the publicity was designed to attract non-mandatory
individuals to the trainine program. There are a number of
considerations involved in determining whether an individual is required
to enroll (a "mandatory" WIN participant) or whether enrollment 1is
optional (a "voluntary" WIN participant). For che women in this study
the most cc.mon determining factor was the age of the youngest child.
Female heads of households with children under i{x years old are not
required to enroll i: WIN.
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glven further information about the Bell & Howell program. [7] It was
emphasized that the training would take a wminimum of 20 months to
complete, but that the pay-off to graduates would be a high-paying job
which would provide a self-supporting income and indeperdence from
wel fare, They were also told that in addition to the regular course of
study and school services, WIN clients would receive supplementary
support services, including extra counseling, study and career
orientation courses, tutoring, a preparatory trimester for those who
needed remedial training, and placement upon graduation. Clients were
also informed that an orientation session and additional testing at tue
local Bell & Howell school were required. Each interested client was
given an arithmetic review booklet to help her to prepare for the Bell &
Howell test. Finally, it was emphasized to the clients that this was a
demonstration program, and that only half of those who attended the
orientation s2ssion and qualified on the Bell & Howell tests could be
selected for the training. The final selection was to be made at
random, so each fully qualified client had a 50-50 chance of being
selected. In addition, clients were told that regardless of program
status, all eligible clients would pe asked to participate 1in the
research to asses the program.

The orientation session at the local Bell & Howell school lasted
approximately three hours and included a film and slides on the
electronic field, specifics about the school and its program, a tour of
the facility, individual screening and testing, and lunch. School

7. The original cutoff point of 90 w=s modified because local WIN
officers were not identifying enough interestad clients who scored above
90 to fill ‘oth the vparticipant and comparison groups in the time
allowed. Towac~ the end of the selection period for the October 1978
group, some clients were sent to Bell & Howell for testing without first
taking the GAT3 test battery.
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academic and attendance policies were stressed, as were placement
opport nities. During che session, clients were given a 25-question
arithmetic test developed by Bell & Howell and the Stanford Advanced
Reading Achievement Test, the same tests routinely given to all
applicants for the electronics technician training program. All clients
answering at least nine of the arithmetic questions correctly were
concidered qualified for enrollment. For clients scoring below this
leves on the arittmetic test, those whose reading level on the Stanford
Achievement Test was at least ainth grade were also considered qualified
(a lower standard than that for non-WIN students). In Chicago, all
clients received both tests; in Columbus, only those who did not qualify
on the arithmetic test were also tested on reading ability.

We estimate that roughly ten percent of the active WIN population
would qualify for the type of training described in this study. This
may be a low estimate because oniy those WIN participants who expressed
an interest in training (about 20% of WIN clients) and then an interest
in non-traditional training (about 407% of those interested in training)
began the testing process. The ability of other WIN clients tu qualify
for such training can only be estimated. A more complete discussion is
included in Appendix D.

The final selection of eligible clients for enrollment at the Bell &
Howell school or agssigmment to the 'comparison" group was the
responsibility of BSSR. As clients were determined to be qualified,
their names were submitted to B5SSR by phone. There was 10 apparent
order ng uf the names either alphabetically or by test scores. BSSR had
recommended postponing the final selection process until the names of
all qualified clients were available, but the local WIN offices wurged

BSSR to make the assignmentr as groups of qualified clients were
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identified because of the need to arrange childcare and complete other
paperwork for the clients who would be entering the Bell & Howell
program. As the name: were phoned in, thev were nurbered consecutively
and then half of them ~vere selected for traiaing by means of a table of
random numbers. The names of the individuals thus selected were phoned
i1n to the appropriate WIN office and later a check was made to see that
the clients who entered training were indeed the ones selected by BSSR.
During the selection of the second group in Chicago in October 1978, the
process was modified slightly -- qualified clients were grouped by
regional WIN offices within Chicago to ensure proportional
representation for the clients from each of Chicago’s four offices.

Some of the clients selected for training chose not to enroll; these
were subsequently considered memkers of the comparison group. The
selection of their replacements in che participant group was not always
random, In some cases, another name was selected at random from a list
of those who were qualified Jor the training. 1In a few instances, the
recommendation of a 1local WIN representative with regpect to which
client should be substituted wa. accepted. The substitutions made in
this manner tended to be either highly qualified or highly coumitted
clients who had taken the trouble tc cuntact their WIN counselor after
learning of their 1initial on-selection, In other 1instances,
replacements were selected on the basis of ethnicity, ¢ g., an Hispanic
client was added in Chicago. A few women originally assigned to the
control group later applied and wer: admitted to the schools through the
usual means. Nearly all encountered severe financial hardships after a
term or two and applied for admission to the experimental group in order
to tc be eligible for tuition support. For a detailed discussion of the

problems encountered in implementing this selection process, see White
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and Weidman. [8]

It should be stressed thac no attempt was made by BSSR to stratify
the population by such characteristics as test scores or years of
education completed before the assigmment to the participant or
comparison groups was made. It was postulnted that these factors were
not necessarily good predictors of potential success 1in the training
program, given the non-traditional nature of the clientele (i.e.,
females in a male-dominated field, minorities in a majority-dominated
field). Furthermore, the aptitude tests used in the selection process
had not been standardized for minority populations, and there was little
correlation found among the screening criteria. Of the tests wused by
the local WIN offices to determine which clients to send to Bell &
Howell for further testing, the GAT3:N test for numerical aptitude
turned out to be the best predictor of performance on the Bell & Howell
arithmetic test and thus qualification for the program. However, the
correlation between these tests was only .45 for the first group of
enrollees in Chicago, .42 for the second group of Chicago enrollees and
.45 for the Columbus group. The correlation between the number of years
of schooling completed and test performance was even lower. It was
highest with the arithmetic test at .27 and with the GATB:V test of
verbal ability at .19.

With the exception of the nonran.,om replacement of those who chose
not to enroll, differences in the distribution of characteristics among

the participant and comparison populations may be attributed to the

——— -

8. White, Richard N. and Weidman, John C. 1983. 'Doing Evaluation
Research for Public Agencies: Problems with tha Assignment of Clients to
Experimental and No-Treatment Control Groups in Field Experiments."
Sociological Practice, Vol. 4, No. 2, 1981.
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probabilities of the occurrence of such distributions when making random
selecticns without stratification. On the whole, the comparison and
participant groups appear well matched on most of the characteristics
mentioned in this study. A detailed description of the few
characteristics on which there were some differences is included in

Appendix E.

Characteristics Of WIN Clients Entering Training

This section describes the personal and family characteristics
(1.e., age, marital and family status, ethnic background, schooling and
geographic mobility) of the women who actually enrolled in the Bell &
Howell training. All information reported in this chapter was obtained
from Phase I interviews and are presented in more detail in the Phase I
Report.[9]

For these ¢ eristics, on which significant differences were
found between participants in Chicago and Columbus, tables are broken

down by site.

WIN Status

Because of the differences 1in the recruitment procedures used by
each local WIN office, the proportions of mandatory and voluntary WIN
particlpants differ between the two sites. As shown in Table II-1,
there are proportionately more WIN volunteers in the Columbus study
population than there are in the Chicago study population. For this and

other characteristics reported subsequently, it is not surprising that

9. White, Richard N. '"Assessment of a WIN High Qualit Training
Project, Phase I Report: Characteristics of Participants."” BSSR,
Washington, D. C., 1980.




TABLE 11-1

WIN REGISTRANT STATUS OF TRAINING PARTICIPANTS, BY SITE
(In Percentages)

Participant All WIN WIN Job
Registrant Status Chicago Columbus Group Registrants | Entrants
Total 19782 19782
Voluntary., . . . . .. . ... .... 9 79 57 17 18
Mandatory, 91 2|b 43 83 83
(N=57) (N=76) (N=133)  (N=1,013,247) (N=286,40L)

%Source: WIN 1968-1978: A Report at 10 Years, The Work Incentive Pr

ogram, Ninth Annual Report to

Congress, U.S. Dept. of Labor, U.S. Dept. of HEW, Washington, D.C., 1979. Overall WIN

statistics include both men and women,

bChi-Square:Gl.l&; p=.00,
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the groups of study participants in the two sites do not have 1dentical

characteristics, as the populations served by the two WIN offices are
not identical.

For most women, the determination of WIN status is based on the age
of their children. Those with children wunder age six are usually
voluntary participants, while those whose children are six or older are
usually mandatory participants unless they are not the head of a
household. As che age of their oldest child is highly correlated (.74)
with the age of the women in this study, and as the Columbus training
program has a higher proportion of voluntary WIN participants (Table II-
1), 1iv 1is not unexpected that the groups of women at the two sites
differ with regard to characteristics related to their ages and to the

ages of their children.

Age

The average age of the women in the participant group at the time of
the first interview was 30. Twenty-six percent were younger than 26, 55
percent were between the ages of 26 and 34, and 19 percent were 35 and
older. This distribution 1s not unlike that for all WIN registrants who
entered jobs during fiscal vear 1978. As anticipated from the
differences in WIN status (voluntary/mandatory) in Chicago and Columbus,
Columnbus participants are yourger than Chicago participants (Table II-

2)0

LY




TABLE 11-2
AGE AT THE BEGINNING OF THE STUDY, BY SITE
(In Percentages)
Participant WIN Win Job
Age at the Beginning Chicago Columbus Group Reg‘strants | Entrants
of the Study Total 19782 1978°
Under 20 years . . . . . . . . v v « . . 0 L 2 9 8
20 to 21 years . . . . . .4 4w ... 3 8 6 6 7
22 to 24 years . . . . .. ... ... 16 22 20 10 12
25 to 29 years . . . . . 0 e e e . 30 36 33 20 24
30to39vyears . . ... ... ... Ly 22 32 34 34
Lo to bh years . . . . . . . ... ... 3 ] 2 10 8
b5 to Sh years . . . . .. .. ... .. 3 7 5 10 7
55 to 6 years . . . . . ... .. ... 0 0 0 2 1
65 years and over. . . . . . . . . . .. 0 0b 0 0 0
(N=57) (N=76) (N=130)  (N=1,013,247) (N=286,L404

aSource: WIN 1958-1978: A Report at 10 Years, The Work Incentive Program, Ninth Annual Report to
Congress, U.S. Dept. of Labor, U.S. Dept. of HEW, Washington, D.C., 1979. Overall WIN
Statistics include both men and women.

bChi-Square=l7.3; p=.01,

14
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Marital And Family Status

Most of the women in the participant group have been married at one
time but were either divorced (34%) or not living with their husbands
(26%) when they entered the program. Usually, they were first married
between the ages of 18 and 20; the average age was 18.8. This average
is somewhat younger than the national median age of women at the time of
their first marriage, which over the 1last 30 years has fluctuated
between 20.2 and 21 years of age.[10] The largest portion of the women
in the participant group also .ad their first child between the ages of
18 and 20; the average age was 19.1, and a large minority became mothers
at age 17 or younger (Table II-3).

All of the women in the participant group had at least one child,
and half had more than one. Judging from Census data, the women in this
study have slightly larger families than do all U.S. female heads of
households who have children (Table II-3).

Most of the women in the participant group said they did not expect
to have any additional children during their lifetime, and the majority
of the others expected only one more child. Reports of a number of
pregnancies since the program began suggest that the women in this
program may not in fact have chosen to defer planned pregnancies until
after the training was completed, although unplanned pregnancies are of

course an alternative explanation (Table II-4).

10. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United
States: 1978, (99th edition), Washington, D.C., 19/8.




TABLE 11-3

MARITAL AND FAMILY STATUS OF TRAINING PARTICIPANTS

(In Percentages)

Which of the following best describes your current
marital status?

Married, living with husband . . . . . . . .

Married, not living with husband . ., . ,

Divorced .

Widowed.

Never married., . . . . .

26
34

36

How old were you when you were first married?

17 years old or younger,

18 to 20 years old .

21 years old or older,

29
51
20

How old were you when your first child was born?

17 vears old or younger,
18 to 20 years old ,

21 years old or older, .

29

L8

23
(N=133)

How many children do you have?

Training
Participants
One. . . . . « v v v v o v v 29
TWO. « v v v v v v e e e e e 32

Three. . . . + v « « « « o« o« 22
Four ormore , . . . . . . . . 17
(N=133)

Female Heads
of Households
with Children
Nationwide?

38
29
17
15

aSource: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of
the United States, 1978 (99th Edition), Washington, D.C,

o3




TABLE 11-4

HOW MANY MORE CHILDREN DO YOU EXPECT TO HAVE IN YOUR LIFETIME?
(In Percentayes)

o T 71
1 - 21
TWO OF MOT@. v v v 4 & + o o o o s + o & & o o o o o o o o v o u 8

{N=128)
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Childcare

A varilety of arrangements were made to care for the ctildrern of
the women in this.study, but overall the largest group of cespondents
reported that childcare was not necessary, 2ither hecause their children
were o1. enough to look after themselves or because their children were
in school during the same hours they were. The arrangemeats for

childcare ‘'fffereC be~tween the Chicago ard Columbus groups, reflecting

I
(

th: . .ater pruvision of daycare by WIN in Columbus and the dif. .rences

in g2 of the chiidren. The Columbus gcroup, which had more voluntary

WIN participants and thus more young children, was more 1likely to wuse

daycare facilities and “other" arrangements. Chicago } rticipants were

more likely to take their children to the home of a friend or feel that

no childcare rrangements were necessary (Table II-5).

Win wusually b»>re the cost of childcare arrangements, a~d as a

result, most responderts pvpaid nothing or very 1little €for whatever

culldcare arrangements they made (Table II-6).

Ethnic Background

The majority of the women participating 1in the study were
minority group .;embers. The ethnic composition of the groups selected
to take part in the training varied by site. Eighty-one percenc of the
Chicago participants reported they were black, 9 percert white, and !9
percent mentioned other ethnic groups. In Columbus, 47 jercent said
they were black, 51 percent said white, and 2 percent mentioned other
groups. Compared to the national figures for WIN registrants 2nd jodb
entrants, blacks are over-represented and whites and other ethnic groups
are under-represented in both the Chicago and Columbus groups (Table II-

7).

90




TABLE (1-5

WHAT ARE YOUR CHI LDCARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR THIS CHILD?
{In Percentages)

33

Participant

Childcare Arrangements Chicagoa Columbus Group
iotal
Child taken care of in home
of relative. . . . . . . .. 5 b 5
Child taken care of in home of
respondent by relatives, . . . . ., . 13 9 1
Child taken care of in home of friend. 22 11 15
DAYCare. . &« v & v v v o o o o o o . 7 21 15
Other. . 13 25 20
No childcare necessary . . 40 29 34
(N=55) (N=75) (N=130)

aChi-Square:lO.?; p=.57.
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TABLE 11-6

HOW MUCH DO YOU PAY PER WEEFK FOR THESE CH!LDCARE ARRANGEMENTS,
IN ADDITION TO WIN PAYMENTS?
(In Percentages)

Participant
Cost Chicago Columbus Group
Total
NOME & v v v vt v e e e e e e e e e 40 91 10
$200r 1ess, . . . v v . v e w e e . Ly 5 21
More than $20. . . . . « . . . « « . . 16 g® 9
(N=43) (N=64) (N=107)

1
e

I
(=]
(@]

S/




TABLE 1!-7

OF WHAT RACIAL OR ETHNIC GROUP DO YOU CONSIDER YOURSELF A MEMBER?

(In Percentages)

—

—

Participant All WIN WIN Job
Ethnic Group Chicago Columbus Group Registrgnts Entragts
Total 1978 1978
1
White, not Hispanic. . . . . . . . ... 5 51 34 56 66
Black, not Hispanic. . . . . . . . . .. 81 Ly 61 39 30
Hispanic . . . . . e e e e e e . .. 6 o 2
American Indian or Alaska Native . . . . L ] 2 5 L
Other. + v v v v v e e e e e e . 0 P I
(N=53) (N=75) (N=128) (N=1,013,247) (N=286,404)

aSource: WIN 1968-1979: A Report at 10 Years, The Work Incentive Program, Ninth Annual Report to

Congress, U.S. Dept. of Labor, U.S, Dept., of HEW, Washington, D.C., 1979,

statistics include both men and women,

bChi-Square=27.5; p=.00,

Overall WIN

19
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Schooling

The average member of the participant group came close to
completing high school; the mean number of years conpleted is 11.5. O0Of
the 133 participants, 55 percent had completed a high school education
or more. This compares with a figure of 42 percent for all WIN
registrants in 1978 and 49 percent for WIN registrants who entered jobs
through the WIN program, suggesting that the women participating in the
Bell and Howell training are among the wmost highly qualified WIN
registrants (Table II-8). The majority (71%) of the women assigned to
the participant group who had completea at least some high school had
been enrolled in a general high school program rather than a vocational
or academic program.

Half of the women assigned to the participant group had been out of
school for eleven years prior to the start of this study in 1973. The
median year for the end of formal schooling was 1967 (Table II-8). The
participant group members in Columbus tended to have finished schooling
more recently than those in Chicago, corresponding to the differences in
age and WIN status repc~ted eavlier. However, the differences were not

found to be statistically significant.

Geographic Mobility

A rough indicator of the gecgraphic mobility of study
participants is available from a question in the interview asking for
the state 1in which the participant last attended school. Since on the
average 11 years have elapsed since the women in the study last attended
school, they do not appear to be highly mobile, at least across state

lines. Ninety-eight percent of the Chicago group last attended school

6u
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THBLE i1-8

SCHOOLING COMPLETED BY TRAINING PARTIC!PANTS
(In Percentages)

P All WIN WIN Job
Patz?é?éggts Registrgnts Entrangs
1978 1978
Years of Schooling Completed
Less than high school., . . . . . Ly © B8R 51 )
High schoe. . . . . .. .. .. 39 34 39
More than high school. . . . . . 17 8 10

(N=133) (N=1,013,247) (N=286,L04L)

Type of High School Program

General, .

..... e e e e 71

....... . e e 11
Vocational . . . . . . . . 18

Academic .

(N=126)

Year Finished Formal Schooling

Prior to 1960. . . . . . e e e 12
1960 - 1969, . . e e e e e L
1970 - 1978, . . . . e e e e L7

(N=130)

aSomrce: WIN 1968-1978: A Report at 10 Years, The Work lncentive

Program. Ninth Annual Report to Congress, U.S. Dept. of Labor,
U.S. Dept. of HEW, Washington, D.C., 1979. Overall WIN
statistics include both men and women.
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in I1linois and 87 percent of the Columbus group last attended school in

Ohio.

Aptitude Tes' Scores

The GATB test sccres are among the variables on which the
participants from the two sites differ, with the Columbus subjects
scoring higher on every exam, as shown in Table II-9. As on the GATB
tes.s, Columbus participants scored higher on the Bell & Howell
arithmetic test than Chicago participants (Table II-10), but the WIN
participants scored lower as a group than the average enrollee‘in the
Bell &% Howell Schools.

The literature on the GATB tests indicates that 100 is the average
score for the general working population, with a standard deviation of
20. [11] It is also suggested that persons working in electronics
technician oncupations 1like those for which these participants were
being trained score 5 to 15 points higher than average. The tests and
standards have not been normed for members of minority groups. The
average scores for the women designated as qualified for the Bell &
Howell training in this study were higher than the average 100 for the
general working population and close to the normative range for

electronic technicians.

11. U.S. Department of Laber, Manpower Administration, Development of
USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Electronic Technician , U.S. Training

and Emp'oyment Service Technical Report s~293R, June 1970.




TABLE 11-9

GATB TEST SCORES BY EXAM TYPE AND SITE, TRAINING PART!CIPANTS

GATB: G (General Ability)

!
Percentage Whose Scores Were:
(N)
87 or 113 or Mean Standard
Lower 88-100 1o1-112 Higher Score Deviation
Chicago. . . « v v v v v v .. (51) 10 43 31 16 101 12
Columbus . . . . . . .. C (76) 1 30 36 33° 107 12
GATB: V (Verbal)
Chicago. . . . . . . . .. .. (51) 12 22 37 29 106 11
Columbus . . . . . . .. ... (76) 7 28 30 36 108 13
GATB: N (Numerical)
Chicago. . . . . . . . . . .. (51) 16 29 37 18 i02 17
Columbus . . » . o . . o . .. (76) 5 12 46 37° 17 N
3hi-Square= 9.7; p=.02.
behi-Square=12.9; p=.01.
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TABLE [1-10

SCORES ON THE BELL & HOWELL ARITHMETIC TEST, BY SITE

Lo

Participant

Chicago Columbus Group
Total
Percent of Questions Answered Correctly:
Mean percent correct . . . . . . . . . 47 5L 51
Standard deviation . . . . . . . . . . 21 18 19
Percent of fpplicants who Answered
Correctly:
73 percent or more of the questions . 12 13 13
64 - 72 percent or more of the
quUeSLioNS. . . . . . 4 v 4 e e e e 16 26 23
LL - 60 percent or more of the
qQUESLIONS. . . . v v v 4 e e e . e 32 32 32
43 percent and fewer of the questions, Lo 29 33

(N=76)

(N=133)




Job Historles

Virtually all training enrollees (94%) reported that they had held a
Job at snme point in their lives, and a surprisingly large number (19%)
had held jobs related in some way to electronics. By the time the
opportunity for enrollment in Bell & Howell training was announced,
almost all (90%) of the participants were munemployed and had been
unemployed for more than six months (Table II-11). Those who were
working fell within the category of low wage and/or part-time workers
who earned so 1little that they remained eligible for AFDC and WIN

services,




TABLE 11-11

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF PART!ICIPANTS AT TIME TRAINING PROGRAM ANNOUNCED
(In Percentages)

Employed . . . . . . L i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 10
Unemployed . & & v v v v i v i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 390
(N=130)

Length of Time Unemployed

Omonths . . . o v v v L e e e e e e e e e e e e e 10

T =bmonths © & v v v v v st e s e e e e e e e e e e e e 20

More than 7months . . . . . . . . . . .. v el 70
(N=130)

6/
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ITI. TilE SCHOOL EXPERIENCE

As of May 1983, only one WIN-sponsored student was still enrolled in
tie training program. When this woman graduates, presumzbly in 1983,
twenty-nine perceni of the original group of WIN spunsored women will
have completed the training program.[12] While this is a much lower
comnletion rate than that ach’eved in most WIN programs, it {s roughly
the same as the cumpletion rzte for the ragular Bell & Howell student
body and for degree-oriented and performance-graded postsecondary
education programs 1in general. This high attrition rate at the Bell &
Howell schools is attributable to the academic rigor of the program and
the school’s rigid standards for terminating students whose attendance
and achievement are unsatisfactory.

Fcr the WIN students who have graduated, progress through the
training program has not been in a smooth, lock~step fashion. In fact,
fewer than half of the women have graduated on schedule; most have
repeated individual courses or entire terms as a result of poor grades.
Others have been suspended for poor attendance, or have dropped out
voluntarily as a result of other problems, and then re-entered the
program a term or two later. For some women, a twenty-morch program has
taken 36 months or more to complete. It is clear from our intervi.w
data that the problems faced by this population were substantial, even

allowing for the women’s use of these problems as excuses to justify

12. The original group consisted of 133 1individuals, 39 of whonm
graduated. Later in this report, data are presented for 52 graduates;
these include 13 WIN-sponsored women who were not part of the original
experiment, but enrolled at a later time. See Appendix B for a detailed
description of the study population.
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absences and poor performance whicli may have resulted from disinterast

or lack of motivation.

Common Problems Of Participants During The Early Months

Of Training FEnrollment([13]

Childcare

The childcare provisions from WIN and the Separate
Administrative Unit (SAU) differed in tie two study sites as a result of
differing state regulations. In Columbus, which conducts a number of
training programs, the SAU made arrangements for childcare tr be paid
for by WIN for each woman in the training program. In Chicago, state
regulations limited aid to 3% cents per hour for babysitting and
relatives were 1ineligible for payment. The Chicafo women experienced
greater difficulty in finding reliable childcare except through nua-paid

relativcs.

Transportation EB Training

Dependable transportation was another widespread, recurring probleu.
This was especially true in emergencies when the normal arrangements
fell through. In Chic-~30, public transportation was the most common
means used to get to school. The 1locatiun of the school (the far
Northside of Chicago) 1in relation to transportation 1lines and the
women’s homes (especially those living on the Southside) often resuvlted

in taking a bus tc a rail line and then switching back to a bus for the

13. Information in this section was obtained from the Phase I interview
(included in the Phase I Report) and discussions with the counselors
at the tws training institutions.
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last leg of the trip. _'or some women, this trip lasted one and a half

hours each way. ™ad weather or traffic jams extended the commuting cime
and late buses and trains meant missid connections and classes.

In Ohio, public transportation was not at all convenient because the
nearest bus stop was nearly a mile from the school. Attempts to arrange
a shuttle service between bus stop and school as part of the
demonstration grant were rejected by the state WIN office. Almost all
women organized rides with other WIN students or with non-WIN students
who had cars. However, when the driver of the carpool was late, 111, or
dropped out of the program, when the car broke down, or the WIN check
for mileage arrived too late to pay for gas, the women had no way to get
to class. In  both eites during the demonstration program,
transportation was hampered by unusually severe wintar weather.
Delivering the children to childcare providers also complicated
transportation problems, especially since this often meant traveling in

the opposite diraction.

Personal Finances

The lack of financial resources affected inany activities related to
full school participation. Because few of the women had any savings or
sources of inccme other than public assistance, minor problems became
major obstacles. Allowances from AFDC., foodstamps, WIN anc SAU were
modest and required the women to plan carefully a month’s expenditures
and to stick to that budget. Any unanticipated need (e.g., automobile
repair) required sperial application to the appropriat. agency (which
usually could only be done dur!ng school hours), and time to process the
request. Any small delay in the delivery of the checks, or error in the

amount of the check, ausad such turmoil for the women that they
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generally judged 1t to be more urgent to visit their caseworkers to
obtain the aid than to attend classes. Of course, unwise expenses
sometimes caused problems, too.

Transportation expenditures provide an example of the repercussions
of the students’ tenuous financial conditiun. WIN and other aid checks
arrived monthly. Toward the end of the month, it was not uncommon for
women to miss a day of school tecause they did not have enough money
left for gas or for carfare. To solve this problem in Chicago, the
school counselors arranged to sell monthly discount farecards to the

women soon after aid checks arrived.

Health

Studies of WIN populations have shown this group to be heaithier
than the AFDC population in general. ([14] One might assume then that
this select group of WIN clients would be even more so. However,
according to the reports of school counselors, the students’ and their
children’s health was the most overwhelming cause of poor attendance.
Although it 18 1likely that these students, like all students, may use
ill-health as a coavenient excuse for missing classes, there were clear
indications that health was a sgerious problem for some. Serious
illnesses requiring major surgery and hospitalization, automobile
accidents, and chronic diseases forced a number of women to miss 1long
stretches of classes and, ultimately in some cases, to drop out of the

program.

14, Miles, Guy H. and David L. Thompson. Final Report >n the Character-
istics of the AFDC Population that Affect Their Svccess in WIN. North
Star Research and Development Institute, 1972.
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The health of the training participants’ children and other family
members also presented problems for attendance. The participants’
children and other family members had more serious illnesses than would
be expected 1in the general population. Even routine illnesses of the
children resulted in missed classes because of the need for special
childcare arrangements. Accnrding to the school counselors, serious
illpesses became almost "common," requiring the mother to miss several
weeks of classes, or to drop out for a term or more. Other women had
children who required regular treatment by rehabilitation specialists or
mental health therapists. These were provided by public aid, and when
there were changes or disputes over their need, the women had to miss
classes to discuss the problems with their caseworkers. A number of the
women were also responsible for the care of other--usually elderly--
family members. When such family members became 111 or died, the
training participants had to miss classes to make necessary

arrangements.

Problems With Public Agencies

The interaction betwecen the women and the various public agencies on
whom they depend for support, and between the public agencies
thems~lves, was not always esmooth. As has already Seen mentioned, late
checks, checks with errors, or the wrong amount of food stamps were
frequent problems which affected the women’s ability to pay for
transportation and family care expenses.

During the project start-up, considerable effort was made to inform
all relevant public agencies of the identity of the par*icipants and to
alert them to possible problems with time available for appointments

with caseworkers and home visits, and to the financial arrangements to
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pay for the training and supp 'rt services. Unfortunately, not all
agencies ard caseworkers assimilated this information. For some time
after the study had begun, cacermrkers required the women to come to the
agency for interviews during school hours, even though the women were
available duiring other business hours. Clients who missed such
appcintments risked being declared 1ineligible for .t*nued support.
Unscheduled home visits were also made during school hours. Whe the
women were not found at home .. several consecutive occasions, the
caseworker assumed the client was employed and terminated her
eligibility. The women had to miss classes in order to appeal for
reinstatement. Other eligibility disputes such as changes in marital
status, child custody questions, and clerical errors, meant missing
classes for meetings with agency officials.

The financial arrangements to pay for the program (especially the
use of BEOG and Pell Grant funds which naid for a portion of the
tuitien) wera not consistently interpreted by caseworkers. Some women
found their support payments and/or foodstamps reduced as a result of
the $30 a month training bonus and/or tuition support and the money for
books and supplies. Some women missed classes to protest these
reductions; others were reported to have become discouraged about their
chances for leaving the public aid system. All these inconveniences
affected their performance in the program.

There was inconsistency in the services provided women with similar
elig!bilitv requiremen:s. The women compared the services they
received, and when ir ities were discovered, those receiving 1less
negotiated for increzsed support, sometimes at the expense of class
time. Some of these discrepancies include money given to some »ut not

to others for car repairs, or vouchers to pay for clothing to wear
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during job interviews. The amount of rental subsidies also varied

widely. Some of the women developed the attitude that, if they were not
being "trea*ed right" by the agencies, they were not obliged to give the

training their best effort.

Reactions‘gi Others To Client's

Participation In The Training

The reactions of others to the women’s enrollment in the training
program have been an important influence on the 1likelihood that the
women will succeed. One of the strongest findings of this study’s early
phases was the perceived effect the individual’s participation in the
training program had on her children. Sixty-two percen* of the women
who dropped out during the first three months felt that their children
had been negatively affected by their participation, as opposed to
thirty percent of those who continued their training. Negative effects
included feeling attending classes and homework left too little time for
the children and too little attention could be given them. On the other
hand, positive effects such as: children taking school more seriously or
re-enrolling in school, studying more, having more pride in their
family, and respect for and better relations with their mother, were
alse reported.

The emotional and material support given by other family members has
been almost essential for successful prczram completion. Help with
household chores, babysitting, and providing time for and a quiet place
in which to study, were important. Perhaps even more significant was
family approval of the time spent away from the family to participate in
a long and demanding training program for an occupation which is male~

dominated. Criticisms by family members and friends =bout neglecting
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family responsibilities, harming one’s children, and acting
inappropriately for a woman, deepiy atfected some of the women. In a
few cases, these remarks escalated to threats or incidents of violence

from husbands and boyfriends.

School~related Problems

The introduction of the women to an established training institution
with a whi'e, male, lower- to middle-income student body, was not always
smooth. The WIN clients reported numerous instances of racial, sexual,
and anti-welfare prejudicial remarks from students and faculty members,
al though most of these occurred during the first few months. Complaints
of inequitable treatment based on sex or race by the faculty continued

sporadically, but were not substantiated.

Problems Induced By The Program Evaluation

The demonstration project was rushed into existence. As a result,
the selection procedures for participants may hkave been poorly
implemented. In addition, the evatuation aspect of the training program
made 1t necessary to 1identify a large number of qualified clients to
assure sufficiently large training and (omparison groups. The mand
strained, and 1in some cases overwhelmed, the system within the WIN
offices for selecting participants, which resu'ted in incomplete
screening, lowering the qualification criteria, and pressure on some
clients to volunteer for the program. [15] These factors have

15. See White and Weidman, !983. 'Doing Evaluation Rcsearch for Public
Agencles: Problems with the Assigmment of Clients to Experimental and
No-Treatment Control Groups 1in Field Experiments." Sociological

Practice, Vol. 4, No. 2, 1983.
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undoubtedly contributed to the dropout rate.

A Comparison Of Dropouts And Program Graduates

This section of the report presents a comparison of the
background characteristics of the fifty~two program graduates and the
ninety-seven women who have dropped out of the training program for whom
we have data. [16] The background characteristics used in the analyses
include entrance test scores, employment history, family situation and
demographic characteristics. The two groups of women are also compared
on their experiences while enrolled in the training program, including

health and other problems, and changes in family status.

Demograpuic Characteristics

2ge. The distr.bution of the ages of the dropouts and graduates
at the time they first enrolled in the training program 1s showan in
Table III-1. The mean age for both dropouts and graduates was twenty-
nine. Ages of dropouts ranged from eighteen to fifty-four; ages of
graduates ranged from nineteen to forty-eight. The differences in the
distribution of ages are not statistically significant.

Ethnic group. The distribution of dropouts and graduates by ethnic

group 1s shown 1in Table III-2. There is little variation between the

two groups and the differences are not statistically significant. There

16. The graduate group includes 39 women who were members of the
original study population and 13 WIN-sponsored women who were not
recruited during the study intake periods, but entered the program later
and graduated in February 1981. The data collected during the initial
client selection process and the Phase I interview are not available for
these additional thirteen women. Hence they are not included in all of
the tables for this section. In no instance are the tabled associations
between variables changed substantially by the 1inclusion of the 13
additional clients.
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TABLE I11-1

AGE OF PROGRAM GRADUATES AND DROPOUTSa
(In Percentages)

Age Graduates Dropouts

=21 . ..o oo e .. £ 7

22 - 25. .. . .. et e e e e e e 2L 29

26 -30. ... ... e . 36 33

3t -35...... e e e e e e e e e e 18 20

36 -L0. . ... 10 5

b+, o o000 8 6
(N=39) (N=9L)

#Table includes only originally selected program participants.

TABLE I11-2

EVHNIC GROUP OF PROGRAM GRADUATES AND DROPOUTSa
(In Percentages)

Ethnic Group Graduates Dropouts
White (Non-Hispanic) . . .. .. ... .. 28 36
Black (Non-Hispanic) . . . . . . e e e 69 58
Other, . . . ... e e e e e e e 3 6
(N=39) (N-92)

#Table includes only originally selected program participants.
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is a slight tendency for whites and the "other" group to be

overrepresented in the dropout group.

Education

Years of previous education completed. At the time of their

selection for the training program, the average number of years of
schooling completed by all members of the participant group was 11.5
years. The average for those who had completed the program was 11.6
years, while for dropouts the average was 11.5 years. The distribution
of years of prior education is shown in Table ITI-3.

Type of high scuool program. Table III-4 shows the distribution of

dropouts and graduates by the type of high school program in which they
had been enrolled. Those who had been enralled in general high . .1
programs were considerably more likely to graduate than those who had
been enrolled in vocational programs, with roughly equal proportions of
those 1in acadenic programs graduating and dropping out o: the training.
Since only 11 percent of the total study population had been in an
academic high school program, it is difficult to make any
generalizations about this group. It mey be that those enrolled in
vocational programs are students who ha e shown a greater work
orientation. Thus, one interpretation of the results would be that the
dropouts from the training program who had been in high school
vocational programs are those who prefer to work over being in an
academic or training setting. It is also not clear whether students
enrelled in "general" oprograms obtain a more rigorous high school
education, especially more math and science classes, than those in
"vocational" programs. This issue is addressed in the next section of

this chapter.
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TABLE

HEE=3

YEARS OF PREVIOUS EDUCATION COMPLETED®

(ta Percentages)

Years of Previous Education Comple:ed Graduates Dropouts
Less than high school. . 4 L6
High school, 36 Lo
More than high school. . 23 4
(N=39) (N=14)

®rable includes only originally seiected program participants

TABLE !l|-b

TYPE OF HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM ATTENDED?

(In Percentages)

Type of High School Program Graduates Dropouts
General. . . . .. . .. 84 66
Academic . . . . . .. . .. 8 12
Vocational . 8 22
(N=37) (N=92)

%rable includes only originally selected program participants.




Coursework .iﬂ Science and Mathematics. In the Phase II interview,

all respondents were asked whether they had completed one or more
courses 1in specified areas of advanced math or in one or more of the
natural sciences. Table III-5 shows the results for gradvates and
dropouts. It 1s interesting to note that the biggest differences are
not in algebra and physics, which migut be assumed to be most directly
relevant to electronics training, but rather in geometry (the only
statistically significant difference) and chemistry. This suggests that
ccurses in more analytical math and science areas provide more useful
skills for completion of this sort of training.

Table TIII-6 shows the average number of the four specified areas of
math and science in which the women in the study had co~nleted at 1least
one course. On the average, graduates had caken courses in more areas
than dropouts, although a quarter of both the graduates and dropouts had

taken no courses in these areas.

Prior Work Experience

Ninety-six percent of program graduates and eighty-eight percent of
dropouts had held at 1least one paid b at some time prior to the
beginning of the training program (Table III-7). The members of both
groups had held an average of five different paid jobe prior to the
training program. Forty five percent of graduates and forty-one percent
of the dropouts held a paid job during the year prior to the training
program. Study participants were also asked whether they had ever held
an electronics related job. Table III-7 shows that slightly more

dropouts (22%) than graduates (16%) reported they had held such a job.
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TABLE 111-5

E PREVIOUS COURSEWORK IN MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCEa
(¢n Percentages)

! Percent of Women Who Prior to the Start
of this Training Pr~aram had Completed Graduates Dropouts
t at Least One Course in:

’ Math
‘ Algebra. o v v v v v i e e e 62 £8
[ Trigonometry . o o v v o v o o o o o o o & 12 12
GEOMEETY &+ v v v o ¢ & e o o o o o o o o o 50 29b
[ Calculus & . . v v v v v v e e e e e e e 3 5
(N=32) (N=79)
Science
Biology. v v v v 4 v vt e e e e e e e 77 78
Chemistry. « v v v v v v v v v v v v o o & 29 16
PhYSiCS. v v v v v v v e v e e e e e 18 21
l GEOIOgYs v 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 v e e v e e 13 12
(N=31) (N=79)

®Table includes only originally selected program participants.

[ bChi-SquareJh.h; p=.04,
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TABLE

[r-6

NUMBER OF SCIENCE AND MATH COURSEWORK AREAS®
(In Percentages)

57

Number of Science and

Math Coursework Areas Graduates Dropouts

None . « . . v v v v « . 33 28

One Science or Math Area . . 15 22

Two Science or Math Areas, . . 8 20

Three Science or Mech Areas., . . . . . 18 10

Four Science or Math Areas . . . . . . . . 10 10

Fiveor More . . . . . . ¢« v v . ... 16 10
(N=39) (N=97)

~verage Number of Courses Taken 2.2 1.9

4Table includes only originally selected program participants.
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TABLE

PRIOR WORK EXPERIENCE®

-7

(In Percentages)

=
Work Experience Graduates Dropouts
Ever held a paid job?
Yes. © . L e e e e e e e e e s e 96 88
No . . ... .. . L 1
(N=38) (N=85)
Held paid job in previous year?
Yes. .« . v v v e ww bs ]
No 55 59
(N=38) (N=85)
Ever held electronics related job?
Yes. . . .. 15 22
No . . . ... 0. .. 84 78
(N=3%) . (N=85)

STable includes only originally selected program participants.
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Public Assistance Experience

Table TIII-8 shows that graduates were slightly more likely to have
been enrolled in the WIN program for a longer period of time than
dropouts, Graduates were also somewhat more likely to Le mandatory WIN
participanta, sugg :sting that having older ci.fldren (and presumably
fewer childcare demands) 1s related to success in the program. This
argumen. is supported to some extent by the description of family
structure presented in a later section.

Graduates were more likely than dropouts to have worked and rec.ived
public assistanze at the same time. This suggzests that the graddates
are women who were less satisfied than dropouts with the 1life style
Aiforded soiely through public assistance. although it 1s alsc true that
because their children ara older on the average, they are in a better
position to eng~ge in work because they tend %20 have fewer childcare
problenms.

The women in this study were asked about the economic circumstances
of their families while growing up. Table III-9 shows that dropouts
were slightly more likely to have come from famili.  which had been on
public aid. Howcver, neither group contains a large ;.rtion of second
generation welfare recipients.

At the time the training program began, graduates and dropouts were
about ecually likely to have persons who were not receiving some form of

public assistance as their friends (Table III-10).
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TABLE 111-8

PUBLIC ASS.STANCE EXPERIENCE®
(In Percentages)

Publ: . Assistance Graduates Dropouts

Years Enrolled in the WIN Program
at Time Training Began

Less than one year « « v o« v v v o o o o o 73 32
One t0 tWO YEArS + v ¢ & o o o o o « o o » 19 13 .
fhree or more. « . « « o o . . o e e 8 5

(N=37) (N=67)

WIN Status at Time Training Began

Mandatory. v v v v v v 6 4 4 e e e e e e €5 59
Voluntary. « v v v v v ¢ o v v o o o o o o 35 L
(N=37) (N=69)

Percentage of Women Who Previously Worked
and Received Public Assistance at the
Same Time

Worked and received public assistance. . . 23 1

Never worlaed snd received pubiic assi
aSSISEANCE & o v & & o 4 ¢ o o o o 0 0 . 77 89

(N=39) (N=97)

#Includes nly originally selecteu program participants,
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TABLE I11-9

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE STATUS OF PROGRAM PARTI!IC!PANTS!
FAMILIES WHEN GROWING LP@
(In Percentages)

p————

Proportion of Women Who Grew Up .
in Welfare Families Graduates Dropouts

Family was never on public aid.

c e e e 69 63

Family was on public aid less than half the time
while growing up . C et e e e e e e e 17 2v

Family was on public aid more than half the time
while growing up . . . e e e e e e e e 14 17

(N=32) (N=79)

aTable includes only originally selected nrogram participants,
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TABLE 111-10

PROPORTION OF FRIENDS ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCEa
(fn Percentages)

Proportion of Friends at the Time
the Program Began Wiho Were on Som~ Graduates Dropouts
Form of Public Assistance

L 3

Almost all . . . . ... .. ... .o 16 L
About half . o v v i 6 8 )
Some . .. L . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e €2 50
None . . . . . . . i il e e e e e e e e e e 23 31
(N=31) (N=76)

%table includes only originally selected program participants.




Family Characteristics

Table ITI-11 shows that there was little initial difference in the
marital status of program grad ates and dropouts. Table III-12,
however, shows that graduates experienced . re changes in marital (or
daring) status than dropouts did during the time they weie enrolled in
the training (although this may just reflect the shorter time period
that dropouts were enrolled in the program).

There was virtually no difference in the family size of graduates
and dropouts, although a larger proportion of graduates had four or more
children (Table III-13). Howeve ', the average number of children was
practically the same for the twc groups (2 childrer). The children of
graduates were also slightly older at the time the program began than
the children of women who dropped out of the program (Table III-14).
The average age of the youngest child was 8.6 years for dropouts and 9.0
years for graduates, During the time the two groups were enrolled in
the trainin three of the graduates (7%) and four of the dropouts (5%)

reported they had given birth ts another child.

Academic Qualifications

As part of the process used to select the women to takc part in the
train.ng, <ach potential participant was requirel to take a series of
qualification tests, including rhe GATB series, a test of reading level
and an acithmetic test which hzi been designec by Bell & Hosell. The
only statistically significant difference between graduates and dropouts
was fcund in the scores achieved on the GATB:G ("geueral aptitude")

scale. On the average, however, gradiates scored higher on each test

(Table III-15),




TABLE 111-11

MARITAL STATUS AT BEGINNING OF PROGRAM®
(In Percentages)
Marital Status at Beginning of Program Graduates Dropouts
Married and living with husband, ., . ., . . . . . . 0 5
Married but not living with hushand. . . . . . . . 26 25
Di V'Cl'Ced e e e : & e e e e * o e e e e @€ © & & o »® 38 33
Never married. . . . . . . & v v v v o v 0 o v .. 36 37

(N=39) (N=93)

#lncludes only originally sclected program participants.

TAB L Hii-i2

CHANGES IN MARITAL STATUS DURING PROGRAM?
(In Percentages)

Women Experiencing Each Kind

of Status Change Graduates Dropouts
Was married. . . . . . . . .. 0000 e 0. 9 ?
beo divorced . L L L L L 0w L s e e 16 9
Was separated. . . . . . . . ¢ . 4 4 e 4 e e e . 3 ¢
Ended separation ., . . . . . . . 4 4 4 4w e e . .. 3 3
Found or lost boybriead. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lo 22
(N=22) (N=79)

- - — -

Table includes only originally selected program participants,
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TABLE 111-13
NUMBER OF CHILDREN AT START OF TRAINIMG PROGRAMa
{in Fercentages)
Number of Children at Start
of Training Program Graduates Dropout:
]. . ¢ e & © e + & e 28 30
20 4 i e e e e e e e e . 31 33
3. . . e e e e e e e 18 22
L ormore. . ... .. .. . 23 15
(N=39) (N=9L)
Ave age 2.3 2.3
Range 1-8 1-7

¥ ncludes only originally selected program participants.




TABLE 111-14

AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD AT START OF TRAINING PROGRAM?

(In Percentages)

Age Graduates Dropouts
6 years old or younger . . . . . . .« 4 4 4 4 o Ly 37
7 to 12 years old. . . . .. e e e e e e e e e *3 Lo
13tolbyearsold . . . . . . v ¢ v v v v v v o 10 18
17 years ol.orolder, . . . . . . .. ¢+ ... 13 5 )
(N=39) (N=86)
Average 9.0 8.6
Range 0-29 0-26

®rable includes only originally selec.ed program participants.
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l TABLE 111-15

I AVERAGE SCORES ON QUALIFICATION TESTS®

[l Tests Graduates Dropouts

| GATB: & . 106.7 103.8°
GATB: V . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e . e 105.9 107.2
GATB: N . & ¢ v i i e v v e e e e e e e e e e 107.6 105.9
Reading. . . . . . . . e e e e e e .. 10.1 9.6
Arithmetic . . . ¢ v v v v ¢ v 4 4 o o o o & .. 54.8 50.0

(N=37) (N=93)

®Includes only originally selected program participaf‘s:

bG—Square=66.8, P=.01.

,
I
E
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The staff of the training institutions used the arithmetic test
scores to determine whether a woman qualifying for the training had

first to complete a remedizl term (referred to as "prep") or could be
admitted directily to the first term of the technician training program.
A student was ascigned directly to the technician training program if
she scored above eighty percent on the arithmetic test. If she scored
lower on the aritimetic test but had at least a tenth grade reading
level sne was enrolled ir the "prep" training. Thirty-seven percent r
the women in the demonstration program were admitted directly into the
technician program and the remaining sixty-three percent began with the
remedial term.

The assigmment to the "prep" or "tech" tarm turned out to be
significantly associated with successful completion of the program.
While forty-four percent of those responding to the Phase II interview
who graduated started 1in the "prep" course, sixty-six percent of the
dropouts entered training in the "prep" course (Table III-16).

Another factor which was strongiy associated with successful
completion of the training program was the match between a client’s
preference for training or immediate employment and her enrollment in a
training program. As part of the Phase I interview, each client was
asked at the time the training began whether she preferred a job that
began right away or some kind of training. Only eiyhteen percent of the
womer. o started the training indicated that they would have preferred
a job, but as shown in Table III-17, these women were much less 1li%ely
to complete the program than the women who preferred training. The most
common reason given by these women for enrolling in training despite
their preference for obtaining employment was that they couldn’t get a

job or that WIN had not been able to find a job for them.
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TABLE 111-16

INITIAL ENROLLMENT IN REMEDIAL COURSE
(In Percentages)

——

Initial Enrollment Graduates Dropouts

Remedial course (Prep) . . . « « v ¢« v v o v o o . Lb 66

Tech | . . . . .. ... e e e e e e e e e e 56 34°
(N=b5) (N82)

Achi-Square=b,2l; p=.0k,

TABLE 111-17

INITIAL PREFERENCE FOR EMPLOYMENT QR TRAININGa
(In Percentages)

Initial Preference Graduates Dropouts

Employment , ., , , ., ., ., . .. e e e e e e e 5 24

Training . . . . .. .. ... e e e e e 95 76b
(N=39) (N=88)

a . -
Ta : includes orly originally selected program participants,

Pehi-square=5.2; p=.02.
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Training Program Experiences

Both the Phase I and Phase II instruments countained items which
asked respondents to describe their experiences while enrolled in the
training program. Several of the differences presented below on items
contained in the Phase II instrument must be qualified in terms of the
length of time the individuals were actually »nrolled in the training
program. Table ITII-18 shows the differences in the distributions of the
number of months dropouts and graduates attended the training. Because
a minimum of twenty months was required to complete the program, no
graduate was found to have attended for fewer months, and the median
time of attendance was twenty-four months. For dropouts there was, of
course, no minimum period of attendance. While some were enrclled for
more than tweniy months, more were enrolled for only a month or two.
The median duration of attendance for <ropouts was seven months. It 1s
clear that graduates had much more opportunity for various problems,
behaviors and experiences to occur.

Expectations. Some Impressions of the program which show

differences between those who eventually graduated and those who did not
were gathered in the Phase I interview, which took place before uore
than a few individuals had dropped out. One area of the Phase I
instrument asked whether certain aspects of the school experience met
the expectations the wemen held for the trainiag program. For -~xample,
Table TIII-19 shows that women who felt the early coursework was more
difficult than expected were slightly less likely to graduate than those
who felt the coursework was less difficult or as difficult as expected.

Similarly, those who felt that the first months of the training program

made moi'e demands on their time than expected were 1less likely to
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TABLE I111-18

NUMBER OF MONTHS ENROLLED IN THE BELL & HOWELL PROGRAM
(In Percentages)

Months Enrolled Graduates® DropOutsb

L 0 Lo

510 . . . o s, 0 27

L 1 0 27

20 - 22, . . L. L e e e e 23 2

25 =30, . . L e e e e e e e e e 12 0

More than 30 . . . . . . . ... .. ..... 17 1

(N=b7) (N=33)

Median 24 ronths 7 months
Range 20-40 months 1-33 months

¥For graduates, the number of months is calculated as the elapsed
time between first enrollment and graduation.

bFor dropcuts, the sumber of months is calculated as the actual
number of months in which the respondent was enrolled, disregarding the
months between multiple enrollments for those who dropped ¢ * more than once.
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TABLE !11-19

EARLY EXPERIENCES IN THE PROGRAM COMPARED TO EXPECTAT!IONS?

(In Percentages)

Experiences Graduates Dropouts

Difficulty of Coursework

More difficuit than expected . . . . . . . . . . 22 29
As difficult as expected . . . . . . . . « « o . 56 55
Less difficult than expected . . . . . . . . . . 22 16
(N=36) (N=62)
Program Demands on Time
More time than expected, . . . . . . . . . . .. 39 59
A- much time as expacted . . . . . .« . + « . . . 39 30
Less time than expected. . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 11
(N=36) (N=54)
Helpfulness of Family
More helpful than expected . . . . . . . . . . . 37 26
As helpful as expected , . . . . . . ... ... 50 55
Less helpful than expected . . . . . . .. . .. 13 29
(N=38) (N=58)
Friendliness of Non-WIN Students
More friendly than expected. . . . . . . . . .. 53 Lo
As friendly as expected. . . . . . . « « « « . . 444 57
Less friendly than expected. . . . . . . . . . . 3 3
(N=36) (N=60)
Helpfulness of Teachers
More helpful than expected . . . . . . . . . . . 60 39
As helpful as expected . . . . . . .. .. ... 32 34b
Less helpful than expected . . . . . . . . . .. 8 27
(N=37) (N=62)

8Table includes only originally selected program participants,

bChi-Square=II.8; P=.003.
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graduate than those who felt the time demands were as expected or less.
Those who felt that their families were more helpful than expected were
more likely to graduate than others.

Two areas which are addressable to some degree by the training
institutions (and in which modifications have been made since the Phase
I interviews) are the perceived helpfulness of the instructors and the
friendliness of the nan-WIN students. There was a slight but not
statistically significant tendency for those who felt that non-WIN
students were wore friendly than expected to graduate more often than
those who felt the other students were less friendly. However, the
women who felt the teachers were more helpful than expected were
significantly more 1likely to graduate than those who felt the teachers
were as helpful or less helpful than expected.

Effect on Children. Another aspect of the school experience on

which the two groups differed was the early perceptions by the mother of
whether her enrollment in the training was having a positive or negative
affect on her children. Table III-20 shows that graduates were slightly
more 1likely than dropouts to feel that their enrollment in the training
program was having a positive effect on their children, such as the
child beginning to study more or returning to school; or becoming proud
of and showing more respect to the mother. The negative effect most
often listed by both dropouts and graduates was that the mother had less
time for her children.

Attendance. There were also some differences in attendance during
the early weeks of the program. While nearly every women mnissed some
classes, the average number of classes missed between the start of the

program and the Phase I interview was sixteen for graduates and eighteen

33



TABLE 111-20

PERCEL.VED EFFECT OF MOTHER'S ENROLLMENT IN PROGRAM ON HER CH|LDRENa
(In Percentages)

Effect Graduates Dropouts

PASitive & v v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e e 72 63

Negative . v v v v v ¢t v & o e o s o v s e e e e 28 37
(N=29) (N=30)

9Table includes only originally selected program participants who
indicated that their enrollment in the training had an effect on their children,
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for dropouts. The most common reasons given for absences were the

respondent’s health, transportation and childcare problems.

Problems Encountered. In the Thase II interview, the graduates and

dropouts were asked to indicate whether each of a series of potential
problems for staying in the program had actually posed a serious problem
for them. As shown in Table III-21, dropouts were significantly more
likely to. respond that transportation, their own health and the
difficulty of the work required were problems for them. Interestingly,
the graduates were significantly more likely to respond that personal
finances had been a serious problem for them.

Other items irn che interviews elicited more detailed information on
transportation, but they shed 1little light on the reasons dropouts had
seen transportation as such a problem. The dropouts did not differ
significantly from the graduates in the distance, time, cost or means of
commuting frocm home to the training.

More detailed information was also collected on the respondent’s
heal th. Nearly the same proportion of each group reported that an
illness had caused them to miss a class. However, dropouts who were 111
reported twice as many instances of i1illness (an average of 3.6) as did
graduates (2.0) and graduates were more likely to report illnesses which
11d not require surgery or hospitalization.

Support Networks. Another area of the school experience which was

explored in the Phase II interview was the existence of in-school
support networks for the women. Here again there were few differences
between the two groups of women. Dropouts and graduates were about
equally 1likely to report that the WIN women formed a support group and
to feel that they were part of that group. They were also about equal

in the frequency with which they went to the special school counselor

1C0



TABLE 111-21

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN STAYING IN THE PROGRAM
(In Percentages)

Graduates Dropouts
Problems s N H
Serious og?waat Prgglem i?;L?:; S°Z§waat Prgglem
Problem Problem Problem
Transportationa e e e e e e e e e e e 9 L9 L2 21 30 L9
Clothing. . . . . . . . . . ... C e e 13 16 71 9 20 71
Child Care. . . . . . . . . .. v .. 95 22 69 13 20 67
Respondent's Health®. . . . . . . . . 7 9 84 13 23 6L
Health of Child, Other Family Members . . 8 22 70 12 22 66
Difficulty of Coursework?® . . . . . . .. 0 54 L6 18 L3 39
Personal Finances®. . . . . .. ... . b 34 25 20 28 52
Emotion Problems. . . . . . .. .. ... 11 27 62 16 21 63
(N=52) (N=97)

aChi-Square, p=.05.

e 101 152

1A




S SN T Uy TS T T T TE T TED T a9 Ty 2

77

for the WIN students for advice and both groups rated the counselors
tavorably.

Interaction with Non-WIN Students. Graduates were slightly more

likely than dropouts to have laboratory partners who were not other WIN
students and to have a larger portion of tbeir friends at school who
were not WIN students, When asked to indicate the importance of variocus
sources of support (Table III-22), more graduates than dropouts ranked
each source as very important except for the school faculty and

admiuistration. The difference in the number of women 1listing non~WIN

-students as very important is statistically significant.

Graduates were more likely to see both WIN and non-WIN students at
social ac:ivities outside of school (Table III-23), with the difference
in reports of seeing non-WIN students statistically significant.

Graduates were also significantly more 1likely to join a school
sponsored club or student government than dropouts (Table III-24),
although this may simply reflect the increased ooportunity afforded by
the graduates longer time in the program.

Studying. On the average, dropouts reported studying more hours per
week (16) than graduates (14.5), perhaps an indication of the greater
difficulty some wera having 1in assimilating the materials. Most
respondents in both groups did most of their studying alone. However,
graduates were significantly more likely to have come into the school

laboratory on their own time to do extra work or studying (Table III-

25).

1¢3
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TABLE 111-22

IMPORTANCE OF SOURCES OF SUPPORT IN HELPING RESPONDENTS COMPLETE TRAINING
(In Percentages)

Graduates Dropouts
Support Very Somewhat Imp:::ant Very Somewhat Impgitant
Important Important At All Important Important At All
Family. & & 0 v v e et e e e e e e e e 69 27 4 54 34 11
Friends Outside School. . , . ., e e 29 Lo 31 22 34 Lh
WIN Students. . . . . . ... ... ... L6 36 18 36 Ly 20
Non-WIN Students® . . . ., . . ... ... L2 Lo 18 19 Ly 34
WIN Student Counselor . . . . . . . . o . 65 21 H 57 33 10
School Faculty and Administration . . . . L7 L2 11 57 31 12
(N=L5) (N=79)

aChi-Square=8.7; p=,01,
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TABLE 111-23

INTERACTION W'TH STUDENTS OUTSIDE OF SCHOOL

(In Percentages)

79

Interaction Graduates Dropouts
Ever See Non-WIN Students Outside of School?
YeS. ¢« v v v 4 s e e e e e e e e e e 66 L8
No . « v . v v v v .. e e e e e e e e . 34 52°
(N=47) (N=83)
Ever See WIN Student- Qutside of School?
Yes. . . . . . 76 60
< 24 Lo
(N=b5) (N=79)

4Chi-Square=3.8; p=.05.
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TABLE lil-24

PARTICIPATION IN STUDENT CLUBS OR STUDENT GOVERNMENT
(In Percentages)

Participation Graduates Oropouts

Student Clubs or Government

Participated . . . . . . e e e e e e e Ly 16
Did not participate. . . 56 8L
(N=45) (N=79)
qChi-Square=11.5; p=.001,
TABLE 111-25

USE OF OWN TIME TO COME TO SCHOOL LAB TO STUDY GR DO EXTRA WORK
(In Percentages)

Use of Own Time at School l Graduates Dropouts

School Lab
Came on own time . . . . . . . e e e e 91 54
Did not zome on own time . . . « « o « o 9 452

(N=L5) (N=80)

aChi-Square=16.6; p=.00.
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Experiences nNutside 0f School

Items concerning experiences outside of the training program were
also askecd during the Phase II interview. These events apnear to be
rather strongly related to the asqregate likelihood of completing the
program, but all the opposite direction of what would be expected.
Reflecting their 1longer time in the training program, graduates were
much more likely to experience each sort of problem (Table [1I-26),
Late public aid or WIN checks as well as checks for the wrong amount
were the most common events. This suggests a particular resourcefulness
and resilience on the part of graduates that secems to have enabled them

to overcome the obstacles placed in their way by the welfare systea.

Sunmary

The preceding analysis of the gross differences between graduates
and dropouts did not lead to the identification of many factors cleaily
associated with successful training completion.

The search for effective screening criteria might be tempered by the
realization that most of the women who dropped out of this program did
so quite early. Forty-three p2rcent of the dropouts left without
completing a single term of t.e technician program, and an additional
twenty-one percent completed only the first term. The group of women
described in this report as dropouts could be divided into two groups:
dropcuts and screening failures, women who really didn’t get started in
the prograa. However, since these women were in the program for so
short a period, the cost of the existing inefficiencies in the current
screening procedures is relatively low both in terms of training expense

and 1ir the waste of training slots for aore appropriate cl.ents.
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TABLE 111-26

PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED OQUTSIDE OF THE TRAINING PROGRAM
(In Percentages)

Problem Experienced Graduates Dropouts
Victim of crime. . . . . . .. e e e e 31 19
Moved. . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e Lo 29
Late public aid or WIN checks® . . . . . . 76 21
fhecks for the wrong amountb e e e e e Ly 22
Problems with food stamps. . . . . . . . . 36 20
Controversy over eligibility for WIN,

AFDC, food StampsS. « v v v v o« ¢ o o o 36 21
Unsatisfactory WIN provided child care . . 34 22

(N=05) (N=79)

aChi-Square=35.2; p=.00,

bChi-Square= 8.3; p=.00.
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The present analysis identifies a few characteristics which could
easily be incorporated into screcning procedures. These 1includr
qualification scores, hign school background, direct encry into the Tech
program at the Bell & Howell School, and preference for training as
opposed to finding immediate employment.

With respect to qualification scores, graduates had a significantly
higher GATB:G ecore than dropouts. This suggests that this Eaployment
Service aptitude test 1s a potentially effective screening 1instrument
for female WIN clients entering similar training programs 1in the
electronics field. Hence, GAT3:G scores could be used as one criterion
for determining which WIN clients should be referred to this type of
training program and which clien*s should be referred to other training
or employment opportunities. The originally determined GATB:G score of
90 for training referrcl seems reasonable since the only lower score
attained by a graduate was 89. A GATB:G score closer to 100 would be a
better criterion for referral, but that would reduce even more the
already small proportion of the WIN population who might qualify for
such rigorous training.

Graduates tended to have a di” . - high school background than
dropouts. While roughly equal proportions of the small number of
program participants who were 1 academic high school programs graduated
from ana daropped out of the training, clients who had been in general
high school prograus were substantially more likely to graduate than
those who had been in vocational high school programs. In addition,
graduates were significantly more 1likely than dropouts to have taken
geometry and chemistry courses in high school. This suggeste that high
school curriculum rather than simply attainment of a diploma or GED

could be used as a selection criterion.

1i0
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The significant difference in the rate of completion of the program
between those who were admitted directly into the technician training
program and those required to take the remedial '"prep" term Suggests
that the remedial term be examined for ways to improve the preparation
given for the main training program (and in fact the training
institutions have greatly changed the structure and content of this term
since the demonstration group first enrolled). There is some anecdotal
evidence (presented in more detail in the Phase I Report) that the
structure and conteit of the "prep" term as it then existed may have
contributed to the dropout rate, and the schools have considerably
altered the remedial training offered. The "prep" term was criticized
for the discontinuity between the individualized modules used 1in this
term and the lecture and laboratory structure used for the remainder of
the technician program. The similarity of the "prep" coursework with
that experienced in high school, the impression that "prep" courses were
much less difficult, and the self-pacing of progress through the "prep"
term which led to poor attendance habits, were all mentioned as aspects
of the "prep" course which fostered inappropriate expectations and
behavior for the successful transition to the technician program.

The finding that dropouts tended to be more '"Job-oriented" than
graduates suggests two more aspects of the "prep" program which may have
contributed to the attrition rate. First, being required to complete
this term added fifteen weeks to the minimum time required to complete
the training, which meant that the payoff of this training in the labor
market was at least two years away from its start. Second, the "prep"
term 1s the least '"job-like" term. 1In cne of the settings it involved
no benchwork, and it was reported that in neither setting was there much

use or discussion of the everyday tools and activities of an electronics
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technician. It could be that both of these factors dramatically
decreased the attractiveness of the training program for a person who
was more '"work" than '"'scnool" oriented.

The preference of individuals for training over immediate placement
would also seem to be an effective criterion for screening women for
this program. The effectiveness would be increased to the degree that
alternate immediate placement opportunities exist as this would remove
the incentive for hiding one’s true preferences.

The remainder of the findings in this analysis support a portrait of
graduates having three characteristics which would be difficult to
measure during the screening process but whose use (i1f appropriate
indicators couid be devised) migh:t further reduce the attrition rate.
One 1s the motivation to complzte the program and to leave the welfare
system. The importance of this factor is suggested by the trends for
graduates to have worked while receiving public assistance; their
perception of and, ‘mplicitly, capacity to overcome greater financial
di1fficulties while on public assistance; and their willingness to come
to the school to work or study on their own time.

A second element is a positive early impression of the training and
its effects on their families. At the time of the Phase I interview,
graduates found the faculty to bte much more helpful than they had
expected, and did not feel the difficulty of the coursework was much of
a problem for them. They were also significantly more 1likely to have
noticed that enrollment was having an effect on the children (and that

these effects were either positive or the expected decrease in time for

interaction).
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Finally, the graduates reported more contact with the non-WIN
students at the training institution. They were more likely to join a
club or student govermment, more likely to see non-WIN students outside
of school and more likely to include non-WIN students as an Iimportant
source of support 1in completing the program. These differences may
simply reflect the differences in time of exposure to the program and
the non-DOL students, as discussed earlier. But possibly, this sugges:s
that graduates were either the women who possessed social skills and
values which were similar to those of the non-WIN students and this
fostered interaciion, or that the graduates wer.: women who, when brought
into contact with the non-WIN students by course requirements, quickly

assimilated their orientations.
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I"s  INITIAL .. .R MARKET EXPERIENCE OF PROGRAM GRADUATES

The data for this portion of the report were derived from Phase TII
int.rviews, Phase III interviews, and placement reports prepared by the
WIN counselors at the Bell & Howell schools. Since most of those whose
initial placement status was ascertained had graduated prior to
September 1981, the informatioa in this chapter largely parallels data
included in a previous report. {17] This earlier information is
included in this report for the convenience of the reader, together with
additional material from the more vecent, Phase III interviews and from
other sources. Not all items of {information are available for all

graduates,

Initial Placemeng Status

We have been able to determine the initial placement status of
forty-eight of the fifty-two study participants who had graduated from
the electronics technician training program as of February, 1982.
Thirty-four of the forty-eight (71%) were successful in obtaining
employment after graduation while fourteen (29%) had not secured a job
by the time of their Phase IIT interview in late fall 1982. As Table
IV-1 indicates, the rate of job placement was appreciably higher in
Chicago than in Columbus. This difference may reflect a relative
scarcity of electronics-related johs in the Coluabus area, combined with

reluctance on the part of many graduates to relocate.

17. White, Richard N. Assessment of a WIN Quality Training
Demonstration Project, Puase II Report--Training and Early Placement
Experiences. Bureau of Social Science Research, April 1982.
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TABLE V-1

INITIAL JOB PLACEMENT OF GRADUATES BY SITE
(!n Percentages)

Placement Chicago Columbus

Secured job., . . . . . .. . 000, 80 61

Unsuccessful in finding job., . . . . . . . . 20 39

(N=25) (N=23)
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All of the fourteen women who had not yet obtained a job stated in
their Phase III interviews that they had actively looked for employment
since graduation. In the case of at least five of these women, the
intensity of their efforts must be questioned because these five cited
aspects of their personal situations which had made 1t difficult or
impossible for them to work at a full-time job at some time Since
graduation. Their own health, probl=ms with their children, 1lack of
work experience, and lack of transportation were the problems cited.
Thirteen of the fourteen reported that they were looking for work at the
time of their Phase III interview. The fourteenth stated that she
planned to start looking again in 1983 when problems with her children

would presumably be resolved.

Job Search Activities

Information obtajned from the graduates about the length of time
spent looking for their first job after graduation suggests that those
who were successful in obtaining jobs found them rather quickly. Sixty-
eight percent started their jobs within a month of graduation while
another nrineteen percent found work one to three months after
graduation. The remaining thirteen percent searched for four to seven
months before finding employment.

The speed with which these jobs were obtained car be attributed in
large part to the job placement activities underway at the Bell and
Howell training schools during the 1last trimester of the training

program. Many of the women who found work did so before they had

actually graduated.
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The importance of the Bell & Howell placement activities was
highlighted by the graduates’ responses to questions about the early
phases of their job search activities in the Phase 1. {interview. At
that time the graduates reporied that, on the average, they had
interviewed with twelve different firms and that nine of those
interviews had b2en arranged by the schoul placement office. (According
to their responses, they chemselves had taken the initiative in
arranging most of their other interview by following up newspaper ads,
walking into employment offices, etc.)

At the time of the Ph: e II interview, nineteen of the graduates had
recelved at least uvue job offer. Those who had i1eceived a job offer by
that time had had a slightly larger average number of interviews (14)
than had those who had uot yet received an offer (11). Nine of those
who had received an offer at that time reported receiving only one offer
while ten received two or more. Sixteen of the nineteen had decided to
accept an offer. Three—quarters of those who had accepted a job at the
time of the Phase II interview indicated that the job had beeu found
through the schocl placement office.

In contrast to the relatively short searches for initial jobs
reported by those who were successful in finding work, those who have
been  unsuccessful report significantly longer searches. Since
graduation, these women have spent an average of fifteen and one-half
months 1loo%ing for employment. These searches have ranged from the two
months reported by an October, 1981 graduate of OIT who was
incapacitated in an accident two months after graduation and who resumed
ker search 1in 1983, to the 24 months spent by two October, 1980 DeVry
graduates. During the course of their efforts to find work, the

fourteen who have been unsuccessful thus far have had an average of ten
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interviews. Four have had .o interviews at all. They attribute their
failure to get even that far to their lack of work experience and
academic degrees and to the fact that "no work was available." When
asked whether there was any additional assistance they would have 11iked
from the school or WIN to help in finding a job, five of the fourteen
resporded affirmatively. Th. .ypes of assistance they specified
included help in sending out resumes, and arranging for more employers

to come to the school to interview.

Preferred Job Characteristics

Table 1IV-2 presents a list of job characteristics. During the
Phase II interview, each graduate was asked to rate the importance she
had attached to =each characteristic in selecting a job. using a four-
point scale ranging from "very important" to "not important at all."
The ranking of each characteristic is based on the percentage of women
indicating that the characteristic was very important. The table also
indicates how graduates fe't that the jobs for which they had
interviewed met those preferences.

Some aspects of the responses deserve attention. The first 1s the
importance attached to "intrinsic" job charactecistics (e.g.,
opportunity in the field of training) as opposed to "extrinsic"
characteristics (e.g., type of diess, shift, location). This can be
interpreted to show a strong career orientation and lcng~term
perspective when beginning the job search process.

However, 1in the context of the graduates’ actual job search
behavior, these "extrinsic" factors, and especially locztion, assume
great 1importance. fhe explanation for these apparent.y contradictory

findings may lie in one of three sources. First, expressed preferences
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TABLE V-2

INITIAL JOB CHARACTERISTIC PREFERENCES AND THE PCRCENT

OF GRADUATES WHO FELT THE JOBS THEY INTERVIEWED

FOR USUALLY MET EACH CONDITION
(In Percentages)

Job Characteristics

Characteristic
Listed As
Very Important

Perception that
Jobs Interviewed
for Usually Met
This Condition

Steady and permanent,

Opportunity for advancement and
promotion ,

Extensive medical insurance .
Iin the field of electronics .

Pay a minimum wage set by student?. .

Offers further training in electronics.

Sick leave and vacation ,

Opportunity for overtime,

Coavenient to current home, .

Offer training in other fields. .
Allow informal dress. . . . . . . . .
Require no late shift . ,

Does not require union membership . .

Friends work for same company . .

85

83
73
70
68
60
33
25
23
18
18
15

5

0

(N=33)

100

90
9L
100
68
87
97
77
19
35
73
L8
62
16

(N=33)

aRespondents were asked if they had a minimum waace in mind; the

ercentage given is based on number answering 'ves.'
P 9

ranged from $10,400 to $16,6L0 per yea

re.
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may be a poor predictor or actual behavior. Second, the women were
asked to give their preferences at the time when they first started
their job search. Thus, their answers may reflect what they felt were
appropriate and expected priorities. Once the women were actually
engaged in job selection and were forced to consider how various aspects
fit with the other demands and responsibilities they were subject to,
extrinsic factors may have assumed increased importance. Finally, Table
IV~2 shows that nearly all of the women found that most of the jobs for
which they interviewed met those "intrinsic" conditions which were most
important to them. This may have focused attention on some of the
extrinsic factors and made them more salient. (Comparing the responses
to these questions of those who had received a job offer by the time of
the Phase II interview with those who had not received an offer produced

no dramatic differences.)

¥roblems During The Job Search

At the time of the Phase II interviews, fifty-one percent of the
womea stated that searching for a job had been more difficult than
expected while eighteen percent found it less difficult than expected.
(Not surprisingly, those graduates who had already received a job offer
by the Phase II interview were less apt to have found the sSearch more
difficult than they had expected (31%) than were those who had not
received an offer at that time (63%).) Other differences from
expectations included disappointment that the training didn’t guarantee
a job and that the job search process took so much time from classes
during the 1last trimester. Some differences from expectations were
positive, however, including surprise at the variety of jobs available;

surprise that such definite, distinct positions were available; surprise
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that the school provided many services the respondents believed they

would have to provide for themselves; and, surprise at the availability
of a professional placement service.

On balance, the data suggest that the graduates (and the WIN and
Bell & Howell personnel who coached the women in preparation for Job
hunting) had p-obably underestimated the problems encountered in the job
search process and the practical and psychological consequences of the
unanticipated difficulties. Thus, fifty-six percent of the women
reported that something nappened during the interviews which made them
less ronfident of their ability to get and/or hold a job. Among the
incidents were: the discovery that employers wanted more "hands-on"
experience; the discovery that employers had higher standards than
expected; the discovery that some employers wanted only "A" students;
difficult employer tests containing unfamiliar material; and, perceived
discrimination based on sex or "looks." The women reported that as a
result of these incidents they felt 1inadequate and discouraged and
signed up for fewer interviews.

A 1list of basic problem areas brought up in conversations with Bell

& Howell personnel would include:

Low Grade Point Average

Although some of the women in the demonstration program were honor
students, on the whole, their grade-point average wac lower than that of
the regular training graduates with whom they were competing for jobs.
Some company recruiters screen the graduates they interview by routinely
asking to see only those with GPAs above a certain level, thus excluding

many of the women in the demonstration program.,
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Little Work Experience

Compared to the other graduates, the WIN women had 1little work
experience, either 1in electronics or other areas. Most of the other
graduates held part-time jobs during training but this was not true of
WIN graduates, because of their family responsibilities and the
potential reduction or loss of welfare benefits associated with part-
time earnings. To compensate, the school counselors tried to adopt
techniques used by women’s groups to translate the non-paid experiences
of the women into evidence of skills and experiences of interest to

employers.

Name Changes

Name change as a result of marriages ind divorces made it difficult
for employers to verify some women’s work history. Scme had used an
alias, which in one case held up a required security clearance for

months.

ge And Sex

Companies are sometimes reluctant to hire 35 and 40 year olds for
entry-level positions (most regular graduates of the Bell & Howell
schools are twenty to twenty-one years old). Sometimes companies are

reluctant to hire women for electronics technician positions. Several

of the employed grad.ates were the first women ever hiced at this level.
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No Telephone

Many of the women did not have a telephone because they could not
afford either the monthly cost or the ipstallatioa deporsits often
required 1in their vesidentizl areas. This made 1t difficult for
recruiting companies to ccntact them for follow-up interviews or to make

job offers.

No Car Or Driver’s License

An entry-level electronics teelinician job common in the cities where
the training to~k place i{s "service representacive." This job requires
a driver’s 1license and sometimes an employee-provided car for customer
calls. Eaployers are reluctant to ' 're graduates for these jobs unless
they have or can quickly acquire a license and a car. Time to take
driver’s training and money with which to purchase a car were not
readily available for the W.."” women. One graduate hired for such a
position who tried to make do with public transportation jeopardized her

job because she was often late for appointments.

Poor Social Skills EE Intacviews

In spite of extensive counseling on interview techniques, including
mock 1interviews and ideotaping of interview sessions for later self-
critique, some graduates still did not perform well in job interviews.
School officials reported that the problems includel poor eye contact
and terse answers which may be appropriate fo: caseworker 1interviews,

but made a poor impression on recruiters.
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Failurelgg Job Tests

In spite of satisfactory performance in classes, some of the women
had difficulty passing employer-defined job tests. Reasons mentioned
for poor test performance include: client nervousness in the interview
situation, emphasis in the tests on in.ormation presented in the first
terms of the training program, and contrast between the theoretical
emphas s in the craining and the practical content of the tests. The
schools initiated review sessions to help the women overcome this

problem.

Naivete About The Job Search Process

Not all the women understood job search procedures, in spite of the
school counselor’s and placement staff’s efforts to familiarize them
with the process. A particular problem was recognizing when a firm job
offer had been made, and when it had not. Some women misinterpreted the
polite remarks of recruiters as a job offer, and stopped interviewing
with other companies. By the time they recognized their efror, valuable
time had been lost and most of the organized recruiting period had

passed.

Restrictions On "Acceptable" Jobs

A number of the graduates who were not yet emnloyed when last
contacted specified the jobs they would consider. Some were only
interested 1in working with a specific company; others insisted on a
particular job shift; and others restricted their job eearch to a
specific 1location (e.g., within their own neighborhocd). Each of these
regtrictions limited their placement chances. Their 1low grade point

averages and the other problems discussed above narrowed down the
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women’s options further.

Unwillingnesslzg Reiocate

Many women were also reluctant to relocate. Some were not ready to
break family and neighborhood ties (children changing schools, etc.);
more often, lack of funds to finance a move was a serious obstacle.
These women did not have enough money on hand to shoulder moving
expenses even if they would be reimbursed by their new employer.
Without savings, credit, or someone from whom they could borrow, they
were unalble to pay for transportation, moving household goods, or
arranging new housing (which usually required payment of the first and
last month’s rent plus a security deposit). Since most had children to
transport and house, these expenses could amount to secveral thousand
dollars.

For some of the first graduates WIN provided 1limited (and
inconsistent) amo- 3 of help ranging from $50 in one-dollar bills to
$800. 1In one instance, a woman who had accepted a job in another city
had to forego that opportunity because she could not find affordable
housing. Another required emergency aid from demonstration grant funds

-en after receiving one of the larger relocation grants from WIN. The
VIN offices’ policy on relocation was also inconsistent. Those in
higher positions said they supported it if it was for a good job; on the

other hanrd, some counselors were reportedly opposed to relocating and

urged graduates to look for good jobs within the home city.




Predicting Successful Placements

Al though lack of plzcement may be related to poor search
techniques and 1less flexibility about employment conditions, the data
suggest that those women whe found jobs were generally more coping and
competent students who had demonstrated their ability to meet the
demands of the training program. Furthermore, there 1s considerable
anecdotal evidence that some employers attach great importance to grades
and will only consider applicants in the higher range of the grade-point
average. This 1s especizlly true at a time when demand for new
employees is on the low side, as was the case during the Job search
period. The {importance of grades is clearly shown when we compare the
cunulative grade point averages of those who succeeded in finding work
to those who were not successful. As Table IV-3 illustrates, the rate
of placement was appreciably higher among those with grade point
averages of 2.9 or better (927%) than among those with lower averages
(63%). This point is made even more forcibly by pointing out that of
the fourteen graduates who did not find jobs, thirteen had grade point
ave-ages below 2.9.

Table IV-4 demonstrates the relationship between initial job status
and another factor obvisusly related to grade point average -- that of
elapsed time between enro’ling in the training program and graduating
from it. The figures clearly 1indicate that those graduates who
completed the program in the shortest time were most successful in
obtaining an initial job. Whether their elapsed time was lengthened by
having to repeat courses or by dropping out for one or more trimesters,

those women who took longest to complete th2 course were definitely at a
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TABLE V-3

CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGE BY INITIAL JOB PLACEMENT
(In Percentages)

—

Placement GPA Below 2.9 GPA .\bove 2.9

Secured job., . . . .. . . ... .. 63 92

Unsuccessful in firding job., . . . . 37 8
(N=35) (N=13)
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TABLE V-4
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ELAPSED TIME ENROLLED IN TRAINING PROGRAM BY INITIA. JOB PLACEMENT
(In Percentages)

20 or
Placement Fewer 24 Months Mzazzz 36Mort:ore
Months on onths
Secured job . . . . . ... ... 92 76 67 -
Unsuccessful in finding . . . . . 8 24 33 100
(N=13) (N=21) (N=9) (N=5)
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disadvantage in securing jobs.

The data also suggest a relationship between the extent of a
graduate’s past reliance on public assistance 4nd her 1initial job
status, Table 1IV-5 compares the initial placement rates of those who
had been on public assistance for twelve or fewer continuous months
before enrolling at Bell & Howell to those who had been on public
assistance for shorter periods. It i8 clear those who had been on
welfare for shorter periods were more successful in finding work than
were those who had been dependent for longer periods.

Looking back even further to the graduates’ experience wi.h public
assistance as children, we find that those women whose families received
public assistance at some time while they were growing up were less apt
to have been successful in finding a job (58%) than were those whose
families had never been on welfare (87%). Table IV-6 provides this
comparison.

Almost as interesting as those factors seen as having a bearing on a
graduate’s guccess in initial job placement were those factors which
appeared to make no difference at all. Among these were the level of
entry at Bell & Howell {preparatory or technician I start), educational
level before entering Bell & Howell, GATB and math test scores, race,
number of children, and presence in the household of a source of income
other than the Bell & Howell graduate. The rates of success in finding
a job were very similar among the prep starts and the Tech I starts (73%
and 9% respectively). So, too, were the rates of placement for those
who were high school graduates when they entered Bell & Howell (72Z) and
those who had not graduated high school (69%). Blacks and Whites had
identical rates of guccess (71X each). The rate of ruccess was not

markedly higher among women with one or two children (74%) than among
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TABLE IV-5

(In Percentages)

CONTINUOUS MONTHS ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BY INITIAL JOB PLACEMENT

36 or More
Placement 1~12 Months 13-36 Months Months
Secured job . , . . . .. . ... 88 67 58
Unsuccessful in finding job . . . 12 33 L2
(N=|7) (N=6) (N:Zl#)
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EXPERIENCE WITH PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AS A CHILD

BY INITIAL JOB PLACEMENT
(In Percentages)

Placement

Family Received
Public Assistance
at Some Point

Family Never
Received Public
Assistance

Secured job. . . . « . 4 4 ¢ 4 @ 58
Unsuccessful in finding job. . . 42
(N=12)

87
13
(N=30)
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those with three or more children (67%). Those women who 1lived in a
household in which someone other than themselvs:ss brought in some income
were no less apc to have found a job (337) thaa were those who were the
only 3ources of income (other than publ:c assistance) for thelir

households (36%).

Characteristicslgg Initial Jobs

Table IV-7 -summarizes certain of the characteristics of the
initial jobs obtained by the electronics technician training graduates.
The jobs secured by all but one of the women were full-time (the one
exception was a twenty-five hour a week job) while all but two women
were employed in an electronics related field. Starting annual salaries
ranged from a low of $3,320 to a high of $16,890, with an avecrage of
$12,883. While the average for the WIN graduates is somewhat lower than
the Bell & Howell average ($13,800 for technicfan program graduates), it
is considerably higher than the national average of $7,634 for women
placed through usual WIN services during this period (ETA Interchange,

August, 1981.)

A large number of job titles are used to describe electronics
technician positions, Moreover, different employers use different
titles for the same essentially identical positions. There are soﬁe
differences in the distribution of titles among the graduates. A
smaller proportion of WIN women than other graduates had "electronics
technician" as a job title, while a larger proportion were
"communications technicians." WIN graduates also did not become

"equipment service representatives" as frequently as other graduates,
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TABLE V-7

(In Percentages)

CHARACTERISTICS OF INITIAL JOBS BY SITE

Characteristics Chicago Columtus
Industry
Electronics - related. . . . . . e e e 95 92
Other. . . v v v v v i v e e e e e e 5 8
(N=19) (N=12)
Time Worked Per Week
Full-time. . . . . ¢« o ¢ ¢ v o v .. 95 100
Part-time. . . . . . v v v s 4o v v e 0 e 5 -
(N=19) (N=12)
Salary
T $ 9,256 $-8,320
Highest., . . v v v v v o 0 v o v o o o o s $16,890 $15,600
Average. . . . . . e e e RN $13,106 $12,532
(N=19) (N=12)
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perhaps because these jobs require that the incumbent have a driver’s
license and sometimes an automobile. It should be noted that some of
the WIN women held positions wusually filled by graduates from more
advanced programs and that at least two of the women were the first

technician level graduates ever to be hired by their employer.

Problems E& Transition From School 32 Work

The experiences of the employed graduates in making the
transition from school to paid employment point our some unanticipated
issues which should be dealt with to improve the success of this and
other training programs. Most of the problems center around the timing
of the 1loss of support from public agencies. Many graduates felt thet
services were prematurely withdrawn, before graduates could acquiFe the
resources to compensate for the loss. In a few cases, graduates were
forced to give up jobs because of transition problems.

One major problem was health care: women often had to wait to
complete a probationary period before being eligible for company health
plans, and then discovered that there were deductibles and that coverage
was less extensive than that provided by public aid. Those who need, or
who have children who require regular care from specialists find it very
expensive to continue treatment. Sometimes company plans do no% cover
them at all under "existing condition" clauses. Arrangements for
childcare while working have also been difficult, especially for those
who have relocated. Besides the previously discussed relocation costs,
other financial problems included such things as acquiring a wardrobe
for working, purchasing food and other necessities while waiting for the

first paycheck.
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It is clear that some graduates were more resourceful than others in

coping with transition problems; furthermore, individual circumstances
including health, access to sources of financial help and employer
policies all affect one’s ability to handle the transition stage.
However, welfare and training agencies must be aware that these problems
are real, and 'ikely to present impediments to post training employment
even for qualified graduates ready to ye placed in well-paying jobs.
Unlike middle class job seekers or job changers, welfare clients lack
minimal financial and credit resources to negotiate the transition steps
on their own; furthermore, their status as single heads of households
makes extra financial demands with respect to housing and childcare.
Unless these 1ssues are addressed, it 1is 1likely that despite high
investment made in their training and their good job qualifications,
some portion of these "elite" welfare clients will remain welfare-
dependent.

The data presented in this section suggest that the graduates’
ability to obtain a job following graduation cannot be attributed to any
one factor although completing the program more rapidly (without
interruptions or the need to repeat courses), good grades, and a family
background without public assistance experience tended to distinguish
successful from unsuccessful graduates. However, there is no doubt that
non-measured psychological characteristics and idiosyncratic events in
the 1lives of the graduates played an important part in tne ultimate
outcome. Given the small number of cases on which this assessment of
outcomes {s based, a few case histories -- describing five successful

and four unsuccessful graduates -- may be illuminating.




109

Case Studies Of Selected Graduates

To give the reader a more 1ife-like picture of the <cvperiences of
the women completing this program, we present below a few "thumb nail
sketches." The first group of descriptions are of the women who might
be considered "successes" - those who found employment after graduating
from the program.

Ms. "A". A thirty year old woman with three children aged nine,
ten, and thir'een when she entered the elactronics technician training
program in June, 1978, she had been on public assistance ouly three
months before enrolling, but had received public assistance during
eaclier periods as well. Prior to enrolling, the job she had held for
the longest time was a thirty month stint as a part—time waitress,
earning $1.25 an hour.

Despite the lack of a high school diploma (she had completed tenth
grade 1n 1963) and in spite of severe financial problems which at times
led her to consider dropping the program, Ms. A was able to complete the
course in twenty months, graduating with a cumulative grade point
average of 3.89, the highest average earned by any woman in the study
population, She was described by the school counselor as "very
articulate” and as the leader of most class discussions.

Her academic excellence stood her in good stead during her job-
searching efforts. At the time of graduation she had three offers to
consider. She described two of them (both in the tel ecommunications
industry) as attractive in terms of salary and benefits, but unappealinyg
in terms of location, Despite a previously expressed preference for

working for one of these ccmpanies, she turned down its offer because it
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would have required commuting to the downtown business district. She
initially accepted the other telecommunications company offer, but later
declined {t because of lack of transportation. She acknowiedged that
the emphasis which she placed on convenience made her search more
difficult, but she was fortuaately able to be choosey. She ultimately
accepted a position at $6.60 per hour with an eiectronic musical
instrument crmpany, testing and repairing instruments as they came off
the assembly 1ine. Her stated reasons for accepting this offe s ere
that {t "...was ciose to home, the salary and benefits wece decent, and
I could wear blue jeans."

Describing her participation in the program, she said: "For me
personaliy, it was a great opportunity. It put me on the roa”. Before
I had just a tunnel in front or me. New there’s a light at the end of
the tunnel."

Ms. "B". This twenty-sev™n year old woman had a tenth grade
education, little employment exy ience, and a lengthy public assistance
history when she entered the program at the "preparatory" level in
October 1978. The high point of her employment record had heen a
thirteen month period as a nurse’s aid in a hospital in 1968 and ] 969
during which she earned $2.i0 an hour. She had been on public
assistance for at 1least 84 consecitive months before enrolling in the
training.

Ms. B began her training in a most inauspicious fashion, breaking
her awm during the first trimester and missing many hours of class.
Perhaps because of these absences, she failed a math course, was placed
on academic probation, and had tc repeat the r:rm. After this rocky
beginning, her performance stabilized and she gradusted in Febru.ry

1981, twenty-eight months after she started with a cumulative grade

137




111

point average of 2.19. During her period of enrollment, she obtained
her GED with the assistance of the school counselor. Despite her
uitimate success in graduating from tue program, Ms. B stited that
transportation, finances, and clothes had all been serious problems that
made participation in the program difficult. Moreover, she felt her
participation had had a negative effect on her two children because they
needed more attention than she could give them.

By the time of her graduation, Ms. B had interviewed with ten
different firms and received an offer from one. She accepted that offer
and 1in March 1981, she started working as a repair shop technician for
an organization which manufactures industrial robots. Her starting
salary was $6.51 per hour.

Ms. "C'. This woman was better educated (she attended one year of
college) and had had more employment experience than most of the program
participanrs when she enrolled {n June, 1978. A recent d4ivorcee with
one son, she had been on public assistance only one month before being
referred to the WIN program in May 1978. She had held full-time
employment from 1972 to 1977 as the manager of a shop, earning $4.50 per
hour .

At the time she was raferred to WIN, Ms. C felt she needed to go
back to work for financial reasons but felt training would enable her to
earn more money. She had originally hoped to be trained as a commercial
artist but was persuaded that the electronics technician training
program offered greater promise and that her test scores demonstrated an
aptitude for 4it. While in the training, she experienced financial and
personal prc:iems (many stemming from her son’s emotional problems)

which caused her frequent absences and may have affected her grades

during several terms. She wultimately graduated right on schedule,
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however, in February 1980, with a grade point average of 2.95.

4y graduation, Ms. C had interviewed with nine firms, and had
received two offers. The offer she accepted was from a
telecommunications equipment manufacturing firm as an electronics tester
technician. The salary she received, $8.12 per hour, was the highest
starting salary earned by any study participant. She was forthright in
admitting that .1t was that sa2lary that attracted her. She stopped
receiving public assistance in March 1980, the same month she started on
the job.

Ms. "D" entered the preparatory course in October 1978. At that
time she was thirty years old with four school aged children, two of
whom were handicapped. She reported having been on and off welfare for
twelve vyears prior to the program start. She had received public
assistance continuously for the 96 months preceding October 1978. The
longest job she had ever held was from August 1968 to January 1970,
earning $3.00 an hour as a key-tape operator. She was forced to quit
that j;b for health reasons.

Ms. D felt that her tenth grade education ill-prepared her for the
program and much of her performance in the program refiected this fact.

She had to repeat one term and spent several terms on academic

probation, but was ul timately able to graduate in February 1981, after

twenty eight months in the program. Her cumulative grade point average

was 20 160

Despite having been described by her counselor as participating "in

all activities related to job placement,” Ms. D had had only three job

interviews and had received no job offers by the time of her graduation.

She attributed her lack of offers to her low grades. She spent the

three months follawing graduztion searching for employment. Finally a
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friend told her of the possibility of a job at a telecommunications
company, and in June 1981 she started work there as a coumunications
technician. Her initial rate of pay was $6.36 per hour. She stopped
receiving public as<istance 1in August 1981. According to Ms. D, the
demonstration program 'really helped turn things around for me."”

Ms. "E" was the first of the demonstration project participants to
graduate from the electronics technician training program in her site.
Originally a member of the comparison group, her interest in the
training program was such that she enrolled at OIT on her own, using
BEOG funds. When one of the originally selected program participants
chose not to enroll in the training, Ms. E was selected to fill the
space.

Waen Ms. E entered the progrm in October 1978, her two children
were seven and ten. She %3 a high school graduate aud had held eight
jobs prior to her enrollment. Her highest paying job "had been as a
police dispatcher, earning $3.10 an thour in !1973. She had been on
public assistance for a very short time before being selected as a study
participant.

Ms. E’s tenure in the program was marked by controversy concerning
her eligibility for public ass’stance, stemming from a custody battle
incident to divorce proceedin;s. Despite these upheavals, Ms. E
compiled an outstanding acadrmic record, graduating n June 1980 with a
cunulative grade point av:rage of 3.85. She served as a faculty
assistant at the school for four of her five trimesters, averaging
twenty-five hours a week in that capacity. .

By graduation, Ms. E had interviewed with approximately fifteen
firms and had received four offers. Although she had originally wanted

to stay in the same city, threec of these four offers involved relocation
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and her vltimate choice required a move to California. She began her
employnent as a power supply technician for a "High Tech" firm in 1980
at $7.50 an hour. She explained her job choice in the following words:

"I thought it was a long-standing type of job with a good foundation."

The second group of sketches are of women who were unable to find
employment after graduation.

Ms. "V" was a voluntary WIN participant when she enrolled 1in the
training 1in October 1978. She was at that time a twenty-two year old
high school dropout and the mother of a small child. She had never held
a pald job and had been on public assistance for approximately four
years before being referred to WIN in September 1978.

Mg. V began her training in a very sﬁccessful fashion, making the
Dean’s 1ist for her grades in the preparatory studies program. Family
illness caused her to withdraw from the school before her second
trimester, however, but she re-enrolled four months later and again made
the Dean’s 11ist for her Technician I grades. From this point on,
however, everything '"went downhill." Her subsequent terms were marked
by academic probation, dropping out a g3econd time, having to repeat
courses, and so forth. Family problems were evidently the basis of much
of her difficulty and they beset her throughout her enrollment. When
she finally graduated in February 1982, forty months after her first
enrollment, her counselor reported: "Her final trimester was very sad.
Her youngest sister and her eighteen month 0ld daughter died when their
house caught fire."

Ms. V’s final study interview took place eight months after her
graduation, eight months during which she had 1looked for work

unsuccessfully. During this time she had failed to have even one job
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interview, When asked why she thought this was so, she
responded”...large companies are not airing...certainly not women."
School counselors feel that some of her lack of success can again be
attributed to family problems. They note that despite an active job
gearch ",...her efforts are hindered because she has taken responsibility
for her deceased sister’s eight year old child."

Ms. V’s family continues on public assistance, receiving AFDC, food
stamps, and Medicaid. Ms., V’s mother lives with her and supplements the
household’s income with her disability insurance. Total household
income in 1981 was between $7,000 and $10,999.

Ms. "W' was twenty-one years c¢ld when she enrolled in the
preparatory studies program in October 1978. She was a high school
graduate with a one year old son. Her previous work experience
consisted of tutoring children at a 1local neighborhood center, a
position which s _..rted while in high school and held until November
1977. At the time she leét that position, she was earning $2.65 an hour
but worked only eight hours 2 week. She had been on public assistance
approximately ten months before her referral to the WIN program in
September 1978.

Ms. W found her studies very difficult. She was placed on academic
probation after her second trimester and dismissed for academic reasons
following her third. After a "layoff" of approximately five months, she
was reinstated and remained enrolled for six more terms, finally
graduating in February 1982, forty months after she first enrolled. Her
grade point average was 2.62.

At the time of her last interview, Ms. W reported that she had spent
the nine months since her graduation in a search for work, a search so

unsuccessful that she had not had even one interview. She blamed her
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failure to find work on the economic situation, adding "My responses
were always ‘we are nc. employing at the moment.’"

Despite her difficulties in this training, Ms. W has expressed an
interest in furthering her education, and, in fact, was enrolled for
four months after graduation in another program leading to a Bachelor’s
degree in Computer Science, supported by a basic grant and a state
grant, Although she drooped out of that program, she continued to be
interested in additional education, telling thae interviewer that she
planned to attend the 1local state university if she were not able to
find a job. School counselors suggest that she might prefer additional
schooling to work, if it were financially possible.

Ms. W and her son continue to receive public assistance, getting
AFDC, Food stamps, Medicaid, and a housing subsidy.

Ms. "X". At forty-one, she was one of the oldest participants in
the demonstration project when she enrolled in June 1978. The mother of
five teen-age children, she had completed high school in 1957 and had
held four paying jobs before entering the training program. Her highest
salary was the $2.00 an hour she had earned as a checker in a laundry
from September 1974 until November 1975. She had entered the WIN
program in December 1976 and had been on public assistance for four
years prior to this time.

Ms. X started at the preparatory level, completing that term very
successfully with a grade point average of 3.60. Her next term was less
successful , however. Complications surrounding the assault of one of
her daughters caused her to miss a number of classes and she ul timately
dropped one course and failed another. She was ©placed on academic
probation and had to repeat the term. The remainder of her terms proved

less eventful and she graduated in October 1980, twenty-eight months
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after starting the program, with a cumulative grade point average of
2.41,

Ms. X’s second study interview took place in November 1980, one
month after her graduation. At that time she had interviewed with
twenty-four firms but had received no job offers. Her final study
interview tock place in November 1982. Sk2 was still unemployed at that
time despite having looked for work during each of the intervening
twenty-four months

At the time of her final study interview, Ms. X was living with two
of her children, now aged nineteen and twenty-one. The family had been
off public assistance since July 1981 and was supported by the income
from her daughter’s full-time job. The household income for 1981 was
between $7,000 and $10,999.

Ms. "Y" had held ten paying jobs before entering the training
program in October 1978. The lorgest of these jobs was nine months
spent as a CETA-sponsored teacher’s aide at a community center in the
year preceding her enrollment. She was.paid $3.50 an hour for this work
but was firel from it, according to her, because she did not 1like the
working conditions. Ms. Y was twenty-nine years old, had a six year old
son, and had completed two years of junior college when she began the
program. She had been on public assistance for six years.

Ms. Y began her stu’ . a: the preparatory level. Evaluating her
progress during her firet term, the school counselor reported:
"...Flamboyant (sic) approach made it difficult for her to relate well
with other students. Although she progressed will in preparatory
studies, I anticipate further problems." This assessment proved overly
pessimistic for, although she was placed on academic probation during

one trimester, she did not have to repeat any terms and graduated on
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schedule in October 1980, twenty-four months after she had enrolled.
Her cumul~tive grade point average was 2.61.

During a January 1981 interview, Ms. Y expressed extremely negative
feelings about the program, which is in strong contrast to most of the
graduates who were very positive about their participation. When asked
what she 1iked most about the program, Ms. Y responded "Nothing. I
didn’t 1ike going to [her school] at all. You had to deal with a lot of
prejudice and it’s too competitive and some of the teachers felt only
mer should be in the program." She also complained that she had been
unfairly treated because of her age and sex and she was extremely
critical of the school’s placement services. She had apparently
vbelieved that a job would be handed to her upon graduation and was
iisgruntled when she discovered that she was going to have to look for
work for herself.

Much of Ms. Y's bitterness in this interview could no doubt be
attributed to the fact that, three months after graduation, she was
still unemployed. Despite having had approximately thirty interviews by
that point (of which about twenty had been arranged by the school), she
had received no offers. She attributed this lack of offers to her lack
of experience and to the fact that she was unwilling to work in the
suburbs or relocate out of town. She did 1ndicafe, though, that there
was one job which she expe~ted would be offered to her. She planned to
continue .ooking for work, however, because that job would not be
available for a year.

When Ms. Y was interviewed the final time in October 1982, she was
still waiting to be called by the firm from which she expected an offer.
During the intervening twenty-one months, she had not heard from it nor

had she received an offer from any other organization despite having
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continued to 1look. Again, she attributed her lack of success to her
lack of experience 1in the electronics field. Reflecting over her
twenty~four month job search, she said that she felt she might have
gotten a job right after graduation i{f gshe had had a car to use to get
to the suburbs.

Ms. Y was still enrolled in WIN and she and her son were still

receiving AFDC, Food stamps, Medicaid and a housing subsidy at the time

of her last interview.
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V. BMPLOYMENT STATUS OF PROGRAM GRADUATES,
DROPOUTS, AND COMPARISON GROUP MEMBERS

The Phase III interviews were designed to collect extensive
information about the current employment status of all members of the
study population, including salary, hours worked per week, type oi
industry, and job titles. Also available are similar data about other
Jobs held since leaving the training program or since non-selection for
the training. In this chapter, we will use these data to assess the
extent to which the employment situation of those women who completed
the training compared with that of their peers who qualified for the
training, but either dropped out or were assigned to the comparison
group.

There are technical difficulties involved 1in performing these
comparisons primarily due to differences in labor market availability
ftor individual members of the three groups, since dropping out and
graduation occurred at various times. To deal with these differences,
and to simplify the references to dates in this chapter, a "benchmark"
i1s used. For the dropouts, the benchmark i1s the date each woman dropped
out of the training program for the final time. For the members of the
comparison group, the benchmark is the date they were informed they had
not been selected for the training, which occurred in either June 1978
or October 1978. For graduates, the benchmark 18 the date that they

completed the Bell & Howell training program.
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Current Employment Status

As of December 31, 1982, fifty-two female WIN clients had graduated
from the program (39 were members of the original study population, 13
were members of subsequent groups of WIN-sponsored women admitted to the
program). Phase III interviews were obtained for 40 of these graduates.
Eleven of the twelve "missing" graduates were last interviewed during
Phase II, shortly after their graduations in 1980 and 1981 (one woman
left Chicago immediately after graduation and has been lost to both the
school and the study ever since). As of the last placement reports we
have from counselors at the two schools, (March, 1982 for Chicago, May,
1982 for Columbus), six of these women had found work and were still
employed, two had found work but had subsequently been let go, two were
still looking, and one had chosen not to work because of a new baby.
The average starting salary of the eight women in this group who found
work was $13,629. Each of their jobs was in the electroniecs field.
Among the forty graduates from whom Phase III interview data were
obtained, twenty-five (73%) had found employment, all but one in
electronics-related jobs. Taken together, thirty-three (66%) of the
fifty-one graduates for whom we have some information found jobs upon
completion of training, while 18 have never worked. As of December,
1982, the situation was less favorable: seventeen (52%) of those ever
placed were still work!ng for their first employer, six (18%) had moved
to a subsequent employer, and ten (30%) had been laid off or quit their

jobs. Thus, 1n December 1982, 28 of the total group of graduates were

known to be working, while 23 were not.
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All of the clients who have been laid off are actively seeking

employment. Since all eighteen of the "never placed" graduates also
said that they were seeking a job, counselors were asked to verify the
Job search activity by determining what proportion ~f these graduates
had actually interviewed for jobs. While all of u..e "never placed"
Chicago graduates had had at lease one job interview, this was true for
only half of their Columbus counterparts.

It should be noted that instances of individuals graduating from the
technician program but not looking for work occur among non-WIN-
sponsored students as well, Aduinistrators of the Bell & Howell
Education Group estimate that fifteen percent of the graduates never
come to the placement office for help. While come of these do not
require help because they have already found employment on their own,
the majority are not interested in working at the time of graduation.
The placement office records suggest that these include individuals who
married and/or became pregnant and withdrew from the labor force, who
planned to move out of town and would look for a job 1later, who would
not cooperate with the placement office, who never prepared a resume,
and who failed to come to scheduled interviews. When Bell & Howell
reports on placement experiences, it qualifies its statistics by stating
that they cover only those students who came to the placement office for
help. In ccntrast, the placement reports on the WIN graduates include
all of the women. This difference in reporting procedures should be
congidered when contrasting the sixty-six percent placement record of
the WIN graduates with the ninety percent placement rate reported by

Bell & Howell for non-WIN students.
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Houi.y Wages And Estimated Annual Earnings

When the Phase III interviews were administered in December of 1982,
forty-two percent of the 40 graduates available for interview, thirty-
two percent of program dropouts and forty percent of the comparison
group were employed at a paid job (See Table V-1). [18] Of those
currently employed, thirty percent of the dropouts and sixteen percent
of the comparison group reported that they usually worked fewer than
thirty-five hours per week. ‘This 1s in sharp contrast to currently
employed graduates, none of whom reported working less than thirty-five
hours per week.

The average hourly wage earned was $8.53 for graduates, $4.86 for
dropouts and $5.21 for the comparison group. Assuming fifty paid weeks
per year, the estimated average annual salary earned was $18,244 for
graduates, $9,830 for dropouts, and 410,974 for the comparison
group. [19]

These figures 1llustrate the very striking advantage in the labor
market that i{s enjoyed by currently employed program graduates whose
estimated average annual earnings are almost twice those of currently
employed dropouts and comparison group members. That 1s not to say,
however, that there are no specific individuals in the study population
who have succeeded in the labor market without the electronic techrician
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18. Unless otherwise noted, tables 1in this chapter are based on
information obtained from responses to the Phase III interview.

19. The annual salary figures are somewhat inflated as they include
overtime hours for those reporting they usually worked more than forty
hours per week. The women on the high end of the range for hourly
earnings are employed on assembly lines. Those on the high end of the
range for annual earnings report working sixty or more hours per week.
Those with very low annual earnings worked very few hours ac very low
pay (less than minimum wage) at such jobs as babysitting.
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TABLE V-1

CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF GRADUATES, DROPNUTS AND COMPARI SON

GROUP MEMBERS:

HOURS WORKED PER WEEK, HOURLY WAGE,
AND ESTIMATED ANNUAL EARNINGS®

Program Program Con..orison
Employment Status Graduates Dropouts Group
Never employ . ~i-ce benchmark
d-* . 38 27 33
Not cu. entiy empioyedu, but held
job since benchmark date, 20 L 27
Currently (12/82) employed. L2 32 Lo
(N=L0) (N=73) (8=93)
Hours Usually \ 'rked Per Week:
Average . . . 40,6 55.0 37.5
(Range) . . . . . ... . (38-50) (3-68) (8-50)
Hourly Wage:
Average . .. . ¢8.53 $4.86 $5.21
(Renge) . . . . .. ... . ($4-311) ($1-48) ($2-$13)
Estimated Arnual Earnings:
Average . . . . . . . . - $18,244 $9,930 $10,947
(Range) . . . . . . ($11,8/5- ($859- ($1552-
$23,340) $17,1790) $27,000)
3Table includes only respondents to Phase !l! interview,

Annual salary was estimatea L/ multip.ying hourly wage by number of

hours worked per week to get weekly salary, ~hich was then multiplied by 50.
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training. Certainly those dropout and comparison group women at the

upp~r ends of the estimated annual earnings range have done very well.

WIN And AFDC Status

As shown in Table V-2, at the time of the Thase I"™ interview
all employed program graduates reported themselves as being independent
of the welfare system. Seventeen percent of the emploved 4ropouts and
eight percent of the employed comparisen group members continued to
receive AFDC benefits (Table V-2). Although the empl: .d graduates
clearly did best in this regard, the data suggest that the crucial
variable determining welfare dependence among the study population is
employment (Table V-3).

The most commoa reasons given for leaving the WIN program were
becoming employed or getting enough income from other sources to leave
public aid, and leaving because they were not selected for the
electronics technician training (comparison group) or because they
thought they had to leave after dropping out of the training (dropouts).
Sirilar reasons were given for leaving AFDC. While everyone of the
cu-rently employed program graduates is earning a wage that enables her
tc be seif-gupporting and independent of the welfare system, this {is
true for a somewhat smaller proportion of the currently employed women
in the other two groups. A #urther indication of the financial
ind2pendence of currently employed program graduates is the availability
of a full benefit package: all have medical insurance and all but one
have both dental insurance and sick leave. Slightly less than half of
the currently employed dropouts and comparison group members reported
having comparable full benefit packages. In sum, erployed graduates

appear to have adequate 1incomes and fringe benefits to remain
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WIN AND AFDC STATUS OF THE CURRENTLY EMPLOYED GRADUATES, DROPOUTS,

AND COMPARISON GROUP MEMBERS
(In Percentages)

———

WIN and AFDC Status Program Program Comparison
Graduates Dropouts Group
Enrolled in WIN and AFDC. . . . - - 8
Enrolled in AFDC only . e e - 17 -
Not enrolled in either WIN or AFDC. 100 83 92
(N=17) (N=23) (N=37)
TABLE V-3

WIN AND AFDC STATUS OF OTHER (NOT CURRENTLY EMPLOYED) GRADUATES,

DROPQUTS AND COMPAR!SON GRGUP MEMBERS
(In Percentages)

WIN and AFDC Status Program Program
Graduates Dropouts

s

Comparison
Group

Enrolled in WIN and AFDC. .

. 23 29

Enrolled in AFDC only , . . . . . . 4 L7

Not enrolled in either WIN or AFDC. 36 24
(N=22) (N=49)

29
40
31

(N=52)
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independent of welfare even in the event of 1llness, while employed

members of (Ye other two groups don’t have the earnings "cushion" and

insurance protection to assure continued independence.

industry And Job Titles

Table V-4 shows that, compared to 887 of the graduates, none of the
dropouts or comparison group members reported that they were currently
employed in the electronics industry. Furthermore, all bit one of the
currently employed graduates reported having an electronics job.
Included among the job titles were engineer, communications technician
(6 women), electronic technician (2 women), repair shop technician, lab
technician, field service parts technician (2 women), systems/office
technician, engineering and science assistant, and junior technician.
The one "high clerical” job invelved assembling technical manuals for
shipment with a company’s product.

The most common industry areas for currently employed dropouts and
comparison group members were manufacturing; services, especially the
health sgervices; and public administration, especially jobs with
government agencies. The job titles held were 1largely in the 1low
clerical and service areas.

Twenty~-three _ percent of the currently employed dropouts reported
that completing a portion of the electronics technician training program
directly affected their ability to obtain their current job. Eleven of
the currently employed comparison group members reported that attending
the orientation session (part of the study selection process) influenced
their decision to look for the Jjob they held at the time of the
interview. Since none were employed in the electronics industry, this

suggests that qualifying for this very selective training program
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TABLE V-4
CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE GRADUATES, DROPOUTS AND COMPARISON
GROUP: [INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYER, JOB TITLES
(In Percentages)
: | -
| | dustry and Job Title GE’:ZL:’Z:‘S’ Er;‘:;:::r: cgr:i;r:ﬁgn
P Dropouts Group
Induscry of Employer
Electronics . . . . . .. .. ... 88 e -
Manufacturing . . . . . ., .. . .. 6 26 29
Transportation, . . . . . e e e - L 3
Retail Trade. . . . . . .. ... . - 9 N
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate . . - 9 8
Services, . . . . . ... e e e 6 26 26
Public Administration - 22 23
Other . . . . . .. .. ... . - L -
(N=17) (N=23) (N=37)
Jah Titles
Professional. . . . . . . e e e e . - - -
Sub-professionsl and Technical. . . - L 3
| Managerial, Administrative and
Proprietary . . . . . . . . ... - 9 5
I High Clerical . . . . .. e e 6 9 8
1 Low Clerical. . . . . .. ... .. - %5 51
l Foreman, Craftsman, Kindred . . . . - L 3
| Operative and Kindred , . . . . . . - 13 8
I Service Workers . . . . . . . ... - 22 19
; Electronics . . . . . . v v v v . . 9L L 3
] (N=17) (N=23)  (N=37)

(A
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provided some motivation for these clients to seek employment.

Sex-Typing Of Current Jobs

Nearly all of the members of the dropout and comparison groups were
currently employed in traditionally female positions. As shown in Table
V-5, sixty-one percent of dropouts and seventy-three percent of the
comparison group who were employed reported that all or nearly all of
the employees who held the same position she did were women. The
comparable figure for currently employed graduates {is only nineteen
percent. This is one very important reason for the earning, advantzage
enjoyed by p-ogram graduates, since traditionally male jobs tend to have
substantially higher wages than traditionally female jobs. In addition,
jobs 1in the "high tech" electronics field tend to have generally higher

wages than those in govermment and service agencies.

Employment Status Of "Ever Employed" Study Participants

For program graduates, an average of almost two years passed between
the benchmark date and the Phase III interview; for dropouts the average
was almost three years; and for the comparison group the average was
almost four years. As was shown in Table V-1, during this time twenty
percent of the graduates, forty-one percent <f th. dropouts and twenty-
seven percent of the comparison group held paid jobs which they tave
since left. This brings the total percentage of these three groups ever
employed since the benchmark date to sixty-two percent for the

graduates, seventy-three percent for the dropouts and sixty-seven

percent for the comparison group.
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TABLE V-5

CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF GRADUATES, DROPOUTS, AND COMPARISON GROUP:
PROPORTION OF EMPLOYEES HOLDING THE SAME POSITION
AT THE RESPONDENT'S PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT
WHO ARE WOMEN
(In Pzrcentages)

—_——— — — —
. Program Program Comparison
Proportion Yhe Are Women Graduates Dropouts Group
L . 6 44 50
Most. . . . . . ... . ... . 13 17 23
SOME. v v v v v v v o v e e e . 56 26 15

Nome. . . v v v v v v e e e e . 25 13 12

(N=16) (N=23) (N=34)
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Since the time period during which this study was conducted was one

of economic recession and high unemployment rates, it seems reasonable
to provide some overall assessment of the relative advantage of program
completion ver dropping out and never having been enrolled (comparison
group). This is particularly cogent because most of the formerly
employed women are seeking jobs and will presunably improve their
chances of finding work as the recession subsides.

Table V-6 shows a distinet advantage for ever-employed program
graduates in hours worked per week, hourly wage, and estimated annual
earnings. The estimated annual earnings advantage of ever-employed
graduates ($15,654) over ever-empioyed dropouts ($7,468) is of the same
magnitudes as that for currently employed members of both groups
reported in Table V-l. For ever~employed comparison group members
($9,659), the magnitude of this annual earnings difference 1is slightly
less than that shown in Table V-1 but it is still quite substantial.

Many of the jobs held since the benchmark date were of short
duration: the average (not including the current job) was seven months
for dropouts, eight months for graduates, and twelve months for the
comparison group. Table V~7 shows that the most common reasons given
for leaving these jobs were similar for dropouts and comparison group
members, with lay-offs being dominant. Seventeen percent of the
formerly - ‘oloyed dropouts reported having a dispute with their boss.
Among the comparison group members, sixteen percent rveported having a
tempcrary job come to an ena and twelve percent reported having child

care problems. All but one of the formerly employed graduates had been

laid off.
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TABLE V-6

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF GRADUATES, DROPOUTS, AND COMPARISON GROUP MEMBERS
EVER EMPLOYED SINCE BENCHMARK DATE: HOURS WORKED PER WEEK,
HOURLY WAGE, AND ESTIMATED ANNUAL EARNINGS
FOR HIGHEST PAYING JoB®

Program Program Comparison
Employment Status Graduates Dropouts Group
Hours Usually Worked Per Week:
Average . . . . . . . . . . ... 39.9 34.9 37.0 .
(Range) . . . ... .. .. ... (25-50) (3-68) (6-55)
Hourly Wage:
Average . . . . . . v v v 4 ... $7.40 $3.75 $4.55
(Range) . . . . . ... .. ... ($3-11) ($1-48) ($2-$13)
Estimated Annuai Earnings:b
Average . . . .. . .. ... .. $15,€654 $7,468 $9,659
(Range) ® o s s 8 e s s & s e s ($6,250"$23,3l’0)($859"$'7,]70) ($]’050-
$27,000)
(N=30) (N=61) (N=65)

4Table includes all respondents who provided jeob information for either
the Phase |l or Phase |l| interviews,

bAnnual salary was estimated by multiplying hourly wage by number of
hours worked per week to get weekly salary, which was then multiplied by 50.
Wages are rot adjusted for inflation.
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REASONS LISTED BY FORMERLY EMPLOYED GRADUATES, DRJPOUTS AND COMPARISON GROUP

FOR LEAVING J0BS DURING PERIOD BETWEEN BENCHMARK DATE

AND THE PHASE 111l INTERVIEW
(In Percentages)
Reasons Program Program Comparison
Graduates Dropouts Group
Laid-off, . 88 29 24
Quit - pay too low. - 5 8
Quit - dispute with boss. - 17 -
Quit - transportation problems. . . - 5 8
Fired . . . . ... ... ... - 5 8
Job was temporary . - 5 16
Quit - child care provlem ., . - - 12
Quit - personal or emotional
problems. 12 5 L
Quit for other reasons. . . . - 29 20
(N=8) N=18) (N=25)
16y
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Categorizing The Dropouts

One should note that dropouts are not one homogeneous group of WIN
clients. They vary on a number of background, school experience and
other characteristics. Two ways of categorizing the dropouts were
examined in the preparation of this report. Omne was to divide dropouts
into those who were terminated by the schools for unsatisfactory
attendance or academic performance (55 of dropouts) and those who
voluntarily left the program (45%7 of dropouts). While thirty-six
percent of those who voluntarily left the program were employed at the
time of the Phase II interview, only nineteen percent of those who left
it involuntarily were employed. The average annual salary for
"voluntary leavers" was $10,941 compared to $7,601 for "involuntary
leavers." The voluntary leavers also spent less time on public
assistance after leaving the progranm. These findings support the
argument that voluntary dropouts tend to prefer immediate placement over
training and will leave the training program to take advantage of an
immediate employment opportunity rather than wait for trzining to be
completed.

The other dimension on which the dropouts were subdivided 1s the
number of terms completed before dropping out. There was little
difference in the percentage employed at the time of the Phase II
interview between dropouts who failed to complete one term and those who
completed one or more terms (twenty~four and twenty-eight percent,
respectively). There was, however, a major difference between the two
groups 1in average annual salary. Those v o failed to complete a term

averaged $7,624 while those who completed one averaged $11,295. The

16i
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average salary earned by dropouts failling to complete a term 1s nearly
identical to the average annual salary of women placed through WIN
($7,634;. The higher salaries earned by completers of one term or more
indicate either that these women learned skills during their time in the
program which allowed them to increase the wages they could command, or
that these women brought more ability and motivation to the program

initially.

Summary

Those WIN-sponsored graduates of the Bell & Howell electronics
technician training program who were employed at the time of the Phase
III interview had a distinct earnings advantage over both employed
dropouts and employed comparison group members . Employed graduates
have all attained independence from the welfare system.

Program dropouts and comparison group members, except for those
dropouts who stayed 1in the program for some length of time, seemed to
have Jderived virtually no advantage from ftheir participation 1in the
study over and ‘above what they would have attained through receipt of
usual WIN services.

Employed dropouts who had left the program voluntarily (rather than
being terminated because of unsatisfactory performances or attendance)
and/or had completed at lease one full term of the electronics training
program enjoyad corsiderably higher wages than those who had stayed in
the program for a briefer period. While currently employed comparison
group members 1in Columbus were significantly more likely than their
Chicago counterparts to be working full-time, the Columbus clients were
also more 1likely to be working in traditionally female, lower paying

clerical and service jobs. 1In large part, this is a reflection of the
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Job market in Columbus which has a large clerical and service employment
base because it 1is both the state capital and the site of one of the
largest universities in the United States. Employed dropouts and
comparison group members, despite their reports of current welfare
independence, did not have the eavnings "cushion" enjoyed hy employed
program graduates that would assure their continued, long-term

independence from the welfare system.
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VI. COST/BENLFIT ANALYSES

The final component of our evaluation of this WIN demonstration
program 1is a series of cost/benefit analyses, which were carried out
despite the limitutions to which they are subject, discussed below.
When conducting cost/benefit analyses, it is important to specify the
perspective from which costs and benefits are being calculated. Below
we present three separate cost/benefit analyses: one each for the
program participant, the taxpayer and soclety. The cost/benefit
analysis for the participant is to determine whether the post-training
increases in income match or exceed the personal costs, such as foregone
income, during the ctraining period. The cost/benefit analysis from the
point of view oI the taxpayer seeks to establish whethar increases in
tax revenues and decreases in welfare payments exceed tue expense to tue
taxpayer of providing this training. Finally, the cost/benefit analysis
from a societal perspective is the net increase 1in total employment-
related incone which occurred as a result of the training program.
Table VI-1 displays the elements included as costs and benefits from

each perspective.

Limitations To The Analysis

Among the optimal conditions for conducting a cost/benefit analysis
are: 1) that the program is beyond the development stage and there 1s
certainty about the effects; 2) that program impact and magnitude of

impact are known or can be validly estimated, and 3) that benefits can
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TABLE VI-1

*
ELEMENTS OF COSTS AND BENEFITS

Perspective
Individual Taxpayer Social
Benefits Increase in Ea mings Reduztion in Increase in
Transfer Earnings
Payments
Increase in
Tax Revenues
Costs Opportunity lost Costs of Opportunity Costs
of Trairing Providing of Participants
Participants Training
Costs of
Providing
Training

xAdapted from Peter H. Rossi, et. al., Evaluation: A Systematic
Approach. Beverley Hills, Sage Publications, 197°, - 259, Table 8-1.
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be reduced to moneta-y terms.[20]

It can be argued that this project meets none of these conditions.
The project was a demonstraticn program, and as discussed in earlier
chapters, there were considerable start-up problems. As the project
went on, changes occurred in the selection criteria for later cohorts of
WIN participants, and -considerable improvements were made 1in the
delivery of support services and counseling. The 1last group of WIN
women admitted experienced a very different program from that offered to
the women 1in our study population. Thus, the program studied was not
beyond the development stage. Nor can it be claimed that the impact and
magnitude of the impact is known. Since we have no data 2a whether the
lifetime labor force experiences of these program graduates will be like
those of prior Bell & Howell graduates, we are unable to develop
projections of future earnings. Finaily, it is clear that in this, as
in all manpower and education programs, not all benefits can be measured
in monetary terms. The reports of program counselors and local WIN
office personnel, and ou: own interviews indicate that some of the most
important effects of the program way include increased efforts made by
the children of these women in their schoolwork wad the raising of
educational aspirations. There also were reports 1in the study
population that there had been increases 1in self-respect among the
women, and tlat they had more confidence and experience when going into
interviews as a result of the screening pirocess alone. It can also be
argued that when successful graduates can afford te move their families

to better neighborhoods and a new social enviromnent, the chances for

20. Peter H. Rossi, et. al, Evaluation: A Systeamatic Approach,

Beverley Hills, Sage Pu™lications, 1979. p. 272,273.




deviant behavior on the part of teen-age children diminish.

When reviewing the 1literature on manpower programs to which
cost/benefit analyses have been applied, we found that the typical
program 1s one in which participants constitute clearly defined cohorts
with few dropouts, in which it 1is possible to define a uniform start and
finish date, and a uniform follow~up observation period, and 1ia which
heavy reliance is placed on administratively collected data for mea-ures
of client characteristics, program costs and benefits, and transfer
payménts.[Zl]

The reader should be aware of the following caveats to the
cost/benefit analysis presented below.

Since this type of analysis was not initially built into the project
design, not all required data were collected at the outset. No ex post
facto ar..ngements for collecting these data could be made. As a result
the data on transfer payments are especially weak, since they are based
on estimates of "average" benefits and client self-reports.

Nearly all job history and earnings data are based on client
responses to a series of interviews during the life of the project.
This brings to the fore the problems of response race, item non-response
and the small study population. While the overall response rates during
our data collection efforts have been high (See Appendix B), the small
population size, especially among program graduates, makes the loss of a

single subject important, as one response can cause major percentage

21. For example, see Perry, Charles R., et. al, The Impact of
Government Manpower Programs: In General, and on Minorities and Women.
PhiTadelphia, The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, 1975; and
Gerald G. Somers and W. donald Wood, eds. North American Conference
on Cost-Benefit Analysis of Manpower Policies. Kkingston, Ontario,
Queen’s University, 1969.
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shifts in the distributions or the calculated averages. The same 1is
true for those rare instances when a respondent refused to give key
information, such as her pay rate.

No information on fringe benefits was collected. As this is one of
the characteristics of the jobs held by graduates which was in marked
distinction to those held through "usual” WIN placements, and also
distinguished the jobs held by employed graduates (all had medical
insurance and all but one dental insurance and sick leave) from the jobs
held by employed comparison group members and program dropouts (about
half had a comparable benefit package), the absence of the value of
these benefits in our calculation probably understates the earnings of
these women,

As opposed to the type of manpower study to which cost/benefit
analyses are usually applied, the participants in this program did not
move through the programs as rigid cohorts, and were not observed for
uniform amounts of time after graduation. It must be kept in mind that
some oOf the women admitted to the training program dropped out of the
training, returned to 1it, dropped out and returned again. Some failed
entire terms and had to repeat them, ot™ers failed single courses and
some of these spent a term re-taking a single course. At one extreme,
four women graduated in 1980 with no interruotions in enrollment. At
the other extreme, two other women were still enrolled in September
1982, four years after admission. Still other women who had dropped out
of the program indicated in their last interview that they expected to
be readmitted to the training program and complete it at a later date.
In view of the re-admission policies of the schools, the possibility of

furure completions should not be ruled out.
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The dropouts prescnt anotter .major analytic problem. There was a
great deal of variation in the leagth of time dropouts had been enrolled
in the program. Women who droppcd out of the program left at any time;
quite a nunber left in the first three months, others dropped out for
the last time three years after 1initial enrollment. Rather than
visualizing a group of women marching through the nr ram in lock step
fashion and 1leaving it en masse, we need to focus on an image of women
trickling out at sporadic intervals. Some dropouts left the program so
early that we have nearly four years of post-Bell & Howell labor force
data for them, others dropped out so late that only a month or two had
elapsed before the final interview.

It should also be noted that some of the women who completed the
program graduated 1into an expanding labor market for electronics
technicians, others into a recession. When the. first women graduated
from the program in 1930, the unemployment rate in Illincis was 8.37%; by
1982 it was 11.7%. 1In Ohio the comparable figures were 8.4% and 12.3%.

As a final limitation to the analyses presented in this chapter, we
note that in the evaluation of education and manpower programs, it is
standard piactice to project lifetime earning streams in order to have a
full picture of th: benefits of these programs. The usual expectation

is that a program’s henefits do not cease within a short amount of time

after the program ended.{22] However, after careful assessment of our

research findings, we have determined that it 1is not possible to
construct a projected 1ifetime earning stream for graduates in which we

22. While investing in a trainiag or education pcogram, the trainee 1is
earning nothing, or at least less than a comparable individval entering
the job market. A prototypical diagram of the two earning .treams for
investme.t in hwman capital programs is shown in Figure VI-l. This
figure indicates a set of curves for a trainee and a non-trainee. The
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can place any counfidence. Tﬂe picture of likely future labor market
experiences which emerges fro~ analysis of the post-graduation'follow-up
period is simply too unclear. Therefore, we have limited our analyses
to the relative costs and benefits during the observation period (22
months for the aversge graduate). Given the high cost and length of
this training, one would expect to find that in this time span, the
earnings of employed graduates would not have reached the amount
required to the point where benefits equaled costs for any of the three

perspectives used.

area of the trainee curve which 1s at zero indicates the time the
individual is in the training progranm. The corresgonding non—-trainee
curve 1s above zero, representing wages earned. From our expectations
of the employmuent prospects of program graduates, e indicate in this
model that the graduates will begin to earn more than non-graduates
immediatrly after graduation, since electronics technicians on average
earn more than the just over minimum wage salaries of most WIN
placements. However, even with the earnings of the graduate being
greater than those of the non-trainee, some time elapses before the
extra earnings in (Area B) compensate for the lower earnings and cost of
the training (/rea A).

+ PTIGURE VI-1

Craduat fon

Tiap —— —— —40m

Adspted from: Cary S, Bocker, Human Capital: A Theoretfcal and Fopire-al
Analyein, with Specinl Refofence to cducation, § d tdfrion Tuay
Columb! Univarsity Press, 1975,
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In presenting the analyses of the relative costs and benefits from
each of the three perspectives discussed earlier, we are using several
approaches., 1In an initial analysis, we compare the costs and benefits
for all women in the original training group (dropouts and graduates),
to those for the entire comparison group. Later, we repeat thc analyses

to explore whethar there are any differences by study site, given the

labor market differences discussed earlier in this report. Finally, we
repeat the analyses comparing only graduates to comparison group
members, as a proxy measure of the results that might be obtained 1if
applicant screening and support services could be perfected to the point
that nearly all program entrants completed the program.

The observation period for graduates is different from that for
dropouts and comparison group members. For each graduate the perfod is
from the time of her graduation until the time of her Phase TIII
interview, an average of 22 months. For the others, the observation
pariod is from Januacy 1981 turough the date of the Phase III interview,

an average of 24 months,
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Comparison Of All Participants And Comparison Group Members

Individual Perspective

Benefits. These are measured in this analysis as the difference 1in
annual earnings bctween the experimental group and the comparison group
during the post-graduation follow-up.observation periods, a perfod of
approximately 22 months for graduates on average, and 24 months for the
Dropouts and Comparison Group members.

Earnings were determined as follows:

1. Calculations are based on those respondents for whom we have a
completed job history from our interviews. These results are
assumed to be representative of the non-respondents.

2. For each job held during the observation period, respondents were
asked for: beginaing and ending dates, hourly rates (exclusive of
overtime and fringe benefits), the number of hours per week usually
worked and the starting ani ending date of employment at each job.

3. For purposes of this analysis, the final pay rate was assumed for
the entire employment period, and this pay rate was converted to
constant (1980) dollars.

4., The sums of the wages for each year are shown in Table VI-2. ; To
calculate a figure for average annual earnings per person, the sum
of the wages for each year was divided by the number of person years
available to earn this wage for each group. The adjustment by
person years was necessary to take into account that training
participani.s were not available for employment while still enrolled
in the training program. The results for each calendar year were
then averaged over the three years 1in which post-graduation
observations were made.

These calculations determined that the average annual earnings in
1980 dollars for members of tne participant groups was $4,108, while for
members of the comparison group 1t was $4,730. Subtracting these

figures shows a difference in earnings of $622 dollars per year with the
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TABLE VI-2

CALCULATION OF ANNUAL EARNINGS

1981 1982
1980 (1980 Dollars) (1980 Dollars)

Participants
Total Wages. « « « « « « « « o & $220,277 $425,617 $425,609
Available Person Years . . . . . 65.9 93.7 162.2
Avera e Wage/Person Year . . . . 3,341/yr. 4,585 4,166

Average Across Years

(Weighted by number of

available person years) $4,108

Comparison Group
Total WagesS. « « « « « o « o« o o $438,581 $473,474 $421,892
Available Person Years . . . . . 94 94 94
Average Wage/Person ., . . . . . 4,666 5,037 488

Average Across Years $4,730
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average comparison group member earning more tham the average
participant.

Costs. For this analysis, costs were defined as the opportunity

costs to the participants (i.e. wages foregome while enrolled in the
program). There is no need to corsider the cost of tultion and books as
these were not borne by the participants.

Our best estimate of the earnings foregone by each of the traiiing
par:.cipants is the average of the earnings of comparison group members
during the time the participants were enrolled in the training pro-~ram.
An analysis of enrollment records shows tha: the average period of
enrollment in the traiming program was 54 weeks.

A comprehensive job histery for this period was obzained from
comparison group members in interviews. We found that compariso. roup
members were, on average, employed about 327 of the time and held as
many as five jobs during the period. Participants wers enrolled in the
training an average of 54 weeks; during this time the comparison group
member earned $2,579 (in 1980 dollars) on the average.

Benefit to Cost Ratio. The final step 1in this analysis 1is the

computation of a ratio of benefits uivided by costs. In this case the
ratio is -$662/$2,579=~,24, As expected, with this brief follow-up
period and no estimate of projected lifetime earning streams, and with
our observation that program dropouts earn considerably less than either

graduates or comparison group members, our analysis shows that the costs

greatly exceed benefits.
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From The Taxpayer’s Perspective

Benefits. 1In this analysis, two benefits were calculated. the
average reduction in welfare payments, and the average icrease 1in taxes
paid.

The average reduction +n welfarz payments was computed separately
for those who lived in Illinois and those who lived in Ohio. In each
state, our computation was limited to the zxpenditures for AFLC, food
stamps and Medicaid. Because official records for each individual are
rot available, our <:omputations are based on the average annual
expenditures for families with the characteristics of those of the women
in this study. [23] State welfare officials were contacted to determine
the average monthly benefits of the recipients from these programs in
each state. The information received is shown in Table VI-3.

The percent of time between the Phase II and Phase III 1interviews
that the participants and comparison group members did not receive each
type of wzlfare benefit was then computed by site. The results of this
computation are shown 1in Table VI-4. To simplify calculations, we
elected to use the average monthly benefit rates for 1980; as this was
the mid-point of the study observation period, and the time when most of
the graduates did in fact gradua.e.

23. Both the Aid to Families with Dependent Children and Food Stamp
programs use family size to detzrmine the amount of assistance a family
receives. To compute the average benefit that could have been received
by participants and comparison group members in each site, we first
determined the average family size, which was 2327 people for both
compariscns and participants. We multiplied the difference between
monthly payments for a family of four and a family of three by 1.27 and
added that amount to the benefit for a family of three to arrive at the
monthly AFDC payments and Fcod Stamp assistance.

Because the figures available for Medicaid benefit rates 1indicate
there 13 a different average monthly benefit rate for adults and
children, we assumed that the families consisted of one adult and 2.27
children in all calculations.
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TABLE VI-3

WELFARE BENEFIT LEVELS IN ILLINOIS AND OHIO

BENEFIT TYPE | ILLINOIS | OHIO
:' |
| 7/78- 10/79- 1/81-- | 1979~
AFDC PAYMENTS | 9/79 12/80  PRESENT | 1978 1982
I I
2 Person Family | § 227 $ 23 $ 250 | $ 192 3 216
3 Person Family | 274 288 302 | 234 263
4 Person Family | 333 350 368 | 291 327
I I
FOOD STAMP | 7/78- 1/81-~ | 7/78- 1/79- 7/79-
BONUS VALUE | 12/80 12/82 | 12/78 6/79 12/79 1980 1681
I I
2 Person Family | $ 100 $ 128 | $100 $106 $ 112 $ 115 $ 128
3 Person Family | 144 183 | 144 152 161 165 183
4 Person Family | 182 233 | 182 192 204 209 233
- —-—— - +
[ I
MEDICAID | |
Payment per | |
Recipient | FY78 FY79 FY80 FY8l | FY/8 FY79 FY80 FYS8!
I I
Adult | $ 733 S 757 $ 956 $ 942 | $ 625 $ 657 §$ 737 § 791
Children | 332 342 415 438 | 246 263 311 322
Sources: -

I11inois Department of Public Aid, Springfield.
Ohio Department of Public Welfare, Columbus.
Social Security Administration, Health Care Financing Administratior.
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TABLE VI-4

PERCENT OF TIME THE AVERAGE RESPONDENT DID NOT RECEIVE
WELFARE BENEFITS BETWEEN THE PHASE II AND PHASI II{ INTERVIEWS

BY BENEFIT CATEGORY

| ILLINOIS | OHIO

| +-

| COMPARISON| COMPARISON
|PARTICIPANTS GROUP |PARTICIPANTS  GROUP

BENEFIT CATEGORY

I |

AFDC | 412 372 | 49% 65%
I I

FOOD STAMPS | 43 31 | 46 61
I I

MEDICAID I 44 37 I 54 67

ERIC 17/
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The final steps in the calculation were to:
l. Calculate and average annual benefit for each state for each
category of welfare

2. Multiply the result by the percent of time study participants were
not receiving each type of welfare (by site).

3. Add the average annual savings from each program into one comnosite
measure

4. Compute a weighted averag: to combine the figures from Il1lirois and
Ohio for participants and comparisons; and

5. Subtract the savings for the average comparison group members from
the savings for the av.rage participant.
These calculations are summarized in Table VI-S5.

The net result of these calculations 1is that on average, the
reduction in the welfare benefits received by the average participant in
the post program observation period was $389 less than that for the
average comparison group member. The considerable site differences
shown in Table VI-5 should be noted.

Th2 other benefit from the taxpayer’s perspective is the average
incease in income taxes collected from earnings of the participants.
To determine the average increase in taxes collected, we calculated the
duration, wage and hours worked of each job held between the Phase II
and Phase TIII interviews for each of the participants and controls.

rom this, annual earnings were determined for each woman.

Using this annual earnings figure and assuming an average tamily
size of 3,27 persons, we then calculated the taxes paid by each woman
for Federal income taxes (less the Earned Income Credit), state and
local 1ircome taxes, and Social Security (FICA). Table VI-6 shows the
average of these taxes for the participénts and comparison group in

I1linois and Ohio.
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TABLE VI-5

CALCULATION OF AVERAGE REDUCTION TN WELFARE PAYMENTS

AVERAGE AVERAGE
STUDY AVEPAGE PERCENT AVERAGE ANNUAL
PARTICIPANT P INEFIT BENEFIT OF TIME AMOUNT . SAVINGS
CATEGCRY CATEGORY PER YEAR NOT SAVED PER
RECEIVED PERSON
ILLINOIS
PARTICIPANTS AFLC $ 3660 417% ¢ 1,501
FOOD STAXMPS 1,858 h3 ;33
MEDIC...D 2,676 44 913
$ 3,209
COMPARISON
GROUP AFDC 3,660 37% 1,354
FOOD 3TAMPS 1,848 31 w3
MEDICAID 2,076 37 768
2,695
OHIO
PARTICIPANTS  AFDC 3,360 492 1,046
FOOD STAMPS 2,124 46 677
MEDICAID 1,577 54 852
. 3,475
COMPARISON
GROU? AFDC 3,369 65% 2,184
1'00D STAMPS 2,124 61 1,296
MEDICAID 1,577 67 1 056
4,536

WELGHT .» PARTICIPANT GROUP AVERAGE
‘ WELFARE SAVINGS PER PERSON = $3,360.

WEIGHTED COMPARL ;uM GROUP AVERAGE
WELFARE SAVINGS PER PERSON = §$3,749

AVERAGE REDUCTTON IN WELFARE CCSTS = -§$3°9,

L]
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TABLE VI-6

ESTIMATED TAXES PATD BY STUDY PARTICIPANTS

(1980 DOLLARS PER PERSON}

—— o A P = S ot - - - - emam o o o —

FEDERAL STATE
SOCIAL INCOME INCOME TOTAL

SECURITY TAX 1 TAX
ILLINOIS PART CTPANTS
1980 $257 $207 $66 $530
1981 349 483 95 927
1982 362 498 101 961
OHIO PARTICIPANTS
1980 164 20 12 197
1981 268 178 23 469
1982 236 242 29 508
COMPOSITE PARTICIPANT
AVERAGE
1280 207 107 37 352
1931 306 322 57 686
1962 293 357 62 712
Annual Average 583
=R ILLINO1S COMFARISCN GROUP i
1980 247 2, 72 692
1981 290 3224 73 686
1ae22 237 21> 60 512 ‘
OHIO COMPARISON GROUP
1980 316 362 35 714
1981 370 364 3 773
1982 350 361 38 749
COMPOSITE COMPARISON GROUP
AVERAGE
1980 286 1487 52 704
1981 335 347 53 735
1982 301 297 48 646
Annual Average 695 .

i
I The figure given for Federal Income Tax includes the I

estimated Earned Income Credit.
150 ‘
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Table VI-6 shows that the average estimated taxes paid per member of
the participant groups was $583 over the observation period. It 1is also
interesting to note that tne amount of taxes pald increased each year
duving the period. For tne average member of the comparison group, the
av.rage estimated taxes per year was 5695, or $112 per year more than
the members of the participant group. However, the average taxes per
vear was level over the observation period.

Costs.

The expenses incurred in running the program were obtained from Bell
& Howell’s records. An exs ation of the vouchers sent to the WIN
program for tuition, supplies, books and fees for the women enrolled in
the training at the schools in Chicago and Coiumbus indicate that tbha2
average cost was $3,075 per parricipanc in 198) dollars. Bell & Howell
estimates there was an additional $597 cost per person for counselors,
tutoring and seminars paid out of their training grant from DOL. The
sum of these two calculations gives a cost of $3,672 (in 1980 dollars)
per participant. Table VI-7 breaks down the expenses (in 1980 dollars)
by category.

Benefit to Const Ratio. As with the analysis from the individual

perspective, the final step is the calculation of a ratio by dividing
benefits by costs. The sun of the two benefits, the reduction in
wel fare and the increase in taxes is $389 plus $112 = §501, and the cost
is $7,672. Tt refore, the benefit to zost ratio is $501/$3,672 = 0.136.

Again, as capected, the benefits do not outweigh costs.
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TABLE VI-7
BELL & HOWELL TRAINING COSTS

(1980 DOLLARS)

155

BOOKS AND
TUITION I FEES SUPPLIES TOTAL

CHICAGO

1978 $56.119 $4,835 $6,573 $67,527

1979 57,744 2,037 10,590 7G.371

1930 32,594 140 5,414 38.148

1981 4,999 62 413 .,474

1982 277 0 49 326

Chicaga Total . $181,846
Average per

Participant $3,031
COLUMBUS

1978 36,599 2,984 4,364 43,947

1979 102,471 2,719 21,041 126,21

1980 43,068 373 6,476 49,917

1981 13,898 166 1,216 1£,280

1uR2 884 26 52 962

Columbus Total $ 236,337
sverage per

Participant $3,110

WEIGHTED AVERAGE COST PER PARTICIPANT = $3,075

l The tuition figure has been adjusted for Pell (BEOG) Grant

money, and for partial tuition refunds for dropouts.
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..or The Social Perspective

This perspective involves the measurement of such benefits as the
net increase in income, as well as reduced unemployment, increased
national production, etc., in society. [24] The elements used in our
analysis to rompute the ratio are the same as those used in the previous
analyses.

Benefits, In this analysis, the benefit of the program is measured

as the difference in annual earnings between the participants and
comparison group during the post-graduation observation period.
Earlier, this difference was shown to be -$622.

CLosts. The measure of costs for this perspective is the opportunity
cost to participants, earlier determined to be $2,759; and the expenses
incurred in running the program, which was determined to be$?,672 per
participant.

We have estimated that participants receivad .IN incentive payments
and payments for transportation and childcare of $50 per month for each
month they continued in the program. This amount did not change during
the observation period. It has been adjusted to 1980 dollars in our
calculations corresponding to the dates participants were enrolled. At
an average of 12.4 months of enrollment per participant, the incentive
payments are $703 per nerscn (in 1980 dollars).

Senefit to Cost Ratio. The ratio from this perspective 18 =-$622

divided by §$7,134, or -0.09. Yet again, it is found that the costs far

exceed the benefits.

24, Michael E. Borus, ‘‘easuring the Impact of Employment-Related
Social Programs Kalamazco, Michigan, W.E. Upjohn 1Inscitute for
Empfoyment Research, 1979.
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Cost Bene‘{g Analyses By Site

TIn preparing the data required for *he above analyses, and from
other data gathered during the study, we have become aware of large
differences in the labor force experience of study participants in the
two sites in which the demonstration took piace. We thought it mighc be
valuable, therefore, to determine whether there was a relationship
between study site and the cost/benefit analysis of the program in that
site.

The analyses were conductr~d from the same three perspectives as
presented azbove. Also, the calculation of each daca element was the
same, the analysis was simpnly done on different subsets of the entire

study population.

From The dividual Perspective

Benz2fits. The benefit for this part of the analysis 13 measured as
the difference 1in annual earnings during the obse:vartion jeiiod. As
shown in Table VI-8, the mern earnings per year in 1980 dollars for the
participants in Chicago was $4,945 and in Columbus $3,413. For the
coc.parisnn group in Chicago the average earnings per year was $3,979 and
in Columbus §$5,311. The resulting figures were subtracted, showing that
on the average, members of the Chicago participant group earned $966 per
year more, while in Columbus, members of the participant group earned

$1,898 per year less.

Costs. The costs are measured as the opportunity costs to

participants. Tn Chicago, the a2 2rage opportunity cost during the 55

weeks the average participant was in the training was 32,724 (ln 1980
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TABLE VI-8

CALCULATION OF ANNUAL EARNINGS
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1980 1981 1982
(1980 Dollars) (1980 Dollars)
CHICAGO
Participants
Total Wages. « o« « o « o« o o« « & $127,390 $232,563 $236,§Sl
Avjailable Person Years . . . . . 30.4 44.3 43.8
Average Wage/Person Year . . . . . 4,188 5,246 5,402
Weighted Average Across Years $4,945
Compavison
Tocal Wages . . . . . . . .. $165,661 $178,8%4 £144,855
Available Pers. . fears. . . . . . 41 41 41
Average Wage/Person Year. . . . . . 4,040 4,363 3,533
Weighted Avcrage Across Years $3,979
COLINMBUS
Participants
Total Wage. . . . . . .. e e e $ 92,887 $133,941 $189,258
A i1ilable Person Years. . . . 34.7 49.3 53.7
Average Wage/Person Year. . . 2,679 4,033 3,527
Weighted Average Across Years . . $3,413
Comparison
Total Wages . . . . $272,929 $294,5C0 $277,037
Averag~ Person 'ears. . . . . 53 53 53
Average Wage/Person Year. . . . . . 5,149 5,537 5,227
Weighted Average Across Years . $5,311
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dollars). In Columbus, che corresponding figure for the 53 week period
the average participant was attending training was $4,10¢.

}?nefit to Cost Ratio. The ratio of benefits to costs 1Is calculated

as §$°66 divided by $2,724, or 0.35 in Chicago. In Coluabus, the
corresponding ratio is -$1,898 divided by $4,106, aad the ratio is -
0.46. Thus, while the costs exceed the benefits in both sites, in
Chicago, the ratio is positive, indicating that participants have begun
to earn more than they wotld if they had not been in the program, and
have begun to make up the ircome they gave up to be tratned. In fact,
1f one calculates the "pay-back period,"[25] the time required for the
excess in ben2fits to equal the investment in the program, the Chicago
partic/pants will pay back their investment in just under three years
after graduation. In Columbus, the average program participant {s
e2cning less than the average comparison group member, and has made no

progress in making up the income foregone while in the training prigram.

From The Taxpayer's Perspect.ve

Benefits. The calculation of the reduction of welfare benefits,
onie of two benefits from this perspective, ‘s g'mmarized in Table VI-9.
Tae net result 1s that in Illinois, on average, the reduction in the
welfare benefits received by the av-'rage participant in the post program
period was $514 more than that for the average comparison group member.
In Columbus, on the other hand, the net reduction in welfare payments
received Ly the average participant in the same period was $1,061 less
than the reduction for the average comparison group member.

- —— — - " > — — -~ o

25. Richard Silkman, et. al., "An Evaluation of Two Preemployment

Services: Impact on Employment and Earnings of D.sadvantaged Youths,"
Evaluvation keview, Vol. 7, No. 4, Avgust 1983, pp. 467-496.

18s
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TABLE VI-9

CALCULATION OF AVERAGE REDUCTION IN WELFARE PAYMENTS

AVERAGE

AVERAGE
STUDY AVERAGE  PERCENT AVERAGE  ANNUAL
PARTICIPANT BENEFIT BENEFIT OF TIME  AMOUNT  SAVINGS
CATEGORY CATEGORY  PER YEAR NOT SAVED PER
RECEIVED PERSON
ILLINOIS
PARTICIPANTS AFDC $ 3660 417 $ 1,501
FOOD STAMPS 1,848 43 795
MEDICAID 2,076 44 913
$ 3,209
COMPARISON
GROUP AFLC 3,660 37% 1,354
FOOD STAMPS 1,848 31 573
MEDICAID 2,076 37 768
2,695
OHIO
PARTICIPANTS  AFDC 3,360 497 1,646
FOOD STAMPS 2,124 46 977
MEDICAID 1,577 54 852
3,475
COMPARISON
GROUP AFDC 3,360 652 2,184
FOOD STAMPS 2,124 61 1,296
MEDICAID 1,577 67 1,056
4,536

AVERAGE REDUCTION IN WELFARE COSTS

ILLINOIS = $514

OHIO = -$1,061
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Table VI-6 above broke out the increases 1in taxes paid by the
participants in the two study sites. It shows that the average
estimated taxes paid per member of the Illinois participant grcups was
$793 over the observation period, while in Columbus it was $320. For
the average member of the 1Illinois comparison group, the average
estimated taxes per year was $448, or §$255 per year less than the
members of the Illinois participant group. In Ohio, the average member
of the comparison group paid $580 per year in taxes over the observat:on
period, or $260 more than the members of the Ohio participant group.

Costs. The costs considered under this perspective are those for
the training program. This was summarized by site in Table VI~7 above.
This showed that in Chicago the average cost was $3,628 per participant

in 1980 dollars, whiie in Columbus it was $3,707.

The Benefit to Cost Ratio. The benefit to cost ratio in Illinois
for this perspective 1s the $514 1in increased reductiou in wel fare
benefits plus the $255 in iucreased taxes, to be divided by the $3,628
per participant program cost in Illinois. The result 1is 0.21. In
Columbus, the ratio 1is a negative §$1,061 welfare reduction plus a
negative $260 increase in taxes, divided by a $3,707 per 1individual
program cost, or -0.36. Again, while the costs exceed the benefit, the
picture is far brighter in Illinois, where 1f all things remain the
same, the taxpayer will have his investment "paid back" four and three-

fourths years after graduation.
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From The Socizl Perspectiv.

As before, the measuce of benefits under this perspective 1s the
difference in annual earnings. This was found to be $966 in Chicago and
-$1,898 in Columbus. The costs are measured as opportunity costs to the
particip:nts, which was found to be $2,724 in Chicago and $4,106 in
Colunbus; plus the expenses in running the program, which were $3,628 in
Chicago and $3,707 in Columbus plus the cost of the WIN training
incentives, which were estimated to be $717 in Chicago and $f' 1 1in
Colunbus.

The benefit to cost analysis 1s then $966 divided by $2,724, plus
$3,628 plus $717 in Chicago, or 0.14; and -$1,898 divided by $4,106 plus
$3,707 plus $691 1in Columbus, or -0.22. Again, from this perspective
berefits were not found to outweigh the costs. But, 1in Chicago, the

pay-back period can be estimated at seven years.

Graduate Versus Comparison Analysis

As a final analysis, we have conducted an analysis which compares
the training program graduates agaiust the comparison group. This may
present a proxy measure for what results might be expected 1f; it were
possible to select enrollees so well that all would complete the
program.,

All calculations were done exactly the same as in the total
prrticipant group/comparison gronp analysis. All the data for program

dropoucs has simply been deleted for this analysis.
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From The Individual Perspective

Benefits. Ae shovn in Table VI-10, the annual earnings for the
average graduat~ during the ooservation period was $9,533 1in 1980
dollars. For the members of the comparison group it was $4,730. The
subtraction of thes: figures shows that on the average, graduates earned
$4,803 per year more than the members of the ccaparison group.
Costs. The opportunity cost for Graduates during the 107 weeks that
the average graduates were enrolled in the training was $7,652 (in 1930
dollars).

Benefit to Cost Ratio. The ratio of the benefits divided by the

costs 1s $4,803 divided by §7,652 or 0.63, showing that even for
graduates alone, the earnings of the first months after graduation did
not make up for the wages foregone during training. However, the ray-

back period for the individual 1is 1.6 yezrs.

From The Taxpayer Perspective

" Benefits. The calculation of the average reduction of welfare
benefits 1c shown in Table VI-11. The net result of these calculations
is +hat on average, the reduction in the welfare benefit- received by
the average graduate in the post program observation period was $§774
more than that for the average ccoparison group member. The second
benefit to be considered was the increase in taxes paid. Table VI-12
shows that the average estimated taxes pald per graduate was $§1,706 per
year over the observation period. For the average member of the
comparison group, the average estimated taxes per year was $523, or

$1,183 per year lass than the average graduate.




TABLE VI-10

CALCULATION OF ANNUAL EARNINGS
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1980

1981
(1980 Dollars)

1982
(1980 Dollars)

Graduates

Total Wages & o v . & . . e e $ 93,638 $206,273 $225,504

Available Person Years. . . , . . 7.2 24,8 31.3

Average Wage/Person Year. . . . . 13,066 18,306 7,228
1980-82 Average $9,533

Comparison Group

Total Wages . . . . . . « . . . . $438,501 $473,474 $421,892

Available Perscn Years. . . . . . 94 94 94

Average Wage/Person Year. . . 4,666 5,037 4,488
1980-82 Average $4,730

¢ 19i




CALCULATION OF AVERAGE REDUCTION IN WELFARE PAYMENTS

TABLE VI-11
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AVERAGE AVERAGE
STUDY AVERAGE PERCENT  AVERAGE  ANNUAL
PARTICIPANT BENEFIT BENEFIT OF TIME AMOUNT  SAVINGS
CATEGORY CATEGORY PER YEAR NOT SAVED PER
RECEIVED PERSON
ILLINOIS
GRADUATES AFDC $ 3660 60% $ 2,19
FOOD STAMPS 1,848 66 1,220
MEDICAID 2,076 66 1,370
$ 4,786
COMPARISON
GROUP AFDC 3,660 372 1,354
FOOD STAMPS 1,848 31 573
MEDICAID 2,076 37 768
2,695
OHIO
GRADUATES AFDC 3,360 61% 2,050
FOOD STAMPS 2,124 50 1,062
MEDICAID 1,577 72 1,135
4,247
COMPARTSON
GROUP AFDC 3,360 65% 2,184
FOOD STAMPS 2,124 61 1,29
MEDICAID 1,577 67 1,056
4,536

WEIGHTED GRADUsIE AVERAGE
WELFARE SAVINGS PER PERSON = $4,523.

WEIGHTED COMPARISON GROUP AVERAGE
WELFARE SAVINGS PER PERSON = $3,749

AVERAGE REDUCTION IN WELFARE COSTS = $774.
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TABIE VI-12
' ESTIMATED TAXES PAID 3Y STUDY P. RTICIPANTS
|
' (1980 DOLLARS PER PERSON)
‘ . FEDERAL  STATE
l SOCIAL INCOME  INCOME  TOTAL
SECURITY TAX ! TAX
ILLINOIS GRADUATES
1980 $889 $711 $232 $1,832
1981 565 1,047 164 1,776
1982 671 1,294 207 2,172
OHIO GRADUATES
1980 972 671 75 1,718
1981 5¢ 594 58 1,193
1982 bi. 790 75 1,336
COMPOSITE GRADUATE
AVERAGE
1980 906 702 199 1,807
1981 555 859 120 1,534
1982 568 1,035 139 1,742
Annual Average 1,694
ILLINOIS COMPARISON GROUP
1980 248 3712 72 692
1981 290 324 73 687
1982 238 215 60 513
OHXIO COMPARISON GRGUP
1980 116 362 36 714
1981 370 364 39 773
1982 350 351 38 749
COMPOSITE COMPARISON GROUP
AVERAGE
1980 286 367 52 705
1981 335 347 53 735
1982 301 297 48 ol

Annual Average 695 -

]l The figure given for Federal [ncome Tax includes the
estimated Earned Income Credit.
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Costs. Tre expenses incurred in ru.aning the program are the only
costs considered under this perspective. The examination of training
program records shown in Table VI-13 indicates that the average costs
(in 1980 dollars) was $4,828 per graduate. To this we have added the
$597 per graduate escimated cost of the additional counseling and
tutoring received by program participants, bringing the total program
cost to $5,425 per graduate.

Benefit to Cost Ratio. Under this analysis, the benefit to cost

Ratio 1s $774 plus $1,183 divided by $5,425, or 0.36. The pay-back

period is 2.7 years.

From The Social Perspective

The benefits are measured and the difference in annual earnings,
which was found to be ¢4,803 per year. The costs are the opportunity
cost to the graduates of $7,652 in 1980 dollars, and the training
program costs, or $5,425 per graduate, plus the WIN training incentives
of $1,532 per person. The benefit to cost ratio calculated from these

figures 1s 0.33.

Conclusion

Participation in this training program required a major investmenu
on the part of the program participant, the taxpayer and society. The
analyses presented in this chapter indicate that during the short post-
training observation period available to this study, the monetary
benefits attributable to the training program fell far short of the
costs. However, this was not unexpected. Without the projection of
lifetime earning streams, it would require a tremendously successful and

sustained performance on the part of practically all women who

1234
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TABLE VI-13
BELL & HOWELL TRAINING COSTS

(1980 DOLLARS)

-——— - -

BOOKS AND
TUITION 1 “S SUPPLIES TOTAL

CHICAGO GRADUATES
1978 $22,937 $1,680 $2,703 $27,320

1979 23,722 505 5,107 29,334
1980 26,878 135 4,378 31,391
1981 2,197 62 228 2,487
1982 0 0 0 0
Chicago Total $90,538

COLUMBUS GRADUATES

1978 7,955 794 1,196 9,855
1979 27,885 627 10,499 39,011
1980 29,699 329 4,018 34,646
1981 12,045 161 1,026 13,232
1982 884 26 52 962
Columbus Total $ 97,706

WEIGHTED AVERAGE COST PER GRADUATE = $4,828

1 The tuition figure has been adjusted for Pell (BEOG)
Grant money, and for partial tuition refunds for dropouts.
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participated in the program to repay so large an investment so quickly.

No training program for welfare mothers can be expected to yleld this

outcome.
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VII. SUMMING UP: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The data presented 1in this report are voluminous, complex, and at
times appear contradictory. Chapters IV and V point to substantial
labor market successes for employed graduates; the cost-benefit analyses
presented in Chapter VIII suggest that in the aggregate, program costs
exceeded benefits as measured during the study period. In this chapter,
we will seek to sort out and interpret these findings so as to be able
to answer the "bottom !ine" question of greatest interest t. policy-
makers: what 1s the real pay-off of programs of this type, and can they
be altered to yield higher cost-benefit ratios?

We will first 1look at the three topics which need to be fully
understood to evaluate program outcomes: the dropout 1ssue, the
employment potential of able welfare recipients, and 1labor market
problems of program graduates. Our recommendations conclude this

chapter.

1. The Drop-Out Issue

Many readers of this report will be displeased by the over-all
aropout rates reported in Chapter IV: over two-thirds of the women who
were enrolled in the program failed to graduate, and, in the aggregate,
this group did not benefit from its (mostly brief) participation in the
project.

As we discussed earlier, the high dropout rate may have been in part
the result of hasty recruitment to meet administrative deadlines. But
it must be un&erstood that post-secondary vocational programs are

generally characterized by 1low completion rates, a fact not widely
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publicized by community colleges and private and public training
institutions. Students 1in many of these programs are typically young
adults with unclear carecer goals and 1imited knowledge of the
characteristics and reguirements of the occupations for which they seek
training. Their high-school background may not be strong. The
completion rates of the '"regular" Bell and Howell student body is
roughly comparable to that of the WIN enrollees, with graduation rates
of between 35 percent and 55 percent of cohorts.

We have also shown that among the WIN participants, the dropout
group 18 a very heterogeneous one. Some portion of this population
might be described as selection failures, whose marginal guitabilit: for
the program was further impaired by the nature of the remedial program
in which they were initially enrolled. But the group also includes a
number of able and work-oriented individuals who dvop out of training in
favor of immediate employment. The extent to which such persons
benefited from exposure to the electronics training program has not beern
fully investigated, but employment and earnings data suggest that there
were some beneficial effects for these persons.

Our careful analysis of factors related to dropping out (which might
be taken into account when selection criteria are considered for future
programs) point primarily to academic variables: students with stronger
high-school preparation and achievement, who could enter the technician
program directly without first enrolling in a remedial one-term
preparatory program, were more 1likely to graduate. However, we feel
that it would be a mistake to translate this finding into .higher
academic eligibility requirements 1in future programs. For one thing,
such requirements would severely narrow what 1s already a 1limited

population of eiigible training candidates (according to our rough
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estimates, 10% of all AFDC mothers would be eligible participants under
the criteria adopted for this demonstration). Mnare Inportant, the
"prep" program in place in Chicago and Columbus was viewed critically by
Bell & Howell’s own staff, and wore structured and electronics-specific
preparatory programs have been recommended for future students. Last
but not least, it should be stressed that those remedial students who
did not drop out (and they accounted for about 40% of the total number
of graduates) were at least as successful in finding jobs as the better
qualifiad participants who started directly into the technical program,
with 73 percent of the former, as against 69 percent of the 1latter
obtaining a job following graduation.

On balance, it would seem most realistic to accept the notion that
expectation of a relatively high dropout rate must be factored into
these programs, given the fac. that we have few good "predictor”
variables and that the competing responsibilities and vagaries of 1life
on welfare often constitute severe impediments to the completion of a
lengthy and demanding program. Rather than screening out initially too
many '"high-risk" candidates, however defined, it might be better to
follow the policies adopted by some colleges and vocational schools who
have fairly rigorous policles about re-admission of dropouts, repetition
of failed courses, etc. Our data have shown that students who have
trouble meeting the demands of the program, even 1f they manage to
graduate, are often unsuccessful in finding jobs in the field for which

they were trained.
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2. Employment Opportunities For Able AFDC Mothers

One of the surprising findings of this study was the relatively high
level of employment experienced by the comparison group, i.e., the women
who were qualified to enter the electronics training program, but were
not selected. Only one-third of this group had not worked at all during
the study period (a period of approximately four years), although 60
percent were not working at the time the last contact was made, in late
1982 or early 1983. Although their average wages were well below those
earned by program graduates, they were above the minimum wage; a few of
these women had held well-paid jobs. Actually, this findiug is in line
with earlier research by other investigators which snowed low-income
households shifting in and out of welfare dependency at frequent
intervals.[26] There were als; special circumstances which may have
resulted 1in better-than-average labor market experience for the
comparison group. Qur interviews and discussiors with WIN officials .
suggest that the recruitment and screening process conducted for this
demonstration program identified the members of the comparison group as
highly qualified and motivated. In the WIN system which rewards
counselors for placements, it 1s probably safe to assume that
considerable effort was exerted to place these "easily employable"
clients. Thers 1s also considerable anecdotal evidence of feelings on
the part of the counselors that the random assigmment of women to the

comparison group was unfair; these counselors were said to have made

26. See Morgan, James N., "Five Thousand American Familias--~Patterns of
Economic Progress." Survey Research Center, ISR, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1974, 1976.
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special efforts, especially in the identification of other training

opportunities, in order to compensate these women for their non-
selection for the Bell & Howell training. Finally, some of the women
also felt the assigmment process was unfair, and report that this
motivated them to search for employment and training in order to "show"
the organizers of this demonstration that a mistake had been made in not
selecting them. In fact, given these circumstances, the earnings and
stability of employment results for the comparison group are
unimpressive and suggest that the regular WIN program as it currently
operates 1s not organized to provide placement or training services
which would enable large numbers of well-qualified and highly motivated
welfare recipients to achieve well-paying, "career" jobs and economic
independence.

However, given the time-frame for the cost/benefit analysis (four
years during which the comparison group was available for work and did
in fact work a sizable proportion of the time, and during which
graduates had on the average one and one-half years of 1labor market
availability), we are left with the conclusion that at least in *he
short run and in cost-benefit terms, there is no quick payoff from a
long and intensive program. There are slight indications that over
time, the cost-benefit ratios will tend to favor the graduates: their
average wages are higher and they are less likely to receive any public
subsidies {at the time of the last contact, 36% of the graduates as
against 312 of the comparison group were enrolled neither in WIN nor in
AFDC). As previously discussed, these cost-benefit ratios also do not
take into account fringe benefits, scuch as health insurance or paid
leave, which might increase the earnings and subsidy differential

(health insurance may eliminate the use of Medicaid). But this is
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speculation. Only cost/benefit analysis using a longer time-frame, and
stulies of the employment experience of able AFDC mothers 1in an
unmanipulated setting--one in which they and the WIN staff are not
subject to the extra motivation which resulted from the introduction of

the demonstration program--can provide definitive answers.

3. Laborlgyrket Problems'gi Program Graduates

Completion of a high-quality training program offered by a superior
institution with an excellent placement record does not guarantee a job
to every graduate. Women who had dona well 1in the program, as
1emonstrated by high :cades and on-schedule program completion, were
most likely to find jobs; short prior welfare tenure and residence 1n
the city with more favorable labor market conditions for the training
occupations (Chicago) were also contributing factors. The difficulties
encountered by recent progrm graduates were not confined to WIN
students; Bell & Howell placement officials reported greater
difficulties since 1981 1in placing their regular graduates, with
employers listing fewer vacancies and becoming more selective in thelr
recruitment practices.

Nevertheless, the great majority of graduates found jobs after
program coupletion, and most of them continued to hold these jobs (or
landed others, if the first one did not work out). Of the 48 graduates
for whom we had data in the early post-graduation period, (1981 and
1982), 71 percent had found a job. All but one of these were full-time,

and all but two were in an electronics-related field. The average
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start ag salary was close to $13,000 (in 1980 dollars), and all but two

women earned 1in excess of $10,000. A year or so later, an attempt was

made to re-contact these graduates as well as others who had graduated
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later. Unfortunately, we were unable to locate more than 40 of the 52

women Who had graduated from the program: a few refused to be

interviewed but the majority could not be located despite lengthy and

painstaking attempts to contact them or thei: relatives or to obtain
information from public agencies. Thus the data on jnbs held in 1983
may undcrstate the extent to which graduates were working since a high
proportion of the movers may have moved for job-related reasons. But
for rhe 40 graduates whom we could locate, the picture was less rosy
than it had been a year earlier: 42 percent were employed, and 20
percent were currently unemployed although they had worked earlier. The
remalning 38 percent had never worked since graduation (some of these
were recent graduates, who had had a relatively short time available for
job search).

Despite the problems inherent 1n analyzing these data, given the
small numbers, differences in graduation times, and loss of wunlocatable
study subjects, the existence of placement and job retention
difficulties 1s undeniable. In addition to recession-related 1labor
market causes, we have identified a number of other issues which impeded
placement and retention. Two of these might be amenable to
administrative remedy.

Al though WIN provided the traineas with a considerable body of
support services during the training neriod, little thought had been
gilven to the need for a support structure during the transition from
school to work, yet the absence of such assistance impeded placement and
retention in a number of cases. Relocation which seemed especially
necessary for Columbus graduates required temporary financial resources
(even 1if employers provided some reimbursements) beyond the reach of

most graduates. But even those who remained 1in the same 1locality
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experienced difficulties in meeting certain essential expenses. With no
financial base or established credit, replacing services providad by
public aid with the first few earned paychecks may prove impossible.
The problem of a substitute for free medical services 1s especlally
acute. These transition problems are greater for those who wmust
relocate, as they incur larger expanses, and are les secure of
obtaining any services from public aid because of regulations in the new
jurisdictions.

The level of appropriate support gservices is a debatable issue. One
might argue that the presant level 1is so high that it creates dependence
and will hinder the transition to economic self-sufficiency. Would it
not be kinder in the long run, this argument might state, to reduce tche
level of services during the training program so that the women could
learn to cope while still in a sheltered enviromment? While we do not
endorse this sentiment, we do recognize some merit in observations of
dependency and the problems that it can cause when the women leave the
wel fare system.

The second issue is that of work experience. There is no doubt that
many of these graduates would be in a better competitive position 1if
they could point to some recent work experience, preferably related to
the £ield of electronics, since few have any directly related work
experience to include in their resumes and some have no work experience
at all. Most Bell & Howell students work part-time while attending
school and although most of these part-time jobs are not in the
electronics field, they have the advantage of providing a recent work

reference to the graduate during the job search.
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Currently, there are two major constraints preventing the DOL

students from working part-time. One is their family situation. WIN
regulations do not allow for payment for childcare for times when the
students are not in school related activities. The second 1s the
problems that would arise frum the increase in income resul ting from
part-time employment. For some women, this increase wo_id make them
ineligible for AFDC benefits and thus the training program itself.
Others would find that the loss of benefits would more than offset the
increase 1in income, making the work experience & source of economic
hardship.

Some thought might be given to granting exceptions to women
participating in this sort of training program who also wish to have
directly relevant part-time eaployment. The additional cost for extra
childcare or for not reducing benefits might be more than made up by the
increased employment potential and program performance of the trainees.
Should it be decidel that changes cannot be made 1in the rééulations,
some modifications to the training might be considered to give more
exposure to the actual working enviromment, instead of the current mix
of classroom and laboratory work.

Ideally, part-time work-experience with or without pay should be
arranged in employment settings where opportunities for post-graduation
jobs are favorable, and with employers prepared to make some hiria

~>mmitment to students whose performance is satisfactory.
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4. 1Is High-Quality Training A Viable Option

For Portions Of The AFDC Population?

We feel that this program has demonstrated the existence of a small
but Jignificant segment of the welfare population with the ability and
motivation to undertake long~term, high~quality training. It is 1likely
that only a fraction of those who start in such training programs will
last the full course but this need not be a major consideration,
especially 1f those for whom the program is not suitable can be weeded
out quickly. However, considerable thought should be given to the
occupation for wbich the traintug 1is provided. It is not clear in
retrospect that electronics technician training was a happy choice. The
occupation was selected because it paid a high salary, was expected to
be 1in 1increasing demand by employers, and was an occupation for which
the funding agency felt the WIN population could be trzined.

However , there were problems, Not ~nly :s the occupation male~
dominated, but the training setting a predominantly white, male
environment which caused many of the . some anxiety and diminished
gelf-esteen. Furthe., the training for the occupation 18 long and
difficvlt, perhaps too difficult. "though the women were asked to
commit themselves to a one and one-half year program, they spent a
congsiderable longer period in training because of the prep program and
the need to repeat courses: the average training time for graduates was
twenty-six months, rather than the anticipated twernty months. While
there were some honor graduates, many women graduated with t“e minimum
grade average required aad many more flunked out. Finally, it was not

an occupation for which there was a large, local labor market in the
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training sites. Many of the graduates of the Chicago school_ had to
accept positions 1in distant suburbs, which meant moving or long,
expensive daily commutes. Other Chicago graduates and a number of the
Colunbus graduates had to move out of state to find work. This prospect
convinced some women to stay out of the labor market and others to
accept local low-paying positions for which they were over-qualified.

Of course, the occupafion was precisely selected because it is male-
dominated, making it highly probable that successfully placed female WIN
graduates wi.' earn enough income and receive benefits that are adequate
for them to become permanently independent of the welfare system. To
find the ideal training occupation-- one for which there is a good local
labor market, with less demanding training and a high wage structure~-is
a difficult assignment for agency staffs.

Were money to be made avaliable for future high quality
demonstration programs, we would like to recommend exploring othe~
possibilities. Training in word processing and computer operations and
some Of the health professions, for example, which appear dominated by
neither sex at present, which require training at a manageable level of
difficulty, and for which there are at present expanding markets in most
major urban areas, would seem to be natural choices for subsequent
demonstration programs. By offering various high skill training
alternatives simultaneously, a better £it between the interests,
abilities and circumstances of each client with the target occupation
would be possible. It is true that not all of these alternatives would
lead to positicns which are as lucrative as those obtained by the most
successful electronics program graduates, but perhaps, given the
constralnts under which many AFDC recipients opcrate, a trade-off

between high earnings for a few and higher completion and placement

rates for many should be considered.
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APPENDIX A

THE BELL & HOWELL ELECTRONICS TECHNICIAN CURRICU.JM -- 1978

The Preparatory Studies Curriculum.

Mathematics: mathematical skills in arithmetic including: whole numbers,
factors, fractions, decimals and percentages.

Science for Electronics: basic physical science 1including: motion,
energy, atomic structure, vibr. ions and waves, sound,
electrostatics, magnetism and heat.

Communications Skills: basic features of standard English: noua plurals
and possessives, maki.g subjects and verbs agree, punctuation,
and spelling.

First Trimester (TECH 12.

Elecorcicity 1: Basic concepts of electricity and electrical circuits.

Basic Electronics 1: survey of the field of electronics, and a estudy of
electronic devices such as transistors and printed circuits.

Mathematics 1: equations and formulas, graphs, ratios, trigonometric
ratios.

Technician Electronics Laboratory: practice with various devices and
circuits, reading schematic diagrams, fabrication of circuits,
use of basic test equipment, troubleshooting c¢f circuits and
units, fatrication of a testing instrument.

Second Trimester (TECngl.

Electricity II: continuation of Electricity I with emphasis on AC
circuits including: frequeuncy effects in RLC circuite, impedence
matching, passive waveshaping and modulation principles.

Basic Electrinics 1II: integrated circuits, low~frequency and high-
frequency amplifiers, oscillators, multivibrators, and clippers
and clampers.

Mathematics II: right triangles, monomials, and polynomials, logarithms.

Yechnician Electronics Laboratory: practical exercises, fabrication or
breadboarding of electronic circuits, use of oscilloscope,
troubleshooting.
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Third Trimester (TECH 3).

Digital Circuits and Systems: digital 1logic and switching circuits,
computer memories,

Digital Computers: study of the digitai computer as a system, computer

trouble 1isolation techniques, computer structure and
organization.
Computer Interface: computer .cations, <(ransmission codes,

digital-analog and analog~digit. convertors.

Technician Electronics Laboratory: practical exercises related to
digital circuits and computers, troubleshooting.

Coumunications Skills: written communication skills, grammar, spelling
and punctuation. Papers are wuritten in which classroom and
laboratory subjects are discussed. (This course may be offered
in any of the first three trimesters.)

Fourth Trimester (TEC _ﬁl.

Two-Way Radio: study of various two-way radio circults .nd systems.

Consumer Audio-Radio Systems: basic AM and FM receivers, audio
amplifiers.

Special Communication Systems: functional systems which are a part of
ralic communicztion 1including regulated power  supplies,
.transmission 1lines and antennas, microwave devices and
applications are also discusse?.

Technician Electronics Laboratory: practical exercises to develop

familiarity with radio systems and the skill tc effectively
test, troubleshoot and service communications hardware.

Fifth Trimester (TECHS).

Television Signals and Signal Circuits: pasic television principles.

Television Control, Power Supply, and Audio Circuits: theory and
practical aspects of the control, power supply and audio
circuits of a TV receiver.

Industrial Controls: measurement principles, transducers,
instrumentatiou amplifiers, motors and generators, and four-
layer control devices.

Technician Electronlics Laboratory: exercises to demonstrate principles

of TV reception, to develop familiarity with TV receivers and TV
test equipment and skills in testing, troubleshooting.
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APPENDIX B
DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

Longitudinal studies of low-income populations present a number of
cpecial data collection difficulties. The most troublesome issue is
respondent attrition: researchers have found that even over a relatively
brief follow-up perfod, a sizable proportion of an original study
population 1is 1lost. Attrition 2s primarily due to moves made by
recpondents to new quarters; often this means moving into another
household {(that of a relative or friends) which makes location
especially difficult. Unlike middle-class movers, low-income movers may
not notify tbe post office of their moves, either because they do not
expect to receive mail or because the% are seeking to avoid creditors or
troublemakers. It is believed by some researchers that respondents are
more likely to refuse to participate in a given study when asked to
participate to a second, third oc fourth round of data collection.

The study of High Quality Training for WIN women sought to deal with
these problems through an elaborate address maintenance system described
below, and through the use of incentives in connection with the final
wave of interviews. Subject retention was considered especially crucial
in this study which is based on intensive multiple follow-ups with a
relatively small initial number of study subjects. The extent to which
we succeeded in retaining the study population through the various data
collection waves over four years, and the effects of artrition on the
composition of the study population are discussed in this Appendix.

Address Maintenaace Procedures

B2cause the research design calle? for conducting several interviews
over time with the same panel of respondents. A computerized address
maintenance 3ystem was developed at the outset of the study as a means
of keeping crack of all study subjects. The features of that system,
which permltted continuous tracking of respondents thronghout the course
of the study, are described below.

As part of the orientation and screening process, each potential
study participant wa- asked to sign a statement indicating her
willingness to take part in the evaluation of the training program and
to allow some information about her to be released by the WIN offices
whether or not she was among the women 8elected to enroll in the
training program. At the same time, the women were ask~d to provide
information which would enable interviewers to locate them during each
of the data collection phases. This {information included the name,
address, and telephone number of the woman herself, and those of a
person, designated by the respondent as a '"contact person" who would
always know her whereabouts. This information was eatered into a
computer fiie and used as the basis for all subsequent contacts with
study participants and for organizing field activity.




Each respendent was assigned a unique 3-digit identification number
to be used througiout the study. To keep address information current,
respondents were sent a pre-stamped, pre-addressed post card every three
months. The post card showed each participant’s name and identification
number along with the most recent address and telephone number in our
files for that person (see Exhibit B-1). In an accompanying letter
(Exhibit B-2), the woman was asked either to verify that the information
on the card was still correct, or to make corrections as necessary.
When the post card was returned to BSSR, the computer address file
either was up-dated with the new information or an entry was made in it
to indicate that the participant had verified the existing information.
Bach responding study participant was then sent a thank-you letter
\Exhibit B-~3) and an incentive check (explained below).

Incentives were usad to maximize participation in the address
maintenance system. FEach time a woman returned her post card, verified
or corrected, she received a $2.00 check. 1] Also, any woman who
returned all of her post cards was eligible for a drawing for a color
television set (one per site) at the conclusion of the study. Both of
these 1incentives were explained to the women when they first began

participatirg in the study and were mentioned again in subsequent
communications.

The content and emphasis of the letter accompanying the verification
post card changed somewhat from one phase to the next. For instance,
the empharcis in the first and 3ome subsequent letters was on the
importance of the study and the oarticipant’s role in it; in others, we
focused on the incentiv-s: and in still others, primary attention was
given to reminding respondents of their agreement at intake to cooperate
in all phases of the research. These variations served to minimize
repetitiveness and they allowed us to address questions or
misunderstanding which arose periodically. However, there were common
elements to all of these letters, including instructions for verifying
or correcting post card information, and the name of the person and the
telephone number to call with questions about the study.

When no response was received from a respondent, or the post card
and accompanying letter were returned by the post office as
undeliverable, a variety of efforts werem made to re-establish contact
with the study participant. They 1included calling the phone number
listed, attempting to reach the contact person, asking 1local directory
assistance operators for the telephone number and address of the
individual, calling other individuals with the same last name in that
city (except for very common last names), contacting Bell & Howell
school officials for information, and, finally, contacting 1local WIN
officials,

l. In fact, any time a woman cooperated in any way in our efforts to
verify or correct addresses, she received the $2.00 incentive. That is,
if the post office returned the envelope as undeliverable and in a
subsequent telephone conversation, the respondent provided the requested
information, she would still qualify for the incentive.
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EXHIBIT B-1

Please check here if all the information below is
correct: []

Please cross out any wrong information below and
write in the correct informatio..

00eC

Responden*'s name
Address
Telephone number
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EXHIBIT B-2

Bureau of Social Science Rescarch. Inc. 4
1990 M Street, N, washington. D.C. 20036
{202) 2234300

April 27, 1979

Dear WIN Client:

Once again, we are asking for your help in keeping an up-to-date
listing of the women in our study of training and work experiences of
women WIN clients. | would like to emphasize that our study includes
women who are in the electronics technician training program as well as
a group of womea who are not in the program. This will allow us *o
compare the different experiences of women in both groups.

Please check the enclosed post card to be sure that we have
your name, address, and telephone number correct. If there are any
errors, just cross out what is wrong, and replace it with the correct
information. When you have checked the card, please send it back to us
as soon as you can,

| would like to remind you that we will send you a check for
$2.00 as soon as we receive your post card., Also, at the end of tne
study, we will pool the names of all the women who have returned all
of their cards, and draw one name from that pool. The woman whose
name is drawn will win a color television.

| f you have any questions about the study that we are doing,
please feel free to call me or Miriam Balutis, collect. The telephone
number is (202) 223-4300.

Thank you for your help.
Sincerely,

Lone

Laure Sharp
Project. Director
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IBIT B-3

Bureau of Social Science Research. IncC.
1990 M Street, N.w.. Washingion, D.C. 20036
(202} 223-4300

June, 1979

Dear WIN Client,

Thank you very much for returning your post card to us.
W= greatly appreciate the help that so many of you are giving us
by sending in these cards.

As we mentioned in our first letter, you will receive a
$2.00 check each time that you return the cards that we send.
Twe check for the most recent return is enclosed.

Again, thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Lasuns Sianp

Laure Sharp
Project Director

P.S. 1| would also like to remind you that at the end of our study,
those women who have rsturned all of their post cards will be
eligible for a drawing for a portable color television set.




Interviewing

Interviews for Phase I of this study were conducted between January
and March of 1979. The results of this first round of data collection
are shown 1in Table B-l, Overall, interviews were obtained from 907 of
the women in the study group. As shown, the rate of completion was
greatest among training program participants (100%); the next highest
was among program dropouts (92%); and we wt ce the least successful in
Phase I in obtaining interviews with members of the compariscn group
(82%.) For the most part, when we did not complete interviews it was
because we could not locate the women during the field period. Despite
extensive earch measures (described above), eight percent of the cases
fell into this "unlocatable" category. Very few members of the study
population refused to be interviewed (only two percent) and all of the
refusals came from members of the comparison group.

All bat fiur of the Phase I interviews were conducted by BSSR-
trained local interviewers (the four exceptions were women interviewed
by BSSR staff members) and all were in-person interviews. In all three
data collection phases, local supervisors were _covided with address
information from our address maintenance files. If this proved
inaccurate, interviewers and supervisors followed the search procedures
described above. In addition, they sought the assistance of neighbors
where possible and instituted postal searches for new addresses where
app -priate.

. The bulk of the Phase II interviewing took place between March and
June of 1981, although the actual field period was somewhat longer
taking into account pre-test interviewing in late 1980 and early 1981
and "clean-up"interviewing (e.g., finding hard-to-locate respondents,
interviewing 1late dropouts) as late as August, 1981. The overall
completion rate was 82% (see Table B-2). During this phase, 14% of the
study group were not located, and a few (4%) refused to be interviewed.
Graduates (the Training Participants in Phase I) again were more willing
to be interviewed (96%) than their dropout and comparison group
counterparts, those groups having completion rates of 83% and 77X,
respectively.

Nearly all (952) of the interviews in Phase II were conducted in
person by local interviewers trained by BSSR staff at each of the sites.
The remaining five percent were telephone interviews conducted by BSSR
staff members froem Washington, D.C. Those interviewed by telephone 1in
Phase II had moved from Chicago and Columbus.

Phase III data collection began in September, 1982 and was completed
by mid-December of the same year. As Table B-3 illustrates, the overall
rate of completion declined by this time te 74X owing primarily to the
inability of BSSR staff or the interviewers to 1locate close to one-
fourth (23%) of the women in the study. The rate of refusal did nct
change appreciably by this time (with percentages of 2, 4, and 3 in
Phases I, II and III, respectively).
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TAGLE B-1

PHAZE 1 DATA COLLECTICN RESULTS

Training Particlipants Drop-outs Comparison Group Members TOTAL
s — Site
te ijnable Unable Unable Unable Total
Complete] to Refusal| Complete to Refusal| Compiete to Refusal|{ Complete to Refusal .
Locate Locate Locate Locate

Chicago . . . . . . . . Lo - - 15 2 - Ls 9 7 100 1 7 118
Columbus. . . . . ... 55 - - 20 i - 67 9 - 42 10 - 152
Total N 95 - - 35 3 - 112 18 7 242 21 7 270
(%) (100) (-) (-) (92) (8) (-) (82) (13) (5) (90) (8) {2) (100)
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TABLE 8-~

PHASE || DATA COLLECTION RESULTS

Graduates Drop-outs Comparison Group Members TOTAL
Site N Site
linable Unable Unable Unable Total
Complete] o [Refusal| Complete to lRefusal| Complete to  [Refusal] Complete to |Refusal

locite Locate Locate Locate
Chicago . . . .., .. ... 25 I 1 35 4 - 48 i} - 108 15 i 124
Columbus, . . ., ..... 20 - - 4s 8 4 53 4 7 118 22 K] is51
TOTAL N Lg i | 80 12 4 101 - 2 7 226 37 12 275
(%) (96) (2) (2) (83) (13) (4) (77 (18) (s) (82) (14) (b) (i00)

*These numbers have been increasec by the addition

original study population but who were givan the opportunit
began,

to the study group of 13 women (7 in Chicago,

6 in Columous) who were not part of the
y by WiN to participate in the electronics te

chnician training program after the study

t’These totals do not Include eight women (1 in Chicago,

7 in Columbus) who were still enrolled in the training program at the time Phase |1
data coliection activities had ceased.
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TABLE B-3
PHASE 111 DATA COLLECTION RESULTS

Graduates Drop~outs Comparison Group Members TOTAL

Site T Site
lnable Unabie Unable Unable Total

’ Complete| €c "' IRefusal Complete to Refusal! Complete to Refusal| Comple:a to Refusal .

Locate Locate Locate Locate

Chicago . , . ... .... 21 6 - 31 9 - 42 13 3 94 28 3 125

Columbus, . ., ..., ... 19 5 1 4y 15 1 53 16 b "3 36 3 155
Total N 40 n | 72 24 | 95 29 7 207 64 9 280*

(%) (77) (21) (2) (74) (25) () (n) (22) (5) (74) (a3) () (100)

*boes not Include three women who ware st in the program at the time of the data collection.
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Table B-4 summarizes tha response breakdowns for all three
interviewing periods. In addition to the completion rates illustrated
in Figure B-1, this table displays the percentages of respondents who
refused to be interviewed and those who could not be located. The data
presented in Table B-4 is broken down by site. The majoc¢ diffcrence
between the two sites appears to be in cthe refusal rate, and the
direction of this difference is not consistent across phases. That 1is,
during Phase 1, there was a six percent refusal rate in Chicago, while
no one at all refused in Columbus at that time; and there were only a
few Chicago refusals in later phases. During these later phases,
Chicago interviewers were more successful at securing the cooperation of
the women whom they were able to find than were the Columbus
interviewers. This difference in refusal rate is more notable in Phase
IT than in Phase TIII.

In all phases, it is possible that the category "unable to 1locate"
may include some "veiled" refusals (i.e., where a contact person, told
by a study member that she did not want to be interviewed, reported to
us simply that she did not know how to reach the respondent). However,
when there was any reason to suspect a proXy refusal, the case was
classified as a refusal; thus, it is our feeling that there is little
cause to believe that undetected veiled refusals occurred to any
significant degree.

Finally, an unexpected phenomenon occurred during the 1last
interviewing phase. Thirteen women who were not interviewed in Phase II
granted Phase III interviews. Of these, seven had been designated as
unlocatable in Phase II -— a designation which inspired little optimism
about the 1ikelihood of obtaining Phase III intervisws with them. The
other six were refusers in Phase II. In the case of the former, the
reasons for their new-found accessibility is unclear although we can
speculate that they may have moved from and later returned to our "last
known address" for them, or they may have reestablished contact with
their contact persons. Some of the latter (former refusers) presumably
were motivated to be interviewed in Phase III by the financial
incentive. It 1is also possible that improved living conditions or
circumstances contributed to their more favorable response.




TA3LE B-4

RESPONSE RATF FOR ALL PHASES, BY SiTE

Site

|

Result Chicago Columbus Both |

Phase | Phase 11 Phase 111 Phase | Phase 11 Phase (11 Phase | Phase || Phase |11

Completion ., , . . . 85% 87 75% 93% 78% 73% 90% 82% 4%
Unable to locate . . 9 12 22 7 15 23 8 13 23
Refusal, , , ., , ., . 6 1 2 - 7 4 2 4 3
Total % 100 100 99 100 100 100 100 99 100
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FIGURE B-!
COMPLETION RATE WITHIN GROUPS, ACROSS PHASES
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The majority of the Phase III interviews were conducted by
telephone, in most instances by local interviewing staffs after
completion of BSSR interviewer training and briefing; a few of the
interviews were conducted by BSSR staff by telephone from Washington.

Because of the unanticipated lapse in time from Phase I ¢c¢ Phase
III, it was expected that we would encounter some difficulty locating
respondents in the last phase, particularly dropouts and comparison
group members. Furthermore, even if they were to be located, there was
some question whether they could be persuaded to participate since the
study had begun (and their agreement to be interviewed as part of 1t had
been secured) so long before the Phase III interviewing. The
Participante (later Graduates), it was reasoned, would be more familiar
with the research by virtue of their on-going association with the
training program, and, prasumably, would be more willing to be
interviewed. Tharefore, 1t was decided to offer a financial inceative
($10.00) to increase the participation rate among the dropouts and
comparisons, but no 1incentive was offered to the graduates. To some
degree, the incentive seems to have been justified. While the overall
refusal rate was held to three percent, interviewers’ impressions are
that, without the incentive, the coamparison group members, in
particular, might not have cooperated to the degree that they did (their
refusal rate was 5%). We feel, too, that the refusal rate for dropouts
(only 12) likely would have been higher without the incentive. While
the graduate completion rate is lower than in Phases I and II, Table B-3
shows that this 1s attributable to location difficulties rather than
refusals (which remained at 2% for this group). Thus, failure to offer
the incentive to the Graduate group does not appear to have had any
negative impact on response rate for this group.

The Phase I completion rate pattern established a trend which
continued into the two subsequent interviewing phases. As can be seen
in Figure B-1, in all three phases, interviews were completed with a
greater proportion of participants/graduates than with the comparisons
or dropouts, the former having the lowest rate of completion each time.
Also, almost without exception, the rate of refusal was lower than the
"unable to locate" rate for the non-respondents (not shown in figure).

It is also clear from Figure B-1 that the completion rate for all
groups declined from each phase to the next, the most dramatic
difference seen in the participant/graduate group from Phase II to Phase
III. The most obvious explanation is that the lapse in time allowed
many of the respondents to move and, in many cases, lose touch with
their contact persons, WIN personnel, counselors, etc., thus making it
impossible to locate them using the standard search procedures. In the
first phase, these women constituted a "captive audience”. That is,
nearly all of them enrolled in the training during the field period and
most of the interviews in fact took place at the training institution.
By the second wave of interviews, many were still enrolled and again
were interviewed at the schools., Phase III interviewers, on the other
hand, found a much more scattered group, the members of which could be
located only with great effort, if at all.
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APPENDIX C

GUIDELINES TO WIN STAFF FOR CLIENT SELECTION AND RECORD-KEEPING
PROCEDURES FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL WIN/BELL & HOWELL
ELECTRONIC TECHNICIAN TRAINING PROGRAM

This is an experimental program funded by the WIN National Office in
Washington, D,C,, to determine if successful completion of intensive train-
ing In a skilled occupation by disadvantaged women will lead to a job
providing self-supporting income and independence from the welfare system.
From a pool of WIN clients determined to be eligible for the program accord-
ing to the criteria outlined in the following pages, roughly half will be
randomly sclected for enrollment in the electronic technician training program
at the Bell & Howell School in the city. As part of the research and evalua-
tion component of tie program to be conducted by the Bureau of Social Science
Research, all clients in the total pool of eligibles (both selected and non-
selected) will be followed up periodically over the next two years for the
purposes of monitoring their tréining and employment experiences and assess-
Ing the benefits of completing this highly specfalized training program as
opposed to the more conventional WIN options of direct job placement or
shorter-term training.

Criteria for selecting clients have been developed to incorporate
the professional judgment of WIN staff and the clients' sceres on both the
GATB and on screcening tests administere& routinely to applicants by the
Bell & Howell Schools. The following guidel ines essentially describe, with
a few clarifications, the procedures that were followed for the first round
of WIN client selection in Chicago that took place during June. The
procedures outlined should be followed in both Columbus and Chicago for the

fall selection process. The guidelines are written to be generally applicable,
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and hence, specific Individuals serving as state and local WIN office
progr-m coordinators are not named. These Individuals wi i be identified

in subsequent mcinos.

CLIENT SELECTiON PROCEDURES

1. The co;nselor should refer for testing with the GATB those
cllents judged most likely to benefit from and to succeed Ir this pregram.
During the course of the client Interview, the counselor should determi *
the client's interest in nontraditional careers for women, particularl
in the areas of electronics, welding, and automobile mechanics (Attach-
ment A contains capsule descriptions of careers In each of these flelds).
To be eligibie for the next stage In the selection procedure, clients must
have efther:

a) For a ""G" score of aF least 90 on the GATB, an Interest

In &any one of the three nontraditional career areas, or

b) For a "G" score In the 30-"9 range, a high school dipioma

or GED certificate and a pecific Interest In a career as

an electronic technician.

2, Clients who meet the selection criteria should be informed of

the following about the Bell & Howeli training program:

2) Electronics training Is not a short-term program but . e
pay-.ff Is a profession that will allow her to get a high
paying Jjob which provides self~supporting income and
independence from welfare, Training will last at least
18 months and, since most clients will require some pre-

paratory work, the average expectable length of training

Is 21 months,




-3

b) In addition to the rcgular course of study and school
services, WIN clients will recei-'e additional supportive
services to maximize successful completion. These include:

i. Extra counseling services,

i1, Study and career orlentation course which will

. cover such toplcs as how to study, establiishment
of career goals, industry speakers, tour of an
electronic employer's facility, former female
graduate speakers, and presentation of graduate
placement arrangements and speclal student
activity association groups.

i1i. Tutoring and supplemental instructions to compen-

sate for deficiencies in or difficulties with math
end technical subjects; to provide small group
Instruction in problem areas; to monitor and
support Individualized remedial instruction; and
to glve individual help as needed.

iv. Placement on graduation.

v. A preparatory trimester for remedial ins>truction
for those who have potential but are not ready for
direct entry into the Electronics Technician program.

c) The training institution will provide an orfentation program
of approximately three hours duration that will iInclide a
film and siides on the electronic field, specifics about the
school ..nd Its program, a tour of the facllity, individual
screening and testing, and lunch (Attachment B contains an

outline of the orientation session). Clients should be
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3.

5

session and given the arith

Schools to assist applicants in their preparati

b,

admissions requirements will be sent to

Research in Washington, 0.C.,

. .All selected cllents should be informed as

are returned to the local WIN office.

should be made to SAU as needed.

e

told that the orientation program includes the administration

of two brief reading and arithmetic aptitude tests that are

part of the training institution's normal applicant screen-

ing procedures, and that further eligibility for selection into

the training program is dependent upon obtaining satisfactory .

scores on at least one of these two screening tests. It L

AR
L Y

<hould also be made clear to clients that only kalf of those

who attend the orientation session and qualify on aptitude

will be selected for enroliment in the program.' This

selection procedure will be random, so each fully qualified

client has a 50-50 chance of being selected. All cilents in

e asked to participate in
his

the total pool of eligibles will b

the research designed to evaluate the effectiveness of t

high quality training program. For the October enrollment

group in Chicago, noné of those clients who were in the pool

of eligibles for the July enrollment group may be included.

Interested clients should then be scheduled for an orientation

metic review booklet developed by gell & Howell

ons for the screening test.

The names of ciients who meet the Bell & Howell Schools'

the Bureau of Soctal Science

so that random procedures can be used to

slect program enrollees. . '

soon as their names

Requests for day care arrangements

In the event that afy selected clients



. .5-
declde not to enroll, the state WIN program coordinator s'ouid be informed
Immediateiy and, If at all possible, given the client's reasons for non-
participation., Only a strictly limited number of substitutions will be
made.

6. Any selected cllients who drop out of the electronic technician

tralning program w!ii be eligible for regular WIN services,

RECORD-KEEP ING

In order to keep as close tabs as possible on the re:ruitment and
selection process, the fcllowing information should be forwarded to'the
program representative in the state WIN office on a weekly basis:

a) Total n&mber of clients counseled on nontraditional

careers;

b) Of those counseled, th. nunbe~ interested or not inter-

ested in nontraditional careers;
% €) Number of all referred to GATB testing;
" d) Number and scores of all clients who actually took the
GATB;
e) Lists of those who declined to participate after the Bell &
Howell orientation se.sion. These names, in addition to
being listed on the Qeekly report, should be phoned in
|
|
_
|

daily to the state WIN program coordinator.
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ENGINEERING AND SCIENCE TECINICIANS '
« (D.0.T. 002. through 029.)

Nature of the Work

* Knowledge of science, mathematics, industrial machinery, and technical

processcs enables enginecering and science technicians to work in all
phases of business and government, from research and design to manufac-
turing, sales, ard customer service. Although their jobs are more

Ymited in scope and more practically oriented than those of engineers

Or scienticts, technicians often apply the theorctical knowledge developed
by enginecrs and scicntists to actual situations. Technicians frequently
use complex elecironic and mechanical instruments, experimental laboratory
equipment, and drafting instruments. Almost all technicians described in
this statement gust be able to use technical handbooks and computing
devices such as slide rules and calculating machines. 1Ia rescarch and
development, one of the largest areas of employnent, technicians set up
experiments and calculate the results using complex instruments. They
2180 assist engineers and scientists in developing experimental equipment
and wodels by making drawings and sketches and frequently, by doing routine
design work. }

In production technicians usually follow the plans and general directions
of engincers and scientists, but often without close supervigsion. They
WYy prepare specifications for materials, devise tests to insure product
quality, or study ways to improve.the efficiency of an operation. They
often supervise production workers to make sure they follow prescribed
plans and nrocedures. As a product is built, technicians check to see that
specifications are followed, keep engincers and scientists informed as to

progress, *~- ‘nvestigate production problems. .

As sales v .c.u or field representatives for manufacturers, technicians
give acvice on installation and maintenance of complex machinery, and

may write specifications and technical zanuals. (See statement on techni-
cal vriters elsewhere in the Handbook.) Technicians may work in the fields
of engineering, physical science, or life science. Within these general
fields, job titles may describe the level (biological aide or biological
technician), duties (quality control technician or time study analyst), or
a32a of work {acchanical, electrical, or chemical).

As an engincering technician, one might work in any of :hé following areas:
Electronics Technolopy. Technicians in this field operate, maintain and

- dnstall electronic equipment and systems. The types of equipment range

from radio, radar, sonar, and television to industrial and wedical acasuring
or control devices, navigational equipment, and clectronic conputers. Be~-
causc the ficld is so broad, technicians often specialize in one area such
as automatic control devices or electronic amplifiers. Furthermore, techno-

-dogical advanccment is constantly opening up new arcas of work. For example,

the development of printed circuits stimulated the growth of miniaturized
¢lectronic systems,

When vorking in production, or Customer gervice, clectronic technicians use
sophisticated measuring and dlagnostic devices to test, adjust, and rcpalr
equipment. In many cases, they must understand the requircements of the field
in which the clectronic device is being used. Some electronics technicians
8lso work In technical males, while others vork in the radio and tclevislon
broadcasting industry. (Sce statements on bdroadcast technicians and occupa-
tions in radfo and television broadcusting elscewhere in the landbook).

© . <33 " BESI COPY AVAILABLE
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OCCUPATIONS 1N THE
ELECTROMICS INDUSTRY

)
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As astronaut, 3 doctor, a mechan.
k. and & business executive all have
something in common: without clec.
tronic devices they would be unable
%0 do much of their work. W= would
gever have reached the moon with-
out the thousands of people working
in clectronics rescarch and produc.
tion. Nor wuuld doctors be able 1o
diagnose and treat many discases
without modern clectronic machines.
Mechanics use electronic testing
equipment to locate malfunctioning
parts in numerous types of machines
and engines, Business exccutives also
Qwe a lot to cicetronics. Electronic
computers, for example, provide
them with better and more informa.

Naturo and Location of the
: Industry

The electronics industey d:tes
back 1o the early 1900's when the
first radios were produced. By 1930,
the Industry had eapanded its re-
search to include, for examole. the
development of crude television pic.
tures in eolor. It wasn't until World
War ll. however, that clectronics

Effonts to develop a wide range of
military products resulted in scienuf.
Ic advances such as electrunic mica-
suring and detecting cquipment, air
Qight contral cquipment, and the
digiralcomputcr. Taday, the industry
Moduces ahaut 35,300 types of clec.
tronic gouds,

The electrunics indlustey is Jivided
Into four muin mariet areas: govern.
meat products, industoial products,
consumer products, and compu.
feats. Products solil 1o the govern.
ment mal e up a lurge pattion of clec.
Wronic sules and include widely
« different itcms such as mnule and

production really began to dis ersify. -

space guidance systems, communica.
tions systems, and other clectronic
goods used in medicine, cdueation,
crime detection, and traflic contsol.
Industrial purchases include compui.
ers, radio and tel=vision broadcasns F]
equipment, teiecommunications
equipment. electronic office cquip-
ment, and production contro! equip- *
ment—all vital 10 daily business op-
erations.

Consumer products are probably
the most familiar types of electronic .
products. Every day thousands of
people buy television sets. radi 3,
stereos, and calculators. No electron.
ic products could be devcioped. how.

sion picture tubes, and amplifiers. !

About 1.4 million persons were
employed in the development. pro-

duction, and sales of these products '

in 1976. Nearly three-quarters of

- them waxked in plants that produce

end products for government. indus-
trial, and consumer use. The rest
worked in plants that made electron.
i compuncats. ) '
Elcetranicx mancfacturing work.
ers are located in all parts of the
country, but the majority of the jobs
in 1976 were in erght States: Califor-
nia, New York, Hhnois. Massachu-
setts, Pennsylvania, Indiun:, New
Jersey, and Texas. Metropolitan
arcies with lurpe numbers of clectron.
ies manufactuning workers include
Loz Angeles, Chicagn, New York,
Philadelplua, Newark, oston, Balti.
mute, Indianapoie, and Dallas,

".;. LR R et e T

tiom, speed up payroll and building  €ver. without their main ingredicnt— f"

procedures, and reduce the cost of COmponents. Some of the most well- T

their operations. known componecnts are capacitors, , * ’
switches, transistors, relays. televi- - !~'ﬁ
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.
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tiost elecironics p.oducts ere essemblied by hand wilh smeli lools, |

Keting irons, end HGht welding machines.
1)




WELDZERS

(D.O.T. 810. througl 819.887)

Hature of the Work

Welding eonsists of joining picces
of matcrial, usually metal, by fusing *
or bonding them together. It u the
Mot common method of permanent.
Iy connecting metal parts that go into
the construction of automobiles,
spacecraft, ships, houschold appli-
&nces, construction equipment, and
thousands of other products. Beams
and steel reinforcing rods in bnidges.
buildings, and roads frequently are
Joined by welding. In addition, a
growing number of plastic parts are

. welded to make a varicty of prod-
ucts.

“*“Welding procetses differ in the
way heat is crested and cpplicd to
the parts being joined. In arc weld-
Ing, the most frequently uscd pro-
€em, heat is created as clectricity
flows across a gap from the tip of the
welding clectrode to the metal. In
sesistance welding, heat is created by -
Seslstance to the flow of current
through the metzl. In gas welding,
the combustion of burning gases
melts the metal. As part of many
welding proccsses. filler materials,
called welding electrodes or welding |
tods, arc melted and added to the |
Joint 1o give it greatef etrensth. When
the heat is removed. the metal and
filler matcrial solidify and join the
parts. It s the welder's job to contro} ‘
the heet and the weld poolsize and to &
844 the fillcr matenial to that togeth. a
€t they form s strons joint.

#” Since welding processes differ and /

LA T P e e W s

8te used for 2 vide vanaty of nurpos.
€3, the equipment used rnd the skill
levels of welders vary. Jobs vary from |
thote of highly chilled manual welg. |
ere who can use gas and clectric arc
welding cquipment 11 more than one ’
position £nd who can plan their work |
from diawrincs or other tpecrications |
1o thosc of unshilled welding ma-
'.chlne tenders who simply prez3 a but- l

\.
~—
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ton (0 start the welding machine,

o 8killed welders know e natenal

characteristics and propertics of

1 Wcel, aluminum, and other meials

i - and can weld joints in a1 posstions.

] For exainple, maintenance welders,

| plpe welders, and meany of the weld.

ers who construet ships are skilled
welders,

Skip welders join the steel plates,
beams, and pipes used to build ships.
Some welded joints are on the floor,
somc arc on the wall, and come are
overhcad. All must be carcfully
welded to insure that the shipy will not
break zpart in rough scas.

Ship welders gencrally use arc
wolding equipment, althoush pas
equipmcent also is used in &Ly areas.
After reading instructions or soscifi.
cations to lcarn which materials and
welding method to uze and obtaininn
supplics from the stczaro area, chiﬁ
welders are ready to bezin work.
When employing chielded metal arc

welding they uce a rod in o holder
attached to ¢n electric cable coming
from & wclding power supply. The
other power cupply cable i3 sttzched
to the mctal being welded which
completes the electrical circuit and
coatrols are adjusted to provide the
correct amount of welding current,
When the power is turned on they
“strike an prc” by bricfly touching
the rod to the metal to start the elsc.
tricity flow’ ., and then pulling the
rod back to create a gmall gap which
the current must jump. If the dis-
tance betwcen the rod and the metal
Is corroct, an 2rc will Jjump rcross the

space; the heat from the elcetric arc
melts the rod and the metal. Welders

control the erc movement zlong the

Joint. As the rod melts and becomes
shorter they move the holder closer
10 the metal to kees the correct arc
length. When the r3d bzcomes very
shoit, it is discarded znd replaced
with & now one.

Maintena ice welders repair tools,
machines ~quipment—for ex-.
amr’ -caking pipe. In such cases,

-Wosic.4 may bring Uieir equipment to

24U

the job. Gos welding iz wied in many

¢ s beecause elcciticni power moy

not be available anc the torch. hoses,
_end tanks of gas ere portadle.
After cxamining the pipe and pre-
paring the break for repair—usuatly
by grinding—maintenance welders
i seleet the proper weldmg fuller rod
| for tho job. Next, they heitt the torch
{ and adjust requlators on the tanks of
i fucl gas, such cs acetylens, hydroren,
etc., and oxy,en to obt.in the ni~ht
$as mixtures and flame \/ith the 1il-
er rod in one hand and the torch in
. the other, they heat the edrzs of the
. break end apply the heat. As the met-

al begins to melt, the welders neriod.
. ically melt the end of t2 rulzr red in
! the hot, liquid metal wiiiis they care-
1 fully move the torch &nd rod alonz
. the crack o complets the repair.
Welders miust be carcfil to keep tha
torch at the rizht distonce t70m Lie
metal in order to spoly tre Lheat cor-
rectly gnd to add filer mztenal, as
needed, to fill the crack.

Not cll welders have tis ekills re-
quired of chipbuildin~ or mainte.
nance wolders. For cxari s, lcas
skilled workers use scmizutomauc
arc welding equipment 10 tFeco us
the job of weldins automobile
frames. Semigutoinatic cauipment
congists of a weldiaf sun st vveids
must manipulate but wi:ch sutoman-
cally supplies the proncr amount of
arc heat and filler metenal to the
Jolat. In this caze, rsz2moly lines
bring car frames to weiders £nd put
them in placo. WWciders tizen poziion
their welding guns on ths parts o be
wzlded and opsrate a ewitcn on the
handle which gutomatice!ly “surizes
an arc’”. They gunide the 21¢ to cem-
ploto one or iwo joints bstors the
‘ sssombly lino takes the freme to an-
4

other worker. Lile other welders,
thcy are responmble for ine sound-
ness of the joint. However, 12y need

i lees skill because all parts ticy weid !
are identical and cach i3 welded in °

the samo position.
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AUTOMOBILE MECHANICS '

- (DOT.620.131 threugh 381,
782, and &XS; 721 281 and
+ 825.281) :

Hature of the York

Anyone whose car has broken
down knows how important the auto.
mubile mechunic’s job is. The ability
to makc » quick and accuraic diag.
nosis is one of the mechanic’s most
valuable skills. It requires goud rca.
soning ability as wcll as a tharough
knowledge of automohiles. In fact,
many mechanics consiler diagnnsing
**hard to find™ troubles one of their
most challenging and satisfying due
ties.

Wken mechanical or electrics]
troublcs accur, mechanics first get a
descriptiun of the symptoms from the
owner or, if they work in a dcaler.
skip. the senice advisar who wrote

the repair onder, If the cause of the
trauble s hard to find, the mechanie
muy test dave the car or use testing
cquipment, suck s motor analyzers,
sparh plug testes, or compression
gavges, to docate the problem. Onee
the cause of the problem is found,
mechanes nake adpistinents ar ee.
Pt 1w part cannot be fised, they
replace it

Maost autimehite mechanies per.
fonm g sancty of repains, uthers Spee
cralive For exanple, antomatie
franssusion speciolists wath on gear
teans, couplings, hydeaulic pumps,
and ather pans of sutanitie trans.
mindons Becanse these are complex
mechanims, thew repair requires
conuderthle ¢xperience and thiin-
g ncluding o knowledge of hy.
Jraslion  Tunep mogchann s adjast
the ignitinn iming and valves, and
adjust or eeplace spark plugs, dise
tahutor pasnts, and other parts to
ensure ¢ificient engine performance.
They ofien ue saicnnfic test €quip-
ment 1o locate malfunctions in fuel
and iznition systems, ]
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Autumnbite aiveconduinhing spe.
ctaliete fnetall nirermndtitionees nid
fervice companents sich g con »
pressors and condenscrs.  Fenet-end

medhanics align and balance wheels -

and repair steering mechanismis and
anpensun systeas. They tieguently
use special alignment cquipment and
wheel-bulancing machines.  Brake
mechanics adjust hrakes, repliace
hrake linings, repair hydraulic cylin.’
ders, and make other repairs on
brake sysicms. Some mcchanics spe-
cidhize In both hrake and front-cnd
work. ‘___.

Automonbite-radiator mechanics
clean radiators with caustic solu.
ticas, 'acate and sokler leaks, and
install new adiator cnres. They ulso .
may repair heaters and air-condition. §
+7s. and solder lcaks in gasoline
tanks.  Automaohile-ploss mechenics
replace broken windshizld and win.
dow glass and repair window operate
ing mechaninms, They invtall pre-
formed glass 10 replace curved
windows, and they use window pate
terns and glass.cutting tools to cut :
Yeplacernent glass from flat sheets. .
In somie canes they may repair minor
duniage, such as puts, rather than re. .
plice the windo, :

To present breahdow ns, inast car’
awners have their ean checked tegu-
larly snd parnts adjusted, repiired, or
replaced hefore they g0 bad,  This
eespansibility of the mechanic is vital
to safe and troublefree driving,
When doing preventive mainte.
Aance, mechanies may follow g
chechling to be suie they examine all
important parts, The tist may include
distributor points, spark plugs, care
burctor, wheel balunce, nnd othee
potentinlly woublesome itemns,

Places of Cmploymoant

Over 700,000 persons worked as
sutomodbile maechanies  in 1976.
Mot worked for automobile dealers,
sutomobile repair shops, and Fin0-

8 e o
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employed by Faleral, Stute, nnd foe
<ol powenmaents, taxicaty amd gito.
matale teaning companics, and other
organizations that repair their own,
gutomobiles. Some mechanics alvo
were employed by automalnte manu.
facturcis to apake tinnd adjininents
and repuirs at the end of the aswem.
bly linc. A small number of mechane
fes worked for department stores that ;
hawve automobile service facilities,
Maost automohite mechanies work
in shops that employ from onc to five
mcchanics, but somc of the largest
shops employ more than 100. Gen.
crally, automobile dualer shops em.

ploy more mcchanics than indepens

dcnt shaps. e .

Automibilc mcchanics work in eve '
ery scction of the country, Geos!
graphically, employment is distribute
ed about the same as population. '

Tralning, Gther Qualifications,
and Advuncement |

Most automabdile mechanics learn
the trade on the job. Beginners usual.

i ly start as helpers, lubrication worke

ers, or gasoline station attendints,
and gradual.y wcquire skills by worka

ing wah expericnced mechanics. Al. )

line scrvice stutions. Others were |

though a heginner can make simple
repairs wfter 2 few months® experie
ence, it usually takes 3 to 4 years 1o
become funuliar with all types of rc. .
pairs. An additional year or two is
necessary to learn a ditticult <peciale
ty. such as automatic transmission ec. .
paic.  In contrast, rudiator mechan. *
“des, glass mechanies, wnd brake
specialists, wha da not need an all.
round knowledge of autoniatale re.
pait, avry leaen thew jobs in about 2
years,

Mast teaining nuthorities recoms
mend a 3. or deycar faml appren.
ticeshup program. These propans ine
clude bath onsthe-job training nnd
classroom instruction. On-the-job
triuining includes insteuction in basie
service procedures, such as enging
tunc-up, us well as instruction in spe.
cial procedures such as averhiuling

trummissions  Claneriesny sistiugtaen
Inclides courses in eelitesl theary
sich ses tnatliemgtios and physis nad
other arens cuch its shisp satety prac-
tices and customer relations,

For entry johs, emplayers ook for
young persans with nechamical aptie
tude and a knowledge of auvtoma.
biles. Generally, s dewer's license is
rcquired us mechanics oceasionally
have to test dive ur deliser cars,
Working an cuars in the Armed
Forces ar as o hobby s valuahle cx.
pericnce. Completion of high schoat
is un advantage in obtaining un entry
job because ta mast emiployers it in.
dicates that a young person has at
least some of the teaity of a good
worker, such as perseverance and theé
ahility to lew-n, and has potentis! for
advancement. Courses wn sutoniebile
sepaie offered by many high schouls,
vocational schools, and private trade
schools also are helpful, In particu.
lar, courses in, physical <cicnce and
mathematics can help a person beuee
understand how an automaoinle oper.
ates,

The usual practice is for mechun.
ics 1o buy their handtools and begin.
ners arc expected 1o accurnulate
tools as they gain ¢xpericnce. Many
expericnecd mechanics have sevcral
hundred dollars invesied in tonds,
Employcrs furnish power touls, en.
ginc analyzers, und other test cquip-
ment.

Eamployeres somctimes send caperie
enced micchames to factory training
ceatery - leam ta repair new mendels
oF to reccive speciud icaimng m suh.
Jects such as sutomutie transmisvion
or dir-conditionng eepair, Maruf.ace
turees alsasemd representatines to las
cal shops to canduct short teaning
sewions, Prouniung beginnces mav be
sclected by autoaohile Jealen to ate

tend fuctory \pansor¢d mecchane

traming poigriams,

Experienced mechanics who have
lcadership ability muy adviance to
shop supcrvisor or scrvice managct.
Mecchinics who like to work with
custnmers may hceome seevice advie
sors.  Mauny mechanics open their
own repair shods or gasoline service
stations und about § out of 7 automoe
bile mechanics Is sell-employed.

Ay - 2
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#dcntical parts are to be welded, the ,
company Ty save money by vnng .
automatic weldings mschines. Such |
macbines moy be used, for example,
In mating autoniobile mufilers and
wastung maclunes. The workers who
opcrate these mechines need hittle
knowledre of welding and are fre-
Quently calied welding machine op-
cfators 1o wistinguish them from,
more skilzd, tnanual welders. Weld-
ing mecinno operators place the
perts to be joined in holders on the §
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tors remove the welded parts and
load the maelune sgain.

Closely sclated to welders are cut-
ters. Cutters use the heat from burn.
ing gases or an electric arc to cut and
trim metal rathee then jon it. Some
cutters opesate electrically or me-
chanically controlied machines that
automatically follow the proper
guideline.

Places of Employment

About 660,000 welders and flame
cutters were employed in 1976, ine
cluding a relatively small nuinber of
cutiers who used both flame and arc.
cutting equipment. Almost two-
thirds ‘of all welders help manufac.
ture durable goods; for example,
boilers, bulldozers, trucks. ships, and
heavy machinery. Most of the rest
fepair metal products or help con-
struct bridges, large buildings, and
pipelines.

Welders are concentrated in the
manufacturing centers of the Great
Lakes States. About one-third work
In Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, In-
diana. and lllinois. Because of the
widespread use of welding, the rest
are distributed much the same as the
population is with large numbers
working in New York, Texas, Wis-"
consin, and California.

Tralning, Othor Quallilcatlons,
and Advancoment

Gencrally, it takes several years of

* training to become a skiiled welder.

Some of the less skilled jobs, how-
ever, ¢an be learned on the job in a
few months. Some welding machine
Operators, for example, learn to op-
erate a machine in a few hours and
become completely qualified in a
week.

Beginners often start in simple pro-
duction jobs where the type and
thickness of the metal and the posi-
tv'n of the welding operation rarely
change. As the need arises, supervi-
sors or experienced workers teach
few employees how to weld difTerent

come s mareoe oo

ful.

l:c.al and oserhead jmints Many large
companies conduct programs ta tram
people as welders After completing
the course, individuals are offcred
jobs A few compamics offer cmploy.
ces weldes apprenticeship programs
that last several ycars. including
classroom and an-theejob traiming
Peesons planning carcers as weld.
ers o¢ cutters nced manual deaterity.
good eyesight. and good eye-hand
coordinativn. They shuuld be ahle to
concentrate on detaled work fue
long periods. and should be free of
any physical disabilities that w-:uld
prevent them from bending. stoop-
ing. and working in awkward posis
tions. Most employers prefer appli-
cants who have high school ar
vocational school training in welding.
Courscs in shop mathematics, me-
chanical drawing. blueprint reading.
physics, and chemistry also are help-

New developments are requiring

- new skills of welders. This is particu-

farly true in fields such as atomic en-
ergy or acraospace manufacturing.
which have high standards for the
reliability of welds. Before being as-
signed to work on buildings, bridges.
pipelines. or other jobs where the
strength of the weld is highly critiezl.
welders may be required to pass an
examination of their welding skilly
given by an employer or government
agency. Welders who pass such ex-

* aminations generally are referred to

as "certified welders.”

Promotion opportunities for weld.

ers are good. Some welding machine
operators !carn skilled welding jobs;
skilled welders may be promoted to
welding inspectors. technicians, or
supervisors. Exputienced wor‘k'ers
who have obtained college training
on the propertics of metals often be-

* come welding engineers and are in

great demand to deveiop new appli-
cation for welding. A small number

of experienced welders open their:

own wclding repair shops.
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DOLAWIN PROJECT
Total Time 2 Hrs. U5 Min. (Approximately)

Assembly and Introduction (10 minutes)

R. P. Lindland - Academic Dean
G. A. Murphy - Dean of Students

Short Introduction and showing of Bell & Howell Education
Group film (15 minutes).

Orientaticn and slide presentation (20 minu‘es)

J. Review of adm1ssron standards and accreditation.
2. Admission procedures.
A. Explanation of entry level program.

.'3. Explanation of testing and placement.

A. -Give particulars of WIN Project - how the students
got to this point, where we go from here.
4. .Review of academic policies and standards.
A. Class schedules.
B.. Grading and academic stand1ng
C. Attendance.
5. Review of Student Services.
- A. Counseling services.
B. Housing and Employment.
" C. Student activities and programs.
D. "Professional development programs i.e. , I.E. E E.,
“HWomen's Organization. .
6. Graduate Placement ' :
A. Latest Graduate Placement Newsletter
B. How placement works.
7. General discussion and questions.

' Teuk.of facility and equipment (15 minutes).

1. Include display area of texts and students' projects
in Technician Program.

Individual scrzening and interviews (45 minutes).

1. Approx1mate1y 10 minute interviews.

2. Admissions flip charts available for reference.
3. Suggested list of questions and rating attached.
4. Suggested Interviewers:

B. Donoghue
J, Dill
N R. Lindland

G. Murphy
H. Weaver

Testing - Faculty Lounge - (60 minutes)

1. Basic Arithmetic - 30 to 45 minutes.
2. Reading Test - 30 minutes.

Lunch with tour guide, Lindiand and Murphy (open time).
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NTERVIEW COMPLETION RATE WITHIN CATEGORIES OF PRRTICIPANTS
ACROSS DATA COLLECTION PHASES

D

H100
85

70
85
60
SS
S0
us
40
85
30
2s
20
1S
10

S

0

PERCENT OF ARTTEMPTED INTERVIEWS COMPLE

8S |
90 -

80 |
715 Lf

T 0

LN L vy ¢ v ¥ ¥

<L

o

/

<

AN

/]
S
/

.Z:Z:ZZ::ZZ::ZZZ:Z!::ZZZ:!(ZZZZ\!ZZZZZ:IIZZZ
NAANNANNNNNRY

N
NN

cee
N,

L

NN

SIS,

/

/
/;‘

B ToTAL STuDY POPULATI
M pRRTICIPANTS/GRADUAT
iEZ] DROPOUTS

[N comuparIsoN GRoOUP

)

PHASE
1978

I

PHASE II
1981
ORTA COLLECTION EFFORTS

PHASE III
1982




APPENDIX D

AN ESTIMATE OF THE PCOL OF WIN CLIENTS ELTGIBLE FOR
HIGCH QUALITY NONTRADITIONAL TRAINING

With respect to assessing the feasibility of adopting a high quality
training component in the regular WIN program, we felt that it iould be
helpful for policy makers to have some estimate of the total proportion
of WIN clients who have the necessary academic qualifications to become
eligible “-r par icipaticu and who w-ild be interested in making a
commitment .¢ " is type of trajning. Although we have atte <%ed to

¢ : the relevant data for this analysis since the beginning of the
pr *~. t - ha. been a very difficult task for the following rcasons:

l. An unkrown quantity is the potential pool of voluntary clients.
We know from earlier BSSR work with WIN vouchers, th-t the availability
of attractive training options results in the enrollment of substantial
numbers of well qualified volunteers. [!] Thirs has bee confirmed again
in Columbus in connection with the high-quality electronics training
program. ' )

2, WIN offices follow widely varying practices with respect to
their "backlug" of mandatory clients. Most of the information we have
been able tc gathe- about interested and eligible clients is lh.it 4 to
"new intake,"

3. The availability of other training opportunities at the time of
the study, including those then available under CETA, reduced the number
of persons who sought to establish eligibility for the Bell & Howell
program, either because counszlors had already made otner arrangements
for some clients, or because the clients had already become committed to
another type of training. Therefore, we have reason to beiieve that the
figures shown 1n Table D-1 represent an understatement, especially for
Chicago where only a limited effort was made to puolicize the program.
As shown 1in this table, which summarizes the s-atis*.cs which we'e
furnished by tin two WIN offices:

‘s Only between 10 and 15 percent of mandatory clients seeck training,
although this low nunber may reflect WIN emphasis on placement
rather than the free expression of client preference; and

2, Uncer "outreach" conditions, the proportion of voluntary clients
seeking training is conciderably hizher, perhaps on the order of 20
to 25 percent.

1. Richardson, Aan, 1977. Vouchered 5kill Training in WIN: Program

Guidelines and Selected Empiricel Findings. Washington, D.C.: Bureau OF
Social Science Research.

1
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TABLE D-i

INTAKC AND INTEREST IN TRAINING, SEPTEMBER 1978,
CHICAGO AND COLUMBUS

Chicago Columbus

(N) % (8) %

Total WIN intake Septecmber 1978 (1,570) "1co (%,325) 100

Mandatory. o . v v v s e e ... (1,250 80 (879) 20

Voluntary., v« v v v v e o o o o o o (314) 20 (3,51-, 80

Particlpants seeking train{ng (240) 15 (959) 22

Hondatory., . v v v v 4 ¢ 0 o o o . (192) 15 (192) 10

VoIUNLarye o v o v o o o o o o o o (u8) 15 (767) 22
Number of clients from earlier

months' intake seeking training NA {(101) 100

Handatory., & v ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o NA - (21) 21

VolURLary. & 4 v v 4 6 o o o o o & NA . (80) 79
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Tables D-2 and D-3 summarize the results of the selection process
for the electronics technician program. It should be noted that
information for voluntary vs. mandatory clients is not available for
Chicago. The information is also somewhat unclear with respect to the
number of clients tested by WIN. For example, some WIN clients were
apparently tested even though they were not interested in the Bell &
Howell program jecause some Chicago offices test all new registrants as
part of the intake prucess. Overall, however, the data suggest the
following:

l. In Chicago, over half of fhe clients (most of them mandatory)
who participated in counsecling sessions about the Bell & Howell program
were Interested in high-quality training for nontraditional occupations.
In Columbur, the number was much lower (24%) among both mandatory and
voluntary clients. Conceivably, the explanation lies in the greater
ava.lability of training alternatives that existed at that time in
Columbus.

2. Interested clients were more 1likely to receive passing GATB
scores in Columbus than in Chicagn. Similarly, in Columbus, those with
pPassing GATB scores were more likely to nass the Bell & Howell entrance
test.

3. The result 1s "at, iu both s tes, roughly the same proportion
of clients who expressed an interest in the high-quality training
program q.aiified for acceptance into the program. This proportion was
16 percent in Columbus and 19 percent in Chicago. However, the Chicago
figures vary sharply from July to October, with only 5 percent of the
July, but 33 percent of October candidates qualifying for admission.
These results suggest that screening in October was more selective,
since only half as many WIN cl.eats participated in the "counseling on
nontraditional careers" in October as was the case in July.

What can we conclude from these data about the potential pool of WIN
clients for high-quality training for nontraditional occupations? In
the first place, a high proportion of clients (762 of those counseled in
Columbus; 44% 1in Chicago), who may or may not have the necessary
academic qualifications, had no interest in a program of this tyse. The
nontraditional nature of the program, the length of the training period,
and the assumed difficulty of the study course have all been mentioned
locally as possible reasons why clients did not wish to be considered
for such training.

Of those clients who were interested in this type of training,
sixcy-six percent in Columbus (154 of 232) and thirty-three percent in
Chicago (122 of 366) actually met the entrance requirements stipulated
by the training institution. Voluntary clients were no more likely to
qualify than mandatory participants. Since these figures are based on a
four-month intake period, we would estimate that over the course of a
year, two to three times these numbers of qualified WIN clients could be
identified. Hence there 1indeed exists a pool of interested aid
academically qualified WIN clients who would be eligible for high-
quality training.
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TABLE D-2

ENROLLMENT IN HIGH-QUALITY TRAINING:

ATTRITION POINTS - COLUMBUS®

Mandatory Voluntary Total
(N) % (N) % (N) %
Total number of clients counseled
on nontraditional careers . (192) 100 (767) 106  (959) 100
0f those counszled, the number
interested. (47) 24 (185) 24 (232) 24
Number referred to WIN for
testingP. . (76) 40  (303) 40 (379) 4e
Number actually tested. . (47) 24 (185) 24 (232) 24
Number who received scores which
qualified then for referra! to
Bell & Howell (35) 18 (140) 18 (175) 18
Number actually tested by Bell
& Howell. . . . . e e e (33) 17 (131) 17 (164) 17
Number who qualified for Bel:
& Howell., . . . . . . . (31) 6 (123) 16 (154) 16
Number enrolied in Bell & Howell
program . . . . . (16) 8 (60) 8 (76) 8

3Al1 percents based or ''total number of clients counseled on

nontraditional careers."

bThis figure includes data from counselors who s(nd all clients

for testing whether they expressed an interest or not.




TABLE D-3

ENROLLMENT IN HIGH-QUALITY TRAANING:
ATTRITION POINTS - CHICAGO

June - July{ Sept - Oct Total
Intake Intake Intake
(N) 2 (N) % (N) %

Total number of clients counseled
on nontraditional careers . . . . . (bbO} 100 (215) 100 (655) 100

Of those counseled, the number

interested. . . .+ .+ . 4 4 . e . . (2t1) 55 (125) 58 (366) 56

Number referred to WIN for

testingP. . . . ... ... ... \293) 67  (98) 46  (391) 60
Number actually tested. . . . . . . . (263) 60 (98) 46  (361) &5
Number who raceived scores which

qualified them for referral to

Bell & Howell . . . . . . . . . .. (118) 27 (112) 52 (230) 35

Number actually tested by
Bell & Howell . . . . . . . e e (82) 19 (98) 46 (180) 27

Number who qualified for Bell §
Howell admission. . . . . . . « . (s2) 12 (70) 33 (122) 19

Number enrolled in Bell & Howell

program . . . . . . . e e e e e (24) 5 (37) 17 (61) 9

31 percents based on ''total number of clients counseled on
nontraditional careers."

bThis figure includes data from regional offices wh.ch routinely
test all new registrants.
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APPENDIX E

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS AND
COMPARISON GROUP

As part of the data analysis for this report, differences between
the participant and comparison groups were examined to determine whether
our selection procedures resulted 1in satisfactorily matched groups.
Because of the side differences between the Chicago and Columbus
populations, it is also necessary to take these differences iato account
when making comparisons. Such comparisons have been made for every
variable mentioned in this report. Chi square tests of statistical
significance were used and a .05 probability level was adopted as the
criterion for siinificant differences. According to this standard,
there are few variables on which the participant and comparison groups
within each site differ significantly, suggesting that the selection
procedures adopted for this study were effective in producing matched
groups.

Among the demographic variables, differences between the participant
and comparisun groups were found only in the years of schooling
completed and the type of high school program. The distribution of
years of education compiated by the comparison group members 1is more
concentrated in the completed high school category in both sites as
shown in Table E~1. However, while the participant groups contain more
members who have completed more than a high school education, they also
contain more memhers who have not completed high school. It 1is
interesting to note that the average number of years completed 1s nearly
ijentical across all groups, and that while the participant group
averages slightly more years completed in Chicago, 1t averages slightly
fewer 1in Columbus. Thus, 1t would seem that the differences in the
years of schooling completed do not clearly favor the participant group.

The participant group members in Chicago are more 1likely to have
taken a general or academic high school program than the Chicago
Comparison group. Given the difficulty of the training offered by Bell
& Howell, it i1s likely that these student: have an advantage over those
who took parc in vocational programs, and since assignment to such
programs is often based upon previous academic records, it is likely
that this is an indicator of previous school perfc.mance (Table E-2).

The participant and comparison groups also differ on some aspects of
their employment and job training histories. While the occupational
category of the job held for the longest period of time did not differ,
the length of time this job was held did (Table E-3). Participant group
members in Chicago held this job for a shorter period of time than did
comparison group members, while in Columbus the participant group
members held this job for a longer time. There ar=z also differences 1in
the reasons given for 1leaving this job, with the participant group
members being more likely to report that health and pregnancy were
prchlems in continuing employment (Table E-4).
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Immediately before the time this training program began there were
differences in the types of jobs held by participant and comparison
group members, with the comparison group members more concentrated in
lower skill occupational categories (Table E-5).

Members of both the participant and comparison groups had taken part
in previous training programs in an attempt to upgrade their skills.
The Chicago participant group 1s significantly more likely than the
Chicago comparison group to have taken part in such a program and to
have completed it. 1In Columbus there 1is no significant difference
between the groups (Table E-6).

Finally, there are differences between the Columbus participant and
comparison groups on two of the items of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale. The participant group in Columbus was more 1likely to disagree
with the statements "I certainly feel useless at times" and "I wish I
could have more respect for myself" (Table E-7), suggesting higher self-
esteem among the participant group members than among comparison group
members.

Differences between the participant and comparison groups within
sites were examined on a wide range of other variables discussed in this
report and no other statistically significant differences were found.
Although there are significant differences on a few of the variables
discussed, the directinn of the differences in terms of the
characteristics presumed to be important for success in a training
program varies (e.g., participants having slightly more schooling but
less employment experience than comparisons), suggesting that the
Selection process was not biased in favor of assigning the most highly
qualified clients to the training program. There is enough variation
among participant and comparison group members on characteristics of
importance for a thorough evaluation of the demonstratio program’s
impact on such outcomes as employment and welfare dependence.




TABLE E-1

YEARS OF SCHOOLING COMPLETED BY PARTICIPANT/COMPARISON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE

L — —— — ——— — = "}
Chicago Columbus
Participant Comparison Participant Comparison

Percent Who Completad:

Less than high school. . . . . . . . .. . Ly Lo L5 30

- High school., . . . . ... .. ...... 33 51 L2 69
More than high school. . . . . . .. ... 24 9 12 )2
Mean number of years completed . . . . . . . 1.8 11.5 11.3 11.5
Standard deviation . . . . . . .. .. ... 1.6 1.3 1.3 0.9
(Table N) (55) (45) (74) (67)
(Missing Data) (2) (16) (2) (9

(TOTAL N) (57) (61) (76) (76)

3Chi-Square=12.6; p=.001.

2590 .
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TABLE E-2

TYPE OF HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM BY PARTICIPANT/COMPAR!SON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE
(In Percentages)

Type of High School Program

Cnicago

Columbus

Participant Comparison Participant Comparison
General. . . . . . .. ... .. ... 78 57 65 68
Academic . . . . . . . . .. ... .. ... 7 2 4 15
Vocational . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... 15 412 21 17
(Table N) (55) (L) (7v) (66)
(Miss 1q Data) ( 2) (17) ( 5) (10)
(TOTAL N) (57) (61) (76) (76)

aChi-Square=0.3; p=.009,
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TABLE E-3

LENGTH OF TIME AT LONGEST JOB BY PART!CIPANT/COMPARISON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE

(In Percentagas)

258

Chicago Columbus
Participant Comparison Participant Comparison
l=6months . . . . . . . . v v v v v ... 16 17 5 29
7 =12months. . ., . . . v v v v o 0 o v o W 16 0 19 13
13 - 18months . . . . v . v v v v v v .. 7 7 14 9
19 -2bmonths . . . . . .. . ... .... 13 3 15 7
25 =36months . . . . . . . v e i .. b 21 22 16
37 -48months . . .. ... .. 0. ... 20 34 7 9
b9 -« 60months ., . . . . . . . . .. ... 7 0 5 b
More than 61 months. . . . . . . . .. ... 18 172 14 13°
(Table N) {45) (29) (59) (55)
aChi-Square:ll&; p=.05.
PChi-Square=13; p=.05.
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TABLE E-4

REASONS FOR LEAVING LONGEST JOB BY PARTIC!PANT/COMPARISON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE®

e ——————————————— ——
————,,—,—,,——————————————sree———————

(In Percentages)

Chicago ”

e e ——————————————— e —epye—.

Colurnus

Participant

Comparison ” Participant
N

Comparison

Quit
Quit
Quit
Quit
Quit
Quit
Laid

Job was temporary. .,

pregnant, ., . ,

daycare . . . . . . ... .. . e e e

health, , . . .

transportation. . ,

respondent moved

ooooooooooo

off . . .. . ...
Quit - lowpay . . . .

Quit - didn't like job . .

Fired, . e e e v e e . e
Quit - dispute wit boss, workers., . . . . .
Quit - poor working conditions . . . . . . .

Quit - other reasons .

Other reasons. . . . .

(Table N)

51 10 38 18
35 24 1 18
3 17 26 2
17 7 11 16
L 7 '3 12
6 17 ? 5
6 4 . 2
2 3 10 H
n 3 5 5
0 7 3 B
0 7 7 5
4 3 7 4
2 0 0 5
19 10 18 21
2 14° 8 12¢
(47) (29) (61) (56}

aFigures include those mentioning each reason as the m. |
prompting plus those aiditional persons mentioning each person w

to more than 100 due o multiple responses.

PChi-Square=27.7; p=.tc.

CChi-Square :26;

=, 0

7 reason for leaving the job without
ithh prompting. .The percentages total
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TABLE E-5

OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY OF JOB TITLE FOR JOB HELD IN THE YEAR PRIOR TO ENTERING THE BELL & HOWELL
. TRAINING PROGRAM BY PARTIC!PANT/COMPAR!SON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE
(In Percentages)

-1 -
Chicago Columbus

Participant Comparison Participant Comparison
Professional . . . . . . ., .. .. o ¢ s e 0 0 0 0
Sub-professional and Technical . . ... . . 0 13 0 13
Managerial, Administrative and Proprietary . 0 0 6 0
High Clerical. . . . . . . .. ... . ... 8 0 19 0
low Clerical . . . . .. ... .. ..... 31 0 11 0
Foreman, Craftsman and Kindred . . . . . . . 0 0 3 0
Operative and * ndred. . . . . . . .. ... 23 6 6 9
service Workers., . . . . . . ... ... .. 39 81° 56 78°
(Table N) (13) (16) (36) (23)

aChi-Square=II.3; p=.02.

bChi-Square:lS; p=.02,




TABLE E-6

PARTICIPATION IN PRE-WIN TRAINING BY PARTICIPANT/COMPARISON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE
(In Percentages)

——]

Chicago Co lumbus
Partici- «¢ comparison Participant Comparison
L
Did you participate in training
before entering WiN*
Yes. o v v v e e e e e e e e e e e Lo 18 L8 bLs
NO v e e e e e e e e e e . 60 82° 52 55
(Table N) (55) (45) (75) (66)
Did you finish the training program?
Yes. v v i e e e e e e . e e 59 13 56 L6
NO v v v e e e 41 87° Ly 54
.Table N) (22) ( 8) (36) (30)

aChi-Square:h.8; p=.03.

bChl-Square=3.l&; p=.05,

269
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TABLE E-7

SCORES ON SELF-ESTEEM MEASURES BY PARTIC! PANT/CGMPARISON GROUP STATUS AND BY SITE
(In Percentages)

e — m———— %“%
Chicago Columbus
Group
Status
Strongly| Dis- Agree Strongly | TOTAL Strongly! Dis- Aaree Strongly TOTAL‘
Disagree| dgree 9 Agree % (N) Disagree| agree S Agree % (N)
!
"l certainly Partici~ 18 36 ki 5 100 (56) 9 L9 34 8 100 (74)
feel uscless , ant
at times, "
Comparison 18 Lo Lo 2 103 (57) 18 32 L9 1 100 (74)
Chi~-Square = 1.2 Chi-Square = 9.75
Degrees of Freedom = 3 Degrees of Frcedom = 3
Probablility = .75 Probabitity = ,02
"I wish | could Partici- 26 A 18 1 99 (54) 1 49 26 14 100 (73)
have more pat
respect for
myself ¢ Comparison 38 38 19 b 93 (57) 17 30 L7 6 100 (72)
Chi-Square = 3,42 Chi-Square = 15,98
Degrees or Freedom = 3 Degrees of Freedom = 3
Probability = ,33 Probability = .00}
0
26/




APPENDIX F

TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR LOW-INCOME WOMEN: A REVIEW

The enactment of the WIN program in 1967 represents the first
official acknowledgment of a shift 1in U.S. sociul policy: mothers,
including those of young children, were being actively encouraged to
enter the labor force. Concern abort spiraling welfare costs and the
perpetuation of welfare dependence across generations motivated this
c.ange, but 1t also coincided witn a period <f increasing labor force
participation by women of all ages and family statuses.

The WIN program’s miscion was specifically aimed at welfare
recipients, the majority of whom are women. Its activities and
accomplishment: have been periodically evaluated, and a number of
research and demonstration programs have been carried out over the 16—
year period during which the program has been in operatioun. But other
programs, toch puhlic and private, have also been targeted on low-income
women and sought to imprcve their employability through training and
placement in jobs in private industry and in the public sector.

This comprehensive review of training programs for low-income omen,
the results they achieved and the problems they encountered 1is
presented here in order to put the high-skill training progra- in
Chicago and Columbus in their proper perspective. The review documents
the failure of less int_nsive training and placement programs to bring
about meaningful changes in the economic and welfare status of low
income women, but it also shows that more ambitious attempts to engineer
such changes are seldom as successful as their sponsors had hoped.

During the history of the WIN program, the relative emphasis on
institutional training or direct Jjob placement has shifted several
times. 1In choosing classroom skill training over on-the-job training
and direct job placement, the Columbus-Chicago experiment more closely
resembles the earliest WIN projects than it does later WIN priorities.
Although the original 1967 legislation intended WIN to mandate work or
work preparation by all employable AFDC recipients, including mothers,
another program aim was maximum individual employability development.
Participation for mothers was voluntary, and 1t was concentrated on
fairly intensive and lengthy training that would lead to jobs offering
opportunities for good earnings and advancement.

Enactment of the Talmadge amendments in 1971 shifted the emphasis to
immediate job placements. Registration was made mandatory for all
mothers whose oldest chil¢ was at least six years old, although
ambivalence about enfo.,cing work requirements and lack of placement
opportunities led staff informally to exempt many registrants from
actual participation. More on-the-job training and public service
employment slots were developed, but training in all modes became less
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lengthy and extensive.

Because reports of the mandatory placement requirement were
disappointing, new regulations in 1975 and legislation in 1980 callird
for a more "balanced" approach. The program would offer early direct
placement efforts to the more job ready and institutional training to
the less employable. The 1980 act authorized job placement expenditures
for AFNC applicants and stiffened sanctions for non-cooperating AFDC
reciplents required to participate. The 1981 legislative amendments
permitted states to set up Community Work Experience programs from which
only those mothers with .hildren under three years of age would be
exempt . A few states have chosen this workfare program, while about
half have accepted the option o WIN demonstration projects with
compone.its more flexibly tailored to local labor market conditions. [1i]

Wnaiever {ts preferred strategy, WIN has never been fuanded
generously enough to allow a large fraction of its total eligible pool
to be served by the program. Nor could most participants engage in -ry
promising levels of human resource development. Compared to the entire
AFDC clientele, WIN enrollees have been more likely to have a high
school education ani to be in their young adult, prime working years.
[2]) Those assigned to receive some mode of substantive skill training,
subsidized work or intensive job placement effort have generally been
those deemed more likely to succeed with a modest level of investment in
training funds or staff time. '

The legislation, implementation guidelines and the formula for
allocating the discretionary portion of federal WIN dollars all
reinforce a focus on relatively cheap and quick service that favors
sheer numbers of job entries over the quality o jobs obtained.[3] Given
this short-run goal, the recent WIN staff strategy har becn to settle
for a mere reduction in welfare benefits, rather than total indepecndence
from welfare, as a measure of success. A 1979 field study of the day-
to-day processc< in three WIN sites docuaents that the formal guidelines
are honored 1in practice and do indeed foster short-run aims. [4] The
emphasis on direct job entry rather th:n substantive training encourages

. U.S. General Accounting O2ffice. 1982, An  Overview of the WIN

Program: Its Objectives, Accomplishmeits and Problens. {Washington,

D.C.} pp. 1-2; Rein, Mildred. 1982. Dilemmas of Welfare Policy: Why
Work Strategies Haven’t Worked. (New York: Praeger) pp. 66-81, 154-55.

2, Gordon, Jesse E. 1978. "Win Research: A Review of Findings." p.
28. In The Work Incentive Experience, pp. 24-83. Edited by Charles D.
farvin, Audrey Smith and William J. Reid. New York: Allanheld, Osmun.

3. U.S. General Accounting Office, 1982, pp. 13-14.

-

4. Levy, Sydelle Brooks. 1981. The Workings of WIN: A Field
Obscrvation Stuily of Three Local oOffices. (New York: Manpower

Demonstration Research Corporation) pp. x11i-xiv.
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quick and 'mproductive placements. One analysis concludes that the
"prime beneficiaries of WIN II have been low-wage employers," who derive
from it a crowded pool of 1labor whose meager earnings are often
subsidized by small welfare grunts. [5]

Moreover, the type of training WIN usually offered was short-term
and did not prepare men or womer for jobs giving them much chance for
upward mobility. [6] Five to six months was the mean time spent in
vocational training components by a national sample of WIN I women so
assigned. [7] This policy was pacticularly damaging for women, who
constituted tnree-quarters of all WIN registrants and were more likely
to lack sgpecific work skills and regular work histories. [8] Ex-
trainees among one sample of welfare mothers '"possessed few job skills
that would put tbem in an advantageous position in locating work" and 2
fact had worked in about as many months as had their non-trained peers
during the previous threa years. [9]

Surveys of AFDC recipients indicate that their aims often fit poorly
with WIN’S curreat orientation. The majority already have considerable
work experience in low-skill, low-paying jobs offering little job
security or fringe benefits; those who enter WIN voluntarily, as is the
case for many female participants, 4o so in the hope of escaping the
lower echelons of the labor market. About one-third to one-half of AFDC
recipients work for some part of each year; analysis of data from the
Panel Study of 1Income Dynamics reveals that from about half to two-

thirds of women ever on welfare worked in each of five succescive years.
[10]

A 1972-73 study found that over half of the surveyed WIN
participants aspired to better-paying, more interesting work requiring
formal pre-entry training but that barely a tanth had ever heldi such
jobs. 0Only about one-fifth of jobs attained by the respondents of that

5. Zall, Richard and Betheil, Richard. 1979. "The WIN Program:
Implications for Welfare Reform and Jobs Organizing." Clearinghouse
Review (Aug.), 274.

6. Ibid., p. 281.

7. Auerbach & Associates. 1972. An Impact Evaluation of the Work
Incentive Program: Final Report, Velume IV. Philadelphia. pp. 3-7.

8. U.S. National Commission for Employment Policy. 1981. Increasing
the Earnings of Disadvantaged Women. (Report mno. 11). Washington.
pp. 126-128.

9. Chrissinger, Marlene Sonju. 1980. '"Factors Affecting Employment of
Welfare Mothers." Social Work 25 (Jan.), p. 52.

10. Rein, Mildred. 1982. Dilemmas of Welfare Policy: Why Work
Strategies Haven't Worked. (New York: Praeger) pp. 148-15l.
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sample following WIN participation met their expectations. [11] Goodwin
nrompared work orientation measures for "WIN I" (pre-1972 years, when
classroom training was emphasized) trainees 1in six cities and for a
sample of long-term welfare recipients in Baltimore with those for
samples of nonpoor suburban families. Among both women and men, blacks
and whites, he found welfare recipients just as likely as those who were
sel f-supporting to accept the work ethic, to aspire to a good 1living
standard and to be amenable to training in order to increase earning
power. [12] Chrissinger reports similar positive views toward working
among welfare mothers in a one-city study; these women shared the
general societal work ethic, although a sizeable minority eschewed very
low-status jobs. [13] In an attitudinal study limited to WIN I
participants, Goodwin points to at least a 3mall difference in the
outlook of the more successtul enrollees: they more firmly resisted the
idea of welfare dependency. However, those who entered and completed
WIN but were subsequently disappointed in the labor market wound up more
discouraged than they were prior to the WIN experience from striving for
sel f-sufficiency. [14] Attrition 1in "WIN II" (years following the
implementation of the 1971 Talmadge amendments) 1s likewise attributed
in part to the clients’ recognition that the progra. offered scant
access to well-paid stable jobs.[15]

WIN impacts: yes, no, maybe . Examining natiunal WIN data,
Underwood concludes that both before and after participation AFDC women
as a group enter "low-skill, low-wage jobs with minimal benefits,
training or ooportunities for upward mobility." [16] This observaiion
accords with WIN’s limited global impact: of the thirty-six per cent of
registrants who took jobs in FY 1980, three out of five continued to
qualify for full or partial grants. S5ix to eighteen months after

11. Garvin, Charles D. [et al.]. 1974. Iacentives and Disincentives
to Participation in the Work Incentive Program. 1974. (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan. ~School of Soclal Work.) Cited by Goodwin, 1977,
pP. 20. Goodwin, Leonard. 1977, pp. 20. The Work Incentive (WIN)
Program and Related Experiences: a Review of Research with Policy
Implications. (R&D Monograpa: 49). washington: U.S. Employment and
Training Administration.

12. Goodwin, Leonard. 1971. A Study of the Work Orientations of
Welfare Recipients Participating in the Work Incentive Program.
(Washington: Brookings Institution) Cited by Gordon, 1978, p. 32.

13. 1980, pp. 53-54.

l4.  Goodwin, Leonard. 1977. The Work Incentive (WIN) Program and
Related Experiences: a Raview of Research with Policy Implications.
(R&D  Monograph  49). (Washington: U.S. Employment and Training
Administration) p. 21.

15. Zall and Betheil, 1979, p. 275.

16.  Underwood, Lorraine. 1980. '"The Contribution of the Work
incentive (WIN) Program to Self-Sufficiency of Women." Paper prepared
for the U.S. National Commission for Employment Policy. pp. 25-27.
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initial placement, one out of three jobtakers was no longer working.[17]

One of tne reasons for WiN’s failure to move 1its predominantly
female clientele into better earnings brackets was placement into
traditionally female, low-paying occupations, usually 11 the service
sector or in low-level clerical jobs. A 1974 policy directive did
encourage WIN staff to develop non-sex- stereotyped jobs. However,
while program records don’t classify the sex distribution of WIN
training, it 18 evident that cver the years the training and placemeat
package has changed neither the proportion of cliernts who enter
relatively low-skill female-segregated occupations ner the overall
male/female entry wage differential. From 1973 through FY 1980, some
two-thirds of emplnyed WIN female participants entered clerical and
services jobs, while only seven percent found work in traditiomally
male-dominated occupations. In the same period, new jobs in whictk WIN
women were placed paid on the average three-quarters of the hourly wages
recelved by men placed through WIN. In the non-AFDC-UP statcs where
wages are generally lower and WIN men are usually very young or else
disabled, WIN women’s wages came to ninety-two percent of men’s.[18]

Although the foregoing description of global WIN processes and
results presents a negative picture, one must remember that it is based
on macro data and may conceal more favorable, selected outcomes. Some
evaluations have credited certain WIN components with helping to upgrade
the earnings potential of some participant subgroups. The following
summary of research findings from special studies emphasizes the value
for at least some WIJ women of classcoom training, with or without
various support services, versus more directly job-~oriented activities.
It 1s well to keep in mind, however, that compared to the High Quality
Training project the Win training here evaiuated entailed considerably
shorter courses and prepared trainees for employment in predominantly
female occupational fields.

Leonard Goodwin’s 1977 research review divides WIN studies conducted
up to that date by their coverage of "WIN I" years (pre-1972, when
classroom training was emphasized) and/or "WIN II" years (after the
reversal of the training emphasis). While acknowledging serious
methodological flaws in some of these early evaluations, Goodwin teases
from the cumulacive evidence 3ome signs of moderate efficacy for
classroom training.[19] On the whole, though, perso..l characteristics
differentiate the successful participaits much more thaa do the ~ore
salient program characteristics.

A year-longz folluw-up of 1970 female WIN enrollees showed higher
scores, on a weighted measure of par, duration and presence of jobs plus
independence frrr welfare, for those of all races who wera older or
healthier, wh: had over three years of prior work experience or who had
school-aged cuildren (whether or not they also had preschoolers). The
17. U.S. General Accounting Office, 1982, pp. 1%, 19-21.

18. Underwood, 1980, PP. 14-28; U.S. Nationa Commission for
Employment Policy 1981, p. 106

19. Good.sin, 1977, pp. 13-18.
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higher scorers among the black subjects of this study described their
income as sufficient for l1ife’s necessities, rented rather than lived
with relatives, or took clerical or sales rather than blue~ collar
services jobs. For whites but not blacks, better scores were associated
with having a high school or GED education and believing children were
old enough to care for themselves.[20] The present, high quality
training study also identified some of these factors.

A 1972 WIN I study by Bradley Schiller places participants’ sex,
race and age, along with the level of community support for WIN, among
the more significant predictors of success. It could credit no specific
trairing, placement or social-service program element with positive
impacts but did attribute these in part to smoother WIN-welfare
interagency relations. In a survey »f young (under 22) WIN participants
[21] in 1971-73, about one-third of female terminees left to take jobs,
while over a fourth were classed as dropouts. Male and female
respondents who had been 1in on-tae-job training were somewhat more
likely than those without OJT to be at work immediately afterwvard; this
proved to be a lasting effect, however, only for the group without full-
time prior work. Institutional vocational training, though lasting
longer than OJT, produced no remarkable effects for either sex. [22]

A final impact study of WIN I revealed no cause-effect relationship
between institutional training in public, private or MDTA schools and
pProgram completion rates for any sex or race group. Over a third of the
female participants in classroom and MDTA activity completed their
‘raining acceptably. Thirty per cent of all enrollees were judged as
vaving progressed from one broad skill-level category to another
(unski’led, semi-skilled, or skilled). "Successfully terminated”
females rtook jobs paying a third more than their pre-program wages;
while this gain was much better than that of womer who failed to
complete the WIN program but wh> d1d get jobs, it did not appreciably
reduce welfare dependency.[23]

20. Miles, Guy H. and Thompson, David L. 1972. Finzl Report on the
Characteristics of the AFDC Population that Affect Their Success in WIN.

(Minneapolis: North Star Research and Development Institute ) pp. 15-
31.

<ls Schiller, Bradley. 1972. Th~ Impact of Urban WIN Programs.
(Washington: Pacific Training and Technical Assistance Corp) Cited b/
GOOdwin, 19770 ppo 14-1 60

22, Richardson, Aan and Dunning, Bruce B. 1975. Youth in the WIN
Program: Report on a Survey of Client Backgrounds, Program Exgerience

and Subsequent Labor Force Participation. (Washington: Bureau of Social

Science Research) pp. 73, 97-100, 127-28.

?3. Auerbach & Associates, 1972, pp. 3-53, 3-62, 5-49, 5-5l.
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Studies of the WIN I and some MDTA institutional traiaing projects
report quite high completion rates--in the 65-85% range; and a large
majority of women, including dropouts, made positive assessments of the
MDTA classroom training. [24] Two WIN I-WIN IT comparison evaluaticns
hint that the former’s training emphasis was a pius factor: Schiller’s
1974 study finds more complete individual employability plans and higher
employment rates (although essentially equal wage rates) for WIN I
terninees; Hokenson et al. established that vocational-trainee WIN I
women (not men) were letter able to get and keep jobs and that WIN I
male and remale job-takers earned some $100 per month more than did
their WIN II counterpart'.. It is unclear to what extent these findings
might be masking creaming effacts or averaged-out inter-site
differences. [25]

Other evaluations credit WIN I or II vocational tral *f.; for he'lping
women to find employmeiai or to move int:0 jobs more des’ ‘able thin hose
they had held befcre they er..sred WIN. [26] One cost-ocaefit analysis,
taking externalities intc ~ictun, finds the net WIN II impact to be the
displacement by successful .erminees of other members of the working
por. Oaly those relatively few WIN II rparticipantz wnho had been
assigned to vocational training produ:ed a decrease of total AFLC costs.
(271

In . carefully conducted and comprehensive longitudinal WIN II
evaluation, Schiller, et. al. discovered that a sample of active WIN
participants at seventy-eight sites were no more Jikely than non-
parcicipant regisirants to achicve 1ill self-sufficiency. The earni-3s
gaius allow . an average cvoss—siie reduction in the welfare grants of
post-WIN wrmen by a tere $106 per yea more than the ch.uge in benefits
for women in the comparison group. For men, who lose entitlements

. D - > — - -

24, gordon, 1978 p. 4l.

25. Schillier, Bradley. 1974. The Pay-0ff to Job Search: The
Experience of WIN Terminees. (Washirgton: Pacific Training and
Technical Assistance Corp) Cited by Coodwin, 1977. pp. 16-17. ;
Hokenson, Earl, Reuther, Carol J. and FHenke, Susan R. 1976.
Incentives and Disincentives in  the Work  Incentive Program.
(Minneapolis: In erstudy) Cited by Goodwin, 1977. pp. 16-17.

0. omitd | Audrey, Fortune, Ann, and Reid, William. 1975. After WIN:
A Follow-Up Study of Participants 1in the Work Incentive Program.
{Chicago: \University of Chicago. School of Social Service
Administration) Cite. oy Goodwin, 1977, and

Wiseman, Michael. 1976. Chaq&; and Turnover in a Welfare Population.
(Berkeley: University of California, Departmﬁnt " of Economics) Cited by
Goodwin, 1977.

27. Ehrewverg, Ronal. G. and Hewlett, James G. 1975. The Impact of
the WIN 2 Program on Welfare Costs and Recipienr Rates. (Washington u.
S. Dep: ‘tment of ) 1bec, Office of Evaluation and Research) Cited by
Goodwin, 1977, p. '7
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faster as their earnings rise, the figure was $164. Participants’ total
income, i.e., earnings |.us grants, rose notably more among women,
whites and those with less recent prior work experience. These analysts
stress the great variability acrcss sites of services actually
delivered. 128]

Rein points to "abysmally low" post-WIN II wages, productive of
earnings sufficient to make only two-thirds of men and one-third of
women * .eligible for supplementary welfare grants.[29] Disaggregating
effects along a '"level of service" scale which ranks vocational
classroom training below subsidized emplcyment (including on-the-job
training ox public service employment) and above support services and
remedial classroom educaticn, Schiller, et. al. discovered that women
without recent work experience who received vocational training enjoyed
significantly ldarger pre- to post— program gains (some $800 per year
over those of the unassigned registrants). Women who started WIN with
more impressive resumes were much more likely to get jobs immediately
but did oot make substantial earnings gains unless WIN had offered them
a subsidi-ed employment component. This 18 in sharp contrast to the
finding that whatever their level of previous employment, no WIN men
made sig.aificant earnings gains urless they were assigned to a form of
suhsidized employment. The short-term gains per year for OJT:2SE
terminees averagad a quarter-year’s emplo: :ent for both sexes and soame
$1500 1in annualized earnings for women ($1200 for the more experienced
women; about $1900 for the average man). Black women gained somewhat
less than white women. [30]

The 0. w-up period of this study was most commonly nine
months.{31] Data shcwing the longe -term earnings impact of classroom
training would have becen useful in order to validate the -ssumption that
0JT consticutes the "highest-level" WIN service, especially in view of
the contradictory finding reported in CELTA evaluations with multi-year
follow-ups (see pp. 21-22). Schiller, et. al. do make a convincing
case that for most AFDC suugroups, WIN's offerings ~f only placement
services or remedial educatior are ineffective, and tnat the regu'ar WIN
version of classroom training 1is of insufficient quality or duration to
help those already relatively well prepared for the lavor market. Women
who actually participated were much mor: likely to receive child care
and transportation aid than was the comparison group, drawn from the
inactive pool of WIN registrants (over one-third of participants, six
percent of contrcls), but receipt of those support services also had no
clear heacing on eventual earnings gains even though WIN rarticipants

28. Schiller, Bradley, 1976. The Impact of WIN II: A ILocngitudinal

Evaluation of the Work Incentive Program. (Washington: U.3. Buplcyment

and Training Administration) pp. 3-6.
29. 1982, p. 8l.
30. Schiller, et. al., 1976, pp. 117-3l.

3i. Schiller, et. al., 1976, p. 46.




reported them as being very valuable. [32]

A General ‘ccounting Office analysis of FY 1980 WIN results credits
specific program components (clarsroom or on-the-job training, public
service jobs or intensive job search aid) with a statistically
lnsignificant impact. None of these o xperiences distinguished among
jobtakers, similar on crucial demographic variables, who attained self-
suffi~iency and who remained on the AFDC rolls. The personal
characteristics found to be associated with full self-sufficiency were
being married (and therefore presumably not totally dependent on income
derived from paid work), high-~school educated, younger than 25 and
having fewer than four children and 1less than a year of welfare
recipiency. Clients who left the welfare rolls did not differ by sex,
race or total household size. Program data combined with participants’
accounts 1indicate that WIN probably helped about half the jobtakers in
some way, although seventy per cent of employed registrants located jobs
on their own. This study did not measure differences in social services
delivery to 1inactive registrants 2rsus ones assigned to specific
training components (classroom or .n-the-job training, job clubs, work
experience .r public service employment, etc.) but does point to them as
a possible source of variation in outcomes.{33]

Other WIN studies find that program experiences other than
components assigmment have had a significant role in explairning program
outcomes. A three-city 1972-73 WIN investigation points to the need for
substantial child care <nd health care, among other auxiliary services.
A number of well-motivated clients failed to enter training, despite the
completion of training arrangements, or dropped out before finishing
their program because of child care or medical problems. Even in these
large cities--Chicago, Detroit, and Cleveland--formal child care centers
lacked sufficient flexibility in the hours they were open and the ages
and health status of children whom they would accept. [{34] Another
study 1identified several other program face*s as correlates of a
composite performance meastre: choice of institutional training for
certaln clients, intense job search training and structured searching
activity, individualized jnb development efforts, rich variety of social
services beyond chfld care, frequent contact between WIN social service
and employment staff, and various qualities of program management. [35]

32. Schiller, et. alo’ 1976- ppo 147-53‘
33. U.S. General accounting Office, 1982, pp. 16-29.
34. Smith, Audre and Herberg, Dorothy. 1972. Child Care in the Work

Incentive Pi- - -am. (Chicago: University of Chicago, School of Soc'al
Service Administration) Cited by Goodwin, 1977, pp. 20-21.

35. Mitchell, John J., Chadwin, Mark L. and Nightingale, Demetra S.
1980. Inpienenting Welfare Emplioyment Programs: An  Institutional
Aralys.c of the Work Incentive (WIN) Program. (R&D Monograph 78).
TWasniigton: U.S. Department of Labor) pp.375-76.
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WIN lessons: some basic issues and proposed remedies. The reasons
offered for the 1imited nature of WIN's impact may be grouped into three
types: 1inability to provide other than low-level jobs; placements in
Sex-stereotyped occupations which cluster in the secondary labor market;
and insufficient recognition of the special needs of many AFDC wonmen.
These problems are discussed in turn, with mention of some possible
remedies.

l. Inability to provide other than low-level jobs. Both Goodwin
and Gordon conclude thcrough reviews of WIN research with a clear
statement that regular WIN training and associated services have been
too limited, given the pervasive influence of local labor market
conditions, to raise the prospects for any sizeable participant
subgroups to support themselves above thc poverty level. [36] WIN has
only helped the poorer of the poor to approach the earnings potential or
the slightly less poor. Black women may be singled out as particular ;
vulnerable and therefore more apt to benefit from WIN. Gordon points to
the "internal paradoxes" whereby WIN has targeted a lion’s share of its
modest aid to the males and the more employable females for whom it 1is
least able to produce its modest results. [37]

The recent General Accounting Office study concludes that present
W.N services, tending more toward low-skill workfare experiences, are
best able to help the currently non-participant pool of registrants,
while oxtra resources such as those offered in some WIN demonstration
programs are necessary to make the whole investment wortuwhile for most
of the currently active participants.[38] Surveying scme recent WIN
demonstrations which r~phasize inmediate placement and job creation,
Schiller believes they neglect the needs of many clients for "gkills,
services and confidence to succeed" on their new jobs. He thus argues
for combining intensive labor-supply and labor-.smand strategies, so as
to allow more WIN participants to get and to keep well-paid positions.
[39]

In the opinion of many social scientists, the basic problem 1is the
existence of a dual labor market and WIN‘s d{iunability to place {its
clients 1in the more desirable primary segment: the occupational fields
dominating WIN traiuning and employment are in the secondary labor
market, characterized by iow wages, low job security, high turnover and
lack of fringe benefits. From this perspective it is argued that WIN
should aim for placements in the primary labor market, where even part-
tiwe labor force participation gives mothers of young children a real

36. JSoodwin, 1977; Gordon, 1973.
37. Gordon, 1978, pp. 79-81.
38, U. S. General Accounting Office, 1982, p. 18.

39. Schiller, Bradlay, 1981. "Welfare: Refcrming Our “xpectations."
Public Interest No. 62 (Winter). pp. 63-64.
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chance to earn an adequate {acome, [40] or more generaliy that WIN
should emphasize Intensive work experience and training programs to move
women out of secondary market cccupations. [41]

2. Placement in more desirable occupations. Beyond raising the
general skill-level of WIN training, some reformers advocate efforts to
prepare WIN women specifically for male~domsnated fields. They can cite
abundant evidence that occupational sex segregation in itself helps Lo
depress women’s wages, despite the fact that some of the sex
differential in earnings among full-time year-round workers is explained
by male advantages in education, skill level, seniority and constancy of
prior labor force attachment. However, comparison of the skills used in
typical male versus female occupations reveals differences in the kinds
of tasks performed but none in the degree of their difficulty.
Predominantly fem.le fields demand, on the average, cognitive skills and
schooling nearly equal to the requirements of male-dominated occupations
which pay a good deal more. [42] An analyst of General Social Survey
data for 1974~77 calculates that '"positional 1imequality,” that is,
differences in jobs rather than in the human capital of jobtakers,
accounts for at least one-eighth of the gender gap in earnings. [43]

WIN clients and counselors are sensitive to this issue, and over the
years a few WIN participants have been trained for predominantly male
occupations. However, this type of training was relatively infrequont,
partly because OJT 1is often the preferred training mode, [44] and
employers and co-workers have rejected the introduction of women to such
positions. [45) To some extent, this is merely another aspect of WIN's
failure to provide its clients with access to the pri ary labor market.
But even in the secondary labor market, male-dwminated occupations
generally pay higher wages than those which are predaninantly female and
most studies of employed WIN participants show a consistent earnings

40. AuClaire, Philip. 1979. '"The Mix of Work and Welfare among Long-
term AFDC Recipients." Social Service Review 53 (Dec.), pp. 399-600.

41. Swartz, B. Katherine. 1980. "Helping the Jobless: Thecries and
Practice." Wilson Quarterly 4 (no.l, Winter), pp. 144-145.

42. England, Paula, Chassie, Marilyr, and McCormack, Linda. 1982.
"skill Demands and Earnings in Pemale and Male Occupations.” GSociology
anu Social Research 66 (Jan.), pp. 163-64.

43. Roos, P. A, 1981. "Sex Stratification in the Workplace:
Male/Female Differences in Economic Returns to Occupations.,” Social
Science Research 10 (Sept.), pp. 196, 220.

44, Mixer, Madeline. 1982. [Quoted in news report]. Manpower and
Vocational Education Weekly, Dec. 2, r. 8; U.S. National Commission
Tfor Employment Policy, 1981, p. 94.

45. Hernandez, Ruth Robinson. 1980. A Woman’s Guide to
Apprenticeship. (Washington: U.S. Women’s Bureau) p.4.
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advantage for men. [46] It may well be that in many cases it 1is
unrealistic to expect that WIN or its female clients can overcome the
traditions and diccrimination patterns which are deeply embedded in many
iocal markets. Some observers “elieve that even 1if WIN were to
emphasize nontraditional, higher-skill training, the structure of the
labor market would present "the nltima.. obstacle" to placing mass
numbers of WIN women in good and laeiing jobs.[47] Hence Goodwin, 1like
Schiller, advocates complementing WIN training, particularly for female
heads of households, with decent-paying guaranteed jobs.[48]

3. Special needs of AFDC mothers. The basic WIN strategy of making
a job more financially rewarding than welfare for AFNC  recipients
disregards certain non-income-relataa incentives for limiting labor
force participation. Cultural norms encourage welfare women, like other
women and unlike men, to put their concerns for family relationships at
least on a par with their work-world interests. [49] Yet the extent to
which the multiple responsibilities of female WIN clients create
obstacles to full-time employmen? and self-support have not been faced
realistically by the program. Women who are household heads typically
enjoy less leisure, as well as lesc i1ncome, than do wives 1living with
their husbands. [50] Even for nonpoor, married pothars of young

children, working full~time may entail coasiderable opportunity costs
and role strain. [51]

Since WIN clients are usually household heads with one or more
children, they are especially dependent on child-care and other services
1f they are to work full-time. Chrissinger found that of the women in
her AFDC sample those with older children who could care for younger
ones were working significantly more.[52] In another study, even though
child care se 7ices were approved at the time of registration for two-
thirds of WIN participants in the sample, half of these women still had

46.  Camil Associates (Philadelphia). 1974. A Retrospective Case
Review of WIN-II Completed job Entries: Grant Reductions, Services and

Welfare Savings. (Washington: U.S. Department of Labor) tapies 4-9;

Rein, 1982, p. 8l; Schiller, 1J72, P. 36; Schiller, 1974, p. 43;
Underwood, 1980, pp. 14-28.

47. Zall and Betheil, 1979, p. 276.
48. Goodwin, 1977, pp. 35-37; Schiller, 1972; Schiller, 1974.

49. Klausner, Samuel 2. 1Y82. Policy Implications of the Camden WIN
Study. (Philadelphia: Center for Kesearch on the Acts of Man) pp. 1-9.

50. Danziger, Sheldon et al. 1980. Work and Welfare as Determinants
of Female Poverty aund Household Feadship. (Madisca: Uaiversity of
iﬁhconsin, Institute for Research on Poverty) Also published iu
Quarterly Journal of Economics 97 (August 1982), p. 29.

51. Thomson, Eiizabeth. 1980. "Th- Value of Enploywent to Mothers of
Young Children." Journal of Marriage and the Family 42 (no. 3,
.ugust) » PP. 552’ 562.

52. Chrissinger, 1980, o. 54.
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difficui.y 1n arranging transportation to WIN activitie:z and to
jobs.[53] Services to ffll such needs ar: frequently unavailable in
communities hard hit by recent budgetary cutbacks. Within a largely
wel fare-dependent sample of young women who had recently borne their
first child, Presser reports that those most able to return to school
were very likaly to ‘ive with relatives and to depend on family members
for free child care. She proposes that subsidized child care programs
include 1infants, in order to permit young mothers to re-enter school or
the labor force earlier. [54]

The loss of other benefits associated with the shift from welfare to
work status creates similar difficulties. In Chrissinger’s sample AFDC
families made frequent use of medical benefits (1.7 times per month) and
felt that quite substantial earnings would be required if women are to
forego the security of the welfare package.[55] Goodwin proposes
lowering the risks associated with mothers’ 2antry into the labor market
by expanding the support system, including health services and child
care, and extending 1t to full-time job holders.[56] Although rather
more inclined to turn to private sector resources, Rein too highlights
WIN mothers’ needs for stabler jobs paying better than the minimum wage
plus assured heclth care and after-school child care. She figures that
siuch provision alone would eliminate the more employable quarter to
tliird of the AFDC caseload, while other employable segments ~f the AFDC
population require skill training or full-time child care aid.[57]

CETA

—————

CETA charact_ristics: clients and components. Besides WIN the
single largest federal vocational training program serving low-income
women has been CETA. Most female and many male clients under the CETA
titles serving the structurally unemployed may be considered to be at
1isk of welfare dependency. One~third of female enrollees in the FY
1978 CETA adult-oriented programs did then recefive puvblic assistarce,
mainly AFDC; the same proportion of all new adult CETA participante is

ported for FY 1980, Welfare recipients were slightiy overrepresented

53. Underwood, 1980, pp. 41-42.

54. Presser, Harriett B. 1980. '"Sally’s Corner: Coping with Unmarried
Motherhood." Journal of Social Issues 36 (no. 1, 1930), pp. 119, 127.

55. Chrissinger, 1980, p. 5%,
5e. woodwin, :977, p. 36.

57. Rein, 19562, pp. 152-153.
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among CETA’s classroom trainees. [58] In the first half of FY 1982 this
overlap of WIN and CETA. clientele comprised gome nine per cent of
enrollees in WIN employment or training components.[59] Thus studies of
CETA interest us here not only because that program is much Like WIN; it
has been a sizeable part of WIN. Presumably those of its registrants
whom WIN assigned to CETA shared the relative labor-market advantages of
active WIN participants in general. Comparing the entire 1979 or 1980
adult enrollments of WIN and CETA, one finds roughly similar proportions
who are minority group members (around one-half), who lack a high school
education (around forty per cent), and whose age 13 over forty-four
years (around fifteen per cent). A major difference, apart from but
certainly not unrelated to the welfare- dependency rates, is gender.
Although the late-1970’s growth in CETA enrollment was more female than
male, women 1in FY 1980 made up about fifty-five per cent of new adult
CETA enrollees and seventy-five per cent of WIN registrants. [60]

Like WIN goals, those of both CETA and the earlier categorical
programs authorired by the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA)
have been quite modest: to prepare clients for or place them in entry-
level jobs in relatively low-skill, high turnover occupations. In both
prorrams, a fe~ such fields have dominated training curri:ula, among
them the female-dominant areas of clerical work, health care, and food
service occupations. Also as in WIN, the strategy shifted from emphasis
on classroom training, for which two-thirds of MDTA funds were spent, to
& greater reliance by CETA on more dirvectly job-oriented activities.

From 1975-1980, however, CETA outlays for classroom training rose
steadily from one-third to over half of all Title I/IIBC funds, while
on-the-job training expenses remained near ten per cent of the total.
[61] Since their beginning, however, the federal efforts have sought to
contain per capita costs and therefore have offered only brief pe {ods
of training. Tnder CETA, the average classroom course lasted 5.5
months, although trairing duration is one among many qualities that

58. U.S. Employment and Training Administration. Office of Program
Evzlvatior. 1980. Females Enrolled in Decentrziised CETA Programs.
Inputlishe! report prepared for U.S. Department of Labor. 1982, p. 14;

U.S. Congressional Budget Office and U.S. Nitional Commission for

Employment Policy. 1982. CETA Training pPrograms: Do They Work for
Adults? Washington. pp. 4-6.

59.

U.S. Work Incentive Program. ESARS National Report, 3/31/82, table
32.

A0. For W.': Employment and Training Report of the President, 1981, p.
42; U.S. Vork Tncentive Program. 1980. WIN: 10th Ann -al Report to the
Congress [FY 1979]. Washington. p. 27.

For CETA: U.S. Congressional Budget Office and National Commission for
Employment Policy, 1982, p. 6; U.S. Employment and Training
Administration. Office of Program Evaluation, 1980, pp. 3-4.

6l. Leviten, Sar and Mangum, Garth. 1981. "Summary of Findings and
lecommendations.” In The T in CETA: Local and Nationai Perspectives.
(Kalamazoo, MI: Upjohn) pp. E&-12.
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varied considerably across project sites.[52] Adult work experience and
OJT also averaged about 20 weeks.[63]

Several aspects of CETA administration and performance assessment
lower staff incentives to seek long-run benefits over quick, cheap jcb
entries; for instance, the cost-per-placement basis of evaliation
discourages speniing for support services and the extra counseling and
public-relations efforts necessary to place large numbers of women in
male-dominated and ocher more desirable fields. [64] In allocating FY
1978 classroom training slots, CETA staff assigned some two-thi~ds of
each sex to the general occupational fields that participants desired.
Such assigmment was, however, rather more common for the clerical and
services training aspirants than for those who wanted
professional/technical/managerial training.[65]

CET# impacts: what for whom?. Backed by the sophisticated
Continucis Longitudinal Manpower Survey, evaluations of the regular
adult CETA projects show somewhat posit.ve overall effects on earnings.
Variations of impact among program components and client subgroups,
however, are less clear and more striking than the global CETA effects.
Compiling results from some twenty less rigorour evaluations of pre-CETA
categorical federal training programs, Taggart displays a consensus that
classroom training raised earnings of women by some $300-$600 per year
and on-the-job training, somewhat more. The same studies disagree
widely as to the tcaining impacts on males’ incomes. [66] The first
sets of two-year follow-up data on CETA cohorts suggest that classroom
training has a slower but surer earnings impact than does OJT. While
0OJT outpaced all other components for most subgroups (e.g. sex, race,
age, etc.) 1in the first post-program year, the average gain from 0JT
faded in the second year, more sharply for those whose pre-program
earnings had been lowest. Classroom trainees’ smaller initial gains
increased in the second year, quite substantially for women as a group.
For previous lower earners, however, this impact declined in the second
year., For females and higher previous earners, among others, classrcom
training showed less impact than did pul.ic service empioyment (PSE).
White women, in fact, seem to have 3ained more from PSE thau from any

62. Levitan and Mangum, 1981, pp. 44, 19-21.

63. U.S. Congressional Budget Office-~National Commission fo:- Employment
Policy, 1982, p. xvi.

64. U.S. National Commiseion for Employme %1licy, 1981, pp. 111-117.

65. U.S. Employment and Training Administration. Office of Program
Evaluation, 1980, tables B18 and B38.

66. Taggart, Robert. 198la. A Fisherman’s Guide: An Assessment of
Training and Remediation Strategies. (Kalamszoo, MI: Upjohn) pp. 54-=
55. T -

67. Taggart, 198la., pp. 76-78; Taggart, Robert. 198l1t. "A Review of
TETA Training." In The T 1in CETA: Local and Nationsl Perspectives.
Fdited by Sar Levitan and Garth Mangum. (Xalamazoo, MI: Upjohn) pp.
99-100.
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other component. [67]

Another analysis of C(CIMS data regards the CETA program from a
different perspective and presents rather different conclusions about
its 1impacts. Limiting its scope to the comprehensive training programs
of Title II-B and -C (disregarding PSE) and adding some third post-year
follow-up data, this study reports roughly equal gains in earnings, some
$1000 per year over controls’, for CETA women in the three major
training components (classroom, on-job and "work expe:ience"), for which
costs and average duration were similar. [68]

Despite some recent progress in meeting its legal mandate to reverse
the sex-segmented occupational distribution pattern, CETA in 1978 placed
sixty-two per cent of its adult women terminees in jobs its regulations
define as female-tr-'itional, but only twelve per cent in dominantly
male fields. [69] Participants’ aspirations, coupled witn 1lack of
counselling, can account only in part for the slow pace of change. From
1976 to 1978 the percentage of adult CETA women desiring a male-
traditional or mixed-gunder job rose substantially, from thirty-one .o
forty-five percent, but the proportion of this group whom CETA, PSE, or
AWE placed in female-traditional jobs rose from thirty-three to forty-
five percent.[70]

CETA lessons . Further analyses of the CIMS data base suggest that
the reason women-- unlike men~~benefitted substantial'v  from
participation 1in CETA is really program-independent: participanc women
had earned consistently less than fema.e controls for many years before
CETA enrollment, while men’s pre-CETA earnings were depressed only in
the immediate prior yecr. As did some WIN evaluat-rs, one CIMS analyst
argued that the program worked much better for less-erperienced workers
because they have a greater margin for increasing their hours of
employment, but that it fails the more experienced chronic low earners
because it prepares no one for really well-paying jobs. Thus the women
who imprcved their earnings mcre than did the men still wound up with
wage rates lower than the men”s.[71] The more optimistic CETA analysts
also point out that even after two yezars, rises in working hours rather
than wages accounted for three-quarters of classroom trainees’ earnings
improvements and for four-fifths of those of on-the-job :rainees. [72]

68. U.S. Congressional Budget Office-National Commission for Emplovment
Policy, 1982, pp. xvii-xxii.

69. 3erryman, Sue and Chow, Winston. 1981. "CETA: Is It Equitable for
Women?"  (Unpublished). Cited by U.S. National Commission for
Employment Policy, 1Increasing the Earnings of Disadvantaged Women.
Washington, pp. 94-95.

70. U.S. National Commisaion for Employment Policy, 1981, pp. 98-101.

71. U.S. Congressional Budget Office-National Commission for Employment
Pclicy, 1982, op. xvii-xxii, 7.

72. Taggart, 198la, pp. 83-87; 1981b, p. 100.
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Another way to judge how CETA worked is to consider where its impact
on upward mobility fell. In the first place, about a third of classroom
and of on-the-~job frainees were assigned to study fields of the same
broad classes in which they had already held jobs; thus their scope for
advancement was quite limited, given the general low-skill level of CETA
training. Ac the end, only about one-half of =ach group of trainees
obtained jobs in occupations correspondiing to their training fields.
The trainirg-velated placement rates tended to vary with statue of
occupation. Among classroom trainees, for example, it was well above
average for female clerical fields and below average for professional
and nonconstrnction crafts; on-the-job trainees in the middle-statre
fields were 1likeliest to obtain matching jobs. Om the whole, upward
mobility was enjoyed mainly, and then but modestly, by those who started
lowest, namely laborers and service workers.[73] Many CETA participant-
evidently attained either few new skills or ones in litzle demand. Thu .
it is easier to understand why their wage rates on average rose little.

A brief follow-up survey of Boston’s 1975-76 CETA trainees and a
comparison group of applicants presents some supplementary evidence of
labor-market interaction with CETA training. In this study, job
retenti~n was strongly associated with field of training and the
training-relatedness of jobs taken. Hourly wages after some months also
varied widely by training field, although the simple training
experieuce, across occupational fields, affected wages much 1less
strongly than it did job retention. Two of the higher-wage types of
training-- health care and food preparation--were in female-dominant
fields. Nevertheless, women with equal amounts of training were still
earning substantially less than men, even when one accounts for the
differential effects of occupational field on wages. [74]

A focus on intra-program differences by mode of training may, then,
be less illuminating than looking at variations in field of training,
or, more precisely, at the 1latter’s match with local labor needs.
Possibly OJT ranks high on immediate placement rate criteria because it
is more feasibly used for higher-demand than for lower-demand fields, or
because it naturally tends to place trainees in matching occupations.
Clearly its impact on wages is enhanced by its more frequent utilization
for male-dominated, blue-collar work. An analyst of MDTA institutional
versus on-jcb training modes finds comparability hampered by differences
in types of people assigned to them as well as in kinds of occupations
for which they are wused.[75] C(lassroom training may lack thase
structural advantages of OJT without being essenticlly a less effective
mode of vocational education.

73. Taggart !98la, pp. 97-100; 1981t, pp. 104--105. Unfortunately, a
very row responsSe ratz mars this survey’s data.

74. Sawhney, Pawan K., Jantzen, kobert H. and Herranstadt, Irwin L.
1982. "The Different’al Impact of CETA Training." Industrial and Labor

Relations Review 35 (Jan.), pp. 243-25l.

75. Gordon, 1978, p. 45
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Assembly of other evidence shows that duration of training also
matters. CFTA women who participated in work experience and classroom
training for about six munths later earned some $300-8400 more per year
than did those who left after three months; for on-the-job trainees, the
difference between the shorter and longer periods was double that
amount.[76] Taggart figures that classroom trainees who train as long as
nine months gain six times more than those who train for only threc to
five months. [77] Explanations for the apparent value of longer-term
training are mixed: they incluse sorting, that 1s, self- or staff-
selection of the persevering and the capable; program completion,
separable from length, which often provides new credentials; extra time
for staff placement efforts; as well, of course, as some degree of
additional gkill attainment.

The more cautious CETA analysts doubt that the routine type and
length of CETA training results in meaningful .kill improvement, given
its encry-level job goal and t'.eir finding that CETA classro m and OJT
activities are not superior to the work experience component. Yet they
hold cut the possibility that "more extensive tra’ning that focused on
highe level skills" might be productive and liave a greater earnings
impact for men and women alike who begin with relatively good work
histories and skills.[78] Similarly, Taggart suggests that the qualified
successes of CETA classroom training, as implemented, have relied
heavily on sorting the abler and finding them jobs, but that CETA has
underused 1its potential for credentialling ané developing skills.[7v]

Intensive Training Projects

This last section briefly reviews several demonstration training
projects, much smaller than WIN and CETA, that have been sponsored by
the Federal governmeat since the early 1970’s. Their common feature of
interest here is high intensity of effort per client, a point of
contrast with the regular WIN and CETA program and of similarity to the
Chicago-Columbus WIN experiment. Because each of these programs was
able in some way to stretch the usual limits of federal employment and
training efforts, they meet the typical criticisms of high-cost *raining
programs and test the -ommon proposition that a larger investment in
work skill development would reap substantial rewards for clients and
for suclety.

76. U.S. Congressional Budget Office-National Commission for Employment
Policy, 198z, pp. 27-29.

77. Tagg :, 1981", pp. 102-060

78. U.S. Congressional Budget Office-National Commission for Enployment
Policy, 1982, pp. 29, 37.

79. Taggart, 1981b, pp. 115-117.




Vouchers for Training.

Several routine federal training projects have allowed somea
participants to use government vouchers for paynent at institutions and
for courses of their own choice. A secondary study of four such
programs [30] reports participation rates of one-fifth up to one-third
of eligibles, when stipends are included, with greatest interest shown
by the younger, female, better educated and initially more skilled
segments of eligible populations. One project’s voluntary counselling
service was underused: most participants preferred informal bases for
choosing a course of study. Many clients opted for longer, more
ambitious, and therefore more expensive training in occupations not
traditionally covered in programs for the disadvanraged. While average
outcomes in employment and eainings for these sets of voucherad trainees
proved no different from success rates of regular trainee counterparts,
the null net effect masks outstanding gains for a few with superior
initial education and experience. [81]

One of the vouchered training programs, a subset of the
Seattle/Denver Income-Maintenance Experiments (SIME/DIME), elicited
particularly strong interest on the part of low-income female household
heads in high-level training. For three or five years, starting in the
early 1970's, SIME/DIME offered adult members of low-income families
either a half or full subsidy of the direct costs of schooling related
to occupational goals clients had formaily set for themselves during
vocational counseling sessions at local community colleges. Avaiiable
without the subsidy to a control group, the nondirective counseling left
clients free to wundertake training for higher- skill fields than
comparably disadvantaged populations ure conventionally advised to
enter.[82] Upward mobility proved 1indeed to be the aim of the large
majority of eligibles who made plans for occupational training. Over
forty per cent of these iatended to prepare for professional careers,
though only seven per cent had held a piofessional job before contact
with the SIME/DIME counselors. Greater proportions also sought
managerial and crafts work than had previously been so employed, while
fewer planned for training in clerical, operative and services fields
than had earlier worked in these areas. About half the participants
planned to take college coursework, mainly in AA or BA degree programs.
[83] Among the subsidy-eligible, single mothers proved more willing than

80. The Seattle-Denver Income Maintenance Experiment, The Portland Win
Voucher Demonstration, The Portland WIN Demonstration, and The Dayton
Wage Voucher Experiment.

81. Sharp, Laure, 1982. Vouchering Manpower Services: Past
Experiences and their Implications for Future Programs. (Washington:
Bureau of Social Science Research’ pp. 4-6, 94-101.

82, Sharp, 1982, pp. 13-17.

83. Hall, Arden. 1980. "Education and Training.” In A Guaranteed
Annual Tncome: Evidence from a Social Experiment. (New York: Academic

Press) pp. 273-74.
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husbands or wives to use :he vouchers. Over one-third of female heads
received fifty per cenc subsidies and forty-seven per cent, full
subsidies; about one~fifth and one-third, respectively, of husbands and
of wives availed themselves of the vouchered training opportunity. It
would 3zeem that the greater economic vulnerability of female heads of
househoid prompted their higher level of aspiration for c¢mployability
development.

SIME/DIME analysts compared experimental and contrcl group members
on the extent of schooling taken through the whole period of voucher
eligibility. Single female heads over age 30 were the only group of
haif-subsidy-eligibles who significantly exceeded the level of school
enrollment among their control group counterparts; they also showed the
greatest training increase among full-subsidy eligibles, although some
impact of one hundred percent voucher coverage was also evident for
husbands, wives and younger female heads.[84] As for eventual earnings
outcomes of vouchered recipients, no consistent pattern of gains over
the control grouo had appearad by year six of the experiment, that is,
during three post-training years for three-year eligibles and one post-
training year for five-year rec!pients. Those follow-up periods may
have been too short to erase the effects of trainees’ foregone labor
market experience, but it is also possible that many trainees’ ambitions
were ill-suited to their own capacities or to the local labor
market. [85]

Supported Work.

In contrast to self-selection by the "cream" into the vouchered
training programs, the five-year supported work demonstration targeted
its brand of intunsive training to "bottom of the barrel” clients,
including a group of female long-term AFDC recipients of whom most were
black or Hispanic and lacked high schosl education and recent work
history. Although their preparation was mainly for low-skill jobs in
diverse occupations it was of notably higher quality than most usual WIN
and CETA activity. Training lasted an average ot 9.5 u 2ths and up to
eighteen months, it involved close on-job supervision with gradually
rieing standards of performance, and it provided substantially more
child care service. [86] While local CFTA sites have been fanlted for
not coordinating the services of various delivery agents or
appropriately sequencing enrollees through them, [87] supported work
planned for certain portions of paid time to be used for pre-desigsad,

84. Sharp, 1982, pp. 20-23.
85. Sharp, 1982, pp. 28-33.
86. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. 1980. Summary and

Findings of the National Supported Wovk Demonstration. New York:
Ballinger) pp. 6,73, 150-151.

87. Levitan & Mangum 1981, pp. 47-48.

88. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 1980, p. 24
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work-related ancillary services, incluling placement efforts.[88]

Mere than a year after leaving the program, the supported work
exrerimental group sustained soclid advances over a control group, which
included many WIN and CETA enrollees: higher <mployment rates, a third
more hours worked, fifty percent higher earnings, ages of 12 to 38
cents more per hour, and significant reduction or elimination of welfare
dependency. The longer-term effects were particularly large for the
most disadvantaged of even this group.[89]

Skill Training Improvement Project (STIP).

At one hundred forty-odd special CETA sites in the first phase of
the STIP demonstration, a varied set of more concentrated training
components were introduced, intended to move clients out of the low-
skill, low-paid sector of the economy. Although required to have low
incomes, enrollees nevertheless were very much the '"cream," with more
labor-market advantages than the typical Title I CETA client. STIP
enrolled a higher proportion of males (nearly two-thirds); this is
attributed tco client self-selection into the preponderantly male trades
in wany STIP curricula. Training providers had the right to make final
choices among applicants and frequently raquired a high school education
or a passing score on standard antitude tests. Thus e:shty-five percent
of STIP participants wera high school graduates, in contrast to fifty-
six percent of regular CETA clients. More STIP clients fell into the
prime working-age bracket (22-44 years old); however, larger percentages
were also non-white and '"economically disadvantaged," rather than
qualifying on the basis of long-term unemployment. [90]

Across STIP sites the most constant feature was thorough involvement
of private-sector representatives. They helped choose occupations in
high 1local demand, reviewed curricula, often screened applicants and
selected instructors. At a majority of sites private firms,
assoclations and schools delivered the <classroom training. Looking
closely at local market needs, a majority of projects offered only one
to three fields, but a sizeable number included over a dozen. Among the
more common occupations were machinists, welders, mechanics, data
processors, human services workers, and high-level secretaries. Female
participants were by and large assigned to data processing and
secretarial training rather than to predominantly male fields. Plans
called for about half the STIP I projects to give only classroom
instruction, often quite difficult, in high-skill ffelds; the rest would
add a period of subsidized on-job training after similar coursework.
Scme sites in each group limited clients’ total training periods to one
year, while others allowed up to eighteen months. As it worked out,
many trainees finished in 1less time than anticipated--partly because
open entry/open exit systems proved expeditious, but especially because

89. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 1980, pp 73-75.

90. Abt Associates, 1979b. STIP I: CETA and the Private Sector;
Implementation Experiences of Selected Projects. Cambridge, MA. pp.
20, 44-49. _
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many participating employers preferred to hire trainees in such high
demand fields at the end of the classroom phase rather than to implenent
on-the-job training.[91]

The summary of outcomes across STIP sites does not, unfortunately,
disaggregate data by sex of participant. Dropout rates varied widely
among projects, from fourteen to fifty-five percent at points before
project completion; on the whole, STIP I retention was deemed comparable
to that of regular CETA. Given their advantages before entry into the
program and the high trainee investment, STIP I graduates were expected
to achieve higher placement rates and entry wages. Early post-program
data confirmed these expectations. STIP quickly placed nearly twenty
percent more of its terminees than did Title I {64% versus 45%), and in
jobs with average hourly wages forty percent higher. Though they have
not yet precisely assessed the effects of more carefully selecting
trainees and occupations, the primary evaluators of STIP I believe that
the impact of other program features was geparable and substantial.
Private sector input, in particular, 1s credited for raising the
reputation, as well as the {intrinsic quality, of STIP training.
Placement efforts focused the attention of many parties on 1{individual
trainees and produced prior tentative hiring commitments from employers
who generally made good on their promiges. Perhaps the most surprising
among the STIP I effects {s the willingness of employers to pass up
subsidies for on-the-job training. [92]

Training women for nontraditional jobs.

CFTA’s Title IITA authorized its national office to administer
projects targeted to women or to several predominantly female groups,
anong others. This Natjional Program for Selected Population Segments
(NPSPS) as of FY 1980 had funded no projects for single parents or
public assistance recipients, [93] designated target groups whose
experience one would have especially wished to compare to that of the
WIN clients in Columbus and Chicago. NPSPS did make twenty-six grants
for women’s projects, most of which resemble the WIN experiment in
offering some mode of skill training in nontraditionally female fields.
Many were fairly high-skilled trades-- maintenance and repair of air
conditioners, home appliances, computers; auto and insurance sales;
wastewater treatment; truck driving; welding; and small business
proprietorship. Many NPSPS women’s projects provided a wide range of
auxiliary services, including such innovative fomms of aid as physical
fitness classes, remedial math, assertiveness training and 1loans for
repairing cars that clients needed to get to OJT placements. In a
survey of Title III enrollees and Title I comparison group members,
respondents of both grcups reported receipt of much counseling, resume
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assistance and job develoovment. [94] 1t is difficult exactly to compare
these women’s training project participants with WIN and regular CETA
enrollees, since the NPSPS survey report mingles a description of them
with one of participants in projects for other population segments. The
women dii1 have somewhat more education and higher prior wages than Title
I women but had still been concentrated in near minimum wage jots.{95]

Assessments of these programs to ~: ‘e are clearer about their
processes than about their long-runm . market effects. More than
Title I respondents, the surveyed NPSPS wo . felt they had learned how
ts prepare for the job marlet; in each group, about two-thirds of those
who had expected to get substantive skill training beiieved they
"learned a great deal" about a specific field.[96] The survey findings
about the differences between the Title I and the NPSPS program impacts
on female wages are rather indefinite; it seems that the traditionally
male training allowed more NPSPS women to get relatively higher-paying
work (over $4 per hour, circa 1978), but that comparably large
proportions of each group moved from very low (below $2.50 per hour) t9
middling-wage jobs. [97] Another, more anecdotal account of CETA model
projects for women claims that nontraditional occupational preparation
has proven feasible at several stages, namely recruitment, retantion,
job development and job placement. [98]

Sumnary

Surveying the record of federal vocational training for
disadvantaged women, one finds some measure of hope that results can be
achieved with careful targeting. WIN and CETA training has allowed
several groups of women, particularly those with the least prior
employment history, to move to somewhat higher-skilled and better-paid
jobs. Those who entered the regular programs with a fair amount of
entry-level work experience profited very little--not a surprising
outcome, 1in view of the brief and elementary nature of typical WIN and
CETA training. The emall number of women given opportunity to trdin in
longer, more difficult, and/or more male-dominant fields seem, on the
whole, more eager and able to join the primary labor force, although the
data are neither consistent nor complete. There is abundant evidence of
high aspirations on the part of large segments of AFDC women. It 1is
also clear, however, that to expand their earnings ability many welfare
nothers need help to surmount obstacles other than 1lack of high-level
skills.

94. Abt Associates. 1979a. New Approaches to CETA Training: an
Overview of the Title III National Program for Selected Population
Segments, pp.44-47, 63-66.

95. Abt Associates, 1979a, pp. 58, 70.
96, Abt Associates 1979a, pp. 61-63, 66.
97. Abt Associates, 1979b, pp. 69-70

98. U.S. National Commission for Employment Policy, 1981, pp. 11&-23.
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None of the programs here discussed has fully tested the potentlial
of training under optimal conditions. One or more aspec:ts of each
appears helpful, 1f not crucial, but no program has combined them all.
This research review will therefore conclude with a summary of evidence
on these promising features: skill level and duration of traiaing; field
of training; mode of training; auxiliary program elements; and the
importance of local elements.

Skill level and duration of training. To develop new skills and
welfare independence, most AFDC recipients need higher-than-entry level
skill training for longer periods than half a year. Failure to offer
this level of training explains why WIN and CETA affected post-training
wage rates and extent of relfare dependency so much less than hours
worked. The provision of appreciably 1longer and/or more difficult
training courses accounts in part for the successes of many supported
work and STIP clients and of a few voucher users. Longer participation
alone helped certain WIN youth and CETA women. How duration affects
later earnings 1s unclear; longer stays may signify more skill
attainment, higher passing credentials thresholds, or c.~ply more
exposure tc any or all program features.

Field of training. Selection of the occupations for which female
trainees prepare, irrespective of gkill levels, matters a great deal for
two basic and obvious reasons: traditional "men’s jobs" usually pay
higher wages, all things being equal, than female-segregated ones, and
local laber market needs vary widely across occupations. Many female
participants in CETA’s Title I/II BC and in its NPSPS projects aspired
to gender-neutral or predominantly male jobs; the moderately greater
earnings impact of these projects must be partly attributed to their
training of women in fields that fit these aspirations. Those regular
CETA graduates in Boston who ended up in trzining-related or high-demand
fields kept their jobs longer. STIP participants, so placed by design,
enjoyed better than the usual CETA placement rates and entry wages.

To the extent that existing laws banning sex discrimination 1in
hiring and payment practices are being enforced, the sex segregation
Prvvlem may have abated somewhat; should equal pay for comparably
skilled work become the rule, it would shrink much further. The problem
of variant labor market demands, on the other hand, looms ever larger as
many blue-collar, male-dominated industries 1lose grcund to new
technology or move to new geographic regions. Most crucial for future
trainees is the acquisition of high-level skills in high-demand fields,
regardless of gender dominance.

Mode of training. To devermine the relative merits of classroom
study, “on-the-job training, and subsidized work as teaching modes,
becomes more difficult the longer one surveys the evidence. In general,
classroom training geems more productive for women than for men; this
was shown in the MDTA and WIN I prcgrams. Subsidized work training was
most useful for all but the least adventaged women in WIN II. Women in
CETA who had trained in clzssrooms rather than on jobs enjoyed roughly
equal, but more lasting, earuings gains. PSE was as good or better than
classroom training for women, in general, and for higher prior earners.
Mode of training as reflected by CETA component seems to make little
difference for either sex, if one disregards PSE and 1looks for solid
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long-run effects. The analyst’s problem is that program components have
usually been associated with differing levels of placement efforts and
fields of training. STIP led to the discovery that OJT, per se, was not
so critical an element as had been believed, once prior arrangements
with employers had been made and men and women had attained high-demand
skills in classrooms. Supported work, on the other hand appears to have
used OJT to good advantage for an ill-prepared segment of the labor
force. The only safe general judgment about teaching mode is that it
should probably be appropriate to the field and the client’s initial
abilities.

Auxiliary program elements. Remedial education, placement aid and
sundry "'supportive services" have seemed on the whole to be necessary
thorgh not sufficient causes of success for welfare recipients in skill
training activities. To participate in training, as well as eventually
take full-time jobs, WIN women often need provisions for child care,
firancial emergencies, transportation, and health care. Well-
coordinated relations between the WIN and social services staffs are
mentioned as a hallmark of the best-managed projects. Intense, pre-
planned, and varied extras characterize these WIN sites, as well as the
successful supported work and many NPSPS projects. Job development and
job-search aid are common program features generally believed effective;
the more recent WIN record suggests that they don’t, of themselves,
promote long-run earnings gains. To some extent O0JT and PSE owe their
efficacy to direct placement aid; and virtually guaranteed jobs, as a
corollary to training, have been recommended for WIN women and tried
with early success for STIP participants.

The importance of local settings. Differences in local labor market
conditions are sometimes cited as explanation of differing euploymert
outcomes. For severai programs--WIN I, WIN II, CETA, voucher
experiments, STIP and NPSPS--evaluators are fairly sure that some
important local variations in mix, intensity or quality of - services
exist; rhey are generally not yet sure about the nature of these
differences or the size of their impact.

The related literature bodes well for the success of a program
designed, a: was the Chicago-Columbus demoustration, to give well
qualified welfare mothers 1long-run, high-skill training in a ‘ield
heretofore open mainly to men, provided that the field was well-chosen
for the 1local economy, the support services and placement effort
adequate, and the overall program well-managed. At the same time, there
is enough evidence from earlier training efforts to suggest that success
be defined in modest teru.: none of the programs examiued here resul ted
in welfare independence for the majority of participants. Successful
outcomes for some fractfon of a welfare population is the realistic
yardstick by which new programs should be judged.
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