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FOREWORD

Education and training in America are changing. All aspacts
of vhat were once considered matters of course:ars:increasingly
under scrutiny. In order to be sustained:in the .future, institu-
tional structures must transtora to meet changing needs. ‘This is
especially true in the area of training the workforce of -the ist
century. Clearly, these challenges must bs addressed and the
needs of the entire population met if the nation is to retain its
standing in &n increasingly competitive world..

Work-based training in America is an area of great promise.
Founded as it is on the apprenticeship model of the past, we now
bave an opportunity to adapt this approach which has served us
vell towsrd the workplace:of-the-future.-:Yet;-as-appealing-as-
this may be, there are obstacles -and barriers .which must be over-
come. In a sense, the way in which we deal with the opportunity
work-based training offers us is symbolic-of how we will deal with
the challenges that new emerging technologies, an increasingly
international marketplace, and ocur goals with respect to social
equality will be addressed. Indeed, they are linked together.

Oour opportunities are limitleas if we have the courage to pursue
them. There are good, sound reasons to turn away from the
challenges. Progress will upset the established order, it will
require changes in our behavior, and it may invelve some degree of
personal and social risk. Yet, to succumb.to-these barriers is to
let the opportunity pass. In smo doing, we invite a catastrophe
far wvorse than than the problems the obstacles posed.

This study of the credentialing process of work-based train-
ing performs several functions. First, it outlines some of the
opportunities and problems ahead, should the U.S. Department of
Labor continue its forward-looking approach to the expansion of
apprenticeship style ¢raining. Frurther, it collects new data
vhich show the scope and response of those involved at all levels
of the apprenticeship system to the putential of work-kased train-
ing in the future. Finally, it reports the recommendations of

these groups in terms of how the apprenticeship systems can be
improved.

However, this report goes farther. In response to discus-
sions with persons in the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training,
U.8. Department of Labor; theparameters-of-this—study-was-changed
in mid=-course to heatter reflect the changing needs and new think-
ing developing in that unit as a result of their "Apprenticeship
2000" geries of studies, of which the Center of Education and
Training for Employment vas privileged to participate. Conse-
quently, the Center in its desire to serve the Department and the
nation, undertook a broader responsibility. This, of course, took
nore time, but we are confident that this report will provide

practical suggestions to support the Bureau in its very signifi-
cant work.
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CREDENTIALIFG THE “"NEW NMODEL® OF APPRENTICRSHIP TRAINING:
- OVERCOMING THE PARADOX OF IMPLENENTATION

Executive Summary

The Employmant and Training Adliniltrqtion of the United
States Department of Labor has for a number of years been exam-
ining and, at times, aggressively promoting the notion of an
"expansion" of the apprenticeship training system. This study
proposes to support the Department in 1tg ottért- through several
means. First, it éravidoi some information as to‘fh;'iiig;finco
of the accreditation issue in the dovolopl;;t of a "new model"™ of
the apprenticeship system. Beyond that, it will attempt to assist
the Department to enhance its strategy in overcoming the barriers
the new model presents. Ultimately, it proposes that the Depart-
ment bte prepared to act aggressively in gaining enpropriate ro;

sources and support for significant movement in this area.

The Recent: Literature In Accreditation and cCredentialing

The literatuse clearly shows the need for attention to the
area of establishing credentials to reflect the quality or train-
ing experierces, particularly in the work-based format because of
its inherent variability of content. In addition, it shows that
accreditation and credentialing work across the board. Given this
framevork, data wvere ééth;rod not onl& about the éréﬁlci, bﬁf Qiso
in terms of potential solutions for the Department's consider-

ation.




Data Collection

In an effort to obtain more rocont 1u£orlation about burriers
and opportunities in the area of ontabliohinq u crodcntinling
process in ix ¥ and emerging occupneions than 1. generally avail-
able, two types of data collection ottortl were undertaken in this
study. The first was a formal survey ot ropxaocntaetvon of the
various ~onstituencies intcrestnd 1n or relatsd to the anptnntican
ship system. A second type of data collcctod 1nvolvod intorlal
discussions with 10 opinion lsaders in the alployn.nt and txaining
area. They are later integrated in a summary locticn to define
the reaction of the various appr=nticeship communities to the
prospects for a national work-based training initiative.

gurvey Results

The respondents to the formal survey instrument varied as to
their orientation to the apprenticeship training system. Rela-
tively equal groups of private sector individuals, educators,
administrators, employment and trairing agency representatives,
and others were included. The reactions of survey respondents are
reported in terms of their answers to issues such as the nature
and r.lovanco of training standards, credentialing, and quality
control. Rospondontl also made a number of recommendations toward
improvement in the aprrenticeship systeam.

The survey results were helpful in defining the context of
ths apprenticeship system as it exists. However, the purposes of
this study were broa.er than the identification of a few items

vii
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that the Department should consider for the improvement of the
systemn. Accordingly, the study tean AQiscussed the expansion of
vork-based training more generally with 10 key opinion leaders in
terms of the potential for work-based training in a broader con-
text.

Iplemanting the "New Nodel® of Work-Based Training

The implementation of the intentions of the Department o:
Labor involve introducing incentives to transforam the context of
vork-based training as it exists today. A crucial psrt of that
process is the establishment of a uniform systea of training
within new and emerging occupational areas and across industries.
There are barriers, howaver, as revealed in the literature and the
data collected in this study. Two distinct but related strategies
are proposed to assist the Department in initiating an effective
response to those problems. The advantages and disadvantages of
each strategy are discussed. These strategies are seen as
potentially complementary ways of contributing vital information
with which the Department can overcome some of the problems
inherent in the process while continuing to move prudently toward
its stated goals.

Indeed, work-based training has a great potential for the
quality of the workforce and the future of the economy. It is the
position of the study team that such potential 6an be realized.
Along with it, the vision of'sccrotary Dole and the U.S8. Depart-

nent of Labor becomes significantly nearer to realization as well.

viii
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CREDENTIALING THE "MEW MODEL® OF APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING:
OVERCOMING THE PARADOX OF IMPLEMENTATION

Introduction

The Employment and Training Administration of the United
States Department of Labor has for a number of years been exam-
ining and, at times, aggressively promoting the notion of an
"expansion® of the apprenticeship training system. Indeed, it has
argued rather convincingly through a variety of means that the
style and format of the apprenticaship system is a highly appro-
priate and efficient mode of training, uniquely suitable to cer-
tain kinds of workers and occupations. It has further stateq,
again with a solid basic rat}onalo, that giver the rapid transfor-
mation of the occupational structure and, if one accepts the
premises of ¢ variety studies, {the Hudson Institute's Horkforce
2000 (1987) prominent among them), its inherent opportunity for
individuals and the nation, more apprpriate cystems of occupa-
tional training need to bc developed. Obviously, as the appren~
ticeship approach seems to work so well with precisely tho
populations Hudson and others identify as being the most necessary
to mobilize in support of this transformatioi (e.73., women, minor-
ities, ixmigrants, etc.), this type of "experience- and work-
based” training may offer great promise. Therefore, under what
circumstances, the Department asks, cot.d this approach cross the
lines of traditional systems into "new and emerging occupations"?

On its face, the logic is impeccable. As well, the commit-~
rent of the U.S. Department of lLabor appears to have been very
consistent over at least the past 15 years. This issue has been

12




particularly high on the Dopartlnnt'l aqondn over ths past two
administrations, oxpr.nninq itlolt nost oloqn.ntly in the confir-
mation testimony of socrntaty tlizaboth H. Dolo, vhen sho stated:

We have within our reach the tnltilln.nt ot a 1cnq-
avaited dream-that every. American who wants: a. job .can
have a job. But to fulfill: tbr‘annyilnitieann, ‘we'must -
bring about timely and col : vention=no': simply
by government, but through-the ‘cooperation of private
enterprise, unions, schools, and  community leadsrs-to
wipe out illiteracy and enhance. -killa:thmanthpnsic
education, training and retraining. Only ‘then can all
Americans profit from grouth by co-potinq for the jobs
that growth creatces.

(U.8. Dopattnont of leor, 1989:4)

The Department obviously believes that structured vorkplace

training can make a substantial contribution in making this goal a
reality, a position that hzs some support in recent studies. It
is, however, at least somewhat aware of the existence of barriers
in bringing this axpansion anout. It recognizes that the accredi-
tation and credentialing issue is inportant, as evidenced by its
inclusion in a set of recommendations stemming from its "Appren-
ticeship 2000" series of papers and the identification cf several
action items for progress in this area. Wwhat is not well docu-
mented in its presentation is the g;g:gg to which the issuo of
quality assurance, and implicitly certification, is crucial to its
intentions. In this paper, it is argued that credentialing is
perhaps the principal barrier to-the fulfiliment of the promise of
the expansion of structured work-based training in America. At
the same time, research to substantiate the value of work-based
training is ¢ar too deficient to support a policy change of such
magnitude. Consequently, the Department is challenged to devote
considerable attention to the problen.

2
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This study, then, has a multiplicity of purposes. First, it
pro§1dns some information as to the the importance of the accredi-
tation issue in the development of a 'ndé‘.bQoi" of the appren-
ticeship system. Beyond that, it will ;ﬁt;nbf'to assist the
Department to enhance its strategy in overcoming the barriers the
new model presents. Ultimately, it proposes that the Department
be prapared to act aggressively in gaining appropriate resources
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and support for significant movexant in this. area.

This will not be a simple matter. 1Indeed, the sides lining
up against such progress are formidable. However, if the Depart-
nent is serious about the matter of expansion of work-based learn-
ing, and all evidence suggests that it is, a high departmental
priority on the resolution of the credentialing issue, as opbosed
to its mere presentation, would be very well considered. This
study intends to provide the Department some support in so doing.

According to the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation
(COPA) 1985, accreditation involves: %

« « « recognizing educational institutions-and-profes- -
sional programs affiliated with those institutions for g
a level of performance, integrity, and quality which :
entitles them to the confidence of the educational %
cormmunity and the gublic they serve. In the United 2
-States-this recognition-i ily through .. .. . __ =
nongovernmental, voluntary, institutional, or profes-
sional associations. These groups establish criteria
for accreditation, arrange site visits, and evaluate
those institutions and professional programs which
desire accredited status, and publicly designate those
which meet their criteria.

Thus, as this passage involves credentials for program com-

pletion, irrespective of emphasis, the key notion to certification

3
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is the acknowledgement of an indtvidual as hnving been trained in
a systea in which 1t is rocognisod that sono infornation or char-
acteristic of valuo hns boon tranltorrod trcn a :ocoqniaod body of
thought or skills to a traines. !hsx.tort, a porton 1ntcroatcd in
‘considering involving that indtvidual 1n nncthcr lcttinq, luch as
an employer, can make certain acsunptions about the quality of
that training without necessarily no-dinq to be aware of highly
specific information about the program or institution. c‘:giticﬁ-
tion is meant to céntributc, thgrotﬁro, to a far more efficient

transaction in the match between candidate and opportunity. Wwhen

the process performs properly, it also encourages fairness, estab- qg
1ishing general, transferable, and relatively oﬁjoctivo criteria é%
for trainee evaluation (Young 1987). ;%

The desirability and relevance of accreditation with respect -2%
to work-based training have been known for some time. Stated i%

bluntly, what is most clearly lacking in certification efforts
involving apprenticeships is that efficiency, fairness, generali-

ty, and objectivity have rarely been terms applied to apprentice-
ship training systens. In tact, quito tho opposite 1- genorally o

e

thought to be the case. Glover (1986) cites scvcn key wuaknossos 2
of the American apprenticeship system, variable quality of train-
ing offered, lack of gensrality and linkages to other forms of - -
training, and questions of iﬁual access prominent among thin.

Worthington (1984) notes the the lack of a relationship between
tinme spent in apprenticeship programs and the competencies which
are presumed to emerge from such experience. What, then, does an Q

employer know about a candidate after having been certified

4
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through an apprenticeship program? Apparently, very little in-
deed.

The consequences of these iscuss hava not been restricted to
observations made in rascarch f£indings. Business and in&ustry,’
not just in ths Tnitid States but also in Burops, where it is
nigtakenly pzrasumed that the appronticoshié sfstuns perform much
nmore effectively, is not at all certain what constitutss effective
work-based training in the area means (Glover and Shelton i%87:
E.1ilton 1985; Noah and Bcksioin 1986) and problems of transisr-
abi” ity have been raised repesatedly. This is not to say that in
c.rtain industries and in some locations the apprenticeship system
does not work very well. Indeed, the basis upon which the U.S.
Department of Labor has been able to credibly promote the concept
of vork-based traininrg is that its value is generally recognized
at least to some degree. Yet, there is no mechanism to generalize
this value nor to express it across the borders of whatever pro-
grams are locally known and respectsd. Clearly, some mechanisn
needs to be established whereby high-quality work-based training
can be communicated b.yond the reach of -inplo word-of-mouth or
reputation. Further, it is apparont that some approachos seen to
work while others do not. Obviously, the solution involves some
_type _of universal accreditation process for appranticeship train-
ing that can assist business and industry in making better
choices, as Young (1987) suggests. Beyond that, however, is the
identification of those aspects of or approaches to work-based

training that provide the essential core of value.
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Without question, there as been need for action in this
arera for sone time. Less apparent is the reason why it has not
taken place. Despite the fact that it is an issue that has been
quite clsar to observers over the years, surprisingly little
spacific attenticn hac been devoted to acqrq@?pa@igg an§ crgdcn-
tialing within th& context of the apprenticeship experience. For
example, in & svarch of the pntirc database of the Educational
Resources Info:mation Center (ERIC) which includes almost one
half-million documents and the largest single location of entries
about apprenticeshir issues, orly 15 items could be identified
which are even remotely to accreditation or credentialing. ot
these, only one half deal with the issue relative to the United
States.

Why, then, if credentials are so critical an issue and so
clear a need, has it beon dealt with in such a shallow fashion?
One answer may be found in the explanation provided by Dertouzos
and Solow (1985), referring to "a legacy of long neglect." Anoth-
er issue they cite is the naticnal reluctance in making invest-
ments in training generally, as clearly would be required to set
up a system which would promote greater unitornity in_training
standards across the nation.

These are certainly possibilities. However, a much more
satisfactory explanation suggests that few efforts would be more
thrcatening to the vested tradition of the apprenticeship system
than one which would tend to shift the balance of power toward any
other entity which could substantially influence trainee recruit-

ment, selection, and placement, not to mention training content as




clearly as a national accreditation process would. Hence, insofar
as the Department of Labor is the source of a large measure of the
research performed in the apprenticeship area and bocaﬁ-o of the
fact that it can hardly stané apart from the interplay of politi-
cal forces in the process, perhaps the lack of investigation into
the issue has been a result of the fact that the potential size of
the opposition is very apparent. To involve the Department by
itself at this scale necessary may well cause such opposition to
solidify, imperiling those efforts about which it is concozqod.
The issue certainly has been "neglected," but perhaps not d;o to
oversighc alone. While it i; a very straightforward matter con-
ceptually, it becomes most difficult as a public policy question.
Thus, perhaps the Department has understandable difficulty in
taking action beyond urging it along and hoping for a critical
mass of support to develop.

Balanced against the political problems is the reality that
movement to establish non-traditional types of credentials has
tended to be well received in other tfaining arenas. Stoyanoff
(1982) reports that a program to ‘stablish, recognize, anc cre-
dential CETA training was considered by employers to be very
valuable and a motivation of some significance to their trainees.
While it never emerged as a standard practice-in CETA because of
many of th; sane challenges faced in apprenticeship training, the
utility of credentialing the training process was quite apparent.
Likewise, efforts to coordinate apprenticeship training as part of
a three year community college experience was found to be very

effective (Tuholski 1982). Further, the experience of other
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nations in this area, particularly as it results in certitfication
in non-traditional areas, has met with success in_certain agricul-
tural occupations (Taylor and Deane 1984). Finally, certification
alone, even apart from specific occupational training, seems to
work. Even the General Education Development (GED) certificate
has been shown to be userful to employers as an indicator of job
readiness, if not necessarily marketable skille (Pawasarat and
Guinn 1986). While parhaps the best that can be said about the
GED as a credential for employability is that it is preferable to
no credential at all, this fact underscores the point that busi- .
ness and industry are not simply receptive but very desirous of
some kind of standard on which to base employment decisions.
Obviously, this approach has worked so well for academic training
over so many years that it is often forgotten that the issues and
" process factors are similar to that of work-based training. This
may provide a further clue to developing a practical approach to
overcoming opposition.

The literature clearly shows the need for attention to the
area of establishing credentials to reflect the quality of train-

ing experiences, particularly in the work-based format because of

its inherent variability of content. 1In addition, it shows that E
accreditation and credentialing work across tho-board.--civon~thi;- S
framework, data were gathered not only about the problem, but also
in terms of potential solutions for the Department's consider-

ation. The following section will address these issues.



In an effort to obtain more tccont information about barriers
and opportunities in the area of ostablilhinq a crodantialinq
process in new anu emerging occupationl than is qonnrally avail-

_able, two types of aata collection ottortn unxt undortakon in this

study. The first was a formal survey of ropr.lontattvol of the

various constituencies intorostcd in or rclatod to the: apprnntico-'

ship system. In total, 39 individuals from 5 states wuro porson-
ally interviewed in an open-ended format (see appendix) . Thoir
responses were coded and tabulated. The respondents were distrib-

uted across categories as follows:

TABLE 1
CATEGORIES OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Employers

Trade Group Reprasentatives

State Lavel Educators

idministrators (Federal and State)
Union Representatives

Vocational Rehabilitation Specialists
Interest Group Representatives
Postsecondary Educators

J7PA Representatives

WNWWOON®
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The intention in this rurvey was to locate individuals across
the country in a position-who know-and are- concerned--about-the-
apprenticeship system. They represent business and industry,
educators, union people, ar‘l trades representatives. While the

sample size iz too small for between group differences to be
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assessud, the data do provide some insight into how the appren-
ticeship community views both the process and the producﬁ. A

complete list of all survey respondents is reported in the appen-
dix.

A second type of data collected involved inforsal discussions

with 10 opinion leaders in the employment and training area. The
purpose of these conversations involved establishing a context
around apprenticeship credentialing issues, discussing barriers to
improved accreditation processes, and how these barriers amight be
overcome. These individuals, all recommended to project staff by
the Department of Labor, are in positions which either initiate
policy or zre affected by it. As such, they are knowledgeable
about the problem and have substantial experience in adﬁzolling
it. A complete list of these respondents is reported in the
appendix as well.

Each of thess sets of data will be reported irdividually.
They will be integrated in a summary section at the end of this
report.

Survey Results

The respondents to the formal survey instrument varied as to

thoir oricntation to the apprunticclhip training system. Rela-
tivcly egqual qroupl 5: privato loctor ihdiv*duals, oducatorl,-‘-
administrators, employment and training agency representatives,
and others were included. As a consequence, there is some dagree
of variance between respondents as to their positions on questions

pertaining to the apprenticeship area. However, one strong trerd

10
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that characterizes the survey data is that respondents tanded to
focus their remarks and thcir thiaking upon the aphrenticeship
system as it currently cxists, i.c., the 'old model.* That is, of
course, understandable. The currant lystol il that which th.y are
professionally involved. Yet, it also 1 tav.nls something of a
1imited vision, at least on the aggregate level, to the probleas
and opportunities of work-based training. However, the survey
does suggest what and who should be included in any naw set of
vork-based training cbjectives. While only major themes will be .
discussed in this paper, complete survey rclulti are provided in
the appendix.
gtandaxds

First, the respondents were askdd if there are standards in
place for all apprenticeship programs in their respective arsas.
Nearly all respondents (95 percent) reported that thiare were.
More than one third stated that the local/state joint committee
set those standards, the modal response to the category. There
was an important difference, however, between those who sav the
need for input from others into the process, principally the
education community, and those who were committed to leaving the ‘

prOCCll in the hands of those who currently control it. This vas

the firlt lugqcltion in tﬁc lﬁrvcy as to the possibility of a
fundamental dispute between those favoring apprenticeships as they
exist as opposed to those who might view it in some expanded
framevork. Standards as established were generally seen as being

closely followed.
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In terms of what recommendations respondents vqulq suggesc on
the issue of standards, a number sought change, principally in the
areas of increased flexibility toward mesting estzblished stan-‘
dards (21 percent); raising the standards to more acceptable and
relevant levels (21 percent); and improving attempts to recruit
young, female, and minority trainees (15 percent). However, a
substantial number (15 percent), stated that no changec needed to
be made at all, despite the acknowledged ambiguity and rigidity of
neeting vork standards.

credentialing
The issue of credentials added clarity to the picture of one

portion of the apprenticeship community pressing for change while
another actively resisting it. All respondents stated that the
credentials provided by apprenticeship training programs were
recognized by employers in their state and the vast majority
(94 percent) believed they were recognized by employers elsevhers.
It was the consensus opinion, therefore, that credentials are
narketable and make a difference to employers.

survey respondents were then asked what could be done to
further improve the recognition of apprenticeship credentials. A
plurality (44 percent) of those ansvering the question suggested
that qroator visibility of or publicity about‘thovvaluo of creden-
tials would improve their marketability to employers. However,
despite their presumed value, an almost gqual nunber (40 percent)
responded that things were fine thea way they were, no changes
being indicated. Likewise, in terms of recommendations, publicity




and visibility were the most often cited. However, the very
consistent position of "no changes® in the credentialing process

vas also clearly heard.

Quality Contxol

The possibility of monitoring of training quality was dis-
cussed next in the survey. Respondents identified the local/state
joint committees as the most likely source of training efZective-
ness control. However, most (66.7 percent) indizated that others
should be involved in the process, either calling for all appro-
priate parties to be included (30.6 percent) or specifying educa-
tors (22.2 percent) in particular. By contrast, 33.3 percent
called for "no one else" to be included or identified those par-
ties who currently ¢ ~mose joint committees by definition (union
and management), i.e., the "no change® faction. What this sug-
gests is that although most (22 of 33) cite quality control as a
problem, many wani oniy the same actors currently involved in
aonitoring the process to continve in that capacity. The quality
control issue, then, is much like the others. Problems exist and
require resolution, but there are equally clear lines of resis-

tance in coming to terms with them.

Surxvey Eacommandations
One contribution of the survey, then, is to acknowledge the
dr.gree of dissonance within the apprenticeship community. There
are those advocates of change, but a significant number who would
reject change even in the face of clear advantages to it. What

13
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the survey has determined is that resistance to change is a sig-
nificant consideration and the facts themselves 4o not necessarily
change attitudes towvard it. Thus, the Departzent's effort to
promote its notion of expanding the application of apprenticeship
style training will not, by itsel?, do much to soften the opinion
of this segment of the employment and training community. Overall
then two problems are revealed. PFirst is a lack of “facts"
through objective research. 8eccnd, is the recognition that even
if these did exist, the structural interests in the training
community would nost necessarily change as a result.

Another contribution of the survey is that a set of recommen-
dations were generated by the respondents in order to provide the
Department a means of improving the the accreditation and creden-
tialing process. Tabkle 2 identiries those recommendations.

14
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TABLE 2
RECOMMENDATIONS OF ZURVEY RESPORDENTS (N=3))

¥hat overii. recommendationr would you provide the

Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training as it tries to
rove the curzent tem of credentialing and accred-

it prograns both within current occupationz and in

non-traditional arecs? -

Note: Respondents cculd make up to fovr recommendations

Percentage Pervyitage
Recommandation b ofCases  of Responses
1. Iuorove a~prenticeship
information in schools 2 £.1% 1.8%
2. Better publicity 21 53.8% 19.3%
3. Improve training/
trainers 4 10.3% 3.7%
4. Improve businsss/
industry commitwent 9 23.1% 8.3%
5. Better fund fox apps. 6 15.48 5.5%
6. More flexibility 18 38.5% 13.8%
. Better parant involvement 3 7.7% 2.88%
8. Reczuit betier triinees 6 15.4% 5.58%
9. Strengthen linkage with
high school voc. progs. 17 43.6% 15.6%
10. Strangthen linkage with
comnunity colieges 10 25.68% 9.2%
11. Reduce bureaucracy/
“red tape"” -] 12.8% 4.6%
12, Moxe attenticn to .
disadvantsged/spscial
needs popuiations L] 12.8% 4.6%
13, Other 131 2.6% 0.9%
9

In sum, the - ycommendations of thc survey respondents .mpli-
fied much of what has previously emerged. Those interviewed felt
rather strongly that the Department should make a greater attempt
to publicize the advantages and opportunities of work-besed train-
ing; that stronger linkages should be made with high school voca-

tional programs and the community colleges; that more flexibility
should be introduced into the training process and, one wnuld
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presume, the apprenticeship structure; and that more be done to
enhance the level of business and industry's connit-nnt to work-
ba-od training. Indeed, not only aid th.so :.callondatiom. re-
floct the position of the survey rtlpondonto hut also rntloct some
of the recommendations in the Department's recent publication
Work-Based Learning: Training Amsrica's Workers (1989), despite
the fact that the survey was co-plotod several months prior to the
publication of the document. Thul, it eontributos to a definition
of several things that could be-done to -improve the situation.
relative to apprenticeship training and the audiences to which it
may speak. It also generally supports the direction the Depart-
ment is taking in this regard.

The survey results are also helpful in defining the context
of the apprenticeship system as it exists. Clearly, it helps
establish a basis for desirable modifications in the current means
of operating programs. However, the purposes of this study are
broader than the identifications of a few items that the Depart-
ment should consider for the improvement of the system. 2after
all, the goals set by Secretary Dole call for a transformation of
the employment and training system in the nation rather than
sinply a repair of the mechanisms in place. More information and
a broader view is called for. Accordingly, the study team dis-
cussed the expansion of work-based training more generally with

10 key opinion leaders.
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The principal 1|auo undcr conlidoration with the opinion
leaders, most of whom were in tho publio Icctor 1nvolvod vith the
creation and implementation of policy 1tl01£, was th. oxtcnt to
vhich any expansion of appruntic.ship stylc traininq vas po:siblc.
What vere the barriers to its realization nnd what could be done
to overcome thc:? Is chanqo in thio t:aditionnl area even tnalis-

tic? What role -honld the bopartlnnt lay?

The study team 1ntcrvicwod these individﬁal; vith the assur- - - -

ance that their names would not be associated with lpccitic can-
ments. However, the names of these persons are listed in the
append.x to document the fact that these respondents are very
close to the situation in work-based training.

The initial concern of most of the leaders was that the
barriers were matters of politics and institutional arrangements.
"Work-based training will not be expanded by a simple declara-
tion," one program administrator stated. "It will take a four-
year period at least to 1ntr6duce (change) and its going to take
time, effort, and dollars. Even then, if it happens, there will
be losers who will be alienated and not accept their situation
quietly.” This "turfism," as another individual called it, is the
primary obstacle according to the leaders. There is a procedure
to the way in which apprenticeships are done in this couhtry. By
attempting to standardize and credential training processes, one
inescapably changes the political equation. This will have,

according to these leaders, inevitable consequences.
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Another related concern was the introduction of new actors
into the process. 'Thoro>is‘ﬁo reason ln the voild that ptopfi-
etary schools, caluunity collogos, and vocational-tcchnical insti-
tutes cannot be brought into thc .ystcl,' a {ggggg_coul.ntcd._
"They could serve the Department well in .a number of vays. They
could create t''e instruments. Their courses could contribute to
skill development in ;Gl‘ credentialing processes. They could be
the focal point for training in new tochﬁéibiz;;; Thcy could
provide alternatives to tradiiiah;i_;giizﬁiléa:h1ps.->Bﬁ€A£h;15~'
involvement would probably never bs accepted."

Beyond the politics of the equation, it was felt by several
individuals that women, minorities, and others may view progress
in this area as the crsation of yet another barrier to opportuni-
ty. As one respendent commented, "how do you get folks to buy
into something that looks like standards being raised when your
people are having a difficult time with access as it is?" Instead
of greater opportunity, then, it could appear as another attempt
to "creaming® and further depriving the "at-risk" worker.

Another question centering around the necessary "buy in" of
groups within the apprenticeship community was the question of an
incentive for members of the group to leave it. "You will never
get the (name of group) to accept a situation that will encourage
its people to separate.” As wvell, another person noted that
states will have to be 1nvol§cd. "It gets difficult when a pro-
gram is fragmented 50 different ways."™ As such, the process of

overcoming barriers may provide the seeds for new problems.




The final barrier discussed conco:n.d whom would be in
charge, i.e., who is going to set the ntanda:ds to which sveryone
is supposed to adhere. The federal qovornn.nt's 1nvolv¢nont alonc
would create a great deal of rolistlnco, yot th.r‘ vould hlvc to -
be a rather large portion of centralized contr91 in ordar for qny
system to work. But what would thoirtrnlationlhip to the lt;tis,
the unions, the colleges, etc., bo? As voll, uhat ot the rcla-

tionships botwoon natural conpctitor-, such as union and non—union

approaches to traininq? Clearly, another parudox~ds rosontod.
The only group capable of leadership could be noarly universally
opposed. As well, will historical rivals ceasz to oppose one
another, even on grounds of "national interest®? How would thia
be presented and whom would "sell™ it?

Despite the widespread acknowledgement of serious difficul-
ties down the path, all of the leaders were very awvare of the
opportunities. *Work-based training is most productive in the
long run. You can do more in less time than in any other tornﬁt."
In addition, one leader identified the fact that it can offer
something "to make both employers and students care. The employer
gets access to a labor pool that can be trusted. The trainee
receives the assurance that the stuff in school has a direct,
demonstrable linkage tc reality. It also lets emplcyees have sonme
idea as to what kind of career ptth they are on and whiro it
goes." It is, as another roipondont put it, clearly "the kest
idea for the emplovee, at least in the context of a labor short-
age.- And it gives the gmployer an advantage in times of labor

surplus.®
19
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What, then, would be required to bring such a program tg
fruition? Nearly all leaders pointed out that employers have to
accept the credential. They w111‘bc, one stated, “if and only it
you can create value for the employer. If you can, it will catch
on, just like it has in academic credentialing.® What kinds of
"value® would employers need to be attribute to credentialed

trainees? "First, you have to show theam that the individual has .
been tested according to r‘l'v'nf,°§fffgfffiffi°" Thcn,'yeu>ﬁi§o ’~;;;§§
to show some level of “world-of-work attainment- (i.e., rn.ponsibil-«»~~%§§
ity skills), that there is an appropriate level of ralevant basic ?é
skills, and finally, that the individual has the right vocational f%
skills. You show all that and employers will buy into it." %i
What about the role of the federal government? "“The only way :g
is voluntary.. You try to force anything in this environment and j%
you go nowhere. But that isn't all bad. The creation of medical {%
boards are, essentially, a private sector initiative. They work é
very well and are universally acceptable and highly portable.” :§

However, it was the consensus of the respondents that the Depart-
ment had to make the process harpen and encourage, though not
necessarily control, enforcement.

But what kinds of factors will the Department have to include
and how will they be integrated in such a way so that the exis-

tence of barriers will not destroy the process? The followiny

I TR B PR

section addresses this question.
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Isplenanting the “NMev Model® of Work-Based Training
To summarize the for.qoing, tho 1nplalnntation of the inten-
tions of the Department of Labor 1nvolvu 1nttoducinq 1noont1vo| to
transfora the context -of work-based training as it -exists- today.
A crucial part of that process’ is tha‘.itablilhlnny of a unifora
system of training within new and emerging occupational areas and
across industries. Once established, both the trainee and the

employer, not to mention the socisty, would benefit greatly by the -
creation of a credential to acknowledge each level of skill devei=

opment. The existence of credentials would assure the employer
of=-

o training efficiency

o equity of training opportunity

o transferability

¢ objectivity in trainee evaluation

o greater employee productivity

But there are clear problems. One set of problems involves
"turf.” Institutional arrangements must emerge such that accep-
tance is maximized and the appearance of threat is minimized. as
well, the role of the Department must be that of a catalyst of
change as opposed to the appearanca of mandating change.

A second set of concerns reflected in this study is that the
foundation on which the value of work-based training exists, i.e.,
that it is superior for certain trainees than either classroom or
on-the-job training, is questionable. The data which support it
tend to be qualitative at best, generally anecdotal in nature.
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While it is clear that the "facts" cannot persuade all, it could'
be a significant contribution to the Dopattlint'c effort if the
Secretary had her disposal a base of data to which she could refer
in making her case. -

While it is beyond the scops of this study to conduct such
projects at this time, two distinct but :niatdd strategies are
suggested by the foregoing analysis. The first would be a pilot
project in which a distinct traines population was selected in

B et T SR

‘certain areas of the country most hospitable €6 the expansion of

the vork-based training concept. These trainees would receive
instruction appropriate to new and emerging occupations in the
area and then followed over a period of time.

The second strategy would have a much more specific research
focus. Trainees would receive varieties of training experiences
and the results compared. The following sections discuss these
options in greater detail.

Strategy Number 1: Work-Based Training in a Demonstration Project
This project would be organized around disadvantaged popula-
tions and natural "feeder" systems. Based cn the research showing
both the clear need for the invslvement of diwz»dvantaged popula-
tions in the economy of the future and because of the tendency in
the literature for wvork-based training to function more effective-
ly with workers inclined toward experiential learning, it is
proposed that the Department embark upon a test program to demon-

strate the effectiveness with which training can occur.
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Operationally, the Department may consider graduates of
programs such as the Job Corps, JTPA, and those lcpnratinq from
the military as an eligible pool of appliclutl. These. 1ndiv1du-
als, already having some level of skill,-eould be plaood 1a an -
appropriate training program dosignod by anployorl. labor groups,
and educators in a p .rticular industry which doss not have a
formal apprenticeship training process and followed tor a poriod
of five years. After one or two yoaru of traintng thoy vould

receive a credential tron tho ouployc:—labor-odncator ocnlittoo .
endorsed with the imprimatur of the U.S8. Dopartlont of Labor.

Among other areas of concern, the employment histories of these
individuals, their salary levels, the satisfaction of employers

with their work, etc. would be messured. These data would be i
compared with workers in the industry that did not participate in 5;;
this training.  31

Assuning the positions that the Department and others have ¢
taken over the years is in fact true, we should note a rather :gi
substantial difference in performance, job stability, and employar
satisfaction among persons wvho received the training. Further, ve
should see sone degree of employer recognition of the value of the o
certificate, providing a critical piece of information for the ;
future of certification efforts. Finally, if the program took 4
place in a region of the couatry in which a particular industry

e e e s N

grew as expected, the degree to which these trained workers ad-
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vanced would be a highly relevant indicator of the success of the
program. Ultimately, effective results would provide the Depart-
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ment with a far better basis to make claims for work-based train-
ing than it presently has. As such, one could reasonably expect a
more substantial policy impact than present conditions seeam to
indicate. Additionally, the ability of the Department to stimu-
late change without imposing itself in a regulatory fashion could
be dexmonstrated.

In terms of obvious drawbacks, this strategy has its share.
Indeed, the advantaga it would have of using “at-risk" trainees
could tend to "CETA-ize" the program, i.e. that 1tvniqht be iocn
as appropriate for the disadvantaged but no one else. The Depart-
nent would have. tc balance this barrier against the clear diffi-
culties it would have beginning the program with skilled,
marketable workers that are currently competitive in the labor
market. The Department would have to maintain its position that
the program was not specificrlly aimed at the disadvantaged popu-
lation exclusively. 1In addition, this program necessarily would
cost some money and not yvield positive benefits for several years.
It may be difficult to maintain a consistent level of support for
such a program through administrative changes. However, it is
certain that the Department has to begin somewhere and we would
suggest that such a demonstration project is a useful step in tiat

direction.

Strategy Nuxber 2: A Comparative Examination of Work-Based Train-
ing
This approach would aidress the question of the effectiveness
and efficiency of work-based training as opposed to other training
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modalities. As discussed previously in this paper, there seems to
be a serious lack of supportive cvidnnco for the unique value cf
apprenticeship-type trlininq other thnu that of a generalized
belief. It is proposed that thc Dopartnont und.xtakn a study
involving a classic qnnsi-oxporin.ntal d.ciqn uhoxnby one group of
trainees in an occupational area yuuld receive classroom instruc-
tion, another matched group receive ou-tbc-jdb trainiuq, ind a
third group rocotvo traininc iosiqnnd hy cnploycrs, labor groups,

and educatc:s coibininq classnoon and OJT. rrainnos vould‘roeot&o \

a common prs-tost and a post-test after the indicatod traininq
periods and results compared. An analysis of the data should show
differences. If the claims of work-based training are meriteqd, a
signiticant difference should emerge in terms of the work-based
training group over either classroom or OJT. Further, it would be
of interest to note any differences between the latter two groups
as being indicative of whether either classroom or purely experi-
ential learning contributed the greatest effect to traines per-
formance.

The advantages of this strategy are several. First, any
improvenmant of work-based over other types of training modalities
would be demcnstrable in a way that is not currently available.
on this basis, it could be fairly claimed that & credential which
enexged from such training sﬁould be relatively more useful to an
employer, hence more marketable, than other kinds of training
received elssvwhere. Finally, it would be a relatively inexpensive
study to conduct, yielding potentially useful data for the Depart-

aent.
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In terms of disadvantages, this approach would not truly
neasure the impact of the credential except by implication. s
such, the principal deficicncy of this approach would be related
tc and a function of its principa; advantage: its small scale and
the relative political safety of its introduction.

Analysis

The approaches discussed can promise no more than a beginning
in a long process of establishing work-based training as a vinbic
neans of bringing large components of the workforce of the future
to a level of competency and skill flexibility appropriate for the
challanges of the future. Yet, the alternatives are untenable.
Either the Department can reach far beyond its scope in taking
control of the entire employment and training arena or it can
continue to encouraging the process of developing vofkrbalcd
training without taking direct action, an approach that hat not
yielded impressive results despite a laudable persistence on the
part of the Department. Flawed as tliey are, it is the position of
the study team that these two approaches, preferably utilized
together, will assist the Department of Labor in establishing the
value of wvork-based training in a way that is difficult to refute.
To paraphrase one of the leaderzs, this is not something that can
be accomplished by decree or attempts at persuasion. While solid
results may not convince everyone, it may well serve to create the

"critical mass" of support that is necessary to create change.
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Indeed, work-based training has a great potential for the
quality of the workforce and the future of the economy. It is the
position of the study team that such potential can be realized.
Along with it, the vision of Secretary Dole becomes cignitieintly

nearer to realization as well.
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ship Council
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Director, Bureau of
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Director, Illinois Tool &
Die Association .
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Jerry Wright
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Corporation
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Trade-Program, New -York-
mt Vocational ld

Helen '.
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¥ew York Bureau of
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tion, State Department of
Education
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Bass Air Conditioning Co.
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Director, Business &
sexvices, Morth Central
'uchulcu College

Frankie Colcun
FPranklin County JTPA

Joe Davis

BExecutive Director, Ohio
Advisory Council on Voca-
tional Education

Ron Poot

Coordinator of Appreniice-
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& Industry Services, North
Central Tech College
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Trade & Industry

Tom Jenkins
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Dlroctoc. Mo JTPAM

Bud Plahota
B & G Tool Company, Colu~bus

Jim Racy
Central Ohio Electrical
Workers Union

Robert Robe
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Pormer Ohio Director of
Vocational Education

Lynn Swigher
Ohio Industrial Commission,
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T Swoope
,g{mto:. Ohio Bureau of
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Bob Wood
Coordinater & Chairman,
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on Apprenticasaip




g

Bill Browning
American Bankers Association

Dave Crawford
Secretary's Commission on
Workforce Quality and Labor
Market Efficincy, Department
of Labor

Nick Kolb
Bareau of Apprenticeship Training
Department of Labc>

Anita Lancaster
Departaent of Defense

Irene Lind
Deparment of Labor

Bob Littman
Department of Labor

Mike Murphy
Job Corp, Department of Labor

Peter Sheets )
American Bankers Association

Susan Sigal
Consultant

Jim Van Erden
Bureau of Apprenticeship Training,
Departument of Labor
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APPRENTICESHIP ACCREDITATION QUESTIONMAIRE

Interviewer
Name _
Date

How data collected (Check one)
0 Telephone
0 In person

0 Group Interview

31
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n=39
Intervievee
Rame
A;encyIOtzani:ation
Employer
Large -
Small — 2
Trade Group 2
Eaployment Agency
Education
State 8
Federal
Administration
State
Federal 1
Union Group 3
Other
o Rehad 3
o Special Interest 2
o Postsecondary 3
o JTPA 2_

»
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General
constant 4

1. Are the number of apprenticeships increasing? 13

decreasing? 22

2. Will there be suffi:ient personnel to f£ill future apprenticeship
openings or needs? Yes 8 ¥o 31

3. 1In vhat employment areas will there be a shortage?

General NeuZEmeraing

Trade and skill areas 12 ervice (ccupations 8

Masonry/Construction 122 Auto & Diesel Mechanic .2
ectrica

Machine Trades/Tool & Die 15 Other 2

4. In the selection process, what, if any, recognition is given for
previous training in vocational schools or colleges?

In all/some programs/places 28
Few/none 5
Don't know/no answer 6

5. (a) What group deteraines who is admitted to apprenticeship programs?
DOL/BAT 1; Joint Committee 19; Emplover 14; Union 10; JTPA 1; Applicant 1
(b) Do you feel that current selection practice is directed towards
craftsmen or management?

Craftsmen 36

Management 6

6+ Are school grades, and test results used as part of the criteria for
admission?

Grades 2 None 2

Both to a degree 21 Don't know 2

Tests 12
Process

7. Should apprenticeship programs be accredited? Yes 16 yo 21 N/A 2

Need agreement with 2-year colleges
——Good 1dea
" Yes, but later
Working oKay Nhow
Need better programs/change
State or federal agency should handle
Too much bureauracy now

Comment

NN &N ] B
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8. Which agencies are involved in the establishment of the accreditation/
registration agreenent in most apprenticeship areas?

Unions 5 Employers 6
Colleges/schools 8 State authorities 6
DOL/BAT 3 Don't know/no answer 21

9. Who else should be ianvolved?

Employers 3 Unions 2
Educators 8 Don't know/no answer 26
No one ’ 3
10. What group/agency performs ongoing review of the accredited program?
State DOL 2 Vocational educators 2 ° Joint Committee 2
Unions 2 Colleges 1 Don't know/NA 28
No one 1

11. What ars the two recommended improvements that should be considered
regarding the accreditation process?

(a) Involve community colleges 5 State Council too
bureaucratic/simplify 3

[ ]

Give program more credibility

(b) Involve vocational educators 3 Involve employers 1
T Standaratze currieuta res rstantshotnt—toard—
Eliminate favoritism 1 of all groups 1

Don' U RKNHOW/NA 24— -pomtaccredttprograms—1

Standards

' 12. Are there stendards ‘n place for all apprenticeship programs?

Yer 35 No 2 N/A 2

If yes to above, who generally sets the standards for the
apprenticeship programs currently?

DOL/BAT 10 Unions 2 No one 1

Joint Committee 15 Employers 1 Don't know 3

State Dept. of Labor 6 Nit.gitandards

13. Who should help set standards generally for each apprenticeship
program?

Educators (general) 13 Employers 8 A1l groups 4
‘ State Dept. of Labor 4 DOL/BAT 3 Don't kncw 2
i Q Union/management only 10 Unions 3
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Very closely 22

14. To what degree are these standards utilized? Somewhat closely 1}

P S

Not at all 0
Ton't Know/NR 5
15. What recommendations would you make on how standard setting and use
could be fmproved?
(a) Close gap between standards and technology 3
~ ReduC® STANUArdS =
Increase flexibility 8 =
- m 3 3 -3 :
(b) Raise standards 8 2y
Uther 5 2
None 6 By
Don't know/no answer q S
() i 2‘2
:
éﬁ
Credentials %

16. Are the current credentials given at the completion of an apprentice-
ship program recognized by employers in your state?

Yes 39 No O

17. In other states?
Yes 30 No 2 Don't know/no answer 7

In what form are these credentials given?

Cards 19

Certificates 23 ;

18. What could be done to improve the recognition of this credential?

__Improve visibility/PR 11 Improve information 3
Raise standards 4 Don't know/no answer 12
Okay the way it is 10

&

19. What overall recommendatioris would you make?

(a) Better publicity/visibility 1
Improve relationship with DOL/BAT
Improve tracking system
Begin program in schools/colleges

(b) Improve interagency cooperation
Improve training quaiity
None
Pon't know/no answer

(o, R, N N NN, BN R )
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Quality Control

20.

21,

22.

23.

How is the ovarall quality control of the typical apprenticeship

progran conducted?
Staff personnel 3 State Dept. of Labor 2

Joint Comnmittee 11 Other (mics.) 10
tmployers 3 ThEFE 15 NONE r4
20L/BAT 3 Don't know/NA 6
Who (q?ency/gr ?) is involved with ongoing qudltty control wonitoring?
Staff personne State Dept. of Labor
Shop committee 2 Joint comnittee 11
TEmpioyers 7 Schools/colleges 3
DOL/BAT 3 No.one 3
~TATON — 1 Pon't Know/NR 7
%ho should be involved in this monitoring?
A11 parties 1 Unfons 1
No one else 4 Employers 7
Jecurneymen 1 Goverr.nent agency 4
Schopl personnel 8 Don't know/NA 5

What ncede to be checked most often for quality?

_Ammegms 5 Instruction/0JT 22
No particular item 2 EmployabiTity skills 1
Related work 3 Don't know/NA 10

Access Trainiqg,Value

24,

Who is involved (rgency/group) in the evaluation of trsining
effectiveness?

Schools? 6

Industry? 22

Union? 10

Joint Efforts? (Business/labor/school) 20

State Dept. of labor 1

Should all agencies that provide formal apprenticeship recognized
tra:ning be accredited?

Yes 18 No 18

1f yes, who should be involved in the training value determination?

Industries using those workers 2 Government agencies 5

Schools 5 Unions 2

MW




26.

27.

28.

29.

What is the biggest problem curreantly with the issue of training

ef fectiveness?

Student monitoring/retention

ing/student quatit
Lack of training/stu stmegt y

Lack of industry comm

~None
Other

7
R4
6
T
9

What would be your recommcndation for improving this condition?

Decisive action 11 Lower standards 3
~Work with educators ) — Better publicity 10
Tax credit for employers 2 Better selection/
‘Work with parents EY recruitment 5
Other 13

Is the related training given on an organized basis using schools or
colleges to provide the training?

Yes 17 Sometimes 19

No

1 Don't know/NA 2

Which trade areas do the best job of related training?

Electrical 12 Carpenters 3 Other 1
~Sheet metal r4 BuiTding trades o von't kmow/NA 14
Plumbing 6 Machine repair 5

Transportability of Credentials

30.

31.

32.

Are persons' credientialed by the State Board of Apprenticeship or the
U. S. Department of Labor, givea recognitioa for the credentials by
employers in hiring or pay schedule?

Yes 34 Sometimes 3

Don't know/NA 2

Are credentials transportable (recognized) acrcss states?

Yes 30 Sometimes 3

Don't know/NA 6

Are credentials recognized more by some groups than others?

Large firms

25

Medium sized firms

16

Small firms

9

Non~union employers

8

Union employers

26
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A. Would individuals in the health field be receptive to an
apprentice~type prograa recognized by the Department of Labor? 1f
not why?

Yes 7 No 26 Don't know/no answer 5

¥
Lack of industry commitment 1
Turt ~17
Not needed 4

B. Would individusls in the auto mechanic field be receptive to an
apprentice-type program recognized by the Department of Labor? If
not wvhy?

Yes 13 No 18 Maybe 1. Don't know/no answer 6

Difficulty with small employers 8
People not interested 1

~Pay difficulties 3
Not needed 3

Summary

Specific Recommendations. What overall recommendstions would you
provide BAT as it 2:5 tries to improve the current system of
credentialling and accrediting programs within current occupations and
move into non-traditoinal areas?

Improve apprenticeship career information in schools
Better publicity

Improve skills of training/trainer

Improve business/industry commitment

Fund apprenticeship programs better

Better coordination with busine<s/industry

More training flexibility

Work more effectively with parents

Recruit better students

Strengthen/articulate with high school vocational programs
Better coordination with community colleges

Too much bureaucracy/government red tape

More attention to special needs population

Other

[ N
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