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ABSTRACT v >

vocational traininggin* the Work Incentive Program (WIN) in Port!
v Q r .

Oregon, was 0hdértakcn“in 1974 under Gtant No. 51-11-73-02from- the \\\_\/ ‘
a -

Manpower Administration (now, Employment and Tralnnng Adm:nlstratlon) : .

u. S Department of Labor. -4

In March 1975 represengat:ves of 27 schools in which vouchered .
WIN partlcipants‘were enrolled for vocational training were lnterm\eweq.b . i
The study of schaols wags intended to determine thé characteristics of .
schools where WIN ba}ticipanls used their vouchers, identify 'schools! N
operatlons and procedures that were relevant tc the training of vouchered ° .

students apd obtain the schools rea;P?bns to vouchering. The study ~ -,

of schools was orted in'Dunning and Unger, Schools' Responses to .

Vouchered Vocati ] Training: -Experiences with the Portland WIN ’ ey

Voucher Training Program, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science,

Inc., July, 1975, ~ . . - . o X

In the present report, findings and conclusions of the earlier

study of schools are checked against the experiences of 113 students ¥
who"had enrolled in the schools with vouchers. . o 9
Relatively few of the students encountered admission requirements AW

beyond general interviewa at enrollment, although additional procedures

were more prevalent in the public schooTs than the schools had indicated.

LY

Contrary to impressions gained earlzer, publnc schools were more likely

.than privaté schools ‘to. require educational transcripts. However, {

essentially open-enrcllment policies’ptevail in both types of schools.
" Although sohé 70 percent of the students receiysd counsel Ing

of one sort?z

training needs and;&ourses that sh ulﬂ\ga\ifken. In general, only

minorities of the students receive counseling in four other content

r another, much of that was with respect to determining

areas about which tHey yerebasked (ddtermining interests and occupational\J

goals, assessing the*iqitability of ihterests and oécupational goals, t

e . ' . i » ” N



-
those who did ngt receive/counsellngT substantlal majorities in each of.
° the content areas fel}“;hat they did not need it. Few of‘the respondents
o who received counsel?ng felt that they needed more. Overall, students
in public schools were only slightly more often in need of counseling
‘. than those |n private schools «butéihere were noticeable difference;
between students in the tw5 types of schools as to what kinds of
counselung they needed. Students in public schools were somewhat
more likely than those in pruvate schools to need counseling related
Itd the dctermlnat|on and assessment of unterests and occupatuonal goals;
conversely. students in.private 'schools were more l|kely than "those in
public schools to need:counsejing related to the training process itself’

- Mlnor|t|es of the students in either type of school received

placement asslstance (42% in private schools, 25% in public schools).

¥ fo r + But most of the students who did not get such assistance did not ask
for it The report suggests that'djfferences in the prevalence of
-del|yered placement services in the two-types of schools are attributable.
' in part. to structural factoﬂr particularly the motivating effects of
’ ) ' promises of -help more frequently made by private schools and- the more
«r ’ passive style offpublic- -school placement services which tend to rely
a o ¢ more on students' initiative in obtaining services.
E o ' In both the publ|c and private schools, substantnal majorities

of -the students indicated that they did not have the bad experiences
s somet imes encountered‘by people in vocational training, gave their
instructors relatively high ratings-fn interest, knowledge of subJects,
‘ and ability as teachers, and‘?eported that they were either hlghly or

moderately satisfied with the tra|n|ng they received.

* : While there were same deta.led differences in the ways in which

students saw their schools and the ‘ways in which the schools(p|ctured -
themseTVes, the conclusions i Jthe earLier study are essentially
) ) b .supported by the present sgud In several cases, however, the data
from students point to weaknes es of private schools relative to
’ . .public schools in areas wh;chlthe representatlves of private schools
.l . had identified as their st;on;(p0| ts. Nonetheless, the investigator N
’ reiterates the final concmusnon‘ t-the earlier study: that replicétions ‘
v & of the voucherlng demonstratlo on a wider scale should not be inhibited

¢ o
: by concerns about the motlves and methods -of most private schools.
, .
. &, .

. 3 \\ viti - . " "
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) Introductig%

Cao- WITH VOCATIONAL TRA

-

5
. This report describes some of

" ASPECTS OF VOUCHERED WIN TRAINEES' “EXPER'1ENCES

LR}

- .
- M o A

INING SCHooLS!

-

the experiences of a group of WIN "

t{ainees'who were enrolled in vocational schools in Porng?éf Oregon,

as part offtheierar;[cipa;iqn in the
the use of vouchers for' skilfigraining

report2 hds described what the represe
1

study of the feasibility of
in the WIN program. An earlier

ntatiyes of 5 public and 22

private schools told us about their conduct of and reactions to ¢

vouchercd wocational training of WiNrp
utilizes the perceptions and experienc

. ; .
themseives as a means of checking: the

articfpants. This report
es of the vothered WIN trainees -

validjty of what ghesighQQIsﬁ“, 4

represcntatives told us. about the schools' admission practices,

counsel ing and guidancg pragfices and
The ‘Portland WIN of fice began

vocational “training to WIN participaqt

b .
This is"one of a series of re

placement services.
Ll
issuing vouchers for institutional

s whq,des?red them in April, 1974.

ports oh‘a gtudy of the feasibility

of deFﬁering in the Work Incentive Program* (WIN), funded by Grant

“Number 51-11-73-02 from the Employpent

U.S. Department of Labor. The study i

and-Training Administration,
s under’ the overall direction of -

Laure M. Sharp. <Ann Richardsén, Study pirector, provided direct super-
vision dnd guidance for this follow-up as well as for the basic study

of .schools. Much of the data used in
the supervision of Lottie Mosher for u
the Portland project. - Ellyn Bloomf iel
Organization) provided analytical assi
report. - Members of BSSR's Production

this report-was prepared under

se in her forthcoming report on

d (now of Human Relations Research’
stance in the preparation of this
Divisian, under the direction of

Antonette Simplicio, prepared the report for publication.

2B’ruce B. Duéﬁigg and James L.
Voucheréd Vocational Training: Expeni

Unger, Schools' Responses to
ences with the Portland WIN

Voucher Training Program, Washingtony

Research, Inc., July. T1975. The executive summar f“that report is .

reproduced as App ix A of this repor
4;' - f'nd M

D.C.: Bure of, Social Science

t. ]
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.- . The issuing of these vouchers initlatdd'thc rrr{g phase of research
= which includes a numbgr.6f related data collection and analysis cfforts.3'
AR Ore of thgsc efforts was a s;rvcy of 27 public and private schools in
S whith.WIN par}icipants had committed vouchers for vocational training.
Another data collection effort was a survey of vouchered WIN tréinces
conducted in the sunmer and fall of 39?5. after they had completed\“/f’ .
s or left their vocational training programs. ° -
" In the s tudy o? schools, we relied on data obtained from thd
_,__\prrcscnt;tivbs,of Slpublic and 22.private schpols. Because 8f»yi§g]y”>.”'
publicized concern with the alleged exploitation of publicly funded
students by prixa{g vocatio&al schools, that study of schools paid .
particqlar attentioh to admission, screening and placement procedpreﬁ.%
The study concluded, aro “thef things, that lack of SyskEhatic -
screening in both public und private schools could result in a number
of students entering vocational training with little or no assurance.
on ;nyone's part that they were capable of completing such training
successfully, and that in-training quidance and counseling practicés
were not likely to correct errgrs in choices made earlier. A more
general conclusion of the studZ was—~that, afthough public and private
< schéols implement somewhat different training philosophies in widely
didparate structural settings; both types of schools generally were
tryiné‘to provide cffective vocational training. We concluded out
'report with the following words: '

. It may be that the vouchered studants' views of the schools
() and of. the training they received will be somewhat different
- from the story we got from the schools. And any attempt at
evaluating the effectiveness of training, whether on the dimen-
¥ sion of roucher ing/nonvouchering or on the. dimension o type
of school, will have to await analysis of posttraining labor
force experience. Nongtheless, we would be less than truthful

3Details on the development and early phases of the vouchering ~
program will be found in Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp, The
s . Feasibilitf of vouchered Training in WIN: Report an the First Phase
/ © of a Study, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc.,
* " . December, 1974; and in Dunning and Unger. op. cit.
\ »
uScc Du#ning and Unger. op. cit.; and Appendix A.

©
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if we did not admit that, in addition to establishing the feasibility

of vapchering from the schools' statidpoint and describing a number

of relevant ‘aspects of vouchered vocational training, we have gained

an impression that is favorable to the private schools. We believe
"+ -at this point that reptications of the vouchering demonstration

on a wider scale should not be ihhibited,by concerns about the

motives and methods of mdst privateifqhdﬁl§.5

t . The intervjew data from 113 vouchered WiN Q;ainees following
_their departure from 25 schools Have providéd us$ with an opportunity
to check the impEessiQns we formed after talkimg with school repre-
sentatives against the perceptions and experiences Of WIN participants
themselves. Our-concern in this~repor;‘is with ;elected~characteristics -
of the schools as viewed from the vantage points of those trained, in them.

Selectivity: Admission Procedures ~
Encountered by School Applicants
A

a .In the previous report on the schools, we noted that screening

of applicants appeared to be somewhat more widespread among the private

» than among.the public schools, although rather'unsystemafic. In

~

particuylar, we noted that they.maze often used testing as an admission
proceddre, but also that they more often said they interviewed applicants

Lo-

and exdmined school transcripts. . .

' The admiésion procedures'repo;ted by the students themselves

tend to confirm these iﬁpression§ in general, but peint up some differ-
ences .in detail. A small proportion of the s tudents~(10% in:pyblic

and 6% in private schools) said they simbly registered'wiéhazt farther
add (Table 1). Interviews by school sta€} members were the most fre- '
quéntly used admission procedure in each tipe of school but, as we
gatheri} fron§&::t the schbq}s told us, :FTt”pradtice was encauntered

sy B
more frequently Dy appl?ﬁants to private than to public schools.

.Public and private schools seem %0 have been about equally interested
3 - : :

5Dunning and Unger, op. cit., p. 80.
6 ° o o .

This teport deals neither:with.the relationships between the
characteristics of individual trainees and their experiences in
training, nor with the evaluation of the schools in terms of their
success in preparing trainees for employment. Such questions will
be dealt with in later reports. . o ’

o
. .

11
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' N . TABLE 1 :
\ : | - !
- . PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING WARIQUS ' .
¢ AT ADMISSIONS PROCEDURES ENCOUNTERGRS’ .
\ ' : (In percentages)
\g» . . ) Type of S;ho'c_)l".'.
v v ' (. : !
’ . ’ . : _ - Public Private *» B
! ’ No requirements of any kind, just register 10 6 . + 87
- (n) - . (48) (64) (1n2)
. L)
General interview with staff member. 74 . 9h C 96
)y . Coodn e Jaty,
- . |nqufry about earlier schooling ’ 66 . 76 ' 72 l
. S wn e (e (109)
: School .trahscripts reques ted <. - 28 17 22
v ' A ) : ‘ (47) (64) (1
Inquiry about pastl 'wlork.experiénce L3 - L4g 46 .
-7 : (n) u7) . (59) (106) .
\ References: from pr.evious emp loyers L :
reques ted i A 6 8, 7
. ) < (n}) " S CY) (61) (108)
General intell igence’ test administered 15 - 13 . Ty
(n) ' (46) (63) (109)
Educational achievement test administered 19 13 15
- R @7) A6 (110)
Occupational .aptitudeq test administered “13 ., 21 .17
- (n) - . (47) (63) .(110)
2 - \ ) 1 T :
. aMultiple responses permitted, except for first item.. Don't
knows and no answers excluded from peh&t(antaging'bas_e, ¢
- ’ A ‘ b
v ' ‘ ) \ o ) -
N N 12 '
. v *
. -
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in the prior edhcatﬂgnal experlences ‘bof appIicants for enroi]ment'
But, contrary to the |mpress|ons we gof from talking to representa- o
(o3

. tivies oY tbe<5choéls,7 students in PUBIIC schoo[s were somewhat .

, more_ ltkely than those in prnV%te schools to have encountered requests/"
for their §chool transcripts.- Intefest in prior work ekper:enqes

was less ev1dent from either type qﬁ schoo) én& referencés from o
gmploxers were " requested Comblned the data on tests »
encountered ?y the ﬁtudentéFlnducate that 36 percent of the prlvate o,
\school agpl|8§nts and 29 percent of the publlc schqpl appllcantsk P
were’ admlnlstereﬁ‘one or-more of “the thrée typef “of tests. . But’,- as;

|nd|céted »n Tab4e l. occupatnonal aptxtude testlng was moge prevalent

|n pr?bate schoors. educatlon ach1evement and |nteII|gence testlng a

b|t more prevalent in pubTic sehools .
‘,v" In"no case did a’'respondent report havting been reJected by a
school, Qlther}nmlic or private. Further, none of our respondeqts
reported ’hanglng from anlorfginal training plan as the direct result
of - performance on tests. Some 2 percent of the publlc school students
and 13“percent of those in pr|vate schools repqrted, however— a change
of training plans at the outset as a result of school staff |nfluence-

The experjences of the stﬁdent§, thus, tend to conflrm that
interviews anﬁ'the use of(testing were more prevalent in private then
in public scnools. but point to somewhat more extensive requirements
for school transcripts by the pubtic schools.8

. o
: . ’

- ZBepresentatlves of U5% of the private schoals, but onily 20%

of - theWublic schools, told us that they examined the school trans-
cripts of applicants. &€e Dunning and Unger, op. cit., p. 24,
° ° . ~y .

8

a

The reader’ghould be aware that direct comparisons between the

‘ ?data in this report and those in the earlier report cannot be made.

ERIC
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Schools were the units of analysis in the latter--i.e., the data were
presented as proportions of schools giving a particularesponse. In

this report, individuals are the units of analysis, aggregated to the
level of types of schools--i,e., the proportions given are those of
respondents- in a particular type of school giving a particular response.
Therefore, caution must be used in comparing findings and conclusions.
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. ‘\:/j ;' A!’;//,//ﬂg;e Importantry. however, the'p?esent data sugges¥ that Jhava

~y “ ver the dlfferences may be between public ‘and pg:vate schools in their
use of various admissFon procedures. there is little effect on selgctnvsty
For all pPactncal purposes. despgxe dnfferences in pOIICIeS, the practice
! ﬁ1 bbthrtYpes of schools ﬁeems to be one of open adm:ssnonsn-or €, \

the voucher people appe?red to the schools to be qual:f:ed for training ®

° and 4o have.made, in Mést cases, su:table ¢haices of tralnlng prbgrams

. P

-~ v ® »
CounselEngnd Guidance L, * ) - » —
i . Almos* all of the tchoolé'.rep;esentative§ With'whom“weitalked
. . :T ‘ ? y the earlier study described coynseling ?"d ghidancemservices they
o ’ said thein schqg}s»p?ovided. We;d:ew two"conclysions frpmithese di;cus-
en Sion?: F . . T NN

’ * © 1. The gtyles in Which thé two types of schools offered sefvices
_ « were qlite differents Public schools had formally established and pro-
- fessionally staffed counseling serv:ces But such services usually were
prov:ded to ;\hdents on.an as- des:red basis=~our. distinct impression

was that the |n|t|at|ve in obtaining services rested, for the most
- part, with the students. Private schools, on the other hand, appeared
to handle counseling and guidancq‘on an informal hasis, integrating
it as a matter of course with eve day tralnlng activities. Because
of this integration as well as because,of the'private schools' prag-
matic concern with turning out graduates who would satisfy employefs.
we felt that the private schools probably reached more of their students
than did the public schools. .
' 2. Nonetheless, neither type of school appeared to offer system-
atic, integrated counseling services which would reach most stud:nts.
In both cases, it seemed probable that substantial numbers of students
might fail to get adequate support:ve counseling and guidance duri
) training as well as-needed counsellng with respect to their employmegt
) abllltleS;/BSplratlonS and needs. : _
Reports by the students themselves show that a substantial

majority did rec€ive couiseling help of one sort or another; 71 percent

(8

. - N ®.
received counseling ‘help in one or more of five areas. But for many
.

[y

of those who received counseling, it was confined to help in-determining

training neads and what\tourses should be taken to train for the selected

.ﬁ 14—
/ :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g o S

v " .

‘

occupations; 71 percent of -thgy public school s'tugents and 45 percent of

those in private schools reported rece‘iving that type of help (Tabie 2) .-

In each of four other areas, only minorities of, the students recPlved 4
-\\\Ip from the schools . . ’ . .
T
. ] - -
v x Y ‘,fk S
- , : ~ . - ~
* Y EABLE 2+
- . - . L . b 4
.~ PROPORT10YS OF RESPONDENTS WHO RECEIVED COWNSELING . f
- ND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS i . p
: . (in percentages)?® - - v/
. N~ ' y
5 L - . Y4
. . a Typg of School ////
Type of Counseling " . — id w
) ‘ N , Public  Private Both '
Help in deciding unterests and. ochpETTqral . f/
goals. . . . . . . . . ... .. ... 22 28 26
+ (n) (49) (6b) S (13) -
Help in determing the suitability of interests
and occupa;ionaklabals S T 38 34
5 (n) : (18) [64) (112)
* /
»
Help in determining training needs and
courses that should be taken . . . . . SRER ,' 57
: “(n) , (149) (64 ) (113)
Help in reviewing progress in traih}ng e h]’ 43 Ly 7
: (n) g ey 6 (12)
L K
Personal counseling. . . . . .~ . . . . . . . . ./ 23 [} 15 .
(n) ’ < (48) (64) (112)
. ERY l’

a L
No answers excluded from percentaging base.

The fact is, however, that few of the students who did not

receive counselingband guidance felt that they needed it, and those

who did receéive it seldom felt thWneeded more (Tahje 3).

v
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UNMET "NEEDS FOR COUNSEL ING AND GUIDANCE *

. - (in percentages) =~ . .

)’ » - K ( | 5

} v
Propo?tﬁon of R's Who Proportion of R's Who

- i ] Didn‘trReceEYé Help, Received Help and
Type:bf Help ' Who Needed Lt ' Needed More
.- - Public Private Both  Public Privgte Both
» i v "
. " - > ‘.“ N "r
Deciding intepests @nd occu- ~ ’ ’ <

dational goals . . . . . - 2] 11 15 9 .. 11 -0
(n). e (38)  (ue) (81) = (1) (18, (29)

“ v

De}ermining the suitability .
of interests®and occupa- ST .
tional goals

4 - 8

’

o \. 4. . ) # ) R “i‘> . - N . [N
etermining training needs j\\ . o= A
and courses that should : A 4 S ’ )
be tdlen . . .. 4. .. 2] 20, 28 T3 .7 5
. () .o ' () (35) (uoy @35 (29) o ()

Help in reviewfng progress

in training. . . . . . . . % 28
(n) : (26) "(36)

Personal cdunseling. . .. 8 5 .
" ™R 6n 6N 6 §
- 0y P

; Ty 15 10
27) (23) (27 (50)
/ :

L

' 9 -6 .
) () (7 .(18)

z ~—

In the'following sections of this report, we will focus in somewhat more
detail on thgse students who needed counsel ing--or more counsel'ingse -
and,_addi"ﬁhélly. make some gomparative comments a

publiC'scﬁools.

v ‘ : .
Deciding Interests and Occupational Goals

;

Nearly 9 out of 10 of the private school students and a bit more

_than 8 out of 10 of the public school students either received sufficient

help in deciding interests and occupational Boals or didn't receive such
help, but didn't nged it (Table 4A). But 18 percent of the public school
students and only 11 percent of those in the private schools said they

needed this kind of help of needed more of it.

VAR YA 8 15 14 :
W T G w0 k) @) (o)

}
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. "u ~ '\'\ . . - . "9‘ ‘ |
S I . . .
" . © 4 TABLE LA 2K -

N .

HELP IN DECIDING INTERESTS AND OCCUPATIONAL GOALS
. (In percentages) P

\ N ‘ ¥
. . - . EEENCY) . -
\,\B , .- Type of Sp'hool
. . ) E]

Public Private -Both
i

LA .
* . . s . ' A
Received help. did not need more . . . . . . 20, - 25 23
. . , . .
Did not receive help, did not-need it. 7 . . 61 "6l 63
2 ¥ | - » t
. ' L ¢
Received helpy needed more . . .~ . . . . . . 2 ‘a &3 3
» o .
Did not receiVe help, neded it. . . . ... .16 = 8 12’
o ~ i
. ) e
TOTAL . 99 -~ loo |, 101
cn) P @ . (s ‘()
' . 4 . .
LI 5

Very probably. wfe Ee¥atively low level of need for thi§:2ype

f

of‘counseling waser .ated to the fact that a veréylarge proport:

these predisposit ens were translated |nLo decisions about tralnnng -

‘occupat:ons more of ten than not.9 ,Consequently, many of the occupa-

tlonal decisions were firm before schools were chosen. For example,

- . ‘ ‘ ) Az

'

9SOme 857 of the voucher recipiénts said that they had a sepcific

“occupation in mind for which they wanted. to get training when they first

talked with WIN about training. Of those, 82% ultlmately chose to-get
trained in the occupation which they first had in mind: Bruce B. Dunning,

. Occupational Choices:and Vocational School. Selections; E&perlences with

the Portland WIN Voucher Training Program, Washington, D.C. Bureau of
Social Science Research, Inc., forthcoming.
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5 one voucher recipient said this about counseling on interests and
occupatlonaL goals: ' .
{  "The counselor hsked me if | was sure that t!?at".s (training

3

occupation) what |

anted and |~yas sure there wasn't anythung

else -l was interested in. We discussed farming machine shop

work and that's it.

° Trainees who needed help in deciding _on. in.‘teresis and g'oals’
most of ten mentioned fir A
and programs for different oc upatid}\s as specific help which they
needed'_ (44%) , and help in}JAﬂiging their occupational abilities

[ 0

nding out about the availability of coursgs

and _aptitudes were. mentioned by one-quarter of them (Table 4B)..

ONDE

TABLE 4B -
b8

~

PROFURT\ONS OF ‘R NTS MENTIONING NEEDS FOR .SPECIFIC TYPES OF HELP
’ AMONG THOSE WHO NEEDED (MORE) HELP IN DECIDING INTERESTS: -
. W OCCUPATIONAL GOALS@ . :
(Th percen'tages) N
< " }t:k f : J .
. : "+ Type of School ~
‘ L . ~Public  Private’ " Both -
. o - B
Determlnlng occupattonal capabilities and '_ )
apt |tudes e . 33 LT 25 4
y @ 0 8-
Knowmg different aspect:s of occupations 1 14 12
v | @ (.08
Determining job opportunities in occupations . . . 29 19
' S L@ 08,
Determining availabilit‘y,orf training courses : t ' \
and programs for different occupations . . . 67 A Ly
| (m ' @ . 6
Finding out about program content and:what ) ‘, .
l$ -expected of students. 1 14 12 ]
(n) @ M (16) -
Needed more personal attentlon C e e e e e 1 I 12
. (n) g L@ @ 8

®Multiple responses permitted.

18 -
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Need for hetp in finding out about courses was particularly prevalent ‘
in the public schools, possibly because of the wide variety of courses )
and programs usually offered by such schools. A student at a public school
apparently had probleq; in.both of the areas we havejust ment ioned:

”Well they just have “all these brochures on var:ous occupations

and what courses you have to take and maybe | could've tses some, ! .
'help in choos:ng an occupation. Like at the very “end of this L
quarter, | was. .--you had to do a project--and the instructor

said | should be in some other field, perhaps wr:tnng and that s
_when | first learned | was not doing as well as some other stidents
in this fue]d He suggested | 'should consider something else.

If ¥ had been counseled in the beginning as to my capabul:tves--

| mgan the ast quarter is kind of late."

]

ﬁ
An !Ler publ|c1§chool student referred to the problem of assessrng o‘é'

own aptitudes and capabilities apd expressed rather detailed expecgggaons

as to what counseling should include: 9 'Y

'"More about what particular program would be suited fo
personally. Not just--here are l-year programs--take yo
With an evaluation either by test:ng or interviews=--you
those tests (on Wthh) you answer quest:ons and feed itfhinto a

,computgr and it comes out what you're best suited for &d inter-
vnews where they qu.aSOut past experience situatidns--what |
liked and didn't }lke\Snd how you handled things. Put themwall.
together to determine where you're best sujited™!

A student in a private schdol was concerned with the lack of counseling

there and attributed it to the school's commercialism: 4 :

'"He could have told me more about what i went ‘for--he JuSt - {ﬁ
started on data processing. He just sold me on data processing.
As far as dafa processing ages, he told me plenty about that--
he was just a salgsman for the most expensive course they had.'"
. ] s
Suitability of Interests and Goals T . - RS

Agaln, only a small m:nor:ty of tra,:nees”(l3/c,) felt that : ’ ,.

¢ they needed help in determining the suitability of interests and occu-

pational goals (Table 5A) @ But needs for-he]p in this area were
expressed notlceab]y more frequentiy’ by students in publlc schools
(21%) than by those in private schools (7% .

Spec:fnc needs in this area were most frequently expressed. in

’ terms of detérm:n:ng job’ opportunnt:es in the tralnlng occupation andv '

in assesSnng the trainee's suitability for ‘the occupat|0n (Table '5B). -
While the very small .number of private scho trainees who needed '

help in this area makes compar isons shaky,-i;_appears likely that

' / 19
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h} ' AT . TABLESA l '

. ~. -
"HELP IN DETERMINING THE SUITABILITY OF INTERESTS AND UGCUPATIONAL GOALS

(In percentages) ., -

N * .
. g/
. . . . o . {f/ h\v Il
. . . Type o (Sc‘ ook
* o a (\‘ ( ' ‘ Pub]'ic_."‘\ivate Both ‘3)

»

< ] Received help, did not need more -

Did not receive help, did not r&eed'if.

' &
[ . Received hé1p, needed more . . .=.

Did not receive fnelp. needed it.

L4
e ‘ TOTAL -
.(n “ 1
(NA)
v
v . ) ) .
. \
f ’ - W
- v a’
‘ - ‘..:Q% . .
¥ . N\
N
. ’
o v
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TABLE 58 L )
§ . .
PROPORTIONS 0 RESPO DENTS MENTIONING &EDS FOR SPECIFI(.‘TYP OF HELP .
AMONG THOS HO NEBDED (MORE) HELP IN DETERMINING THE SUITJABILITY
. OF THEIR. INTERESTS AND OCCUPA ONAL GD Lse .
(In percentages)
- - ' ’ _ Type of Schoql’/,,
=y : & : ‘
‘ : P < )
4 Public Pr,ifa e soy MR
« If respondent was suited for the occupation. . 56 (-) 42 \
: (n) i ’ - (9) (3) ™ Q2.
If respondent wasssuited for the training
necessary for the oskupation-ay - . . . . . 22 33 25
' (n) (9) (3), (12) ¢ ’f
- Knowirg different aspects of the bccupation %. 33 33 4.
e (o RN T @
Determin ?’19 job opportunities- in the ocu‘lpa- . '
E1ON + . v e i s e e e e e e e b 67 50 ;
' (n) - 9) (3) ) S
/ Needed more personal attention .’ S 30 s 3% ’ .
: (n) ~ (10) (Lb) () :
' — <
Mult:ple responses permutted ""Wo answers' excluded froi { L.

percentaging base.
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finding odi QLether they were suitable for the occupatjdh was more
problématical for public school students than for those in private
schools’;  the latter were a bit more likely to be concerned with
find}pﬁ out ahﬁét job opportunitie_g.Io
o D
" L] _ . - . % B

. o .
TraLnnﬁq Needs ‘and Course Selection

A, couonseling--or more couriseling--in determining thelér training needy and

Most of the trainees (89%) did not fee] that they needed

the courses they should take-(Table 6A), But in contrast to other types .

w.f counseling, man& had received this typeafrom their schools. This was

" particufarly true in the&public schools in which 71 pércent of the ¢

students received such help, compared to 45 percent in the private schools.
‘ .

-7 A
TABLE 6A
HELP |N DETERMINING TRAINING MEEDS AND COURSES THAT SHOULD BE TA5§N4/J,
* (In percentages) .y -

le o \\\\\\\\\-/i/Xypes of School

Publ|c Private Both

Received help, did not need more . . . . .« . . 69 L2 Sh
Did not receive help, did not need it. . . .. 22 W 35
Received help ngeded éore; e e e e e e e 2 3 3
Did not receive h Ip, needed it. . . . . . . . 6 B 9
L]
TOTAL ~ Lt o 100 101
Q)] : (49) (64) (113)
oy ’
10

Differencesfon similar items in Table 4B were in the same
direction. This lend} some strength to an assumption that the differences
are valid. :

22 .
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. ] In some  cases, however, th}'was reported as adviué OR traiping.,
L needs and course sedection was, in fact, simply the transmiss fon of
j'informaxion on predetermined programs in'which the student had little e
‘.flexibility. For example, one public school student, when asked what .
kind of advice had been given said: ‘ o

"It was all set up.%,The coursbs were all set out=-no Plectives -
ah or anything. They just told us what we had to. take."

And another: . N

'"They gave you a printed form oh each course--what glasses
you should take--they “have forms for all programs at (a large
community college)--theyydon't sit down with you, but if you
< Jhad questions, they probably would answer them.'

~

. \ . .
The same sort of thﬁpg happened at private schools: " .

"They told me it was all mapped Put ahead of time--they told
me all the courses | had to take.'

And, from another private school stupenl: -
a N / ’
- R M'They already had mapped out and have the courses already down.

Some things .you have to take that didn't involvé what I.was doing
like business administration. They made you take it and | wasn't
going to work with computers and .} got a bad grade. Then whens
the course wass over, the . teach left and | had no on wo_talk to'! bk
. about it. | don't even know wh¥ they ‘had us take it. It .
s nothing to do with my courses./' ‘

-
As in the earlier cases, the numbers of trainees who néede. help

are too small to permit detailedrzomﬁarisons, But, it seems clear tHat
finding out what was availasle was the predominant problem among the

public school students who needed help they di&ﬂ[t get (Table 6B). The
comments of one public school student exemplified this situation: ’

'"Well, I originaily went in(for receptionist training. | went
in,so 1 could work., | didn't want prolong it. That's why they
transferred me to (a new program at ajbranch of a large community
.college). |f | had known about it ap/ the beginning,, | could have Ty
stagted out there instead of hﬁr: t the main campus." ' ‘ :

f Amon rivate school students, on “thé other hand, knowing more

ining they were facing was the predominant need. Quite

often, an ap arent lack of unflerstanding about the level of effort j?
that woul:j%
students WWG'

"Typing courses and stuff like that because | started to be
absent because of my shoulders. Some of the classes | wanted to
drop. They piled too many classes on me and tSo much homework. !

23 -

up in commehts of private school
d more counseling. When asked what she’

one student said:

O
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.. TABLE 6& AN

PROPGRTIONS OF RESPONDENTS MENTIONING NEEDS FOR SPECI‘FLQ TYPES OF HELP
A NG THOS‘E 0 NEEDED (MORE) HELP IN DETERMINING TRAINING NEEDS
AND COURSES THAT SHOULD BE-TAKEN
(Iﬁ percentages) - -

.Type of School 4

( : o IR Public Private Bdth
{ o -
- - - —T :
Determining availability of coursgs-gnd .
progtams for training occupatfon . . . . . . 7% 11 31
(. . Sy @ (3
Understandlng progr%m, content and what 1% L ot . B (\\\_
‘' expected of students . . Y/ Le
R ® @ 3
Kiowing whether respondent would be able to
. handle course work . ..ol oL 25 22 .23
(G R R C)) (9) (13)
Needed help in scheduling cﬁaég §.‘. 25 22 23
' ) (n) Ay (&) 9) (13)
Needed more personal attention .-. . . . . i_. - 22 15
() ) © 03

- - ‘ —
Multiple responses permitted. ’ “
N R

N : : S

Anoﬁﬁgr student commented: ' ) o -

‘7 “One time | talked the WIN counselor. She helped put me
‘back or” the track. 1 just having problems in school. Just
.trpub]e with not studying enough--didn’t seem to be enough time."

I

‘

Progress in Training

.f‘A bit less than half of the trainees said that they received
help- in reviewiqﬂ&their.progress'in training (fable~7A). Public school

students were a bit mgre likely than those in private schools to have

24
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o / Lo TAEBLE 7A J ’j_/ )

. . HELP IN REVIEWING PROGRESS IN TRAINING

(in percentages) . - . . :
N Wi ) : 3
= - - ==
? . . . -
'Type of School ., . :
o |
) ' Public  Private BogH, N
. «,‘:‘lr“w . - -
- - " - - ‘A" . - 0 - kY
. . . P q
Received help, did not need more © . . ot - bs . 37 o ,
~ !

Did not receide help, did not need it. . . . 5 L . h3. .

. o ) ;
. P ﬁa \

Received heln, 1 e e e e e e e 2 6 - b -

100 100 997
) (49) (63) (n2)
~ (NA} ; L(-) (1) (1) . .

received such help and also were a bit'more Tikely to feel that it was

i‘sufficient. Further, private school! students who did not receive this

type of counseling Were twice as likely as their public school counter-
parts to feej~that ‘they needed this kind of help (16 vs. &%)

For the most part, it was in.knowing how they were .doing as i
they went along that most of those who needed help fe‘lt'that ‘counseling
had been lacking (Table 7B).

The frequency with which private §c’hool students who needed
_;,_?e]p singled out feedback on their tramlng progress as the area in ”*

QL

which they n/eeded help warrants c?ﬁmentx Review of progress in

training was most frequently’mentioned by representativesef the “ \
private schools wé visited in Portland a/sza' type of counseling they : N

provided. " Further, one of the ponnts made to us repeatedly was
. . .

”Dunning and Un;er, op. cit., p. 30.

O
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PROPORTIONS OF RES PONDENTS MENT IONING NEEDS FOR-SPECIFIC TYPES
OF HELP AMONG THOSE WHO NEEDED (MORE) HELP :

y Y * IfCREVIEWING PROGRESS IN TRAINING? .
.4}' . (In percentages)
i- 3 ~
= L
« ’
P 3" o Typee of School
. . ' . Public Private Both .
v s _.’Determnnnng how respondent's wonk was pro- - '
gresilng ‘grades . . . . ... ¢ ceoa2ey . . 80 77 78 -
N “(n) C 5y (3 (18) .
“\ S . X . - LN K raf. gl
A , How |mprbve‘wpr~’and study habits. ... . . . . 20 - v 6
g S P ¢ N CF SR (1)
. . . ey e N n
- K o A Ny ‘ R
. - Wheré 0. get extra’help—?? EEQ led. f;u.ﬂf A 20 237 22
et e 2 (n) : @) 3y (8)
i A - = 0 2 . ’
N " \rlhet.hf:“‘m ;Qndent would be ab]e tQ complete . ' R R
. & @ oo e e e e e e e e e e e li‘o M'Y 8 3 17 . ;'
. (n) N N
. - Multnple ;esponse Fﬁ?mntted, "No answers“ excluded from «
' pe@tagmg base. . oo . ‘
L by ! . . . . L . L . - {
. it ; - : . _ ) J
f;%\' . ' N ' ’ ’ A
o ’%* ' : 4 ‘ e
<;%i - ¥ E smaller classes and:a‘mére informal, less bureaucratfzed atmosphere
’ permltted them to give more individualized attention to their students.
- In fact, this |nd|v1dua]|zed |nstructvon was the advantage of private’
. ‘_- over public schools most frequently mentloned by the private schools': »/F
5. ' representatuves 12 This, as well as the rivate schools’ Iack of
: E
% L specnflcal]y desngnated counseling’ pérsonnel implies considerable

re}iance on . instructors to fulfill guidance roles. including\that of
provudlng the students with feedback on thenr progress. Private school

instructors wouLd thus, seem to be in a pivotal role. But the students .

12

, Ibid., p. 37 26 . C
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from private schaols were noiiceaE]y less likely than those from public

schoo}s tQ rate-. thesr |nstructors hlghly on their interest in how well

trained the students were (Table 8). tt may be that the private schools
: - .
' el TABLE 8 T
N ! STUDENTS' APPRAISALS OF TEACHERS' INTEREST 1l
: b ) _‘1 (in percentages) . .
: i : _ -

A ~

R *Type of School ’ /

Level of Teachers' Interest

: . . Public  Private Both
Teachers were really interested. . . . . . . 78 52 63
. A
Teachers were somewhat interested. . . . . . 16 27 22
Teachers were not very interested. . . . . . 6 r\ZI 14,
! .
TOTAL 100 100 99
(n) . | w9y (63)  (112)
(NA) - AR = BT R ()
S V

rely too much on informal contacts between students and instructors
~ with respect to informing the former on their progress and that they
" are deluding themselves with respect to the efficecy of informal |

counseling and guidance systems We take this all the more Sseriousiy

~-<’*N§ﬂ becaUSe we think that this is an area in whnch the ‘private schoels,

for the very reasons they state, should have an advantage over the
publ:c schools--an area jn which ‘they have the capabuluty to tmproye
nf they mean what they say about their commi tment to providing high-

qualuty vocatlonal tralnlng

Q « .
Personal Counseling #

oo
.

8

Only small numbers of theitrefﬁeee-;i3 bé%ééni'iﬁ'fhé‘ﬁﬁsiie o

schools and 11 percent of those enrolled in private schools--received

personal counSellng such as advice on family, financial or lega]
o : - . . 2 7

4

>



problems, help with improving personal appearance, or psychological
support and encouragement (Table 9-A £B). And, only a few felt the need

_far this type of counseling.

' _ TABLE 9A

PERSONAL COUNSELING R )
(In percentages) . T

Type of School

Public Private Both

Received help, did not need more . . 21 n . 1s
. Didn't receive help, did not need it . . . . 71 84 79
Received help, needed more . . . . . . . . . 2 - 1
, Did not receive help, needed it. . . . . . . 6 5 5
TOTAL N 100 100 100
) ) , (u8) (64) (12)
(NA) (1) () N\ (D)
TABLE 98B

PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS MENTIONING NEEDS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES
OF HELP AMONG THOSE WHO NEEDED (MORE) PERSONAL COUNSELING?
(In percentages)

Y'Iype of School

Public Private Both

>

Advicé on family problems. . . . . . . . . . 25 33 29
’ ' (n) : (W) (3) (7)
Financial advice . . « « v « v v v o - 33 14
) W B o
Legal advice . e e e - 33 | LT
() W G 0
_'Help with personal appearance. . . . . . . . = - -
@ RN BN
Personal support, encouragement. . . . . . . 75 - 43
(n) - | (YN C) B ¢)
Just someone to talk to. . . . . . . . ... 50 - 29
(n) (%) (3) (7
Multiple r sponses permitted.
& . ultiple re es permitte 2323 .
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With so"few ¢ases of expressed need for personal counseling,
it is difficult to make any meaningful comparisons between the two
types of schools. 'But the infrequency with which a need for personal
help occurred or the difficulty of classifying the type of problem

into some specific category should not be allowed to obscure the
importance of help to someona who needs it: *

"Oh, just someone to talk to whenever | had a problem come up
that.didn't relate to WIN--problems about the cfiildren and personal
problems. When you're the parent of a household it gets heavy now
and then. ‘| think (it was) because | was alone--1 have no family
close by. | think towards the end they were trying to find a place
I could gd for rhat, but that got to be more hassle because-they--——-
wanted me to go and get counseling and hire a sitter and take the
time and | really didn't have the time. If there had been someone
at the school [ could go to--and | think there was counseling at
the school but théy didn't want me to go there--1 don't know if ‘it

was money or not. | think it was. I|n other words, they wanted me
to go to a:place where the counseling was free which meant more:
InconvenlenCiéand time for me. 1 had aLpéady had my kimit."

And, ‘in some casés, the availability of an understanding ear can make
the difference between a potential graduate and a d:opout: '

YAt the time, | was sick--l was sick the last’ ﬁpree weeks of
the term. Ope of my instructors in a course--we didn't communi-
cate well and | wish-*well, if we had, | might have stayed with it."

Concentration of Dissatisfaction
with Counseling Services . .

b |

Students.-~It would be possible, of course, for a few disaffected

individuals to .express needs for counseling in each of the five questions

asked’about that. In this wa;, a very few individuals could account for

most of the apparent lack of counseling. This was not the case, however.

There were a total of 69 responses indicating a need for more
pounseling of on€ kind or another. As it turned out, these were made
by 40 individuals (or 35% of the respondents). ’

Another way of looking at it is to note ghat 64 percent‘of the
trainees who needed help of one kind or another were represented'in

only one or two of the questions about Counﬁellng (Table 10). Thus,"

“while only a minority of the respondents felt a lack of guidance which

they thought the schools should have given them, the existence of such
feelings was more than simply a reflection of the responses, of a few-

disgruntled individuals. ¢

29
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TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS NEEDING' (MORE) COUNSELING ON NQMBER‘ 4
: OF TYPES OF COUNSELING NEEDED
N (In percentages) -
- M "
Respondents who mentioned: Proportion of
) All responses
Need for 1 type.of guidance. . . . . . .. . . .. . .. 32
Need for 2 types of guidance . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 32
v Need for 3 types of guidance . . : O 13
Need for 4 types of guidance . . . . . . ... . . . . .. 23
. TOTAL i ) - 100
- (n) (69) -
a4 .
. Schools.-:Thg:prevalence of students who were more or less
dissatisfied with th@éunseling they recédved was almast exactly equal
/ at public and private schools; 35 percent of the students enrolled

in the former and 36 percen{ pf those enrolled in the latter mentioned
one or more types of counsélihg they needed (Table 11),

A better measure of tHe concentration of dissatisfaction with
counseling at the various schools is, however, providéd by the rates of
complaints per enrolled student. |In the public schools, there were

B .65 complaints per enrolled student. compared to .58 complaints per
enrolled student in the private, schools (Table 12}. Further, taking
each of the two groups of schools in aggregate, there was a tendancy
for dissatisfaction with the help received in determining and assessing

.interests and occupational goals to be more frequently expressed in

the public schools than in the private schools. Conversely, di fac-
tion with counseling related to the acgual'training process was somewhgt
“mbré Jhtéhse iﬁ thé ﬁr}vaté schools than in the public. There was,
however, only a-sslight difference in (he rate of complaints about persongdl

counseling, with the private-schools Having the adv e by a bare margjn.

430
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¥, - - TABLE 11 o -
PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS ENROLLED AT EACH SCHOOL
WHO EXPRESSED NEED FOR (MORE) I)SSISTANCE
(In percentages) i "
= — ; — — :
! wPercent of Enrolled
Number of. . : .
59h°°l Enrolled Respondents ?:;4‘ R?;g::;jeziz ig:::::::g
y L, ! Sy .
All Public Schools (u9) . T , 35
c (5) sl Lo
TLTTp T A ) o ' 63
. G v (25) J 24
H . (5) Lo
¢ 0 ) : EI; -
X - 2) . -
-
. _ D £ : ,
All Private Schools (6k) ) 36
A . (5) SR Lo
B - -~ (6) » 83
E (5) 80" <
F (1) 100
| (1) 100
J (3) 33
K (20) 35
L, (n 100
M (6) 17
N (1) -
P (3) -
Q () . -
R (]) - .
S (W) -
T - (1) -
U x (2) -
v (1) -
W Q) -
Y (M -
&
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TABLE 12

RATES OF OCCURRANCE:  UNMET NEEOS FOR (HORE) COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE
- ' (Expressed as rate of itens nent iopgd pér enrolled student)

Needed (More) Assistance To:

: - . Determine C
» , Determine L
eternine Training Assess '
Personal

() Interests. z?i:zﬁllégzs Needs and  Training i dance Al Needs
and Goals et Course Prog%‘ ' f - .
' — | Selection
'1 . ! ) N .
ALL Schools (3 i ,W) g2 2o & -4
Al Plic Sehools (49) L7 a0 SRR N T
School ¢ (5) 0, . 20 .- 60
D EH; o .32 2] .32 .&8' I%
6 w1 | . . . .
! 5 .k 20 .20 20 20 . 1,20
0 n oo : : : S
\ () <. : : : oo :
ALl Private Schools, | (64) -l .06 ;Ef .o 0 58
T sl A (9) 20 20 20 20 20 1,00
' B (6)- 17 17 50 50 17 1,50
E 6 . W 0 . 0 - 1.20
F () . - - 1,00 . 1.00
| (1) . : i 1,00 . 1,00
J B . - - - 3 . 0.
© (20) o 05 20 20 05 0.60
L M .- i 1.0 . . 1,00
H (6) 07 A7 - . - 0.17
N (1) - - . Ry RS
| P (3) - - oo B D - y
0 (1) - - o : ) - -
. ' .R (l) .‘ - - e N " - -
: S Yo . . T e — . .
22 T n - - - - § - -
I (2) . : . -
V (1 - - - - .
o 1 W ] l - - - ' - -
Y 1
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It appears, then, that the students in the two types of schools
found shortcomings in the available cbunseling tn different substantive
areas. It is possible tﬁgt this was related to the diftg%encqs in
structures of training in the two types of schools, as weil as the
different styles of their counseling services. In the public schools,
with highly structured programs for which prepared -information (syllabi,
class scliedules, etc) was provided.to students and periodic gradés gave
students a guide to their progresé;.there was less need for counseling
related to the training process:itself, But, since counseling as such R
generally required some initiative on the part of the students, some
students were apt to miss the guidance on their individual interests

and goals that they felt'they needed. Prlvate schools, on the other

. hand, were more Iikgly to deal with quest10ns pertaining to the deter-

mination and’ asses %ent of lnterestsTand occupatnonal goals du: ng the

admission proce;s put, as’ we have seen, the informal, day-to-day counse1|ng

style that was preva]ent in these schools was not as effective in dealing

w:th training problems,as the schools thought it was. , -
A second ﬁypothe5|s explaining the difference in the rates of .

cemplaints about counseling ‘relating to the determination and assess-

ment of |nterests and goals is that private school enrollees would tend

to have a more pragmatnc ornentat|on. including more firmly decided

occupational goals, and that these students would have less need for

and, therefore,; less concern about counseling in this area. However

plausiblz this might be, it seems tq be discounted by the fact that

firmly held occupational goals were‘a bit more prevalent among public

school students than among those in pr_ivate‘schools,13 .
A

Summary and Appraisal

The fact is, then, that except fot public school students, 71

percent of whom received help in determining training needs and courses

—

13

Among the voucher récipiéht§ enrolled in public schools, 80%

“'said ‘they had an occupation “in”mind whén they first startéd talking

about training with WIN and chose the same occupat.on as a training
occupation. The comparab]e figure for voucher recipients in private
schools was 73%.

33
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that should be taken, only minorities of the iﬁydents in eit*br type
*  of school said that they received counseling and guidgnoe in the content
areas about which we asked -therﬁ. But. for tH&® most ‘ﬁa"rvé.r those whlo didn 't :
get help said that they hadn:t needed it and only a few of those who .
receivgd counseling said they needed more., For any given co;tent area.
less than one-quarter of the respondents attending’;ither type of school
-said they needed counseliflg they hadn't received or needed more counseling
that they ggt--usually, the proportion was considerably smaller than a

quarter (Table 13). Nonetheless, it was not the same respondents who
¥ : .

’

TABLE 13
PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS NEEDING (MORE) COUNSELING D GUIDANCEa
) (In percentages)
. . -

Type of School

Tyﬁe of Help Needed

- Public Private Both
Deciding interests and occupational boals. . 18 1 15
(n) (49) (64) (13)
Determining suitability of interests and
occupational goals . . . . . . . . . . .. 21 7 13
(n) (u48) (64) (112)
Determining training needs and courses that
should be taken. . . - « . « . « . . ... 8 14 12 -
(n) . - - (49) (64) (13
Reviewing progress in training . . . . . - . 10 22 16
(n) (49) (63) (mz)
Personal counseling. . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 5 6
. ’ (n) (48) : ﬂ64) (12)
aMultiple responses permitted. oy " ) .

, {5
expressed needs for help in each content area about which we asked
taken together. 36% of the respondents said they needed help--or

needed more help--of one or more types.
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There was little -to choose between public and private schools

_on the overall prevaJence of students who needed (more) counsellng.
but the concentratao% of complalnts was a b|t greater in pUbIIC ‘than
in private schools ., £But the content aréas in which students of the
two types of schoolE“were mos t Ilkely to perceive unmet needs differed
somewhat. And it seems possible that these differences may be linked
to differences in the‘;rganizationel Structures, philosophies of
training and appreachesﬁto the handling o? coun§eling responsigilities.
From one viewpoint. the ‘fact that expressed needs for caunseling
were not more frequentw:ends to val|date assumptions about the self- .
reliance and dec1ston1mak|ng ability of WIN participants. But, from '
another viewpoint, themfact that oyer one-third of the students were
not satisfied with the help they got suggests the existence of a pro-
blem to which attention needs to be paid. From a human|§t|c standpo1nt
it s well and good--and consistent with the vouchering concept--when
the student neither receives counseling nor .feels a neeq for it. But,
for the student who does perceive‘a need for help and is unable to’
get it, the consequences can be serious both for the individual's
sense of well-being and for his or her progress toward achieving WIN
“program goals.

If one takes the view that the expressed needs for (more) counsel?ng

B g

were of sufficient-hagnitude to make counseling problematic,” the question
as to whose responsibility counseling is becomes inevitable. In the

-~ earlier study of schools, both public and private school representatives

rather frequently mentioned the need for screening and counseling either

as a reservation te their agreement with the vouchering concept or as

. . . 14
¢ the source of their disagreement with that concept. But a rather

clear implicatioﬁ:bf their remarks wés'that tﬁey felt that this was
something that should be accomplushed by WIN pr|or to the students'

appl|cat|ons to the schools. On the other hand, the provision of

uDunning and Unger, op. cit., ppT—7]-73.

S/

. J . ‘

»
counsel|ng and gdldance is now well established as’ a responsibility
of educational institutions ahd;we believe, on the basis of our examina-
<=tforr of “the~counseling ~services -describeds to-Us -by~ the- school SB35 MWEL L e i <t o e e
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as by the students, that improvement in the provision of these services
s ypell within the capabilities of both public and private vocational
- schools.
‘ In any event; we cannot make a judgment on the excellence or
: - lack of excellance of counseling and guidance in the public and private -
‘ *Vvocatlonal schools in Portland, relative to each other. The differences

were largely .in the nature of: strengths and weaknesses, rather than in

,fﬁﬁ"‘ magni tude,
: 'W
Placement Services
Overall, the students enrolled in private schools were more llkely -
than those in public schools to have recerved placement assistance for
their schools; 42 percent of the enrollees in private schools and 25 percent
“of those in public schools said they received such assistance (Table 14).
"1 e
TABLE 14 !
. RESPONDENTS' RECEIPT OF PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOLS
: (In percentages)
School did not School did
promise place- promise place- All schools
ment help ment help
Public Private Public Private Public Prf&ate Both
R received placement help . . 2] . 12 32 L6 25 L2 . 35
- &
R asked for, but did Not
receive placement help. . . L 12 11 12 6 12 10
) R neither asked for nor got :
e placement help. . . . , . ., 75 75 58 L 68 L5 55
Total ' . (9(_(_‘_m_(,]gjm«___99, e 299 <99 « < 100 -
i ) AR R LR e () (B (18) (5 ) (64) (111)
(na) _ ‘ (2) -y (-) (2) (-) (2)
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' Apparently, the students in private schools were more likely to
want placement assistance; 54 percent of the private school students
_ but only 31 percent of the public school students had asked for it.
At the same time, it appears that whether or not the school§ told the
students they would gef help'in getting a job affected whether the -/
students asked for 1t the proportion of students who asked for such
help in schools’ thax did not promise it (25% in both public and private
schools) was considerably lower than the comparable proportion in schools
that did promise help (42 for public and 59% for private). And, since
pr:vate school students were more likely than their public school counter- §
parts to have been offered placement assistance (88% vs. L40%) they were
more likely to ask for it. Whether or not offers of placement assistance
stimulate the students' inferest in getting it, or students who want
placement assistance tend to févdr private schools because of their
promises, the private schools deliver placement assistance to more of
their students than do the public schools. . ‘
J
- Of course, one of the questions frequently raised about the
private vocational schools is how often they pay off on their promises
to assist students in getting jobs. In the Portland case, private
schools which promised placement assistance did virtually as well as
. the public schools who made such offers; 12 percent of the students:
.in private schobls that promised assistance and 11 percent of those '
in public schools that made such offers said that their requests th
assistance were not fulfilled. These proportions of unfulfilled -j
promises may indeed be too high, but there is little difference
between public and private schoo}sqqn this respect. 15 Overall, however,-=-
including both schools that madegéromises and those that didn't--the )
public schodls come off somewhat better, with only 6 percent of their
students being denied help they asked for compared to 12 percent in

thé_private schools. L]

15

“We will see in the follow:ng section of this report that a substantial

proportion of the private school students, but only a small proportion

of those in public schools, felt that their schools had exaggerated the
chances of getting a job.

Ihe effectiveness of placement services .is_another question.

O
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1t will be recalled that 68 percent .of ‘the public schoo! and
L5 percent of the.pfivate’school students neither asked fo} nor received
Placement assistance. Some ofvthese, had not asked for such assistance
because they had not finished training (34 of the public school students
and 23% of those in private schools). Even eliminating these, public
school students were less likely than those in brivate schools to have
asked for help in getting a job, by a 48 to 71 percent margin. A
number of other reasons for not ésking for assistance were given by -
the remaining people (Table 15). Most notably, !l percent of the
public school students and 2 percent of those iJ private schools were
out‘of the labor force; 9 pércent of the public school stﬁdents and
5 percent of those in private schools already had jobé; and 6 percent
of the public school and 2 percent of the private school’ students did
not know that placement services were available. '
Although lack of knowledge about placement-services was a bit
more prevalent in the public than in the private schools, it is clear
that this was not a major reason for not asking for assistance in
getting @,job.] Nonetheless, it is our impregsion from the data ’
described in this section as well as from our observations during
visits to the schools in Portland that .the differences in the ways in
which twé types of schools tended to structure and view the roje of .
placement services had much to do with differences in the extent
of usage by students. The public schools, as-we have noted above,
are less likely then private schools to promise placement assi;tpnqe l .
S

, - ¥
even though it is available; they rely much more on students’ initiative [

in utilizing the services; in short, the services in these schodls  °,
tend to be passively available. Private schools, on the otheh.hand .
tend to see the promise of placement assistance as an important selling ;i )
point and many of them recognize thatfithey must back up these promises

1 . . . .
to some extent. 7 Consequently, we think, the private schools tend to R

]6Ekcluding those who had not completed training, lack of know-
vvc.=w. . ..ledge about. placement.services..stil} -prevented on-lyg 0% -of -the -remainjng - -
- Public school students and 3% of those in private schools from-aski
for such services. *
~

]7See Dunning and Unger.%p. cit., pp. 31-36. + ° j
_ -

> a -
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TABLE 15

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE
(In percentages)

Type of, School

u& : ) Public Private Both
SUBTOTAL: DIDN'T ASK FOR HELP . . . . . 68 45 55
Didn't complete training . . . . . . . - 34 23 28
Already had a job. . . . . . . ... . 9 5 6
Wasn't looking for work at the time. . 11‘; 2 .5
Was looking for work on my own . . . . L 5 L
WIN counselor said he./she would help . - ‘4 3 2
Didn't'(know placement services were
Javailable. . . . . . . . . . .. .. 6 . 2 L
L .
Heard the placement services were : @
not helpful, thought it would be : .
a waste of time. . . v . . . . . . . 2 3 Tt 3
4 .
Other. . v v v v v v v o e e e e e 2 3 3
SUBTOTAL: ASKED FOR HELP. . . . . . . . 31 5k “us
Total " 99 99 100
(n) ) 6h) . (1)
(NA) (2) (-) (2)

.

be somewhat more aggressive in delivering their placement s.ervices_. to

¥ their.students.. But we want to emphasize that these conclusions and,
indeed this whole section of the report, speak only to the issue of
the delivery of services, not to the rglative";uality of such services

39.. . . RN

in the two types of schools.
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Respondents! Evaluations of Schools /(

The preceding sectloﬁs of this report Wave dealt primarily with
whether vouchered WIN students experienced_g: did not'egperlence specific
aspects of the schools' operatioﬁs that can reasonably be presumed to be
associated with quality of training. ‘n this section, wg shift to indi-~

cators that are more explicitly evalitive, N

v

Bad Exgetiences ,

We asked our respondents to tell us if they had encountered:any of
six '"bad experiénces' sometimes encountered by people in vocational
training (Table 16).

One of the charges frequently levelled against private vocational

schools is that they do not fulfill the explicit or implicit promises
they make to potential students. Our data suggest that, In comparison
with pﬁblic schools, there is some merit in these charges. None of the
respondents who attended public schools but ]h percent of those who had
been in private schools, said that their schools ‘advertised or promised
training that was not given. ‘Further, only 8 percent of the public
school students, byt 36 perc;nt of those in private schools, said that
their schools exaggerated the chances of gettjing a job at the end of
training.

Part of the rather larée difference with reépect to exaggerating
job opportunities might reflect the increased chances that such charges
will be made because of the more active style of private schools in
pushing their placement services, Nonetheless, the fact that over one-
third of the private school students felt that their schools héd exagge-
rated employment opportdﬁities suggests that the private schools too
of ten do succumb to the préssure to sell their training. And it casts-’
some doubt on the validity of the private schools' arguments that they -
must de!iver on promises of employment assistance both to maintain their
reputations and to avoid increased governmentél regulation.

A third are in which the private schools were at a noticeable

P A

disadvantage as viewed by the students was 'in the equipment used in

training. Private school students were markedly more likely than those

40
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TABLE 16

»

. v *
PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOQUS UNDES IRABLE CHARACTERISTICS
OF SCHooLS® ’
. (In percentages)

Type of School

Public Private Both
chool advertised or promised training it did
not give. - . - 14 8
() ) (49) (64) (113)
chool exaggerated chances of getting a job
~at the end of training. . . . . . . . . . . .. 8 36 24
' ( (49) (63) (12)
chool gave training unrelated to the training . ‘
0CCUPALION. « v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e 24 23 - 24
(n) (49) (64) (113)
chool used outdated equipment. . . . . . . . . ( 6 22 15
) @) : (49) (64) (113)
chool gave training student prepared for or
for which the student didn't have the ..
necessary background. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 18 16 17
: (n) «(49) (64) . (113)
chool gave training in material student already
knew or which was too elementary. . . . . . . . 18 23 21
(n) (49) (64) (113)
a =
Multiple responses permitted.
> 3

n public schools to say that they had encountered'outdatéd equipment in their.:

.. 18 '
raining. E

]8This is generally consistent with what»fhe school's representatives
aid id the earlier study. Representatives of public schools frequently (50%)
antioned better training facilities as an advantage of public schools.
spresentatives of the private schools seldom said this. See Dunning and

1ger,top. cit., p. 37.

: S 41 -
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In the earlier study of the schools, we pointed out that public
schools tended to stress.vocational training within a broader educational
context, while private schools tended to concentrate their efforts in
teaching only the skills they considered necessary for employment in
specific occupations. The students, however, failed to confirm this
diftinction, at least in their percéptions of training that was unrelated

0 occupational requiremen{s, Just under one-quarter of the students
in each type of school said that they encountered training that was
unrelated to the occupafion for which they were pneparing, Students
in the two types of schools also were quite-similar in the pfoportions
. who said that training was not dommensurate with their preparation and
background--eﬁther not up to the student's level of preparation, or

beyond it.

'

Respondents' Assessments oF Instructors

While the representatiives of private shcools we talked with in
the earlier study had been more likely than their public school counter-
parts to cité'individualized instruction as an advantage of private
vocational schools (50% vs. 20%), they were considerably less likely
than the representatives of public schools to mention better qualified
staffs as an advantage (9% vs. 60%).19 Insofar as this implied a
recognition by the private schools that the public schools had an
advantage in the quality of ‘their staffs, the students tended to con-
firm the appraisal. We have already noted that ;he voucher recipients
enrolled in private schools gave their instructors somewhat lower

20 The private

ratings in interest than did those in public schools.

school students also were less likely than those in public schools

to give their instructors high ratings on ‘the instructors' knowledge
s s e -t of theiT subjects (Table 17A) as well "as onmthéir'ab11ity’fﬁjtéachiné"

(Table 178). While it is cleg@r that the private school students did

not rate their instructors as highly as did the public school students,

. 19Dunning and Unger, op. cit., p. 37.

N 20See p. 20, supra. . .
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TABLE 17A

RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF INSTRUCTORS' KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS
(In percentages)

Type of School’

Public Private Both

Instructors knew subjects well . . . . . . . 92 71 80
instructors knew subjects some . . . . . . . 8 24 17

b ,L'iwﬁstructors knew subjects little . . . . . . - 5 3
TOTAL 100 100 100

(n) ' (49) (63) (12)

(NA) : (-) (1) (1),

TABLE 178

RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE'ABlLlTY OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACI’%RS
(In percentages)

°

Type of School

-Publ\ix\ Private Both
3 7

O
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instructors were very good . . . . . . . . . 67 Ly 54
Instructors were pretty good . . . . . . . . 3] Lo 36

. Instructors were poor: . . .. . . . 2 - 16 - 10
TOTAL " o 100 100 100
. (n) - . (49) (63) (12)
(Na) (-) (1) (1)
Q -
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T

we should also note that relatively few students in either type of
school saw their instructors as being really unqualified in the subject

they taught, or as poor teachers.

Overall Satisfaction with Training s

Sizeable majorities of the respondents indicated thalt they were

satisfied with the training they got (Tagle 18). But despite the fact

TABLE 18

- RESPONDENTS' OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING
(In percentages) -

( >
Type of School

1

Public  Private Both

Very satisfied . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 5 36 45
Somewhat satisfied . .38 .34 35
Not very satisfied . . . . . . . . .. ... , L - 16 . 11
Not at all satisfied . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 N 9
) .

TOTAL 101 100 100

(n) (9) (62) (1)

(NA) (-) (2) (2)

\,Bthat a majority of the students who attended each type of school indicated
some measure of general satisfa;tion, there were noticeable differences
between the appraisals of public school students and those of the privaté
school students. Among the former, 95 percent indicated at least some
satisfaction as cbmpared with 70 percent of the latter. At the extremes.
of the satisfaction scale, over half (57%) of the public school students

and only 36 percent’of those in private schools said that they were
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4 'very satisfied with the training they got; conversely, only 2
~percent of the public school students and 14 percent of those in
private schools indicated that they were ''not at all satisfied."

The schools in which at least some dissatisfied students were
represented included two of the four public schools and ten bf the
twangy private schools. However, in all but four of these schools
in which some students were dissatisfied, the proportion éxpressing
some measure of satisfaction was at least equal to the proportion
of disatisfied students (Table 19). By and large, then, expressions
of dissatisfaction usually were more than counterbalanced by expressions

of satisfaction®within the same ;chool,2| While the schools clearly

TABLE 19 '

LEVELS OF SATISFACTION IN SCHOOLS WHERE DISSATISFACTION WAS REPORTED
N - (In percentages)
N School®
. S\ A B C D E F G H 1 J K L
Very satisfied 64 50 50 LO Low 25 22 17 -- - == -
4 .
Somewhat satisfied .18 25 - Lo 20 50 4O 33 . BT S
Not very satisfied 9 25 50 - - - 22 50 100 100 - -
Not at all satisfied 9 - - 20 40 256 17 - - = 100 100
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 101 100 100 100 100 100

a . . .
Letter designations of the schools are not the same as those used in
Table Percentaging bases (n's) not shown.

2|The number of students enrolled in the schools represented
in Table 20 are not shown because of anonymity considerations. However,
we should note that only a very small number of students were enrolled
in the four schools in which all students said they were dissatisfied.
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“varied in their ability to elecit stﬁdent satisfaction, ®these data
suggest that the prevalence of dissatisfaction d@pended more on the
particular students enrolled than on the qualities of the schools
themselves--that is to say that dissatisfaction was reasonably well

-

distributed among the schools. '

Summary

In both the bublic and private schools, substantial majorities
of the students indicated that they did not have the bad experiences
sometimes encountered by people in vocational training, gave‘their
instructors relatively good ratings, and reported that they were
either highly or moderately satisfied with their training. But, on
all of these measures, the private schools did not comd off quite

as welllas the public schools.

Conclusions

A maih point to be madg on the basis of these data is that, by
and large, most of the students who used their WIN vouchers to enroll
in vocational training at either public or private schools seen‘\‘to
have had reasonably good experiences [p their training. Unfulfilled,
perceived needs for guidance and counseling,’denial of requested
placement assistance, bad experiences encountered in training, low
evaluations of instructors, and dissatisfaction with the training
received were, in general, described by only rather small minorities

of the students in elther type of school.

e SR oo As we” pointed out earlier, the differences between &ubl ic and
private schools in their prov15|on of counseling and guidance were
most apparent in terms of the nature of counseling and guidance needs
most frequently unmet. Students in public schools were more likely thaa
those in private shools to feel that their needs for counseling with
respect to interests and occupational goals were unmet. Conversely,

. . those in privaté schools were the more likely to feel that needs for

counseling with respect to training itself were unmet. What consti-
tutes an acceptable level of counseling services is, of course, a

e value Judgement. But it is our opinion that so long as some students

" 4:(; Y
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feel that they received inadequate c&unseling in one or more, important
areas,{§chools.sﬁould make efforts to improve their services. Our data
suggesf'fo'us'thét each of the two types of schools in Portland displayed
some characteristic weaknesses in'their coﬁnseling services and that each
should concentrate effort; to imp&ov%Jthose services in the areas of
apparent weakness., In general, then, we feel that the impressions we
formed during our earlier study of the schools--that there'are some
gaps and shortcomings in the provision of counseling services--seem
* to have been cofroborated and amp[ified b}.the data we obtained from
the students. - ’ -
“In cqnsideripg the provision of placement services, we are
faced with the paradox that private schools provided placement services
to larger proportions.of their students than did fhe public sc ols,
but that the public school students were less likely than priﬁe school
students to ask for placement assistancét This may, in part, result
from a tendency for students who want plécement assistance to select
private schools which are more Iikgly to promise it. But the data
also suggest to us that differences in the structure and style: of place-
ment services in the two ;ypes of schools also affect the situation.
It is our impression that at least some pf the apparent lack of interest
in obtaining placement assistance on the part of public school students
’ reflects the combination of passiveness on the part of students and-
placement services which largely place the initiative for usage on ‘the
students. We believe that the public Schbol; could assist their students
‘ by adopting more‘aggressiVe outreach programs in their placement services.
On the other side of the cpin, however, the students in private schools
were more likely‘than those in public schools to see themselves as having

been denied placement assistance when they asked for .it (although this

~—~~~~~"«-w95wtrue~on4y~in-thewschools.whjbh?had.notmpnomised"such;assisiance).

Further};;he private school;stddehts we}e more likely then those in

public sghools to feel tpat the schodls had exaggefated the efficacy
of their placement services, Consequent]y"i ppears to us that the
private.schools should‘pgfveffort.into imprg&f;: the qualify of their

placement services. =« ’ Y
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Quite clearly, the private schools came off a bit less well than
public schools in terms of the problems students said they éncogntered
in training, in terms of the student's evaluations of instructors, and
in terms of general satisfaction with training. (

¢ It was in the areas of unfulfilled expectations~-advertising
training that t&e students said they didn't get and exaggeration of the
chances of getting jobs--as well as in the use of outdated training
equipment that the pr;vate schools fell short of pubﬁic schools in the ‘
eyes of their students. Solutions to these problems'Wéhfd“géeH:Fo be
relatively straightforward: more attent{dn';o'insu:%ng that agpﬁiéants
* know what they will and will not get and, ;;sofar as resources permit
improvement of training equipment. Other prbblem areas need attention
also, but by both public and priQate schools. These problems shared
by both types of schools in almost equal degree are related to the q( ,
focusing of training on occupational requirements as well as adjustment
of training to the needs of individual students. It is‘worth noting,
however, that these are areas in which the private schools tend to
! ‘ picture themselves as superior to public schools.

But, as we inferpret the data obtained from students, the most
crucial need of the private schools is to upgrade the quality of their
instructional staffs. Representatives of the private schools emphasized
their reliance on individualized instruction as well‘gg on the conduct
“of counseling during informal, day-to-day contactsuﬁéfﬁeen staff and
students. Yet it was in the areas of setting up their training programs
and reviewing their training progress that the students in private schools
more often felt that they needed more help. |If the close relationships
between staff and students that the private schools told us about were
really eff;ctive, these types of counseling would seem to us to be

s e - - - -2 lMOS&- aUtOmat-ic- outcomes.-- Support- for-the- hypothesis- that—a--consider—----.-
‘ able part of the responsibility for lower effectiveness of the informal
counseling systems in the private schools lies with the instructors
comes from the lower evaluations given to instructors by private school
students with respect to the instructors' interest, knowledge of their .

subjects and ability as teachers.
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In the end, we are somewhat less sangﬁine about the private
schools than we were following, completion ofﬁthe earlier study of .
schools in Portland. But, where the data ob%ained from vouchered
students Eave pointed toward a number of weeknesses.of private schools
that %ust concern us, they also-have pointed to some problems in the
public schools. More importantly, howeyerﬂ our purpose is not to
determine if one type of school is 'better' than the other; it is to
determine if our earlier report failed te reveal the existence of

problems in either type of school that were pervasive enough to cause

" us to question the adv:sab|l|ty of a vouchering system open to all

types of schools. In this respect, the significant finding is that
the data pointing to weaknesses of either type of school are, generally,
reported by rather smallﬂproport|ons of the respondents.
In this light, we feel justified-in reiterating the final ——
conclusion’ of our earllez study:

We believe at thls point that reﬁlxcat|ons of the vouchering
demonstration on'a wider scale should not be inhibited by
concerns about the motives and methods of mos t private schools.

Do CCRRYERD
|
|
i

.
Fiad
>

.
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SCHOdLS' RESPONSES TO VOUEHERED VOCAT |ONAL
TRAINING: EXPERIENCES WITH THE PORTLAND
WIN VOUCHER TRAINING PROGRAM

Executive Summary . .

Introduction

This is a report of a survey of the schools which provided
training to Work Incentive Program (WIN) participants in an exploratory
program to test the feasibility of introducing a.voucher system Eor the

purchase of skill tralnicg. R
Vouchering is a mechan[sm for modifying the relationships between

public- agencies and:the}r clieets by rep1acing/the provisiqp of gcods

and services in kind witﬂ a certificate or some form of authorization - «

which will permit the client to select and 'purchase"’ what is needed

from some range of goods or services as well as from a more or less® \ . .

specified range of vendors._'Proponents of-voucherlng hypothesize that

its application will, on the. demand side broaden the range of services

and vendors avallable to cllents,'lncrease chanccs of meetlng the clients'

- needs adequately as they choose their own services and vendors, and

enhance clients' self-esteem, sense of personal efficacy and comnittment

by allowing them to na&e their own decisions. _On_the supplier side, it . . "

is hypothesized that vouchering will increase responsiveness to clients' 5

»
&

needs end improve the effectiveness of services by increasing competition
amcﬁg vendors,

lfln early 1974, the Bureau of Social Science Reseerch, Inc. (BSSR),
uecer.a grant from the Manpower Administration, designed an exploratory

program to test the feasibility of vouchg;i{g institutional vocational

ERIC
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\\\~.,—‘“_ training in WIN, The progrém was intended to determine the administra-

tive feasibilitypof vouchering as well’as té'identify problems and

develdp procedures in a limited‘settihg before testing the program on a

.

larget,_ scg}é? ,Portlang, 0re§on» was selected .as a test site; the first

‘0 %ouchermnssued, indA'prol 197’-&

.;fThe 3ouchers issued to Portland WIN particnpants authorized

¥o purchase vocanwal %raln’lng up to 1 year in ddration fr

ﬁﬁ?’c or private school |n the metropolltan area. Training coul§

for'éhy occupation and no limit'was placed on cost, except that_an
¥ . . »

training costing more than $2,500 had to be approved by the Regignal

¢ Assistant Director for Manpower in Seattle. Trainees were to locate

s ’

D their own/training sources and make their own arrapgements for training
ot o e : ’

uld- lead to a redsonable expectation of employability.

In March, 1975, interviews with officials in 27 schools were
conhducted by the authors of this report, to determine the characteris-
" . . . -y .
tics of the schools where vouchers were spent, identify the schools’

operations and procedures relevant to the training of vouchered students,

and obtain their reactions to vouchering.

' - . A summary of the findings from this survey follows.

~ . >
The Schools

-~~~-“~—-~-~JL~M~W~~vThemschools~interviewed~ﬁncluded—pu§+icWand~privatemSCh0015~O£~"—-"-~

varying sizes and degrees of specialization (Figure 1).

‘Details on the development and early phases.of the program will
X be found in Ann Richardson and Laure M, Sharp, The Feasibility of Vouchered
Training In WIN: Report On the First Phase of a Study. (Washington, D.C.:
Bureau of Social Scicnce Research, Inc., December, 1974). Subsequent
reports will cover analyses of data obtained from the vouchered WIN
participants follow¥/ng their training.

O
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ACADEMIC f.- : MEDICAL AND DENTAL ALLIED OCCUPATIONS
Large b -  Hedium |
FOUR-YEAR UNIVERSITY - 1 ~ Hediéal and Dental K}lfbd School - 1

Small

MULTIPLE OCCUPATIONS .
Medical and Dental Allied School ~ 1

Large 0
COMMUNITY COLLEGES - 3 ; éERSONAL SERV}CE OCCUPATIONS
COMMUNITY COLLEGE BRANCH - 1 Hedium '
Hedium . Ch1ld Day Care Aide School -1
Ez:respondence School - 1 Small. ‘ -

(. . .. Beauty Schools - 3

BUS INESS/COMMERC IAL OCCUPAT IONS * - )
Barbering School = 1

Medium '

\

. .Dog Grooming School - 1
Business and Secretarial! Schools - 3 :

-

Business and Radio/TV Broadcasting INDUSTRIAL/TRANSPORTATION OCCUPATIONS

School - 1 . . ‘ .
Medium

Commercial Art School - 1 }

Truck Driving School - 1

Floral Design School =~ 1 .
Metal Trade, Machinery Repair and

Small ’ Electronics School - 1
Business and Secretarial School ~ 1 Small
Secretarial School - 1 _ Upholstering School - 1

.

Real Estate Schools - 2

1

Note: . PUBLIC SCHOOLS SHOWN IN CAPITALS; Private Schools in Initial Capitals,

FIGURE 1

[

OCCUPATIONAL AREAS, SIZE AND PROPRIETARY STATUS OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY
VOUCHERED WIN STUDENTS
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The public-private distinction turned out to be essential on a
number of dimensions. Public schools were very large, private schools
were medium-siiéd or small. Public schools had programs relating to a ‘
number of occupations in more than one occupatlonal'fieié. Private
schools, with one exception, had programs within one occupational field"
or taught the skills of a single occupation.

Concentrations of WIN students and students from other manpower
training programs were very low in all but one of the public schools.

}n the privagé schools, }hese concentrations tended to be somewhat higher.
But, even in these.private schools, vouchered»NlN students, for the most
‘part, ‘did not comprise notably large proportions of the overall student
bodies.

Differences between public and private schoois are not, however,
confinéd to structural characteristics--théy extend to matters of educa-

-~ tional philosophy, perceived objectives of vocational tralning, and
pedagogical styles. These differences and some of their consequences
are addressed later in this report.

Despite.the higher concentrations of manpower students in a
number of the privafe schools, and their app#rent aepéndence on revenues
from manpowerwé?aining prograqgjih a few cases,.there‘wasvlittle“evidence
that private schools exploited the shift to vouchering in WIN,

R

The Schools' Op—erat ions

. The schools used a variety of hethods to attract students.
Public schools made considerably more frequent use than prixéféﬁschools
"of methods which involved direct contact with the public by‘sch60| rep-
reséntatives. Perhaps because opportunities for exposure are more

. ooy e
limited, the private schools more often used commercially available -

~ .
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means. Word-of-mouth advertising was important for the private schools
and some were quite{GZpendent on referrals by government agemcies.

Only a min;;ity of the schools had peS;onnel who were specifically
assljned to recruiting--such assignments were more prevalent among the
public than among the private sch }s. . s

' Almost all of the schooI;ijdid ::;y offered counsel ing services

both prior to and during training. 1In the’ public schools, counseling

usually was available on an as-desired basis while the private schools

reported much more frequently that all students were counseled. But

4

all of the public schools had formally-established, professionally-
staffed counseling services, while this was ngdoh the case fé} private
schools, where counseling tended to be fnformal and incidental to other‘
activities. In neither case did we find much evidence tb_iﬁdlcé%e con=-
sistent effo;ts to design training oh the basis of systematic appraisal
of students' needs, aspirations and abilifies.

All but one of the schoois said that they provlée; placement
services for coﬁpleting students. " In public schools, such services. were
Iikel{:;o include a permanent centgr a&g/or a ful[-time‘placement dir- ;

B

ector and to emphasize job information services.- Private schools were
p J ¢ v

much less likely to have a separatg placement center or a full-time

placement director, and tended to emphasize contacts with Mgloyers as

. -

a means of obtaining entrance to jbb opportunities for their graduates.
The public and private schools differed égnsiderably in what

they felt “to be the advantages and disadvantéggs of training offered by
v .

. by their category of schools. Public schools\ffgded to stress ecéndmy,

superiority of facilities and instructional staffs, and their capability ‘
+ -

to broaden the educational backgrounds of their students. Characterlstigally,

. —. 90 o
. a :
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the public schools reflected the orientations of professional educators.
Private schools saw themselves as considerably more pragmatic in their

approach to vocational training, stressing as a major advantage their

v

ability to provide concentrated training in basic occupational skills
required by employers. They also felt that they were better able to
treat students as individuals and to adjust to the particular problems
encountered by their Flients. Schools in each class tended to mute
criticism of the other class of schools, and to admit some useful .role
for the:other. At ghe same time, the respondents from each class of
schools quite c]early indicated a belief--which usually impressed us as
' I3

sincere--that their approach to vocational training was the better, -

Matching Students with
Training Occupations

: |
Increased freedom of choice is a central aspect of  the vouchering

concept, Those who oppose, or are skeptical of, vouchering in manpower
training programs have expressed concern that schools--particularly
private schools--might accéptnstdents indiscriminately with no attempt
to determine whether they are qualified-by background or aptitude to
achieve reasonable success in the training selected. A related concern
has been that schools might alter their programs solely to meet the'
length and cost ‘imitations placed ¢n the vouchers. The data from the
school survey werc examined for indicitions of the validity of such concerns.
_gygrafl, the data suggest that srivate schools are somewhat more
selective than public schools and somewhat more llkely to take the
inigiative in urging changes in students ' object%ves to make them mor8y

cons istent with cemonstrated capabiliti=s. But in neither case does

=
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there seem to be any comprehensive, systematic effort to evaluate the
appropriateﬁess of applicants' choice of occupations and training.

In line with their open enrollment policies, none of the public

schools had rejected WIN registrants seeking admisslion. - A few of the

-iprivate schools said they had done so, but the number of rejected applig:
cants was small and the schools were unable to provide details as to the
-reason for rejection.
None of the public schools used tests as a general, normal
means of determining whether or not applicants were qualified. for entry.
Educational achievement and occupational aptifﬁde testing were available
on request but were used as @ screening mechanism only for a few pro-
grams where special requirements existed or where selectivity was required
to avoid overcrowding of particular programs. Roughly one quarter of
the private schodls used occupational aptitude tests for all applicants
and smaller proportions used some other_type of general intelligence or
educational achievement tests. In a few private schools, informal
appraisals during enrollment-ihferviews seemed to be the basis for
rejection of applicants. e
Despite the relative i;ék of systematic screening procedures,
we felt that the private schools did make effo#%% té guide a%pITtaqts
into appropriate cHoices, partly because of thé schools"pfabmatfé.

concern With turning out employablp-grqduatCSa Public schools seemed

N

to rely more heavily on student initiatives. S
The schools felt-that the students' occupational choices were
appropriate in a large majority of the cases, In large part, these

evaluations were made on the basis of the students' performance in’
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tralningq Most of the students whose choices were felt to be inappro-
prlafe had ‘reportedly been given advice regarding changes, '

About 8 percent of the WIN students--all in private schools=--
made changes in their orngfnal training choices; three-quarters of these

et

changes were made after trannnng had started. These changes were about
evenly divided between upgradings and downgradings, usually as a result
of capabilities demonstrated in tra{ning.

None of the public schools modified program length or content
to accomdaate voucher regulations, but such changes were made in a few
cases by private schools. These changes, however, seem quite clearly
to reﬁfesent adaptations Eg Fhe special needs of particular students
rather than to the vouchering system.2

On balance, despite the relative lack of systematic selection,
we do not feel that there Jis much basis for concern about widespread
ékploitatioﬁ of the voﬁcher program or voucher students, Desqite the
general absence of formal screeming précedures, there is evidence of
informal adjustment to the students' needs and capabilities, particularly

in the private schools.

The_Schools' View of

Vouchered Students

Vouchered students were enrolled in some 4B training occupations,
The largest number were enrolled for training in clerical occupations,

with professional and technical occupations next in frequency. Together,

these groups of occupations accounted for two thirds of the students,

2lnformat|on from sources other than the schools indicates that
‘there were some additional students enrolied in training programs which
exceeded the one-year limit. The excess time, however, was financed by
“the students or was at no-cost to WIN.

58
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By and large, school officials seemed to hold goed opinions
of the vouchered students. They felt that most of these students were ~
in the right place for their training. A majority of the vouchered
stuéeﬁts were evaluated as average or above on class performance and
substantial proportions of those for whom we héve individual datg were
similarly evaluated on aptitude, attendance and motivation. Only a few
of the schools' officials said that they had exp;rienced problems with
vouchered students and these usually {nvolved par;icular students--not
WIN students as a group. Lack of prior counséling,'attendance and

personal problems were mentioned as the major problems. But despite the

attendance problems in individual casés, a majority of the respondents

s

said that attendance rates for manpdwer sEudents, including WIN students,
‘e equal to or better than those -for vocational students in general,
Jus/t under one third of the vouchered WIN students had left

training befote completion by the time of the school survey. Of these,

N

only a small group had been expelled by the schools and the expulsion
"rate was on a par with that for all vocational students. The remainder,
who had féft training of their own volition, usually did so because of
personal brob]ems, according to the respondents from private schools;

public school officials frequently did not know the Feasons for voluntary

withdrawals.

The Schools' Reactions o '
To Vouchering

‘Overall, vouchering did not seem to make a great.deal of difference

to the schools, Only insofar as vouchering reduced pretr;?ning counseling
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and screening of vocational trainees did It contribute to negative

attltudes toward the program.3

-

Only one-third of the respondents said that their schools had
experienced some sort of administrative or business problems, But in
only two cases were such problems directly related to features of the

vouchering system, The remaining problems--billing schedules, slow
- L

payment, and 5o on--appear to have been directed more at WIN than at
vouchering itself. For two thirds of the schools, neither advantages .
nor disadvantages were néted. There was only one explicit statement to

the effect that the vouchering system was easier to administer than the

conventional system,

< Public schools found the one-year limit on training restrictive;

-

a corrective measure suggested by some of these respondents was to

provide for extensions in individual cases. Prlvate schools,.on the - .-
w oo
other hand, generally dld not find the tlme limit to-be restrlctlve, vy
).'!’ H 4,‘
. .
though some also thought that provisions should be made for extensnons,”‘

or that limits on length of training should be related to the - tra:nlng T
occupations. In general the $ZQ500 cog; cellJng was not seen as restnlc-

N

‘;;
tlve.‘ But here;-too, Some sqggestedradJuktgng tost l|$|ts to the tra|ﬁ|ng

© »

»,

: occupatlons‘ . . ,1“?92 e . e
-In, the:r react|ons t% a deSérlpggon of the vouéherlﬂpaldea, C -.:i
.. . . 3
o substapt|al proport|ons“of both pu%}lc -3nd pr|vate school respondents Lnd|cate
B T .4 . N c
-f agreementrto the éoucher:ngun'tlonale, although some qudﬁmfled ghelr i
7 T e )ouu oo
fé . qgreement by c;tnnéra need for//;re counsellng and sgreening of trainees
k . ~ ~ gﬁ. s .
) - privor- to enﬁqllme»ty Some Df'the offlﬁlals hovs er, dlsagreed w1th \he
. i . . o‘ Uk
SR ' e
o ., cpnqept\gﬁrgely/bn ‘the . %S it lagk of ounsiilgg 9:°u ds._r.
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In¢;*final attitudinal battery, the respondents indicated rather -

llmltedltonéldence in WIN partl;lpants' :fility to make viable decisions
tbout;occdpatians and training. Public ﬁchool re;pondents were a bit

more likely to lack confidence Tn the WIN registr‘nts, but they were
P

more sanguine than those from private schools about the WIN clients'

[tad

ability to withstand the blandishments of commerical schools once they
had made a tFaining decision.

The relatively low confidence in WIN students' ability to
make good occupational choices, as indiéated in these attitudinal data,
seem to contradict the high marks which the schools gave their vouchered
WIN students on the appropriateness of their occupational choices. We

suggest that this may reflect a stereotyping phenomenon. Viewed

-
impersonally as a group, WIN registrants are assumed to have limited

\
.

resources in making occupational decisions. At the individual level,

however, the WIN registrant becomes a student like most other students

K

and is evaluated in this context.
Finally, we note that for both public and private schools,
there were few indications of stigmatization of WIN participants among

students.

Conclusions
_

Our conclusions are, of course, based on the data which repre-
sentatives of the various schools gave us and on the impressions we

formed while talking with these respondents. We now have a much

A v

better feel for how the schools involved in the vouchering program

interpret their own operations and how they look at the vocational

training situation.
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Beyond that, we know that the voucher system, per se, posed
no particular problems for the schools. We think that this specific

finding can be geﬁeralized to a larger population of schools with suf-

-ficient confidence that vouchering of lnstitutfonal training can be

applieh on a wider scale without undue concern on that point. .

Moreover, the schools so far do not seem to have behaved‘
unethically or in .an over-eager manner with respect to vouchering; the
private schoqls! about which concern is most qften expressed, apparently'
did not tai]o} eourses especially for the prog;am, they professed reason~
able insistence on attendance and performance standards, and there were
efforts aimed at preventing students from pursuing inappropriate Lraining
objectives. At the same time, one cannot conclude from this that
problems will not arise if vouchers do become availaele on a larger
scale and over a longer period of time,

Two theme;, developed from the interviews, suggest that estab-
lished private schools are particularly dependent upen and sensitive to
public opinion concerning their operations and are reluctant to jeopardize
their reputations in the community, From the interviews we learned that
private schools, to a greater extent than public schools, are largely
dependent on word-of~-mouth ''advertising' or their reputation among former .
and potential students as a means ef recruiting new students. . Respondents
in private schools also indicated their need for protecting their repu~
tations among employers for turning out employable graduates. It appears
that the established private schooL;, to a greater degree ?Lan the public
schools, are restrained from overly zealous recruiting or exaggerated
claims for performance out of a need to retain a high rd’ard among both

potential students and prospectivc_employers of their graduates.
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It may be that the vouchered students' views of the schools and

of the fralning tkey recelved will be somewhat different than the story
we got from the schools. And any attempt at evaluating the effectiveness

of training, whether on the dimension of vouchering/nonvoucher jng or on

_the dimension of typé‘of school, will have to await analysis of post-

training labor forceﬁexperlence. At this po?nt; Qg have established
from the schools' §t§ﬁdgofnt and here described a number of relevant
aspects of véucﬁered vocbgional training. Contrary to our expectations,
we have also come away with én impression that is favorable to the
private SChOéIS. We believe at this point that replications of the
vouchering program on a dlder scale sh;uid not be inhibited by concerns

about the .motives ‘and methods of most private schools.

s,
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BUREAU OF SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH, INC.
PUBLISHED REPORTS ON THE PORTLAND WIN
VOUCHER ING PROJECT

Portltand | (Institutional Vocational Training)

Richardson, Ann and Laure M. Sharp. THE FEASIBILITY OF VOUCHERED
JRAIMING IN WIN: Report on the First Phase of a Study.
BSSR Report No. 0085-2, December, 197L.
v

Dunning, Bruce B. and James L. Unger. SCHOOLS' RESPONSES TO VOUCHERED
o VOCATIONAL TRAINING: Experiences with the PORTLAND WIN Voucher
Training Program. BSSR Report No. 0335-3, July, 1975.

OCCUPATIONAL CHOICES AND SCHO SELECTIONS: Experiences
with the PORTLAND WIN Voucher Training Program. BSSR Report
No. 0335-4.

PREC ISE-OCCUPATIONAL CHOICES AND SCHOOL SELECTIONS:
Experiences with the Portland WIN Voucher Training Program.
BSSR Report No. 0335-6.

Portland || (On~the-Job Training)

kichardson. Ann and Laure M, Sharp, THE EARLY EXPERIENCE IN VOUCHERING
ON-THE-JOB _TRAINING: A Regport on Progress:in the Por tland
Voucher Project. BSSR Report No. 0085-5, December, 1975."
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