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STREET, ROBERT DECATUR. A Study to Evaluate the Manpower Development
Training Programs in Richmond County, North Carolina, 1967 Through 1973.
(1975) Directed by: Dr. Donald W. Russell. Pp. 185.

This study has as its purpose the evaluation of Manpower Devel-
opment Training programs at the local level. The study is built around
four points to determine whether or not: (1) there were significant in-
creases in the graduates' incomes after training; (2) there were signif-
icant reductions in unemployment in the tri-county area during the period
covered by the study; (3) there were significant reductions in the number
of welfare payments in the tri-county area during the period covered by
the study; and (4) there was a significant difference in the expected
length of the pay-back period of one year or less.

Data were collected from several sources for the purpose of test-
ing the null hypotheses. Data were collected from graduates of Manpower
Training programs at Richmond Technical Institute, from the student
records, from the Manpower Administration of the United States Department
of Labor, from the North Carolina Employment Security Commission offices
in Raleigh and Rockingham, and from the Director of the Richmond County
Department of Social Services, from audit reports of individual Manpower
Training programs, and from printed sources.

The data were treated statistically to determine whether or not
significant differences had occurred. For the first three hypotheses,
"t" scores were computed; the chi-square test of differences was used to
determine the presence of significant differences for the fourth hypoth-
esis. Results of the computations were presented in narrative and in
tabular form.

Highly significant differences in the incomes of graduates occurred

in four of the seven years covered by the study and the difference was



significant at the .05 level one year. There were no significant differ-
ences in two of the seven years.

There were highly significant changes in the rate of unemployment
in the tri-county area in three years, but one was a highly significant
increase in unemployment. A decrease in unemployment, significant at the
.05 level, occurred one year. There were no significant changes the
other years.

There was no significant change in the number of welfare cases in
any year.

It was determined that the length of the pay-back period in this
study was over three years as a minimum, with the length of the pay-back
period possibly being as long as seven years in one instance.

The primary purpose of this study was to determine whether or not
graduates of Manpower Development Training programs had significant
increases in their incomes. Since there were increases in the graduates'
incomes in each year, with significant increases in five of the years,
the writer contends that the programs were successful each year. The
absence of any statistically significant difference is overridden by the
increased probability of employment at higher wages for all the gradu-

ates.

The chi-square test of differences in responses to statements
asked selected graduates tended to show that there were minor differences
in the responses by year. Greater differences occurred across years, as
when responses of graduates of a given program were compared to the
other selected graduates. The greatest number of differences occurred
when the responses of all the selected graduates were tested to determine

the difference between responses given and expected responses.



The differences between responses given by employers of the 153
graduates were significantly different with few exceptions, both when
all responses of all employers were tested to determine levels of sig-
nificance between given and expected responses and for textile employer
responses tested the same way.

An item by item analysis of employers' responses revealed that the
graduates were generally considered to be better employees than nongradu-
ates in similar jobs. However, the item analysis revealed that the grad-
uates' prospects for promotions or for being upgraded in their present
jobs were bleak. Job security was not greatly enhanced by benefit of the
training, either.

A review of responses of Employment Security Commission and Man-
power Training personnel to statements in Appendix E revealed highly sig-
nificant differences in the responses to most of the statements. It was
concluded that satisfying the requirements of the Manpower Development
and Training Act, as amended, in trainee selection, may account for many

of the differences in responses.
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CHAPTER 1

NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
BACKGROUND

Public Law 87—4151 established the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962. This Act was passed by Congress to relieve the
shortages of qualified laborers in many skill categories. It was the
determination of Congress that many workers could not qualify for avail-
able jobs, even in times when the unemployment rate was high and that
certain jobs had ceased to exist because of numerous causes, including,
"...technological developments, foreign competition, relocation of indus-
try, shifts in market demand, and other changes in the structure of the

2

economy.”"“ Besides training and retraining workers for jobs, the Act

sought to "...reduce the costs of unemployment compensation and public
. 3
assistance."

4

Amendments to the Act in 1963, 1965, 1966, and 1968 opened the

training more to young people and the direction of the programs was

1United States Congress. ''Manpower Development and Training Act
of 1962," United States Statutes at Large, Public Law 87-415, 87th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, Vol. 76 (Washington, D. C., United States Government
Printing Office, 1963).

21pbid.
31bid.

4Venn, Grant. Man, Education, and Manpower, (Washington, D. C.,
American Association of School Administrators, 1970), p. 157.




3 "The Manpower Adminis-

changed to include more disadvantaged persomns.
tration of the Department of Labor, for manpower program purposes,
defined a disadvantaged individual as a person having two or more of
the following characteristics: nonwhite, less than twelve grades of
education, unemployed at least fifteen weeks, under twenty-two or over
forty-five years of age, handicapped, or a public assistance recipient."6
The purpose of the training authorized by the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act of 1962 was to give people skills they needed to
work in our modern society. This involved not only retraining displaced

workers, but providing training to those who have had no prior work

experience.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study has as its purpose a fourfold goal with respect to
Richmond County, North Carolina, covering the period from 1967 through
October 31, 1973. The goals are concerned with the Manpower Development
Training programs taught at Richmond Technical Institute, Hamlet, North
Carolina, during the period of the study. The goals will be measured
by the null hypotheses which follow:

1. There was no significant difference in the last incomes of
graduates of Manpower Training programs before training and their first
incomes following the completion of training.

2. There was no significant reduction in unemployment during

the period of the Manpower Development Training in the tri-county area.

5Ibid., p. 159.

61bid., p. 158.



3. There was no significant reduction in the number of welfare
payments during the period of the Manpower Development Training in the
tri-county area.

4., There was no significant variation of the cost-recovery

period from the usual expectation of one year or 1ess.7

IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

A review of the literature revealed no comparable study of the
Manpower Development Training programs in North Carolina as proposed in
this study. Manpower program evaluations which have been done in the
past have typically been done for manpower programs in an entire state
over a period of several years or of manpower programs in several states
over at least a two-year period.

A study of the effectiveness of Manpower Development Training
programs is needed on the local county level to determine the effective
programs at the grass-roots level and the extent to which the stated
objectives of the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 are
being met. Such a study may possibly reveal weaknesses in programs
which are covered up or passed unnoticed by mass studies.

Hopefully:Athis research will give impetus to the evaluation of
Manpower Development Training programs wherever they are offered in
North Carolina. Improvements in techniques of program and graduate-
experience analysis could result in more efficient and effective use of

the training opportunities made possible by the Manpower Development and

Training Act of 1962 and its amendments.

"1bid., p. 160.



METHOD OF PROCEDURE

In undertaking this study, a survey of the literature falling
within the field of this research was made to identify areas of common
concern to researchers and authors. The literature was reviewed in four
broad categories: periodicals, books, Education Resources Information
Center (ERIC) documents, and doctoral dissertations written since 1967.

This writer, after careful research, determined that the liter-
ature could be divided into three subject areas: (1) increases in earn-
ings; (2) cost-recovery period; and (3) means of evaluating Manpower
Development Training programs. The first two topics, in addition to
the determination as to whether or not there were significant reductions
in unemployment and in public assistance payments in Richmond County
during the period covered by the study, form the major components, i.e.,
chapters, of the study.

After the overall research design and structural framework were
developed, more extensive and intensive study and readings were under-
taken. A careful study of the literature was made in which salient
points on various components of this study were assembled. Opposing
viewpoints were recorded for the purpose of showing lack of consensus
of opinion as these related to specific aspects of Manpower Development
Training.

In addition to reviewing the literature, the writer met with
representatives of the Richmond County office and Raleigh office of the
North Carolina Employment Security Commission to discuss their roles in
administering Manpower Development Training programs. The role of the

Richmond County Office of the Employment Security Commission in the



planning and operation of each training program was thoroughly reviewed
and analyzed.

The writer also visited the Office of Manpower Administration,
United States Department of Labor, in Washington, D. C., where he
received valuable aid in reviewing the composite personnel and program
data stored there. Visits to the state and federal offices helped this
researcher understand more clearly the functions prescribed by the Man-

power Development and Training Act of 1962 and its subsequent amendments.
SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS

This study is confined to study of graduates of the Manpower
Development and Training programs at Richmond Technical Institute, Ham-
let, North Carolina, from the first program in the county in 1967
through 1973.

Graduates,8 as defined in this study, are those enrollees who
either completed the program training and graduated or who mastered the
skills to be taught and left early to take up training-related employ-
ment. Not included are those enrollees who left training early to take
up training-related employment, if the instructor indicated on the stu-
dent's record the necessary skills were not learned. The first two types
of enrollees are said to have 'Achieved Training Objective' while the
third category did not achieve the training objective.

Furthermore, this study is limited to graduates of the Manpower

Development Training programs sponsored through the Richmond Technical

8
In a letter dated November 28, 1974, from the Director of the
Manpower Development Training programs at Richmond Technical Imstitute,
Hamlet, North Carolina. Permission to quote secured.



Institute. These graduates actually reside in the tri-county area:
Richmond, Anson, and Scotland Counties, North Carolina. Thus, while
the fourfold goal of this dissertation noted on pages two and three
speaks about Richmond County, North Carolina, the scattering of en-
rollees actually exceeds the boundaries of Richmond County. This tri-
county area has been considered to be of manageable size for personal
contact to collect data relevant to the research purposes of this disser-
tation.

The total potential population of the study consisted of 705
enrollees in Manpower Development Training programs during the period
of the study. Of that number, 378 achieved the training objectives of
the programs. However, since this study was restricted only to those
graduates who actually reside in the tri-county area, only 331, or 87.6
percent of the total number of graduates were eligible to be included in

the study.

ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION

This study is organized into six chapters. These are as follows:

Chapter I, Nature and Purpose of the Study: background and intro-
duction to the subject of the study.

Chapter II, Review of the Literature: research and writings in
the field relative to the major topics of the study.

Chapter III, Design and Procedure: a review of the manner in
which data were gathered for the study. The instruments used are presen-
ted and their purposes analyzed.

Chapter IV, Analysis of Data: Income; Employment; Costs: a pre-

sentation of the data and analysis of their significance. Earnings



before and after training are compared; reductions in public assistance
payments and unemployment compensation reductions are reviewed; cost-
recovery computations and related data are presented.

Chapter V, Analysis of Data: Graduates; Employers; Programs:
analysis of graduate, employer, and Employment Security Commission and
Manpower Training personnel responses to statements in Appendix E.

Chapter VI, Manpower Training Programs of Richmond County, North
Carolina: Overview and Conclusions: a summary of major findings and
conclusions of the study and recommendations based on the reaction of

the researcher to the substance of the study.



CHAPTER II

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This Chapter is concerned with research relative to Manpower
Development Training programs which was done from 1967 through 1972.
Only those studies which are related to this study in the nature of its
undertaking are included in the review of the literature which covered

the years 1967 through 1973.
THE LITERATURE ON CONTROL GROUPS

There are at least two schools of thought about the use of con-
trol groups in research of Manpower Development Training Programs. The
review of recent doctoral dissertations revealed that most of the studies
were conducted without the use of control groups. Those researchers who
chose not to use separate control groups compared the success of the
trainees to their personal characteristics. Control groups were used in
some instances to compare the post—training earnings of graduates and
dropouts of programs.

1

Among those who did not use a control group were Langdon,

Flores,2 Goldfarb,3 Rawlins,4 Liddell,5 Boyer,6 Mestrovich,7 O'Boyle,8

1Langdon, C. W. "Manpower Development in Alabama.' (Ann Arbor:
University Microfilms, 1967.) (Microfilm.)

2Flores, Froilan. "An Historical and Cost Analysis of Manpower
Development Training Act Programs in the Washoe County (Reno) School
District." (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1968.) (Microfilm.)

3Goldfarb, R. S. "The Evaluation of Government Programs: The



and Smith.9 Those who used control groups were Troobof£10 and Rapuano.11
THE LITERATURE ON PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Langdon, besides not using a control group, did not involve him-
self with the pre-training earnings of enrollees. His study was limited
to a review of the law, previous studies, hourly wage rate distributions
after training, and a cursory analysis of certain demographic character-

istics of trainees.

Case of New Haven's Manpower Training Activities.'" (Ann Arbor: Univer-~
sity Microfilms, 1968.) (Microfilm.)
4

Rawlins, V. L. "Government Sponsored Training Programs for the
Disadvantaged Youth as a Part of Efficient Long-Run Manpower Policy."
(Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1969.) (Microfilm.)

5Liddell, W. J. H., Jr. '"The Manpower Development and Training
Act in California: Costs, Returns, and the Prediction of Individual
Success.”" (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1969.) (Microfilm.)

6Boyer, J. We, Jr. "Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Selected
Manpower Training Programs.”" (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1970.)
(Microfilm.)

7Mestrovich, M, J. "The Economic Impact of MDTA: A Case Study
of an Urban Economy." (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1970.)
(Microfilm.)

8O'Boyle, E. J. "Proposed Criteria of Achievement for Institu-
tional Training Under the Manpower Development and Training Act." (Ann
Arbor: University Microfilms, 1972.) (Microfilm.)

9Smith, R. E. "An Analysis of the Efficiency and Equity of Man-
power Programs.'" (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1971.) (Micro-
£film.)

1OTrooboff, B. M. "Employment Experience After MDTA Training: A
Study of the Relationships Between Selected Trainee Characteristics and
Post-Training Employment Experience." (Ann Arbor: University Micro-
films, 1968.) (Microfilm.)

llRapuano, F. "A Comparative Cost-Benefit Analysis of MDTA
Training in the Boston Area.” (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1970.)
(Microfilm.)
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The population with which Langdon worked was 6,149 enrollees

during fiscal year 1964 in Alabama. He compared "...age, sex, race,
family status, number of dependents, years of gainful employment, prior
employment status, whether handicapped and whether receiving public
assistance."12 His population had an educational background as follows:
39.4 percent below grade twelve; 52.8 percent had a twelfth grade edu-
cation; and 7.8 percent over a twelfth grade education.13

Of the 6,149 Alabama enrollees, only 133, or 1.9 percent, were

receiving public assistance. Langdon stated:

Many people who do not understand "welfare'" think that man-
power training would be a fine device to get people off public
assistance. Unfortunately, it has not worked this way with MDTA,
probably because welfare recipients are not in a position to take
training. One of the reasons for this may be the lack of educa-
tion.

14

The completion rate of 48.9 percent in Langdon's population com-
pared favorably to a national completion rate of 43.2 percent.15 of
2,442 completers surveyed to determine their working status, the results
were as follows, with the Alabama figures given first and the national
figures given second for comparison: working at training-related jobs,
42 and 44 percent; working at non-training-related jobs, 9.4 and 12.6
percent; unemployed, 22.8 and 14.1 percent; other (included those not

located, not in labor force, and not reporting), 26 and 29.4 percent.16

12Langdon, op. cit., p. 222,

131p4d., p. 237.

141pid., p. 253.
151pid., p. 254.

161pid., p. 257.
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Flores conducted a study of three bookkeeping courses taught in
the Washoe County (Reno) School District, including only those enrollees
who completed the training.17 His sample was the 40 graduates of 65
enrollees, with a rate of return of 97.5 percent of his questionnaires,
or 39 out of 40, either personally or by information given over the
telephone.

Trooboff's study covered the period from 1963 through 1966.18
His population consisted of 1,031 graduates and 444 dropouts of training
programs in Atlanta, Georgia. He used the Form MT-101 to compile
trainee characteristics data. Not measured were motivation, aptitude,
attitude, or job satisfaction expectations,19 nor were emotional and
psychological factors included in the study.20

The trainees in Trooboff's study were selected only after the
choice of training program had been made. He used dropouts from those
selected as his control group, arguing that those who were selected for
the training were more nearly alike than non-trainees. Further, he
included in his control group only those who dropped out before complet-
ing 30 percent of the course. The 444 in his control group were drawn
from a total of about 600 dropouts.21

The purpose of Trooboff's study was "...to answer specifically

»

the question of whether or not the training program in Atlanta was able

17Flores, op. cit., p. 2.
18 ;.
Trooboff, op. cit., p. xii.

1pid., p. 19.

201p1d., pp. 19-20.

2l1pid., p. 21.
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to help disadvantaged, unemployed persons to find a place for themselves
in the labor market."?2

Besides seeking "...to provide a more accurate picture of employ-
ment experiences of MDTA graduates in Atlanta, Georgia,..." Trooboff

wanted his study "...to serve as a means of providing verification of

national compilations."23
Goldfarb's study involved a comparison of institutional and
on-the~-job training in New Haven, Connecticut. Included in the study
were 73 males and 61 females.24 He had no control group but used earn-
ings before and after training as a measure of trainee success.25
Goldfarb recognized the difficulty of accurately selecting an
identical control group.26 He explained that the ideal control group
would be identical to the training group in all respects except for the

27 He contended the "before-training earnings" criteria for a

training.
control group was not ideal because of labor market changes and personal
aspects of trainees' lives which may change to make them more mature and
responsible after training than before.28

The study which Rawlins conducted was one concerning institu-

tional training, along with other types of training, in the East Bay

227p4d., p. 22.

231pid., p. 23.
24Goldfarb, op. cit., pp. 63-4.
251bid., p. 65.
261p44., p. 32.
271pid., p. 33.

281pid., p. 38.
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Skills Center in North Oakland, California, from 1966 through 1968. He
used a sample of 101 drawn from 546 trainees. In his sample, 75.5 per-
cent were males and 24.5 percent were females. The average age of the
trainees in the sample was 19.4 years, and the average educational level
was 11.1 grades.29
Liddell's study covered 1962 through 1964 in California. He was
concerned with the pre-training and post-training earnings of trainees,
with their personal characteristics, and with the cost of operating the
programs.
Liddell's sample of 4,388 was composed of 69.5 percent females

30 Of these, 8.1 percent had an education at or

and 30.5 percent males.
below the eighth grade, 23.7 percent had an education from grade nine to
grade eleven, 51.1 percent had a twelfth grade education, and 17.3 per-
cent had an education beyond the twelfth grade.31
Over 70 percent of Liddell's sample had three years or more work
experience, and 30 percent had ten or more years experience.32 About
20 percent had experienced unemployment of fifty-two weeks or more, 50
percent at least fifteen weeks, and 63 percent at least five weeks.33

A study by Boyer covered the period between 1963 and 1967 and

included 1,373 trainees who had participated in the MDTA institutional

29Rawlins, op. cit., pp. 110-3.

30Liddell, op. cit., p. 115.

311pid., p. 117.

321p4d., p. 119.

331bid.
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training.34 Trainee characteristics studied were those found on the
MT-101 form; a line graph depicting the trainee characteristics was pre-
sented. Of Boyer's sample, 60.1 percent completed training.35

Rapuano chose a stratified random sample of 35 percent from a
population of 1,468. Those who had moved or who were incorrectly classi-
fied were replaced by an additional selection. He sought a response of
from between 25 and 30 percent of the total population.36 Only those
respondents to his questionnaire who had been in the labor force during
the previous twelve months were included in the regression analysis he
performed.

Trainee characteristics were taken from Form MI-101. Rapuano's
population was made up of those who were trainees in programs which were
completed in 1967 and 1968, and those who were selected but failed to
enroll in the training.37

The purpose of Rapuano's study was to compare the benefits
derived from institution, on-the-job, and coupled training,38 and "...to
determine which type of training yields the greatest net benefits to the
individual, to the government and to society."39

A study by Mestrovich was based on reports which were collected

at intervals of three, six, and twelve months following the completion

34Boyer, op. cit., pp. 16-7.
Pibid., p. 4b.
36

Rapuano, op. cit., p. 147.

3 1b1d., p. 146.

381pid., p. 7.

391bid.
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of training. His population consisted of 1,176 graduates of training
programs between 1965 and 1968. A sample of 398, or 34 percent, was
used. Completed reports were available for the three, six and twelve
month intervals after the completion of training for each trainee used
in the sample.40

In the sample, 43 percent were females and 57 percent were males.
Sixty-one percent were married and 71 percent were heads of household.4!
Further, 10.79 percent had an education below the eighth grade, 10.55
percent had an eighth grade education, 32.66 percent had an education
from grade nine to grade eleven, 39.94 percent had a twelfth grade educa-

42 their

tion, and 6.03 percent had an education beyond grade twelve.
employment status prior to training was as follows: 25 percent unem-
ployed less than five weeks, 26 percent unemployed five to fourteen
weeks; 23 percent unemployed fifteen to twenty-six weeks; 11 percent
unemployed twenty-seven to fifty-two weeks, and 14 percent unemployed
over fifty-two weeks.43
Elkin's study was meant to develop a model for benefit-cost

analysis. He stated, '"The purpose of benefit-cost analysis is to aid

the decision making process. It can be used alone or in conjunction with
other data to provide a framework within which to view the consequences

of a particular action and/or inaction."4%

40Mestrovich, op. cit., p. 90.

411pid., p. 93.

421pid., pp. 92-3, 95.

431pid., p. 93.

44Elkin, R. D. "An Evaluation of Benefit-Cost Analysis as a Tool

for Manpower Decision Making." (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1971.),
p. 4.
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Commenting about the problem of control group selection, Elkin
stated,
...the standard criticism of training analyses comparing
training completers with training dropouts and/or nonenrollees
is that the gains to training are overestimated due to lower
motivation on the part of dropouts and nonenrollees than
training completers.45
Elkin acknowledged that "it is difficult to select a truly iden-
tical control group...'" as Goldfarb had argued.46 But, Elkin continued,
"on an operational basis, what is required of the control group is that
they be as very nearly like the trainees as is possible."47
0'Boyle was concerned with "...whether the data collected with
the MA-series are sufficient to properly assess institutional training
under the Manpower Development and Training Act" and "...whether all the
data collected are necessary."48 He used no control group and did not
compare earnings of trainees. The physical, social, and psychological
needs of individuals were discussed by O'Boyle as he developed the study
and analyzed his data.
Smith used the 109,000 graduates of Manpower Development Train-
ing Programs in the United States in fiscal year 1967 as the data base

49

for his study. In his population, about 85 percent were unemployed and

about 15 percent were employed immediately prior to training.50

451pid., p. 62.

461pid., p. 48.

471p14.

48O'Boyle, op. cit., p. 6.

49Smith, op. cit., p. 45.

01bid., p. 50.
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Approximately 36 percent were white males, 23 percent were white females,
21 percent were nonwhite males, and 20 percent were nonwhite females.
The age distribution was as follows: 16 percent were under age nineteen;
23 percent were nineteen to twenty-one; 50 percent were twenty.-two to
forty-four; 11 percent, forty-five and over.51

In developing his model, Smith computed the amount of time the
trainees could have expected to work, based on their demographic charac-

teristics and the national unemployment experience for the various demo-

graphic groups.
THE LITERATURE ON THE RESULTS OF TRAINING

Langdon gave hourly wage rate distributions after training,52 as
follows, with the Alabama rate given first and the average national rate
second for comparison: under $.75, 8.9 and 4.7 percent; $.75 to $1.24,
13.6 and 16.5 percent; $1.25 to $1.49, 46.5 and 27.7 percent; $1.50 to
$1.74, 13.8 and 17.6 percent; $1.75 and above, 16.9 and 33.5 percent.

He concluded that the Alabama MDTA programs were training people
for low-paying jobs. He cited one case in which students were trained
for jobs which paid fifty five cents per hour.”3 He continued with his
explanation that the MDTA programs are based on the expressed needs of
industry and pointed out that much of the demand from Alabama industry

for workers is in the low-wage category.54

Slipid., p. 266.

52Langdon, op. cit., p. 265.

331bid., p. 266.

541p14.
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Langdon did not get into any benefit-cost analysis of the Alabama
MDTA training. His study was limited to a review of the law, previous
studies, and a cursory analysis of certain demographic characteristics.
The pre~training income of enrollees was not a part of his presentation,
non did he make use of a control group in his study.

The average cost per trainee in Flores' study was $940 in 1962,
$1,187 in 1963, and $2,280 in 1964 for twenty, twenty-five, and twenty
enrollees, respectively.55 He arrived at a student-hour cost for train-
ing costs. The student-hour cost times the number of hours of instruc-
tion gave the average training cost.

Flores completed tables for twenty graduates, in which he computed
gross earnings and federal income taxes paid for the year in which the
training was received and the three years immediately thereafter. By com-
paring the sum of the taxes paid in the years after the completion of the
course with the training cost, one could determine the proportion of the
training cost that had been repaid.

Flores recommended that the basic minimum training allowance
should be raised to a level which would encourage trainees to give up
work outside the classroom while in training. He also recommended closer
éooperation between the Employment Security Commission and the educa-
tional institution in selecting trainees.

It was Flores' conclusion that the benefits from training in the
Washoe County School District were such for the individual and society

that the training should continue.

55Flores, op. cit., p. 67.

561pid., p. 72.
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Trooboff had a return of 35.6 percent on the questionnaires sent

to graduates and 20.9 percent on the questionnaires sent to dropouts, for

a combined return of 31.2 percent.57

He determined that "...the mean average hourly earnings for all

men was $1.10 compared to $.72 for women. Mean earnings for Negroes was
$.76 against $1.07 for whites. The mean average hourly earnings for
graduates on national programs was $1.44; for Atlanta the mean was $1.06.

This difference reflects the generally recognized pay scale differentials

u58

in the South. Trooboff determined that graduates of the program

39 He stated:

worked more hours and had higher earnings than dropouts.
When all graduate respondents are compared to all drop-
outs who responded to the survey, the evidence is conclusive
that those who graduated from Atlanta's MDTA training program
enjoyed better employment experience than those who did not
participate in the training.60

Trooboff used the chi-square test to determine the significance

of several variables in training.61

Goldfarb determined that the formal techniques which economists
had used in evaluating manpower training programs were seriously
deficient. He commented:

1. The nonmeasurability problem plus the necessity for

looking at more than one project at a time (given the fact
that decisionmakers face constrained budgets) cast serious

doubt on the meaningfulness of attempting to make accept-
reject decisicns about particular investments.

57Trooboff, op. cit., p. 156.

381pid., pp. 113-4.

Sglbid. ’ ppo 162-3-
60Ibid., p. 164.
61

Ibidt’ ppo 168"750
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2. The control group problem made it virtually impossible
to be sure that we could measure correctly our major measurable
benefit.
3. The learning process had barely begun for training
programs, yet cost-benefit analysis tended to treat these
programs as though they represented well-run and "experienced"
activities.
62
In evaluating on—-the-job training and classroom training, Gold-
farb determined that the former was more appropriate for the "very
marginal" trainee while the latter was best suited where the training
involved complex skills; otherwise, he noted that it was difficult to
say which method was superior.
Goldfarb concluded that "...low wages (entry and continuing) are

n64 He asserted that "more thorough

a major cause of course failure....
follow~ups of trainees with continuous and detailed 'mining' of the
information gathered would do much to increase our knowledge of what
makes a successful training program."65

According to Goldfarb, increases in the income of trainees came

about for two reasons:

1. Movement from low-demand to high-demand areas without
necessarily moving into a job with high skill requirements.

2. The training course taught skills which had a wage
yield.66

62Goldfarb, op. cit., p. 173.

631bid., p. 178.

641144,

631bid., p. 93.

66 1bid., p. 148.
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Goldfarb noted that one may need only counseling information to

make a move in the case of the former, but that classroom training pro-
vided the skills needed to make the move in the case of the 1atter.67

According to Goldfarb, those who realized the greatest increase

in income "

...were those individuals who took courses involving skills
which were quite complex and hard to learn."68 Stated another way, he
said that "...the most successful outcomes from classroom training
resulted either from the acquisition of a scarce hard-to-learn skill or
from shifts from low-wage, low-demand areas to high-demand areas."69

Rawlins concluded that MDTA on-the-job training provided the
highest benefit-cost ratio.’0 He contacted the trainees after they had
been out of training for periods ranging from six months to two years.
The average salary was $2.28 for those finding employment related to
training, compared to $2.19 overall. He concluded that one's ability to
get a job related to his training resulted in a higher wage.

The Skills Center had the second highest benefit-cost ratio in
Rawlins' study, but the "...statistical tests did not indicate that the
training had significant impact on earnings, wage rate, or employment."71

Trainee cost per month was computed by Rawlins by the following

formula:

671bid., p. 148.
681pid., p. 149.
691bid., p. 175.
7oRawlins, op. cit., p. 177.

7l1pid., p. 178.
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Trainee cost per month = TC / X; + X5 . 1/¥
2

TC = Total cost adjusted for equipment and rental cost
X3 = Number enrolled at the beginning of the course

X9 = Number who completed the course

Y = Length of training course in months

The cost per month was multiplied by the number of months one
attended classes, to which the transportation allowance was added, to get
. 73
the total cost for a trainee.
Liddell computed '"sunk costs, or those costs associated with

n74 He determined

trainees who dropped out of the training programs....
that sunk costs in his study ranged from a program low of $2,855 to a
program high of in excess of $11,000, with an average sunk cost per

dropout of about $250.75

The mean :rainee cost to the government was
$2,148.76
He concluded "...that the individual in MDTA training may not be
benefitting substantially from his training -- at least from an economic
point of view -- in relation to his own investment (opportunity cost)."77
Liddell summarized a portion of the difficulty of evaluating

MDTA programs:

That unemployment in general rises or falls after the
application of a particular amount of manpower training or

- Ay -

’21pid., p. 102.

731pid.

74Liddell, op. cit., p. ii.

731bid., pp. 224-5.

761pid., p. 221.

"Mbid., p. 133.
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that a large percentage of MDTA graduates obtains employment
after training -- or any similar measure of the employment
effects of training -- has little appeal as a gauge, when one
considers the several other factors that may act to bring
about the same result.78

Liddell did not use a control group, but used the difference

between pre-training and post-training income as "...an indicator of the

effect of training."79
Boyer analyzed the post-training experiences of the trainees
under three classifications: 1. Those who completed training and real-
ized post-training success; 2, Those who were dropouts; and 3. Those who
completed training but did not realize post-training success.80 He used
the chi-square test of independence and two-way analysis of variance to
analyze group differences.8
Based on his analysis of trainee personal data, Boyer concluded:
Personal characteristics which differentiate trainees who
were successful and non-successful in both the in-training and
post-training aspects of M.D.T.A. Institutional training in
Duluth, Minnesota, can be identified.82
He further concluded, based on the above, that:
The use of personal characteristic profiles to predict a
potential trainee's attainment of selected in-training and

post-training success criteria is feasible, but at a relatively
modest level of prediction.g3

781bid., p. 220.

791bid., p. 84.

80Boyer, op. cit., pp. 35-6.
8l1pid., pp. 31-2.

821bid., p. 147.

831p1d., p. 149.
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The training variables Rapuano used in his study enabled him to
classify the individuals chosen for training as follows:

Completed and using institutional training.

. Completed and using on-~the-job or coupled training.
Completed but not using training.

. Withdrew from training before completion.

Did not enroll.84

(PR T I I

Rapuano determined that those who were using the institutional
training had salaries greater than any of the other groups.85
Rapuano's control group was composed of:

1. All those who qualified for training but did not enroll
and those who had been in the labor force at some time during
the most recent 12 month period. It was decided to give no
weight to the reasons for not enrolling.

2. Those individuals who withdrew from a course before
completion regardless of the reason for withdrawal. Those
who withdrew from training to take jobs related to training
are excluded from the control group. These individuals are
included with those who completed the course since it appears
that they obtained the expected benefit from training although
they did not remain in the course until its completion. Most
of these individuals remained in the course up to one or two
weeks before the course was scheduled to end. These occur-
rences were very rare.

3. The third component of the control group is made up
of those individuals who completed training, but who at the
time they were contacted were or had been employed in occu-
pations completely unrelated to training and who would have
been able to obtain and hold these occupations even if they
had never enrolled in the program.g86

Rapuano concluded:

...those who completed institutional training experienced
the greatest improvement in their earnings and those who

84Rapuano, op. cit., p. 151.
8
5Ibid., pp. 151-3

86
Ibid., pp. 20-1.
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completed on-the-job training had the least improvement in
earnings.87

He determined that net benefits to the individual were affected
by the course and general market for the skills learned. With the excep~
tion of one course studied, Rapuano concluded, "...all other individuals
realized a gain and the average benefit was greater than the highest cost
incurred by any one individual."88

He further concluded:

++ +those who completed on-the-job training realized the

smallest gain, the benefits from institutional training in
the same occupations being roughly three times greater than
the benefits from on~the-job training.gg

Rapuano reported that the benefit-cost ratio for the government
was 1.33 on the average, and was lower for the government than the indi-
vidual in all cases in the study.90 His final comment about the study
was, ''...it can be concluded that on the average the objectives of the

Manpower Development Training Act were fulfilled."91

Mestrovich learned that "

.. .median hourly earnings increased by
29 percent over pretraining levels. Median earnings prior to training
were $1.74, whereas post~training median earnings were $2.24 per hour

-~ an upward shift of 50 cents per hour."?2  1n the period 1965 to 1968,

the median earnings for men increased from $2.50 to $2.84, or 13.6

871bid., p. 65.

881pid., p. 136.

891bid.

9 1pi4., p. 138.
I1bid., p. 144.

92Mestrovich, op. cit., p. 97.
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percent, and median earnings for women increased from $1.30 to $1.70, or
30.8 percent.

The area in which the study took place was highly industrialized,
which accounted in part for the higher initial salary for men, since many
jobs are in the skilled industrial category. The lower pre-training
salary for women is explained by the nature of the jobs many women held
as maids, waitresses, or baby sitters, with salaries ranging from $1.49
to a low of $.50 per hour.93

Mestrovich concluded '"...that education is an important factor

'and "...the lack of formal education prior to

194

in determining earnings,'
training can act as a deterrent to earning mobility.
The results of his regression analysis confirmed that sex was the

dominant force influencing earning mobility.95 Mestrovich stated that
MDTA training "...imparts to the individuals, the capabilities of sub-
stantially increasing their earning ability once participating in the
program."96 He further concluded "...that the mere completion of a course
of study in the South Bend MDT program improves the trainees changes (sic)
of employment significantly (nearly one third) over those who merely

enrolled in training."97

931pid., pp. 109-10.
9%1pid., p. 119.

91pid., p. 123.
961bid., p. 125.

971bid., p. 145.
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Overall, Mestrovich reported, "...75 per cent of the trainees
increased earnings over pre-training levels, 22 per cent decreased earn-
ings, and 4 per cent showed lateral movement."98 The most important

variables, in order of influence on earnings, were sex, MDT training,

age, and education, according to M.estrovich.99

0'Boyle commented on the benefit of training in relation to
helping reduce unemployment:

To the extent that institutional training reduces the
post—-training risk of unemployment or shortens its duration,
the program helps curtail unemployment insurance costs.
Additionally, insofar as the need for training is detected
and the unemployed individual is enrolled before his unem-~
ployment insurance benefits are exhausted, savings will turn
up before training as well. However, pre-training savings
are likely to be comparatively small because of the diffi-
culty in detecting the need for training in the early stages
of unemployment.qqq

He gave a warning to those who would compare projects on a
benefit~cost basis only. O0'Boyle said:
«++the individual who sets out to assess a given training
project can compare it only to projects that enroll roughly
equal numbers or proportions of persons with the same need
and the same ability to help themselves.101
0'Boyle concluded that the MA-series of forms collected data that

was insufficient to properly assess training.lo2 He recommended that

researchers "...use persons who enrolled in training but did not

981bid., p. 147.
Y1pid., p. 149.
100O'Boyle, op. cit., pp. 76-7.
1011pid., p. 106.

1021h34., p. 209.
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1103

complete as a control group. To make studies more meaningful, he

ll104

"

recommended that a survey be '"...made 12 months after training.

SUMMARY

This Chapter has reviewed a number of studies of Manpower Develop-
ment Training Programs. Control groups were not used in the majority of
dissertations reviewed. Emphasis was placed on the gains made by graduates
and characteristics of graduates and programs which could be identified
as contributing to graduate success.

Of the studies reviewed, only two used samples composed of more
than 1,400 persons. The range of sample size was from a low of 40
graduates to a high of 109,000 graduates.

The review of the literature showed that increases in incomes
resulted from the training. There was not complete agreement as to the

amount of benefits which resulted from the training.

10314,44., p. 210.

1OAIbid.
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CHAPTER III

THE POPULATION AND THE COLLECTION OF THE DATA

This Chapter contains a description of the population of the
study, the data which were used, and the sources from which the data
were collected. The instruments used in the collection of the data are

presented and explained.
THE POPULATION

The total potential population upon which this study was based
consisted of 705 trainees who enrolled in the Manpower Development
Training programs at Richmond Technical Institute in Richmond County,
North Carolina, from 1967 through October 31, 1973. Of this number, 331
trainees, or 47 percent of the potential population, were included in
the sample of the study since they reside in the tri-county area which
was described as being the area included in the study.

This study concentrated only on those trainees who completed
their courses of study and who reside in the tri-county area. Of 378
trainees, or 53.6 percent of the total potential population, who grad-
uated from the training programs during the period covered by the study,
only forty-seven live outside the tri-~-county area of the study. These
forty-seven trainees were excluded when data were treated. A total of
153 responses was received from the 331 graduates in the sample, giving

a return of 46.2 percent of the questionnaires.
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There was no control group in this study because of the manner
in which the research was designed. Earnings before and after training
were compared for the purpose of determining whether or not wage differ-
ences had occurred. Wages before and after certified training served

as a control in a comparative sense.
THE DATA USED

The data in this study were those required to construct trainee
profiles for each year of operation of the study and those needed to
estimate the costs and benefits of training. Data upon which to compﬁte
the cost per trainee were furnished by the Manpower Administration of
the United States Department of Labor, Washington, D.C., by the Accountant
for the North Carolina Department of Community Colleges, Raleigh, North
Carolina, by audit reports for individual programs at Richmond Technical
Institute, and by a review of individual trainee records.

Data employed in computing changes in public assistance payments
in the tri-county area were furnished by the North Carolina Department of
Social Services, Raleigh, North Carolina, and by the Director of the
Richmond County Department of Social Services, Rockingham, North Carolina.

Finally, data for computing changes in the employment rates in
the tri-county area during the period of time covered by the study were
furnished by the Rockingham and Raleigh offices of the North Carolina
Employment Security Commission.

Information on the trainees was obtained from Form MT-101 or Form

MA—lOl,1 Characteristics of Trainees. These forms were completed when

lform MT-101 was changed to Form MA-101 after 1968. A facsimile
of Form MA-101 is given in Appendix L.
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Major bits of

information derived from these forms, together with coded identification

categories,
1.

2.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

are as follows:

Sex....Code 1, Male; Code 2, Female.

Race....Code 1, White; Code 2, Black; Code 3, Other.

(Race information was not available for 1967 and
1968.)

Handicapped....Code 1, Yes; Code 2, No.
Disadvantaged....Code 1, Yes; Code 2, No.
Primary Wage Earner....Code 1, Yes; Code 2, No.
Age....Code 1, Under 19 Years; Code 2, 19 to 21
Years; Code 3, 22 to 34 Years; Code 4, 35 to 44

Years; Code 5, 45 Years and Over.

Marital Status....Code 1, Married; Code 2, Single;
Code 3, Other.

Head of Household....Code 1, Yes; Code 2, No.

Number of Dependents....Code 1, 0; Code 2, 1; Code
3, 2; Code 4, 3; Code 5, 4; Code 6, 5 and Over.

Highest Grade Completed....Code 1, Grades 0-7;
Code 2, Grade 8; Code 3, Grades 9 to 1l1; Code 4,
Grade 12; Code 5, Over 12th Grade.

Employment Status of Applicant at Time of MDTA
Enrollment....Code 1, Employed; Code 2, Unemployed;
Code 3, Underemployed.

Weeks Unemployed Prior to MDTA Enrollment....Code 1,

Under 5 Weeks; Code 2, 5 to 14 Weeks; Code 3, 15 to
26 Weeks; Code 4, 27 to 52 Weeks; Code 5, Over 52
Weeks.

Work Experience Prior to MDTA Enrollment....Code 1,
Under 2 Years; Code 2, 2 Years; Code 3, 3 to 9
Years; Code 4, 10 or More Years.

Public Assistance Recipient at Time of MDTA Enroll-
ment....Code 1, Yes; Code 2, No.

Unemplouyment Compensation Recipient at Time of
MDTA Enrollment....Code 1, Yes; Code 2, No.
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The definition of "disadvantaged persons" used by the federal
government is as follows:

Disadvantaged "...means persons who have academic, socio-
economic, cultural, or other handicaps that prevent them from
succeeding in vocational education or consumer and homemaking
programs designed for persons without such handicaps, and who
for that reason require specially designed educational pro-
grams or related services. The term includes persons whose
needs for such programs or services result from poverty,
neglect, delinquency, or cultural or linguistic isolation
from the community at large, but does not include physically
or mentally handicapped persons, unless such persons also
suffer from the handicaps described in this paragraph.',

The definition of "handicapped persons' used by the federal
government is as follows:

Handicapped "...means mentally retarded, hard of hear-
ing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously
emotionally disturbed, crippled, or other health impaired
persons who by reason of their handicapping condition cannot
succeed in a vocational! or consumer and homemaking education
program designed for persons without such handicaps, and who
for that reason require special educational assistance or a
modified vocational or consumer and hamemaking [sic] educa-
tion program."3

Information on the number of days attended and whether or not the
trainee achieved the training objective was derived from Form MT-102,4
Individual Trainee Termination Training or Services. Similarly, the

amounts of training and travel allowances paid each trainee were veri-

fied by Form ES—950B,5 Referral Notice.

2United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Suggested Utilization of Resources and Guide for Expenditures (Division
of Vocational and Technical Education, Washington, D. C., 1970) p. 3.

31bid., p. 9.

4Form MT-102 was changed to Form MA-102 after 1969. A facsimile
of Form MA-102 is given in Appendix M.

Ssee Appendix N.
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THE INSTRUMENTS USED TO COLLECT DATA

After the collection of the data described above, Appendixes
A through G were used to collect additional data.

Appendix A, Employment Questionnaire, and Appendix B, Graduate
Letter, were mailed to each graduate whose address was within the tri-
county area. Appendix A was used to collect employment and salary
information for each graduate since the completion of training. Appen-
dix B, which accompanied Appendix A, explained the purpose of the
contact with the graduate and asked for the completion and return of
the questionnaire. A return self-addressed, stamped envelope was en-
closed with the letter and questionnaire.

As anticipated by this researcher, some questionnaires were
returned undelivered, because the graduates had moved, leaving no for-

warding address. Returns of this nature were checked for a more current

address against city directories in the tri-county area. Those for which

a new address could be located were sent Appendixes A and B again. Those

graduates for which no current address could be found were marked 'Unable

to Contact'" on the research master card6 maintained for each graduate.
The completed questionnaires were numbered consecutively as they

were received from the graduates. From these responses, a list of em-

ployers was constructed with the name of each responding graduate written

beside the name of his employer. On the research master card maintained
for each graduate, the date of the initial mailing was recorded and the

dates of mailings necessitated by address changes were also recorded

6See Appendix O.
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whenever necessary. When no forwarding addresses existed, the grad-
uates’ cards were marked "Unable to Contact."

Two weeks after the initial mailing, a second mailing was
made to those graduates who had not yet responded{ excluding those with
address changes. A second set of instruments, Appendixes A and B, was
sent as before.

One week after the second set of instruments had been mailed to
the graduates, the researcher began contacting in person or by tele-
phone those graduates who had not yet responded to the mailings of the
questionnaire. On these personal visits and in the telephone conversations,
information was recorded as if it had been received by return mail.

Four weeks after the last mailing necessitated by address changes,
it was decided that no additiomal questionnaires would be received by
return mail and that no other graduates could be contacted in person or
by telephone. The list of employers was then reviewed and preparations
were made for contacting them.

Appendixes C and D were used in soliciting and collecting infor-
mation from employers of graduates. Appendix C, Employer Questionnaire,
was designed to collect employment and salary information about graduates,
as well as job growth potential for graduates. Appendix D, Employer
Letter, accompanied the questionnaire and asked for its completion and
return. A return self-addressed, stamped envelope was included with the
questionnaire. Two weeks after the initial mailing of these forms, those
employers who had not yet returned them were contacted by telephone or

in person. The desired information was provided in all cases.
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Appendix E, Questionnaire for Employment Security Commission,
was designed to record the feelings of respondents concerning the role
of the Employment Security Commission in interviewing, testing, placing
graduates, and doing follow-up work with Manpower Development Training
program graduates.

Ten members of the tri-county offices of the Employment Security
Commission completed the form, as did ten former and present Manpower
Development Training instructors. The twenty who completed this instru-
ment were selected since they represent different interests in the
continuing process of Manpower Development Training.

Appendix F, Graduate Questionnaire, was designed to record the
graduates' opinions of specific aspects of their experiences as trainees
in the Manpower Development Training programs. Those graduates whose
returned questionnaires had been assigned a number divisible by five
were contacted in person and asked to complete the questionnaire. A

return of 100 percent was realized for this instrument.

SUMMARY

This Chapter has contained an explanation of how the data used
in the study were collected. The total potential population of the
study was identified and the selection of the sample of the study was
explained.

The procedure followed in collecting the data from graduates,
employers, and others was explained. Instruments used in the collection

of the data were presented and the purpose of each was explained.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This Chapter contains an explanation of how the data were
treated for analysis. The data were treated in a manner permitting
consideration of the four null hypotheses. The null hypotheses were
stated as follows:

1. There was no significant difference in the last income of
graduates of Manpower Development Training programs before training and
their first income following the completion of training.

2. There was no significant reduction in unemployment during the
period of the Manpower Development Training in the tri-county area.

3. There was no significant reduction in the number of welfare
payments during the period of the Manpower Development Training in the
tri-county area.

4, There was no significant variation of the cost-recovery period

from the usual expectation of one year or less.

THE CHANGES IN INCOME

Returned completed questionnaires from the graduates were used to
construct frequency distributions of income in three categories: (1) last
income before training for all graduates responding to the questionnaire;
(2) first income of responding graduates following the completion of
training; and (3) present income of all graduates who responded to the
questionnaire. A fourth category, last income before training for all

enrollees, was constructed with data gleaned from individual student files.
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Comparison of Earnings

In this section of the Chapter, the incomes of those graduates who
responded to the questionnaire were compared. Pre-training and post-
training incomes were compared to determine whether or not a significant
change occurred in the level of income for graduates. The computations
were made for the graduates in each fiscal year as a group, since the
small number of graduates in some of the programs and the limited number
of responses from the graduates of some programs made the treatment of
data by programs impractical.

The salary data were arranged in frequency distributions such as
that reflected in Appendix G.l The researcher then determined the mean,
median, mode, and standard deviation in each fiscal year for the last
income of all enrollees before training, the last income of all graduates
before training, the first income of all graduates after training, and
the present income of all graduates. 1In all cases the incomes were
expressed as hourly incomes. These data are shown in Table 4-1.

The mean pre-training hourly income of the 1967 graduates was
$1.04 and the mean post-training hourly income was $1.78, an increase of
71.2 percent. While over one third of the 1967 graduates' pre-training
>incomes were less than $1.00 per hour, only 5.3 percent of their first
incomes after training were that low. At the same time, only 5.3 percent
of their pre-training incomes were $1.50 per hour or greater, but 73.7
percent of their first incomes after training were $1.50 per hour or

greater.

1See Appendix G.
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The Number of Enrollees and Graduates of Manpower Development

Training Programs at Richmond Technical Institute and
Mean, Median and Modal Incomes for Fiscal Years

1967 through 1973

First

Income in Dollars Standard
Year Number Mean Median Mode Deviation
m 1967 122: $1.40 $1.11 $1.25 $.51
o 1968 84 1.46 1.36 1.25 .68
g 1969 80 1.61 1.60 1.75 W42
o ® 1970 1443 1.78 1.77 1.75 .64
g = | 1971 109 1.81 1.74 1.75 .78
9 - 1972 105 2.00 1.91 1.75 .63
- < | 1973 44 1.80 1.91 1.75 .78
&0
a8 1967 77 $1.04  $1.05 $1.25 $.45
= @ 1968 37 1.39 1.27 .75 .77
H b 1969 31 1.53 1.58 1.75 .91
] 3 1970 82 1.77 1.76 1.75 .67
X @ 1971 58 2.04 1.82 1.75 .95
o | 1972 60 2.03 1.98 1.75 .61
1973 33 1.88 1.95 2.25 .29
N 1967 19 $1.78 $1.82 $1.75 $.55
[T 8 1968 11 1.66 1.85 1.75 .36
b, & 21 1969 14 2.25 2.25 2.25 .19
“E | 8] 1970 39 2.21 2.19 2.25 .35
g o S 1971 31 2.27 2.25 2.25 .38
g B o | 1972 22 2.43 2.40 2.25 44
- 1973 17 2.37 2.53 2.75 .56
1967 19 $2.70 $2.46 $2.25 $.74
o | 1968 11 3.25 2.37 1.75 1.60
- g1 1969 14 3.86 3.91 3.75 .54
v & g | 1970 39 3.35 3.35 3.25 .83
Q9 9l 1971 30€ 3.18 3.08 2.25 .69
Ry = & 1972 22 3.25 3.41 3.75 .60
1973 17 2.58 2.60 2.75 .45
3Excludes 4 with no work experience
bExcludes 3 with no work experience
CExcludes 7 with no work experience
dExcludes 3 with no work experience
€Excludes 1 disabled and no longer able to work
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The 1968 graduates realized a compacting of their incomes in an
upward direction. The mean hourly income for this group increased from
the pre~training level of $1.39 to the post-training level of $1.66 per
hour. While 45.4 percent of their incomes were below $1.25 per hour
prior to training, all the graduates were able to earn $1.25 or more per
hour after completing training.

The 1969 graduates' mean hourly incomes increased from $1.53 to
$2.25, an increase of more than 47 percent. Of these graduates, 43 per-
cent had pre-training incomes under $1.75 per hour, but no post-training
incomes were under that level. In this group of trainees, 92.9 percent
began work after training at a salary of $2.00 or more per hour. Before
training, only 21.3 percent of the group were making as much as $2.00
per hour.

The mean hourly income of the 1970 graduates increased by 24.9
percent from $1.77 to $2.21. No graduate began work at less than $1.50
per hour, while 29.5 percent of them had pre-training incomes below $1.50
per hour. Almost two thirds of these graduates, (64.7 percent), were
earning between $2.00 and $2.49 per hour after training, while only 17.7
percent were in that range prior to training, and 67.7 percent were
earning less than $2.00 per hour before training.

The 1971 graduates' mean hourly incomes increased from $2.04
before training to $2.27 after training, an increase of 11.3 percent.
While 62.1 percent of this group's incomes after training were between
$2.00 and $2.49 per hour, only 17.3 percent of their incomes were in that
range before training. The pre-training incomes under $2.00 were 62.1 per-

cent compared to 20.7 percent under $2.00 after training. Included in
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the pre-training incomes were three over $3 per hour, one of which was
$6 per hour. Post-training incomes ranged to a high of $3.24 per hour.

The 1972 graduates' mean hourly incomes increased from $2.03 to
$2.43, an increase of 19.7 percent. Of this group, one half had in-
comes before training under $2 per hour, while only 13.6 percent of the
incomes after training were less than $2 per hour. After training, 59.2
percent of these graduates made between $2.25 and $2.74 per hour, com-
pared to 18.2 percent earning at that level before training.

The mean hourly incomes of the 1973 graduates increased by 26.1
percent, from $1.88 to $2.37. While 88.2 percent of the trainees were
earning less than $2.50 per hour before training, only 47.1 percent of
them were earning less than that after training.

Wages for workers in general in the tri-county area were not
considered in the study because of the manner in which the research was
designed.

Garrett2 was the source referred to in computing the differences
between the pre-training and post-training incomes of graduates. The
"t'" scores were compared with a table of values of the critical ratios
to determine whether or not there were significant differences in the

incomes. Table 4-2 presents the results of the computations.

The comparison of income changes was limited to those graduates
who returned a completed questionnaire. The percentages of graduates
returning questionnaires by year were as follows: 1967, 27.1 percent;

1968, 33 percent; 1969, 56 percent; 1970, 50 percent; 1971, 53 percent;

2Garrett, Harry E. Elementary Statistics (New York: David McKay
Company, Inc., 1966.), pp. 3-203.




TABLE 4-2

Comparative Earnings '"t" Scores of Graduates of Manpower Development

Training Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,
Comparing the Last Earnings Before Training

and Earnings of the First Job After
Completing Training, Fiscal
Years 1967 through 1973

Degrees of

Freedom Significant at Level:
Year (df) "t" Scores .05 .01
1967 18 5.125 Yes Yes
1968 10 3.57 Yes Yes
1969 13 2.75 Yes No
1970 38 2.82 Yes Yes
1971 30 1.12 No No
1972 21 4,11 Yes Yes
1973 16 .85 No No

1972, 46.8 percent; 1973, 53.1 percent. Overall, 44.1 percent of the

graduates returned questionnaires.

The computations to determine if there were a significant differ-

ence in the income of the graduates before and

on the following formulas from Garrett:3

My = _$D(X)

N

MD Mean of the differences in income

D(X) = Difference in income before and

Ibid.

after training were based

after training
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N = Number of graduates who responded
s = %2
(N-1)
s = Standard deviation computed by formula

x2 = The square of the differences in incomes

SEM = The standard error of the mean of the differences in
D the trainees' incomes

"t" = }4])
. _g——
EMD
"t" = The critical ratio

Based on the calculations to determine the difference between the
incomes and the '"t" scores obtained, several highly significant differ-
ences were identified. For 1967, 1968, 1970, and 1972, the differences
were significant at the .01 level; for 1971 and 1973, there were no

significant changes. The 1969 change was significant at the .05 level.

Summary

This section of Chapter IV has contained an explanation of the
treatment of the data. Salaries were arranged in frequency distributions
and ﬁreated statistically. It was learned that starting salaries of
graduates increased each year, when compared to their pre-training hourly
incomes. Table 4-1 provided the mean, median, mode, and standard devia-
tion for the trainees each year.

The changes in income were significant at the .0l level for the

graduates in 1967, 1968, 1970, and 1972, and significant at the .05
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level in 1969. There were no significant changes in the incomes of the

graduates in 1971 and 1973.
THE CHANGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT

Data for this section of the study were furnished by the North
Carolina Employment Security Commission offices in Raleigh and Rocking-
ham, North Carolina. The number of persons unemployed in the tri-county
area was divided by the number of workers in the work force in the area
to determine the unemployment rate for the area.

Table 4-3 presents the total number of unemployed workers and the
number of workers in the work force in the tri-county area, the unemploy-
ment rates, the "t" scores, and levels of significance. Changes signif-
icant at the .0l level were noted for 1968, 1970, and 1972. A change
significant at the .05 level was observed for 1972, while no significant
changes occurred in 1969 and 1973.

In 1970, the change was a highly significant increase, while all
other significant changes were decfeases in the number of unemployed
persons. No computations for 1967 were made since that was the first
year in which Manpower Development Training was offered at Richmond
Technical Institute. The unemployment data for 1974 are not yet avail-
able, so no computations could be made to determine whether or not there
was a significant change in unemployment following the completion of
training in 1973.

Garrett4 was the reference for computing the significance of the

difference between two percentages in this section. The formulas used

41pid.
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TABLE 4-3

The Number of Unemployed and Employed Persons and Unemployment
Rates in the Tri-County Area Composed of Anson, Richmond,
and Scotland Counties, North Carolina, from
1967 through 1973, with "t" Scores
and Levels of Significance

Significant

Number Number Percent " at Level:
Year Unemp. Empl. Unemp. Score "af" .05 .01
1967 1,840 36,890 5.0 —— -—
1968 1,500 37,690 4.0 6.67 37,688 Yes Yes
1969 1,630 39,010 4.2 1.43 39,008 No No
1970 2,200 39,470 5.6 9.33 39,468 Yes Yes
1971 2,110 40,530 5.2 2.5 40,528 Yes No
1972 1,580 40,170 3.9 9.29 40,168 Yes Yes
1973 1,600 40,000 4.0 1.00 39,998 No No
were as follows:

SE, = \/(PQ) 1o+ 1

7 Ny N,

P = Mean of the percentages in the two groups

Q = (1-P)

N; = Number of cases in Group 1

N, = Number of cases in Group 2

"t" = D

SED%
D = The difference between the two percents
SEp = The standard error of the difference between two

% percentages
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Garrett's table for the values of the critical ratio was referred

to for the level of significance in each case.
THE REDUCTIONS IN WELFARE COSTS

The review of the rate of welfare payments in the tri-county area
was restricted to a comparison of the payments classified as "Aid to
Families with Dependent Children." This category included only those
cases in which there were financial need, dependent children, and at
least one parent capable of work present in the home. é}d to the Aged
(AA), Aid to the Blind (AB), and Aid to the Disabled (AD) were not
included in the analysis.

There were several factors which affected the number of cases the
Department of Social Services handled:

1. Changes in programs, such as standards of eligibility
and assistance levels.

2. Expansion of Social Security, Veterans Administration,
Unemployment Compensation, and other pension and assistance
programs. '

3. Inflation trends.

4. Manpower Programs - Because of the nature of the
programs, Manpower Training is related much closer to Aid to
Families with Dependent Children than to Aid to the Aged, Aid
to the Disabled, or Aid to the Blind. The former often had
the younger, or able-bodied parent - usually just one.g

Table 4-4 presents an analysis of the changes in the number of

welfare cases in the tri-county area from 1967 through 1973. There were

no significant changes in the number of welfare cases in the area during

5Letter dated April 4, 1974, from Mr. Brent Yount, Director,
Richmond County Department of Social Services, Rockingham, North
Carolina. Permission to quote secured.
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the period covered by the study.

TABLE 4-4

An Analysis of Changes in the Number of Welfare Cases in the
Tri-County Area Comprised of Richmond, Anson, and
Scotland Counties, North Carolina, from
1967 through 1973, with "t'" Scores
and Levels of Significance

Cases Significant
Total Percent of et at Level:

Year Population Total Population Score .05 .01
1967 90,026 2,911 3.2 (a) - -—
1968 90,120 2,912 3.2 0 No No
1969 90,241 3,207 3.6 .2 No No
1970 90,306 3,039 3.4 A No No
1971 90,632 2,968 3.3 .8 No No
1972 89,943 2,857 3.2 .8 No No
1973 92,023 2,660 2.9 .27 No No

(a) No "t" score was computed for 1967, the first year Manpower
Training was offered in the tri-county area.

THE COST-RECOVERY PERIOD

The determining of the cost-recovery period for each of the fiscal
years involved a number of computations before a decision could be made
about the repayment of the costs of training through increased taxes paid
by the graduates.

The Manpower Administration of the United States Department of

Labor, Washington, D.C., and the Accountant for the North Carolina
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Department of Community Colleges, Raleigh, North Carolina, provided the
researcher with the training costs per program. Each program's audit
report was reviewed to determine the amount spent for equipment. The
Manpower Administration and a review of the individual records of
trainees provided a statement of the total allowances paid. Adminis-
trative costs to outside agencies were limited to an estimate of the cost
to the Rockingham, North Carolina, office of the Employment Security
Commission. The Manager of that office provided the cost-information

estimates for use in this study.

Computing Training Costs

A preliminary training cost for each fiscal year was determined
by dividing the total instructional costs, including instructional and
administrative salaries, rent, supplies, and other costs, by the number
of enrollees for the year. Only 20 percent of the expenditures for
equipment were included, as explained below.

Some writers did not spread the cost of equipment over useful-
life periods.6 Rawlins depreciated the cost over a five-year period.7

Flores assumed a ten-year useful life for equipment.8 This researcher

6Rapuano, F. "A Comparative Cost-Benefit Analysis of MDTA
Training in the Boston Area.” (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1970.),
p. 47; Liddell, W. J. H., Jr. '"The Manpower Development and Training Act
in California: Costs, Returns, and the Prediction of Individual Success."
(Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1969.), p. 121; Smith, R.E. "An
Analysis of the Efficiency and Equity of Manpower Programs." (Ann Arbor:
University Microfilms, 1972.), p. 74.

7-Rawl:i.ns, V.L. "Government Sponsored Training Programs for the
Disadvantaged Youth as a Part of Efficient Long-Run Manpower Policy."
(Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1969.), p. 99.

8Flores, Froilan. "An Historical and Cost Analysis of Manpower
Development Training Act Programs in the Washoe County (Reno) School
District." (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1969.), p. 71.
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decided to use a five-year useful life period. Use by the inexperienced
trainees was likely to result in rough treatment and frequent breakage.

Table 4-5 is a compilation of the enrollees, dropouts, and grad-
uates of the Manpower Training programs at Richmond Technical Institute
from 1967 through 1973. Tables 4-6 through 4-12 present the costs of

training to the individual and the government, from 1967 through 1973.

TABLE 4-5

Enrollees, Dropouts, and Graduates of Manpower Development
Training Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,
by Fiscal Year, from 1967 through 1973

Number of Number of Number of Percent
Year Enrollees Dropouts Graduates Graduates
1967 126 49 772 61.1
1968 87 50 37b 42.5
1969 80 49 31¢ 38.8
1970 151 69 g2¢ 54.3
1971 112 54 58¢ 51.8
1972 105 45 60t 57.1
1973 44 11 338 75.0

8Includes 7 who live outside tri-county area.
bIncludes 4 who live outside tri-county area.
CIncludes 6 who live outside tri-county area.
dIncludes 13 who live outside tri-county area.
©Includes 3 who live outside tri-county area.
Includes 13 who live outside tri-county area.
8Includes 1 who lives outside tri-county area.



TABLE 4-6

49

Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for
1967 Graduates of Manpower Development Training

Programs at Richmond Technical Institute

Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:* $§108,664 $ 862
Allowances: 137,829 1,094
Cost to Employment Security Commission 1,922 15

Subtotal $248,415 $1,971
Less: Transfer Payments (. 36,432 _289
Government's Cost per Graduate $211,983 $1,682
Plus: Earnings Foregonme per Graduate 1,200
Total Cost of Training per Graduate $2,882
Earnings Differential $1,065

*Equipment purchases of $21,143 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.

The allowances paid were divided by the number of enrollees and

added to the preliminary cost of instruction which was described above.

To that was added the estimated cost to the Employment Security Commis-

sion for interviewing, placing, and conducting follow-up activities for

each trainee. Table 4-13 presents the estimated costs to the Employment

Security Commission for those activities from 1967 through 1973.

Transfer payments were computed as explained below. The average

trainee attendance was computed first, based on the assumption that on

the average the dropouts attended one half the training time. This
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TABLE 4-7
Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for

1968 Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute

Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:* $ 85,184 $ 979
Allowances: 75,132 863
Cost to Employment Security Commission: 1,405 16

Subtotal $161,721 $1,858
Less: Transfer Payments 22,955 __ 264
Government's Cost per Graduate $138,766 $1,594
Plus: Earnings Foregone per Graduate 1,687
Total Cost of Training per Graduate $3,281
Earnings Differential $ 349

*Equipment purchases of $4,959 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.
assumed that the dropouts were spaced at a regular rate throughout the
training period, resulting in a half-time average attendance. The fol-

lowing formula was used to compute the average trainee attendance:

No
AT = Average trainee attendance, in weeks
Np = Number of graduates

= Length of training period, in months

L]
=
1
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TABLE 4-8
Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for

1969 Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute

Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:* $ 89,672 $1,121
Allowances: 54,082 676
Cost to Employment Security Commission: 1,372 17

Subtotal $145,126 $1,814
Less: Transfer Payments 20,038 250
Government's Cost per Graduate $125,008 $1,564
Plus: Earnings Foregone per Graduate 1,437
Total Cost of Training per Graduate $3,001
Earnings Differential S 882

*Equipment purchases of $1,958 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.

N2 Number of dropouts9

Ty

One half the length of the training period, in months
4.4 = Number of weeks in a month
N_. = Number of enrollees

(o}

The transfer payments were computed as follows:

TP = (AT) (B,) (R)

No
TP = Transfer payments
9

See Table 4-1.
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TABLE 4-9
Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for

1970 Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Imnstitute

Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:* $125,220 $ 829
Allowances: 108,388 718
Cost to Employment Security Commission: 2,741 18

Subtotal $236,349 $1,565
Less: Transfer Payments 56,940 377
Government's Cost per Graduate $179,409 $1,188
Plus: EFarnings Foregone per Graduate 1,624
Total Cost of Training per Graduate $2,812
Earnings Differential $ 500

*Equipment purchases of $3,281 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.

AT

Average trainee attendance

By

Amount of basic allowance, based on average number
of dependents for trainees in a given year

R = Number of trainees receiving public assistance and
unemployment compensation payments

No = Number of enrollees

Foregone Earnings

Smith defined a trainee's foregone earnings as "...the product of
the duration of his training, the wage rate that he could have received

while employed, and the expected proportion of the period during which he
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TABLE 4-10
Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for

1971 Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute

Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:* $ 90,804 $ 811
Allowances: 99,908 892
Cost to Employment Security Commission: 2,156 19

Subtotal $192,868 $1,722
Less: Transfer Payments 32,054 286
Government's Cost per Graduate $160,814 $1,436
Plus: Earnings Foregone per Graduate 1,536
Total Cost of Training per Graduate $2,972
Earnings Differential . $ 117

*Equipment purchases of $1,964 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.

n10 Rawlins assumed foregone earnings '"...to be

would have worked.
zero."1! Rapuano12 assumed that of those who were employed and unem-

ployed when training began, the employed would have worked 80 percent of

the time and the unemployed would have remained unemployed. The cost to

10Smith, R. E. "An Analysis of the Efficiency and Equity of Man-
power Programs.' (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1972.), p. 39.

11Rawlins, V. L. "Government Sponsored Training Programs for the
Disadvantaged Youth as a Part of Efficient Long-Run Manpower Policy."
(Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1969.), p. 99.

12Rapuano, F. "A Comparative Cost-Benefit Analysis of MDTA
Training in the Boston Area. (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1970.),
p. 31.



TABLE 4-11

Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for
1972 Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute
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Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:*

Allowances:

Cost to Employment Security Commission:
Subtotal

Less: Transfer Payments

Government's Cost per Graduate

Plus: Earnings Foregone per Graduate

Total Cost of Training per Graduate

Earnings Differential

*Equipment purchases of $1,664 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.
the former would have been equal to their lost wages, less taxes and
transportation; the cost to the latter group would have been equal to
the unemployment compensation benefits they would have received.

This researcher has decided that Smith's approach is most suit-
able for this study. This decision was based on the premise that one
could reasonably expect some who were employed prior to training to
become unemployed, had they not elected to participate in the training.
Conversely, one could reasonably expect that some of those who were

unemployed prior to training would become employed before the training
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TABLE 4-12
Cost of Training Per Graduate and Earnings Differential for

1973 Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute

Total Cost Cost Per Trainee

Training Costs:* $112,323 $2,553
Allowances: 50,331 1,144
Cost to Employment Security Commission: 953 22

Subtotal $163,607 $3,719
Less: Transfer Payments 19,836 __ 451
Government's Cost per Graduate $143,771 $3,268
Plus: Earnings Foregone per Graduate 2,070
Total Cost of Training per Graduate $5,338
Earnings Differential $ 848

*Equipment purchases of $392 were reduced by 80 percent,
assuming a useful average instructional life of five years.
period was over, had they not elected to participate in the training.

The foregone earnings model with which Smith worked estimated the
earnings the graduates could have expected to realize if they had not
participated in the training and if they had worked as long as work was
available to them during the training period. Since this study has
resulted in a computation of the mean hourly salary of all graduates, it
was used in place of the mean hourly salary of all enrollees which Smith

used.
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TABLE 4-13

Cost to the Employment Security Commission for Interviewing,
Testing, Placing, and Doing Follow-up Work with Manpower
Development Training Students, Based on the Average
Hourly Wages of Employment Security Commission
Interviewers, at an Average of
Five Hours Per Trainee

Average Hours Number Estimated Average

Hourly Per of Cost to Cost Per
Year Salarya Trainee Trainees ESC Trainee
1967 $3.05 5 126 $1,921.50 $15.00
1968 3.23 5 87 1,405.00 16.15
1969 3.43 5 80 1,372.00 17.15
1970 3.63 5 151 2,740.65 18.15
1971 3.85 5 112 2,156.00 19.25
1972 4.08 5 105 2,142.00 20.40
1973 4.33 5 44 952.60 21.65

4The average hourly salary was based on an estimate by the

Manager of the Rockingham office of the Employment Security Commission.

For each fiscal year which is included in this study, the fore-

gone earnings model described herein was used in computing the salary the

graduates theoretically gave up to participate in the training.

As pointed out earlier, Rapuano assumed that the employed would

have worked 80 percent of the time covered by the training period and the

unemployed would have remained unemployed for the entire training period.

Smith used an approach that assumed that the émployed and the unemployed

would have worked a portion of the time covered by the training period.



57

Smith defined one's status as either employed or unemployed.
Based on that assumption, he argued that one's present status, i.e.,
employed or unemployed, was determined by one's previous status;
conversely, one's present status will determine one's future status.
There are statistical probabilities, based on education, sex, race, and
age, of moving from one status to the other. The shift was computed by
assuming the conditions of a first-order Markov chain.!3

Included in the assumption were the following: 1. The prob-

ability of becoming unemployed (Peu) was defined as "...the inverse of

the mean duration of unemployment."14

2. The probability of becoming
employed was computed by weighting the race, sex, and age characteristics
of trainees to arrive at a computed composite unemployment rate. Since
the trainee characteristics made this group of persons twice as suscep-
tible to unemployment as the average, the computed rate was doubled for
each fiscal year.15
The matrix Smith used to compute the time one could expect to be
employed during the training period was:
E (1-Peu) Pue < Et—l
Peu (1-Pue) Uy q

T

U

T

=
]

The probability of being employed

il
rt
1

= The probability of being unemployed

E;._1 = The probability of being employed in the preceding period

13Smith, op. cit., p. 42.

Y41pid., p. 49.

151bid., pp. 47-8.
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Ui_7 = The probability of being unemployed in the preceding

period
Pue = The probability of moving from unemployment to employment
Peu = The probability of moving from employment to unemployment

The first—order Markov chain was expressed as:

=1
ct
]

(l-Peu)(Et_l) + (Pue)(Ut_l)

o]
T
|

= (Peu)(Et_l) + (l—Pue)(Ut_l)

The results of the computations of this matrix are presented in
Tables 4-14 through 4-20. Table 4-21 presents in composite form the
information from Tables 4-14 through 4-20, plus the computed unemployment
rates which are explained later in the Chapter. The formulas above and
the figures in Table 4-21 will enable one to compute the steady state
status and percentage of time the trainees could have expected to work,
two other variables which Smith computed in determining foregone earn-
ings.

After computations described above were made, it was then pos-
sible to estimate the earnings foregone per graduate for each of the
fiscal years. The computations were made as follows:

1. The mean of the graduates' last hourly earnings before train-
ing was determined for the year.

2. The mean was increased by the average hourly salary increase
in North Carolina for applicable year.

3. The resulting adjusted hourly wage was multiplied by 8 hours,
22 days, the number of months in the training program, and the percentage
of time a trainee could have expected to work during the training period.

For example, if the last mean hourly wage were $1.05, the average

raise in North Carolina during the year the training took place was 6
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TABLE 4-14

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1967

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State .11 .89
End of:
First Month .29 71
Second Month 42 .58
Third Month .52 .48
Fourth Month ' .60 .40
Fifth Month .66 .34
Sixth Month .70 «30
Seventh Month 71 27
Eighth Month .75 .25
Ninth Month W77 .23
Tenth Month .79 .21
Ten-Month Training Period Average .62 .38
Steady State Status .83 .17

percent, the program lasted for eight months, and a trainee could have
expected to work 72 percent of the time during the course of the training
period, the foregone earnings would be computed as follows:

Hourly rate: $1.05

Added to hourly rate: ($1.05) x (.06) = $.09
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TABLE 4-15

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1968

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State: .13 .87
End of:
First Month 41 «59
Second Month «57 .43
Third Momnth .67 .33
Fourth Month «73 27
Fifth Month 77 .23
Sixth Month .79 .21
Seventh Month .80 .20
Eighth Month .81 .19
Ninth Month .81 .19
Nine-Month Training Period Average .71 .29
Steady State Status .81 .19

Adjusted hourly rate: $1.05 + $.09 = $1.14

Foregone earnings = ($1.14)(8)(22)(8)(.72) = $1,156

The computed foregone earnings was added to the subtotal differ-
ence in the training costs less transfer payments to arrive at the total

cost of training per graduate.

The earnings differential. The earnings differential is the

difference between a graduate's income after training and the income he



61
TABLE 4-16

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1969

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State: .05 .95
End of:
First Month .29 .71
Second Month 46 .54
Third Month .58 42
Fourth Month .66 .34
Fifth Month W72 .28
Sixth Month .76 .24
Seventh Month .79 .21
Eighth Month .81 .19
Eight-Month Training Period Average .63 .37
Steady State Status .85 .15

could have expected to earn had he not participated in the training. The
earnings differential was computed on the basis of a trainee's working 80
percent of the time covered by the training period. While the estimated
steady state, as computed by Smith's model, fluctuated from 67 to 85 per-
cent, (see Tables 4-14 through 4-21), the mean steady state was approxi-
mately 80 percent.

The earnings differential computations were made in the following

manner:
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TABLE 4-17

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1970

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State: .01 .99
End of:
First Month 41 .59
Second Month 57 43
Third Month .63 .37
Fourth Month .66 <34
Fifth Month .67 .33
Sixth Month .67 .33
Seventh Month .67 .33
Eighth Month .67 +33
Eight-Month Training Period Average .62 .38
Steady State Status .67 .33

1. An hourly rate for graduates was determined, based on the
average of the mean hourly rate on the first job after training and the
mean hourly salary six months after beginning work.

2. The hourly rate above was multiplied by 2,080 hours and 80
percent, to get the potential income after training.

3. The mean last hourly income for graduates before training was

increased by the average salary increase in North Carolina during the
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TABLE 4-18

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1971

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State: .098 .902
End of:
First Month .31 +69
Second Month .46 <54
Third Month .56 44
Fourth Month .63 .37
Fifth Month .68 .32
Sixth Month .71 .29
Seventh Month .73 27
Seven~Month Training Period Average .58 42
Steady State Status .78 .22

year of training and the year after training. The adjusted hourly salary
was multiplied by 2,080 hours and 80 percent.

4. The income in (3) above was subtracted from the income in (2)
above. For each year, the difference was a positive figure (see Tables
4-6 through 4-12).

The present values of the earnings differentials at 10 percent
and at 5 percent are given in Tables 4-22 through 4-28. Table 4-29 gives
the cost and present values, along with the benefit-cost ratios and

internal rates of return for each year.
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TABLE 4-19

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1972

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State: .06 .94
End of:
First Month 43 .57
Second Month .61 +39
Third Month .71 .29
Fourth Month «75 +25
Fifth Month .77 .23.
Sixth Month .78 22
Seventh Month .79 .21
Seven-Month Training Period Average .69 .31
Steady State Status .79 .21

The benefit-cost ratios at the 10 percent level ranged from a low
of .78 to 1 to a high of 6.00 to 1. At 5 percent, the range was from a
low of 1.25 to 1 to a high of 9.72 to 1. Internal rates of return varied

from a low of 8 percent to a high of 63 percent.

The computed unemployment rates. The computation of a rate of

unemployment for the trainees was essential to the determination of
training costs. The purpose in making the computation was to estimate
the probability of the groups' having found employment had they not

elected to participate in the training.
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TABLE 4-20

Trainee Estimated Labor Force Status During the Period of
Manpower Development Training, Fiscal Year 1973

Proportion Proportion
Month Employed Unemployed
Initial State 0 1007
End of:
First Month .33 .67
Second Month .52 .48
Third Month .63 .37
Fourth Month .69 .31
Fifth Month .72 .28
Sixth Month .74 .26
Seventh Month .76 .24
Eighth Month .77 .23
Ninth Month .78 .22
Nine-Month Training Period Average .66 .34
Steady State Status .78 .22

The unemployment rates for the various demographic groups in the
applicable fiscal year were weighted by sex, age, and race to arrive at a
composite computed unemployment rate. More than 50 percent of the
trainees each year had less than twelve years of school (See Appendix I).

The unemployment rate of high school dropouts was twice that of



TABLE 4-21

Computed Amount of Time Trainees Could Have Expected
to be Employed During Training Period, 1967-1973

Percent Percent Percent Steady Percent of
Average Unemployed Computed Unempl. Employed State: Expected
Program Length Each Month Unempl. When When Emp. Employment
Year Length Unemp. (Pue) Rate Tng. Began Tng. Began Unemp. During Tng.
1967 10 mo. 5 mo. 20% 19% 89% 117 83% 627
17%
1968 9 mo. 3 mo. 33% 21% 87% 137% 817% 71%
19%
1969 8 mo. 4 mo. 25% 267 95% 5% 85% 637%
15%
1970 8 mo. 2.5 mo. 40% 417 997% 17% 67% 627
337
1971 7 mo. 4 mo., 25% 26% 90.2% 9.8% 78% 58%
227
1972 7 mo. 2.5 mo. 407 247 947 6% 797 697
217
1973 9 mo. 3 mo. 33% 26% 100% 0% 78%Z 667
22%

99
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TABLE 4-22
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1967 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present
Percent Value of Percent Value of
Period Discount Increase? Discount Increaseb
(t) Factor at 10% Factor at 5%
1 1.10 $ 968.18 1.05 $ 1,014.29
2 1.21 880.17 1.10 968.18
3 1.33 800.75 1.16 918.10
4 1.46 729.45 1.22 872.95
5 1.61 661.49 1.28 832.03
6 1.77 601.69 1.34 794.78
7 1.95 546.15 1.41 755.32
8 2.14 497.66 1.48 719.59
9 2.36 451.27 1.55 687.10
10 2.59 411.20 1.63 653.37
11 2.85 373.68 1.71 622,81
12 3.14 339.17 1.80 591.67
13 3.45 308.70 1.89 563.49
14 3.80 280.63 1.98 537.88
15 4,18 254.78 2.08 512.02
16 4,59 230.03 2.18 488.53
17 5.05 210.89 2,29 465.07
18 5.56 191.55 2.41 441.91
19 6.11 174.30 2,53 420,95
20 6.72 158.42 2.65 401.89
21 7.40 143.92 2.79 381.72
22 8.14 130.84 2.93 363.48
23 8.95 118.99 3.07 346.91
24 9.85 108.12 3.23 320.72
25 10.83 98.34 3.39 314.16
26 11.92 89.35 3.56 299.16
27 13.11 81.24 3.73 285.52
28 14.42 73.86 3.92 271.68
29 15.86 67.15 4,12 258.50
30 17.45 61.03 4.32 246.53
Total Present Value $10,043.00 $16,359.31

241,065 (1.10)"t

bg1,065 (1.05)7C



68
TABLE 4-23
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1968 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present
Percent Value of Percent Value of
Period Discount Increase? Discount IncreaseP
(t) Factor at 107 Factor at 5%
1 1.10 $ 317.27 1.05 $ 332.38
2 1.21 288.43 1.10 317.27
3 1.33 262.41 1.16 300.86
4 1.46 239.04 1.22 286.07
5 1.61 216.77 1.28 272.66
6 1.77 197.18 1.34 260.45
7 1.95 178.97 1.41 247 .52
8 2.14 163.08 1.48 235.81
9 2.36 247.08 1.55 225.16
10 2.59 134.75 1.63 214,11
11 2.85 122.46 1.71 204.09
12 3.14 111.15 1.80 193.89
13 3.45 101.16 1.89 184.66
14 3.80 91.84 1.98 176.26
15 4.18 83.49 2.08 167.79
16 4.59 76.03 2.18 160.09
17 5.05 69.11 2.29 152.40
18 5.56 62.77 2.41 144.81
19 6.11 57.12 2.53 137.94
20 6.72 51.93 2.65 131.70
21 7.40 47.16 2.79 125.09
22 8.14 42,87 2.93 119.11
23 8.95 38.99 3.07 113.68
24 9.85 35.43 3.23 108.05
25 10.83 32,23 3.39 102.95
26 11.92 29.28 3.56 98.03
27 13.11 26.62 3.73 93.57
28 14.42 24,20 3.92 89.03
29 15.86 22.01 4.12 84.71
30 17.45 20.00 4,32 80.79
Total Present Value $3,291.63 $5,360.93

38349 (1.10)°t

bs349 (1.05)-t
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TABLE 4-24
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1969 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present
Percent Value of Percent Value of
Period Discount Increase? Discount Increase
(t) Factor at 107 Factor at 5%
1 1.10 $ 801.82 1.05 $ 840.00
2 1.21 728.93 1.10 801.82
3 1.33 663.16 1.16 760.34
4 1.46 604.11 1.22 722,95
5 1.61 547.83 1.28 689.06
6 1.77 498.31 1.34 658.21
7 1.95 452.31 1.41 625.53
8 2.14 412.15 1.48 595.95
9 2.36 373.73 1.55 569.03
10 2.59 340.54 1.63 541.10
11 2,85 309.47 1.71 515.79
12 3.14 280.89 1.80 490,00
13 3.45 255.65 1.89 466.67
14 3.80 232.11 1.98 445.45
15 4,18 211.00 2.08 424,04
16 4.59 192.16 2.18 404 .59
17 5.05 174.65 2.29 385.15
18 5.56 158.63 2.41 365.98
19 6.11 144.35 2.53 348.62
20 6.72 131.25 2.65 332.83
21 7.40 119.19 2.79 316.13
22 8.14 108.35 2.93 301.02
23 8.95 98.55 3.07 287.30
24 9.85 89.54 3.23 273.07
25 10.83 81.44 3.39 260.18
26 11.92 73.99 3.56 247.75
27 13.11 67.28 3.73 236.46
28 14.42 61.17 3.92 225,00
29 15.86 55.61 4.12 214.08
30 17.45 50.54 4.32 204,17
Total Present Value $8,318.71 $13,548.27

23882 (1.10)°t

bsgga (1.05)~t



70
TABLE 4-25
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1970 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programg at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present
Percent Value of Percent Value of
Period Discount Increased Discount Increase
(t) Factor at 10% Factor at 57
1 1.10 $ 454.55 1.05 $ 476.19
2 1.21 413.22 1.10 454,55
3 1.33 375.94 1.16 431.03
4 1.49 342.47 1.22 409.84
5 l1.61 310.56 1.28 390.63
6 1.77 282.49 1.34 373.13
7 1.95 256.41 1.41 354.61
8 2.14 233.64 1.48 337.84
9 2.36 211.86 1.55 322.58
10 2.59 193.05 1.63 306.75
11 2.85 175.44 1.71 292.40
12 3.14 159.24 1.80 277.78
13 3.45 144.93 1.89 264 .55
14 3.80 131.58 1.98 252.53
15 4.18 119.63 2.08 240.38
16 4.59 108.93 2.18 229.36
17 5.05 99.01 2.29 218.34
18 5.56 89.93 2.41 207.47
19 ' 6.11 81.83 2.53 197.63
20 6.72 74.40 2.65 188.68
21 7.40 67.57 2.79 179.21
22 8.14 61.43 2.93 170.65
23 8.95 55.87 3.07 162.87
24 9.85 50.76 3.23 154.80
25 10.83 46.17 3.39 147 .49
26 11.92 41.95 3.56 140.45
27 13.11 38.14 3.73 134.05
28 14.42 34.67 3.92 127.55
29 15.86 31.53 4.12 121.36
30 17.45 28.65 4.32 115.74
Total Present Value $4,715.84 $7,680.44

ag500 (1.10)"t

b$500 (1.05)"t



71
TABLE 4-26
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1971 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present

Percent Value of Percent Value of

Period Discount Increase? Discount Increase

(t) Factor at 107 Factor at 5%

1 1.10 $ 106.36 1.05 $ 114.43
2 1.21 96.69 1.10 106.36
3 1.33 87.97 1.16 100.86
4 1.46 80.14 1.22 95.90
5 1.61 72.67 1.28 91.41
6 1.77 66.10 1.34 87.31
7 1.95 60.00 1.41 82,98
8 2.14 54.67 1.48 79.05
9 2.36 49,58 1.55 75.48
10 2.59 45.17 1.63 71.78
11 2.85 41.05 1.71 68.42
12 3.14 37.26 1.80 65.00
13 3.45 33.91 1.89 61.90
14 2.80 30.79 1.98 59.09
15 4.18 27.99 2.08 56.25
16 4.59 25.49 2.18 53.67
17 5.05 23.17 2.29 51.09
18 5.56 21.04 2.41 48.55
19 6.11 19.15 2.53 46.25
20 6.72 17.41 2.65 44.15
21 7.40 15.81 2.79 41.94
22 8.14 14.37 2.93 39.93
23 8.95 13.07 3.07 38.11
24 9.85 11.88 3.23 36.22
25 10.83 10.80 3.39 34.51
26 11.92 9.82 3.56 32.87
27 13.11 8.92 3.73 31.37
28 14.42 8.11 3.92 29.85
29 15.86 7.38 4.12 28.40
30 17.45 6.70 4.32 27.08
Total Present Value $1,103.47 $1,800.21

28117 (1.10)"t

bg117 (1.05)7t
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TABLE 4-27
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1972 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present

Percent Value of Percent Value of

Period Discount Increase? Discount Increase

(t) Factor at 107 Factor at 5%

1 1.10 $ 362.73 1.05 $ 380.00
2 1.21 329.75 1.10 362.73
3 1.33 300.00 1.16 343.97
4 1.46 273.29 1.22 327.05
5 1.61 247 .83 1.28 311.72
6 1.77 225.42 1.34 297.76
7 1.95 204.62 1.41 282.98
8 2.14 186.45 1.48 269.59
9 2.36 169.07 1.55 257.42
10 2.59 154.05 1.63 244,79
11 2.85 240.00 1.71 233.33
12 3.14 127.07 1.80 221.67
13 3.45 115.65 1.89 211.11
14 3.80 105.00 1.98 201.52
15 4,18 95.45 2.08 191.83
16 4,59 86.93 2.18 183.03
17 5.05 79.01 2.29 174.24
18 5.56 71.76 2.41 165.56
19 6.11 65.30 2.53 157.71
20 6.72 59.38 2.65 150.57
21 7.40 53.92 2.79 143.01
22 8.14 49,02 2.93 136.18
23 8.95 44 .58 3.07 129.97
24 9.85 40.51 3.23 123.53
25 10.83 36.84 3.39 117.70
26 11.92 33.47 3.56 112.08
27 13.11 30.43 3.73 106.97
28 14.42 27.67 3.92 101.79
29 15.86 25.16 4.12 96.84
30 17.45 22.87 4.32 92.36
Total Present Value $3,763.23 $6,129.01

43399 (1.10)"t

bg3g99 (1.05)"t



73
TABLE 4-28
Increase in Lifetime Earnings of 1973 Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute

Ten Present Five Present

Percent Value of Percent Value of

Period Discount Increase? Discount Increase

(t) Factor at 107 Factor at 57

1 1.10 $ 770.91 1.05 $ 807.62
2 1.21 700.83 1.10 770.62
3 1.33 637.59 1.16 731.03
4 1.46 580.82 1.22 695.08
5 1.61 526.71 1.28 662.50
6 1.77 479.10 1.34 632.84
7 1.95 434.87 1.41 601.42
8 2.14 396.26 1.48 572.97
9 2.36 359.32 1.55 547.10
10 2.59 327.41 1.63 520.25
11 2.85 297.54 1.71 495,91
12 3.14 270.06 1.80 471.11
13 3.45 245.80 1.89 448 .68
14 3.80 223.16 1.98 428.28
15 4.18 202,87 2.08 407.69
16 4.59 184.75 2.18 388.99
17 5.05 167.92 2.29 370.31
18 5.56 152.52 2.41 351.87
19 6.11 138.79 2.53 335.18
20 6.72 126.19 2.65 320.00
21 7.40 114.59 2.79 303.94
22 8.14 104.18 2.93 289.42
23 8.95 94.75 3.07 276.22
24 9.85 86.09 3.23 262 .54
25 10.83 78.30 3.39 250.15
26 11.92 71.14 3.56 238.20
27 13.11 64.68 3.73 227.35
28 14,42 58.81 3.92 216.33
29 15.86 53.47 4,12 205.83
30 17.45 48.60 4,32 196.30
Total Present Value $7,998.03 $13,026.02

as848 (1.10)°t

bsgsg (1.05)°t



TABLE 4-29

Economic Effectiveness of Manpower Development Training Programs at
Richmond Technical Institute, by Program and Year, Using
Discount Factors of Ten Percent and Five Percent
for the Period 1967-1973

Years

Item 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
Cost $ 1,682 $1,594 $ 1,564 $1,188 $1,436 $1,880 $ 3,268
Benefits per Year
or Earnings
Differential 1,065 349 882 500 117 399 848
Present Value at 10%Z 10,043 3,292 8,319 4,716 1,103 3,763 7,998
Present Value at 57 16,359 5,361 13,548 7,680 1,800 6,129 13,026
Benefit-Cost
Ratio at 107% 6.00/1 2.07/1 5.26/1 4.98/1 .78/1 2.00/1 2.45/1
Benefit-Cost
Ratio at 57 9.72/1 3.36/1 8.66/1 6.46/1 1.25/1 3.26/1 3.98/1
Internal Rate

of Return 63% 227 567 427 8% 21% 267

9L
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graduates.16 Therefore, the computed unemployment rate each year was

doubled.
COMPARISON OF TRAINEE CHARACTERISTICS

The programs at Richmond Technical Institute had a dispropor-
tionately high percentage of males in comparison to the national experi-
ence. In 1967, the first year of Manpower Training at Richmond Techni-
cal Institute, 50.8 percent of the trainees were male, while the national
percentage was 56.8. From 1968 through 1973, the percentage of males in
the programs at Richmond Technical Institute ranged from 79.3 percent to
100 percent, while the national percentages of males ranged from 55.4
percent to 63.2 percent. For the period of the study, 85 percent of the
trainees at Richmond Technical Institute were males, while the national
figure was 59.3 percent males participating in the training.

The enrollment percentages by race given below by year have the
Institute's figures firsg and the national figures second: 1969, Black,
72.5 and 39.7 percent; White, 27.5 and 55.9 percent; 1970, Black, 45.0
and 36.0 percent; White, 47.7 and 59.2 percent; 1971, Black, 43.8 and
39.3 percent; White, 46.4 and 55.6 percent; 1972, Black, 61.9 and 33.1
percent; White, 38.1 and 61.2 percent; 1972, Black, 63.6 and 30.1 per-
cent; White, 36.4 and 65.8 percent.

For the period 1969 through 1973, the trainees at Richmond Tech-
nical Institute were 54.5 percent Black, 41.0 percent White, and 4.5 per-

cent "Other'. Nationally for this period, the percentage of trainees by

16Piore, Michael. 'On-The-Job Training of Disadvantaged Workers,'
Public-Private Manpower Policies (Industrial Relations Research Associa-
tion Series, 1969.), pp. 101-132.
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race was 35.8 percent Black, 59.3 percent White, and 4.9 percent other
races,

A comparison of trainees by education finds those selected for
training at Richmond Technical Institute less well-educated than the
trainees nation-wide for the same period. The percentage of those
selected for training with an education under eight years ranged from
4.4 percent to 17.2 percent, with the average for the period covered by
the study being 11.5 percent at Richmond Technical Institute (see Appen-
dix I). Nationally, the percentage of trainees with less than an eighth
grade education ranged from 3.1 to 9.2 and averaged 6.4 percent for the
period covered by the study (see Appendix H).

The percentage of those with an eighth grade education ranged
from 7.8 to 16.1 percent at Richmond Technical Institute and averaged
11.2 percent. Nationally, the range for this level of education was 4.7
percent to 10.7 percent, declining each year, and averaged 8.1 percent.

Those with an education between grades nine to eleven ranged from
29.9 percent to 46.3 percent at Richmond Technical Institute and averaged
41.8 percent. Nationally, the range for this level of education was
from 28.6 to 40.6 and averaged 36.3 percent.

Those with a twelfth grade education ranged from 27.5 percent to
38.6 percent at Richmond Technical Institute and averaged 32.2 percent,
or just under one third of the total enrollment for the period covered
by the study. Nationally, the range was from 34.7 percent to 53.6 per-
cent and averaged 43.1 percent.

At Richmond Technical Institute, the enrollment by those with an
education beyond the twelfth grade ranged from 2.0 percent to 8.9 percent-

and averaged 3.3 percent of the enrollees. Nationally, the enrollment
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for this group ranged from 4.5 percent to 10 percent and averaged 6.1
percent, almost twice the percentage for Richmond Technical Institute.

The educational level of trainees at the lower grades was larger
than the national average for the same period. As the number of years of
education increased, the percentage generally was less favorable for the
enrollees at Richmond Technical Institute than for the national averages,
with 64.5 percent of the local trainees having less than a twelfth grade
education, compared to 50.8 percent of the trainees nation-wide at the
same educational level.

The unemployment rates in the tri-county area (see Table 4-3),
coupled with the comparative low educational level of the local trainees
lend a degree of validity to the computed unemployment rates (see Table
4-21) which were derived from the use of Smith's model to compute the
unemployment rate of the trainees.

The validity of the computed unemployment rate is further
increased by the fact that the number of Blacks trained locally was
approximately 50 percent greater comparatively than was the case for the
national experience. The combination of low educational level of the
local trainees, the higher percentage of Blacks trained locally, and the
higher unemployment rates of Blacks (see Appendix J), tend to verify the
computed unemployment rates in Table 4-3.

Nationally, 13.6 percent of the trainees from 1967 through 1973
were welfare recipients; locally, only 2.1 percent of the trainees were
welfare reéipients. The average percentage of trainees who had been
receiving unemployment compensation nationally was 9.5 percent and 27.0

percent locally.
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Paying back training costs. Table 4-30 gives the estimated

federal income taxes paid by graduates over a five-year period: the year
before training, the year of training, and the three years following the
completion of training. The average number of dependents per enrollee
each year was less than two. Taxes were figured on the basis of deduc-
tions for three persons.

The extimate of taxes paid the year before training was made as
follows: the mean last hourly income of the graduates before training was
assumed to be their average hourly income for the entire preceding year.
This salary was multiplied by 2,080 hours and the computed percentage of
time the trainees could have expected to work during the year. It was
assumed that the same expectation regarding the probability of employment
would have applied the year before training, as well as the year of
training.

The estimate of taxes paid the year in which the training took
place assumed no taxable income was earned until the completion of the
training. The trainees were given one month to find a job, a fact which
is reflected in the computations. No income was computed for the first
month following the completion of training.

17 reported that within two weeks 43 percent of the gradu-

Flores
ates in his study were working, and within eight weeks, all who were
willing to work had found a job. Since the time between the completion

of training and the first job was not researched, this researcher decided

to use a one-month period as job-hunting time by the graduates.

17Flores, Froilan. "An Historical and Cost Analysis of Manpower
Development Training Act Programs in the Washoe County (Reno) School
District." (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1968.), p. 116.



Federal Income Taxes Paid by Graduates of Manpower Development Training Programs

TABLE 4-30

at Richmond Technical Institute, Giving the Estimated Taxes Paid the Year

Before the Beginning of Training, the Year of Training, and the

Three Years Following Completion of Training, and the

After Completing Training

Total Taxes Paid the First Three Years

Year Year 2 Years 3 Years Taxes Gov't Percent of

Before Year of After After After Paid Cost Gov't. Cost

Training Training Training Training Training in 3 Per Repaid in
Year (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) Years®  Grad. 3 Years
1967 $1,362 -0~ $ 313 -0- $3,892 $226 $4,224 $279 $4,467 $298 $ 803 $1,682 47.7
1968 2,08 -0- 584 -0~ 3,915 234 4,234 268 4,467 200 702 1,594 44.0
1969 1,713 -0- 1,188 -0- 4,752 375 4,879 260 5,143 310 927 1,564 59.3
1970 2,355 $9 1,167 -0- 4,900 268 5,364 339 5,649 378 985 1,188 82.9
1971 2,499 -=0- 1,598 -~0- 5,210 319 5,775 395 6,896 554 1,268 1,436 88.3
1972 2,958 -0- 1,711 -0~ 5,693 385 7,054 577 7,445 635 1,597 1,880 84.9
1973 2,621 -0- 834 -0- 5,596 371 5,903 413 6,231 458 1,242 3,268 38.0

Earnings

Praxes paid

CUnited States Master Tax Guide for the applicable year

6L
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If the programs ran an average of eight months, income for
the year was computed for three months only. This could result in under-
stating earnings if graduates normally located jobs and began work in
less than a month after completing training. The mean first salary was
multiplied by eight hours per day, twenty—two days per month, and the
number of months to the end of the calendar year, less the one month used
to find jobs.

To estimate earnings for the year after completing training, the
mean first hourly income for the first six months after completing train-
ing was used, to the extent of six months. To this was added the mean
hourly salary after six months. The remainder of the twelve months was
included by using the computed mean hourly salary after one year for
graduates for the year in question. The hourly rates were multiplied by
eight hours, twenty-two days, and the number of months the rates applied.

In computing the estimated earnings in the second year after
training, the mean hourly salary after one year on the job was used the
first six months of the year. It was assumed that the average hourly
raise in North Carolina was realized by the graduates at midyear. As
before, the hourly rates were multiplied by eight hours, twenty-two days,
and six months; the products from each half of the year were added together
for the estimated annual income.

The third year's income was computed in the same way as the
second year's income, adding the average increase in hourly wages at
midyear to the hourly rate the second half of the previous year.

An average hourly raise of 5.5 percent was assumed for 1974,

1975, and 1976, in order to project the estimated earnings for those
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years. The North Carolina Employment Security Commission, Raleigh, North
Carolina, estimated the average raise in North Carolina in 1973 at 5.5
percent.

Table 4~30, referred to previously, gives the estimated percent-—
age of the government's training cost per graduate repaid at the end of
three years following the completion of training. The portion of the
government 's cost of training that was repaid after three years ranged
from a low of 38.0 percent for the 1973 graduates to a high of 88.3 per-
cent for the 1971 graduates. The estimate of the cost repaid assumed
that without the training the graduates would have paid no taxes or a
negligible amount of taxes. The estimated taxes paid the year before
training amounted to only nine dollars for the 1970 graduates and zero
for the other years.

Based on the results of the estimated taxes paid after training,
as shown in Table 4-30, it is estimated that the pay-back period will
average about four years. This is a significant variation from the usual

expectation of a pay-back period of ome year or less.

Summary. This section of the Chapter has been concerned with
determining the cost-recovery period for expenditures each of the years
1967 through 1973 for Manpower Development Training in Richmond County,
North Carolina.

The total cost of training per graduate was computed, after a
rather lengthy treatment of the data. Transfer payments, foregone earn-
ings, and the earnings differential were calculated for each year.

The model Smith developed was used, with modifications, in cal-
culating the amount of time one could expect to be employed or unem-

ployed, or the steady state.
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A comparison of the local trainees was made to the trainees
nation-wide, using the data in Appendixes H and I. The comparison
revealed notable differences in some instances.

Estimates of earnings after training were made in order to esti-
mate the amount of taxes paid. Earnings for three years following the
completion of training were computed. It was learned that the percentage
of the government's training costs repaid in increased taxes in three
years varied from 38.0 percent to 88.3 percent, resulting in a signifi-

cant variation from the usual pay-back period of one year.
SUMMARY

This Chapter has explained the treatment of the data which were
collected for the study. Each of the four null hypotheses were tested
in the order stated in Chapter I.

While the graduates of the training program realized increases in
income in each of the years covered by the study, the increases were not
significant each year. 1In 1971 and 1973, the graduates had no signifi-
cant increase in salaries and in 1969 the salary increase was significant
at the .05 level. In the other years studied, the salary increase was
significant at the .01 level, or highly significant.

It was learned that significant decreases occurred in unemploy-
ment in the tri-county area in 1968 and 1972, following the completion of
training in 1967 and 1971. 1In 1970, a significant increase in unemploy-
ment was observed. There were no significant changes in the other years.

No significant changes in the number of welfare cases in the tri-

county area occurred during the period covered by the study.
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This Chapter has also been concerned with determining how long it
takes for the increased taxes paid by the graduates to repay the costs of
training. Data were collected from the Manpower Administration of the
United States Department of Labor, Washington, D. C., the Accountant for
the North Carolina Department of Community Colleges, Raleigh, North
Carolina, program audit reports, and individual trainees and their
records.

Training costs, allowances paid, and the cost to the Employment
Security Commission were determined for each program. Transfer payments
were calculated and subtracted from the initial total above, and to the
differences was added the earnings foregone per graduate.

Ralph Ely Smith developed a model for determining the amount of
time one can expect to work, based on race, sex, age, and education. The
model was used in developing data for the computations for foregone earn-
ings.

The earnings differential was computed and used to estimate the
increase in lifetime earnings for graduates, assuming a working life of
thirty years after completing the training.

It was determined that the graduates, in three years following
the completion of training, paid federal taxes ranging from a low of
38.0 percent of the training costs in 1973 to a high of 88.3 percent

of the training costs in 1971.
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CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF DATA: GRADUATES: EMPLOYERS: PROGRAMS

This Chapter contains an analysis of graduates' and employers'
responses to questions in Appendixes F and C, respectively. Responses
were tested several ways for both groups of respondents to identify
significant differences in responses.

Graduates' responses were tested four ways: (1) All responses
were tested to determine differences between answers given and expected;
(2) Answers each year were compared to answers for all other years to
identify differences; (3) Responses of all graduates of each program
were tested against all other respondents to identify differences; and,
(4) Responses each year were tested for differences between observed and
expected responses.

Employers' responses were tested in three ways: (1) All answers
were tested to determine whether or not there were significant differ-
ences in the observed and expected answers; (2) Answers from textile
employers were compared to answers of other employers to determine
whether or not there were significant differences; and, (3) Answers of
textile employers were tested to determine whether or not there were

significant differences in the reported and expected answers.

GRADUATES' RESPONSES

0f the 331 graduates who were found to reside in the tri-county

area of the study and who were mailed Appendix A with the request for its
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completion and return, 153 responded with completed questionnaires.
Completed questionnaires were numbered consecutively as they were
received from graduates.

When it was decided that no more responses would be received,
the questionnaires which had been assigned a number divisible by five
were pulled and the graduates contacted in person or by telephone.
After the purpose of the instrument had been explained, graduates were
asked to give a response to each statement. No effort was made to in-
fluence a graduate's response in any way. If a graduate was unwilling
to give an answer, or if he was not sure of the response, 'Undecided"

was checked.

Analysis of Graduates' Responses

In the review of responses in this section of the Chapter, the
statements in Appendix F will be analyzed consecutively. The statements
will be written in the following manner: Statement 1, 8/10/12: '"The
School...problems." Written in this manner, the meaning is that for
Statement 1, the graduates gave eight affirmative responses, ten
responses were ''Undecided," and twelve responses were negative. The
consecutive listing of the statements and analysis follows:

Statement 1, 28/2/0: '"The school counselor was willing to help
me with my personal problems."l

Except for the two "Undecided" responses, there was complete
agreement that the counselor was helpful with personal problems.

Statement 2, 30/0/0: "The hours (time of day) that the course
was offered were fine with me."2

1Minnesota State Department of Education. Evaluation - MDTA.
St. Paul: State of Minnesota Department of Education, 1969. ERIC
Document Number 045809; p. 62.

2

Ibid.
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There was unanimous agreement with this statement. The classes

began at 8:00 A.M. and ended at 4:30 P.M., with thirty minutes for lunch.
This time coincided fairly closely to the schedules of other family
members and probably minimized transportation and child-care problems
for trainees,

Statement 3, 5/4/21: '"There were not enough tools and equipment
for all students; therefore, I did not get full benefit of train-
ing."3

Over two thirds of the graduates disagreed with this statement.

The affirmative responses could have been caused by expectations of a

full set of tools for each student, which was not the case.

Statement 4, 27/1/2: "The location of the school was 0. K. for
me."
4

There was nearly complete agreement that the location of the
school was suitable. Had the classes been held elsewhere, similar
responses would likely have resulted.

Statement 5, 27/1/2: "If a friend wanted training, I would
recommend the school."g

Ninety percent of the graduates said they would recommend the
school to a friend. The nonaffirmative responses can be attributed to
disillusionment either as to the training received or expectations of
employers as to the level of ability a graduate should have.

Statement 6, 17/8/5: 'Most of the students in my class were
smart enough to catch on to the course work."6

31bid.
41bid.
S1bid.

61bid.
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The majority of the graduates felt the level of teaching was
geared to the trainees' learning level. However, the number of nonaf-
firmative responses should be taken as an indication that the level of
teaching was too high for some of the trainees. The level of instruction
in each class should have been geared to the abilities of the trainees to
learn.

Statement 7, 17/6/7: "I thought that most of the students in my
class were making a real effort to 1earn."7

While the majority of responses were affirmative, about one
fourth indicated student apathy by their negative responses, while 20
percent of the graduates were noncommittal to this statement. If there
was apathy, it could have been caused by disinterest in course content,
lack of understanding of what was being taught, or disillusionment in the
program.

Statement 8, 15/5/10: '"Most students tried to get jobs
related to the type of training they had."8

While one half of the graduates agreed with the statement, a
surprising one third disagreed. The implications of the negative
responses are several: (1) graduates could not get training-related jobs
and refused to leave the area; (2) graduates felt they had been trained
for low-paying jobs and sought jobs with higher pay; (3) if graduates
thought the statement meant the jobs should be very similar to the train-
ing, negative responses could have occurred.

Statement 9, 22/6/2: '"The amount of allowances was fair."9

Ibid.
81bid.

I1bid.
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Over two thirds of the respondents felt the training and travel

allowances were fair. It should be remembered that the respondents were
graduates. While the number of trainees who dropped out was not
researched, the termination notice frequently carried a notation indicat-
ing the allowance was too small to support the trainee and his family.
Statement 10, 22/7/1: "The teacher knew his subject."10
There was general agreement that the instructors were well-

qualified in their fields. Only one negative response was received.

Statement 11, 19/7/4: "There was enough lab, shop, or
practical application in the course."11

Almost two thirds of the graduates agreed with the statement;
however, the seven who were undecided and the four who answered negatively
should be a signal to review this aspect of each program.

Statement 12, 24/3/3: '"The teacher was as fair as he could

"
be. 12

While 80 percent gave affirmative responses, the 20 percent
nonaffirmative responses suggest there were instances of favoritism
shown; however, it should not be assumed that the answefs were without
prejudice.

Statement 13, 6/0/24: "The teachers let the students 'fool
around' too much."

13
Generally, the graduates agreed that the instructors controlled

the classroom. The affirmative answers could have been caused by

expectations of stricter exercise of control.

101pid., p. 63.

11Ibid.

121444,

31bid.
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Statement 14, 25/2/3: "The training prepared students
for good paying beginning jobs with steady employment.'j,

While five sixths of the graduates agreed with the statement, 10
percent did not. The negative responses may have come from students who
were dissatisfied with their jobs or who have had several jobs since
completing the training.

Statement 15, 25/4/1: '"The teacher gave enough individual
help. "15

Five sixths of the graduates agreed. The five nonaffirmative
responses should be taken as a clue to review this aspect of instruction
with instructors.

Statement 16, 28/1/1: 'My opinions and suggestions were
respected by the teacher.”;g

The instructors did an outstanding job of respecting individual
student opinions. The lone negative response probably came from a gradu-
ate who wanted to monopolize the classroom discussions.

Statement 17, 23/2/5: "The teacher knew about area
employers who might hire students."17

The respondents generally agreed that the instructors knew about
local job possibilities. The negative responses may have come from grad-
uates who had difficulty getting a job or who felt they should have been
told privately about job possibilities.

Statement 18, 26/1/3: '"The teacher did a good job in relating
the training to the job." g

L41hid.
151p14.
161,34,
171bid.

1871p44.
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The instructors were effective in relating training to jobs. The
three negative responses could reflect a lower level of training-job
relationship than was expected by some trainees.

Statement 19, 27/1/2: "The teacher was able to make the
students understand the subject matter."jq

Ninety percent of the responses were affirmative. The two nega-—
tive responses probably came from graduates who have experienced diffi-
culty on the job.

Statement 20, 27/1/2: "I understood the grades given during
the training well enough to know how I was doing."zo

The grading system was generally understood by the graduates.
The two who said they did not understand could have inquired and an
explanation would have been made.

Statement 21, 24/4/2: '"The teacher let the students know
what he expected of them in the course.'9;

While 80 percent of the responses were affirmative, there were
enough other responses to be a warning that more emphasis should be
placed on explaining the goals and objectives of each program early in
the course and regularly throughout the program.

Statement 22, 2/7/21: "The school did not enforce the
rules fairly for all students."22

Over two thirds of the respondents disagreed with the statement.
Interpretation of the negative statement could have resulted in misunder-

standing and caused the two affirmative answers.

191pid., p. 64.
201p44.
211pid.

221p44.
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Statement 23, 4/8/18: 'The penalties for breaking school
rules are too strict."

23
Sixty percent of the responses disagreed with the statement.
Statements 13, 22, and 23, which dealt with discipline, received fairly
uniform responses. This lends validity to each and supports the disci-

pline exercised at the training facility.

Statement 24, 22/4/4: 'The school does a good job of
helping students get jobs after they finish their training.

n24

The number of affirmative answers confirmed the interest of the
school in the students, even to the point of helping graduates locate
jobs. The four '"Undecided" and the four negative responses could have
been caused by those graduates who expected a wider choice of jobs than
was available. The interpretation made of "does a good job" probably

decided the responses given.

Statement 25, 22/2/6: "I learned enough in the training
to get the type of job I wanted.',s

Over two thirds of the graduates responded in the affirmative,
Unfortunately, the questionnaire was not designed to learn what kinds of
jobs those who responded ''Undecided" or "No" wanted. Not to be over-
looked as a cause of the eight nonaffirmative responses is improper
selection of trainees, although there are no data to support this possi-
bility.

Statement 26, 22/6/2: "Employers are looking for people
with my type of training.',q

231pid.

241pid.

25144,

261144,
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The graduates generally agreed that there are jobs for one who
completes the training. The negative responses could have come from
graduates who were unwilling to relocate or who expected too high a
beginning salary.

Statement 27, 22/4/4: '"During training, I learned a lot
of practical things I can use in everyday living."27

The responses were generally affirmative. This represents a
desirable parallel benefit of the training. The eight nonaffirmative
answers could have been caused by the way the statement was interpreted
by the graduate.

Statement 28, 23/3/4: "The training and the people I met
helped me grow as a person."zé

Association with the people involved in the training helped
develop personal aspects of the trainees. Negative responses to this
statement are difficult to explain, but probably were given by the less
successful graduates chosen to respond to Appendix F.

Statement 29, 4/4/22: '"The training was not worth the
time and effort it cost me."29

This statement was essentially a restatement of statements 27 and
28 and these responses tend to validate responses to those statements.
Graduates do recognize and acknowledge the benefit received from Manpower
Training.

Statement 30, 20/6/4: "I had a chance to visit the school
before starting training."30

271bid., p. 65.

281p44d.
291p14.

301pia.
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Two thirds of the responses were affirmative. The negative
responses could have been caused by job commitments until training began
or by difficulty in getting transportation to the school. There was no
public transportation in the vicinity of the school.

Statement 31, 20/6/4: "The school counselor talked with
students only if they were failing or in serious trouble."3;

The affirmative answers by two thirds of the graduates indicated
that the counselor was used frequently in the role of a disciplinarian.
The responses to the first statement in Appendix F conflict markedly
with the responses to this statement.

If the counselor was used for discipline, counseling effective-
ness may have been diminished. This matter should be analyzed for future
programs and discipline removed from the counselor's area of responsi-
bility.

Statement 32, 8/6/16: "I was informed of additional
training opportunities in my career."32

Over one half the graduates disagreed with this statement, while
only eight, or just over 25 percent, agreed with it. A review of course
outlines should reveal whether this was included as a part of instruc-
tion. Care should be taken to insure that in the future students receive
this information, even though Manpower Training programs were meant to
teach entry-level skills, not prepare students for continued skills.

Statement 33, 4/5/21: '"Students should not be given

final progress reports or certificates of completion to show
employers."33

31144,

321pia.

331pi4.
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Over two thirds of the respondents disagreed with this statement.
They felt that final reports or certificates were needed for the job
interview as proof of their training.

Statement 34, 21/4/5: "I feel I chose the right type of
training."34

More than two thirds of the graduates agreed with the statement.
The nine nonaffirmative answers indicate that there may have been less
than maximum care taken in selecting trainees who could have best bene-
fited from the training.

Statement 35, 16/7/7: "I think I need more training to
get the type of job I was told I would be qualified for."ss

Over one half the responding graduates felt they needed more
training. Manpower Training programs were meant to give entry-level
skills. Expectations of both graduates and employers for a higher level
of skills could have caused the seven ''Undecided" and seven negative
responses. The number of nonaffirmative responses should lead to a
review of program objectives, course outline, and material taught.

Statement 36, 16/8/6: "I am better now at basic skills like
reading and math."36

Over one half of the respondents felt the remedial work bene-
fited them. Some graduates felt the remedial work was a waste of their
time (see Table 5-24). Those graduates probably responded negatively to

this statement.

341pid., p. 66.
351bid.

36144,
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The statements in Appendix F were comprised of seventeen dealing
with Teaching and Counseling, ten dealing with Benefits to Students, six
dealing with Facilities and Materials, and three dealing with Student
Relations.

The statements which were concerned with Teaching and Counseling
were numbered 1, 10, 12, 13, 15 through 25, 31, and 33. Responses to
these statements supported the way the Teaching and Counseling were
conducted, with the exception of responses to Statement 31. Responses
to that statement indicated the counselor talked to students only if they
were failing or were in serious trouble. The conflict between these
responses and the responses to Statement 1 was pointed out.

The statements which were concerned with Benefits to Students
were numbered 9, 14, 26 through 29, 32, and 34 through 36. Responses to
these questions were supportive of Manpower Training programs with the
possible exception of responses to Statement 32. If responses to State-
ment 32 are considered nonsupportive of Manpower Training, it should be
remembered that the training was meant to teach entry-level skills.

The statements which dealt with Facilities and Materials were
numbered 2 through 5, 11, and 30. The responses to all those statements
were supportive of Manpower Training.

The statements which dealt with Student Relations were numbered
6, 7, and 8. While the majority of responses to each of these statements
were affirmative, they were not overwhelmingly so. The affirmative
responses totaled forty-nine for the three questions and the negative
responses totaled twenty-two. Statements 6, 7, and 8 were concerned with
the graduates' opinions of other students. They judged their peers very

sternly.



Statistical Analysis of Graduates' Responses

The first statistical test made of the graduates' responses
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was to determine whether or not there were significant differences in

the responses given and the expected responses.

test are given in Table 5-1.
(significant at the .01 level) to responses given in response to 35

of the 36 statements in Appendix F.

The results of that

There were highly significant differences

Following the presentation of the

different ways in which the responses were tested, some explanations

for the possible causes of the differences are given.

Chi-Square Test of the Significance of the Differences Between

TABLE 5-1

Responses of Graduates of Manpower Development Training

Programs to Statements About Their Experiences

as Program Trainees

Significant Significant

Statement 9 at Level: Statement 2 at Level:
Number X .05 .01 Number X .05 .01
1 30.34 Yes Yes 19 46.34 Yes Yes
2 53.34 Yes Yes 20 46.34 Yes Yes
3 1.04 No No 21 66.34 Yes Yes
4 46 .34 Yes Yes 22 68.01 Yes Yes
5 50.34 Yes Yes 23 68.34 Yes Yes
6 45.34 Yes Yes 24 72.00 Yes Yes
7 22.34 Yes Yes 25 54.68 Yes Yes
8 23.68 Yes Yes 26 45.01 Yes Yes
9 55.01 Yes Yes 27 55.34 Yes Yes
10 36.34 Yes Yes 28 46.67 Yes Yes
11 68.34 Yes Yes 29 49.01 Yes Yes
12 40.34 Yes Yes 30 29.34 Yes Yes
13 37.68 Yes Yes 31 38.34 Yes Yes
14 42.68 Yes Yes 32 42.34 Yes Yes
15 36.01 Yes Yes 33 65.00 Yes Yes
16 38.34 Yes Yes 34 45.01 Yes Yes
17 14.34 Yes Yes 35 30.34 Yes Yes
18 46.34 Yes Yes 36 45,34 Yes Yes
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The next statistical test of graduates' responses was a comparison
of responses for each year to responses for all other years covered by

the study. Tables 5-2 through 5-8 give the results of the comparison.

TABLE 5-2

Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of
1967 Graduates to Responses of Other
Graduates, 1968 through 1973

State-~ Significant State- Significant
ment 2 at Level: ment 9 at Level:
Number df X .05 .01 Number df X .05 .01
1 4 .09 No No 19 4 .53 No No

2 4 .09 No No 20 4 .92 No No

3 4 .44 No No 21 4 .50 No No

4 4 .09 No No 22 4 1.47 No No

5 4 4.19 No No 23 4 4.75 No No

6 4 3.97 No No 24 4 3.45 No No

7 4 .81 No No 25 4 11 No No

8 4 4.33 No No 26 4 8.78 No No

9 4 .28 No No 27 4 12.56 Yes No
10 4 9.81 Yes No 28 4 15.17 Yes Yes
11 4 9.07 No No 29 4 .52 No No
12 4 1.81 No No 30 4 6.33 No No
13 4 .00 No No 31 4 13.63 Yes Yes
14 4 2.46 No No 32 4 4.75 No No
15 4 1.15 No No 33 4 5.92 No No
16 4 1.62 No No 34 4 4.49 No No
17 4 .81 No No 35 4 .93 No No
18 4 .89 No No 36 4 .60 No No

Of the responses received and compared as described above, no
statement had a highly significant difference in the responses two years.
Ten statements had a highly significant difference in one year only.
While sixteen of the thirty-six statements had responses which were

significantly different at the .05 level, all were different at that
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TABLE 5-3

Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of
1968 Graduates to Responses of Other
Graduates, 1967 through 1973

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment 9 at Level:
Number df  x° .05 .01 Number df  x .05 .01
1 4 18.89 Yes Yes 19 4 9.42 Yo No

2 4 .00 No No 20 4 9.42 No No

3 4 6.75 No No 21 4 .83 No No

4 4 .36 No No 22 4 .40 No No

5 4 3.59 No No 23 4 1.91 No No

6 4 2.88 No No 24 4 1.46 No No

7 4 2.46 No No 25 4 5.94 No No

8 4 75 No No 26 4 4.73 No No

9 4 .54 No No 27 4 1.41 No No

10 4 1.21 No No 28 4 1.55 No No
11 4 8.37 No No 29 4 1.97 No No
12 4 2.22 No No 30 4 2.33 No No
13 4 2.48 No No 31 4 4.08 No No
14 4 6.41 No No 32 4 13.33 Yes Yes
15 4 1.42 No No 33 4 8.31 No No
16 4 .23 No No 34 4 1.00 No No
17 4 6.03 No No 35 4 2.93 No No
18 4 9.38 No No 36 4 .62 No No

level in only one year. No statement was significantly different in more
than one of the seven years covered by the study. For twenty statements,
there were no significant differences when each year's responses were
compared to the other years' responses. Responses for both 1970 and 1971
had no significantly different answers,

A third test of differences was the comparison of graduates'’
responses of each program compared to the answers of graduates of all

other programs. This comparison included responses of graduates of more
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TABLE 5-4

Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of
1969 Graduates to Responses of Other
Graduates, 1967 through 1973

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment 9 at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x .05 .01

1 4 .33 No No 19 4 .51 No No
2 4 30.19 Yes Yes 20 4 2.34 No No
3 4 22,95 Yes Yes 21 4 .88 No No
4 4 .51 No No 22 4 .33 No No
5 4 .51 No No 23 4 2.36 No No
6 4 3.53 No No 24 4 5.66 No No
7 4 1.34 No No 25 4 2.74 No No
8 4 2.30 No No 26 4 1.68 No No
9 4 .37 No No 27 4 1.08 No No
10 4 .16 No No 28 4 1.00 No No
11 4 2.20 No No 29 4 6.65 No No
12 4 1.21 No No 30 4 2.29 No No
13 4 .53 No No 31 4 4.05 No No
14 4 .92 No No 32 4 2.29 No No
15 4 .89 No No 33 4 2.29 No No
16 4 .34 No No 34 4 3.93 No No
17 4 1.42 No No 35 4 4.03 No No
18 4 .70 No No 36 4 1.86 No No

than one year in most cases. Vending Machine Repair, for example, was
taught in five of the seven years covered by the study and at least one
response was received from a graduate of that program for each year the
program was offered. This afforded a cross section of the opinions of
graduates of several years. Welding was taught only once and such a
cross section was not possible.

Tables 5-9 through 5-16 present the results of the chi-square

test of the differences in the responses of program graduates to all



Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond

TABLE 5-5

Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of

1970 Graduates to Responses of Other

Graduates, 1967 through 1973
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State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x? .05 .01
1 4 .77 No No 19 4 5.57 No No

2 4 .00 No No 20 4 5.57 No No

3 4 .54 No No 21 4 .61 No No

4 4 3.47 No No 22 4 1.16 No No

5 4 1.21 No No 23 4 3,66 No No

6 4 8.34 No No 24 4 2.57 No No

7 4 1.69 No No 25 4 1.53 No No

8 4 .84 No No 26 4 3.95 No No

9 4 1.33 No No 27 4 1.76 No No

10 4 4.20 No No 28 4 3.05 No No
11 4 3.40 No No 29 4 1.76 No No
12 4 .72 No No 30 4 .62 No No
13 4 1.27 No No 31 4 2.29 No No
14 4 .82 No No 32 4 1.65 No No
15 4 2.20 No No 33 4 .15 No No
16 4 .76 No No 34 4 4.76 No No
17 4 3.29 No No 35 4 1.46 No No
18 4 5.97 No No 36 4 1.67 No No

other graduates. Responses to two of the statements were significantly

different at the .01 level in three of the programs.

There were highly

significant different responses to twenty other statements, two of them

in two programs each, with the others being significantly different in

but one program each,

There were no significant differences to responses

of five of the statements; eleven had differences significant at the .05

level only.

A fourth test was made to determine whether or not there were

significant differences in the observed and expected responses for each
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Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of

Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond

Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of

1971 Graduates to Responses of Other

Graduates, 1967 through 1973

State- Significant State~- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x? .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 4 .23 No No 19 4 .36 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 4.59 No No
3 4 1.43 No No 21 4 3.74 No No
4 4 .36 No No 22 4 1.43 No No
5 4 .36 No No 23 4 2.22 No No
6 4 2.55 No No 24 4 1.20 No No
7 4 1.14 No No 25 4 1.21 No No
8 4 6.67 No No 26 4 1.21 No No
9 4 .95 No No 27 4 1.20 No No
10 4 .90 No No 28 4 1.00 No No
11 4 1.93 No No 29 4 1.20 No No
12 4 2,07 No No 30 4 .74 No No
13 4 .63 No No 31 4 .84 No No
14 4 .66 No No 32 4 1.67 No No
15 4 .66 No No 33 4 1.43 VNo No
16 4 1.62 No No 34 4 1.43 No No
17 4 2.96 No No 35 4 4,60 No No
18 4 3.48 No No 36 4 2,93 No No
year. The results of the chi-square test to determine whether or not
differences existed are presented in Tables 5~17 through 5-23. 1In 1970,
responses to eight statements were different at the .05 level. All other

years had no significant differences in responses given.

Table 5-1. Highly significant differences were computed for 35

of 36 responses to the statements when the responses given were compared

to expected responses.

The differences could have been caused by factors

including disenchantment of graduates with jobs they received after
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TABLE 5-7

Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of
1972 Graduates to Responses of Other
Graduates, 1967 through 1973

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01

1 4 .33 No No 19 4 .51 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 .51 No No
3 4 1.97 No No 21 4 1.15 No No
4 4 .51 No No 22 4 5.04 No No
5 4 .51 No No 23 4 1.89 No No
6 4 11.97 Yes No 24 4 1.67 No No
7 4 8.00 No No 25 4 1.68 No No
8 4 3.08 No No 26 4 1.68 No No
9 4 3.20 No No 27 4 1.22 No No
10 4 1.67 No No 28 4 .94 No No
11 4 1.65 No No 29 4 1.09 No No
12 4 1.15 No No 30 4 71 No No
13 4 .53 No No 31 4 1.33 No No
14 4 .92 No No 32 4 2.29 No No
15 4 .89 No No 33 4 1.97 VNo No
16 4 .34 No No 34 4 1.97 No No
17 4 13.92 Yes Yes 35 4 1.49 No No
18 4 .70 No No 36 4 1.71  No No

completing training, both as to job responsibility and beginning rates of
pay. Not to be overlooked as contributing factors to the differences are
the wide range of job experience and education of the trainees, instruc-
tor's influence, both positive and negative, and negative attitude of
some students. In a previous section of this Chapter, each statement in
Appendix F was analyzed and reasons for responses were postulated.

While there are no data to support the statement concerning the

negative attitude of some trainees, Manpower Training personnel have
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TABLE 5-7

Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of
1972 Graduates to Responses of Other
Graduates, 1967 through 1973

State- Significant State— Significant
ment at Level: ment 9 at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x .05 .01

1 4 .33 No No 19 4 «51 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 .51 No No
3 4 1.97 No No 21 4 1.15 No No
4 4 .51 No No 22 4 5.04 No No
5 4 .51 No No 23 4 1.89 No No
6 4 11.97 Yes No 24 4 1.67 No No
7 4 8.00 No No 25 4 1.68 No No
8 4 3.08 No No 26 4 1.68 No No
9 4 3.20 No No 27 4 1.22 No No
10 4 1.67 No No 28 4 .94 No No
11 4 1.65 No No 29 4 1.09 No No
12 4 1.15 No No 30 4 .71 No No
13 4 .53 No No 31 4 1.33 No No
14 4 .92 No No 32 4 2.29 No No
15 4 .89 No No 33 4 1.97 No No
16 4 .34 No No 34 4 1.97 No No
17 4 13.92 Yes Yes 35 4 1.49 No No
18 4 .70 No No 36 4 1.71 No No

completing training, both as to job responsibility and beginning rates of
pay. Not to be overlooked as contributing factors to the differences are
the wide range of job experience and education of the trainees, instruc-
tor's influence, both positive and negative, and negative attitude of
some students. In a previous section of this Chapter, each statement in
Appendix F was analyzed and reasons for responses were postulated.

While there are no data to support the statement concerning the

negative attitude of some trainees, Manpower Training personnel have



Chi~-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Graduates of
Manpower Development Training Programs of Richmond

TABLE 5-8

Technical Institute, Comparing Responses of

1973 Graduates to Responses of Other

Graduates, 1967 through 1972
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State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x° .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 4 .36 No No 19 4 4,59 No No

2 4 .00 No No 20 4 4.59 No No

3 4 2.20 No No 21 4 8.24 No No

4 4 4,59 No No 22 4 3.54 No No

5 4 4,59 No No 23 4 2.84 No No

6 4 4,45 No No 24 4 1.46 No No
7 4 5.66 No No 25 4 19.39 Yes Yes

8 4 3.34 No No 26 4 5.55 No No

9 4 9.63 Yes No 27 4 1.46 No No

10 4 1.21 No No 28 4 1.37 No No
11 4 3.60 No No 29 4 1.20 No No
12 4 4.53 No No 30 4 1.67 No No
13 4 11.96 Yes No 31 4 9.19 No No
14 4 2.14 No No 32 4 1.67 No No
15 4 18.89 Yes Yes 33 4 1.43 No No
16 4 45 No No 34 4 21.67 Yes Yes
17 4 .82 No No 35 4 3.72 No No
18 4 11.90 Yes No 36 4 .84 No No

discussed the defensive and aggressive nature of some of the trainees,

and the researcher has seen personally such displays of emotion by the

trainees. Such attitudes could only be expected to have an influence on

other students around this kind of student.

Table 5-2 through Table 5-8.

The statements in Appendix F were

comprised of seventeen dealing with teaching and counseling, ten dealing

with benefits to students, six dealing with facilities and materials, and

three dealing with student relations.

Tables 5-2 through 5-8 present the
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TABLE 5-9

A Comparison of the Responses of General Office Clerk Graduates
with All Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,

1967 through 1973

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 2 .23 No No 19 2 .36 No No

2 2 .00 No No 20 2 .36 No No

3 2 1.56 No No 21 2 .36 No No

4 2 .36 No No 22 2 1.56 No No

5 2 9.43 Yes Yes 23 2 9.16 Yes No

6 2 2.88 No No 24 2 7.60 Yes No

7 2 1.14 No No 25 2 .58 No No
8 2 3.34 No No 26 2 12.33 Yes Yes

9 2 .54 No No 27 2 9.82 Yes Yes

10 2 3.68 No No 28 2 30.00 Yes Yes
11 2 10.95 Yes Yes 29 2 1.46 No No
12 2 .83 No No 30 2 6.85 Yes No
13 2 30.00 Yes Yes 31 2 13.34 Yes Yes
14 2 4.23 No No 32 2 9.63 Yes Yes
15 2 1.22 No No 33 2 6.08 Yes No
16 2 18.26 Yes Yes 34 2 8.31 Yes No
17 2 1.14 No No 35 2 4.60 No No
18 2 2.08 No No 36 2 4,08 No No

chi-square test results of the differences in responses of a year to
responses of graduates in other years covered by the study.

In 1970 and 1971, there were no responses which were significantly
different from those given by graduates in the other years. 1In 1972,
there was only one highly significant different response; there were two
highly significant different responses in 1967, 1968, and 1969, and three
in 1973. Overall there were ten responses for all years with highly
significant different responses. Of those, six dealt with teaching and
counseling, two with benefits to students, and two with facilities and

materials.
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TABLE 5-10

A Comparison of the Responses of Loom Fixer Graduates with All
Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,

1967 through 1973

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x2 .05 .01
1 2 .33 No No 19 2 .51 No No

2 2 .00 No No 20 2 .51 No No

3 2 .81 No No 21 2 8.73 Yes No

4 2 .51 No No 22 2 6.97 Yes No

5 2 .51 No No 23 2 2.36 No No

6 2 3.56 No No 24 2 1.67 No No

7 2 6.12 Yes No 25 2 14.08 Yes Yes

8 2 1.31 No No 26 2 1.31 No No

9 2 5.84 No No 27 2 .94 No No

10 2 7.21 Yes No 28 2 .94 No No
11 2 1.09 No No 29 2 1.09 No No
12 2 3.74 No No 30 2 72 No No
13 2 1.37 No No 31 2 5.63 No No
14 2 .90 No No 32 2 2.29 No No
15 2 4,92 No No 33 2 1.97 No No
16 2 .17 No No 34 2 5.73 No No
17 2 3.79 No No 35 2 7.08 Yes No
18 2 21.94 Yes Yes 36 2 4,37 No No

Differences in responses could have been caused by student expec—~
tations of training not like the training received, disappointment in the
job or salary after training, or a feeling of frustration caused by the
employer expecting a higher level of skills than the training gave the

graduates.

Table 5~9 through Table 5-16. Tables 5-9 through 5-16 compared

the responses of graduates of a given program title to all other gradu-
ates who completed Appendix E. The graduates selected to complete Appen-—

dix E represented at least one program in each year covered by the study.
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TABLE 5-11

A Comparison of the Responses of Plumber Graduates with All
Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,

1967 through 1973

State~ Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x° .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 2 26.92 Yes Yes 19 2 24 No No

2 2 .00 No No 20 2 24 No No

3 2 8.14 Yes No 21 2 .53 No No

4 2 24 No No 22 2 .90 No No

5 2 24 No No 23 2 1.03 No No

6 2 1.64 No No 24 2 2.43 No No

7 2 1.07 No No 25 2 1.22 No No

8 2 1.66 No No 26 2 77 No No

9 2 6.92 Yes No 27 2 2.43 No No

10 2 13.07 Yes Yes 28 2 2.39 No No
11 2 1.08 No No 29 2 .78 No No
12 2 .53 No No 30 2 1.08 No No
13 2 .96 No No 31 2 1.89 No No
14 2 46 No No 32 2 2.51 No No
15 2 44 No No 33 2 .92 No No
16 2 .17 No No 34 2 .92 No No
17 2 .64 No No 35 2 1.89 No No
18 2 .33 No No 36 2 .88 No No

Of ten programs offered, two were not represented in this comparison of
answers. The programs not represented were Alteration Sewing and Mainte-
nance Man, each program offered but once.

The distribution of the thirty graduates who completed Appendix E
was as follows, by program:

Auto Mechanic

Air Condition Mechanic
General Office Clerk
Electrician

Loom Fixer

Plumber

Vending Machine Repair
Welder

Total

w
ohacnhac~n>u>hlc



A Comparison of the Responses of Welder Graduates with

TABLE 5-12

Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,

1967 through 1973

All
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State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 2 13.32 Yes Yes 19 2 33.33 Yes Yes
2 2 .00 No No 20 2 33.33 Yes Yes

3 2 8.34 Yes No 21 2 25 No No

4 2 1.47 No No 22 2 2.79 No No

5 2 1.47 No No 23 2 .70 No No

6 2 4.93 No No 24 2 1.02 No No

7 2 .79 No No 25 2 4,04 No No

8 2 .79 No No 26 2 4.04 No No

9 2 4.07 No No 27 2 .99 No No

10 2 .37 No No 28 2 .33 No No
11 2 .60 No No 29 2 1.02 No No
12 2 9,31 Yes Yes 30 2 4,13 No No
13 2 9.31 Yes Yes 31 2 4.14 No No
14 2 13.77 Yes Yes 32 2 4,13 No No
15 2 38.24 Yes Yes 33 2 8.34 Yes No
16 2 .07 No No 34 2 A4 No No
17 2 5.06 No No 35 2 91 No No
18 2 33.33 Yes Yes 36 2 2.80 No No

Of the thirty-six statements in Appendix E, there were signifi-

cant differences in responses to thirty-one.

Of those, differences for

twenty were highly significant while the differences in the remaining

eleven were significant at the .05 level.

There were highly significant differences in all programs.

ever, in the Vending Machine Repair, Electrician, and Auto Mechanic

How-

programs, there was only one response which was significantly different

at the .01 level.

Two responses were significantly different at the .01

level in the Loom Fixer, Plumber, and Air Condition Mechanic programs.



TABLE 5-13

A Comparison of the Responses of Air Condition Mechanic Graduates
with All Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,

1967 through 1973
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State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 2 .08 No No 19 2 33.33 Yes Yes

2 2 .00 No No 20 2 2.34 No No

3 2 8.34 Yes No 21 2 6.92 Yes No

4 2 1.47 No No 22 2 2.79 No No

5 2 1.47 No No 23 2 2.79 No No

6 2 .79 No No 24 2 .36 No No

7 2 .79 No No 25 2 4,04 No No

8 2 .79 No No 26 2 4.04 No No

9 2 .38 No No 27 2 1.47 No No
10 2 3.58 No No 28 2 .33 No No
11 2 6.71 Yes No 29 2 1.02 No No
12 2 .25 No No 30 2 .51 No No
13 2 41 No No 31 2 .92 No No
14 2 .20 No No 32 2 .51 No No
15 2 .19 No No 33 2 5.05 No No
16 2 .07 No No 34 2 6.92 Yes No
17 2 .32 No No 35 2 .91 No No
18 2 33.33 Yes Yes 36 2 .92 No No

In the General Office Clerk and Welder programs, there were nine and

eight responses, respectively, which were significantly different at the

.01 level.

A variety of reasons account for the differences in responses
given by the graduates. Program differences, trainee expectations,
program requirements, prior educational achievements, and instructors'
attitude and effectiveness are but a few factors contributing to the
differences in responses. Interpretations of the statements on the

instrument could account for a portion of the differences. Manpower
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TABLE 5-14

A Comparison of the Responses of Auto Mechanic Graduates with All
Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,
1967 through 1973

State- Significant State~- Significant
ment 2 at Level: ment 9 at Level:
Number df X .05 .01 Number df X .05 .01
1 2 .41 No No 19 2 5.31 No No

2 2 .00 No No 20 2 1.43 No No

3 2 3.01 No No 21 2 2.22 No No

4 2 .81 No No 22 2 1.44 No No

5 2 .81 No No 23 2 2.03 No No

6 2 2.58 No No 24 2 .87 No No

7 2 1.07 No No 25 2 .92 No No

8 2 2.85 No No 26 2 .92 No No

9 2 7.27 Yes No 27 2 4.66 No No

10 2 2.40 No No 28 2 2.05 No No
11 2 .07 No No 29 2 2.50 No No
12 2 .21 No No 30 2 4,61 No No
13 2 .15 No No 31 2 .73 No No
14 2 .76 No No 32 2 2.85 No No
15 2 4.08 No No 33 2 1.02 No No
16 2 2.79 No No 34 2 2.06 No No
17 2 5.65 No No 35 2 5.47 No No
18 2 1.98 No No 36 2 11.75 Yes Yes

Training was meant to give entry-level skills; trainees' expectations of a
higher level of skills mastery could have contributed to differences in
responses, also.

Table 5-17 through Table 5-23, Table 5-17 through 5-23 give the

chi-square test results of the differences in responses between graduates
of a particular year. In 1970, there were eight statements with
responses which were significantly different at the .05 level. There
were no significant differences between the responses of graduates for

the other years, and no other significantly different responses in 1970.
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TABLE 5-15

A Comparison of the Responses of Vending Machine Repair Graduates
with All Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,
1967 through 1973

State- Significant State~- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x2 .05 .01
1 2 .77 No No 19 2 1.21 No No

2 2 .00 No No 20 2 1.21 No No

3 2 1.96 No No 21 2 .80 No No

4 2 3.54 No No 22 2 6.18 Yes No

5 2 .95 No No 23 2 1.23 No No

6 2 1.58 No No 24 2 2,57 No No

7 2 .76 No No 25 2 3.95 No No

8 2 9.87 Yes Yes 26 2 3.09 No No

9 2 1.33 No No 27 2 1.76 No No

10 2 3.97 No No 28 2 3.33 No No
11 2 3.55 No No 29 2 1.29 No No
12 2 2.73 No No 30 2 6.44 Yes No
13 2 1.27 No No 31 2 .49 No No
14 2 .82 No No 32 2 .15 No No
15 2 2.20 No No 33 2 .54 No No
16 2 .79 No No 34 2 3.62 No No
17 2 3.84 No No 35 2 .05 No No
18 2 1.69 No No 36 2 2.12 No No

The significant differences in 1970 occurred for the statements
numbered 4, 8, 9, 21, 22, 31, 35, and 36. A major reason for the number
of statements with significant differences in responses is that there
were 151 trainees that year, the largest number of any of the other years
covered by the study. In addition, there were eight 1970 graduates who
responded to the instrument, further increasing the probability of dif-
ferences occurring.

The lack of any significant differences in six out of seven years

and the presence of only eight significantly different responses in one
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TABLE 5-16

A Comparison of the Responses of Electrician Graduates with All
Other Graduates of Manpower Development Training
Programs at Richmond Technical Institute,

1967 through 1973

State- Significant State- Significant

ment at Level: ment at Level:

Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01

1 2 .08 No No 19 2 o 24 No No
2 2 .00 No No 20 2 .24 No No
3 2 1.00 No No 21 2 47 No No

4 2 24 No No 22 2 .90 No No
5 2 .24 No No 23 2 1.03 No No
6 2 1.64 No No 24 2 .78 No No
7 2 1.68 No No 25 2 1.03 No No
8 2 2.14 No No 26 2 1.03 No No
9 2 .76 No No 27 2 .78 No No
10 2 .77 No No 28 2 .65 No No
11 2 1.24 No No 29 2 .78 No No
12 2 .53 No No 30 2 2.51 No No
13 2 19.29 Yes Yes 31 2 1.89 No No
14 2 .46 No No 32 2 1.08 No No
15 2 YA No No 33 2 .92 No No
16 2 .17 Yo No 34 2 1.79 No No
17 2 .64 No No 35 2 1.13 No No
18 2 .33 No No 36 2 1.31 No No

year can be taken as evidence that the students each year communicated
with each other and developed common expectations. The expectations
varied from year to year as can be seen by the results given in Tables
5-2 through 5-8 and from program to program as evidenced by significant
differences in Tables 5-9 through 5-16.

Table 5-1 further substantiates the argument that differences
each year were minimized by the exchange of ideas among students as they
attended class or conversed between classes. The results of the chi-

square test of responses for all graduates in all years, as seen in Table
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TABLE 5-17

Chi-Square Test of the Differences in Responses of 1967 Graduates
of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x2 .05 .01
1 4 .00 No No 19 4 1.88 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 .00 No No
3 4 .84 No No 21 4 .00 No No
4 4 .00 No No 22 4 .00 No No
5 4 .84 No No 23 4 3.62 No No
6 4 2.22 No No 24 4 2.22 No No
7 4 .84 No No 25 4 .84 No No
8 4 1.88 No No 26 4 3.62 No No
9 4 .84 No No 27 4 2.22 No No
10 4 2.22 No No 28 4 3.62 No No
11 4 1.88 No No 29 4 2.22 No No
12 4 .00 No No 30 4 2.91 No No
13 4 1.88 VNo No 31 4 1.88 No No
14 4 .84 No No 32 4 2.91 No No
15 4 .84 No No 33 4 2.91 No No
16 4 .84 No No 34 4 3.41 No No
17 4 1.88 VNo No 35 4 5.00 No No
18 4 .84 No No 36 4 5.00 No No

5-1 illustrates the lack of commonalty of thought about the items covered
by the statements in Appendix E; hence, numerous highly significant dif-

ferences in responses.

Mobility of Instructors

During the seven years covered by this study, ten different
training programs were offered, some of them several times. Graduates of
eight of the programs were selected to respond to the statements in

Appendix E.
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TABLE 5-18

of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E
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State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x2 .05 .01
1 4 3.01 No No 19 4 3.01 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 3.01 No No
3 4 6.06 No No 21 4 .00 No No
4 4 .00 No No 22 4 3.01 No No
5 4 3.01 No No 23 4 3.01 No No
6 4 3.01 No No 24 4 3.01 VNo No
7 4 .00 No No 25 4 3.01 No No
8 4 3.01 No No 26 4 6.06 No No
9 4 3.01 No No 27 4 .00 No No
10 4 3.01 No No 28 4 .00 No No
11 4 3.01 No No 29 4 3.01 No No
12 4 3.01 VNo No 30 4 6.06 No No
13 4 3.01 VNo No 31 4 3.01 No No
14 4 6.06 No No 32 4 .00 No No
15 4 3.01 No No 33 4 3.01 No No
16 4 .00 No No 34 4 .00 No No
17 4 3.01 No No 35 4 .00 No No
18 4 3.01 No No 36 4 6.06 No No

Of the eight programs, Auto Mechanics had three different

instructors; Vending Machine Repair, Electrician, and General Office

Clerk each had two different instructors; and the remaining four programs

each had one instructor.

The mobility of instructors was caused in large measure by the

time lag between the completion of a program and the beginning of the

same program again.

The time lag can be as little as two months, but

generally was at least several months in duration.

Instructors could not

wait indefinitely for a class to begin again, so they sought employment
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TABLE 5-19

of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E

114

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df % .05 .01
1 4 .00 No No 19 4 .00 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 4.00 No No
3 4 4.00 No No 21 4 4.00 No No
4 4 .00 No No 22 4 4,00 No No
5 4 .00 No No 23 4 5.00 No No
6 4 .00 VNo No 24 4 2.00 No No
7 4 .00 No No 25 4 2.00 No No
8 4 4.00 No No 26 4 .00 No No
9 4 4.00 No No 27 4 4.00 No No
10 4 4,00 No No 28 4 4,00 No No
11 4 4.00 No No 29 4 5.00 No No
12 4 .00 No No 30 4 .00 No No
13 4 1.33 No No 31 4 .00 No No
14 4 .00 No No 32 4 .00 No No
15 4 .00 No No 33 4 2.00 No No
16 4 .00 No No 34 4 2.00 No No
17 4 .00 No No 35 4 .00 No No
18 4 .00 No No 36 4 2.00 No No

elsewhere. Chances of a former instructor leaving his new job to return

to the Manpower Training program for a short-term temporary job again

were slim, so new instructors were usually hired.

A final observation about instructors concerns their background.

The usual requirement was experience in the field one was to teach.

While the instructors may have been excellent at their skill in the

field, deficiencies in communications skills would have lessened their

teaching effectiveness.

vation.

However, no data exist to support this obser-
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TABLE 5-19

of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E
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State-~ Significant State- Significant

ment at Level: ment at Level:

Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01

1 4 .00 No No 19 4 .00 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 4.00 No No
3 4 4,00 No No 21 4 4.00 No No
4 4 .00 DNo No 22 4 4.00 No No
5 4 .00 No No 23 4 5.00 No No
6 4 .00 No No 24 4 2.00 No No
7 4 .00 No No 25 4 2.00 No No

8 4 4.00 No No 26 4 .00 No No
9 4 4.00 No No 27 4 4.00 No No
10 4 4.00 No No 28 4 4.00 No No
11 4 4,00 No No 29 4 5.00 No No
12 4 .00 No No 30 4 .00 No No
13 4 1.33 No No 31 4 .00 No No
14 4 .00 No No 32 4 .00 No No
15 4 .00 No No 33 4 2.00 No No
16 4 .00 No No 34 4 2.00 No No
17 4 .00 DNo No 35 4 .00 No No
18 4 .00 No No 36 4 2.00 No No

elsewhere. Chances of a former instructor leaving his new job to return

to the Manpower Training program for a short-term temporary job again

were slim, so new instructors were usually hired.

A final observation about Instructors concerns their background.

The usual requirement was experience in the field one was to teach.

While the instructors may have been excellent at their skill in the

field, deficiencies in communications skills would have lessened their

teaching effectiveness.

vation.

However, no data exist to support this obser-
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TABLE 5-20

Chi-Square Test of the Differences in Responses of 1970 Graduates
of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x2 .05 .01
1 4 .00 No No 19 4 .00 No No

2 4 .00 No No 20 4 .00 No No

3 4 6.75 No No 21 4 12,92 Yes No

4 4 12.91 Yes No 22 4 12.92 Yes No

5 4 .00 No No 23 4 1.89 No No

6 4 .00 No No 24 4 4,44 No No

7 4 7.53 No No 25 4 1.89 No No

8 4 9,77 Yes No 26 4 .00 No No

9 4 12.92 Yes No 27 4 3.44 No No

10 4 .00 No No 28 4 .00 No No
11 4 7.71 No No 29 4 1.89 No No
12 4 1.89 No No 30 4 5.36 No No
13 4 4.45 No No 31 4 12.92  Yes No
14 4 3.44 No No 32 4 6.78 No No
15 4 .00 No No 33 4 4.38 No No
16 4 .00 No No 34 4 3.43 No No
17 4 .00 No No 35 4 9.73 Yes No
18 4 .00 No No 36 4 9.73 Yes No

Table 5-24 presents in tabular form some of the expressions made
in response to statements numbered thirty-seven through forty on Appendix
E. The frequency of responses did not equal thirty because not all
graduates responded to all these statements. Some responded to none,
some responded to one or more, and some responded to all.

The responses to Statement 37 expressed a good feeling about the
training and opportunities provided by it.

The responses to Statement 38 identified two major areas of

concern: (1) remedial work was boring and not challenging and (2) student
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TABLE 5-21

Chi-Square Test of the Differences in Responses of 1971 Graduates
of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E

State— Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x° .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01

1 4 .00 No No 19 4 .00 No No
2 4 .00 No No 20 4 .00 No No
3 4 .00 No No 21 4 3.37 No No
4 4 .00 No No 22 4 .73 No No
5 4 .00 No No 23 4 .00 No No
6 4 .00 Yo No 24 4 .73 No No
7 4 .00 No No 25 4 .00 No No
8 4 3.37 No No 26 4 3.04 No No
9 4 .00 No No 27 4 .00 No No
10 4 .00 No No 28 4 .00 No No
11 4 .00 No No 29 4 .73  No No
12 4 3.37 No No 30 4 3.046 No No
13 4 3.37 No No 31 4 .73 No No
14 4 .00 No No 32 4 .73  No No
15 4 .00 No No 33 4 .73 No No
16 4 .00 No No 34 4 3.04 No No
17 4 .00 No No 35 4 3.04 No No
18 4 .00 No No 36 4 .00 VNo No

interest was low, caused perhaps by the first observation.

Responses to Statement 39 revealed regret for not putting forth
the best effort while training was underway. Of twenty-one responses,
nineteen indicated laxity in either attendance or studies.

Statement 40 had a tie-in with Statement 38 in that two of the
responses implied that care was not taken in trainee selection. Besides
these negative remarks, seven trainees indicated that the training allow-
ances should be increased. Only two graduates, in responding to Statement

9, answered negatively that the amount of allowances received was fair,
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TABLE 5-22

Chi-Square Test of the Differences in Responses of 1972 Graduates
of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses
to Statements on Appendix E

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment 2 at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x .05 .01

1 4 .00 No No 19 4 .00 No No
2 4 .00 VNo No 20 4 .00 No No
3 4 .00 No No 21 4 .00 No No
4 4 .00 No No 22 4 8.00 No No
5 4 .00 No No 23 4 4.00 No No
6 4 4.00 No No 24 4 .00 No No
7 4 4.00 No No 25 4 .00 No No
8 4 4,00 No No 26 4 .00 No No
9 4 4.00 No No 27 4 4.00 No No
10 4 .00 No No 28 4 4.00 No No
11 4 4.00 No No 29 4 4.00 No No
12 4 .00 No No 30 4 1.33 No No
13 4 4.00 No No 31 4 4.00 No No
14 4 .00 No No 32 4 .00 No No
15 4 .00 No No 33 4 .00 No No
16 4 .00 No No 34 4 .00 No No
17 4 8.00 No No 35 4 4.00 No No
18 4 .00 No No 36 4 4.00 VNo No

while six were undecided.

EMPLOYERS' RESPONSES

The employers of the 153 graduates who completed and returned
their questionnaires were mailed a copy of Appendix C, accompanied by
Appendix D. A second set of instruments was mailed to those employers
who had not returned the completed instrument by the end of two weeks.
After an additional week, those who had not yet responded were contacted
in person or by telephone and the needed information was provided to the

researcher.
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TABLE 5-23

of Manpower Development Training Programs at Richmond
Technical Institute, Comparing Responses

to Statements on Appendix E
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State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment 9 at Level:
Number df  x° .05 .01 Number df  x .05 .01
1 4 .00 No No 19 4 3.04 No No

2 4 .00 No No 20 4 .00 No No

3 4 3.01 No No 21 4 3.04 No No

4 4 3.04 No No 22 4 3.04 No No

5 4 3.04 No No 23 4 3.04 No No

6 4 .73 No No 24 4 3.04 No No

7 4 .73 No No 25 4 3.04 No No

8 4 .00 No No 26 4 .73 No No

9 4 3.04 No No 27 4 .73 No No

10 4 .00 No No 28 4 3.04 No No
11 4 .73 No No 29 4 .00 No No
12 4 3.01 No No 30 4 .00 No No
13 4 .73 No No 31 4 .00 No No
14 4 3.04 No No 32 4 .00 No No
15 4 3.04 No No 33 4 .00 No No
16 4 3.04 No No 34 4 .00 VNo No
17 4 .73 No No 35 4 .73 No No
18 4 3.04 No No 36 4 3.04 No No

The 153 graduates who completed and returned the questionnaire

were employed by sixty-six employers in the tri-county area.

employers were grouped into the following

graduates employed in each category

Textile « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« o o o o o
Railroad. « « o« o o o« o o &
Service Industries

(a) Automotive related.
(b) Food and Vending. .
(c) Retail sales. . . .
(d) Other ¢« « « + « o &

City and County Government.

given

The

categories, with the number of

alongside:

68
2

15
12
12
11

9

graduates
graduates

graduates
graduates
graduates
graduates
graduates
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The Frequency of Student Comments About Their
Likes, Dislikes, and Things They Would
Change About MDTA Training
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Statement 37. The thing

W WO

Statement 38. The thing

NN SN

I liked best about my training was:

I like that type of work.
The shop work

Skill of the Imstructor.
Concern of the Instructor.
Opportunity to change jobs.

I liked least about my training was:

Reading and Math were too easy.
Remedial work was boring.

Math.

Lack of interest of some students.
Had wrong kind of counselor.

Statement 39. If I could take the MDTA training over, I would:

2
7
12

Take another kind of course.
Attend class regularly.
Study harder.

Statement 40. The one thing I would change in MDTA is:

W o 00N~

Require 7th grade education for eligibility.
Choose interested enrollees.

Pay more allowance.

Work more hours in shop.

Screen candidates more carefully.

Have less book work in the beginning.

Make course longer.

Light Manufacturing . « + ¢ « ¢« &+ ¢« « & 10 graduates

Construction. .
All Other . L] L ]

s e s s e s e e e s s 7 graduates
. L] L] L] . L 2 L] L L] . . . 7 graduates

Total 153 graduates
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Analysis of Employers' Responses

In this section of the Chapter, responses of employers to the
statements in Appendix C were reviewed and analyzed under three broad
categories: (1) employers' evaluations of employee; (2) employers' expecta-
tions of employee; and, (3) your company and MDTA graduates. As the
statements were reviewed, each statement was written followed by the
employer responses, as 50/51/52, meaning 50 affirmative responses, 51

"Undecided" responses, and 52 negative responses.

Employers' evaluations of employee. A review and analysis of the

statements which dealt with the employers' evaluations of the graduates
follows:

Statement 6, 105/23/25: '"MDTA training has given adequate
knowledge of the skills for the employee now holds."

Over two thirds of the employers answered affirmatively. One
sixth of the employers answered negatively, and about one sixth were
undecided. The program objectives and skills to be taught should be
checked against industry recommendations to insure they agree. A portion
of the negative responses was probably due to higher expectations of
graduate skills than the training was intended to give.

Statement 7, 29/17/107: '"The training has been beneficial
to this employee in promoting or transferring him to a new job."

Over two thirds of the responses were negative, indicating that
either the training was ineffective or that MDTA graduates sought and
found jobs with minimal promotion possibilities.

Statement 8, 117/11/25: '"This employee has good work
practices on the job."

Over three fourths of the employers agreed that MDTA graduates

have good work practices. While Statement 7 above left some doubt as to
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the benefit of the training, Statement 17's responses were in the major-
ity that MDTA graduates were better in their present jobs than other
employees, indicating that the MDTA training was a positive influence
for the graduates in their jobs.

Statement 9, 80/12/61: 'This employee's attendance

record relative to absenteeism is better than average for
your company."

Just over half the responses were affirmative and just over half
were negative, indicating the graduates are typical when it comes to
getting to work late.

Statement 10, 117/10/26: "This employee's attendance

record relative to tardiness is better than average for your
company."

Over two thirds of the responses were affirmative. The gradu-
ates, as trainees, were required to be to class on time, or they were not
paid for a full day's attendance. This practice, and company policy, may
account for the low tardy rate of graduates.

Statement 11, 90/10/53: ''This employee willingly and

conscientiously accepts direction and handles responsibility
required by his job."

About 60 percent of the employers' responses were affirmative;
however, the questionnaire did not attempt to compare this characteristic

of trainees against other employees in similar jobs.

Statement 12, 119/7/27: '"This employee gets along well
with other employees.”

About three fourths of the responses were affirmative, while over
15 percent of the responses were negative. The responses did not indi-
cate the cause of so many having difficulty in getting along with other
employees. Poor attitudes, defensive postures, or complexes of many

kinds could have caused difficulty in this area.



122

Statement 13, 112/19/22: "This employee gets along well
with his supervisor.”

Over 14 percent of the employers' responses were negative. The
reason for this large number of graduates having difficulty in getting
along with supervisors is not known. Such friction is not good for
production nor for other inter-personal relations around these graduates
and their supervisors.

Statement 14, 129/8/16: "His knowledge of tools and

materials required for the job he holds is adequate by company
standards."

Over 80 percent of the responses were affirmative. Less than 20
percent were negative and could be accounted for by higher employer

expectations of graduate skills than the programs were intended to give.

Statement 15, 122/14/17: "He has self-confidence in
performing his work."

About 80 percent of the responses were affirmative, but the
amount of self-confidence gained by MDTA training and from pretraining
experiences are not known. Neither was there any attempt to compare the
self-confidence of MDTA graduates to dthef employees in similar jobs.

Statement 16, 42/34/77: "This employee is a better

worker than the usual prospect referred to this company by
the Employment Security Commission."

Over one half of the responses were negative. The motivation of
the worker would not be dependent solely on whether or not he received
MDTA training, but other factors: family, economic, and social are but
three which could motivate graduates and nongraduates. In addition, non-
graduates could have learned useful skills in other places which made
them as valuable as graduates.

Statement 17, 85/12/56: 'We consider this employee in

his present job better than other employees performing
similar work."
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Over half the employers agreed with this statement. However,
over one third of them disagreed. The responses to this statement demon-
strated that Manpower Training graduates compared favorably with other

employees in job performance.

Employers' expectations of employee. This section of the instru-

ment dealt with possibilities for upgrading the employees in their
present jobs or promotions to better paying jobs.

Statement 18, 33 "Yes" and 120 "No" responses: '"We have
plans to change this employee's job."

Nearly 80 percent of the employers' responses were negative. The
instrument did not attempt to determine the reasons for the negative
responses. It is likely that there will be a relatively high turnover
rate of the 80 percent who were not being considered for new jobs.

Statement 19, 41 "Yes" and 112 "No": 'We propose that
this employee will be upgraded in wages on his present job."

About 75 percent of the responses were negative. The failure to
upgrade in wages will likely result in a high turnover rate. The gradu-
ates were told by their instructors that their training would enable them
to continue to make advancements on the job; failure to do so will result
in their looking for other jobs.

Statement 20, 19 "Yes" and 134 '"No': '"We are considering
promoting this employee to a better paying job with greater
responsibility."

About 87 percent of the responses were negative. This does not
mean, however, that the graduates will not be considered later for promo-
tions. The writer expected a near reversal of these responses. The lack
of future job advancement prospects may be dysfunctional to better gradu-

ate performance on the job and may discourage future participation in

Manpower Training.
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Your company and MDTA.

Statement 21, 47 "Yes" and 106 '"No'": '"For future job
openings, MDTA graduates will be sought and hired if available.”

Less than one third of the answers were affirmative. A much
larger percentage of affirmative answers would have been an inducement to
others to take Manpower Training. The instrument did not attempt to
determine the reasons for responses. If graduates demanded higher
starting salaries than nongraduates but performed only equally as well as
nongraduates, the reasons for not seeking the graduates is clear. How-
ever, if the reasons for not seeking graduates was to have lower starting
salaries, Manpower Training made it more difficult for graduates to
secure good jobs.

Statement 22, 26 '"Yes'" and 127 "No'": "MDTA graduates

will receive a higher starting salary than the usual walk-in
applicant." c

About 84 percent of the responses were negative. If graduates
cannot expect to receive higher starting salaries than nongraduates, it
will be difficult to convince potential trainees of the worth of the
training. The potential trainee cannot be expected to forego the income
he could have made during the training period to begin at the same salary

after training as he could have received before training.

Statement 23, 12 "Yes" and 141 "No": '"In our company,
MDTA graduates are less likely to layout than other workers."

Over 90 percent of the employers' responses were negative. Gradu-
ates are considered as likely to miss a day of work for personal reasons
as any other employee. This may account in part for some of the negative

aspects of answers to other questions.
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Statement 24, 17 "Yes" and 136 "No'": "In our company,
MDTA graduates are less likely to layoff than other graduates."

About 90 percent of the responses were negative. The training
received does not insure the graduates the likelihood of being by-passed
when layoffs occur. It was anticipated that the MDTA training would have
resulted in less negative responses to this question, since it was
assumed that the training made the graduate more valuable than an

employee without the training, other characteristics being similar.

Summary of employers' responses. Under the three broad categories

of statements in Appendix C, different patterns of responses were
observed.

1. Employers' evaluations of employee: This section included the
statements numbered 6 through 17. The statements were generally favor-
able to the Manpower Training graduates. There were some exceptions to
that, however.

Responses to Statements 7 and 16 were not favorable to the gradu-
ates. Responses to Statement 9 favored the graduates, but by a slim
margin.,

2. Employers' expectations of employee: This section included
Statement 18, 19, and 20 and was concerned with the possibilities of
graduates being upgraded or promoted. There were 93 "Yes" and 366 'No"
responses to the three statements. Based on these responses, a gradu-
ate's chances of being upgraded or promoted are only about one in five.

3. Your company and MDTA: This section included Statements 21
through 24 and was concerned with the reception of future MDTA graduates
and job security. Responses to all four statements were overwhelmingly

negative.
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The employers agreed that the Manpower Training graduates gener-
ally were equal to or superior to the other employees in their companies;
there was also an overwhelming trend in the responses of the employers
not to recognize the superior skills of the graduates. The Manpower
Training programs have been successful in providing well-trained workers.
It is up to the employers to pay the graduates acceptable wages and to

make advancements in their jobs possible.

Analysis of Textile and Other Employers' Responses

In this section of the Chapter, the responses of textile employ-
ers were compared with those of all other employers. Comments as to the
significance of the frequency of responses were made and probable causes
for differences were given.

Since there were two groups of employers, responses were given
as shown below, with the textile employers' responses given first and the
other employers' responses second: Statement 6, 49/12/7; 56/11/18. The
textile employers' responses were given first, and there were 49 affirma-
tive, 12 "Undecided," and 7 negative responses; the other employers'
responses were 56 affirmative, 11 "Undecided,” and 18 negative.

Statement 6, 49/12/7; 56/11/18: "MDTA training has given

adequate knowledge of the skills for the job the employee now
holds."

The majority of responses in each category were affirmative. The
larger majority of negative responses in the second group is not sur-
prising since many graduates took jobs not related to their training.

Statement 7, 21/9/38: 8/8/69: "The training has been

beneficial to this employee in promoting or transferring
him to a new job."

About one third of the textile employers' responses were affirma-

tive, but over half of the responses were negative. The other employers'
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responses were overwhelmingly negative. The significance of the latter
responses is that many graduates were working out of field and learned
the things they needed to know about their jobs elsewhere.

Statement 8, 54/0/14; 63/11/11: "This employee has good
work practices on his job."

Both groups of employers overwhelmingly affirmed that the gradu-
ates had good work practices on the job. About 25 percent of the tex-
tile employers' responses and about 12 percent of the other employers'
responses were negative. Either the graduates were not practicing good
work habits in these cases or employer expectations of what was expected
have not been properly explained and required.

Statement 9, 23/12/26; 57/0/21: "This employee's atten-

dance record relative to absenteeism is better than average
for your company."

The textile employers' responses indicated little difference as
relates to absenteeism in the graduates and other employees; the other
employers' responses were over 70 percent affirmative. The difference
could be accounted for in part by differences in job latitude in the two
groups of employers.

Statement 10, 58/3/7; 59/7/19: "This employee's atten-

dance record relative to tardiness is better than average
for your company.'

About 85 percent of the textile employers' responses and about 70
percent of the other employers' responses were affirmative. As stated in
a previous section of this Chapter, while training was underway, the
graduates were required to be to class on time. Failure to observe this

rule resulted in no pay, or dismissal from training. It appears that

this conditioning has carried forward to their present jobs.
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Statement 11, 40/5/23; 50/5/30: '"This employee willingly and

conscientiously accepts direction and handles responsbility
required by his job."

Over half the responses in each instance were affirmative, but
this proportion was less than desirable. The interpretation of this
statement by the person supplying the response would probably be differ-
ent from the interpretation of the graduates. It is conjecture on the
part of the writer that little authority was delegated with the respon-

sibility which attends the graduates' jobs in too many instances.

Statement 12, 61/0/7; 58/7/20: "This employee gets along
well with other employees."

Graduates generally get along well with other employees. The
largest segment of negative responses came from the nontextile employers
and could be concerned primarily with decisions about how to do things
best on the job, and not with the failure of graduates to adjust socially
to other employees.

Statement 13, 53/3/12; 59/16/10: '"This employee gets
along well with his supervisor."

Well over two thirds of the responses of each employer category
were affirmative. The negative responses were probably caused by
disagreement about ways to do the job, or the supervisor feeling the
graduates did not respond quickly enough to orders. Both first-line
supervisors and plant managers in the textile group of employers
completed Appendix C and this could account for some of the differences
in responses.

Statement 14, 56/1/11; 73/7/5: '"His knowledge of tools

and materials required for the job he holds is adequate by
company standards."

Again a majority of responses from both groups of employers were

affirmative. The smaller percentage of negative responses from the
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nontextile employers, when compared to the negative responses to State-
ment 6, indicated the graduates with out-of-field jobs have learned about
their new jobs after getting them or had the necessary requirements
before getting them.

Statement 15, 61/4/3; 61/10/14: 'He has self-confidence
in performing his work."

Almost 90 percent of the textile employers' responses and about
75 percent of the other employers' responses were affirmative. The
responses to this statement, when compared to Statement 11, raise some
questions as to interpretation. It is not reasonable that the same
employees who so overwhelmingly have self-confidence in performing their
jobs would be as reluctant to accept direction and responsibility
required by the job as responses to Statement 11 indicated.

Statement 16, 11/31/26; 31/5/51: 'This employee is a

better worker than the usual prospect referred to this company
by the Employment Security Commission."

Over half the responses by each group of employers was negative,
indicating that the training was not worth its cost, at least as far as
making the graduates more desirable as employees than other workers
referred by the Employment Security Commission. However, it must be
remembered that both categories of employers included graduates who took
jobs not related to their training, so the training would be of little
benefit in such cases in making the graduate more desirable than the
usual referrals from the Employment Security Commission.

Statement 17, 21/9/38; 67/3/18: "We consider this employee

in his present job better than other employees performing
similar work."

Over half the textile employers' responses were negative, while

over 75 percent of the other employers' responses were affirmative. The
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textile jobs were not those which let one exercise his decision-making
abilities, while the other category of employers was one in which the
employees must make judgments in the performance of their jobs. This
latter group of employers encouraged new and better ways of doing the
job. The textile employers prescribed step-by-step procedures and

inhibited attempts to deviate from the prescribed procedures.

Employers' expectations of employee.

Statement 18, 8 "Yes,'" 60 "No'"; 25 "Yes,'" 60 "No": '"We
have plans to change this employee's present job."

About 88 percent of the textile employers' responses and 75 per-
cent of the other employers' responses were negative. The questionnaire
was not designed to learn the frequency or requirements for job changes.
It is hoped that more job changes will occur than the answers indicated.

Statement 19, 11 "Yes," 57 "No"; 30 "Yes," 55 "No": ''We

propose that this employee will be upgraded in wages on his
present job."

Prospects for graduates being upgraded were not bright for those
in the textile field. About three eighths of the graduates employed in
other fields were in line for being upgraded on their present jobre.
Hopefully, the number of employees upgraded will increase as they gain
experience.

Statement 20, 14 '"Yes,” 54 "No"; 5 "Yes," 80 "No": '"We

are considering promoting this employee to a better paying
job with greater responsibility."”

The textile employers planned to promote about 25 percent of the
graduates working for them. Only about 6 percent of the graduates in
other fields were being considered for promotion. A part of the reason

for such a small percentage of graduates working in other fields not

being considered for promotion was that they generally worked for small
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companies, in some instances with as few as three employees. Promotions

in such instances were not probable.

Your company and MDTA graduates.

Statement 21, 35 "Yes," 33 "No"; 12 "Yes," 73 "No": '"For
future job openings, MDTA graduates will be sought and hired
if available."

The textile employers' responses were almost 50-50, but about 86
percent of the other employers' responses were negative. This can be
viewed as a guarded admittance by the textile employers that the gradu-
ates are desirable as employees. But the enormous negative response from
the nontextile employers was an indication that the training was wasted
as far as enhancing the graduates' employability.

Statement 22, 18 '"Yes," 50 "No"; 29 '"Yes," 66 '"No": 'MDTA
graduates will receive a higher starting salary than the usual
walk-in applicant."

Over 70 percent of the textile responses and over two thirds of
the nontextile responses were negative. If graduates cannot expect to
receive a higher starting wage than could have been expected without
training, there is no inducement to take the training. Other statements
with high affirmative responses, taken with this statement, indicated
that employers wanted better trained employees but did not want to pay
better salaries to reward the person for the extra training.

Statement 23, 7 "Yes," 61 "No"; 5 "Yes," 80 "No": "In our
company, MDTA graduates are less likely to layout than other
workers."

The overwhelming negative majority of responses from both

employer groups indicated the graduates were almost as likely to layout

of work as any other employee.
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Statement 24, 10 "Yes," 58 "No'"; 7 "Yes," 78 "No": "In our
company, MDTA graduates are less likely to layoff than other
workers."
The employers reported that graduates were not less likely to
layoff than other employees. In this respect, training has been of little

value since it made a graduate no more desirable to keep on the payroll

than the average walk-in applicant.

Summary of textile and other employers' responses. The responses
P

of textile employers were compared to the responses of other employers.
Three broad categories of statements were reviewed. The comparisons were
summarized as follows:

1. Employers' evaluations of employee: This section included
Statements 6 through 17. The responses to these statements were gener-
ally favorable to the Manpower Training graduates. Both employer cate-
gories responded unfavorably to Statement 7. The textile employers'
responses to Statement 9 were slightly more unfavorable than they were
favorable. Responses from both employer groups were unfavorable to
Statement 16 and the textile employers' responses to Statement 17 were
unfavorable.

2. Employers' expes£atiqns of employee: This section included
Statements 18, 19, and 20. Responses from both employer categories were
unfavorable.

3. Your company and MDTA: This section included Statements 21
through 24. Responses of textile employers to Statement 21 were 35 "Yes"
and 33 "No'", just slightly favorable to the graduates. All other responses

in this section were unfavorable for the Manpower Training graduates.



133

There was a general trend to recognize the Manpower Training
graduates as being better employees overall. However, it appeared that
the employers were not amenable to showing the graduates due considera-

tion in terms of upgrading, promotion, and job security.

Statistical Analysis of Employers' Responses

In this section of the Chapter, employers' responses to the state-
ments in Appendix C were treated statistically to determine whether or
not significant differences occurred as follows: (1) b§Fween observed and
expected responses from all employers; (2) between observed and expected
responses of textile employers; and (3) between responses of textile
employers and all other employers.

The chi-square test was used to determine whether or not there
were significant differences in the responses of employers. The results
of the statistical computations were compiled in tabular form and are
given in Tables 5-25 through 5-27.

The differences in responses given by all employers, with ome
exception, were highly significant. There were no significant differences
in the responses given to Statement 23. (See Table 5-25.)

The responses of textile employers compared to responses of
other employers had four statements with no significant differences, one
with differences which were significant at the .05 level, with the remain-

der having highly significant differences. (See Table 5-27.)
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TABLE 5-25

Chi-Square Test of the Differences Between Responses of
Employers of Manpower Development Training
Graduates, 1967 through 1973, at
Richmond Technical Institute

State- Significant State- Significant
ment 2 at Level: ment 2 at Level:
Number df X .05 .01 Number df X .05 .01
6 4 70.33 Yes Yes 16 4 131.16 Yes Yes
7 4 302.78 Yes Yes 17 4 243.19 Yes Yes
8 4 294.49 Yes Yes 18 1 79.32 Yes Yes
9 4 185.82 Yes Yes 19 1 20.26 Yes Yes
10 4 349,77 Yes Yes 20 1 34.72 Yes Yes
11 4 240.67 Yes Yes 21 1 48.90 Yes Yes
12 4 258.82 Yes Yes 22 1 75.92 Yes Yes
13 4 438.15 Yes Yes 23 1 1.36 No No
14 4 383.93 Yes Yes 24 1 16.96 Yes Yes

15 4 294.10 Yes Yes

In the preceding sections of this Chapter, the Statements in
Appendix C were reviewed and analyzed individually in two categories:
(1) all employers and (2) textile and other employers. The review and
analysis indicated that employers of Manpower Training graduates gener-
ally considered them better employees than other employees in similar
jobs. However, the employers' plans to upgrade, promote, and provide
job security were not conducive to the graduates' remaining with their
present employers.

Based on the review of employers' responses, the writer surmised
that graduates employed by nontextile employers were able to exercise
greater judgmental discretion in the performance of their duties than the

graduates employed by textile employers. The work of textile employees
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TABLE 5-26

Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Textile
Employers to Statements in Appendix C

State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x° .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
6 4 122.72 Yes Yes 16 4 43.62 Yes Yes
7 4 75.62 Yes Yes 17 4 32.88 Yes Yes
8 4 136.56 Yes Yes 18 1 39.76 Yes Yes
9 4 26.26 Yes Yes 19 1 31.12 Yes Yes
10 4 123.34 Yes Yes 20 1 40.00 Yes Yes
11 4 65.24 Yes Yes 21 1l .03 No No
12 4 98.54 Yes Yes 22 1 32.00 Yes Yes
13 4 49.50 Yes Yes 23 1 42,88 Yes Yes
14 4 209,35 Yes Yes 24 1 33.88 Yes Yes
15 4 90.09 Yes Yes
TABLE 5-27
Chi-Square Test of Differences in Responses of Textile
Employers Compared to the Responses
of All Other Employers
State- Significant State- Significant
ment at Level: ment at Level:
Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
6 4 66.69 Yes Yes 16 4 21.98 Yes Yes
7 4 8.55 No No 17 4 36.15 Yes Yes
8 4 25.74 Yes Yes 18 1 6.96 Yes Yes
9 4 22,97 Yes Yes 19 1 6.94 Yes Yes
10 4 29.11 Yes Yes 20 1 7.53 Yes Yes
11 4 5.81 No No 21 1 13.28 Yes Yes
12 4 25.09 Yes Yes 22 1 7.73  Yes Yes
13 4 35.99 Yes Yes 23 1 1.02 No No
14 4 14.58 Yes Yes 24 1 1.60 No No
15 4 10.33 Yes No
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was repetitive by nature and was laid out, step-by-step, generally. The
work of the graduates of other employers generally required that they
solve unexpected problems as they arose in the normal course of their

employment.
RESPONSES TO EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION QUESTIONNAIRE

The responses received to the statements in Appendix E were
treated by the chi-square test to determine the significance of differ-
ences in responses. The Manager of the Rockingham Office of the Employ-
ment Security Commission and nine interviewers in the tri-county area
completed the questionnaire. The Director of the Manpower Development
Training Center at Richmond Technical Institute and nine present and
past full-time instructors of Manpower Training programs completed the
instrument. The results of the chi-square test are presented in Table
5-28.

As pointed out earlier, there has been considerable mobility of
the Manpower Development Training program instructional staff. Reasons
for the mobility were given. Those instructors who had to find and fake
another job after their program terminated may have recorded a portion
of their frustration for the lack of continuity of job availability in
their responses.

The Manpower Training instructors did not help in the selection
of trainees, other than talking to them before the trainees actually
agreed to take the training. These instructors felt a sense of frustra-
tion, especially when students dropped out following what the instruc-

tors felt was the best teaching they could do. And the repetition of
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TABLE 5-28

Chi-Square Test of the Significance of the Differences in Responses
to a Questionnaire About the Role of the Employment
Security Commission in Manpower Training from
Employment Security Commission and Manpower
Development Training Personnel

State- Significant State- Significant

ment at Level: ment at Level:

Number df  x2 .05 .01 Number df  x° .05 .01
1 4 22.00 Yes Yes 9 4 32.00 Yes Yes
2 4 21.50 Yes Yes 10 4 10.00 Yes No
3 4 21.50 Yes Yes 11 4 20.50 Yes Yes
4 4 46.00 Yes Yes 12 4 26.50 Yes Yes
5 4 54.50 Yes Yes 13 4 11.00 Yes No
6 4 18.50 Yes Yes 14 4 8.25 No No
7 4 22.00 Yes Yes 15 4 11.25 Yes No
8 4 48.00 Yes Yes

a program depends in large measure on the dropout rate of the programs
previously. Thus, an able instructor may not be able to teach a needed
program again because of the high attrition rate over which he had little
control, but for which he suffered.

The Employment Security Commission interviewers had no control
over the starting dates of programs, but were charged with the responsi-
bility of screening, testing, interviewing, selecting, and placing
trainees.

After program proposals had been drawn up by the Manpower
Development Director and the Director of the Rockingham office of the
Employment Security Commission, they were submitted to the State Director
of Manpower Programs in Raleigh, North Carolina, for approval. Approval
was contingent on the availability of funds and the acceptability of the

program proposed.
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Upon receipt of approval of a program by the Rockingham office of
the Employment Security Commission, the trainee selection process was
scheduled to begin about two weeks before the program's approved start-up
date. Experience has shown that selection of trainees sooner than two
weeks before training began was not desirable because many of the persons
selected for training would not show up for training because they had
found a job or moved out of the area.

Selecting trainees for a program in two weeks meant that the most
qualified of those who presented themselves at the Employment Security
Commission office were chosen for training. The interviewers had certain
requirements to meet in filling a class. The Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962 (as amended) required certain percentages of the trainees
to be disadvantaged, youth, and unemployed family heads at different times
during the period covered by the study.

Langdon37 noted that the national average of those who completed
Manpower Development Training was 43.2 percent and was 48.9 percent in
his study. 1In this study, 53.6 percent of those enrolled graduated.

The Act, by specifying percentages of certain groups which must
be selected for training, was working both positively and negatively. It
was working positively by including many disadvantaged, young, and old
who might have been excluded otherwise. It was working negatively by
denying better qualified prospects the opportunity to participate in the
training, if they were not classified in one of the groups specified by the

Act.

37Langdon, op. cit., p. 222,
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While poorly qualified and disinterested trainees were chosen, in
some instances, to participate in Manpower Training programs, such selec-
tions were not due to indifference on the part of the Employment Security
Commission interviewer, but were the results of the need to satisfy the

requirements of the law.
SUMMARY

This Chapter has been concerned with a review and analysis of
responses of graduates to Statements in Appendix F and of employers to
Statements in Appendix C.

The responses of the graduates were analyzed item by item and
reasons for the responses proposed. It was concluded that the responses
of the graduates were generally supportive of Manpower Training and
exceptions were noted.

Statistical analyses were made of the graduates' responses in
four different groupings. It was learned that the largest number of
significant differences occurred when the responses of all graduates were
compared to determine whether or not there were significant differences
between observed and expected responses. The least number of signifi-
cant differences occurred when responses were analyzed by years to
determine whether or not there were significant differences between
observed and expected responses.

The responses of employers were reviewed and analyzed item by
item for all employers and for textile employers compared to other em-
ployers. It was learned that the employers generally regarded the grad-
uates favorably, in comparison to other employees, and that graduates'

chances of being upgraded or promoted were slim. Graduates were assured
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little job security, also, since most employers indicated they would make

no distinction between graduates and other employees if layoffs occurred.
Statistical analyses were made of employers' responses. Results

of the computations were presented in Tables 5-25 through 5-27.
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CHAPTER VI

MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS OF
RICHMOND TECHNICAL INSTITUTE:
OVERVIEW AND CONCLUSIONS
This Chapter is composed of the overview of the major findings of

the study and conclusions resulting from them. Recommendations based on

the findings form the final section of this Chapter.
OVERVIEW OF MAJOR FINDINGS

Graduates of Manpower Training Programs at Richmond Technical
Institute realized increases in their incomes following the completion of
their training. The increases ranged from a low of 11.2 percent to a
high of 71.2 percent over the pre-training mean hourly incomes. Using an
increase in post—-training incomes over pre-training incomes as a measure
of the success of the programs, the programs were judged to have been
successful at Richmond Technical Institute in each year covered by the
study, 1967 through 1973. The increases in the incomes of graduates were
significant in each year except for the 1971 and 1973 graduates.

The first null hypothesis, therefore, was rejected for the years
1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, and 1972. The increases in incomes were signifi-
cant at the .0l level for all years for which the null hypothesis was
rejected, except in 1969, when the increase was significant at the .05
level. While there were increases in the post-training incomes of the
1971 and 1973 graduates, the incomes were not statistically significant,

so the first null hypothesis was accepted for 1971 and 1973.
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Public Law 87-415 contained a statement about the purpose of the
Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962. The purpose read, in
part, "...it is in the national interest...to...reduce the costs of unem-

ployment compensation and public assistance...."l

These purposes have
been fulfilled only minimally by the Manpower Training programs at Rich-
mond Technical Institute.

In relation to unemployment, the programs have had little defini-
tive impact. In 1970, the year in which the enrollment in the Manpower
Training programs at Richmond Technical Institute was the highest, only
2.7 percent of the unemployed persons in the tri-county area were
selected to receive Manpower Training. Those selected amounted to 39.7
percent of the total number of enrollees in 1970. The percentage of the
unemployed who were selected for training over the entire period of the
study, 1967 through 1973, amounted to only 1.5 percent of the cumulative
total of unemployed persons. Opportunities to fill Manpower Training
classes with those who were receiving unemployment compensation were not
exercised during the seven-year period of the study.

There were highly significant reductions in unemployment in 1968
and 1972, and the 1971 reduction in unemployment was significant at the
.05 level. The second null hypothesis was accepted for 1967, 1969, 1970,
and 1973, and was rejected for 1968, 1971, and 1972. In the opinion of

the researcher, selecting eligible and qualified trainees from the ranks

of the unemployed would have made a significant contribution toward

lUnited States Congress, "Manpower Development and Training Act
of 1962," op. cit., p. 24.
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fulfilling the stated object of the Manpower Development and Training Act
of reducing the costs of unemployment compensation.

In relation to public assistance, an even less satisfactory
matching of intent of the law and performance occurred. For the seven-
year period 1967 through 1973, only fifteen welfare recipients were
selected to receive Manpower Training, and twelve of them, or 80 percent,
were selected in the first year of the study. No welfare recipients were
selected to participate in the training during the last four years of the
study, 1970 through 1973.

The third null hypothesis was accepted since there were no sig-
nificant reductions in the number of welfare payments during the period
covered by the study. The researcher is of the opinion that the selec-
tion of qualified welfare recipients for participation in Manpower Devel-
opment Training programs would have contributed substantially to meeting
the stated objective of reducing welfare costs.

The fourth null hypothesis was rejected. It appears that the
pay-back period may average as high as four years. While the pay-back
period will be longer than anticipated, the government stands to realize
substantial benefits from the graduates for the remainder of their work-
ing lives. A worker who can expect to work for thirty years after
completing training will pay taxes at a higher rate than if he had not
participated in the training. The higher rate of tax payments to the
government will continue for at least twenty-six years.

This researcher has attributed the longer than expected pay-back
period to several factors. Those contributing factors are enumerated and

analyzed in the following sections of this Chapter:
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1. :Pe exclusion of 12.4 percent of the graduates from the
study, since only those who actually reside in the tri-county area of
the study were included when the data were analyzed. There were 378
trainees who actually achieved the training objectives of the programs,
but only 331 were included in the analysis of the data.

2. The low number of trainees increased the cost per trainee.
For example, in 1973, there were forty-four trainees enrolled in three
programs. I1f the number of enrollees had been twice what it was and if
the other costs had been the same per trainee, assuming a negligible
increase in the cost of instructional materials, the government's cost
per graduate would have been reduced by approximately 25 percent. A
larger enrollment would have reduced the per-graduate cost further.

3. Inflation affected all costs associated with training -
salaries, supplies and equipment, and allowances paid trainees.

4., The length of the training period has a direct bearing on the
length of the pay-back period. Had the training period in 1967 been one
month instead of ten months, assuming the monthly costs would have been a
pro rata share of the cost of ten months' training, the government's cost
of training would have been repaid before the end of the first year after
the completion of training.

5. In this study, the government's cost of training was con-
sidered as being repaid by increased federal income taxes only. No other
taxes, such as local property, state sales, or other federal taxes, were
included in the estimate of the amount repaid each year.

Neither the literature nor this study delved into an important
by-product of training which the researcher was able to identify in

personal contacts with graduates. During the collection of the data for
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the study, the researcher frequently heard unsolicited comments from the
graduates about how grateful they were for having received the Manpower
Training. Better jobs and more income were most frequently mentioned by
these graduates who expressed their felt need to thank someone for
having received the training. The graduates were appreciative of an

improved quality of life made possible by the training they received.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations made herein are based on the researcher's
reaction to and interpretation of the data which were collected and
analyzed in this study. The intent of the recommendations is the con-
tinued improvement of Manpower Training programs so graduates can
realize even greater measures of success than those who graduated from

the programs included in this study. -

Recommendation Number One

It is recommended that Manpower Development Training programs be
studied by local governmental leaders as potential supplementary pro-
grams to services provided to local taxpayers.

This study has resulted in the determination that there were sig-
nificant increases in the incomes of graduates in five of the seven years
covered by the study. A service to the taxpayers would be the support of
programs which result in increased incomes for the participants and in
reduced expenditures of local tax dollars.

While the recommended study will probably result in several
alternatives, the researcher has recognized one potential alternative.

In it, the local taxing authority would pay the costs for an individual
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to attend a local technical institute or community college in a voca-
tional program. The cost to the taxing authority would be comprised of
tuition charges of $32 per quarter for four quarters, the cost of books,
and a daily travel allowance.

At the end of one year, the individual would have completed a
course of study and could take a job which he could not have filled
without the training. While the cost of supporting a student in school
for a year will probably be less than the cost of welfare payments for
the same period for the individual, the long range effect will be to
reduce welfare costs while increasing the size of the tax base for the

county.

Recommendation Number Two

It is recommended that persons who are receiving unemployment
compensation or welfare payments should be screened and qualified per-
sons selected as trainees from this pool of needy persons before others
are selected for training. A portion of the Statement of Findings and
Purpose of the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 reads,

"...it is in the national interest...to...reduce the costs of unemploy-

ment compensation and public assistance...."2
The Manpower Training experience at Richmond Technical Institute
has had different levels of success as relates to each of the two groups
of persons, unemploymené compensation and welfare payment recipients. A
high priority should be considered in the future for the selection of

trainees for Manpower programs to insure that these two groups of per-

sons are considered for training before other applicants.

2United States Congress. Public Law 87-415, op. cit., p. 24.
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During the period covered by this study, only fifteen welfare
recipients were selected to participate in the training, with twelve of
them being selected in 1967, the first year Manpower Training was
offered in the tri-county area. The number of potentially eligible wel-
fare recipients from among whom trainees could have been selected be-
tween 1967 and 1973 ranged from a low of 2,660 to a high of 3,207. A
greater effort should be made to include the able and qualified welfare
recipients as trainees in Manpower Training programs.

The number of unemployment compensation recipients selected to
participate in the training during the period covered by the study was
higher than the number of welfare recipients, but never exceeded 40 per-
cent of the total number of trainees in any single year. However, many
unemployed persons who were not qualified to receive unemployment com-
pensation payments were selected for training. The selection of unem-
ployed persons, whether or not they are receiving unemployment compen-

sation payments, should continue.

Recommendation Number Three

It is recommended that the process by which trainees are
selected for participation in Manpower Training programs be reviewed.
The purpose of this recommendation is to raise the educational level of
the participants to increase their chances of successfully completing
the training, if selected to participate in Manpower Training.

Langdon3 commented about the problem of those on welfare partic-

ipating in Manpower Training and stated that a lack of education could

3See footnote 14 in Chapter III.
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be one of the reasons for their lack of participation. Over one half of
the trainees each year at Richmond Technical Institute had less than a
twelfth grade education (See Appendix I). According to Flores, requiring

a twelfth grade education for participation in the training resulted in

' nh

'...a great improvement..." in the percentage of trainees who graduated
when compared to the year before the requirement was instituted.
Graduates' responses to Statements 6, 7, 25, 35, and 36 in
Appendix F can be taken as evidence of the need to implement this recom—
mendation. The statements dealt with learning which took place in the
programs. While the graduates' responses were generally supportive of
Manpower Training, the substantial number of ''Undecided" and negative
responses should be taken as an indication that trainee selection needs
to be reviewed for the purpose of strengthening the selection process.
Ways to raise the educational level of potential trainees should
be investigated, analyzed, and implemented. These plans could include
the use of existing educational facilities in the community and would

result in the participants of this program having greater chances of

success once selected to participate in Manpower Training programs.

Recommendation Number Four

It is recommended that consideration be given to providing a
marked increase in the amount of training allowances paid trainees. The
increase would enable the trainees to compete in the market for food,

clothing, and other necessities of life.

4Flores, Froilan. "An Historical and Cost Analysis of Manpower
Development Training Act Programs in the Washoe County(Reno) School
District." (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1968.), p. 87.
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This recommendation was prompted by responses of graduates to
Statement 9 and open-ended Statement 40 in Appendix F. Responses to
Statement 9 were twenty-two affirmative, six '"Undecided" and two nega-
tive. For Statement 40, seven graduates said they would pay more allow-
ances.

A further reason for the recommendation resulted from the
gathering of data from student records. While the reasons for trainees'
decisions to dropout of training were not researched, the termination
notice frequently carried the notation that the reason for the termina-
tion of training was because the training allowance was too small.

An increase in the training allowance, as proposed, may serve
to induce welfare recipients to inquire about training programs and may
result in requests from these people that they be considered for selec-

tion as a trainee in future programs.

Recommendation Number Five

It is recommended that consideration be given to changing the
method of program evaluation for the purpose of improving the quality
of instruction for students. This recommendation is based on graduates'
responses to statements in Appendix F. The responses indicated uncer-
tainty or negative feelings in some areas of instruction.

Responses to Statements 11, 13, 21, 25, and 35 dealt with the
daily and overall training experiences of graduates. Responses were
generally favorable to and supportive of Manpower Training; however, the
frequency of other responses indicate that a review and changes may be
needed. The review may reveal deficiencies and result in better instruc-

tion for the students. If so, the changes are desirable and should occur.
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APPENDIX A

EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

CODE

A. Name

Date Prepared

B. Our records show that you completed MDTA Training.

1. Name of Program

2. Date of completion

C. What was the first job you had after this training?

3. Company

4. Job title

5. Began work

6. Starting salary

7. Do you still have the job in 4 above?

Yes No

8. If you answered yes, give present salary.
$ ___  hr./wk.

9. If you answered no, state when you left that job.

If you answered 'no' to question 7 above, please list other
jobs you have had since.

10, Present job title

(a) Company

(b) Beginning salary

(¢) Present salary

(d) Date you began work




11.

12,

13.

Next
(a)
(b)
(e)
(d)
(e)
Next
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
Next
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
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APPENDIX A (continued)

CODE

Previous job title

Company

Beginning salary

Salary when you left this company

Date you began work

Date you left this company

previous job title

Company

Beginning salary

Salary when you left this company

Date you began work

Date you left this company

previous job title

Company

Beginning salary

Salary when you left this company

Date you began work

Date you left this company
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APPENDIX B

Dear

Richmond Technical Institute, in cooperation with the North Carolina
Employment Security Commission, is conducting an evaluation of Manpower
Development Training Programs in Richmond County, North Carolina. As a
graduate of the program, your coopera-
tion in making the evaluation will be very valuable. Any information
you share with us will be treated confidentially and your name will not
be made known.

Please complete the enclosed form and return it to me in the self-
addressed, stamped envelope which is enclosed. Feel free to make comments
good or bad about the training you received.

Sincerely yours,

Joseph H. Nanney
President

Virgil E. Bratton
Director, MDTA Programs

Richard Smith
Manager, Rockingham ESC Office

Enclosures
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APPENDIX C

EMPLOYER QUESTIONNAIRE

Re: Date Prepared

Job Title

A. Individual Employee Data

1. Date employee began work

2. Initial salary. $ hr. or § wk,
Present salary. $ hr. or § wk.
If employee works overtime, what is his overtime rate
per salary. $ hr. or $ wk.

3. How did you learn of the employee's availability for work?

a. Through Employment Security Commission

b. Employee made initial contact

c. Manpower personnel contact

d. One of your employees told you about him

e. Other Please explain

4. Age of employee at time this questionnaire is prepared
yrs.
5. During the time the employee has been with your company,

has he been upgraded, promoted to a different job, or
transferred. Please give details.

B. Emplover Evaluation of Employee

The following questions are intended to solicit your framnk
opinion about the value and quality of Manpower Development
Training Act Programs as reflected through an evaluation of
this employee.



APPENDIX C (continued)

Based on your experience with this employee who has received
the MDTA training, please indicate the answers which best de-
scribe your opinion of the following statements. Make a
check mark under the word(s) that you choose as your reply.

Strongly

Agree
Agree
Disagree

Do Not

Know
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Strongly
Disagree

6. MDTA training has given adequate
knowledge of the skills for the
job the employee now holds.

7. The training has been beneficial
to this employee in promoting or
transferring him to a new job.

8. This employee has good work
practices on his job.

9. This employee's attendance record
relative to absenteeism is better
than average for your company.

10. This employee's attendance record
relative to tardiness is better
than average for your company.

11. This employee willingly and con~
scientiously accepts direction and
handles responsibility required by

his job.

12. This employee gets along well
with other employees.

13. This employee gets along well
with his supervisor.

14, His knowledge of tools and materials
required for the job he holds is
adequate by company standards.

15, He has self-confidence in perform-
ing his work.




16.

17.

APPENDIX C (continued)

This employee is a better worker
than the usual prospect referred
to this company by the Employment
Security Commission.

We consider this employee in his
present job better than other em—
ployees performing similar work.

Employer Expectations of Emplovee

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Do Not

Know

Disagree
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Strongly
Disagree

Please indicate your response to the following
questions by placing a check under either
'Yes' or "No.'

18.

19.

20.

We have plans to change this employee's
present job.

We propose that this employee will be
upgraded in wages on his present job.

We are considering promoting this employee
to a better paying job with greater respon-
sibility. (Please give nature of title and

responsibilities of possible new job.)

(Possible salary of new job $

Your Company and MDTA Graduates

Please indicate your response to the following
questions by placing a check under either 'Yes'
or 'No.'

21.

For future job openings, MDTA graduates
will be sought and hired if available.

Yes

|z
9]



22.

23.

24,

APPENDIX C (continued)

MDTA graduates will receive a higher
starting salary than the usual walk-in
applicant.

In our company, MDTA graduates are less
likely to layout than other workers.

In our company, MDTA graduates are less
likely to layoff than other workers.
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APPENDIX D

Dear

Richmond Technical Institute, in cooperation with the North Carolina
Employment Security Commission and the State Director of Manpower
Development Training, is conducting a follow-up of Manpower Training
graduates.

According to our information, who was a trainee
in the program, is one of your employees at the present.
Your cooperation in furnishing certain follow-up information will con-
tribute to the validity of our findings and may result in improved
training programs for the future.

Any information you share with us will be treated in strict confidence
and neither your company nor the name of this employee will be made
known. Answers will be treated statistically and only those who work
with the evaluation will have access to your answers. These persons
are aware of the confidential nature of your auswers.

A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience
in returning your reply to this inquiry. You are urged to furnish
the requested information as soon as possible so the study can continue
in an orderly fashionm.
Thank you for your assistance in this matter.,
Sincerely yours,

Joseph H. Nanney
President

Virgil E. Bratton
Director, MDTA Programs

Richard Smith
Manager, Rockingham ESC Office

Enclosures



Each of the statements is to be rated on a one to five response scale
as shown below. Please place a check under the response that reflects

your opinion of the statement.

APPENDIX E

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION

(a)
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Strongly
Disagree

Interviews with candidates are designed
to select trainees most likely to succeed
from the Manpower Training.

Interviewers are well informed about the
exact nature of the training offered in
each program.

Tests are administered to each prospect
and used to help the interviewer under-
stand the abilities of the prospect.

The kinds of jobs available upon com-
pletion of the training are carefully
explained to each trainee before selec-
tion.

The interviewer gives all the informa-
tion (where to go, whom to see and when)
the trainee will need to get off to a
good start.

The Employment Security Commission
maintains an interest in how the trainee
does while in the program.

Trainees receive all the help they need
for housing and transportation.

All the available information about al-
lowances is made available to trainees.

Each prospect is treated as an individ-
ual by the Employment Security Commis-
sion.




10.

11-.

12.

13.

14.

15I

16.

APPENDIX E (continued)

ey
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Disagree

168

Strongly
Disagree

The Manpower Training Counselor is con-
sulted on a regular basis about the
selection of trainees.

Interviews for trainees for a program
are held far enough in advance to en-
able the Employment Security Commission
to select appropriate trainees for a
program.

The trainees selected for a program
have the native ability to learn the
skills to be taught.

Prospects with ability for, but no

interest in, a program are selected
over prospects with little ability

but high interest in the program.

Allowances paid trainees are more
than adequate.

The Employment Security Commission
follow-up of graduates is satis-
factory.

Other comments

(a)Statements 1 through 10 were developed, using as a guide, statements

in a student opinionnaire developed in Evaluation-MDTA, by the
Minnesota State Department of Education, ERIC Document Number 045809,
in 1969,



APPENDIX F

GRADUATE QUESTIONNAIRE

Name of Student

MDTA Training Program Completion Date

Date Prepared

Following are a number of statements about Manpower Training. Read
each statement and decide which of the five responses best reflect
you opinion and place a check under that response.(a)

Strongly

Agree
Agree
Disagree

Do Not

Know
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Strongly
Disagree

1. The school counselor was willing to help
me with my personal problems.

2. The hours (time of day) that the course
was offered were fine with me.

3. There were not enough tools and equip-
ment for all students; therefore, I did
not get full benefit of training.

4, The location of the school was 0. K.
for me.

5. If a friend wanted training, I would
recommend the school

6. Most of the students in my class were
smart enough to catch on to the course
work.

7. I thought that most of the students in
my class were making a real effort to
learn.

8. Most students tried to get jobs re-
lated to the type of training they had.

9. The amount of allowances was fair.

10. The teacher knew his subject.

11. There was enough lab, shop, or practical
application in the course.




12.

13.

14'

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

APPENDIX F (continued)

The teacher was as fair as he could be.

The teacher let the students '"fool
around" too much.

The training prepared students for good
paying beginning jobs with steady em~
ployment.

The teacher gave enough individual help.

My opinions and suggestions were re-
spected by the teacher.

The teacher knew about area employers
who might hire students.

The teacher did a good job in relating
the training to the job.

The teacher was able to make the stu-
dents understand the subject matter.

I understood the grades given during
the training well enough to know how
1 was doing.

The teacher let the students know what
he expected of them in the course.

The school did not enforce the rules
fairly for all students.

The penalties for breaking school
rules are too strict.

The school does a good job of helping
students get jobs after they finish
their training.

I learned enough in the training to
get the type of job I wanted.

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Do Not

Know

Disagree
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Strongly
Disagree




26.

27.

28'

29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

APPENDIX F (continued)

Employers are looking for people with
my type of training.

During training, I learned a lot of
practical things I can use in everyday
living.

The training and the people I met
helped me grow as a persomn.

The training was not worth the time and
effort it cost me.

I had a chance to visit the school
before starting training.

The school counselor talked with students
only if they were failing or in serious
trouble,

I was informed of additional training
opportunities in my career.

Students should not be given final
progress reports or certificates of
completion to show employers.

I feel I chose the right type of
training.

I think I need more training to get
the type of job I was told I would
be qualified for.

I am better now at basic skills like
reading and math.

The thing I liked best about my
training was:

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Do Not

Know

Disagree
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Strongly
Disagree
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APPENDIX F (continued)

38. The thing I liked least about my
training was:

39, If I could take the MDTA training over,
I would:

40. The one thing I would change in MDTA is:

(a)

Statements 1 through 36 were taken in part or in toto from a student
opinionnaire developed in Evaluation - MDTA, by the Minnesota State
Department of Education, ERIC Document Number 045809, in 1969.




A Comparison of Straight-Time Hourly Earnings
of Manpower Development Training Graduates
(Earnings Before, First Earnings After

APPENDIX G

STRAIGHT-TIME HOURLY EARNINGS

Training, and Present Earnings)
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Percent
Before

Range of Earnings Training

Percent
After
Training

Percent
Present
Earnings

$ .00

.75
1.00
1.25
1.50
1.75
2.00
2.25
2.50
2.75
3.00
3.25
3.50
3.75

4.00

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

$ .74

.99
1.24
1.49
1.74
1.99
2.24
2.49
2.74
2.99
3.24
3.49
3.74

3.99

and over




A Comparison of Straight-Time Hourly Earnings
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(Earnings Before, First Earnings After

APPENDIX G

STRAIGHT-TIME HOURLY EARNINGS

Training, and Present Earnings)

173

Range of Earnings

Percent
Before
Training

Percent
After
Training

Percent
Present
Earnings

$ .00

«75
1.00
1.25
1.50
1.75
2.00
2.25
2.50
2.75
3.00
3.25
3.50
3.75

4.00

to $ .74
to .99
to 1.24
to 1.49
to 1.74
to 1.99
to 2.24
to 2.49
to 2.74
to 2.99
to 3.24
to 3.49
to 3.74
to 3.99
and over




APPENDIX H
Characteristics of Trainees Enrolled in Institutional Training

Program Nationwide Under the Manpower Development and
Training Act, Fiscal Years 1967- 1973(a)

(Percent Distribution)

All Fiscal Year of Enrollment

Characteristics Years 1973 1972 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967
Total Number 980,800 119,600 150,600 155,600 130,000 135,000 140,000 150,000

Percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Sex:

Male 59. 67.3 63.2 58.5 59.4 55.6 55.4 56.8

Female 40.7 32.7 36.8 41.5 40.6 44.4 44.6 43,2
Age:

Under 19 years 12.5 9.1 10.6 13.8 9.1 12.5 14.9 16.4

19-21 years 25.8 26.9 27.8 26.1 28.0 25.0 23.6 23.6

22-34 years 39.6 44,9 42.8 40.2 42.3 38.2 35.5 34.3

35-44 years 12.8 11.6 11.0 11.4 11.9 14.0 15.2 14.7

45 and over 9.3 7.5 7.7 8.5 8.8 10.3 10.8 11.0
Race:

White 58.1 65.8 61.2 55.6 59.2 55.9 50.8 59.1

Black 37.5 30.1 33.1 39.3 36.0 39.7 45.4 38.0

Other 4.4 4.1 5.7 5.1 4.8 4.4 3.8 2.9
Years of Schooling Completed:

Under 8 years 6.4 3.1 4.0 5.4 6.4 9.0 9.2 7.5

8 years 8.1 4.7 5.7 7.0 8.2 9.8 10.0 10.7

9-11 years 36.3 28.6 32.0 36.2 38.1 38.8 40.6 38.9

12 years 43.1 53.6 50.4 45.4 42.7 37.9 34.7 38.0

Over 12 years 6.1 10.0 7.9 6.0 4.5 4.5 5.5 4.9
Family Status:

Head of Household 57.6 63.4 59.6 58.1 58.0 56. 54.6 53.6

Other 42.4 36.6 40.4 41.9 42.0 43.5 45.4 46.4

ZA?



APPENDIX H (continued)

(Percent Distribution)

All Fiscal Year of Enrollment

Characteristics Years 1973 1972 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967
Primary Wage Earners:

Yes 74.8 82.5 78.8 73.3 75.2 74.3 72.2 68.7

No 25.2 17.5 21.2 26.7 24.8 25.7 27.8 31.3
Years of Gainful Employment:

Under 3 years 44,1 39.7 43.1 46.1 45.6 45.4 45.3 43.1

3 to 9 years 36.0 42,2 39.4 35.2 35.0 33.5 32.8 34.4

10 years or more 19.9 18.1 17.4 18.7 19.5 21.1 21.9 22.5
Prior Employment Status:

Unemployed 75.0 65.4 72. 72.7 73.8 79.6 79.7 80.3

Underemployed 14.8 13.6 12.2 13.5 15.2 16.9 16.5 15.8

Other 10.2 21.0 15.9 13.8 11.0 3.5 3.8 3.9
Duration of Unemployment:

Under 5 weeks 29.9 28.1 24.8 26.4 31.4 32.3 31.0 35.9

5-14 weeks 23.6 21.6 21.7 23.5 25.9 24,6 24.1 23.6

15-26 weeks 17.7 15.7 16.6 17.5 17.1 14.4 15.5 13.5

27-52 weeks 21.2 31.7 34.2 30.9 24.0 15.9 11.5 9.6

Over 52 weeks 7.6 2.9 2.7 1.8 1.6 12.8 17.9 17.4
Disadvantaged:

Yes (b) 58.0 66.4 66.3 65.2 (b) (b) (b)

No (b) 42.0 33.6 33.7 34.8 (b) (b) (b)
Public Assistance Recipient:

Yes 13.6 12.9 14.8 15.8 12.9 13.4 12.6 12.1

No 86.4 87.1 85.2 84.2 87.1 86.6 87.4 87.9
Unemployment Compensation Recipient:

Yes 9.5 9.6 11.7 9.9 9.1 7.3 8.8 10.0

No 90.5 90.4 88.3 90.1 91.9 92.7 91.2 90.0
Handicapped 11.1 12.4 12.1 11.1 12.1 10.6 9.3 10.0

GLT



APPENDIX H (continued)

(Percent Distribution)

All Fiscal Year of Enrollment
Characteristics Years 1973 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967
Veteran 23.7 38.2 23.1 19.6 17.2 17.5 20.5

(8)ynited States Department of Labor, Manpower Report of the Presideni: Including Reports by
the U. S. Department of Labor and the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Washington:

U. S. Government Printing Office, 1974).

(b)pata not collected this year.

9LT



Characteristics of Trainees Enrolled in Institutional Training Program

APPENDIX I

at Richmond Technical Institute under the MDTA,
Fiscal Years

1967 - 1973

(Percent Distribution)

All Fiscal Year of Enrollment

Characteristics Years 1973 1972 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967
Total Numbers 705 44 105 112 151 80 87 126

Percent 100 100 1C0 100 100 100 100 100
Sex:

Male 85.0 93.2 93.3 87.5 98.7 100 79.3 50.

Female 15.0 6.8 6.7 12.5 1.3 0 20.7 49,2
Age: g

Under 19 years 14.3 18.2 13.3 18.8 22.5 12.5 4.6 6.3

19-21 years 25.6 29.5 24,4 22.3 29.8 22.5 32.2 23.8

22-34 years 39.4 31.8 43.3 36.6 29.1 51.3 42.5 42.9

35-44 years 12.5 11.4 12.2 13.4 12,6 8.8 11.5 15.9

45 years and over 7.8 9.1 6.7 8.9 6.0 6.0 9.2 11.2
Race:

White @) 36. 38.1 46.4 47.7 27.5 (1) (1)

Black (1) 63.6 61.9 43.8 45.0 72.5 @) (1)

Other @B 0 0 9.8 7.3 0 (L L
Years of Schooling Completed:

Under 8 years 11.5 4.5 4.4 10.7 9.3 12.5 17.2 15.9

8 years 11.2 9.1 7.8 11.6 9.9 11.3 16.1 12.7

9 to 11 years 41.8 43.2 44,4 39.3 45.0 46.3 29.9 38.9

12 years 32.2 38.6 34.4 34.8 33.8 27.5 34.5 30.2

Over 12 years 3.3 4.5 8.9 3.6 2.0 2.5 2.3 2.4
Family Status:

Head of Household 55.7 52.3 55.6 54.5 53.6 45.0 62.3 59.6

Other 44.3 47.7 44.4 45.5 46.4 55.0 36.8 40.5

LLT



APPENDIX I (continued)

(Percent Distribution)

All Fiscal Year of Enrollment

Characteristics Years 1973 1972 1971 1970 1969 1968 1967
Wage Earner Status:

Primary 55.5 47.7 55.6 54.5 53.0 37.5 63.2 70.6

Other 44,5 52.3 44 .4 45.5 47.0 62.5 36.8 29.4
Years of Employment:

Under 3 years 41.6 47.7 35.6 43.8 46.3 38.8 41.4 38.1

3 to 9 years 37.1 40.9 42.2 34.8 43.8 35.6 34.9

10 years or more 21.3 11.4 22.2 21.4 19.9 17.5 23.0 27.0
Duration of Unemployment Prior
to MDTA Training:

Under 5 weeks 41.7 45.5 44.7 39.3 45.0 48.8 47.1 31.7

5 to 14 weeks 29.6 25.0 30.9 30.4 37.7 25.0 26.4 17.5

15 to 26 weeks 15.5 18.2 8.6 13.4 9.3 10.0 16.1 31.7

27 to 52 weeks 9.7 11.4 5.7 17.0 7.9 17.5 2.3 7.9

Over 52 weeks 3.5 0 0 0 0 3.8 8.0 11.1
Disadvantaged 43.8 50.0 54.4 67.9 66.2 68.8 (1) (1)
Handicapped 18.4 50.0 22.2 15.2 20.5 16.3 26.4 12.7
Public Assistance Recipient 2.1 0 0 0 0 2.5 1.1 9.5
Unemployment Comp Recipient 27.0 27.3 27.8 27.7 39.7 26.3 24.1 14.3
Prior Military Status:

Veteran 23.5 25.0 31.1 25.9 32.5 16.3 24,1 10.3

Non-Veteran 76.5 75.0 68.9 74.1 67.6 83.8 75.9 89.7
Marital Status:

Married 44.3 45.5 52.2 51.8 49.7 37.5 42.5 30.9

Single 47.5 47.7 46.7 42.9 47.7 58.8 37.9 50.8

Widowed, Divorced, or

Separated 8.2 6.8 1.1 5.4 2.6 3.8 19.5 18.3

(1)Data not collected this year.

8.1
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APPENDIX J
National Unemployment Rates by Age, Sex, and Race for the Period

from 1967 through 1973 and Total Unemployment Rates
for Each Year During the Period(a)

White Males

White Females

19 20 25 35 45 55 65

and to to to to to and
Year Under 24 34 44 54 64 Over Total
1967 21.7 4.2 1.9 4.6 1.8 2.2 2.7 2.7
1968 20.5 4.6 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.7 2.6
1969 20.4 4.6 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.7 2.1 2.5
1970 27.7 7.8 3.1 2.3 2.3 2.7 3.2 4.0
1971 30.6 9.4 4.0 2.9 2.8 3.2 3.4 4.9
1972 28.8 8.5 3.4 2.5 2.5 3.0 3.3 4.5
1973 25.1 6.5 3.0 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.9 3.7
1967 23.5 6.0 4.7 3.7 2.9 2.3 2.6 4.6
1968 24.9 5.9 3.9 3.1 2.3 2.1 2.7 4.3
1969 23.8 5.5 4.2 3.2 2.4 2.1 2.4 4.2
1970 27.2 6.9 5.3 4.3 3.4 2.6 3.3 5.4
1971 30.8 8.5 6.3 4.9 3.9 3.3 3.6 6.3
1972 29.3 8.2 5.5 4.5 3.5 3.3 3.7 5.9

1973 26.6 7.0 5.1 3.7 - 3.1 2.8 2.8 5.3




APPENDIX J (continued)
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19 20 25 35 45 55 65
and to to to to to and
Year Under 24 34 44 54 64 Over Total
1967 48.9 8.0 4.4 3.1 3.4 4.1 5.1 6.0
§ 1968 45.6 8.3 3.8 2.9 2.5 3.6 4.0 5.6
% 1969 43.7 8.4 3.4 2.4 2.4 3.2 3.2 5.3
§ 1970 50.9 12.6 6.1 3.9 3.3 3.4 3.8 7.3
1971 59.4 16.2 7.4 4.9 4.5 4.7 3.4 9.1
1972 61.3 14.7 6.8 4.8 3.8 3.6 6.9 8.9
1973 56.5 12.6 5.8 4.0 3.2 3.1 3.6 7.6
1967 58.3 13.8 8.7 6.2 4.4 3.4 3.4 9.1
1968 59.9 12.3 8.4 5.0 3.2 2.8 2.4 8.3
g 1969 56.9 12.0 6.6 4.5 3.7 2.9 1.1 7.8
=| 1970  69.8  15.0 7.9 4.8 4.0 3.2 1.9 9.3
|§ 1971 72.2 17.3 10.7 6.9 4.2 3.5 3.9 10.8
° 1972 77.0 17.4 10.2 7.2 4.7 4.0 2.0 11.3
1973 69.8 17.6 9.7 5.3 3.7 3.2 3.9 10.5
(a)United States Department of Labor, Manpower Report of the
President: Including Reports by the U, S. Department of Labor and the

U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

(Washington: U. S.

Government Printing Office, 1974), Table A-16, pp. 273-274.
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APPENDIX K

Average Hourly Salary Increases for Hourly Paid Workers
in North Carolina from 1967 through 1973(a)

Percent of

Year Increase
1967 6%

1968 8%

1969 62

1970 5.2%
1971 5.4%
1972 5.5%
1973 5.5%(P)

(a)The North Carolina Department of Labor, Biennial Report of the
Department of Labor, ed. by The Information Service, (Raleigh: The North
Carolina Department of Labor, 1973), p. 110.

(b)Increase for 1973 was estimated by the North Carolina Employ-
ment Security Commission, Raleigh, North Carolina.
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APPENDIX L

i & MBARTMET OF LAROR
MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION

4142, 5. COVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1998 = 311-040
APPLICANYT INFORMATION RECORD

FORM APPROVED
BUDGET BUREAU NO. 44-R1202.2

Sorm BA-101 (6-48)
X TION [T TOROING C500 3. RAM IDENTIPICATION
c. Siele relning ° b 01_ _MDTA.Institutional 21= =New Careers
Ae_CEP Ae o MDTA 03_ _MDTA-OT 23~ =Qperation Mainstream
B ¥Rte Code yc. Fivcal yoor opproved | B..Model Clly 8- EOA ::— -:g;:‘:"“"" 25- =Orlentation
| CueCWTP €= Sociol Securtty | 1==X00 :";:;';' 7~ -;P':ﬁ“'" ""N‘,’
-- 3 - or M
“ten T Vo] | ——OtherSoachd - Other Soach) | 4"y C.0u1 of school S
Ne. TETeeses=s Teoeseaes= 15w «NYC-Summer e L L D LT 1Y
SIC. NO. 3. WIN Y 6. LOCAL &5 OFFICE NG.
1. -ES 2. .CAA 3. .Other
¥e. NAME OF CONTRACTOR |J7-b. ADDRESS (Number Sireet, Ciy, Stote, ond Zip Code)

[——

U " OTTUPATIONAL GOAL MNome!

. DOT 90. TARGET AREA (Nome) 1 9b. CODE
[]

13. TTART DATE Mo, v, )

t
N
Tia. NAME OF APPLICANT (lov, v, middle

indiol)

1 11b. PHONE NO. |iic. SOCIAL SECURTY NG,
| | ‘

YE ADORERS Nomber, Srew, Cay, Siom, ond Zp Codel

b, District Ne.

WWN 16, 88X VTW%FB BTATIE —
CArp ischarge Dote
swi lew = Votoran l~=Never married JI==Widow/Widower
;“'r': o ;"L" 2 .Rejectes Month, doy, & yeor) 2. _Marrled o -Dlvovndchgolly
- OMO - =No 3 - Other non-vet - = > o o separaie '
5. 2 1 26. qﬂ}e “‘Fll!.
WAGE " PAMILY OR 1 o White ECK ONE LAIMMANT RECY:8
GARNER HEAD OF 2 loy 2__N
HOUSENOLD| 1. [ . 3--'::'9.7'0'""“ 1= =Mexican Americon ==Y w=Yos 2--No
LS 1 ==Yes ) . bond. . a“ Oﬂcn.'al 2. —Pusrio Ricon 2—_Ne ¥ YES, uﬂ
3-<Ne 2._No 3o over e Other 3__Other _Exhaustee | 0
¥, HIOHEST scnoo'l. 28. PREVIOUS JOB TRAINING 29. PARTICIPATION IN OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS
ORADS COMPLETED vor 1 b 9...None Poriicipated In (check of relevont dems).
7 Y ‘VES compisls the inbrmoton al——MDTA ¢)—~Job Corps |
1.No 2— - NYC 2....Job Corps It
a. Jab Tille 4=« Prolect Tranaition 4__Job Corps ill
bl — ~Cperation Mainsireom dio_New Careers
b. DOT (6-diglt)  |c. Date completed (Mo. & yr 2_ _Special Impoct 2_.0Other
[} 4_ _Wovi Incentive
Yo, PRV GCCUPATION THIE Ao ,m"—o'é. T 0dgi [3e. OCCUPATION TITLE OF LAST FULL.TME 316, DOT 6oV
CIVILIAN JOB 1
33.VEASS OF GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT | 33.ESTIMATED AVEAEHOUKLY. Y | 34. NCOME
SA.N ON LAST - a. Applicant’s estimated earnings lost 12 months [ -
L. .Under i year 3..3-9years VILIAN JOB b. Estimated family income Jost 12 months [ SO, -
..-2 yeans 4. 210 yeans ¢ Numberinfomily e -
ond over s d. Family below poverty leve! 1oVYes 2_ No
W_ 6. WEEKS 3. REFERRED OV
IEWED (Check only one) UNEMPLOYED
01w _ES Outreoch 08~ .Other communily group
1l wEmployed (no) underemployad) | ~—--lost 12 Mos. | 02_ _NYC 11~ Coop Schoo! Groduate
12 Underemployed ’g::f" 03 _Job Corps 12— <Coop School Dropaut
13- ~Unemployed c tepell | 94= Union 21_ _Sel. Service Rehab. (Recrulting Station)
14w oFamily form worker ===-burrent pe ~
amlly form worke: 05_ _Employer 22_ _Sel. Service Rehab. {AFEES)
21 o Not In tabor force - in school only) 6_ _Seli 23_ _Sel. Service Rehab. {Local Board)
32— —Not in lobor force - other 07 -Waellare 3) —Other

e TS TS
39. REFERRAL TO TRAINING OR EMPLOYMENT 40. ELIGIBILITY FOR TRAINING ALLOWANCE -CHE O!
a. Accepted referral b. Enrolled in ¢. Ploced 9 _Not Eligible ¥ EUGIlll FOR OTHER AU.OW
¥o training or job teaining in job =7 oligibl ¢ible for:
oligible  y_ _Regulor 4. -Special NYC 1 ~Subsistence
VoY taYes fauYes 2 Augmented S —Incentive 2 .Transporlation
2. -No 2. .No 2. -No 3. -VYouth 6. ~Parttime 3. .Other
. BARRI OYMENT 9. ~None 43. DATE OF INTERVIEW
(Month, day. & yeut/

el_..Ch
2.-Co
4__Col

bl _Health problem
2. _Personal probiem

4_ Transportation
“problem

ol -Age - too young
2a=Age - 100 old

4. _tocks education, training skill,
“experience, or hos obsolete skill

dl_ _Garnishment
2. _Other

ild care problem
re of other lamily member
nviction record




D/L «D/HEW
Form MA-102 (888 )

APPENDIX M

INDIVIDUAL TERMINATION/TRANSFER REPORT

1. NAME OF TRAINING FACILITY/CONTRACTOR 2, ADDRESS { Number, Street, City, State, and Zip Code }
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Form Approved
Budget Bureau No. 44-R1204

5. loc. Bec. No. 4. NAME OF TRAINEE 5. ADDRESS { Number, Stroet, City, State, and Zip Code )
§. CONTRACY (PROJECT) IDENTIFICATION 7. PROGRAM IDENTIFICATION 8, ATTENDANCE 9. NO. OF CLASS |10, CLOCK
8, Name of State ot | |mDTA-inst 21| |New Careers (Mo., davy, yr.) DAYS . :'g'mo
0 h‘DTA_oJT 23 Operation Main,| 8. First day [b. Last dey fa. A b. Missed
b, Stete Code c. Fiscal vear sporoved o5 | |MDTA-Coupted J41] | Other (Specity)
07 MOTA Part-time] 11, LAST SERVICE OR TRAINING 12, WORK ASSIGNMENT
Sec COVERED BY THIS REPORT { Omit for MOTA )
d. Con- fix)  (Prime) (Sub) | % 11 NYC In School
vract No. ut/School} A
No. 13 NYC O hoolf a 88 lgnment
AN i | s Inve summer | tocation
13, TRAINING PHASE ( For all relevant treining) | 14, SERVICES RENDERED / Omit for MDTA ) 16. NATURE OF TERMINATION
Clock Hrs.] 9 None COMPLETED 1 Full Course
O'Il Occupstionas) 1 Counseling No,of Clock Hrs, | TRAINING OBJECTIVE 2 Earty Completion
02 | Basic Educetion 2| [resting No, of Clock Hrs,| 3] | Accepted Fulltime job
0‘] Pre-Vocationst 01 Aeciicat Exsminati 4 involunterily dropped
OOL Emp. Skiit/Orlantation 02 Medical Service DID NOT ACHIEVE ] Voluntarity dropped
' Other (Specify} 04| |Dentas Examination TRAINING OBJECTIVE | | Transterred to other
00 Dental Service MDTA training

16, REASON DROPPED ( if voluntarily or involunt

rily drooped, check the ONE most important resson below,)

01 Moved from sres jos Pregnancy of trainee {09 Lack of progress ot interest 13 Quit school { Omit for MDTA )
02 Returned to school Alcoholism, drugs 10 Poor sttendance 14 Agreemant terminated {Omit for MDTA)
03 Entered Armed Forces o7 Caore of family 11 Misconduct 16 Unknown
04 Iiness of Trainee 08 Oled 12 Became ineliglbie /Omit forMOTA} (18 Other (Specity)
17. STATUS AT TIME OF TERMINATION ( Complete A or 8 for all trainess )

A, Working or Scheduled to Report to: 8. Not Scheduled to Report to 8 Job, But: C. Primary Workstation { Omit for MDTA )
1 Training relisted job 3 Looking for work ] Scheduled for moretrng. (1) Is trainee at {2) Employer is:
2 | | Non-training relsted job 4 Not looking for work |8 | | Not kinown pravious workstationfy Pubiic
EMPLOYER'S NAME AND ADDRESS 1 Yes 2 Private, nonprofit

2 No 3 Private, for profit

10, CERTIFICATION BY TRAINING FACILITY ( FOR MDTA Trainess only)

This is to certify that the

whom

of

this report refers are:

for the trainee to

| have reviewed the cir

19. REVIEW 8Y FACILITY OR DEPARTMENT HEAD /Complete for MDTA trainee
f termination was Not for good cause; all other programe for aach trainee.)

ding the termination of the

1| | For Good Cause 2] TNot for Good Cause (Comolsts item 15)

described.

Tralnee to which this report refars and have found them to be accurately

a, FACILITY NAME AND ADDRESS

a, AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS

b, NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL

b, NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL

¢, SIGNATURE

d. DATE

¢+ SIGNATURE

d. DATE

FOR USE 8Y SELECTION/REFERRAL OFFICE OR SPOI'SOR

20, ARE ALL PHASES OF TRAINING OR OEIVICEBI 1

TERMINATED IN THIS PROGARAM?

YES (I **Yas,*’ anter 3-dlgit ODOT Code for occupaticn listed in item 11) : DOT CODE

2 NO

[)
1

COMPLETE BELOW IF ANY ADDITIONAL OR CONTINUING ACTIVITY I8 SCHEL. ‘=0

21. PROGRAM IDENTIFICATION ( Enter code from
item 7 sbove or check applicable program)

C

for MDTA F only

22. MDTA CONTRACT (PROJECT) IDENTIFICATION

8. State Name b, State Code ¢. FY Approved { c. Contract No. e, Sec,
Program identitication Code Prafix Prime Suw No.

27 Specis! impsct 37 Upward Bound J l I I l I
29 Job Corpe 43 Other (Specify){ 23. OCCUPATION 24, DOT CODE
3n cep
3] |wn 25,18 TRAINEE ENROLLED IN |1 Yos 20, AEASON
3B (]~ ADDITIONAL ACTIVITY? No (If **No,’* enter reason code from {tem {6 above) —
STATE NAME AND CODE OFFICE OR AGREEMENT NUMBER DATE
— = ———— = e
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APPENDIX N

EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMNISSION OF MORTH CAROLINA

MANPOWER DEVELOFMENT AND TRAINING ACT
Referral Notice

theane 8S8A No. Project No.

Addvess L.0. RAR E

TR (et (ST CRaRe) (R tede)

HES QY g

MOXR><OTD>

WHOMNNO P WBHUNNYNN ¢ ZO0O<gqOawWEr NS

Sigasture of Selection and Referral Officer Date
3. In oonsiderstion of my referral to training under the Nempewsr Development and Training Aok, as indieated

Y. VYou have Deen selected to receive: [.J traiming a3 o .
J wnomevocational training.
Yor weeks. Begianing and ending .
2. [You should report to begiam training .
3.2l tdate) £3))
port to at .
“Tiralning offiolel) [Tao1iity and location)
HOTEs If you osnnot report ss dirested, notify this effice immediately.

3. [J You may receive the folloving allovances during your training provided
you meet the week-by-week ¢ligibility requirements, as explained on the
attached Form ES-950-C, Eligibility Requirements for Allowances.

Regular training sllowances. 3 per week plus $ for
dependents.

Youth training allowances. $ per week.

Treining inceative payments. § por week plus $10 for expenses.

Subsistence sllowsnces. $ per day vhen you are avay from

home overnight to attemd traimimg.

Transportation sllowances: One way Round tri
Beyond commuting distance $
Deily tzavel $

7 Your ugapotuu:n sllovance vill be reduced by S0¢ per round trip

2

) 4
o ove véry. You will be pnetified any shange
ion of d!-ul Wﬁ!o. * of in

4. -D You are not entitled to sny of the above allowances.

above, 1 agree to report to the training facility &8 assigned, sttend regularly, and do my best to master
the training and to complete the oourse. Upon sompletion of & eourse of voostional training, I agree to
so00ept emplayment in the field for which trained in the ares, I
understand thet failure tc erpoll in the training to whith T Rave Been Feferred, or fallure to complete
the training vithout good ocause, will result in wy being ineligidle for MOTA allowances for 1 yeur,

Signsture of Applioant Date

6. 1 request advance payment of the followimg:] 8. TFollowing amounts are approved:
g Training allowance $ ] Check [] Cash
Subsistence allowsnce s O ol
] Transportation sllowance $ 0 0
7. 1 suthorize a deduction of $ each This applicant is mot able to
week from my future allowance payments. enter training without the
1 will repay any amounts not deducted. advance payment(s).
"SYSREVIPY oF XppIloant Tate STenature of 3 2 N OfTHoer Date

ore
(Rev, 12/66)
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EMPLOYMENT DATA

/week
/ day

Response Number

Training
Allowance $
Travel
Allowance $

Zip

State

Program Number and Name
Name of Trainee
Street Address

Town
Item

Date
Job # Company Title | Began Present
Work Salary
First
Second
Third
Fourth \
Fifth
Present
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