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Results from the 1995 Survey
of Employer-Provided Training

A new survey finds that U.S. employers allocate
considerable time and resources to training
their employees; the incidence of formal training

tends to be higher at establishments

that are larger and that have lower turnover
and more benefits, among other characteristics

has been pushed to the forefront of public

policy circles. Concerns center around the de-
clinein real wages of less educated workers, the
effect of work organization on the demand for
skillsintheworkplace, and the question whether
U.S. workers are appropriately trained to meet
the challenge of changes in job requirements
brought about by the introduction of new tech-
nology.* In spite of the importance of thisissue,
substantial gaps exist in our knowledge of such
fundamental questions as how much training
takes place, who providesit, and who getsit.?

Thelack of high-quality dataon the amount of
training being provided and on the costs of such
training has been due primarily to the difficulty
in measuring these variables. Because no univer-
sally accepted definition of training exists, esti-
mates on the amount of training vary consider-
ably from survey to survey. Some surveys collect
information only on training that ishighly struc-
tured, such astime spent in formal company train-
ing programs. Thiskind of approach ignoresthe
more unstructured, informal ways in which em-
ployees can learn job-related skills.

Theaimof thisarticleistofill in someof these
gaps, making use of datarecently collected in a
survey by the Bureau of Labor Statistics:  the
1995 Survey of Employer-Provided Training

I n recent years, the issue of worker training

(serT95). Thissurvey hasanumber of uniquefea
tures that make it a valuable source of data for
studying training practices:  information on both
formal and informal training is collected; thein-
tensity of training ismeasured in such away asto
minimize recall problems; data on training ex-
penditures are collected, making use of records
already kept; and both establishments and em-
ployees at those establishments are surveyed, pro-
viding awiderange of characteristicsthat can be
used in an analysisof training intensity.

The sections that follow use results from
serT95 to addressanumber of different questions
about employer-provided training:  How much
trainingisprovided? How much of trainingisfor-
mal and how much is informa? How much do
establishments spend on training? And what types
of establishments offer training, and what types
of employees are receiving it?

SEPT95

sepT95 was conducted by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tisticsfor the Employment Training Administra-
tion of the U.S. Department of Labor in order to
provide nationally representative dataon the cur-
rent training practices of employers. A sample of
1,433 establishmentswas drawn to represent the
universe of all private establishmentswith 50 or
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more employees.® (The sample was restricted to establish-
ments with 50 or more employees in part because previous
research showed that smaller establishments often havenofor-
mal training.?) In addition to collecting data from establish-
ments, sLs field economists interviewed randomly selected
employeesin the establishmentsthat responded to the survey.®
A primary objective of SEPT95 was to go beyond the collec-
tion of dataon the incidence of training and obtain estimates
on the intensity of training—namely, hours and costs. Infor-
mation on the hours and costs of formal training provided by
employerswas obtained from the respondentsto the establish-
ment survey,® whereas dataon the hours and wage and salary
costs of both formal and informal training received by work-
erswere collected from randomly sampled employees.

Formal training isdefined in the survey astraining that is
planned in advance and that has a structured format and a
defined curriculum. Informal training is unstructured, un-
planned, and easily adapted to situations and individuals.

The establishment survey consists of two survey instru-
ments. a questionnaire and a training log. The employer
guestionnaire was designed to collect information on avari-
ety of establishment characteristics and on selected costs of
formal training. The cost itemsinclude the dollar amount spent
during 1994 on the wages and salaries of in-house trainers,
fees paid to outside training companies, tuition reimburse-
ment, and contributionsto training funds sponsored by unions,
trade associations, and other outside agencies (hereafter, out-
sidetraining funds). Theseitemswereincluded in the survey
because field testsindicated that records were more likely to
be available on them than on other costs of training, such as
for materials or overhead. Information on the total dollar
amount spent on training during the year (that is, atraining
budget) was not asked in sept95.” Usable employer question-
naires were obtained from 1,062 of the respondents, for are-
sponse rate of about 74 percent.

The employer log was designed to collect information on
the amount of formal training that employers provided or
financed for their employees. Employerswereasked to report
on all theformal training events provided or financed by the
establishment over a2-week period.® For each event, informa-
tion was obtained on the number of employeesin attendance,
the hours of training, thetype of training, and who conducted
thetraining. Given that recordkeeping ontrainingisnot cen-
tralized in some establishments, arelatively short reference
period was deemed necessary to provide high-quality data
on the hours of formal training. Usable logs were collected
from 949 respondents, equivalent to a response rate of 66
percent.

A similar design was used to collect information from ran-
domly selected employees. An employee questionnaire ob-
tained data on such demographic characteristics as age, sex,
race, ethnicity, occupation, education, earnings, and tenure
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and also included general questionson past training received.
From the 2,124 potential employees (2 employeesfrom each
of the 1,062 establishments that responded to the employer
survey), 1,074 questionnaires were collected, for aresponse
rate of 50.6 percent.

Theemployeelog was used to capture the number of hours
of both formal and informal training. Employeeswere asked
to keep alog for 10 calendar days.®° Employees reported any
activity in which they were taught a skill or were provided
with new informationto hel pthem dotheir job better. For each
learning activity, respondentswere asked who or what hel ped
them learntheskill or information, how they learned the skill
or information, what type of skill or information was|earned,
and how much time was spent learning the skill or informa-
tion. On the basis of answers to the first two of these ques-
tions, the Bureau used an algorithmto classify each activity as
formal training, informal training, or self-learning.’® There-
sponserate for the employeelog was nearly 48 percent.

Asmentioned, datafor sepr95 were collected through per-
sonal interviews, and the survey made use of already existing
records as much as possible or, when there were no such
records, information from respondents’ logs kept expressly
for the purposes of the survey. We believe that this approach
resultsin asignificant improvement in the quality of dataon
hours of training—particularly, hours of informal training—
because employees were not assumed to have a definition of
informal training in mind, nor werethey asked to recall infor-
mation from far back intime. Recall and definition problems
have caused estimates of informal training to vary greatly by
survey.! On the other hand, given the costliness of the ap-
proach used in sepr95, sample sizes could not be aslarge as
for asurvey that measures only theincidence of such training.
In addition, the period for which employer and employeere-
spondents can be expected to keep areliablelog isfairly short.
Thus, one should keep in mind that the estimates presented in
this article—especially as regards the employee logs—will
not be as precise as those of the typical large-scale Govern-
ment establishment survey.*?

Amount of training provided

Table 1 showsthe findings from serr95 on the incidence and
intensity of employer-provided training in establishmentswith
50 or more employees. Nearly 93 percent of such establish-
ments reported that they provided or financed formal training
for their employeesin the last 12 months. On the employee
side, close to 70 percent of employees who worked in these
establishments reported receiving someformal training in the
last 12 months. Further, thereceipt of informal training is, not
surprisingly, even more common, with 96 percent of employ-
ees reporting that they received such training while working
for their current employer.



IEJCHM Incidence and intensity of training, establishments
with 50 or more employees

Percentage of Percentage of

Type of training establishments employees
providing receiving
Formal training in the
last 12 months ............. 92.5 69.8
Informal training with
current employer ......... 95.8

Hours per employee,
employer survey

May—October 1995
employee survey

Total ..o 44.5
Formal training ....... 10.7 13.4
Informal training 311

Asregardstheintensity of training—that is, the hoursem-
ployees spend in training—empl oyers reported that they pro-
vided an average of about 11 hours of formal training per em-
ployee during May—October 1995. Employees said that they
spent an estimated 13 hours in formal training over the 6-
month period.*

Although the hours spent informal training are significant,
the resultsfrom the employee survey show that informal train-
ing isavery important way in which employees acquire job-
related skills. On average, 31 hours per employee were spent
ininformal training, implying that 70 percent of thetraining
over the May—October 1995 period was delivered through in-
formal instruction.

Spending on training

Another way of gauging the size of employers investmentin
training isto measure the amount of money employers spend
on training-related activities. The measurement of training ex-
penditures by establishmentsisvery difficult. In general, esti-
mates on the costs of training are hard to find, and the few that
exist vary greatly.

Given the unique design of serr95, the Bureau was ableto
collect information on both the direct and indirect costs of
training. From the establishment survey, data were obtained
on some of the direct costs associated with providing formal
training. These costsinclude the dollar amount spentin 1994
on the wages and salaries of in-house training personnel, fees
paid to outsidetraining companies, tuition reimbursement, and
contributions to outside training funds. Note that sert95 did
not collect information on all direct costs of training: some
of thedirect costs not included in the survey are paymentsfor
equipment, supplies, space, and travel for training.

From the employee survey, information was collected on
the wages of employees, as well as the hours they spent in
both formal and informal training. Theinformation was used
to construct estimates of the wage and salary costs paid to
employees during their training. The wages and salaries that

employees receive while in training represent an important
indirect cost to employers of providing training, because the
time that employees spend in training is time that they could
have spent working at their jobs. The value of that time is
estimated by multiplying an employee’s hourly wage by the
hours he or she spent in training.

In obtaining theforegoing kinds of information, serr95 adds
data on the wage and salary opportunity costs of both formal
and informal training to the basic information that exists on
training expenditures. While sepr95 does not provide the de-
finitive answer to the question of how muchis spent on train-
ing, the cost estimates from the survey represent a significant
improvement in many respects over existing figures.

The first four rows of table 2 provide estimates from the
employer survey on some selected direct costs of training. For
this category, the first column shows expenditures per em-
ployee, the second column reportsthetotal dollar amount spent
during 1994, and the third column givesthe range of expendi-
turelevelscalculated by taking one standard error and adding
it to, or subtracting it from, the estimate.

Establishments with 50 or more employees spent an aver-
age of $139 per employee during 1994 on thewagesand sala
riesof (both full-time and part-time) in-housetrainers. An av-
erage of $98 per employee was spent on payments to outside
trainers or training companies, and $51 per employee went
for tuition reimbursement. A smaller amount, $12 per em-
ployee, was spent on payments to outside training funds.

Establishments with 50 or more employees spent $7.7
billion on wages and salaries of in-house trainers, compared
with $5.5 billion on paymentsto outsidetrainers, during 1994.
Expenditures on tuition reimbursement programstotaled $2.8
billion, while $0.6 billion went to training funds sponsored by
unions and trade associations.

Although expenditures on these selected direct costs of

Expenditures on training, establishments with 50
or more employees
Error range of
Cateqor Per Level (billions| expenditures
gory employee of dollars) (billions of
dollars)
1994 selected costs of
formal training:
Wages and salaries of
in-house trainers ........ $139 $7.7 $7.0-$8.5
Payments to outside
trainers ..o 98 55 4.8-6.1
Tuition reimbursements . 51 2.8 2.6-3.0
Contributions to outside
training funds .............. 12 .6 .5-.8
May-October 1995
wages and salaries
paid to trainees................. 647 371 32.8-41.4
For formal training .......... 224 12.8 11.0-14.7
For informal training ....... 423 24.2 19.9-28.5

Monthly Labor Review June 1998 5



Employer-Provided Training

IEJCCHl Incidence and intensity of training, by establishment size and industry
Hours per employee in May-October 1995
Percent of establish- | Percent of employees Employer Employee survey
) . ments that provided who received formal survey
Size and industry e R
formal training in the training in the last Percent of total
last 12 months 12 months Formal Formal Informal h ti
training training training ours spent in
formal training
All establishments ..o 92.5 69.8 10.7 134 31.1 30.1
Establishment size
50-99 employees ........ccceeveveeieneennns 90.8 61.6 57 8.2 31.9 20.4
100-499 employees ........ 94.4 73.0 12.1 135 345 28.1
500 or more employees 98.1 71.0 12.0 16.6 26.0 39.0
Industry
MINING oo 96.7 94.7 14.4 17.2 18.9 47.7
CONSLIUCHION ... 94.7 71.2 5.0 114 36.1 24.1
Manufacturing:
Durable goods ........cccceverienienieniens 88.1 78.3 11.7 20.8 30.3 40.8
Nondurable goods .........ccccceeeriennenne 95.2 85.4 11.9 217 18.5 54.0
Transportation, communications, and
public Utilities .........cccooverieiiiies 96.5 81.4 18.3 17.6 19.7 47.1
Wholesale trade . 98.4 68.1 8.4 8.3 25.4 24.7
Retail trade .......cccooeeveiienieeieiceee 88.7 48.8 3.7 4.2 32.6 115
Finance, insurance, and real estate ...... 95.6 87.4 16.6 15.9 34.7 31.4
SEIVICES .ot 93.5 70.7 11.0 13.2 37.0 26.3

training are substantial, employers spent an even larger amount
onindirect wage and salary costs of training. Some $647 was
spent per employee between May and October 1995 on the
wagesand salariespaid to workersduring their training. About
65 percent of this amount, or $423, was spent on informal
training. Intota dollars, $37 billion was spent on indirect wage
and salary costs over the May—October period:  $13 billion
for time spent in formal training and $24 billion for time spent
receiving informal training.

Establishments providing training

What determineswhether an establishment providestraining
and how much training it provides? One simple answer isthat
establishments providetraining to their workersif the benefits
of the training exceed the costs. This leads to the more diffi-
cult question of what affectsthe benefits and costs of training.
The answer to this question is complex and likely to differ
across establishments and types of training. Without spelling
out all the various factors and motivations behind afirm’sde-
cision to offer training, this section studiesthe extent to which
theincidence and intensity of training arerelated to avariety
of establishment characteristics, such as size, industry, labor
turnover, the nature of part-time and contract employment, the
presence of unions, the adoption of various alternative work-
place practices, and the provision of benefits.

Size and industry. The size of an establishment may influ-
enceitsdecisionto providetraining, particularly formal train-
ing. For example, larger establishments might be more likely
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to provideformal training, dueto economies of scale. In other
words, thetotal cost of training may not increase much asthe
number of trainees increases, because the cost of hiring a
trainer and developing a curriculum are relatively fixed. An
establishment’ sindustry affiliation also may affect itstraining
decisions, given that product market conditions, profitability,
technology, and a variety of other factors that affect the ben-
efitsand costs of training differ acrossindustries. For example,
if demand in anindustry fluctuateswidely because of cyclical
or seasonal factors, managers of an establishment in that in-
dustry may be reluctant to make largeinvestmentsin training,
knowing that workers might haveto belaid off beforeareturn
ontheinvestment isrealized.

Table 3 suggests that small establishments are somewhat
lesslikely to provideformal training than arelarger ones, with
91 percent of establishments with 50-99 employees having
provided formal trainingin thelast 12 months, compared with
94 percent of establishmentswith 100499 employeesand 98
percent of establishmentswith 500 or more employees. Simi-
larly, findings from the empl oyee survey show that employees
working in small establishments were less likely to receive
formal training than were those working in larger establish-
ments. Some 62 percent of employeesin establishmentswith
fewer than 100 employees had received formal training in the
last 12 months, as opposed to 73 percent for establishments
with 100499 employeesand 71.0 percent for establishments
with 500 or more employees.*

The percentage of establishments reporting that they had
provided formal training in the last 12 months was generally
high for all industries, ranging from 88 percent in durable-



goods manufacturing to 98 percent in wholesale trade. The
percentage of employeeswho reported that they had received
formal training shows more variation acrossindustries. Em-
ployeesin mining industries were the most likely to havere-
ceived training inthelast 12 months, at 95 percent, compared
with 68 percent of employeesin wholesale trade and 49 per-
centinretail trade.

The amount of formal training provided also varies by
establishment size. Table 3 shows that establishments with
fewer than 100 employees provided fewer hours of formal
training per employeethan did larger establishments. Estab-
lishments in the smallest size class (50-99 employees) pro-
vided approximately 6 hours of formal training per employee,
compared with 12 hours per employee for medium-sized
(100499 employees) and large (500 or more empl oyees) es-
tablishments. Similar findings emerge from the employee sur-
vey: thehours of formal training that employees received
in May—October 1995 range from 8 hoursfor small establish-
ments to almost 17 hours for large ones; however, the hours
of informal training do not show any clear pattern by estab-
lishment size.

Asthelast columninthetable shows, larger establishments
tend to rely more heavily on formal training as a means of
training their employees. Employees in establishments with
500 or more employees spent 39 percent of their total training
time in formal training, compared with only 20 percent for
employeesin establishments with fewer than 100 empl oyees.
These findings support the argument for economies of scale
informal training.

The amount of formal training varies considerably across
industries. In general, establishments in the transportation,
communications, and public utilities; finance, insurance, and
real estate; and mining industries provided more hours of for-
mal training than the average, and establishments in retail
trade, wholesale trade, and construction provided fewer hours
than the average.

Turnover. Oneestablishment characteristic that hasreceived
considerable attention among economistsis the relationship
between training and the level of employee turnover. Turn-
over and training are expected to be inversely related: the

higher the level of turnover, thelower isthe amount of train-
ing. Thisexpectation isbased on the reasoning that the longer
an employee stays with an employer, the higher will be the
return to training. As noted earlier, if labor turnover is high,
employerswill bereluctant to invest in training, knowing that
workers might haveto belaid off or quit beforeareturnto the
investment in training can be earned. From the employee’s
view, if the training involves skills specific to the establish-
ment, it islikely to contributeto anincreasein productivity at
that establishment.?® Greater productivity at the establishment,
in turn, will tend to raise a worker’s wage above what he or
shewould earn elsewhere, thus providing an incentive to stay.
In other words, training can serveto lower turnover.

Thefindingsfrom sepr95 generally support theinversere-
lationship between training and turnover.® Table 4 suggests
that employeesworking in establishmentswith high turnover
are less likely to receive formal training than their counter-
parts in establishments with medium or low turnover. The
same relationship isfound when one examinesthe percentage
of establishmentsthat had provided formal training inthelast
12 months obtained from the employer survey.

Table 4 aso indicates that high-turnover establishments
provided less formal training than did other establishments.
Hours of formal training from both the employer and em-
ployee surveys support this finding. Hours of informal train-
ing, however, are not inversely related to turnover. Perhaps
most striking is the relationship between turnover and an
establishment’ sreliance on formal training. Employeeswork-
ing inlow-turnover establishments spent about 59 percent of
their total training timein formal training, compared with 18
percent for employeesin high-turnover establishments. These
findings support the theory that employers may be reluctant
to invest in costly training (presumably, formal training is
more costly than informal training) when employee turnover
is high, as well as the theory that employers who invest in
costly training arelesslikely tolay off workers or have work-
ersquit.

Unionization. Thereareanumber of reasonsthat the pres-
ence of unions may lead to higher levels of training. Collec-
tive bargai ning agreements often require that employers pro-

IEJCRM Incidence and intensity of training, by employee turnover
Hours per employee in May-October 1995
Percent of establish- | Percent of employees Employer
ments that provided | who received formal survey Employee survey
Tumnover formal training in the training in the last
last 12 months 12 months Formal Formal Informal P;rcem of total
training training training ours spe_nt_ in
formal training
LOW e 92.7 10.8 27.3 19.0 58.9
Medium .... 96.0 12.5 15.6 30.4 33.8
HIgh e 88.6 7.2 7.6 34.2 18.2
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videtraining. In addition, union jobs generally pay morethan
nonunion jobs, and these higher wages may reduce turnover,
which, asjust noted, could lead to increased training.

Alternatively, establishments with labor unions may pro-
vide less training than their nonunionized counterparts, for a
number of reasons. The higher wages of unionized workers
might encourage establishments to recruit already skilled
workers, so they would not have to incur the added expense
of training their employees. Further, unions—especialy inthe
construction trades—sometimes conduct their own training,
which again reduces an establishment’ s need to train employ-
eesitself.

Table 5 shows very little difference in the likelihood of
providing formal training between union and nonunion estab-
lishments.r” Some differences emerge from an examination of
the number of hours of formal training per employee obtained
from the employer survey. Establishmentswithout unions pro-
vided an average of 11 hours of formal training per employee,
dlightly more than the approximately 10 hoursfor unionized
establishments.

One possible explanation for the lower hours of formal
training among union establishmentsisthat workersin union-
ized shops may be more experienced, on average, and thus
reguire less training. A question concerning an employee’'s
tenure with the current employer asked in the employee sur-
vey alowsusto investigate this hypothesis.

Asshown in thefollowing tabulation of the distribution of
employeetenurein union and nonunion establishments, union
establishments do appear to have alarger percentage of work-
erswith moretenure:

Tenure with current employer Nonunion Union
Lessthan 1 year ................. 8.6 2.8
1tO5YearS. ..covnneirerienene 417 25.6
5t010years.....cccovrvneenne 26.4 28.7
10 or more years ........c....... 233 43.0

Forty-three percent of workers in union establishments
had atenure of 10 years or more with their current employer,

compared with only 23 percent of workers in nonunion
establishments.

Results from the employee survey show only asmall dif-
ferencein the hoursof formal training between union and non-
union employees. However, employees in union establish-
ments received fewer hours of informal training. Again, this
finding is consi stent with union establishments having agen-
erally more tenured work force, and, asis shown later, older,
more tenured workersreceivelessinformal training.

Table 5 also shows that union establishments tend to rely
more heavily on formal training than do nonunion establish-
ments. 36 percent of total training received by employees
in union establishments was formal training, compared with
28 percent for nonunion establishments. Again, this may be
dueto the differencesin the distribution of workers' tenurein
the two types of establishments, or it may result from union
effortsto promote formal training through collective bargain-
ing agreements.

Human resource practices. Whether and how much train-
ing an establishment provides is likely to be influenced by
training’s place in a broader range of human resource prac-
tices. For instance, training is more likely to be provided if
employers expect their workers to stay for an extended pe-
riod; generous benefits may help ensure that workers do not
quit before the employer is able to recoup its training costs.
serr95 asked about the provision of the following bene-
fits: paidvacation, paid sick leave, health care benefits, em-
ployee assi stance program, empl oyee wellness program, pen-
sion plan, profit sharing, flexible work schedules, flexible
work site or telecommuting, employer-financed child care,
and paid parental or family leave.

In recent years, there has been much talk about changes
in workplace practices that are designed to move businesses
away from arigid and hierarchical management style. Train-
ing has been mentioned as an integral part of successfully
implementing these practices so that workers have the neces-
sary interactive and job skills to carry out the practices.®
serT95 asked whether establishments had any of the fol-

IEJCEMl Incidence and intensity of training, by union presence

Hours per employee in May-October 1995
Percent of establish- | Percent of employees Employer Employee survey
Union presence ments that provided | who received formal survey
formal training in the training in the last Percent of total
last 12 months 12 months Formal Formal Informal :
training training training hours spe_nt_ in
formal training
No employees represented
by UNION ..o 92.9 71.6 11.0 14.0 35.4 28.4
Some employees represented
by UNION ..o 90.6 65.7 9.7 12.1 21.2 36.2
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IEJCHM Incidence and intensity of training, by selected human-resource practices
Hours per employee in May-October 1995
Number of benefits, number Percent of establish- Percent of employees | Employer Employee survey
of workplace practices, ments that provided who received formal survey
and presence of contract formal training in the training in the last -
employees last 12 months 12 months Formal Formal Informal Proportion of
training training training | totalhours spent
in formal traning
Number of selected establishment
benefits:
SiX OF fFEWET ..o 89.5 62.9 7.1 10.2 28.7 26.2
SEeven Or MOre .......cocceeevveeeveveennen. 99.6 76.9 14.8 16.7 33.5 33.3
Number of selected establishment
workplace practices:
Three or fewer ... 89.1 66.9 7.6 12.0 31.4 27.6
FOUur or more .......ccccceeevvveeinecnnnenne 98.6 72.4 13.8 14.7 30.8 323
Presence of contract employees:
No contract employees .................. 90.2 63.6 8.1 8.7 33.2 20.7
Some contract employees ............. 98.5 77.0 13.6 18.7 28.7 39.5

lowing workplace practices:  pay increasesthat are directly
linked to mastering new skills; employee involvement in the
establishment’ stechnology and equipment decisions; job re-
design or reengineering; job rotation; just-in-timeinventories,
coworker review of employee performance; quality circles,
total quality management; and self-directed work teams.
Another human-resource practice that may be related to
employers’ training decisionsisthe use of contract workers,
although the direction of the relationship is not always clear
and most likely depends on the mativation for contracting.
Establishments using contract workers to save money may
not have the resourcesto provide training, while thoserelying
on outside employees to protect a “core” group of workers
from fluctuations in workload may actually provide substan-
tial amounts of training to the core group.
Table6indicatesthat establishmentswith high numbers of
benefits and workplace practices, as well as establishments
that make use of contract employees, weremorelikely to pro-
videformal training; also, employeesworking in such estab-
lishmentswere morelikely to have received formal training.
These findings are supportive of the notion that some busi-
nesses are pursuing a “ high-performance” strategy wherein
“core” workers are provided formal training, generous ben-
efits, and more autonomy and flexibility to make decisions.
Findingsfrom the employer survey suggest that establish-
ments with more benefits and more workplace practices also
provided more formal training. Results from the employee
survey do not show as strong a relationship between the in-
tensity of training and these human-resource practices. Hours
of formal training are higher for employeesworking in estab-
lishments providing more benefits and more workplace prac-
tices, but the differences are not statistically significant. Hours
of informal training found in the empl oyee survey do not con-

sistently increase asthe number of benefits or workplace prac-
ticesrises.

Results from the employee survey do show that establish-
ments with a small number of benefits and workplace prac-
tices are less likely to rely on formal training. For instance,
employees working at establishments with fewer than four
benefits spent only 10 percent of their training timein formal-
training activities, while employees in establishments with
eight or more benefits spent nearly 30 percent of training time
insuch activities.

Recipients of training

The previous section showed how training varied across dif-
ferent types of establishments. In this section, thefocusison
the characteristics of workers, rather than establishments. Are
sometypes of workersmorelikely than othersto receivetrain-
ing? If so, what type of worker receives the most training?

sepT95 asked empl oyeesvariousquestionsabout themselves
andtheir jobsat the establishment. The demographic charac-
teristicsincluded age, sex, race, ethnicity, and educationlevel.
Theemployment characteristicsobtained wereemployeeten-
ure, whether theemployeewasworking part or full time, occu-
pation, and earnings.

Table 7 shows the incidence and intensity of training for
workersin various age, sex, race or ethnicity, and education
groups. Only the incidence of formal training is shown, be-
cause, as mentioned earlier, the receipt of informal training
was found to be very common (90 percent or higher) for all
workers. Hours of both formal and informal training are
presented.

In general, the youngest and the oldest workers were less
likely to have received formal training during the last 12
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months than were workers aged 25 to
44, Thetable also showsthat the total

hours of training were low for the
youngest workers, increased with age,
and then dropped off for workers 55
years of age and older. This general
pattern is evidenced for hours of both
formal andinformal training, although

only the hours of formal training are
significantly lower for the youngest
and oldest groups. Asaresult, only 11
percent of theyoungest workers' train-
ing is formal, compared with 30 per-
cent for older workers.

The relatively low hours of formal
training among the very young pro-
vides some support for the notion that
employersor employees (or both) may
be delaying their investment in costly
training until the employer-employee
match is found to be agood one. The
low hours of training for workers 24
years of age or younger may aso be
influenced by the fact that very young
workerstend to change jobsfrequently
and may not have settled into their cho-
Sen careers.

Table 7 shows that 73 percent of

ICL YAl Incidence and intensity of training, by demographic characteristics
Percent of Hours per employee in May-October 1995
employees
Demographic who rece_lv_ed Percent of total
characteristic formal training >
in the last Formal Informal training hours
12 months training training spent i_n _formal
training
All employees ..........ccccoeeueeee. 69.8 13.4 311 30.1
Age
24 years and younger ............... 63.4 2.7 21.4 11.1
251034 years ......cccceeeevveennnenne 78.5 14.0 325 30.0
35t044 years ......ccooeeevveennnenne 74.7 15.4 30.3 33.8
45t0 54 years ......cccceevveeinnenne 64.7 17.2 39.0 30.6
55 years and older .................... 50.7 5.7 17.1 25.1
Sex
66.5 12.2 35.4 25.6
73.1 14.6 26.9 35.2
70.4 13.6 35.0 27.9
70.6 13.8 13.9 49.9
73.7 11.0 21.7 33.6
Educational attainment
High school graduate
Or eSS ..o 60.1 10.9 24.8 30.6
Some college ......cccoeveeiieriennnene 67.8 14.3 37.0 27.8
Bachelor’s degree or
higher ......coooviiiiiie, 89.7 16.1 31.8 33.6

women reported receiving formal

training in the last 12 months, compared with 67 percent of
men. Men received an average of 48 hours of training during
the period from May to October 1995, as opposed to 42 hours
for women. Neither the difference in incidence nor that in
hours of training was statistically significant at conventional
levels.

Responsesto the questionsin the survey regarding ethnicity
and race were used to group employeesinto three categories:
white, black, and Hispanic. Thethree groups are not mutually
exclusive, as Hispanics can be either black or white. Table 7
shows small and statistically insignificant differencesin the
incidence of either formal or informal training by race and
ethnicity. In general, white workers tended to receive more
hours of training over the 6-month period than did workersin
the other two categories.’® Interestingly, while black workers
received about the same number of hours of formal training
as white workers, they received significantly fewer hours of
informal training.

Table 7 also indicates that workers with a bachelor’s de-
greeor higher weremorelikely to havereceived formal train-
ing during the last 12 months than were their less educated
counterparts. About 90 percent of those with abachelor’ sde-
greeor higher received training during that period, compared
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with 60 percent of those with a high school diploma or less
schooling. Thenumber of hoursof training alsoissmaller for
the least educated group, although the differences in hours
of training per employee across the different educational at-
tainment groupsare not significant. The pattern of training by
education level isconsistent with past research, which hasre-
peatedly shown that more educated workers receive more
training.?

Table 8 shows the incidence and intensity of training
by employment characteristics. One such characteristic is
whether the employee works part time or full time on his or
her job. It isexpected that employerswill invest more heavily
intraining their full-time employeesthan their part-time coun-
terparts. The results in the table are consistent with this ex-
pectation, with full-time workers (35 or more hours per week)
morelikely to havereceived formal training in the preceding
12 monthsthan part-time employeeswere (71.6 percent, com-
pared with 56.1 percent). Similarly, full-timeworkersreceived
an average of 48.8 hours of training, compared with 12.5 hours
for part-time workers. Most of the difference is the result of
patternsininformal training, although differences are evident
for formal training aswell.

Workers were put into quartiles by calculating what their



earni ngs would be if thQY_ Wf_’rked 3_5 IESEEM Incidence and intensity of training, by employment charateristics
hoursin aweek and then finding their
pOSi tionin theweekly earni ngs distri- Hours per employee in May-October 1995
bution of U.S. workers who work 35 5 -
ercent o
or more hours a week. AS the teble Employment employees Percent of total
shows, a smaller proportion of those characteristic fWhO r:—:-tce_lv_ed Formal Informal training hours
in the bottom quartile receive formal O a0 | fraining raining | spertin ormal
training than do higher earners. For in- 12 months
stance, 62 percent of those in the bot- All mpIOyees .......oo..cccoe.. 69.8 134 811 801
tom quartile received formal training Usual weekly hours worked
inthe preceding 12 months, compared | eyer than 35 hours ............ 56.1 48 7.7 382
with 84 percent for the top quartile. | 350rmore hours..................... 71.6 14.6 34.2 29.9
Hours of training also are lower for Earnings
thoseinthebottom quartile:  thesein- | quartile 618 a1 206 118
dividuals received an average of 4 | second quartile 74.5 116 30.5 27.6
o Third quartile ... . 62.0 15.9 39.6 28.6
hours of formal tral_nmg, as Opposed Fourth quartile ...........ccceeeeneee 84.0 22.8 21.1 52.0
to 23 hoursfor thoseinthetop quartile. o _
. t
Furthermore, lower earning employees ccupation
received asmaller shareof trainingvia | Managerial and
. . administrative ........................ 80.2 4.3 22.4 16.2
formal delivery methods than did Professional, paraprofessional,
workerswith higher earnings. 2l (eChRICEl .o 848 223 38.7 36.6
An employee’s occupation is an- | administrative support 72,5 102 23.2 30.4
other job characteristicthat islikely to | Service ...c........... e 49.8 56 221 20.2
. . Production, construction,
influence the amount and kinds of operating, maintenance,
tral nl ng that he or g*]e recav& %rv_ and material handling ........... 66.3 15.2 38.5 28.3
ice workers stand out in table 8 as be- Tenure with current employer
ing less likely than those in other oc- | yp1o2years oo 675 8.9 56.5 13.6
cupations to receive formal training. N:org than 2 years and up 6. it 105 65
. (0] ArS ..o . . . .
Thetable also showsthat professional | yore than 5 years and un
and technical workerstend to receive 10 10 YEArS oo 79.7 19.5 27.0 41.9
.. More than 10 years ................. 75.3 21.1 20.5 50.7
more training than the average worker,
having the highest number of hoursof | Tenurein currentoccupation
training per employeefor bothformal | Upto2years.........ccccccccccc. 73.4 125 64.7 16.2
f . More than 2 years and up
and InfOI’ma| tral ni ng’ fOl |0W€d by to5years ....coooeviiiiiieeiiene 68.4 7.5 22.4 25.0
production and construction workers. | More than 5 years and up
;. to 10 years .....cccecvveevveennnenne 68.9 9.6 20.0 32.4
In tquOf formal tral ni ng al One’ thae More than 10 years ......ccoeene 69.2 194 24.4 44.3
isaconsiderable gap between the num- . _ tiob
.. . enureincurrentjo
ber of hours of training received by .
professional and technical workers | UP102Years. .o 734 132 48.9 212
. More than 2 years and up
(22) and that received by most other 10 5 YEAIS oeeeeeveeeeeerreessee 59.7 46 20.3 18.3
i i More than 5 years and up
OCCUpaI' -OnS’ partl Cu' arly mar]ma’s (4) to lo years ............................ 781 226 144 611
and service workers (6). More than 10 years ................ 66.5 23.6 13.7 63.3
The survey also asked employees

about three different types of job

tenure: theamount of time the worker had been with hisor
her current employer; the amount of timetheworker had been
in hisor her current occupation (that is, had done aparticular
kind of work); and the amount of time aworker had been in
hisor her current position at the establishment. Table 8 shows
thereceipt of formal training in the preceding 12 monthsand
the hours of formal and informal training for thesethree kinds
of tenure. Theresults suggest that, after staying with the same

employer for 5 years, the likelihood of having received for-
mal training inthelast 12 monthsrises. A similar pattern ex-
istsfor tenurein the current job, but tenurein agiven occupa-
tion does not appear to have a strong association with the
receipt of formal training.

With regard to hours of training, employees with low ten-
ure (as measured by all three types of tenure) tended to re-
ceive more hours of informal training than did more experi-
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enced workers. For example, workerswith fewer than 2 years
of tenure with the current employer spent about 57 hoursin
informal training, compared with nearly 20 hoursfor workers
with 2 to 5 years of tenure. As regards formal training, the
increase in hours tended to be higher for more tenured
workers:  formal-training hoursincreased from nearly 5 to
about 20 asthe worker moved from 2 to 5 years of tenurewith
the current employer to 5to 10 years. The simplest economic
models would predict training to decline with tenure on a
given job, as the earlier an employee receives training, the
longer returnsto theinvestment in training would be received.
However, it may be that employers wait until a worker has
been on the job a while and has proven satisfactory before
heavily investing in costly formal training for that worker.#
For all threetypes of tenure, formal training appearsto make
up a growing share of total training as tenure increases, as
shown in table 8. One explanation for thisis that, as tenure
increases, workers become more likely to be the providers,
rather than the recipients, of informal training.

THIS ARTICLE HAS DISCUsSED employer-provided training using
data from sert95, a new BLs survey. We believe that sepr95
represents an advance in establishment-based training sur-
veys, as it goes beyond the incidence of training to obtain
estimates of the intensity of training provided by establish-
ments. In addition to obtaining estimates of formal training,
the survey collected information on the extent of informal
training by interviewing randomly sel ected empl oyees.
Thefindingsfrom sert95 indicate that U.S. employersex-

Footnotes

pend a considerable amount of time and resources on both
formal and informal training. For example, establishments
with 50 or more employees—the sampling framefor the sur-
vey—paid $7.7 billion to in-house training staff and $5.5 bil-
lion to outside trainers during 1994, $139 and $98 per em-
ployee, respectively. Training expenditures tend to increase
with establishment size for all types of expenditures covered
in the survey. The wage and salary cost of employees' time
while in training represented an even greater expense, with
$224 spent per employee for employees’ timeinformal train-
ing and $423 spent for informal training, from May to Octo-
ber 1995—rates of $448 and $864 per employee, extrapo-
lated to 1 year.2 Employeesreceived between 10 and 13 hours
of formal training and 31 hours of informal training during
the period from May to October 1995. Assuming an average
workweek of 40 hours, these findings suggest that workers
spend roughly 4 percent of their working hoursin one or the
other kind of training.

Findingsfromtheemployer dataindicatethat theincidence
of formal training tendsto behigher at establishmentsthat are
larger, havelower turnover, have higher numbers of benefits,
use more alternative workplace practices, and use contract
workers.Z Thesefindingsareconsistent with theideathat em-
ployerswho show signsof promoting along-term relationship
with their employees tend to offer more training. Also, be-
cause the incidence and hours of training appear to increase
with higher pay and more education, the analysis of employee
data confirms the finding from other household surveys that
more skilled workersaremorelikely toreceivetraining. [
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