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Executive Summary
The Project
The Willamette Workforce Partnership (WWP) is the
local workforce board (LWB) that proposed and
implemented the state-level Rethinking Job Search
(Rethinking). The program was funded by a
Workforce Innovation Fund (WIF) grant provided
by the U.S. Department of Labor. The program
started with a planning year in 2015, and services
ran from January 2016 through September 2018. It
was implemented locally in partnership with eight
LWBs in ten counties, although one LWB in a rural
area had to drop out mid-way through due to lack of
enrollments.

Long-Term Outcome
Goals


Partners will have built a
system of communication
and collaboration and want
to work together more



Program will be shared with
the field at state and national
levels



Participants will have higher
rates of employment, collect
unemployment benefits for a
shorter period, find
employment more quickly,
and have higher job retention

The Rethinking model emerged from the conduct of
a pilot in 2013–2014 carried out in four WorkSource
Oregon (WSO) Centers in three counties, where the
curriculum was first tested, and was informed by
similar efforts in the United Kingdom, Australia,
and Canada. The program serves Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) customers
 Program will be costwho are receiving Unemployment Insurance (UI)
effective
benefits. The Rethinking program is structured as a
workshop series of 12 classes delivered over 4 weeks. Its purpose is to enhance the
ability to think and act effectively in managing the challenge of job-seeking, and
ultimately to reduce the duration of time unemployed. The curriculum is grounded in
educational learning objectives and uses methods such as self-reflection and facilitated
discussion.
This is the fourth report in a series designed to share evaluation findings and
implementation lessons with the grant management team and implementing partners.
The report focuses primarily on program implementation from October 2017 through
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the end of the program services in September 2018. A final report will be completed in
September 2019.

Evaluation Activities in the Past Year
The evaluation design has multiple aims and addresses research questions related to
implementation, outcomes, and cost. This interim report provides results related to all
three study facets. The evaluation team collected primary data from program
facilitators, participants, workforce board staff, and workforce center staff, via site
visits, interviews, a focus group, and surveys. The team also made use of
administrative data pertaining to the program curriculum, costs, and participant
readiness assessment results, as well as data from I-Trac, the state workforce data
system.

Findings
The final year of implementation enjoyed a number of successes:


Rethinking enjoyed considerable success from the perspective of the stakeholders
and participants. The final year of implementation reflected solid fidelity to the
model as planned, including training and onboarding of new facilitators when
turnover occurred.



Recruitment went smoothly, and the aggregate enrollment exceeded the target by
22%. Nine of the ten original sites exceeded their targets, seven of them by a
notable amount, and most sites completed their work prior to the program end,
having met their aims.



Participants offered not only strong quantitative ratings of various program
facets, but also their own narrative on the experience, which suggested the
efficacy of the curriculum in enhancing their motivation and confidence in their
job search—and, unexpectedly, their lives overall.



The program met or exceeded several performance benchmarks. Seventy percent
of participants completed the Rethinking training, which surpassed greatly the
51% goal. Participants rated themselves highly on key curriculum learning and
action objectives—e.g., understanding why their emotions matter, following up
on job leads, and feeling motivated to get the job they want.



Preliminary employment results show that 59% of Rethinking participants
entered employment and 87% of those were retained. These figures are on par

ii
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with the negotiated performance levels for Workforce Investment Act (WIA)
dislocated workers (for employment), or exceed them (for retention).
Replication of the original model is uncertain, yet there are multiple efforts to sustain
core elements. Despite final outcome data not yet being available, stakeholders were
extremely positive about the value and effectiveness of the program. Nonetheless, most
did not allocate newly-cut WIOA formula funds to continue the programming. One
implication of the funding environment is that WorkSource Oregon agencies cannot
justify keeping a specialist (facilitator).
Although the intervention attracted a certain demographic, the LWBs have pursued
funding to deliver similar programming (Rethinking Careers) to very different
customers (e.g., people on the autism spectrum, SNAP recipients). Several LWBs have
collaborated in seeking new funding to carry out the program. To date, replication has
been focused primarily on alternative versions of Rethinking Job Search, i.e., Rethinking
Careers, with emphasis on lowering the grade-reading level or targeting audiences with
barriers dissimilar to those addressed by this program.

Implications


Rethinking Complements the Workforce System. Despite its drawbacks with
regard to program length, the Rethinking model fills a void in the traditional suite
of workforce services. The cognitive behavioral techniques in Rethinking are not
seen in other programs and are almost universally seen as valuable by program
staff and participants alike. A remarkable 97% of participants indicated that they
would recommend the program to others. Testimonials such as these could help
position the program for wider dissemination.



Replication should be encouraged, with the caveat that final outcome data are
not yet available. Several interviewees expressed disappointment that
Rethinking was limited to UI recipients and hoped that broader populations
would be eligible for future iterations of the program. As is clear from the
breadth of sustainability efforts, the leaders of Rethinking are aware of the
potential of this model and should continue to explore its application with many
different populations.



Longer-term outcomes need further assessment. After six months, over half of
participants reported a decrease in learned skills compared to when they initially
completed the workshop. Cognitive-behavioral teaching is by nature a retraining
of brain patterns; these findings lend support to the idea that refreshers may be
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needed to retain the positive outcomes. Additional research could help to
determine the carryover and retention effects of the programming.


Incorporate Cultural Relevance and Research in Future Applications of the
Rethinking Model. Despite the relatively open eligibility criteria for entry (after
being an UI recipient), the Rethinking program population was a majority nonHispanic white, female, and 50 or older. It is important to acknowledge that this
is the audience that found the program alluring. Some stakeholders expressed
that the program would be better targeted to a more barriered population. It is
uncertain how attractive or accessible the Rethinking programming (or
adaptations thereof) will be to a wider or different demographic. Development of
new pilots should incorporate research plans as well as assessment of cultural
relevance. This implies adaptation of the curriculum to the populations it serves,
and possibly new methods for reaching out to the target audience as well.



Address Generalizability. Rethinking participants may be better positioned to
become employed than most UI claimants; they are generally more highly
educated and have fewer barriers to employment than other UI participants.
However, Rethinking participants also tended to be older, a population that tends
to have lower rates of entering employment. In the final analysis, the evaluation
team will need to address the extent to which the results are generalizable to a
wider UI claimant group given the demographics attracted to the program.

In the coming months, the evaluation team will continue to prepare data sets and
analyses in order to develop the final report inclusive of implementation, participant
outcomes, and cost.

iv
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Introduction
This is the fourth in a series of interim reports to provide evaluation findings for the
Rethinking Job Search (Rethinking) program funded through a Workforce Innovation
Fund (WIF) grant provided by the U.S. Department of Labor.

Project Overview
The Willamette Workforce Partnership (WWP) is
the local workforce board (LWB) that proposed and
implemented the state-level Rethinking project
using WIF resources. The program started with a
planning year in 2015, and services ran from
January 2016 through September 2018.1
The project was envisioned after conducting a pilot
version of Rethinking in three WorkSource Oregon
(WSO) counties in 2013–2014; the WIF grant further
expanded the program to a total of ten areas of the
statehe Rethinking design took shape based on
lessons learned from that pilot as well as similar
efforts in other countries, i.e., the United Kingdom,
Australia, and Canada. The target population of
Rethinking consisted of registered Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA)
participants who were receiving Unemployment
Insurance (UI) benefits, whereas prior iterations of
the program were targeted toward long-term
unemployed customers in general.

Long-Term Outcome
Goals


Partners will have built a
system of communication
and collaboration and want
to work together more



Program will be shared with
the field at state and national
levels



Participants will have higher
rates of employment, collect
unemployment benefits for a
shorter period, find
employment more quickly,
and have higher job retention



Program will be costeffective

The Rethinking program was structured as a
workshop series of 12 classes delivered over 4 weeks. It was designed to enhance the
ability to think and act effectively in managing the challenge of job-seeking, and
ultimately to reduce the duration of time unemployed. The curriculum is grounded in
educational learning objectives and uses methods such as self-reflection and facilitated
discussion. Participants were asked to do “homework” assignments and keep a job-

1

Formerly known as Incite, Inc., and prior to the WIF grant, its name was Job Growers.
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search log, which was used by the workshop facilitators to stimulate participant
progress. The logs also counted toward an individual’s job search requirements for UI
benefits. Participants had the option to receive a small-value gas card or transportation
pass to help cover transportation costs for attending the workshop; participants did not
necessarily take advantage of the cards.
In partnership with eight LWBs, Rethinking was implemented in WorkSource centers
covering 10 counties. One of the LWBs ended half way through the grant due to poor
recruitment results in its three areas.2
The program was also intended to improve the coordination and collaboration between
the Unemployment Insurance Division and the Business & Employment Services
Division at Oregon Employment Department (OED) and the LWBs and American Job
Centers (known in Oregon as WorkSource Oregon).

Table 1: Implementation Sites

WorkSource Clackamas
WorkSource Lane – Oakmont Center

Oregon City
Eugene

Clackamas
Lane

WorkSource Oregon Coos Bay

North Bend

Coos

WorkSource Oregon Newport

Newport
Redmond,
Bend

Lincoln
Deschutes

Klamath Falls

Klamath

Salem

Marion

McMinnville

Yamhill

Medford

Jackson

Local Workforce Investment
Board
Clackamas Workforce
Partnership
Lane Workforce Partnership
Southwestern Oregon
Workforce Investment Board
Oregon Northwest
Workforce Investment Board
East Cascades Workforce
Investment Board
East Cascades Workforce
Investment Board
Willamette Workforce
Partnership
Willamette Workforce
Partnership
Rogue Workforce
Partnership

Beaverton
Portland

Washington
Multnomah

Worksystems, Inc.
Worksystems, Inc.

WorkSource Location

WorkSource Oregon Redmond, Bend
WorkSource Oregon Klamath
WorkSource Oregon Salem Center
WorkSource Oregon Yamhill Center
WorkSource Rogue Valley (formerly
The Job Council)
WorkSource Portland Metro
Beaverton/Hillsboro
WorkSource Portland Metro SE

2

2

City

County

East Cascades Workforce Investment Board.
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Project Context
Over the past four years, the evaluation team has
been observing the statewide environment in
Oregon. During this time, the most salient
environmental factor related to the program was
the dynamic shift in the unemployment rate. The
program target audience was adults receiving
unemployment benefits, and accordingly,
recruitment for the project was influenced by the
state unemployment rate. Rethinking was
conceived in 2011, and from that time to when the
Figure 1: Oregon Rethinking Job Search
program services concluded, the Oregon
Sites
unemployment rate dropped from 9.5% (August
2011) to 3.8% (September 2018). 3 During the planning year, the implementation team
had to recalculate its outreach plans; the total number of UI benefit recipients available
to enter Rethinking was growing smaller, and it continued to shrink each year of the
program.
Another environmental factor is the notable variation in local economies across the
state, which is influenced by geographic features. For example, coastal areas tend to
have a more seasonal workforce because of tourism, fishing, and logging. Similarly, in
the mid-Valley, the Christmas tree harvest keeps people busy late in the calendar year.
Other features of the environment are concerns about the quality of jobs and wage rates.
Some rural areas of the state have a reputation for jobs with lower wages, particularly
service and seasonal jobs. It can be difficult to find living-wage jobs that are long-term
in any part of the state. Other stressors are the cost of living and the housing crisis
caused by high housing prices and low rental vacancy.
Despite the seasonality of work and the low unemployment rate, recruitment was
effective overall and the total enrollment numbers exceeded the target by 22%. The
exception to this was in the most rural areas, where it proved harder to engage people.
This was possibly due in part to the local culture, but certainly due in large measure to
the time and travel required to take 12 units of training services over a one-month
period. In Mid-2017, the rural sites of one LWB closed to enrollment and three

3

Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Economy at a Glance, Oregon.” Retrieved January 15, 2019, from
https://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.or.htm.
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workforce areas increased their target numbers in order to meet the overall target.
During the program, the relationship with the grant team and OED remained strong
and OED played a consistent role in outreach to UI recipients for program recruitment.
The program unintentionally spotlighted the issue of displaced older workers due to
the unexpected allure of the program to women over age 50. Older displaced workers
can become discouraged by perceived and actual ageism in the labor market; the drastic
change in mechanisms (e.g., electronic, de-personalized) for applying for jobs; the
struggle to adapt and to identify transferable skills; and the challenge of finding a wage
comparable to the one they had earned in prior jobs.

The Evaluation
The design of the evaluation has three foci: implementation, outcomes, and cost studies.
For this year-four report, the emphasis is on the medium‐term outcomes from the
program, as well as implementation issues of fidelity; participant experiences;
collaboration and communication; and sustainability and replication. The report
provides performance metrics and preliminary outcomes on levels of participation and
completion; motivation and readiness; efficacy; and job placement.
Data sources included the facilitators, participants, workforce board staff, and WSO and
OED staff, as well as the state workforce data system (I-Trac) and administrative
records pertaining to the curriculum and readiness assessment results. The evaluation
team collected data via site visits, interviews, focus groups, and surveys. Analysis of
these data has provided the evaluation, WWP, and the partners with information on a
regular basis for program management and improvement.
This report focuses primarily on program implementation from October 2017 through
September 2018. Some of the administrative data used for this report are on a different
timeline than the primary data, as discussed in the appendix. The sources and timelines
are summarized below.


Site visit and focus group data were gathered in October 2018.



Participant demographics, program I-Trac data used in descriptive statistics, and
outcome data are for participants who completed workshops by the end of June
2018. Participant recruitment numbers are through September 2018.



Data on participant satisfaction after exit and six months post-workshop are from
the program start through the end of June 2018.



Readiness data are complete from the program start through September 2018.

4
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The cost allocation study is based on both the start-up and implementation costs.

Research Questions
Of the full set of research questions, the evaluation focused primarily on the following
in the final year of implementation:
Formative
1. To what extent was fidelity to the model maintained at each of the sites and across
the sites?
a. What site-specific adaptations were made and why?
b. Were facilitators hired according to a consistent screening process?
c. Did facilitators across all sites meet established guidelines and qualification
requirements?
d. Were facilitators trained consistently over time and location?
2. Did the program unfold as planned and on the intended timeline? Specifically:
a. What were the challenges to meeting project milestones?
b. How well did the partnership respond to challenges?
3. How did the WSO centers apply lessons learned from the evaluation to decisionmaking about Rethinking as it happened?
4. What systemic changes occurred: Across WSOs? Between the WSOs and the OED?
Within the OED? How were any such changes achieved?
5. Who did the project serve? What were the participants’ characteristics?
6. How satisfied were the participants and other stakeholders with the project? Were
the program materials and delivery perceived to be culturally relevant by
participants?
7. What were the unintended consequences of Rethinking? How were these addressed
during the grant period?
8. How did the project build in sustainable strategies for continuing the collaboration
and the programming after the grant?
9. What lessons emerged from this program that would be useful to other similar
efforts and partners?
Summative
1. How many individuals participated in and completed Rethinking services?
2. Does the project result in improved employment placement?
5. Do participants show an increase in motivation and readiness to obtain a job?
6. In what other ways did job seekers benefit from RJS?
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Cost Analysis
3. Can the program be sustained?
a. What are the resource and policy implications to sustaining the program?
b. What policies or practices need adjusting to make this a standard WSO (service)?
4. What are the implications for scaling up the program in Oregon?

Report Navigation
The report is organized in the following manner.


Executive Summary: This chapter is a high-level recap of the program implementation
and findings.



Introduction: This chapter introduces the project and its context, evaluation purpose
and brief notes on methods, and report navigation.



Implementation Findings: This chapter highlights aspects of implementation such as
collaboration, sustainability, the cultural relevance of the curriculum, facilitator
supports, recruitment, and participant experience.



Preliminary Outcomes: This chapter presents data on program participants, program
completion and efficacy, and preliminary employment outcomes.



Conclusions: This chapter highlights key takeaways about progress and implications.



Appendices provide a complete methodology and research questions.

6
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Implementation Findings
Many aspects of the implementation of Rethinking have continued to hold true since
the 2017 interim report. The program ran smoothly in its final year, and overall
satisfaction with the implementation was very high across stakeholder groups. It was
carried out with strong fidelity to the Rethinking model, although some staff
complained about its rigorous fidelity requirements. The curriculum was deemed
effective and resulted in high levels of satisfaction for improving job prospects,
providing for informal peer support as well as perceived efficacy in changing
participant mindsets. Despite being more intensive than most other WorkSourceaffiliated programs, Rethinking was viewed as a welcome complement to other
program offerings. Collaboration was strong, albeit unlikely to persist beyond the grant
period unless additional funds are raised.
Because most of the above items were described extensively in the 2017 interim report
and will be reported on fully in the final report, they are not discussed here. Instead,
this section provides information on ongoing sustainability efforts and early successes,
as well as reflections on the experiences of program facilitators. Participant experiences
and impacts are analyzed. Finally, this section provides cost allocation study results;
additional cost studies will be presented in the final report.

Collaboration and Program Administration
The most notable aspect of Rethinking program administration in the final year of
implementation consisted of efforts to sustain or replicate the program, or aspects
thereof. These are described in detail below.

Sustainability
As the implementation of Rethinking drew to a close, program organizers worked
intensively to find ways to sustain the program. These efforts have borne some fruit,
but—in the short term at least—Rethinking in its current form is unlikely to continue
beyond 2018 at most participating agencies. However, program leaders are working
diligently to find ways to implement the program, both inside and outside Oregon.
The final year of Rethinking unfortunately coincided with significant cuts in WIOA
formula funding across the participating WorkSource agencies. These funding
decisions are driven by regional levels of unemployment and financial distress, which
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have been low overall in the past several years. Agencies also had some non-WIOA
funding at their disposition, but most of these funds are restricted to very specific uses.
At least one LWB had to lay off about half of its WIOA staff. The WIOA funding cuts,
which ranged from 12% to 18% according to program staff, forced agencies to retreat to
the core programs that they considered most likely to generate immediate employment
gains or that did not require specialized staff, i.e., trained facilitators. Agencies that had
previously expressed interest in using their own funds to back the program felt they
had no choice but to reduce or eliminate their support.
A few workforce boards have found or are seeking ways to continue versions of the
program at a reduced scale. These are described below.


As the second largest workforce board in the state, Willamette Workforce
Partnership (WWP) had enough flexibility in its funds to keep its Rethinking
facilitator position open. To make this move financially viable, WWP added
additional job obligations to the facilitator position. The program will be offered to
anyone who is interested in it, not just to Unemployment Insurance recipients.



WWP established a part-time contract with a former staff member to research and
apply for funding opportunities for Rethinking. As of October 2018, this individual
was making inroads with the Oregon Department of Corrections and a worker’s
compensation provider in hopes of delivering Rethinking to prisoners and worker’s
compensation recipients.



The Clackamas Workforce Partnership (CWP) received a Step Up grant from the
Oregon Department of Human Services to implement Rethinking Careers (RC), a
version of Rethinking Job Search that will focus on developing the soft skills of
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) recipients and setting them on
a positive career trajectory, during the 2019 fiscal year. The RC curriculum—
originally designed for opportunity youth— has an 8th-9th-grade reading level.
CWP’s current facilitator will be retained to carry out the program. Because the
grant calls for a 50/50 match, half of the dollars expended by CWP will be
reimbursed, and CWP plans to use these funds to support a second year of
programming.



WWP; Worksystems, Inc.; Lane Workforce Partnership; and Rogue Workforce
Partnership submitted a joint application (separate from the one submitted by CWP)
for SNAP 50/50 funding to implement Rethinking Careers in their service areas. The
application did not result in an award.

8
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The Southwestern Oregon Workforce Investment Board purchased the Rethinking
Careers curriculum for implementation in its service area. They hired a facilitator to
implement the program during the 2019 fiscal year.



WWP is training a professor at George Fox University to deliver the Rethinking
Careers curriculum to young people on the autism spectrum. Rethinking Careers
will develop soft skills such as communication and organization. This supplements
the support, technical skills, and internship placements that they establish through a
nonprofit called Fidgetech.

Workforce board staff were asked if any changes in policy or practice would be needed
to continue or bring back Rethinking. None indicated that this would be the case;
modifications that had been needed were already put in place early on (e.g., supportive
services tailored to the program, as well as logistical support and communications with
OED). The issue of the program’s cost vis-à-vis its value is discussed further under
“Cost” later in this section.
Interviewees were also asked whether Rethinking had sparked any system changes that
were likely to continue past the grant. Because Rethinking was a relatively selfcontained program that mostly interacted with other programs and agencies via
participant referrals, no obvious lasting system changes were noted.

Cultural Relevance of Curriculum
Materials

“With age, race, ethnicity,
language, work needs to be done
to make [the curriculum] more
palatable to people. The wording,
the language is very midline.”
-Facilitator

The degree to which the curriculum was culturally
relevant was not a particularly salient topic to most
stakeholders. When queried, most stakeholders
either said they did not know if Rethinking was
relevant, that it was appropriate, or that it related to
the largest demographic in the area. However,
others commented that some participants found Rethinking difficult due to language
barriers, cognitive challenges, or other issues. They suggested that more could be done
to tailor the curriculum to specific populations, as has been done for Rethinking
Careers.


Some participants were confused by the jargon of Rethinking, such that facilitators
had to spend additional time explaining the concepts using alternative explanations.
Terms like “risky thinking” were perplexing for speakers of English as a second
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language [ESL], who struggled to grasp the abstract concepts behind the words or
associated the words with different concepts.


Ageism emerged as a concern common to participants based on participant and
facilitator focus group feedback. One facilitator noted that some older participants
persisted in risky thinking—e.g., relating to disabilities or perceived ageism in
hiring—despite having completed the program.



Three facilitators encountered challenges in delivering the curriculum to former
military service personnel. For example, some of these participants challenged the
curriculum’s contents or the facilitator’s delivery of the curriculum. Another
facilitator worked with war veterans who saw value in the curriculum but found
that it was not long enough or intensive enough to overcome their cynicism or their
belief that they were unable to make positive changes in their lives.



One facilitator supervisor indicated that the program was culturally appropriate to
the (mostly white) population it was serving, but that it might not be reaching
certain populations—in this case, individuals of color or other minorities in a
majority white county. The interviewee suggested that the principal recruitment
method (UI letters/emails) would be less effective for immigrant or ethnic-minority
populations and that in-person contact
might be more successful.

Unintended Consequences
Most interviewees indicated that the program
functioned as expected. However, a few
described possible unintended consequences
that were beneficial for participants.

“I had one participant who was in
therapy and she brought [the
Rethinking concept] back to her
therapist and her therapist said, ‘This
is what I’ve been trying to tell you for
the past year.’ … the training was so
helpful in terms of seeing and
working and helping with it.”
-Facilitator



Although the facilitators did not consider
themselves to be therapists in a strict sense,
they observed that the program was
genuinely therapeutic for participants and
employed many of the same concepts used
in cognitive-behavioral therapy. They saw participants change their whole outlook
on life, with impacts that extended well beyond their job search to encompass their
career trajectory, their family interactions, and their relationships.



Facilitators noted that the cohort model and intensive nature of Rethinking resulted
in the development of informal peer-support networks among participants.
Examples included weekly participant-initiated meetings after the end of the

10
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program, LinkedIn and email contacts, a Facebook group, and bowling or breakfast
outings.


When prompted to name an unintended consequence, several interviewees
lamented that the program was limited to UI recipients. Although this is not an
unintended consequence per se (given that only UI recipients were eligible for this
iteration of Rethinking), it clearly indicates staff perceptions of the program’s value
and of the desire to expand its audience.

Pre/Post Assessment Concerns
Several interviewees expressed serious concerns about the accuracy of the pre- and
post-assessments of participants. They believed that factors unrelated to participant
achievement were biasing the assessment results and rendering them unreliable. For
example, various facilitators observed that ESL participants saw no improvement or
even a lower score on their post-assessment; they firmly believed this was because of
the vocabulary of the assessment rather than lack of progress by participants. A lack of
faith in the tool is evident in that WWP itself does not plan to use the assessment tools
in a future round of Rethinking Job Search offered in Salem in fall 2018 (although it will
be used in Rethinking Careers).

Workshop Facilitators
Overall, the workshop facilitation continued to be effective during the final year of
program implementation. Two sites experienced turnover in facilitator positions, but
this was quickly addressed. Although the turnover presented logistical challenges, no
interviewees indicated that turnover was
abnormally high.

New Facilitators

“My advantage coming in when I did
is [that] you guys had figured it out.
Then there were answers.”
-Newer facilitator

The October 2018 site visit included interviews
and a focus group with several Rethinking
facilitators. The newer facilitators indicated that
the onboarding process had gone smoothly.4 Although their training was shorter than
the original Rethinking facilitator training in 2015 and did not provide a cohort
experience, the new facilitators benefited from job shadowing and consultation with
other facilitators, and they felt well supported throughout the process. As a result, the

4

Interviews with LWB staff also suggest that the hiring and onboarding process went smoothly.
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new facilitators felt very comfortable delivering the curriculum, although they
acknowledged that a cohort experience would have been helpful.

Facilitator Supports
The facilitators continued to receive opportunities for guidance and peer support
during the final program year, including quarterly webinars, an annual in-person
meeting, a newsletter, and a blog. On the whole, they considered these supports
helpful and important, with a few caveats; these are described below.


The annual meetings were praised for helping the facilitators put faces to names,
build rapport, and exchange ideas. Although the facilitators would have preferred
more in-person meetings, they recognized that this would be difficult because of the
travel involved.



The webinars were appreciated as a convenient mechanism for learning and peer
support in lieu of more opportunities for in-person meetings. Several facilitators
expressed a desire for a more frequent webinar schedule—e.g., six one-hour
webinars per year instead of four.



The blog was deemed useful for posting questions about the facilitation process.
During the past year, facilitators were included in the planning and management of
the blog. Two facilitators indicated that they had experienced technical difficulties
with the blog. One suggested that these problems had only occurred earlier in the
program; the other did not state when the problems had occurred.



Two facilitators encountered challenges in managing paperwork and using I-Trac.
One expressed a desire for clearer guidance on what was expected of facilitators
with regard to these functions.

Recruitment Status
By the completion of the program in September 2018, Rethinking had offered 158
workshop series. Over 1,200 people participated in the program. The number of
participants in a cohort ranged from two to 15 with an average of eight. Over 80% of
cohorts were within the desired range of five to 15 participants.5

The Rogue Valley course with a start date of September 4, 2018, was not included in this analysis
because it was cancelled before the completion of the 12-workshop series.
5

12
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Recruitment for the program went beyond expectations. The total target enrollment
was exceeded by 22%. The total enrollment was 1,217—surpassing the target by 220
participants. All WorkSource locations except one exceeded their updated recruitment
goal. 6 Enrollments by site are presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Recruitment by Site, January 2016–September 2018
WorkSource Location
WorkSource Clackamas
WorkSource Lane – Oakmont Center

Target Number of Actual Recruitment
Participants
of Participants
180
212
1457
151
35
20

50
59

WorkSource Oregon Redmond, Bend, Klamath
Falls (ended 7/31/17)

108

11

WorkSource Oregon Salem Center

150

236

60

40

WorkSource Rogue Valley

105

122

WorkSource Portland Metro Beaverton/Hillsboro

167

187

1259

149

997

1,21710

WorkSource Oregon Coos Bay
WorkSource Oregon Newport

WorkSource Oregon Yamhill Center

WorkSource Portland Metro Southeast
TOTAL

Participant Experiences
The findings in this section are based on Rethinking participants’ descriptions of their
experiences in surveys at program exit and again six-months-post (see Appendix B for
methodology). The data reflect responses through June 2018.

Three sites increased and one site decreased their recruitment targets in 2017.
Originally planned for 210.
8 This target was revised down to 10 enrollments (from 55) in July 2017. To gain participants, the
workforce board added Bend and Klamath Falls in September 2016, but all three locations were dropped
from the program due to lack of enrollments. See the 2017 annual report for details.
9 Originally planned for 75.
10 WIF outcomes per quarter as reported by the U.S. Department of Labor indicate 1,225
participants. The filtering down to 1,217 is discussed in the appendix. Please see the Outcomes section of
this report for more details on the minimum requirements to be included in this study.
6
7
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Satisfaction
At exit, participant satisfaction of the Rethinking workshops was very high. On a fivepoint scale, participant’s ratings of various program facets ranged from 4.1 to 4.7. As
shown in Table 3 below, the highest ranked items all included aspects of the facilitator
and presentation style; participants felt the facilitator helped them understand the
material, they felt respected, the presentations were effective, and they felt involved in
the workshops. Their overall satisfaction and understanding were rated very highly as
well. The lesser rated items (although still highly rated) were related to workshop
content, relatability, materials, and activities/ homework. The item with the least
satisfaction indicated that participants felt that perhaps more time could have been
spent on each topic.

Table 3: Participant Satisfaction Survey Results, January 2016–June 2018
Average Satisfaction on Scale of 1-5, with 5 being “strongly agree,” n=64911

Survey Item

Average Satisfaction
Rating

The facilitator helped me understand the material.

4.7

I felt respected in the workshop.

4.7

I understood the topics that were covered.
The facilitator’s presentation style was effective.

4.6
4.6

I felt involved in the workshops.
I am satisfied with my Rethinking Job Search experience.

4.6
4.5

The printed booklet supported my learning.

4.4

The workshop content related well to my life experiences.

4.4

The topics were relevant to my situation.

4.3

The activities, homework, and logs supported my learning.

4.3

Enough time was spent on each topic.

4.1

In the six-month follow-up survey, participants were asked once again to reflect on overall
satisfaction with their Rethinking experience. The average rating of overall satisfaction was
4.3, a slight decrease from the initial post-workshop survey rating of 4.5. This dip is not an
unusual finding in program research. A mark of deep satisfaction is that 97% of survey
respondents said that they would recommend the program to other people.

11

Responses to each individual item ranged from 645 to 649, and 633 cases provided data on all

11 items.

14
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Impact
The post-training survey and the six-month follow-up survey included open-ended
questions to provide for a more thorough understanding of participant experiences
with the program. Of the 870 survey respondents, 720 answered the question, “What
impact has Rethinking Job Search had on your life?” They offered 955 responses, which
were reviewed and categorized into themes, as summarized in Table 4.

Table 4: What impact has Rethinking Job Search had on your life?
Number and percentage of responses that aligned with each theme and subtheme, of 955 ideas coded
Percentage
Themes and Subthemes
Number
Job search, motivation, confidence

356

32%

22

2%

107

11%

Active in job search

28

3%

Motivated to job search

59

6%

Confidence in job search

64

7%

Confidence general

59

6%

Motivated non-specific

17

2%

Got employed
Prepared or supported in job search

Tools and skills

321

29%

Tools

106

11%

Management of self/emotions/actions

134

14%

81

8%

299

27%

Personal improvement

50

5%

Empowering

79

8%

Not alone, positive cohort experience

67

7%

103

11%

Positive, general

91

8%

Other

51

5%

Unclear attribution

30

3%

No impact

21

2%

Better thinking and decision-making process

Empowerment or perspective

Perspective

*Percentages do not equal 100% because responses could have been categorized into more than one theme and
subtheme depending on the content of the response.

The main theme expressed by participants was that of job search, motivation, and/or
confidence, with 32% of responses aligning with this theme. Other common themes
included tools and skills (29% of responses), and empowerment or perspective (27%).
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Overwhelmingly, the findings show that Rethinking has positively impacted the
participants. Only two percent of respondents expressed that Rethinking had no
impact on their life.
Quotes are provided in the Table 5 to illustrate the nature of the comments in relation to
some common sub-themes.

Table 5: Selected Quotes from Participants in Response to “What impact
has Rethinking Job Search had on your life?”
Sub-Theme
Management of
self/emotions/actions

Prepared or
supported in job
search

Tools

Perspective

16



Participant Quotes
I'm reacting less negatively to problems that before would get me instantly
angry. Now I can stop and catch myself before it becomes worse.



I understand my beliefs and emotions better, and the consequences they
have had on my life.



When I feel anxious and worried about my job search situations, instead of
wasting a whole day being discouraged, I can calm myself down and
motivate myself to feel better and take actions to be productive sooner…



I feel better prepared in my search for work.



Able to prepare better for positive job interviews



Helped me identify some roadblocks in my Job Search. Has increased my
confidence in my skills and life experience. Encouraged me that my goal
setting and list making is working, and I can use this skill more effectively in
Job Search.



I am applying many of the techniques in my job search, but also in my
personal relationships. It is valuable information that I am even sharing
with my family and friends. Great tools!



I have learned some very valuable tools with regard to risky thinking, what
my triggers are and how to change the course of my history for the
betterment of myself and my job search! What I learned won't only serve my
job search; it will serve my life in all facets!



It has provided some tools that I can rely upon to help keep me motivated,
focused and proactively prepared for living and enjoying my life as opposed
to being just affected by it.



I am more positive in my outlook and attitude! I am now more hopeful and
excited about my future…



I have become positive and motivated again. I was pretty discouraged
before this class, almost like I was apologizing for who I was. [Facilitator
name] and my cohorts have changed my life for the better.



It made me see myself and what strengths I have and areas I can improve
upon.
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Table 5: Selected Quotes from Participants in Response to “What impact
has Rethinking Job Search had on your life?”
Sub-Theme
Better thinking and
decision-making
process

Empowering



Participant Quotes
I feel I can set and pursue goals that are longer range and to me that means
finding a job that I really want.



It has helped me focus more clearly on what I want to do with my life and
what is important to me.



I am now constantly aware of risky thinking, mine and others! This has me
stop, think ... and then proceed with the intention of taking the action or
non-action that will lead to the result I am aiming for.



It has helped me to identify my risky thinking and to question those
thoughts and turn them around to positive, empowering action thoughts.



It's helped me pinpoint exactly how I fritter away my time on unimportant
things, and also how I don't give myself enough credit. Both of these things
I am motivated to change for the better.



It has helped me learn how to improve my self esteem over time and this has
given me great hope for my ability to set goals and achieve them.

Confidence and Motivation
In order to capture more information about how Rethinking impacted motivation and
confidence in the job search, the evaluation team coded over 2,900 comments from up to
870 survey respondents. The series of questions was from both the post-training and
six-month follow-up surveys. The questions coded and the numbers of comments
reviewed are shown in Table 6.

Table 6: Open-Ended Questions Coded for Motivation and Confidence
Total number of responses and comments reviewed per question
Question

Number

Why or why not recommend Rethinking to others?

668

What was the most important concept, skill, or technique you learned in the program?

717

What impact has Rethinking Job Search had on your life?
6-month post: At this point in time, what was the most important concept, skill, or
technique you learned in the program?

720
293

6-month post: What if a short refresher course were available to review the lessons of
Rethinking Job Search? What would it need to include to be of interest to you?

276

6-month post: Is there anything else you would like to say about your experience with
Rethinking Job Search?

267
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Of the 870 survey respondents, nearly three out of four (72%) expressed that Rethinking
affected their motivation or confidence. These comments were often related specifically
to confidence in or motivation to job search. Table 7 summarizes motivation and
confidence themed responses.

Table 7: Distribution of Comments About Motivation and Confidence
Number and percentage of responses that aligned with the theme and subthemes, n=870
Theme and Subthemes

Number

Percentage*

Motivation and Confidence

626

72%

Motivated non-specific

327

38%

Motivated to job search

210

24%

Confidence in general

303

35%

Confidence in job search

207

24%

*The subtheme percentages add up to more than 100% because many of the responses were categorized into more
than one motivation and confidence sub-theme, depending on the content of the response.

Qualitative data should be interpreted with caution. The coding process is inherently
subjective. The coded themes suggest that most individuals perceived themselves to be
motivated and/or confident. However, such data cannot definitively attributable to the
program and cannot measure actual behavior. The data are a snapshot in time and
cannot ascertain whether and how much this might reflect an increase from attitudes
prior to the workshop start. Despite these limitations, the data clearly lend support to
the idea that the program may be able to increase motivation and confidence.
Quotes are provided in the Table 8 to illustrate the nature of responses related to
motivation and confidence.

18
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Table 8: Participant Perspectives on the Motivational and Confidence
Impacts of Rethinking
“I feel more confident and can handle my emotions better.”
“It was a great learning experience and helped me learn about myself and helped me move
past the problems I was having with [my] job search.”
“[Rethinking has] made me want to do my job search and actually better myself.”
“I have confidence in my future. Not just in my job search. My confidence in knowing I can
change how I feel about the ups and downs of life. Real change, not just knowing how I
should be feeling and never quite being able to achieve it.”
“It made me realize that I was in a dark place in my life and provided direction on how to get
out of it. Motivated me to work harder to find a new job.”
“I am not all alone. I am valuable. I am important, and I am in charge of me and my
direction.”

Cost
Cost-related research questions are concerned with whether the intervention is more
cost-effective than traditional workforce services; the sustainability and scalability of
the program; and resource and policy implications. The following section presents
information on cost allocation for each WorkSource region and the program as a whole.
This analysis incorporates start-up costs for the Rethinking program, which were
explored in detail in the 2017 interim report. The role of cost in sustaining the program
is also explored using the results of staff interviews. This summary will help to inform
scalability because it offers insight into what it might take to grow the program to new
centers. The final report will include results of the cost-effectiveness study (success of
outcomes above-and-beyond the status quo), and a simple cost-benefit analysis.

Cost Allocation
Local workforce boards (LWBs) implementing the program in their regions were asked
to document the costs associated with the Rethinking program. These were the costs
incurred from November 1, 2015, through September 30, 2018. The total cost of the
program including all regions was $1,444,455, with an average cost per site of
$180,556.93, ranging from $23,238.49 to $365,492.62. Two regions (Lane Workforce
Partnership and Worksystems, Inc.) accounted for nearly half of the total costs (47.5%).
The substantial variation in program costs likely reflects differences in the size of the
population served. Per-person costs will be considered in greater detail as part of the
final report. Total costs by region are shown in Figure 2.
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WWP, 14.8%

CWP, 15.2%

ECWB, 1.6%
SOWB, 6.9%

WSI, 25.9%

RWP, 10.0%

NOW, 6.2%
LWP, 21.6%

Figure 2: Percentage of Total Program Costs by LWB
The regions reported costs in 18 categories, which were grouped into six broader
categories for the purposes of the evaluation: program support staff; customer service
staff; materials, supplies, and services; participant expenditures; startup; and indirect
costs. As presented in Figure 3, staffing accounted for over three-quarters of
expenditures, with customer service staff representing 56% and program report staff
representing 23% of program costs. The preponderance of staffing costs in running the
Rethinking program closely resembles other service-based organizations that require inperson training, such as K-12 public schools.

Participant
Expenditures, 2.8%

Indirect, 8.4%

Materials, Supplies,
Services, 8.7%
Startup, 2.1%

Customer Service
Staff, 55.5%

Figure 3: Proportion of Costs by Expenditure Type

20

Rethinking Job Search Annual Report IV | January 2019

Program Support
Staff, 22.5%

However, not every region’s program budget was as heavily concentrated on staffing.
In six of the eight regions, combined staffing costs consumed a comparable 75% to 83%
of outlays. Two regions (Rogue Workforce Partnership and East Cascades Workforce
Investment Board) were outliers, with the proportion of staffing costs in the 67-70%
range. It is unclear whether this was due to greater efficiencies, alternatively structured
budgets, or other program differences.

staff
% of Total Program Costs

90%

82.9%

80%

77.6%

79.6%

non-staff

81.2%

77.5%

76.3%
69.7%

78.0%

66.8%

70%
60%
50%
40%

20%

33.2%

30.3%

30%

22.4%

17.1%

20.4%

23.7%

18.8%

22.0%

22.5%

10%
0%

CWP

WSI

LWP

NOW

RWP
LWB

SOWB

ECWB

WWP

Total

Figure 4: Staffing as a Percentage of Region Costs, by Region

Sustainability
During the October 2018 site visit, program
“There was still an interest in
staff were asked to provide initial thoughts
on the cost-effectiveness of Rethinking and
keeping [Rethinking] alive in various
its implications for deciding whether to
local areas, but ... my board just
continue the program. Complete
absolutely had a skin and bones
employment outcome data will be available
budget. ... It was not a matter of
in 2019; when they were asked whether
fizzle, or lack of positive impact. It
waiting for employment outcome data
was a matter of funding.”
influenced their decision to continue or
discontinue Rethinking, most staff members
-Workforce board staff member
indicated that funding was the deciding
factor and that they would have enthusiastically continued the program otherwise.
They cited anecdotes that strongly signaled program success.
Although all staff agreed that the program had value, several indicated that the case for
the program’s cost-effectiveness would be stronger with more clear evidence of an
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impact on employment. However, even these staff strongly acknowledged the value of
Rethinking for helping jobseekers take on a more positive mindset that would apply
both to their job search and to their lives as a whole.
Many staff considered Rethinking highly effective vis-à-vis its cost and expressed a
strong desire to continue it. Two facilitators noted that they were still receiving
referrals of potential participants from OED staff at the end of the program in the hope
or expectation of its continuation.

22
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Preliminary Outcomes
This chapter provides preliminary findings on outcomes related to program
participation, readiness for job searching, program completion, efficacy and
employment. Data sources include readiness and participant survey results, as well as
administrative data.

Program Participation
The make-up of the Rethinking population has shifted since the program began. The
percentages of low-income Rethinking participants and those receiving public benefits
have fallen by over ten percentage points since the early months of the program. This
change is statistically significant at the p < 0.01 level.
Rethinking continues to appeal to a narrower range of Unemployment Insurance (UI)
recipients than intended. Although the program was not designed to appeal to a
particular demographic, it clearly continues to appeal to women and older people,
especially those between 50 and 60 years of age.

Minimum Eligibility
Requirements

Participant Group
People who met the minimum eligibility
were directed to view an informational
video for Rethinking online and take a jobreadiness self-assessment. After this point,
those who decided to participate in
Rethinking were allowed to register for a
workshop. However, the person is not
included in the participant group until they
have attended at least one class in the
workshop series. There were 1,217 people
who had administrative records to prove
eligibility and attendance at workshops.
These people were included in the
participant group for the Rethinking
program, which ran between January 1,
2016, and September 04, 2018.



Be registered for WIOA (must be
completed for participants prior to
first workshop)



Be collecting unemployment
benefits (must be verified for
participants by the first workshop)



Be at least 18 years old



Have a high school diploma or
GED



Have not participated in any part
of the workshops before
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Comparison Pool
People who met the minimum eligibility and viewed the Rethinking informational
video online, completed the job-readiness self-assessment, and then decided not to
participate were kept as a pool of potential persons to match to the participant group
for statistical analysis. For this report, the unmatched comparison pool for the period
between January 1, 2016, and September 30, 2016, consisted of 1,138 persons who had a
valid UI identification number and were matched back to their UI records. This is a
small portion of the individuals in the comparison pool, which is used in this report as a
comparison point for participant characteristics. This small group was drawn from the
first nine months of the program period, but the complete comparison pool is far larger
(6,236). The remaining demographic data will be gathered for the entire pool and used
to create a matched comparison group for the final report.
The comparison pool was not matched to the participant group in any outcomes
analysis in this report. The pool was used to look at the similarity of the two groups
(participant and comparison) before program services began. This highlights which
eligible people may be more inclined to participate in Rethinking.
Not all of the demographic data for the comparison pool were available at the time of
this report. Where characteristics for the comparison pool were not yet available, the
participant group was compared to the broader group of UI claimants—the target
audience for Rethinking.12

Demographics
The Rethinking program participant group was primarily non-Hispanic, white, female,
and aged 50 or older. This is consistent with the results presented in the 2017 annual
report. However, as described below, there were some shifts over time in the
demographic make-up of the Rethinking participants.
Changes in the Rethinking Population
The percentage of low-income Rethinking participants has significantly fallen when
comparing the most recent data with the data used in the previous two annual reports

UI claimants are the benchmark for education, low-income status, disability status, single
parenthood, a criminal record, homelessness, limited English, veteran status, and receipt of public
assistance. Social Policy Research Associates, PY2015 WIASRD Data Book Oregon, January 20, 2017, Table
II-7 and Table III-9. Retrieved January 15, 2019, from
https://www.doleta.gov/performance/results/WIASRD/PY2015/PY%202015%20WIASRD%
20STATE%20Data%20Book_OR.pdf.
12
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(2016 and 2017) (p < 0.01).13 The magnitude of this change is illustrated in Figure 5.
Similarly, there is a notable and significant reduction in the percentage of Rethinking
participants receiving public benefits (SNAP, TANF or SSI) between year 1 (2016) and
year 3 (2018), as illustrated in Figure 6 (p < 0.01).14
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Figure 5: Percentage of Low-Income Rethinking Participants by Report Year
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Figure 6: Percentage of Rethinking Participants Receiving Public Benefits by Report
Year
Gender. The Rethinking participant group has a significantly higher proportion of
females than the comparison pool at 65% and 57%, respectively (p < 0.01). This suggests
that the Rethinking program is disproportionately attracting female participants.

Populations were compared using a two-tailed z-test for proportions.
The difference between the percentages of low-income Rethinking participants is a conservative
estimate based on the best available data at the time of the report. The calculation may change as the data
from year three are further cleaned and verified.
13
14
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Figure 7: Participant and Comparison Pool Gender
Race and Ethnicity. Nearly 82% of the participants are non-Hispanic white; all other
race and ethnicity categories collectively make up only 15% of the total participant
population. There are no significant differences between the race and ethnicity of
Rethinking participants and those of the comparison pool.
1% 1%

Comparison
Pool

84%

3% 4% 3%3%
1% 1%

Participant

82%
0%

White, NH

10%

20%

Black, NH

30%

Am Ind/AK

40%

3% 5% 4% 3%

50%

Asian/PI/HI

60%

70%

Hispanic

80%

2+ Races

90%

100%

Unknown

Figure 8: Participant and Comparison Pool Race and Ethnicity
Age. The Rethinking participants are significantly older than the comparison pool
(p < 0.01). Nearly 70% of Rethinking participants are 50 or older, compared to 57% of
the comparison pool. This suggests that the Rethinking workshops are
disproportionately attracting an older population.
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Comparison Pool
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Figure 9. Participant and Comparison Pool Age
Education. Overall, the Rethinking population is more highly educated than UI
claimants in Oregon. One contributing factor may be that a high school diploma or
equivalent is required to be eligible for Rethinking. The percentage of Rethinking
participants with a four-year degree or higher is twice that of the total UI claimant
population; the difference is significant (p < 0.01). Given that Oregon’s unemployment
rate is lowest for people with a bachelor’s degree or higher, this may indicate that
Rethinking participants are better positioned to become employed than most UI
claimants.15
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Figure 10. Participant and UI Claimant Education Levels
Barriers to Employment. Rethinking participants appear to have fewer barriers to
employment than UI claimants, similarly indicating that Rethinking participants may
be better positioned to become employed than most UI claimants. There are

The authors calculated unemployment rates of civilians in the workforce from the U.S. Census
Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Table B23006: Educational Attainment
by Employment Status for the Population 25 to 64 years.
15
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significantly lower proportions of low-income, limited-English-proficient, and homeless
individuals as well as individuals with a criminal record in the Rethinking population
than the UI-claimant population (all statistically significant at the p < 0.01 level).

5.8%
0.5%

Limited English

2.4%
0.9%

Homeless

8.0%
4.7%

Criminal record

4.5%
5.3%

Disabled

7.6%
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Single parent

40.3%

Low-income

24%
0%
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30%

40%

UI Comparison

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Participant

*All comparison data are comprised of the pool of adult exiters and UI claimants in the state of Oregon. The comparison data for
homeless and criminal record are specific to those who received intensive or training services. The remaining UI comparison data
are specific to those who are dislocated workers.

Figure 11. Participant and UI-Claimant Barriers to Employment
Special Populations. 16 The percentage of veterans (and spouses of veterans) is similar
between Rethinking participants and UI claimants—9% and 8%, respectively.
Rethinking participants appear to receive public assistance at a higher rate than UI
claimants. While statistically significant (p < 0.01), the magnitude of difference between
Rethinking and UI claimants is relatively small at 14% and 12%, respectively. However,
the difference presented is likely an underestimate as the Rethinking population only
includes SNAP, SSI, and TANF, while the comparison population also includes “other
public assistance.”

Readiness for Job-Searching
Potential participants were directed to an online survey by a letter from Oregon
Employment Department (OED) or a staff member at a WorkSource center. The survey

The comparison group for veterans is adult dislocated workers and UI claimants. The
comparison group for public assistance is adult UI claimants that have received intensive or training
services.
16
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assessed job-search readiness data for individuals who would eventually become either
participants or members of the comparison pool. Because surveys are taken before
enrollment and enrollment is now concluded, the readiness survey results are now
complete. While more robust than those in previous reports, most of the results are
substantively similar.
The readiness survey items can be grouped into distinct stages of job-seeking: action,
resistance, and pondering.17 As shown in the figure below, participants and
comparison pool members were similar in stage of readiness or motivation at face
value, but statistically, participants were more likely to be pondering and less likely to
be in an action stage relative to the comparison pool.18
Comparison

Participant
85%

Pondering

93%
13%
12%

Resistance

88%
85%

Action
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%
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60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Participant n = 1081, Comparison n = 6236

Figure 12: Participant and Comparison Pool Stages of Job Seeking
Stages are not mutually exclusive:
 Of participants who scored high in the action stage, 10% were also high in the
resistance stage, and 95% were also high in the pondering phase.


Within the comparison pool, of those who scored high in the action stage, 11% were
also high in resistance, and 85% were also high in pondering stage.

The calculation of assignment to a given stage of job seeking is discussed in Appendix B.
The differences between groups for action and for pondering were statistically significant (p <
0.05 and p < 0.001, respectively; z-test for proportions, two-tailed, p < 0.0001)
17
18
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The specific items suggested that participants were well motivated to seek training and
find a job.19 Reflecting the action stage, among participants:


Most agreed or strongly agreed that they were actively looking for a job (93%)
and/or were following up on job leads (98%).



Most were working hard to find a job (91%).



About 7 in 10 were setting up interviews with employers (71%).

The items in the “pondering” factor focus on orientations about the future. Among
participants:


93% said they were considering career interests and goals, as well as employment
options.



85% thought that the WorkSource center could help them.



52% were considering enrolling in a training or educational program.

On the “resisting” complex of items, only 3% of participants agreed or strongly agreed
that a job would disrupt their family, 9% had concerns about changing their work
orientation, and 7% thought employment would cause greater rather than lesser
economic hardship. Fewer than 2% did not understand why they needed to look for a
job.
In general, the responses of participants and those in the comparison pool were quite
similar. In most cases the differences were small, even where the differences were
statistically significant (with a relatively large sample size, statistical significance may
not suggest substantive significance). However, there were some exceptions:


Participants were more likely to think the WorkSource center could help them (85%
agree/strongly agree versus 65%) and were thinking of enrolling in training (52%
versus 36%)



Nonparticipants were somewhat more likely to report setting up interviews with
employers (71% versus 77%).

The greater interest in training and attitudes towards the WorkSource centers is not
surprising, given that participants voluntarily enrolled in the Rethinking program. By

19

30

Detailed results can be found in Appendix B.
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contrast, the higher proportion of nonparticipants that were setting up interviews could
help explain why they chose not to enroll: they may have had greater confidence about
their immediate job prospects.

Program Completion
The program surpassed its goal that 51% of Rethinking participants would “complete”
training. Seventy percent (859 participants) completed Rethinking, with nearly 40
percent of participants attending every class. 20 21

Table 9: WIF Adult Performance Measures: Program Completion
Cumulative Goal
Number
Percentage
Number of participants who
completed training (defined as
10 or more classes)

505 (of 1,000)

50.5

Actual Completed
Number
Percentage

859 (of 1,217)

70

20

Program completion was never defined as a performance metric. For the purpose of this
analysis, we’ve defined “complete” as having attended 10 or more classes. In order to be considered a
participant, an individual needed to attend at least one class. This analysis does not include individuals
who enrolled in a workshop but never attended a class.
21 This is likely an underestimate of the actual completion rate due to known issues of missing or
duplicative data related to attendance. Where there were missing or inconsistent attendance data (e.g.,
where there were entries indicating both attendance and non-attendance at a class), participants were
coded as not in attendance.
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Figure 13: Percentage of Participants by Number of Classes Attended (n=1,217)

Efficacy
Rethinking Job Search participants were issued a post-workshop survey immediately
after completing the workshop, and again six months later. Participants were asked to
rate their ability to recognize and change their risky thinking, understand and manage
their emotions, and how these relate to and impact their job search and job search
actions.

32
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Table 10: Participant Survey Results—Average Learning
January 2016–June 2018
Scale of 1-5, with 5 being “strongly agree”

I can identify my risky thinking.
I can change my risky thinking.
I can manage my emotions better.
I understand why my emotions matter.
I am confident I can choose alternative actions.
I can improve my self-esteem.
I am confident I can set goals for myself.
I am following up on job leads.
I am in the process of setting up interviews with employers.
I am able to use the workshop lessons in my job search.24
I am motivated to get the job I want.25
The workshop lessons helped me get a job.

After Workshop
(N = 637)22
4.4
4.4
4.2
4.5
4.3
4.4
4.4
4.5
4.2
4.4
4.5
n/a

6 Months Post
(N = 412)23
4.2
4.2
4.0
4.3
4.2
4.1
4.3
n/a
n/a
3.5
4.2
4.2

Learning As shown in Table 10, the post-workshop survey indicates that participants
rated themselves highly at being able to understand why their emotions matter (4.5),
following up on job leads (4.5), and feeling motivated to get the job they want (4.5).
Additionally, participants rated themselves strongly at being able to use workshop
lessons related to identifying and managing thinking and emotion patterns.
When the same questions were asked in the six-month follow-up survey, self-ratings
dropped slightly. As seen in Table 10 above, the most notable decrease was in
participants rating at being able to use the lessons learned in the workshop in their job
search (decrease from 4.4 to 3.5).
Individual answers were matched between the post workshop and six-month follow-up
survey, to calculate a change in self-rating scores. Change in scores included self-

22

Responses to each individual item ranged from 633 to 637, and 626 cases provided data on all

11 items.
23

Responses to each individual item ranged from 409 to 412, and 402 cases provided data on all

10 items.
Worded in the past tense in the six-month follow-up survey.
Worded as “I was able to maintain my motivation during my job search,” in the six-month
follow-up survey.
24
25
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ratings on the seven measures of the curriculum to indicate the efficacy strength of
learned skills:


I can identify my risky thinking.



I can change my risky thinking.



I can manage my emotions better.



I understand why my emotions matter.



I am confident I can choose alternative actions.



I can improve my self-esteem.



I am confident I can set goals for myself.

As shown in Table 11 below, of the respondents who answered both the post-workshop
survey and the six-month follow up survey, matched scores indicated that 22% of
participants felt that their ability to manage aspects of the socioemotional skills of jobsearching had improved and another 22% maintained the same level of socioemotional
skills as they had at the end of the workshop. Around 55% of respondents reported a
decrease in learned skills compared to when they initially completed the workshop. It
is typical for participants to score survey items more favorably immediately following a
workshop or presentation, so this decrease in self-rating is relatively normal.
Nonetheless, cognitive-behavior teaching is by nature a retraining of brain patterns;
these findings lend support to the idea that refreshers may be needed to retain the
positive outcomes.

34
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Table 11: Participant Survey Matched Cases Change
from Post-Workshop to Six-Month Follow-Up Survey
in Learned Socioemotional Skills
January 2016–June 2018
n = 351

7 or more point increase

1.4%

4 to 6 point increase

4.5%

1 to 3 point increase

16.3%

No change

22.2%

1 to 3 point decrease

30.5%

4 to 6 point decrease

17.1%

7 or more point decrease

8.1%

Motivation and Confidence Performance Measures. Motivation was measured in the
exit-workshop survey based on the item “I am motivated to get the job I want.”
Responses of “agree” or “strongly agree” were deemed positive indicators. The
analysis included only participants who completed 10 or more classes.26 Of those who
completed the workshops and responded to the survey, 95% reported being motivated
to job search after the workshop, exceeding the goal of 71% that was set to increase
motivation.
To measure confidence, several exit-workshop survey questions were averaged for an
overall score:


I am confident I can choose alternative actions.



I am confident I can set goals for myself.



I am following up on job leads.



I am in the process of setting up interviews with employers.



I am able to use the workshop lessons in my job search.

26

The original wording of the performance measures was to measure an increase in reported
confidence and motivation for those who completed the program—presumably from before the start of
Rethinking to the end of the workshop. However, no measures of confidence or motivation were taken
prior to Rethinking. Instead, performance is treated as exceeding a bar at the time of the pre-workshop
survey.
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On average, 87% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they felt confident in
their job-search skills. This exceeded the goal of 69%.

Table 12: WIF Adult Performance Measures:
Motivation and Confidence Change at 2018 Quarter 2
Performance Measure
Of participants who completed the program, the
number who self-reported being motivated to job
search (agree or strongly agree)
Of participants who completed the program, the
number who self-reported being confident in job
search (agree or strongly agree)

Goal

27

Preliminary Results
Number
Percentage

71%

585/618

94.7%

69%

534/615

86.8%

Employment
U.S. Department of Labor common measures were used to assess participant
performance using state wage record data. These results are preliminary, since later
enrollees in the program have not yet been out of the program for three full quarters.
Analysis using quarterly wages earned shows that 59% of Rethinking participants
entered employment in the first quarter after exiting the program, and 87% of those
hired were still working in the second and third quarters. These figures signify a slight
improvement since the last annual report, when the initial employment rate was 55%
and the retention rate was 85%. The data presented in this report exceed original
program goals of 25% initial employment and 63% retention. The year-four results also
match the negotiated performance levels for employment (59%) and slightly exceed
them for retention (85%) for Workforce Investment Act (WIA) dislocated workers.

27

The original performance measure language is as follows. Motivation: Number of participants
who self-reported an increase in motivation to job search, of those who completed the program.
Confidence: Number of participants who self-reported an increase in confidence in job search, of those
who completed the program.
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Table 13: Rethinking Employment Results through 2018 Quarter 2
Measure
Entered Employment: Of those who are not
employed at the date of participation, the
number of participants who are employed in
the first quarter after the exit quarter
Employment Retention: Of those who are
employed in first quarter after the exit quarter,
the number of participants who are
employed in both the second and third
quarters after the exit quarter

Performance Goal
Number Percentage

Preliminary Results
Number Percentage

250/1000 25%

521/887

58.7%

157/250

336/385

87.3%

63%

Analysis by quarter indicates that the proportion of all program participants who were
employed rose from 59% in the first quarter to 68% in the second quarter, before
leveling off at 69% in the third quarter. When focusing only on those who were
employed for all three quarters, wages increased from an average of $6,238 in the first
quarter to $8,300 in the second quarter, but declined to $8,042 in the third quarter. Both
the increase and the decline are statistically significant. This decline could indicate job
losses or reduced hours during the third quarter, but warrants further investigation to
determine whether the effects of the program are sustained.
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Conclusion
Progress in Year Four
Success and fidelity. As in prior years, Rethinking enjoyed considerable success from
the perspective of the stakeholders and participants. The final year of implementation
reflected solid fidelity to the model as planned, including training and onboarding of
new facilitators when turnover occurred. New plans for facilitator support were also
carried out as intended.
Recruitment. Recruitment and enrollment were highly successful in the final year. The
aggregate enrollment exceeded the target by 22%. Nine of ten sites exceeded their
targets, seven of them by a notable amount. Most sites completed their work prior to
the September 2018 due date, having exceeded their enrollment targets.
Audience. Despite the relatively open eligibility criteria for entry (after being an UI
recipient), the population served by the Rethinking program was primarily nonHispanic, white, female, and aged 50 or older. Overall, the Rethinking population is
more highly educated than UI claimants in Oregon. Rethinking participants have fewer
barriers to employment than UI claimants, except for a similar proportion of those with
a disability.
Performance. The program met or exceeded several performance benchmarks. Seventy
percent of participants completed the Rethinking training, which surpassed greatly the
51% goal. Participants rated themselves highly on key curriculum learning and action
objectives—e.g., at being able to understand why their emotions matter, following up
on job leads, feeling motivated to get the job they want, and being able to use workshop
lessons related to identifying and managing thinking and emotion patterns. A large
portion of participants reported that they were motivated to search for jobs after the
workshop (95%; 71% was the goal), and 87% felt confident in their job search skills,
exceeding the goal of 69%.
Outcomes. Preliminary employment results show that 59% of Rethinking participants
entered employment and 87% of those were retained.28 These figures far exceed the
original program goals, but are on par with the negotiated performance levels for

28
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Using the US DOL Common Measures
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Workforce Investment Act (WIA) dislocated workers (for employment), or exceed them
(retention).
Satisfaction. Feedback from participants in the final year was strong, as it has been in
each year of the program. A vast majority of participants who responded to a survey
offered not only strong quantitative ratings of various program facets, but also their
own narrative on the experience, which suggested the efficacy of the curriculum in
enhancing their motivation and confidence in their job search—and, unexpectedly, their
lives overall.
Sustainability. Stakeholders were extremely positive about the value and effectiveness
of the program (despite final outcome data not yet being available). For the most part,
they found themselves unable or unwilling to use newly-cut WIOA formula funds to
continue the programming. Their interest was reflected, however, in several
collaborations to seek funding to carry out the program. To date, replication has been
focused primarily on alternative versions of Rethinking Job Search, i.e., Rethinking
Careers, with emphasis on lowering the grade-reading level or targeting audiences with
barriers dissimilar to those addressed by this program.

Implications
Rethinking Fills a Vacuum in the Workforce System
Despite its drawbacks with regard to program length, the Rethinking model fills a void
in the traditional suite of workforce services. The cognitive-behavioral techniques in
Rethinking are not seen in other programs and are almost universally seen as valuable
by program staff and participants alike.

Rethinking Could Benefit Many Additional Populations
Several interviewees expressed disappointment that Rethinking was limited to UI
recipients and hoped that broader populations would be eligible for future iterations of
the program. As is clear from the breadth of sustainability efforts, the leaders of
Rethinking are aware of the potential of this model and should continue to explore its
application with many different populations.

The Program is Widely Considered Effective and Worthy of
Continuation
The widespread perception of the program as effective and cost-effective, as well as the
expressed desire to continue the program, are strong accolades. A remarkable 97% of
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participants indicated that they would recommend the program to others. Testimonials
such as these could help position the program for wider dissemination.

Refreshers May be Needed
After six months, over half of participants reported a decrease in learned skills
compared to when they initially completed the workshop. Cognitive-behavioral
teaching is by nature a retraining of brain patterns; these findings lend support to the
idea that refreshers may be needed to retain the positive outcomes.

Incorporate Cultural Relevance in Future Applications of the
Rethinking Model
Rethinking will have the most benefit if the curriculum is well adapted to the
populations it serves. For example, the reading level of Rethinking Careers has already
been adjusted to accommodate SNAP recipients. Cultural relevance could also mean
considering the best methods for reaching out to the target audience.

Further Assess the Audience
There is some evidence that Rethinking participants may be better positioned to become
employed than most UI claimants: Rethinking participants are generally more educated
and have fewer barriers to employment than other UI participants. However,
Rethinking participants also tended to be older—a special population that tends to have
lower rates of entering employment. In the final analysis, the evaluation team will need
to address the extent to which the results are generalizable to a wider UI claimant group
given the demographics attracted to the program.

Integrate Evaluation
Some stakeholders expressed that the program would be better targeted to a more
barriered population. Although the intervention attracted a certain demographic, the
LWBs have pursued funding to deliver similar programming (Rethinking Careers) to
very different customers (e.g., people on the autism spectrum, SNAP recipients). It is
uncertain how attractive or accessible (same or similar) programming will be to a wider
or different demographic. As pilots are developed for alternative audiences and the
curriculum is modified, evaluation should be woven into the development process so
that impacts can be assessed and documented.

40
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Next Steps
The evaluation team will continue to prepare final data sets and finalize the
implementation and cost-study findings. The team will request and access UI and wage
record data in order to develop final participant outcome results and develop the final
report.
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Appendix A: Research Questions ______
The complete list of research questions for the study is as follows:
Formative
1. To what extent was fidelity to the model maintained at each of the sites and across
the sites?
a. What site-specific adaptations were made and why?
b. Were facilitators hired according to a consistent screening process?
c. Did facilitators across all sites meet established guidelines and qualification
requirements?
d. Were facilitators trained consistently over time and location?
2. Did the program unfold as planned and on the intended timeline? Specifically:
e. What were the challenges to meeting project milestones?
f. How well did the partnership respond to challenges?
3. How did the WSO centers apply lessons learned from the evaluation to decisionmaking about Rethinking as it happened?
4. What systemic changes occurred: Across WSOs? Between the WSOs and the OED?
Within the OED? How were any such changes achieved?
5. Who did the project serve? What were the participants’ characteristics?
6. How satisfied were the participants and other stakeholders with the project? Were
the program materials and delivery perceived to be culturally relevant by
participants?
7. What were the unintended consequences of Rethinking? How were these addressed
during the grant period?
8. How did the project build in sustainable strategies for continuing the collaboration
and the programming after the grant?
9. What lessons emerged from this program that would be useful to other similar
efforts and partners?
Summative
1. How many individuals participated in and completed Rethinking services?
2. Does the project result in improved employment placement?
3. How did outcomes vary by demographic characteristics?
4. Are UI benefits reduced by an average of two weeks? Are rates of long-term
unemployment decreased for participants?
5. Do participants show an increase in motivation and readiness to obtain a job?
6. In what other ways did job seekers benefit from RJS?
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7. Did participants who attended more workshops in the RJS series have increased
employment placement and retention, receive fewer weeks of UI benefits, or display
increased motivation and readiness to obtain a job than those who participated in
fewer?
Cost Analysis
1. Is the intervention more cost-effective than traditional workforce services given the
outcomes achieved?
2. What is the per-participant cost of RJS?
3. Can the program be sustained?
a. What are the resource and policy implications to sustaining the program?
b. What policies or practices need adjusting to make this a standard WSO (service)?
4. What are the implications for scaling up the program in Oregon?

A-2
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Appendix B: Methodology ____________
This appendix describes the methods used to gather qualitative and quantitative data
pursuant to the evaluation design during the final program year. Data-collection
activities included a multi-day site visit with staff interviews and a facilitator focus
group; exit and six-month follow-up surveys with participants; and analysis of
administrative data. Throughout this period, the Public Policy Associates, Inc. (PPA)
evaluation team communicated regularly with Willamette Workforce Partnership
(WWP) via monthly reports, meetings, and informal correspondence.

Qualitative
Site Visit and Interviews
A two-person PPA team visited Portland, McMinnville, Oregon City, and Salem the
week of September 30, 2018. During the site visit, the team spoke with workforce board
staff and WorkSource staff who had been engaged in Rethinking Job Search. The grant
team and partners from the Oregon Employment Department (OED) Employment
Services and Unemployment Insurance (UI) office were also included in interviews.
The team conducted a focus group with six of the former facilitators. Following this,
PPA conducted telephone interviews with stakeholders from all the remaining
implementation sites—with the exception of Redmond, Bend and Klamath Falls, which
had ended participation in 2017. In total, PPA spoke with 28 individual stakeholders.
The interviews were conducted with the help of seven different interview guides, each
one customized by stakeholder type. The interview guides were not provided to
interviewees in advance. The interviews included questions on communications,
service delivery, sustainability, and overall lessons. Notes were taken in real time, and
audio recordings were made to ensure the accuracy of the notes. Once the interviews
were complete, the notes were coded in NVivo, a software program designed for the
management of qualitative data. The findings from these notes were analyzed and
compiled in a site visit summary report, which was delivered to WWP in December
2018.

Focus Group
As noted above, the October 2018 site visit included a focus group with six former
facilitators. No incentives were offered for participation. The focus group moderator
used a discussion guide with questions about the facilitators’ experience with
Rethinking such as types of facilitator support, the cultural relevancy of the curriculum,
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the knowledge assessments, and the value of Rethinking. As with the interviews, notes
were taken at the focus group, and an audio recording was made to ensure accurate
notes. The notes were coded in NVivo and analyzed together with other data sources
for reporting purposes.

Quantitative
Readiness Surveys
Potential participants were directed to an online survey by a letter from OED or a staff
member at WorkSource. The survey, managed by Esher House, assessed job-searchreadiness data for individuals who would eventually become either participants or
members of the comparison pool. The survey tool also requested demographic data
that were not available elsewhere, i.e., relationship status and number of dependent
children. People who completed the survey could receive credit for a job-search activity
for UI purposes.
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on survey results from individuals who
took the readiness (job-search motivation) survey. Scale scores were created for three
factors identified: action, resistance, and pondering stages of job-seeking. The questions
that comprise each of these constructs are listed in Table B-1.

Table B-1: Stages of Job Search Readiness Factors
Factor

Survey Items

Action

Resistance

Q3.
Q5.
Q7.
Q10.
Q2.
Q6.

Q9.
Q11.
Pondering Q1.
Q4.
Q8.
Q12.

I am actively looking for a job.
I am following up on job leads.
I am really working hard to find a job.
I am in the process of setting up interviews with employers.
If I were to find a job, it would disrupt my family life and I can’t let that
happen.
If I change from the type of work I was doing, people will think I failed and
that is too much for me to take right now.
I believe that I might be worse off financially if I start employment.
I don’t understand why I need to look for a job.
I am considering my career interests and vocational goals.
I have started to consider my career and employment options.
Maybe the WorkSource center will be able to assist me.
I am considering enrolling in a training or educational program.

Unlike prior interim reports, the readiness survey data used in the analysis are
comprehensive, with data from the program start to the program end. Scale scores

B-2

Rethinking Job Search Annual Report IV | January 2019

were created for each of three previously identified factors: the action, resistance, and
pondering stages of job seeking. Each factor could have a minimum score of 4 and a
maximum score of 20. Higher scores indicate greater average “agreement” with the
four items in each factor. Assignment to a given stage of job seeking (i.e., being high in
that stage) was based on coding a binary high or low result for each factor based on
natural breaks in the distribution of scores within a factor. Stages and their calculation
were as follows:


Action: Average score of 16 points or higher, which means an average of “agree” on
all four scale items in this factor.



Resistance: Average score of 9 points or higher, which means the person did not
“disagree” with all of the scale items.



Pondering: Average score of 14 points or higher, which means an average nearing
but not completely “agree” on all scale items in this factor.

Administrative Records
I-Trac. Rethinking data were pulled by PPA directly from I-Trac, Oregon’s workforce
data management system. Participant data include demographics and barriers,
workshops attended, and knowledge assessment scores. I-Trac data used in the
analysis reflect participants who completed workshops through June 2018. Participant
recruitment numbers are through September 2018.
Wage Record Data. Employment and retention outcomes data are calculated from
information from OED. While the I-Trac data have employment outcomes, they were
not used for analysis of outcomes since they are only accurate for those participants
who could be contacted for follow-up, and are therefore incomplete.

Participant and Comparison Eligibility
Minimum eligibility requirements for both groups included:


Be registered for WIOA.



Be collecting unemployment benefits



Be at least 18 years old.



Have a high school diploma or GED.



Have not participated in any part of the workshops before.
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Participant Group. These are people who met the minimum eligibility requirements
above, plus: (1) viewed the Rethinking informational video online, (2) took the jobreadiness self-assessment, (3) decided to participate in Rethinking and registered for a
workshop, and (4) attended at least one class in the workshop series. Individuals were
removed from the participant group if data indicated that they did not meet eligibility
requirements (N=7). An additional four people were removed from the participant
group because they were not offered the full intervention when their workshop was
cancelled after two lessons. There were 1,217 people included in the participant group
between January 1, 2016, and the end of the program, September 30, 2018. Data initially
pulled from I-Trac included 1,227 individuals, of whom 10 were removed for the
following reasons:


Four were not offered the full workshop.



Two were listed as participants but not listed as having attended any workshops.



Four were not UI (reported by client) and were therefore ineligible.

Comparison Pool. These are people who: (1) met the minimum eligibility, (2) viewed
the Rethinking informational video online, (3) took the job-readiness self-assessment,
and (4) decided not to participate in Rethinking. These people were kept as a pool of
potential persons to match to the participant group for statistical analysis. The
comparison pool is defined by removing the known Rethinking participants and
removing those who did not fit the eligibility criteria. PPA also removed from the
comparison pool persons who attended the Rethinking program but were ineligible as
participants (N=6). Data from multiple waves of the readiness survey were merged
together into a single master data file in SPSS for data cleaning (i.e., eliminating
duplicate entries) and recoding. There were 6,236 persons included in the unmatched
comparison pool for the period between January 1, 2016, and September 30, 2018. This
pool will be used to create a matched comparison group for the final outcomes analysis.

Participant Surveys
Workshop enrollment data and contact information were taken from Rethinking
Connect, the online portal for program staff and leadership, to which PPA also has
access. This source was used to identify participants for surveys based on their
workshop dates. As discussed in the prior annual report, two workshop cohorts were
not issued workshop evaluation surveys in the October 1, 2016–June 30, 2017 period,
but did receive invitations to the follow-up survey. Additionally, one workshop that
was to take place in September 2018 was cancelled after two lessons; these attendees
were not issued either survey.
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Invitations to complete the exit survey are e-mailed via SurveyMonkey one day before
the final class in each series. Participants are given a week to respond, with two
reminders. However, the collector is kept open for at least one month to accommodate
late responders. This survey asks various questions about satisfaction with the
workshop topics, materials, and facilitator. Participants are asked whether they would
recommend the workshop to others, and they can comment on important lessons from
Rethinking, needs for improvement, and impact on their lives. The survey also asks the
participants about their efficacy with some of the major concepts taught. At the
conclusion of the program, there were 896 respondents to the exit survey, encompassing
154 of the workshops conducted during the program. Of these, 14 were dropped due to
lack of completeness. The response rate for usable surveys was 71%.
The follow-up survey invitations are e-mailed via SurveyMonkey roughly six months
after the last class in the series. Again, participants are given a week to complete the
survey (with two reminders), although the collector is kept open for at least a month to
accommodate late responders. The six-month follow-up survey asks participants about
their employment status, efficacy on major concepts taught, and overall program
satisfaction. Participants can again comment on important lessons from Rethinking and
comment about their interest in a refresher course. There were 507 respondents to the
follow-up survey for 147 workshops that ended before May 31, 2018, for a response rate
of 44%. There were an additional 33 partial responses.
It should be noted that the analyses of quantitative and qualitative data from exit and
follow-up surveys presented in this report are based solely on responses completed by
June 2018. This includes all of the exit survey data, but the follow-up survey data
collection is ongoing.
Surveys take approximately eight minutes for the workshop evaluation survey and four
minutes for the follow-up survey, and respondents were not provided with an incentive
for completing either survey. Open-ended comments were coded thematically, and
NVivo was used for management of quantitative responses. PPA reported aggregate
survey responses for each workshop to project leadership at WWP. Additionally, for
workshops that occurred through April 2018, PPA produced aggregated reports for
every three workshops in a region to be shared with facilitators. The facilitator reports
were issued in batches of three cohorts to protect confidentiality for the respondents.
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Cost Study
The cost allocation study for this report includes start-up and program costs reported
by local workforce boards (LWBs). LWBs used a data-collection template to document
WWP costs associated with the program by expenditure category for each month. The
cost data for each workforce board were aggregated over the entire life of the project
(November 2015–September 2018) in order to produce totals in each expenditure
category and overall. Costs were analyzed separately for each LWB as well as for all
participating LWBs combined.
There was a distinct process for calculating startup costs. Reporting of startup costs
included efforts to get the Rethinking program up and running through January 31,
2016. Data included the start-up activity, approximate time frame of the activity, the
cost of the activity, and whether the cost came from the Rethinking funding stream. For
the startup costs, LWBs were instructed to include costs associated with increasing
capacity, such as hiring additional staff, renting additional space, purchasing additional
equipment, or the administrative time taken to accomplish these tasks. They were
asked to not include costs associated with the day-to-day operations of the Rethinking
program, such as ongoing facilitator salaries, printing costs, and facilitator training. The
start-up cost analysis was reported in the third interim evaluation report.
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