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INTRODUCTION

by
Tharles Garvin

Overview of the Study

The study described here began in 1971 as an outgrowth of an investigation
entitled, "T'ecision-making in the Work Incentive Program,” which was conducted
by a consortium of schools of social work at Case Western Reserve University,
the University of Chicago, and the University of Michigan. The interest of
these schools in manpcwer resesrch was reinforced by the steadily increasing
involvement of social welfare personnel in manpower training and employment
programs, Schools of social work, therefore, have been striving to develop
research, course curricula and practical training in this field.

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) itself represents a key intersection of
the interests of Labor and Welfare personnel. This type of joint interest be-
gan 10 yesrs ago when major efforts were established by the 1964 Economic
Opportunity Act to train and employ welfare recipients. The WIN Program was
established several years later by the 1967 Social Securtiy Act Amendments.

The purposes of the earlier study on decision-making were: "(1) to con-
tribute to knowledge of decision-making in the WIN Program, and (2) to develop
recommendstions designed to improve such decision-making."™ Three sets of
participants were focused on in that study: The Department of Welfare case-
workers, who refer individuals to the program; the AFDC public assistance re-
cipient, who has been referred to the WIN Program; and the members of the WIN
teams.

In the process of completing the earlier research, gaps were identified
in our understandingz of the decisions made by the AFDC recipients. The sample
of 318 female clients was also inadequate for identifying the quite divergent
zgroups serviced by the program. This was true despite a research design in-
cluding two client interviews at different points in time. Tt was likely that
different subgroups of clients made different kinds of decisions and were under
varying inducements and constraints. Precisely what these subgroups might be
and the forces under which they operated were not clear. 1If, for example,
different program experiences were required for different types of clients,

1Reid William J., editor, Tecision-making in the Work Incentive Program,
Finsl report Submitted to the Office of Research and Development, Manpower

Administration, Department of Labor, School of Social Service Administration,
The tmiversity of Chicago, Msrch, 1972.
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more information was needed for effective planning of such variationc.

In selecting a frame of reference for an extension of our earlier exam-
ination of how welfare clients can be helped to prepare for and secure employ-
ment, the motivational factor stood out. We had seen from our interviews with
Welfare and Labor Department workers that they placed this variable highest in
considering client facotrs related to program success. Seventy percent of wel-
fare workers considered client motivation as important in "all" or most cases
in thk> decision to refer clients to the WIN Program, ahead of such other vari-
ables as availability of child care, children's ages, and potential tor job
placement.l WIN team members, in describing their reasons for thelr decisions
regardling alternative training for clients, for example, cited client motiva-
tion as "the single most important factor affecting their decisions.'?

Data were obtained in the earlier study directly from the clients about
their motivaticrs to participate in the WIN Program. The findings on this
subject were summari:-ed as follows:

...clients were asked to state what they liked best or least
about WIN and to rate various aspects of the program. 1In response
to what was most liked, the largest group of clients (hh percent)
cited, in one way or another, the opportunities given by WIN...
only 14 percent mentioned the financial benefits of the program as
the most liked aspect. In respect tothings least liked the most note-
worthy finding was the majority of clients ( 51 percent) were unable (or
at least unwilling) to say there was anything they disliked about WIN.D

In another question, however, where aspects of the program were specifically
listed, the lowest rating were given to incentive checks and transportation
:a:trraangements.l‘L Further insight into the motivational factor was secured by a
question about reason for drop-out asked of the 19 percent of clients who

had dropped out by the second interview. Reasons most frequently given were
health and child care.?

Pased on the above findings, we decided to launch a much more comprehen-
sive examination of what motivated clients to participate in the WIN Program.
Motivation is important, we assumed, if more is desiredl than the client's
presence at a series of interviews or his name on a training roster. The
client's active participation must be sought in education, training, and job

—
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placement sctivities if the purposes of the progrum are to be achieved,

We therefore sought to have a sufficient sample to uncover major varia-
tions in motivational patterns, if they existed, and an interviewing approach
which would provide the best data on client motivation. For example, as jus*
noted, clients may have been hindered from communicating factors impinging on
their motivation to participate because of our limited approach to this topic.
There were: also likely to be subtleties in the various motivational areas which
were not discovered in our earlier study, with its broader focus and 1ts struc-
tured spproach to the interview, The researchers believed that a different
interviewing approach, with a more extensive sample, would produce subtle in-
formation vitally important to sophisticated program planning.

In conceptualizing the motivational issue, the terms incentives and dis-
incentives were used. As will be described in the second chapter, these terms
come close to describing how various contingencies which can be controlled by
program design can secure positive attitudes toward a program and, hoepfully,
behaviors of enrollees relevant to skills and employment.

In summary, then, the general purposes of this study were (1) to identify
sources of incentives and dislncentives to participation in WIN for various
categories of enrollees and (2) to recommend program variations which will be
likely to secure meaningful participation.

Organizational Changes in WIN

During the period of data gathering, major changes were taking place in
the administration of the WIN Program. These changes were based upon the
Social Security Amendments of 1971 ( Public Law 92-223), usually called the
Talmadge Amendments.

The earlier program /hereafter called WIN I) was changed by the Talmadge
Amendments (WIN IT) in order to select people differently for the program.
Additional changes were also made in approaches to tralning and job placement.
As We will see 1In this study, these changes had effects on tha incentives and
disincentives experlenced by clients which would be identified—as the changes
developed at different rates among the three study cities of Cleveland, Chicago,
end Detroit.

The major changes of relevance to this study are as follows:l

L. In WIN I welfare caseworkers made decisions regarding referrals while

A more extended description of these changes is presented in Chapter 11.




under WIN II clients are registered for WIN as a condition of receiving wel-
fare benefits., This registration by welfare personnel is a service :hich is
paid for by the employment agency.

2. A special unit is to be established in the welfare agency to "certify"
registrants who are ready for WIN services by virtue of having solved such
problems as those posed by health and child care.

3. Servize levels as priorities for WIN are established with the highest
priority being those who are job-ready, followed by those who need social
services, the : manpovwer services, then both soclal and manpower services,

L, A higher priority is placed by WIN II, then WIN I, on early placement
on a job rather than long-term training. A limitation is set of one year of
training for any participant, with an average of six months per participant in
the program. Under WIN I clients could have two-year training programs, and
the average coull be one year, '

5. Changes are made also in time allowable in "holding" categories and
in incentive and expense payments.

As stated in the extensive treatment of these changes 1in Chapter 12.

In summary, the Talmadge Amendments contained a series of pro-
visions: (1) to select more likely candidates for the labor market;
(2) for candidates to be placed or "brought'" into lower level Jobs;
and (3) for somewhat incressed monetary incentives for participation
and payment reductions for non-participation. As one federal official
in the Department of Labor put it, "The name of the game is no longer
training, but placement." This change in emphasis, as we shall later
see, had a marked effect on the programs included in thls stud;-.

The effect, however, was not uniform across our three study ci-:ies.

In our extended series of interviews, one of the members of our research
team {George Mink) ascertained that the WIN II requirements were being imple-
mented differently among our study cities. As he wrote

There is almost a continuum in the implementation of the
"almadge Amendments from Chicago, where implementation was almost
complete from the earliest part of our interviewing period, through
Detroit, where there was partical implementation from the beginning,
to NTleveland, where almost no implementation took place until the
last month-and-a-half of our interviewing.2

1
See Lelow, p. 157.
%See below, pp. 163-16k4.



The reader who is interested in the details regarding these inter-city differ-
ences 1s urged to examine "hapter 17. Extended information is presented there
on Job placement, education, and training activities, rcgistration, and many
other elements of WIN. The fact that such lnter-city differences exist wustl
be kept in mind, however, as a major basis for an interpretation of our
findings.

Organization of Report

The report begins with a chapter summarizing the findings of the study
as well as recommendations derived from the findings. The next two chapters
are "devoted to discussions of study questions and design. The quantitative
data presentation begins with “hapter I where the characteristics of our sample
are described.

“hapters 5 and 6 contain an analysis of incentive and disincentive features
associated «with the personal characteristics and living situatlons of the
‘enrol lees.

The next three chapters consider incentive and disincentive features
stemming from the program itself., The effects of requirements to participate
are described in Chapter 7, the monetary incentive in Chapter 8, and other
program features (e.g., training, job placement) in Chapter 9.

“hapter 10 and Chapter 11 compare the incentive-disincentive responses to
one another and identify patterns among the responses. Chapter 12 presents,
for the interested rezader, the details of how the WIN Program evolved differ-
entially among the study citiés and, thus, serves as a good backdrop for the
conclusions and recommendations of the study which follow.

As in our previous study, this project was a "closely coordinated effort
among the three schools, to be carried out under a single design and utiliz-
ing common instruments."” Again, "each school was to take responsibility for
the investigation of the WIN Program in its own locale,"l the report is a
combined effort of the three schools, with each school contributing chapters.

lReid, op.cit. . 1.




CHAPTER T
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATTONS

by
Charles Garvin

This report presents a study of three WIN Programs (Chicago, Cleveland,
and Detroit) undertaken by a consortium of schools of social work at the
University of Chicago, The Universtly of Michigan, and Case Western Reserve
University. This chapter provides a summary of the purposes, désign, ma jor
findings, and recommendations of the study. '

Purposes and Design

The purposes of this study were to identify sources of incentives and
disincentives to participation in the Work fncentive Program for various
categories of enrollees and to recommend program variastions which would be
most likely to secure meaningful participation. The study was suggested by
the findings of a previous study, "Decision-making in the Work Incentive Pro-
gram,'" also done by the three schools of social work, in which client motiva-
tion was found to be a major consideration in referral of the client to the
program as well as client success in the program. .

The types of incentiwves-disincentives generated from the previous study,
as well as from pilot phases of this study, included: (1) financialj; (2) man-
datory features; (3) career objectives of enrollees; (4) program features
within WIN; and (5) environmental and personal supports and constraints.

While we intended originally to study both the client's attitudes toward
particlpation as well as agency data, the study only examined the former
because of administrative changes in the agencies, as well as other limita-
tions on securing this information. The timing of the study turned out to be
propitious for examining incentives and disincentives, because the 1971 amend-
ments to the Social Security Act (the "Talmadge'" Amendments) had just been
enacted. As we discovered, the three study cities implemented these amendments
at different rates with Chicago implementing the earliest and Cleveland the
last. This presented an 1ldeal opportunity to us to utilize the study to ex-
amine the effects of these amendments.

The design of the study, therefore, involved sampling, in appfpximately
equal numbers, from the WIN enrollees in the three study cities, Thé/éampling
plan called for a sample stratified, in addition to division by city, by sex
(one-half male, one-half female) and status in the program. There werg three statuses
related to the amount of time spent in the program: new enrolless (15 to L5

-
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days in the program), current enrollees (at least two-and-a-half months in
the proqram), and terminated enrollees. The final distribution consisted of
34L new, 4Oh current, and 365 terminated. The interviews all took place be-
tween September 1, 1972, and Junuary 31, 1973.

n total, 173 persons were nterviewed through a semi-structured question-
gire with as much of a random selection as intake procedures and rate of re-
ferral in the three cities permitted. After data had been collected, the sample
was compared with known characteristics of the total enrollec popunlation in
the study cities. Tespite the stratification requirements, the sample was
representative of the larger group. The sample consisted of 81 percent black
enrollees and 19 percent white enrollees (with a small Spanish-surname subgroupl
Ninety percent of the men in the sample were married and living with spouses
while this was true of only six percent of the women. The median number of
children per family was two, and the median grade completed by respondents

was the 1lth,

MAJOR FINDINGS

The findings of the study are presented in three chapter groupings. The
first group describes the nature of incentives and disincentives stemming from
the life circumstances of the enrollees. The second group indicates incentives
and disincentives generated by features of the Work Incentive Program. The
third group presents interactions which exist among the various incentives

and disincentives.
¢

Career Aspirations

The first type of incentive examined in relationship to life experiences
is that of enrollee csareer aspirations. These career aspirations constituted
the major incentive and consisted of the type of jobs for which enrollees sought
to prepare themselves and the type of training they believed would further
that objective. A high proportion {86 percent) of the respondents listed the
goal of securing & Job through the program as important. It should be noted,
however, that the enrollees did not mean any job as 70 percent indicated there
were positions which were unacceptable to them; primarily those for which
little skill or training was required such as low level institutional service
positions. We found this pattern reoccurring throughout our analysis—
enrollees difinitely want skilled Jjobs that will produce sufficient earnings
to enable them to live well above the welfare standard.

The enrollees, moreover, were not unreassonable in their expectations. The
median annual income expected by the interviewees was slightly over $7,000
"slose to what would be needed to maintain the lowest of three budget standards
projected by the 1971 Urban Family Budget for a family of four."l Only a few
/less than 10 percent) hoped to secure an income at the "intermediate" level
of $11,000. Despite these modest aspirations, we believe that few enrollees

lSee p. 3G.
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will attain them—1if the findings from our terminee sample are any idication,
As we stated in our conclucion to Chapter 5, '"The powerful incentive for WIN
participation arlsing from the participants' Job aspirations appears then to
be based more on i1llusion than reality."

We did find that job and educatlonal aspirations differed for different
sample subgroups. Persons with higher previous education had higher job as-
pirations. The "new" enrollees (those most affected by WIN II criteria) had
lower aspirations and this was interpreted as the effect of the different
selection procedures stemming from the Talmadge Amendments. Enrollees were
also queried as to thelr motivaticn for leaving the welfare rolls, Men more
often cited financial reasons while women were particularly concerned about
indepenience from welfare restrictions. Those who had received welfare as-
sistance for a longer period of time were most concerned about independence-—
a finding which contradicts assumptions about the long-term dependency effects
of the welfare program.l

~hild Care, Health, and Transportation

Three alditional enrollee experiences, outside of the WIN Program itself,
were examined as incentives or disincentives: child care arrangements,
health, and the availability of transportation to training and job sites.

Child care problems did not appear to be a major disincentive to partici-
pation in WIN as only 15 percent of those using child care expressed any prob-
lems with this arrangement. On the other hand, chlld care payments were not a
significant incentive as three-fourths of the sample did not receive pay for
child care.

We examined the child care arrangements that were used in an effort to
identify the problems that did exist. Only 10 families in the sample used
licensed day care homes, and the most frequent arrangement (70 percent of the
families) was through relatives—whoreceivedno pay. When problems existed
in child care arrangements, they occurred three times more often for female
enrollees then male /most men used their wives for child care).

When problems existed, they were most often found when care was provided
by non-relaiives through arrengements that were neither licensed nor institu-
tional. Problems also most often occurred in making arrangements for younger
children, and self care by older children was not seen as presenting too many
difficulties. When persons in the terminated sample had child care problems,
they were less likely to secure jobs than those without problems (54 percent
compared to 39 percent). New enrollees were twice as likely to have problems

1Although respondents did express concern for the lost of fringe benefits
such as medical assistance.



as current ones—again probably due to the referral procedures generated under
the Talmadge Amendments,

Health was also not a major disincentive as three-quarters of the re-
spondents stated they were in good health. Only one percent said that they
were in such poor health that this would interfere with their functioning in
“he program. The proportion of enrcllees with health problems did increase,
however, with age and length of time as a welfare recipient. Persons with
health problems were also less likely to be employed in the terminee sample
/34 percent as compared to 58 percent of the healthy respondents).

Transportation problems were more frequently a disincentive than elther
health problems or child care problems. Twzanty-two percent of the respondents
had transportation problems, and this was even larger {30 percent) for the
interviewees in Cleveland.

Mandatory Features

The first program feature to be examined, one that is often seen as a
disinnentive, was the requiremert for selected categories of welfare clients
to participate in the program as a condition of receilving assistance. Chapter
7 cemonstrates that this feature functions as a disincentive by comparing re-
sponses of those enrollees who saw their participation as voluntary as com-

pared to those who saw it as compulsory.

It is important to mention, however, that there was considerable confusion
among respondents as to the requirement to participate. We were able to as-
certain this by comparing known characteristics of the interviewees with the
legal requirements and with the individuals beliefs on the matter. Forty-nine
percent of the interviewees believed they would lose their AFDC benefits if
they failed to participate, although most of the new enrollees expected this—
this was probably agaln an example of the effects of the Talmadge Amendments.
Men were also more likely to believe that non- participation will result in
benefit loss than women.

Persons who indicated they had initiated their own referral to WIN ex-
pressed more positive responses to the program than those who saw the referral
as mandatory. The self-referred were also, interestingly enough, much more
likely to make demands of the program in order to achieve their goals. They
had high expectations of training, and they were more likely to indicate they
would drop out of the program if exposed to a long waiting period. As we
concluded in Chapter 7, "Persons whose participation in WIN is self-initiated
(rather than percieved as required) seem to have a greater sensitivity to the
various incentives and disincentives to participate."”




Finally, we determined that those who participated in the program and
saw this as required were more likely to stay in the program than the self-
referred. They were, however, less likely to have a Job after thelr partici-
partion than the self-referred. We, therefore concluded that the requlrement
to participate may secure the empty shell of program participation but not
the real intent of the leglslation, which is employment.

WIN Program Experiences

After we examine how the enrollee reached the program (mandatory or vol-
untary referral), we scrutinized the actual experiences within the program
for clues to incentives and disincentives. The program features noted in-
cluded the immediately job-related ones of training and job placement as well
as the supportive ones such as orientation sessions and counseling.

Inter-city differences predominate in our findings. Chicego enrollees
spent less time in the program and were offered job placement more frequently.
We see this, however, as a result of the more rapid lmplementation of WIN IT
in Chicago than in Cleveland or Detroit. Chicago enrollees, nevertheless,
experienced more walting perlods than interviewees in the other cities, and
we interpreted this as the difficulty in locating sufficient jobs.

The completion of training was not accomplished by the majority of en-
rollees as only 38 percent indicated they had attended for the full length of
training when they left the specified training program. Women were more
likely to complete training and spent more time in training than men. This
pattern was found repeatedly in our sex group comparisons in that women placed
greater emphasls on training while men placed more emphasis onearly job place-
ments. Completion of training is still important as, 1n our terminee sample,
those who had attained this were more likely to be employed. As we stated in
Chapter 9, "these findings support previous conclusions that moving enrollees
in and out of WIN quickly 1s dysfunctional to the goals of skill improvement
and job upgrading."l

Aside from whether enrollees attalned from WIN what they had hoped, they
had interesting observations to make about what they liked and disliked in the
program. The most frequently liked feature was the WIN staff itself. Disliked
features included limited cholces, program restricticns, and expense payment
limitations. There was a small proportion of enrollees, however, who expressed
quite definite negative reactions to staff members of the program, and as we

1
This was further supported by the finding that only 19 percent of term-
inees felt they had attalned from WIN what they had hoped they would.
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shall comment on shortly, the satisfaction with staff was the most important
predictor of how enrollees felt about the program.

The Monetary Incentive

One of the most widely discussed program features is the monetary incen-
tive. We found, however, that financial payments for incentives and for ex-
penses did not function in the manner expected. May persons 4id not understand
the nature of these payments; only four percent xnew about them prior to re-
ferral, and one-third found out about these matters only after enrollement. Of
those who Aid know about the financial arrangements, 43 percent thought the
combined incentive and expense payments were insufficient Just to meet the ex-
penses of participation.

To suBstantiate, to some degree, the enrollee's concern for finances, we
computed a surplus-deficit variable out of details on payments and expenses
supplied by the client. The preponderance of respondents experienced a deficit
!see Chapter 8), and the mean deficit was $11. Women had higher deficits
than men enrollees. We concluded, therefore, that most enrollees continue to
participate in WIN at a financial sacrifice.

Interaction Among Incentives and Disincentives

In Chapter 10 and 11 in which the relative weights of incentives and dis~
incentives were assessed and patterns identifled, we concluded that incentives
and disincentives must be viewed in two categories: those incentive-disincen-
tives which describe motivation for entering (and probably remaining in) the
program, and those which describe subjective feelings toward the program—and
which also affect remaining in the program and participating actively.

The incentive which affects the enrollee's entrance into the program the
most is undoubtedly the desire for job upgrading. Immediately consequent to
this is his or her desire /with women emphasizing this most strongly) for
training. Again this in not "any" training, but the training program that will
enhance a specific career objective. The financial incentive to participate
does not function as an incentive although few could participate without it.
{This is not an argument for eliminating the financial incentive but, as we
shall see in our recommendations, an argument for increasing it.)

Major disincentives include the mandatory features of the program ( for
those who perceive it this way), the inadequacy of expense payments, and child
care, health, and transportetion problems for those who have these.

Program features emerged, when a multivariate predictive model of analysis
was employed, as major predictors of positive attitudes to participation. The
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key feature was whether or not the staff were seen as encouraging. When the
staff were rated positively, many negative experiences could be withstood.

The most positive responses were found when staff were encouraging and when
the “raining program was satisfyinyg. The luatter was more important for women .
than men. Women's attitudes toward the program were then strongly influenced
by the uadequacy of child care.

Inter-city differences showed up in this analysis, also. For example,
th» least educated favored the Chicago program the most. This was undoubtedly
due (o less emphasis in Chicago on extended training, as compared to other two
study cities, at the time of our interviewing. The opposite finding was true
for leveland, where the more educated enrollees were more positive about the
program ompared to these less educated.

Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study summarized above, a series of recom-
mendations are offered. Each recommendation is first presented in a summary
statement. This 1s followed by a brief elaboration, including citations of
the sections of the report which provided tha basis for the recommendation.
Some of the recommendations were first made in our earlier study2 and have
secured additional support from the current study.

Tt should be understood that the recommendations are based on data col-
lected from the three study citles during a period beginning in September,
1972, and ending January, 1973. They, therefore, apply most dilrectly to the
programs studied. The recommendations should have some applications to WIN
Programs generally, in particular those in large urban areas. The recommen-
dations are made with the WIN Program, as now in operation, in mind; they may
well fit, however, any successor program which has as its major feature the
training and Job placement of welfare recipients.

- Based on the data of our study, we were able to make recommendations in
nine areas: ‘1) intake and eligibility features; {2) enrollee orientation;
{3) expense payments; ‘4) job placement activities; (5) child care; (6) train-
ing of WIN staff; (7) WIN training programs for enrollees; (8) special programs;
and ‘9) service planning. '

lThe recommendations have been wrltten, in the main, by the authors of
the chapters related to the recommendations.

~
=4

Reid, op. cit.
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1. INTAKE AND ELTIGIRILITY FEATURES

Self-selection should be the primary basis 1'or deciding which
AFDC recipicnts should be referred to and accepted by WIN.

This recommendation was made in identical form in our first study and we repeat
it. Substantial additlional support for this recommendation is provided by
Chapter 7 of the current study. In this chapter we demonstrated that meaning-
ful participation in the program and job placement afterwards is highly pre-
dicated upon motivation, and self-referral is a major source of such motivation.
People who do not want to be in the WIN Program and people who want jobs for
which WIN does not provide training, or want basic education, which is not
provided by the WIN Program, may, if required, stay in the program, but they
will not benefit from the training, they will not enjoy it, and apparently,

it will not help them get jJobs.

2. ENROLLEE ORTIENTATION

-

A. The AFILC client should be better informed of consequences
of not participating in WIN.

The recommendation was also made in our first study because enrollees then had
contradictory and inaccurate conceptions of what will happen to them if they
refuse to particlipate. As we see in Chapter 7 of the current study, these in-
correct perceptions continue to exist. On the basis of these, enrollee moti-
vations were seen to suffer, and beneficial consequences of the program were

affected,

R. Better ways should be found to orient enrollees to the
limitations, as well as the advantages, of the WIN Program.

As We see inChapter 5, the enrollees aspirations were very frequently out of
line with program possibitities, and many adverse reactions were traced to
this discrepancy. There is something amiss if the majority of participants

in a program expect that program to help them achleve goals that will, in
fact, be realized only for a small minority. While this study did not examine
what WIN participants were, in fact, told about the program before or after
they entered it, we do know that thelr expectations were badly out of line
with the objectives of the program, laying the groundwork for subsequent dis-
appointment and resentment. Even though "new" participants were somewhat more
realistiec than other groups, which suggests that more accurate information
about the program's capabilities is now being conveyed, even the new partici-
pants' expectations were quite excessive.
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5. EXPENSE ALLOWANCES

A. Expense allowances should accurately reflect realistic
expenditures resulting from program participation (see
Chapter 8).

These allowances would need to be figured on an individual basis in order to
take into account actuasl costs. Some expenses are easily itemized or are
susceptible to reasonable estimates; these include cost of lunches, transpor-
tation, child care, and school or work supplies. Other expenses are more
difficult to itemize or to estimate precisely. For example, the amount needed
for an adequate supply of appropriate clothing for a particular training pro-
gram or Jjob over and beyond the regular welfare clothing allowance 1s not
easily determined. The upkeep (that is, cleaning and laundering costs) of
clothing worn regularly to work or training programs also represents a program-
related expense. Allowances for extra personal appearance ltems-——cosmetics,
beauty shops, barber shops, etc.—are not easy to estimate and may be over-
looked altogether as program expenses.,

Another added cost of participation for women particularly {s that of
higher grocery bills because of less time available for bargain shopping and
for cooking. A frequent result of the latter is the purchase of the more
expensive quickly prepared focds. 1In addition, less time 1s available for
such things as shopping for clothes, household equipment, and children's
needs, doing laundry and coin-operated cleaning, and running errands, which
results 1. increased financial costs to WIN participants—who are at the same
time respunsible for the management of thelr households.

Such expenses, while realistic program-related costs, defy attempts at
precise estimation and many particlpants and program staff may not be fully
aware of these additional costs. Expenses of this kind are, in effect, "hidden"
financial costs. Since some of the program-related expenses are easily itemized
while others are difficult to specify, the following recommendation 1s made to
supplement the previous recommendation:

B. All progrem-related expenses that can be itemized should
be reimbursed up to the amount spent by the participant
within reasonable limits. In addition, a tralning allowance
should be given each participant to cover the costs of
less “angible expenses. This training allowances should
be fixed amounts at two different levels: the higher--
amount for participants carrying the major responsibility
in the family for household management (cooking, cleaning,
care of children, shopping, etc.) and the lower amount
for all other participants.

C. If participants' program-related costs can be compensated
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by a training allowance and reimbursement for expenses,
then the incentive as such 1s no longer needed.

Since the "incentive" payment does not function as a bonus and is not per-
celived as such by participants, this money is more accurately described as a
training or work allowance. In this context, referring to this money &as an
incentive is misleading and confusing for participants. We think it 1s also
demeaning to them, since & financial "bonus" is not necessary to engage this
highly motivated group. The opportunity to obtain jobs they want is all the
incentive these WIN partlcipants need. However, they should not be penalired
financially for thelr aspirations as most are now by not having their program-
related expenses covered.

4. JOB PLACEMENT ACTIVITIES

4. In their declsion making about the types of jobs toward
which placement erfforts will be directed, program planners
should give weight to the enrollees' reluctance to accept
low-paying, unskilled positions.

This recommendation was made in our last study and appears to be even more
valid at this time. As we see in Chapter 5, the majority of enrollees had
quite different aspirations than were likely to be fulfilled through WIN.

We also no*e in Chapter 12 that the Talmadge Amendments had created what we
termed the "opposite of creaming," i.e., the program appears to be moving to-
ward recruiting the least skilled who will accept the poorest jobs with the
least effort on the part of the WIN Program. We believe—that this will have
little ulitmate effect upon solving the difficult problem of finding employment
which will permanently reduce economic dependency.

B. The role of the Labor Market Advisory Committee
should be incressed.

Chapters 5 and 7 demonstrate the importance of an articulation between client
aspirations, program capabilities, 2nd actual market conditions. These com-
mittees provide one important resource for accomplishing this.

5. CHILD CARE
A. Design child care services to facilitate the quality of

informal care of children (i.e., care in their own homes
and in the homes of reiatives and neighbors).

This finding 1s also repeated from our first study, but considerable additional
support is provided by Chapter 6 of the current .study. This is the most pre-
ferred means of child care /outside of spouse care—something primarily
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available to male respondents).

B. Develop more flexible reimbursement rules which will
allow for suitable reimbursement for child care provided
by relatives and through relatively informal local
arrangements.

Chapter 6 demonstrates that child care payments were not functioning as an
incentive, and Chapter 8 shows, nevertheless, that the costs associated with
child care were a major proportion of the expenses of participation. For
those who had child care problems, also, these were often seen when arrange-
me:ts were mede informally——often with neighbors. If some plan were devised
{such as *“he Oregon Day Care Neighbors Project) which will allow for greater
ease of reimbursement of child care providers, the mother might be given more
control of the alternatives and more inducements might be svailable to the
child care provider to eliminate some of the negatives the enrollee experi-
enced as a disincentive to WIN participation.

6. TRAINING OF WIN STAFF

A study should be executed as to staff-enrollee interactions
most and least associated with the enrollee's positive eval-
uation of the encounter. The findings should be used as the
basis of an intensive staff training program.

One of the strongest findings of this study (see Chapter 9 and 11) is that the
enrollee's attitude to the program and much of his incentive to particinpate
was the quality of the staff described as encouraging or discouraging. The
most potent factors in thls interaction should be clarified and enhanced ii
the desired outcome is the client's strong motivation to participate in the
program.

T. WIN TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR ENROLLEES

Current limitatlions on training in the WIN Program should
be relaxed. Provision should be made for participants with
the interest and capacity to utilize more extensive courses
for better quality Jobs. Such training programs need not
be made available across the board but special programs can
be devised for selected participants.

As stated in Chapter 5, it may be in the public interest for WIN to provide
more of the kind of trasining that participants appear to want. Even if WIN
is successful in placing welfare recipients in Jobs that fall considerably

short of their expectations, there is the likelihood, as our data suggest,
that many of them will leave these Jjobs and return tc welfare. Even if not
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rejected outright, low-level Johs may not call forth the kind of commitment
and effort that ex-welfare recipients may need to have to hold them. While
they may perceive a return to welfare as a poor alteornative, they may see it
as a better alterrative than work with few rewards. Moreover, it can be
argued that the dependent poor should be glven an opportunity to prepare for
the kind of Jjobs that will enable them to achleve a standard of living above
a bare subsistence level. (One way of giving the recipient more choice in
training is through one of the voucher systems being proposed for "purchase'
of training.)

Given the considerable pressure from participants for more extensive
training and the possible dysfunctional consequence of not providing it, we
recommend generally that the current limitations on training in the WIN
Program be relaxed. '

Such training opportunities need not be made avallable to everyone,
Fiscal and job market realities provide further constaints. There may be
merlt, however, in developing special programs for selected psrticipants.
Such programs can be designed to offer extensive training for Jjobs at higher
skill levels. An effort can be mede to select participants who will be likely
to succeed, Criteria relating to motivation, educational attainment, and
previous work and *raining records should be among those used as a basis for
selection. Ways should be developed to enable WIN participants who have
demonstrated their capacity to utilize training in shorter programs to move
up to the more extended programs in the same skill area. Thus, a successful
trainee in a typist training program will be able to advance to a program of
training in stenography. These programs also should be made available to
former WIN participants who wlsh to increase their employment level.

Special programs of this kind will have the following advantages: (1)
they will provide a track upward for the more able, highly motivated partici-
pant—an opportunity that is currently lacking because of the excessively
rigid restrictions of the present program; (2) they will constitutz an incen-
tive for accomplishment in potential feeder programs, and in so doing will
capltalirze on the natural and powerful incentives provided by the aspirants
carreer aspirations; /3) since by design they will be speciel programs,
limited to a proportion of the trainees in the WIN Program, their size and
expense can be readlly controlled and the monitoring of their operations and
outcomes facilitated., 1In this way the large-scale—and, in the opinion of
some, excessive—investments in long-term training and educational programs
that occurred under WIN I can be avoided.

The creation of elite programs will naturally give rise to certailn prob-
lems, not the least of which might be the resentment of interested participants
“ho Wwere not selected. This problem can be minimized, however, by the devel-
opment of explicit criteria for selection and the equitable application of

such criterla. 1In principle, there is no reason why such WIN orilented programs
cannot provide the kind of accommodation to persons of superior potential
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and high aspiration that are provided in other training and educational
organizations.

8. SPECTAL PROGRAMS

Special program components should be created, in addition
to those noted in recommendation section (7). These should
serve some of the special requirements of men and women.

Almost every chapter of thls study demonstrates some of the differences in the
WIN careers of men and women. These appear to be related to many differlng
elements in the lives of men and women enrollees. The women largely head one-
parent femilies while the men do not; the women appesar to be more invested in
training activities than the men; the women mey will have different transpor-
tation needs; the women have different responsibilities for child care. All
these appear to point to program operations in which these differences are
identified and varying services developed to enhance the solution of these
problems. We do not believe that the undifferentiated progrem as it now
exists can cope with these diverse sets of concerns.

9. SERVICE PLANNING

A comprehensive approasch must be taken to the problems of
poor people which relate to such wldely separate problems
as housing, health, child care, trangportation, and basic
education.

As we demonstrated in Chapter 6, a wide range of problems interact to hinder
the effective career planning of welfare recipients. The fragmented approaches
now taken to these problems lead to inefficiency at best and further confusion
and incapacitation of the individuael at worst.
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CHAPTER 2

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM: CLIENT INCENTIVES TO PARTICIPATION IN WIN

by
Staff at Case Western Reserve

In conceiving tlie Work Incentive Program (WIN) and other major manpower
programs, a principal means for encouraging potential clients to participate
has been through monetary incentives. One such monetary incentive is the $1.50
per training day incentive payment clients receive while participating in WIN—
in addition to $2 per day for expenses. Other monetary incentives include the
ability to keep & portion (1/3 to 1/2) of earned income while continuing to re-
ceive basic income maintenance support during the early stages of work.

Research related to WIN has questioned just how important the monetary in-
centive is in a client's choice to participate or continue in the WIN Program.
Personal motivation,l expectancy of a Jjob at the end of training,2 the oppor-
tunity for personal enhancement and growth,3 and other factors have been iden-
tified as salient in clients' choice of whether or not to participate in man-
power programs. Earlier research by this three-university consortium™ indi-
cated that professional staff members, from both the Welfare Department and
the WIN Program, consider the monetary incentive as more important to clients’
choice to participate in WIN than clients consider it. Monetary incentives do
clearly play & role in clients' choice, but a range of other monetary and non-
monetary factors encourage and discourage clients' choices.?

Systematic knowledge of the relative importance of monetary incentives,
in light of other incentives and disincentives to participate, can be of major
help in designing manpower programs which will encourage clients to become and
remain sctive. Programs will be most effective when they maximize those forces

lgoodwin, Leonard, "A Study of the Work Orientations of Welfare Recipients .
Participating in the Work Incentive Program,'" final report submitted to Office
of Research and Development, Manpower Administration, Department of Lebor,
Brookings Institute, August 1971.

2Gurin, Gerald, "National Attitude Study of Trainees in MDTA Institutional
Frograms,'" final report to Manpower Administration, Department of labor, and
Depertment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Contract #0S64-47, August 1970,
Survey Research Center, Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan.

5Reid, William, op. cit.
Y1pig., pp. 86, 208.
5Tbid.
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which encourage active and successful program involvement, and when they mini-
mize factors which discourage such involvements.

This study sought to document, from the WIN client's perspective, how
monetary and other inducements affect his choice to participate in WIN. In
addition to incentive payments, a range of other factors encourage clients to
participate in WIN and similar programs. Similarly, there may exist negative
forces such as financial costs, difficulty in child care arrangements, fears

for personal safety, etc., which offset some of the factors which encourage
participation.

Client Perception and Program Participation

Through counseling, testing, work sampling, and orientation aspects of
the program, the WIN staff acts to match each client with the training, job
finding, monetary, and supportive services which he or she needs to complete
the program and become productively involved in a job.

Identification of which program-related, situation-home-related, monetary-
related, and client-attribute-related factors encourage or diseourage partici-
pation by various categories or groups of clients will help WIN personnel make
the most effective arrangements for clients.

Pigure 1 illustrates the model of client choice to participate which
underlies this study. Both client attributes and program attributes act as

inputs to the client's assessment (perceptions) of the various incentives and
disincentives to participate in WIN.

FACTORS INFLUENCING CLIENT PERCEPTIONS

The framework underlying this study emphasizes four distinct factors which
affect a client's perceptions of the incentives and disincentives to partici-
pate in WIN. Two of these factors relate to the client.

The first to be considered are the attributes of the client himself: his
work and welfare history, the numbers and ages of children, demographic charac-
teristics, etc. These factors identify groups of clients for whom the same
program or supportive arrangements mey have different impacts.

The second factor to be considered reflects the orientations which a
client may bring to the program-—the importance of a specific career objective,
atc, Such attitudes may act as filters in a client's interpretation of various
features of a manpower program.
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Tne other two factors relate to the treining offered and supports which a
manpoweyr program offers. The characteristics of a particular training program—
the type of training offered, the teaching quality, the assurance of a job,
etc.—are the third factor. Non-programmatic supports and their relevance to
the client's home sltuation is the fourth factor.

Incentives to Participants

Based on the above conceptual framework, the results of earlier research
and pilou interviews, 11 areas of incentive and/or disincentive have been iden-
tified. These incentive/disincentives are subsumed under five categories:
finances, legal requirements, client career objectives, program features, and
environmental or perscnal supports or barriers. This study pursued the impor-
tance of these major categories of incentives and disincentives as they applied
to choices to participate in WIN by groups of newly enrolled, currently en-
rolled, and terminated WIN clients in Detroit, Chicago, and Cleveland. Origi-
nally, it was thought that such categories could be easlily classified as incen-
tive or disincentive. As will be shown in the later presentation of findings,
this is a more complex issue.

Finances

INCENTIVE AND/OR EXPENSE PAYMENTS

Although these payments are considered more important by professional
staff than by clients, there are instances where clients would not have con-
tinued without them.

EXPENSES LINKED TO PARTICIPATION

Clients receive reimbursement for expenses related to child care, trans-
portation, etc. Often there may be expenses related to being involved in
training which exceed or are not covered by an allowance. Out-of-pocket ex-
penses in excess of reimbursement or which use up incentive monies can reduce
the effect of incentive payments.

lsee chapter 8 for findings.




Legal Requirementsl

CONTINUANCE OF WELFARE PAYMENTS

As noted earlier, the implementation of the 1972 amendments to the Social
Security Act has strengthened the regquirement to participate in WIN for many
individuals on welfare and has increased the threat of loss of assistance for
non-participation. By remaining in WIN at some levcl of participation, clients
continue to receive their regular welfare payments. Discontinuance in the pro-
gram will jeoperdize the continuance of these payments. This is, of course,
related to the whole issue of remaining on welfare, itself a complex incentive/
disincentive issue, as we shall see.

Client Career Objectives2 -

PROSPECT OF A JOB

ur previous findings5 indicate that while many clients consider almost
any paying Jjob to be appropriate, most of the clients indicated the incentive
provided by the prospect of a job will be modified by several outcomes. This
includes the rate of pay for such a job, the type of work involved (requiring
that it be at least as good but preferably better than any previous employmentL
and certainly the likelihood of obtaining the job itself.

THE PROSPECT OF SELF-FULFILLMENT OR ENHANCEMENY

Beyond the increased income afforded by a job, completing a high school
education and working in a job which offers dignity and prestige were important
values for many in the WIN Program. There was evidence of a strong motivation
to carry through the fairly rigorous education and training often offered by
the WIN Program.

THE PROSPECT OF BEING OFF WELFARE

The clients we had qQuestioned earlier indicated an eagerness to leave the
system of Aid to Dependent Children. The two principal reasons noted were

lsee Chapter 7 for findings.
23ee Chapter 5 for findings.
JReid, op. cit., pp. 157-163.
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their desire to escape continued public disapproval and personal shame and to
be relieved of the continued scrutiny and reguwlation of the welfare system.

Program Featuresl

PLEASANT EXPERIENCE WITH THE PROGRAM

Clients indicated that their personal relationships with members of the
staff as well as fellow enrollees have been a consideration in their partici-
patior ir —he WIN Program.

EXPERIENCING DIFFICULTIES IN PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Some of these difficulties center around the conditions at the site: This
may involve, for example, shabby conditions in the buildings where the training
occurs. The unpleasantness of certain types of training activities can also be
& problem. Included in this unpleasantness is the client's inability to per-
form as well as expected. In some instances, difficulties include transporta-
tion problems, particularly where long distances are involved between the home
and the work or training sites.

PERSONAL DEGRADATION OR EMBARRASSMENT FROM PROGRAM PERSONNEL

Clients indicated, on occesion, that they were ignored or their wishes
were overridden by training program personnel. Some had indicated that in
training or education situations, they had experienced public humiliation.

Environmental or Personal Supports and Barrier52

TIME AWAY FROM OTHER ACTIVITIES

On the negative side, program participation takes time away from such ac-
tivities as earning money on & job, being with one's children, having time for
shopping, and socializing with friends. On the positive side, program involve-
ment may offer a variety of activities such as a chance to have children cared

lsee Chapter 9 for findings.
2See Chapter 6 for findings.
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for by someone else, an opportunity to get out of the house, and to talk with
other adults.

BAD HEALTH OR THREAT TO HEALTH BY PARTICIPATION

Available statistics as well as those gathered from our own samples indi-
that health is & primary factor impeding program participation and causing
client termination. There are indications from our previous study theat some
clients felt that their health problems were remediable and that medical assis-
tance through the program was not forthcoming.

ADEQUACY OF PARENTING SURROGATES

Particularly for mothers in the WIN Program, but also for some fathers,
the issue of both adequate child care for younger children and appropriate
supervision for older children is & continuing concern. Knowledge that their
children are adequately taken care of is, for many women, an absolute necessity
before any participation is possible.

In conclusion, then, this study examines two kinds of associations.
First, for what kinds of WIN enrollees are various incentives and disincentives
in operation? Secondly, which incentives and disincentives are most potent in
enhancing program participation? Some specific questions related to the above
and noted in our original proposal are:

1. To what extent does the work incentive payment influence the client's
decisions to participate in the WIN Program?

2. In what ways (and to what extent) do other monetary and nonmonetary
factors influence the clients' decisions to participate in WIN?

a, How important to“tlient choice are the various requirements re-
garding participation (e.g., the need to participate in order to
continue receiving assistance) in comparison with the offering of
positive incentives to participate in WIN?

b. How important an incentive is the prospect of a Jjob at the comple-
tion of training and what kinds of Jjobs constitute the greatest
incentives?

3. Do clients with different lengths of experience in the WIN Program
place different cdegrees of importance on various monetary and non-

monetary factors in making choices about participation in WIN?

it. How do male and female enrollees differ in their &assessments of these
factors?
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5. Do these assessments vary according to such characteristics as the
client's level of educatlon, work experience, and length of time on
welfare?

Before we move on, however, to present our findings, in the next chapter

we will describe the design of our study in terms of such issues as definitions
of concepts, instrumentation, and sampling procedures.
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CHAPTER 3

DESTIGN AND METHODOLOGY

by
Staff at Case Western Reserve

In order to identify tne importance and evaluate tne impact of tiue various
incentives and disincentives discussed in tine previous chapter, interviews were
conducted with representative samples of WIN clients from the cities of Caicago,
Cleveland, and Detroit. These interviews were structuredl and were conducted
by trained and experienced personnel.

Interview Samples

In the three-city consortium, 1203 respondents were interviewed. These
were divided into three groups of male and female enrollees: terminees, cur-
rently enrolled clients, and new enrollees. These three groups of enrollees
represented individuals with different levels of experience in the WIN Program.
Tne terminees had either completed training or had dropped from the WIN Program.
The current enrollees were enrolled in tne program and had been in this status
for a period of at least two-and-a-half months. The new enrollee had been in
tne program not less than 15 days nor more than 45 days.

These interviews all took place between Septemuver 1, 1972, and January 31,
197%. This supposedly meant that "new" enrollees will have been referred under
the procedures derived from the Talmadge Amendments. However, the three cities
varied in their implement ition of these¢ procedures with Chicago operationalizing
them earliest (see Chapter 12). Data derived from '"new" enrolles is, therefore,
not an indication of the revised program. On the other hand, some of the "cur-
rent" and "terminated" clients also were enrolled under the later procedures,
again particularly in Chicago.

Prior to conducting these structured interviews, pilot interviews were
undertaken in all of the three cities to identify factors which clients con-
sider in making their decision to participate in WIN. Beginning with these
unstructured pilot interviews with individuals who had experience with WIN, a
structured survey instrument was developed tc assess the relative importance of
various factors in client choices to participate in WIN. Following pretests
with small samples of WIN clients in all the cities, the instrument was further

1see the Appendix for instrument.
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refined in Jjoint meetings of the consortium, and then administered.

In developing the instrument, it was important to further define the key
concepts of incentive, disincentive, and participation. An incentive was
viewed as a personal, situationel, or program feature which the client valued
and perceived as meking participation more likely. A disincentive was seen &as
& similar feature whicn the client experienced as unpleasant and which the
client believed would make participation less likely. For research purposes
we also intended to study, however, features which we assumed were pleasant
a:nd unpleasant and whose validity us an incentive or disincentive was to be
sested by association with participation variables.

Par:icipation was defined in several ways: (1) as a postive attitude
toward the entire program or some of its features; (2) as a positive attitude
toward attendance at program components; (3) as evidence of attendance at a
component derived from the client; (4) as client satisfaction with his accom-
Plishments in program components. We had originally intended to use data from
WIN files on participation as an objective measure, but time constraints and
changes in agency procedures (decentralization of files) made this impossible
with the available research resources.

The sampling plan called for a sample stratified by city, sex, and status
(i.e., new, current, terminee). Status (length of time in WIN) was chosen as
a stratifying variable because our previous researchl indicated that people,
when they are new to WIN or have been in WIN for only & short time, have dif-
ferent needs and perceptions of the program than they have after they have
been in the program for some length of time. Sex was chosen as a stratifying
variable because the mandatory provisions of the program affect men more
strongly than women, and because our previous research indicated significant
differences in the needs, perceptions, and incentives of men and women. City
was chosen as & stratifying variable because our previous research indicated
significant differences between the cities, based on historical, organizational,
job market, and other factors, and because the new mandatory participation reg-
ulations were influenced by local conditions and interpretations.

We did not stratify the sample by race because the three cities have such
& preponderance of blacks in the programs that findirig a large quota of whites
would have been impossible. urther stratification would also have made the
analysis extremely difficult to carry out and interpret as one tried to untangle
tne inveractive effects of more than three cross-cutting strata.

We planned to interview 1200 individuals: U400 in each of the three cate-
gories (with roughly a 50-50 breakdown between males and females) with one-
third of the interviews in each city. This did not represent the relative gize
of the programs in the different cities (Chicago's program was more than twice

lReid, op. cit.




the size of Detroit's, wnich was almost twice the size of Cleveland's), but it
did provide for a more equal interview load i: the three cities and facilitated
cross-city comparisons. Anticipating some difficulty in obtaining interviews
with some of those in the sample, we deliberately selected more than 1200 names
so that we could substitute for unreachable respondents. Also, anticipating
that some interviews would subsequently have to be discarded as unreliable or
unuseable, we planned to interview more than 400 clients in each city; no def-
inite number was set since we were periodica@lly reviewing the interviews and
planned to stop once we reached or cxceeded 400. Siuce very few interviews
were actually discarded, no significant bias was introduced by this procedure.
This sampling plan had to be modified sligntly because of programmatic changes
and difficulty in contacting the interviewees.

A cursory look at the known demographic characteristics of the non-
contactable clients in the sample does not show any particwlar distiunguishing
characteristic except that they tended to be somewhat less likely to have a
telephone and were more likely to have moved. Whether this represents mobility
or transiency we don't know. Beyond saying we have an unsubstantiated feeling
that they are not very significant, we feel it would he futile to speculate on
the possible biases in our findings introduced by non-contact. The original
plan would have yielded a sample with proportional N's in the cells to facili-
tate Analysis of Variance and other statistical analysis. However, since we
could not achieve this without unreasonable effort and expense, we dropped
that condition and decided to keep and analyse all the useable interviews. The
actual number of interviews was 1203, divided as follows:

Chicago Cleveland Detroit Total

New enrollees 170 101 73 34l
Current enrollees 132 179 183 Lok
Terminees 110 123 132 365

Total 412 403 388 1203

Terminees were difficult to interview because it was not a simple matter
to contact or locate them, Primarily because many had moved, more than once in
most cases. Despite repated efforts by interviewers, some could not be reached.
For the new enrollees, the Problem was somewhat different. As noted, the
Talmadge Amendments were teking effect at different times in the three cities,
and this required many administrative changes, resulting in differences in the
rates at which new enrollees were being taken into the program during the fall
of 1972 when the interviews were conducted. In Chicago, where the impact of
Talmadge was strongest, new enrollees were deliberately over-sampled because
of the large influx of new participants.

In Cleveland we obtained access to WIN files and selected every fifth
name in the files of current enrollees and of terminees. When an insufficient
number of interviews were obtained from this sample, we drew a random sample
from the remaining names in order to obtain the required total number, as well

IToxt Provided by ERI



as the stratification requirements. To obtain a sufficient sample of new ap-
Plicants, all those who fell within the time dimensions defining new applicants
were selected, and attempts were made to interview them. There is, therefore,
acknowledged possible bias in the findings from our sample, although the di-
rection of the bias is difficult to specify.

In Chicago the WIN team was supplied monthly printouts listing current
WIN clients in the state. Two procedures were then used to obtain names from
which the current enrollee sample was drawn.

a. Using the printout reflecting the WIN population of July 1, 1972, a
sample of 500 nemes, half men and half women, enrolled prior to May 1, 1972,
was selected by using & systematic probability sampling technique. A table of
random numbers was used to select the pages of the printout to be used. For
each page selected, the table of random numbers was used to select the first
name of the page; then every fifth name on the page was selected. This proce-
dure was continued until names of 250 men and 250 women were chosen. From
this listing a sample of 218 men and 257 women were selected to be interviewed.

b. Using a printout reflecting the WIN population as of September 15,
1972, 300 names of persons enrolled in Cook County WIN during June and July,
1972, were chosen. From these a sample of 251 persons—133 men and 118 women—
was selected.

The Cook County WIN office supplied addresses and phone numbers, when
available, for the two samples described above. Everyone who could be con-
tacted by phone or mail who agreed to participate and who kept his appointment
(two or three attempts were made by interviewers of failed appointments) was
included in the final sample. Those persons still in WIN at the time of the
interview constituted Chicago's current enrollee sample.

The new enrollee sample was selected from names furnished over an ll-week
period (beginning October 24, 1972) by the Cook County WIN office of all new
enrollees. This procedure yielded 39% names. Everyone who could be contacted
by phone or mail and who was subsequently interviewed was included in the final
sample. Those persons still in WIN &t the time of the interview made up
Chicago's new enrollee sample.

The terminee sample consisted of the persons selected for the current and
new enrcllee samples who had terminated from WIN by the time of the interview.
Because of the number of terminees obtained in this manner, no other effort
was made to obtain names of terminees.

In Detroit terminated clients were selected on a reverse time basis. Cur-
rent females were & one-fifth random sample from alphabetical listings. All
the names of current meles in the files were used as thé€ program had mostly
female participants. All the names of new enrcllees who were available during
the interviewing period were utilized as each list collected from WIN teams
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required the 50-mile trip from Ann Arbor to Detroit.

Interviewers and Coding

In Clevelend the interviewers were all graduate students. They scheduled
their own interviews making use of the secretarial services of the University.
Money payments of $5 to each interviewee were forwarded from the University
after each interview. FEach interviewer was instructed to make maximum possible
effort to contact those on his list; in the event no phone was listed and no
response was received from an appointment letter, in most cases a home visit
was made to try to reach the clients. In Cleveland over half of the total in-
terviews were secured by four men--one an unemployed recent graduate in physics
(white), a law student (Indian), & social work student (black), and a college
graduate awaiting admission to law school (white). Other interviewers were
mainly students from the schools of Social Work, Psychology, and Education.

Michigan employed three full-time interviewers who did the bulk of the
interviewing-~two men and one woman, all white. These three had between two
years of college and one year of graduate school. About 20 interviews, how-
ever, were done by two black female graduate students.

Chicago used & total of 13 interviewers, all but two of whom were graduate
students. Two were used only in the pretest phase; two others were full-time.
Eleven interviewers were malé, seven were female, and they were about evenly
divided between black and white.

In all locations interviewers were carefully trained, given information
about the WIN Program, and rehearsed in use of the gquestionnaire through mock
interviews and role play. Each school provided careful supervision and check-
ing of its own field operations, coding, and transcription of data. Inter=-
viewers were, in most cases, used as coders. A system of coding and codebooks
were developed through a series of consortium meetings, and coders were trained
in each location. To determine coding consistency among the three schools,
coders from each school independently ccded the open-ended questions from the
same fifteen interview protocols. Percentages of disagreements among coders
were low (leés than 1% percent) for all but & small number of items. None of
these items proved to be of major importance in the findings of the study.

Interview Refusals

Almost two participants were contacted in each study city for each one
actually interviewed. While we have little data on participants who refused
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to be interviewed, we do know that a greater proportion of men refused to be
interviewed and those who were interviewed were more likely to have telephounes
than those who were not.

While we do not know the effects of this kind of bias, it is possible
that those who refused to be interviewed were likely to have negative reac-
tions vo the program. On the other hand, the fact that a greater proportion
oI tnose who Were interviewed had telephones might also indicate that we had
reaciied & more stable group. Despite these possible sources of bias, the sam-
ple obtained did arpear to resemble closely the participant population of the
t?ree programs studied—as will be discussed in the following chapter.

Coordination and Analysis

Close coordination was maintained through the entire planning, develop-
ment, and data collection and coding phases of the project by means of frequent
meetings of the research staffs and telephone and written communication. The
task of analyzing the data was divided, with each school taking responsibility
for performing various segments of the analysis and writing up the findings.
These findings are presented in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER 4
SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

by
Audrey Smith and George Mink

Major demcgrapnic and social characteristics of WIN participants and ter-
minees interviewed for this study will be described in this chapter. In par-
ticular, distribution of the sample by sex and program status within the three
cities should be kept in mind in reading the results of the study. This chap-
ter also compares the sample with the WIN populations in the study cities on
several important characteristics. (Data on the WIN populations are submitted
to the federal govermment from county WIN offices.)

Description of Sample

The total sample consisted of 1203 individuals stratified according to
city, status in the WIN Program at the time of interview, and sex. The follow-

ing table shows the distributions of respondents for the city and status break-
downs.

TABLE 4-1

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE BY STATUS AT TIME OF INTERVIEW AND CITY

Status at Time Chicago Cleveland Detroit Combined
of Interview No. % No. 9, No. % No. %
New enrollee 170 41 101 25 T4 19 345 29
Current enrollee 132 32 179 L 1833 L7 L9L 41
Terminee 110 27 123 31 131 3L 364 30
Totels 412 100 L0O3 100 388 100 1203 100

SEX AND RACE

As can be seen from Table 4-2, the combined sample was half male (49.6
percent) and helf female (0.4 percent). Of the three sample cities, only
Cleveland had a larger proporticn of men. Eighty-one percent of the sample
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was black, and 19 percent was white, including Latin-Americans. (latin-
Americans comprised two percent of the sample.) Although black women (47 per-
cent) comprised almost half of the sample, black men (34 percent) were well
represented. The small number of whites in the sample were predominantly male;
only three percent of the sample were white women. The major city difference
regarding race was the large proportion of white males in Cleveland. The new
participant subsample contained proportionately more black males (44 percent)

aend fewer black females, white males, and white females than did the current
or terminees groups.

TABLE L4-2

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLE BY RACE, CITY, AND SEX

Chicago Detroit Cleveland Combined
Race Total Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

% % % % % % % %

White 19 4 1 4 1 8 1 16 3
Black 81 = 13 17 11 16 10 14 34 L7
Totals 100 17 18 15 17 18 15 50 50

AGH

The respondents ranged in age from 17 to 62. The mean age was 30 and the
median, 29; 37 percent of the respondents were in the 21-39 age range. The
Chicago subsample (mean=29, median=27) was slightly younger than the other two
subsamples. Women in the combined sample were slightly younger than the men.
Black respondents were younger than their white counterparts; for example, 57

vercent of the blacks were under 30 years of age as compared to 44 percent of
the whites.

RZS IDENCE

The majority of the respondents (80 percent) had resided in their respec-~
tive cities for more than 10 years. A negligible number were newcomers with
only one percent having lived in their current city for less than & year; in

fact, only 6 percent of the combined sample had resided in their respective
cities for less than five years.
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MARITAL STATUS

Ninety percent of the me:n were married and living with their spouses in
contrast to only & percent of the women. The latter were either separated
from their husbands (%% percent), divorced (2% percent), or single (%3 percent).
Only 5 percent of the men were separated, one percent divorced, and 5 percent
single. The median number of children per family was two.

EDUCATION

Almost all of the respondents had some high school education (80 percent),
but only 4% percent had completed high school. Nine percent of the sample had
attained some college education. The median grade completed across all three
city subsamples was 11 years. Black respondents were better educated than
white respondents. Almost half (47 percent) of the former had completed high
school while less than 40 percent of the latter had, and 22 percent of the
whites and 8 percent of the blacks had only a grammar school education or less.
Similar difterences are found with respect to sex: 55 percent of the women
and 35 percent of the men completed high school while 18 percent of the men
and 5 percent of the women had an eighth grade education or less. (It will be
remembered that the majority of the whites are males and most of the blacks in
the sample are female.)

WELFARE

As expected, the overwhelming majority of respondents (85 percent) were
on welfare. Over half (56 percent) of those on welfare had been receiving pub-
lic assistance for less than two years and only 4 percent had been on welfare
for over 10 years. The Chicago subsample was even newer to the welfare rolls
as over half (52 percent) had been on welfare less than & year and only one
person in the entire subsample had been on welfare for as long as 10 years.
This is probably due to sampling procedures for terminated clients. Women had
been on welfare considerably lenger than men, blacks longer than whites, and
current participants and terminees much longer than new participants. Only
one-fourth of those currently on welfare had received public assistance before.

EMPLOYMENT

Of the three-fourths of the sample who were not employed at the time of
the interview, almost all (9% percent) had previously held jobs. The median
length of unemployment for this group was 19 months. Men had held jobs more
recently than women, and rew enrollees had been out of work & shorter period
of time than current participants or terminees. Blacks tended to have been
unemployed for a shorter period than whites; the percentages unemployed for
less than a year were 29 and 19, respectively.
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At the time of interviewing, a fourth (26 percent) of the respondents
were employed. While men tended to be employed slightly more than females,
and blacks slightly more than whites, not surprisingly the major differences
occurred with respect to status in WIN. Fifty-two percent of the terminees
were employed, compared to 8 percent of the new and 20 percent of current par-
ticipants in WIN. Most of the jobs were full-time (80 percent) and were re-
cently acquired—three-fourths of them were of six months or less duration.

Not all of these jobs were obtained through WIN. In fact, ouly 40 percent
of these 314 employed respondents said they were placed through WIN: 47 per-
cent said they got the jobs on their own, and 13 percent indicated help from
other resources. City differences were extreme here as 7O percent of the
Cnicago ~ubsample said they obtained their present employment through WIN as
compared to only 20 percent of the Cleveland and 31 percent of the Detroit sub-
samples. Men, whites, and terminees were more likely to have obtained jobs on
their own—and conversely, less likely through WIN.

Salaries varied considerably. While the median net weekly income of the
combined sample was $100, this figure was considerably higher in Chirago ($111)
than in Detroit ($81) and Cleveland ($85). Again, currently employec men,
whites, and terminees reported considerably higher salaries than did their
counterparts. Net weekly salaries of $130 or higher were reported by 43 per-
cent of the employed men compared to 6 percent of the women, 33 percent of the
whites compared to 23 percent of the biacks, and 37 percent of the terminees
compared to 12 percent of the new and 9 percent of the current participants.

-

Comparison of Sample and WIN Population in Study Cities

Qur sample was stratified according to three characteristics: sex, status
in wWIN, and location. We sought to obtain roughly an equal number of respon-
-dents in each category of these three variables. For this reason, it was not
expected that our sample would accurately reflect the distribution of these
characteristics in the population. n extreme example is that of location;
daring the time of our survey, the average participant load in Chicago was
3,358 whiile the corresponding figure in Cleveland was 956. The male enrollment
in Detroit was 24.5 percent instead of the 46.6 percent used in our sample.
Moreover, in order to obtain the desired sample of new enrollees, it was neces-
sary to employ & non-random time sampling procedure.

In view of these considerations, we were interested in seeing how much
our sample compared to the WIN population in each city in terms of important
characteristics not used for purposes of stratification. Race, age, and educa-
tional level were used first to compare the subsamples from each city with the
populations of their respective WIN Programs.
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As is shown in Table 4-3, the sample is representative of the racial and
age characteristics of the population of the three WIN Programs. 1In other
words, stratification by sex and status did not result in sample biases in re-
spect to these attributes.

TABLE 4=3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE AND WIN POPULATION
IN THREE STUDY CITIES ON SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS®

Selected Chicago Cleveland Sample
Characteristics Sample Population Sample Population Sample Population
RaceP

WhiteC 14.6 14.8 27.8 25.9 12.0 11.5
Black 85 .4 85.2 72.2 Th.1 88.0 88.5
Sample N=1197 Population N=89504
Age
21 or under 11.4 9.5 11.4 9.2 10.6 9.7
22-4l; 83.0 82.2 84.0 83.9 80.7 81.7
45 and over - 5.6 8.3 L.6 6.7 8.8 8.6
Sample N=1203 Population N=8950%
Education
Less than
high school  50.0 56.5 5%.8 58.0 62.2 60.0
High school X
or more 50.0 43.5 46.2 42.0 37.8 40.1
Sample N=1203 Population N=89509

aSource, MA5-98, WIN Program activity monthly summary and MA5-99, WIN
monthly summary of participant characteristics.

bBecause of the different proportion of whites in males and females,
the filgures for race are edjusted to represent the proportion of each sex
in the population according to race. This 1s particularly important for
Detroit where only 24.5 percent of the WIN population are males as compared
to 46.6 percent of the stratified sample.

°A1l non-blacks.
d
Cumulative totals, July 1, 1972, through January, 1973.
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The secondary characteristics of education, which does not match as well,
is particularly vulnerable to the sample stratification. Not only are women
likely to be better educated than men, but those who are new to the program
differ significantly from those who have been i longer. Nevertheless, the
sample and populations are reasonahiy close in respect to the educational level
of participants.

It is also difficult to know how the program participation characteristics
of the sample compared with the population in the programs. The major diffi-
culty occurs with the over-representation in the sample of those who are new.
I the sample from each of the cities, there is & larger proportion of new cli-
ents than is true of the populations. This distorts somewhat the proportion
of people in treaining since those who are new in the program are less likely
than current participents to have progressed into training. If we take only
the "current' portion of our sample, it will be somewhat over-represented in
training, but may indicate whether the sample i1s at all like the WIN population
in our cities.

During the period of our interviewing, approximately 19 percent of all
the participants in the Chicago program were in training or education, compared
to 22 percent of our Chicago current participant sample. In Detroit, the com-
parable statistics were 32 percent for the population and 37 percent in our
sample. The discrepancy is greater in Cleveland, where the sample statistics
showed 78 percent in training and educational programs compared to 56 percent
in that city's program. However, taking into account the expected over-
representation because of not including new enrollees in our sample statistics,
our sample data are in close proximity to actual program data.

In conclusion, our sampling design and methods did not appear to produce
samples that differed markedly from thelr parent populations in respect to
characteristics not deliberately manipulated through stratification. There-
fore, we assume our findings and recommendations are applicable to these three
WIN Programs and others having similar characteristics. The reader should be
cautioned, however, that this does not include the great bulk of WIN Programs.
Striking differences exist between our sample and the national WIN population
as evidenced by several important demographic variables. For example, while
our sample was predominantly black (81 percent), nationally WIN participants
are mostly white (60 percent).l A larger proportion of our sample had at least
a high school education (L5 percent) than is true for the national program (L2
percent). A negligible percentage of our sample (2 percent) was under 19 years
ol age while 10 percent of WIN participants nationally are this young.

lpate on national WIN Program are for fiscal year 1972 and are found in
the Manpower Report of the President: A Report on Manpower Requirements, Re-
sources, Utilization, and Training, Prepared by the United States Department
of labor (Wasaington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 23k.
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Probably the major factor accounting for these disparities is the urbarn, middle
western, nature or our sample. Conclusions and recommendations applicable to
WIN Programs in large metropolican areas may well be inappropriate for those

in rural and smaller urban areas. This should be kept in mind as one reads
this report.
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CHAPTER 5
THE PARTICIPANTS' CAREER ASPIRATIONS

by
William J. Reid

In tiis chapter we shall examine incentives for WIN participation arising
from tne respondents' typically current status as & welfare recipient and his
typically noped-for status as an economically self-sufficient job-holder. As
Goodwin ..as suggested, public assistance recipients aspire as much toward work
careers as other groups in our society, although many recipients, sometimes by
choice but more often by necessity, remein in careers of public dependency or
shift between work and welfare careers.l

A central purpose of WIN is to help individuals achieve economic self-
sufficiency through employment. Theoretically the prospects of obtaining a
job tnat would enable the recipient to leave welfare should constitute & major
incentive for participation in WIN. But many questions arise. How important
to the recipients is obtaining & job through WIN? What kind of jobs do they
want to obtain? What kind would they not want? How realistic are their aspi-
rations? What factors determine their career goals and how, in turn, do they
affect the participants' involvement in WIN? What, specifically, are the in-
centives, as the participant sees them, for leaving welfare? What does he
think he would give up by his departure? Do different groups of recipients
view “hese gains and losses in different ways? Our findings will hopefully
provide some answers to such questions. '

General Importance of Getting =z Job

The opportunity to become re-employed (or employed at a higher level) ap-
peared to be a major incentive to participate in WIN. When they first entered
WIN, the overwhelming majority of our respondents (nine out of ten) thought
trat the program would either help them get a job or a better job. The same
proportion regarded these goals as either very important or important to them
when they began the program. Of respondents still in the program at the time
of the research interview, almost the same proportion (86 percent) viewed these
goals as important. It is possible that the importance of securing & job

ljoodwin, Leonard, Do the Poor Want to Work?: A Social-Psychological
Study of Work Orientations (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1972).
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through WIN declined somewhalt between tie time the participant first entered
the program and the time of the research interview; 4, percent of the sample
viewed this reason for perticipation as 'very important" at the first of these
times as opposed to 33 percent at the second. Nevertheless, respondents con-
sistently viewed securing employment as & central reason for participating in
WIN, and as subsequent data will show, this reason appeared to overshadow all
others.

Unacceptable Jobs

It was clear, however, that just any kind of job would not do. Respon-
dents were asked, "Is there any kind of job you would not want to take, even
if it meant you would have to stay on welfare?" Over 70 percent answered "yes."
Women were more likely (79 percent) than men (62 percent) to say there was &
Jjob they would not accept. For these respondents even welfare status might be
preferable to employment below an acceptable level. In general, just the op-
portunity to obtain work of any description did not appear to be an effective
incentive.

Through open-ended questions we attempted to learn more about these "un-
acceptable” jobs. The 837 respoudents who had &nswered "yes" to the questions
above were asked to describe the kind of job they would not want to take. The
type of unwanted employment most frequently cited (by over 85 percent of these
respondents) was work requiring little skill or training. Most of the respon-
dents were able to give examples of specific kinds of jobs they would not want
to take. Low-level jobs in "institutional service" (waitress, dishwasher,
nurse's aide, janitor, orderly, etc.) Wwere most frequently mentioned (by 35
percent of the respondents answering). Factory work came next (cited by 23
percent), followed by private household employment (21 percent). Respondents
were then asked why they would not want to do the kind of work they had men-
tioned. Reasons differed according to the sex of the respondent. For men,
the most frequently cited reason (mentioned by a third of the male respondents)
was "low pay'; the largest group of women——also about & third—objected to the
"boring" nature of the kind of work they would- not want.

The great majority of respondents were then able to supply us with a
"lower limit" of acceptable employment. If given a choice between low-paying,
boring work--one way of defining "menial employment'--and remaining on welfare,
it is likely that most of our participants would opt for welfare.
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Level of Expected Employment

Since almost all of the respondents (as will be subsequently shown) ex-
pressed a desire to '"get off welfare" and viewed employment as a means of ac-
complishing this goal, the next question becomes '"What kinds of jobs do they
hope to obtain as a means of becoming self-supporting?" All respondents, in-
cluding those already working, were asked if they hoped to obtain a particular
type of job. A very large majority (88 percent) said they did. Of those re-
spondents, almost all (over 90 percent) said that securing the job of their
choice was an important objective of their participation in WIN. '

Since this item, and another based upon it (expected take-home pay for
the desired job), are central in the findings presented in this chapter, the
characteristics of the 12 percent who did not respond are of interest. The
non-responders were primarily men who did not initiate their own referral and
who were less likely than other respondents to be seeking nothing of the WIN
Program. New participants were more likely to fall into this group than cur-
rent participants or terminees. Employed respondents were as likely to have
& desired job in mind as those unemployed.

The specific kind of job each respondent wanted was elicited and classi-
fied in terms of the amount of training normally required for an acceptable
level of performance on that job. Our reason for this particular mode of
classification was to make the data as relevant as possible to the job train-
ing mission of WIN. Coded in this way, the data provide an estimate of the
amount of investment in training that WIN would need to make in order to meet
the expectations of its participants.

The coding system was based on information contained in the Dictionary of
Occupational Titlesl and the Occupational Outlook Handbook,2 and data on spe-
cific occupations obtained by project staff. An abridged version is presented
below:

1. Professional or academic training of at least three years reguired.
Examples: accountant, registered nurse, teacher.

2. Extensive training-—usually eight months to two years—required; jobs
are usually technical, semi-professional or skilled. Examples: air
conditioning repairman, computer programmer, electrician, stenographer,
welder.

1y.s. Department of Labor, Dictionary of Occupational Titles, 3rd edition
(Washington, D.C.: J.S. Government Printing Office, 1968).

2y.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Out-
look Handbook (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972).
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5. Moderate amount of training-—usually six weeks to seven months—re-
quired; Jjobs are often semi-skilled. Examples: cashier, clerk-typist,
keypunch operator, machine operator (complex machines), postal clerk.

4. Minimal or no training-—-usually less than six weeks—required. Exam-
ples: assembly line worker, domestic, machine operator (simple ma-
chines), stock clerk, truck driver.

When jobs the respondents hopeda to obtain were classified according to
this scheme, it became readily apparent that the training expectations in the
sample as a whole were quite high. As can be seen from Table %-1 the majority
of the respondents had in mind jobs requiring either professional-academic
training (13 percent) or extensive training (46 percent). Thirty percent
wanted jobs needing a moderate amount of training. Only 11l percent hoped to
get jobs that required minimal or no training. Thus, & manpower program de-
signed to meet the expressed needs of this sample would have to concentrate on
programs lasting from eight months to two years. As was observed above,l
length of training in WIN II is limited to one year for any participant, and
the average expected course of training is supposed to be six months. The ma-
jority of cur respondents appear to want jobs requiring more training than the
current WIN Program is prepared to provide.

As Table 5-1 shows, the level of jobs currently desired far exceeds the
level of jobs held previously (or currently, for those employed at the time of
the interview). Thus, the majority of the sample came to WIN from (or with)
Jjobs at the lowest level of training requirements. The majority was apparently
striving for Jjobs at the two highest le.els.

TABLE 5-1

PREVIQUS AND FXPECTED JOBS BY TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

Job Training Previous Job? Expected Job
Requirements 9, 9,
Professional-Academic 1.3 12.7
Extenrive 9.7 L. 2
Moderate 4.3 20.7
Minimal 54.7 11.4
N = 1152 1041

BCurrent Jnb used {'or respondents (*1%) currently employed.

lgee p. 3.




Factors Influencing Level of Expected Employment

Since the level orf desired jobs seemed to be an important variable, we
were interested in ascertaining factors that might influence it. Of all fac-
tors that seemed to affect this variable, the strongest was the sex of the re-
spondent. In Table 5-2 are given the dit'ferences betwesen male and female re-
spondents for both desired and prior levels of employment.

TABLE 5-2

TRAINING REQUIREMENTS OF PREVIOUS
AND DESTRED JOBS BY SEX OF RESPONDENT

Job Treining = PlI:ViOUSF Job1 v lies iredFJob:L
. a emale ale emale
Requirements :

2 % % % %
Professionai-Academic 0.8 2.3 8.3 16.5
Extensive 11.6 7.6 50.3 42,7
Moderate 20.6 48.9 10.9 38.2
Minimal €7.0 41.2 21.5 2.7

N = 507 556 483 558
p < .001* p < .001*

*Probability wvalues giYen for contingency tables in this
chapter are derived from x° tests.

Looking first at the desired level of employment, we see that there is
only a small difference between men and women if we lump together the top two
levels on the one hand, and the two lowest levels on the other. Thus, 58.6
percent of the men, as opposed to 59.2 percent of the women, want Jjobs requiring
eitner professional-academic or extensive training; 4l.4 percent of the men and
LO.9 percent of the women desire jobs requiring either moderate or minimal
training. Major sex differences occur, however, in respect to particular cate-
gories. Men are more likely than women to prefer jobs at the extensive and
minimal levels of training; the converse is true for jobs at the professional-
acacemic and moderate training levels.

As can be seen from the remainder of Table 5-2, sex differences in respect
to level of prior employment are in the same direction. Variations between men
and women in respect to both previous and expected levels of employment may re-
tlect a general sex difference in low-income occup&tions. Men are perhaps more
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likely than women to have jobs (e.g., heavy manual labor, truck driving) re-
quring little or no training.

Additional analysis of antecedent varlables possibly affecting the level
of the respondents' Job aspirations was carried out separately for men and
women. Two such variables were found to be associated (for both sexes) with
the type of job the respondents wanted: (1) level of education, and (2) par-
ticipant status.l

The first of these associations was not unexpected: the higher the re-
spondent's educational level, the higher the level of his job aspirations.
While perhaps predictable, the finding provides evidence on the internal con-
sistency of the respondents' replies and suggests that their job aspirations
had some basis in the reality of their educational attainments. For example,
over 70 percent of men and women aspiring to jobs requiring professional or
academic training had completed high schocl. By contrast, less than a fifth
of the men and only two percent of the women wanting Jjobs with minimal training
were high school gradusates. ’

The second associationi~4s more complex and puzzling. As Table 5-3 shows,
current participants and terminees had higher levels of job aspirations than
new participants, with peak levels occurring with the current enrollee catego-
ries. Thus, for women, we find that 69 percent of the current participants
want Jjobs at the two highest training levels as opposed to 39 percent of the
new participants and 60 percent of the terminees. A similar curvilinear pat-
tern can te observed for the men.

TABLE 5-3

TRAINING REQUIREMENTS OF DESIRED JOBS BY PROGRAM STATUS AND SEX

Job Trainin Male Female
& New Current Terminee New Current Terminee
Requirements
% % % % % %

Professional-Academic 6.1 10.9 7.0 4.9 20.6 20.1
Extensive L0.5 57.3 51.0 34,5 49.0 40.2
Moderate 21.€ 16.1 23.1 54.9 28.3% 38.5
Minimal 31.8 15.6 18.9 5.6 2.0 1.2
N = 148 102 143 142 247 169

p < .0l p < .001

lunless otherwise specified, associations between variables reported in
this chapter are statistically significant at the .05 level (Chi-square test).
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The assoclation was found to hold up when control variables were intro-
duced. The most important of these was city, since new participants were
heavily over-represented in Chicago. Status and level of aspiration were
found to be significantly associated, however, for respondents in each of the
three cities.

One explanation for the relationship may be found in the changes in the
WIN Program brought about by the Talmadge Amendments, which applied to the new
participants but not to the other groups. As we will see in Chapter 7, new
participants were more likely to view their participation in WIN as compulsory.
Thus, we may have in the recent entrants a less well-motivated group with lower
aspirations. Also, WIN II, with its more limited educational and training op-
tions, way not have stimulated aspirations to the extent that WIN I might have
in the case of current enrcllees or terminees. These interpretations do not
explain, however, the tendency for terminees to have lower aspirations than
current participants. Another kind of explanation may need to be considered,
perhaps as a supplement to the first. Quite possibly exposure to WIN serves
to elevate the participants' aspirations, which then may decline, at least to
some extent, as participants come to realize that these aspirations cannot be
fully achieved. If so, one might expect, &s we find, a higher aspirational
level among the current enrollees.

Expected Occupational Mobility

Another way of viewing the participants' aspirations is in terms of the
"distance" between their previous and desired levels of employment. Two par-
ticipants may want jobs requiring extensive training, but one may have previ-
ously held a Jjob at this level while the other may have been an unskilled
worker. The distinction is of obvious importance: participants who wish to
make a great leap forward will place more demands on & training program and
may be vulnerable to greater disappointment if their expectations are not ful-
filled. While previous data (Table 5-1) have shown that our respondents as a
group expect Jjobs at appreciably higher levels than the ones they had, they
provide no picture of desired change in levels for individual respondents.

Accordingly, an "expected mobility index" was constructed by obtaining the
difference between the level of the respondent's most recent job and the level
of the job he desired. For example, if an individual last held a job calling
for minimal training but now wanted a job requiring extensive training he would
receive a mobility score of +2. Negative scores would describe an individual
whose expected job was at a lower level than his most recent employment.

Table 5-4 gives a breakdown by sex for various categories of expected mo-

bility. The majority of respondents (64 percent) expect to move ahead at least
one level; only a handful are headed in & downwardly mobile direction. Of
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particular interest is tue large proportion (29 percent) in the "considerably
upward" category. Further analysis of the data revealed that these respondents
for the most part wished to move from jobs at the lowest level (requiring min-
imal training) to jobs requiring extensive training. In fact, this particular
mobility pattern was the one most commnon for tne sample as a whole, accounting
for approximately a quarter of the respondents.

TABLE 5-&

BEXPECTED MOBILITY BY SEX

Categories of Mobility M;n Wogen To;al
0 (]
Downward (-1 to -3) 2.7 3.0 2.9
Same level (0) 39.3 28.3 3%.6
Slightly upward (+1) 20.9 37.2 29.4
Considerably upward (+2) 32.6 25.4 28.8
Extremely upward (+3) Lok 6.1 5.3
N = 473 508 981
p < .001

The sex differences merit some comment. A somewhat higher proportion of
womern than men are upwardly mobile overall, but men are more likely than women
to fall in the considerably upward mobile category.

Associations between the expected mobility index and other variables re-
vealed a pattern similar to the previously reported relationships between other
variables and the level of expected job. The strongest association was with
status in WIN: hnigher proportions of upwardly mobile respondents were found
among the current participants than the other groups.

Job Aspirations and WIN Participation

The data thus far presented have given us a picture of the respondents’
aspirations in terms of level of jobs desired and expected occupetional mobil-
ity. Some of the factors that may have affected these measures of aspiration
have also been considered. ..
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We will not turn to the question of whether or not the respondent's aspi-
ration (as measured by the level of job desired) affected the nature or degree
of the respondent's investment in the WIN Program. While it seems clear that
wanting & Jjob is an important incentive for participaetion in the WIN Program,
it remains to be seen irf the type of job the respondent wants makes a dif-
ference.

The data strongly suggest that respondents desiring higher level jobs had
a idifferent interest in the program than those wanting lower level jobs. As
Table 5-5 reveals, respondents wanting higher level jobs hoped to obtain train-
ing or education from the program; by contrast, respondents seeking lower level
Jjobs were inclined to see the program as providing them with work.

TABLE 5-5

LEVEL OF JOB DESIRED BY REACTION OF RESPONDENTS TO PROSPECT OF TRAINING

mrain Wanted: Training FEducation Job

Re-Zire Zits Men Women Men Women Men Women
m

ks % % % % % %
Professional-

Academic 5.5 13.9 29.4 25.8 4.8 10.6
Extensive 62.5 47.0 52.9 46.8 39.9 38.4
Moderate 18.9 37.8 11.8 25.8 22.2 45,4
Minimal 13.1 1.3 5.9 1.6 33,1 5.6

N = 275 381 51 124 248 216
p < .001 p < .10 p < .00l

The relative ilmportance of training as an incentive for respondents with
aspiration for higher level jobs is also revealed in Table 5-6. Respondents
were asked how they would react 1f they could get training for a job they
wanted but no guarantee of & job. As the table shows, respondents desiring
hiigner level Jobs were more likely to say that such a contingency would "make
no difference" in respect to their WIN participation.

So far it has been suggested that the participant's job aspirations shape
the nature of his incentives for participating in WIN. We will now turn to
the question of the effect of these aspirations on the amount of incentive.
For example, do aspirations for better jobs provide a greater incentive for
participating in WIN?
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TABLE 5-6

LEVEL OF JOB DESIRED BY WHAT RESPONDENT WANTED FROM WIN AND BY SEX

Male Female

Training Make No Would be Bad Make No Would be Bad

Requirements Difference or Might Leave Difference or Might Leave
% % % %
Professional-

Academic 41.0 59.0 344 65.6
Extensive 38.5 61.5 25.8 Th.2
Moderate 26.9 73.1 17.5 82.5
Minimal 20,2 77.8 6.7 83.3

N = 1010
p < .00l p< .00l

As Table 5-7 shows, respondents wanting jobs requiring professional-
academic or extensive training were more likely to initiate referral into WIN
than respondents preferring jobs with lower training requirements. This find-
ing suggests that the former respondents may have been somewhat more highly
motivated at point of entry into the program.

TABLE 5-7

LEVEL OF JCB BY INITIATION OF REFERRAL AND BY SEX

Men Women

Training Respondent Others Respondent Others
Requirements Initiated Initiated Initiated Initiated

% % % %
Professional-

Academic 20.0 80.0 82.6 17.4
Extensive 29.3 70.€ Th.8 25.2
Moderste 15.6 84.3 61.0 38.9
Minimal 1.k 85.6 46,7 53.3

N = 482 558
p < .0l ' p < .001
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Although the respondents with greater job aspirations may have had a
greater incentive to enter the program, there is little evidence that they
continued to be influenced by any extra incentive margin once they got in.
Thus, no relationship was found between thLe level of job desired and either
the importance attached to getting the job wanted or the training needed to
prepare for the job. As noted earlier, an overwhelming proportion of the re-
spondents (about 90 percent in each instance) thought that getting the job or
training they wanted was either '"very important" or "important." The lack of
discrimination in these variables would make it difficult, of course, to de-
tect any special effect of level of job aspirations.

Expected Pay

Still another measure of the participant's career aspirations is the
amount of money he expects to earn on the job he hopes to get. After the type
of job the respondent desired was ascertained, he was asked to estimate the
weekly take-home pay he expected to obtain from the job.

As was the case with our first measure, the strongest predictor of this
measure was the sex of the respondent. Table 5-8 presents breakdowns by cate-
gories of expected income and by sex. The great majority of men (almost 70
percent) expect a take-home pay in excess of $150 per week. Only slightly
more than & quarter of the women expect to earn this much. Median weekly ex-
pected pay for men was $155; for women, $115. The bulk of respondents who
fell in the $200 or more category hope to make $200 & week. Only 1O percent
of the sample, mostly men, expected their earnings to exceed that amount.

TABLE 5-8

EXPECTED WEEKLY TAKE-HOME PAY BY SEX

Expected Pay M;n WO;en A%l
0 0
Less than $100 1.8 19.4 11.0
$100 to $149 29.1 5%.5 41.9
$150 to $199 36.1 16.6 25.9
$200 or more 33,0 10.6 21.3
N = 457 501 958
p < .001




The medlan expected et earnings for the sample &8s a whole was $1L0 per
week, whica would produce a net yearly earuing in excess of §7,000. Since
public assistance grants for the three cities averaged less than $3,500 per
year for a family of four, the respondents as a group hoped to more than
double their net income.

Table 2-9 and 5-10 show the relationship between our two principal mea-
sures of aspiration: (1) the training requirements, and (2) the expected take-
home pay for the type of job tne respondent hopes to obtain. The rcianionship
between the variables is presented separately for men and women bec&use 01 s€x
differences in the degree and pattern of association between the measures. On
the whole the two measures are significantly associated, although tie degree
of association is not particularly high. The variables are more closely re-
lated for women (gamma=.40) than for men (gamma=.29). In the case of the
women, the degree of association is lowered ty the large cluster of respondents
who hope to get Jjobs with high training requirements with expected low pay. In
the case of the men, the situation is reversed: the level of the relationship
is lowered by the large numbers who expect to get high-paying JObS with low
training requirements. -

TABLE 5-9

LEVEL AND EXPECTED PAY OF JOBS DESIRED BY MEN

Expected PrOfessi?nal— Extensive Moderate Minimal
Weekly Academic

Take-Home 9 % % %
Less than $100 - 1.8 - L.2
$100-$149 26.3 22.5 33.7 42,7
$150-3199 26.3 33.0 46,7 36.5
$200 or more K7 .4 k2.7 19.6 16.7

N = 453
p < .001

Because the degree of relationship between the two measures of aspiration
was not particularly strong and because of the sex differences in patterns of
association, it was decided not to combine the measures into a single index of
aspiration. Rather, expected take-home pay was related separately to the same
set of potential predictor and outcome variables that was used for the first
measure.




TABLE 5-10

LEVEL AND EXPECTED PAY OF JOBS DESIRED BY WOMEN

Expected Professional- "

Weekly Academlc xtensive Moderate Minimal
Take~Home 9 9 VA %
Less than $100 5.2 15.8 29.0 18.2
$100-$149 41.6 56.3 54.9 63 .6
$150-$199 20.8 19.5 11.4 18.2
$¢200 or more 32.5 8.4 4.7 --

N = 496
p < .001

This analysis produced meager results. When sex of the respondent was
controlled for, the only predictor variable found to be significantly related
to the respondent's wage expectations were educational level (in the case of
women only) and age (men only). The better-educated women and the older men
had higher expectations, although the relationship in neither case was strong.
Of factors that might have been influenced by the respondent's wage expecta-
tions, again only two were found, with neither holding for both men and women.
Women who had high wage expectations were less likely to express concern at
lack of guarantee of a job if they could get the training they wanted. (This
was the only instance in which both principeal measures of aspiration were sig-
nificantly related to the same dependent variable.) In the case of men, re-
spondents with high wage expectations tended to be those who had said specif-
ically they did not went & low-paying job (in their answer to questions con-
cerning jobs they did not want). The relationship between status and expected
wages was close to significant for men (p=.06), with new participants express-
ing somewhat lower wage expectations than either current or terminated partic-
ipants.

Jobs Obtained After WIN

From findings presented thus far, one may conclude that an important in-
centive for WIN participation for most respondents is the prospect of obtaining
the kind of work they want, which, as we have seen, generally represents at
least one step up from the kinds of Jobs they had. The extent to which they
can achieve their objectives through WIN must be considered in assessing this
kind of incentive. Its importance could be diminished in the long run if jobs
obtained following completion of the program fall short of what respondents
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expect. Such a result assumes that participants would eventually learn tinougn
the "grapevine" that the kind of jobs they wanted were not likely to be ob-
tained, and we think that it is reasonable to assume that such feedback would
occur.

Since we secured data on jobs actually obtained by terminees, we were
able to compare the job aspirations of respondents against the level and wages
of terminees' jobs, using these characteristics as indices of the employment
realities participants might expect after termination from WIN. Data on job
levels are presented in Table 5-11.

TABLE 5-11

PREVIOUS, DESIRED, AND OBTAINED JOBS BY TRAINING LEVEL

Training Previous Job Desired Job Job after WIN
Requirements % %, %
Professional-Academic 1.3 12.7 2.2
Extensive 9.7 LE.2 17.8
Moderate 34.3 29.7 34.6
Minimal 54.7 11.4 45,4
N = 1152 1041 185

Jobs obtained by terminees (who, like the sample as a whole, were about
equally divided between men and women) tend to resemble more the types of Jjobs
respondents held previously than the tyre of jobs they expect to get. Jobs
actually obtained are at a somewhat higher level than previous jobs but fall
far short of what respondents appear to expect.

Table 5-12 compares wages respondents expect from jobs they hope to get
with wages terminees report receiving. (Data on wages from previous Jjobs were
not obtained.) Again there is a rather wide discrepancy between expectations
and "reality," particularly at higher wage levels. The gap is particularly
wide for men. While 70 percent of the men expected to earn more than $150 per
week, only 29 percent of the male terminees report earning that amount.

Another estimate of income reality was derived from WIN Program termina-
tion data obtained from the three cities. These data report gross hourly earn-
ings of 591 terminees (about two-thirds of whom were men) for the last six
months of 1972. The gross hourly earnings were converted into approximate
weekly net earnings to make the data comparable with ours. These data corre-
spond closely with those in Table 5-12. Approximately 36 percent in the larger
sample have reported net weekly earnings of less than $100 per week; 45 percent
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earn between $100 and $1.0, and the remaining 19 percent earn over §150.

In assessing the gap between the respondents' expectations and tne reali-
ties they will probably face, we nust also bear in mind that 170 (L3 perceut)
of our terminee sample did not obtain jobs at all. If that number were entered
in Table 9-12, as a group reporting no earuned income, the discrepancy between
what respoudents expect to earn and their chances of earning that much becomes
even larger. For example, while 70 percent of our male respondents expect to
earnn $150 or more a week, only about nine percent will probably earn this much.

It is clear that most of our respondents will not fare as well in the
abor market as they expect. One consequence mignt well be a negative reaction
to WIN. Data obtained from terminees sugzest this kind of reaction may have
occurred. First, there was a significant relationsnip between whether or rot
a terminee found a job after WIN and his attitude toward the program. Of ter-
minees who did not receive jobs after WIN, the majority (54 percent) had a neg-
ative attitude toward WIN, that is were basically critical of the program or
expressed dissatisfaction with it; en additional 19 percent were neutral in
their attitude. Only 27 percent were positive. By contrast, of those who ob-
tained jobs, only 37 percent expressed a negative attitude toward WIN; 14 per-
cent took a neutral position, and almost half—L9 percent—had 2 positive at-
titude. Moreover, the greater a respondent's take-home pay, the more positive
his attitude toward WIN. This relationship was particularly strong in the
case of men. About half the men earning over $100 a week felt positively to-
ward the program as opposed to less than 10 percent of the men who earned under
this amount.

Leaving Welfare: Gains and Losses

Our first question in this area was addressed to how the participants in
general connect their welfare status to participation in WIN. To what extent
do participants regard WIN as & means of getting off public assistance?

We asked respondents if they though WIN would help them get off welfare.
Ninety percent thought it would. We then queried them on the importance that
getting off welfare had for their participation in WIN. Virtually all the re-
spondents not already off welfare had an opinion on this question. Of those
responding, almost half (L% percent) said that this incentive was 'very impor-
tant"—that they wouldn't stay in WIN if they didn't think it would help them
get off welfare. A similar proportion (47 percent) regarded this incentive as
"important," but they would stay in WIN even if they did not think it would
help them get off welfare. Thus, over 90 percent of the sample seemed to re-
gard departure from public assistance as an important reason for their partici-
pation in WIN. There were no strong associations between this variable and
others, perhaps because of thelone-sided nature of the responses.
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A comparison between participants' initial expectations of getting off
welfare and the proportion of terminees who actually did proved to be of in-
terest, however. While nine out of 10 of the respondents expected WIN to help
them get off welfare and regarded this goal as important, only a third of the
terminees were no longer receiving public assistance. These data suggest an-
other source of disappointment for our respondents, one already experienced by
the bulk of the terminees and one that may be the end of the road for the ma-
jority of new and current participants.

An attempt was made to obtain more discriminating data on the respondents'
attitudes toward their welfare status through two open-ended questions: the
first asked the respondent to tell us what he thought he would gain by going
off welfcore; the second, what he though he would lose.

In answering the first question, respondents almost universally assumed
that they would not go off welfare unless they were able to secure an alternate
means of financial support, Which they generally viewed as coming from employ-
ment. As in other open-ended questions, up to three responses per respondent
were elicited.

The types of responses given are in themselves of interest since they pro-
vide & "uap" for the kinds of incentives that may serve to motivate AFDC cli-
ents to leave the welfare system. Generally the responses could be grouped
under the following categories: (1) financial gains, which included both spe-
cific financial and material benefits, such as more money and better housing,
and more general benefits of this kind-—i.e., & better standard of living;

(2) psychological gains, which included relief from feelings of being stigma-
tized or of resentment over invasions of privacy and increases in feelings of
self-respect and personal competence; (3) greater “independence," which usually
represented some combination of increased financial and psychological freedom.

Almost all of the respondents (96 percent) perceived some gain in going
off welfare. This result could perhaps be expected, given their assumption
that they would be leaving welfare for a job and given the generally high ex-
pectations concerning the employment they would obtain. It is still noteworthy
that almost all the respondents mentioned some benefits from leaving welfare,

a finding that contradicts the notion that a large proportion of recipients
are basically content with their dependency status.

Also of interest is how the perceived gains fell among the three catego-
ries and how these perceptions varied according to respondent characteristics.
Thes: data are presented in Table 5-13. As can be seen, financial gains are
most fregquently mentioned, &lthough psychological gains rank a close second.

e spread among categories suggests that the incentive motivating respondents
to leave their welfare status is better seen in terms of a configuration of
material and psychological elements rather than in terms of one or the other.
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TABLE 5-13

PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS MENTIONING FINANCIAL GAINS
PSYCHOLOGICAL GAINS, AND GREATER INDEPENDENCFE BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS?

Finairclal Psychological Greater
Characteristics Gains Gains Independence
% % %

Sex

Male 54.,9P 41.5 29.9P

Female 46.1 43.8 49.8
Race

White 5% ,7° 59.0° 27.4°

Black 49.6 39.0 44,0
Status

New 56 . 4° 34.9C 57.3C

Current 50.1 47.8 42.0

Terminee 41.1 45.0 42.0
Length of time on welfare

Less than 1 year 56.2° 35.9¢ 30.6°

1-2 yesrs 56.5 43,1 28.6

Over 2 years L3.4 48.7 49.2

aPercentages of respondents not mentioning gains (100 percent-reported
value) are omitted.

b
p < .01, xe, 1l degree of freedom.
¢p 2 .001, xe, 2 degrees of freedom.

This formulation is supported by variations among different groups of re-
spondents. Thus, men are somewhat more likely than women to cite financial
gains, but a much higher proportion of women than men give greater independence
as a reason for leaving welfare. Possibly the explanation for the latter dif-
ference lies in the fact that women are more likely than men to have to contend
witn both the financial and psychological deprivations of welfare-——for example,
having to justify extra expenses for children--hence, they may be more likely
to see "independence" in general as the gain in leaving welfare.

Differences between white and black respondents are also apparent. Those

differences relating to financial gains and greater independence can be ac-
counted for by the disproportionate number of women in the black sample. One
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cannot so easily explain, however, the large variation between the black and
white samples in respect to psychological gains, which, as can be seen, does
not follow the pattern of differences between men and women. White respondents
appeared, then, to place more value on the psychological benefits of leaving
welfare than did their black counterparts. Next we note that the less exposure
to the WIN Program, the more likely finarcial gains are to be emphasized. Con-
versely, current enrollees and terminees place relatively greater stress on
psychological gains and independence than do new enrollees.

The last variable in Table 5-13 produces a quite interesting relationship.
The longer participants have been on public assistance, the more likely they
are to mention greater independence and psychological gains as advantages of
leaving. The association holds for both men and women, although it was some-
“what stronger for the latter. This result challenges the notion that welfare
recipients become increasingly comfortable in their roles as time passes. In
spontaneous responses to an open-ended question, it was the old-timers on
welfare, not the newcomers, who were most likely to speak of greater indepen-
dence, relief from stigma and restrictions, and enhancement of self-image as
gains from leaving welfare.

When asked what they would lose by going off welfare, respondents contin-
ued to assume that their depsrture from welfare would coincide with entrance
into the labor market. Thus, it is not surprising that only & smell minority
of respondents (eight percent) mentioned "loss of financial benefits.'" That
only two percent cited "loss of security" was somewhat unexpected, because it
was thought that more respondents would be reluggant to surrender the stability
of a public assistance income. Possibly this 16w proportion suggests that re-
spordents perceive reentry infto the welfare system as relatively easy to accom-
plish.

The most frequently mentioned losses were in the area of "fringe benefits,"
which would not be replaced if they left welfare for a job. The loss of medi-
cal benefits was the one most often cited (by 19 percent of the respondents,
women more frequently than men). Fifteen percent mentioned "other benefits,"
such as food stamps and day care. The economic importance of these fringe
benefits should not be underestimated. According to one recent study, the
value of Medicaid benefits was $1,200 for s welfare family of four in New York
City. lThe value of food stanps was placed at $360, and free lunches, $95 per
child.

In all, 30 percent of the sample reported some kind of anticipated loss.
A significantly higher proportion of white than black respondents (38 percent
versus 29 percent) mentioned one or more losses. Other than those variations
mentioned (the sex difference in respect to medical benefits and the race

1Kihss, Peter, "U.S. Study Scores City Aid Programs," New York Times,
July 8; 1975, p. 1.
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differences Jjust reported), there were no associations between antecedent vari-
ables and perception of losses from leaving welfare.

Measures of the participants' attitudes toward welfare were crosse-
tabulated with various measures of attitude concerning the WIN Program and
employmerit. Only one clear pattern of association emerged. Respondents who
had mentioned some type of job they would not take even if it meant staying on
welfare were more likely to perceive losses in leaving welfare than respondents
who said they would accept any job. Altnough these associations were not
strong (only several reacned statistical significance), they were quite con-
sistent. Perhaps respondents who placed restrictions on the jobs they would
take were those who found welfare more tolerable and hence were more inclined
to perceive losses in leaving it. Other explanations are possible, of course.
In any event, this relationship provides further support for the notion ad-
vanced earlier that many participants may be reluctant to give up welfare ben-
efits just for the sake of achieving independence from welfare.

Conclusions

The major incentive for participation in WIN is the participant's expecta-
tion that the program will provide the opportunity to secure & job that he or
she wants. This conclusion has been amply justified by the data presented in
the present chapter and in the report as a whole. It is also quite consistent
with the findings of other major studies of the Work Incentive Program.

The data just presented have hopefully added to our understanding of the
kind of employment opportunities that will serve as effective incentives.
Almost a&ll of our participants wanted jobs better than the low-paying, un-
skilled work most of them have had. They are an upwardly mobile group, most
of whom want skilled jobs tnat will produce sufficient earnings to enable them
to live well above the welfare standard. Their aspirations seem more influ-
enced by these pragmatic considerations than by the "work ethic." That is,
they do not see themselves as taking any job just for the sake of '"getting off
welfare." It must be & job that will enable them to achieve a better quality
of life than public assistance can provide.

Thelr expectations may strike us as unrealistic if we consider them from
the vantage point of what & program like WIN and what the market place can pro-
vide, but they appear to be quite realistic in light of societal norms. To
achieve an adequate standard of living is certainly a legitimate goal in our
society. Our typical respondent hopes to achieve a standard that can scarcely
be considered more than modest. In fact, the median annual income expected by
our respondents, slightly over §7,000 per year, is close to what would be
needed to maintain the lowest of three budget standards projected by the 1971
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Urban Family Budget for a family of four.l This lowest standard, based on es-
timations of basic consumption needs, averages approximately $7,200 for the
three study cities. Only & small fraction of the sample, less than 10 percent,
hopes to achieve an income that would permit & standard of living at the inter-
mediate level, an average of approximately $11,000 for the three cities.

Regardless of what one thinks of the legitimacy of expectations, our par-
ticipants' aspirations have placed a strong demand upon the training and place=
ment facilities of the WIN Program. Recent directions taken by the program=—
for example, curtailments in the length of training and increased emphasis on
placement in lower-skilled Jjobs--—have run counter to this demand. Such con=
flict between what the consumer wants and what WIN can deliver must be taken
into account in program assessment and planning, even if the conflict itself
proves irreconcilable.

The findings reveal the very large gap between the participants' aspira-
tions and their probable attainments. Judging from evidence available, the
great majority of our respondents will be far short of achieving their occupa-
tional goals by the time they finish WIN. Most Wwill either not obtain jobs at
all or will secure jobs falling beneath their expectations. Many of the disap-
pointed will blame inadequacies in the program, whether or not the blame is
Justified.

The powerful incentive for WIN participation arising from the partici-
pants' Jjob aspirations appears then to be based more on illusion than reality.
There are, of course, some qualifying considerations. For example, some re-
spondents may have exaggerated their expectations as a way of enhancing their
own self-image or as & way of presenting a better image to our interviewers.
Deep down they may have expected less. Others may have regarded participation
in WIN as a gamble with long odds. If so, expectations could have been high,
but tempered with the realization that they might well not be met. Neverthe-
less, it seems reasonable to conclude that many participants expect WIN to en=-
able them to achieve their aspirations as they expressed them. Their experi-
ence of failure, whether they see it as their own or as WIN's, must be reckoned
with. Public assistance recipients do not need another failure in their lives.
Moreover, if WIN cannot produce in the way that its participants expect, incen-
tives growing out of their job aspirations may well lose their force.

Recommendations

Recommendations are based on the sizable gap between our respondents'
expectations of WIN and what they will probably achieve as a result of

lRuiz, Elizabeth, "Urban Family Budgets Updated to Autumn, 1971, " Monthly
labor Review, 95 (June 1972), pp. L46-50.
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participation in the program. Obviously, our respondents wanted much more
than WIN could give them.

We assume that it may be in the public interest for WIN to provide more
of the kind of training that participants appear to want. Even if WIN is suc-
cessful in placing welfare recipients in jobs that fall considerably short of
their expectations, there is the likelihood, &s our datas suggest, that many of
them will leave thiese jobs and return to welfare. Even if not rejected out-
right, low-level jobs may not call forth the kind of commitment and effort
that ex-welfare recipients may need to have to hold them. While they may per-
ceive a return to welfare as & poor alternative, they may see it as a better
alternative than work with few rewards. Moreover, it can be argued that the
dependent poor should be given an opporturiity to prepare for the kind of jobs
that will enable them to achieve a standard of living above & bare subsistence
level.

Given the considerable pressure from participants for more extensive
training and the possible dysfunctional consequences of not providing it, we
recommend generally that the current limitations on training in the WIN Pro=-
gram be relaxed. More provision should be made for participants with the in-
terest and capability to utilize more extensive courses of training for better
gquality jobs.

Such training opportunities need not be made available across the board.
Many participants do not want them. Fiscal and job market realities provide
further constraints. There may be merit, however, in developing special pro-
grams for selected participants. Such programs could be designed to offer ex-
tensive training for jobs at higher skill levels. An effort would be made to
select participants who would be likely to succeed. Criteria relating to moti-
vation, educational attainment, and previous work and training records might
be among those used as & basis for selection. Ways should be developed to en=-
able WIN participants who huve demonstrated their capacity to utilize training
in shorter programs to move up to the more extended programs in the same skill
area. Thus, & successful trainee in a typist training program might be able
to advance to & progrem training in stenography. These programs also might be
made available for former WIN participants who wished to increase their employ-
ment levels.

Special programs of.this kind would have the following advantages:
(1) they would provide a track upward for the more able, highly motivated
participant—an opportunity that is currently lacking in the excessively rigid
restrictions of the present program; {(2) they would constitute an incentive
for accomplishment in potential feeder progrems, and in so doing would capital-
ize on the natural and powerful incentives provided by the aspirant's career
aspirations; (3) since by design they would be special programs, limited to
some proportion of trainees in an overall WIN Program, their size and expense
could be readily controlled, and monitoring of their operations and outcomes
would be facilitated. In this way the large-scale—and, in the opinion of
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some, excessive~—investments in long-term training and educational programs
that occurred under WIN I could be avoided.

The creation of elite progrems would naturally give rise to certain prob-
lems, not the least of which might be the resentment of interested participents
who would not be selected. This kind of problem could be minimized, however,
by the development of explicit criteria for selection and their equitable ap-
plication. 1In principle, there is no reason why such programs cannot provide
for WIN the kind of accommodation to superior potential and high aspiration
that comparable programs provide for other kinds of training and educational
organizations.

Whather or not this direction is followed, there is & definite need to
develop better ways of orienting participants to the limitations of WIN. There
is something amiss if the majority of participants in a program expect that
program to help them achieve goals that will, in fact, be realized for only a
small minority. While the study did not examine what WIN participants were in
fact told about the program before or after they entered it, we do know that
their expectations were badly out of line with the objectives of the program,
laying the groundwork for subsequent disappointment and resentment. Even
though new participants were somewhat more realistic than other groups, which
suggests that more accurate information about the program's capebilities is
now being conveyed, even the new participants' expectations were quite
excessive.

Perhaps there is need for much more leveling with the prospective or new
participant about what the program can and cannot do for him. Participants'
attitudes toward the program might be more favorable, and their participation
improved in the long run, if they understand more clearly wnat they can expect.
This does not have to be done in & way to vitiate their quite legitimate career
aspirations. WIN can be presented to them as & small step toward realization
of their goal of higher-level employment. It may nct be able to give them the
training they want, but it can possibly help them toward & better job than the
one they had. This kind of presentation may not be well accepted, but WIN par-
ticipants, we think, have & right to know what the realities are and will do
better in the program if they have this knowledge.
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CHAPTER 6

ADDITIONAL FEATURES IN THE LIFE SITUATION OF THE CLIENT:
CHILD CARE, HEALTH, AND TRANSPORTATION
by
Dorothy Herberg

Three aspects of the client's everyday life are examined in this chapter.
These topics~-child care, health, and transportation--are only distantly re-
lated, but each is expected to have some effect as incentives and disincentives
for subgroups of clients. Fach topic is examined separately and, finally, the
interaction among these problems is examined. Child care is considered first.

Child Care

Child care is & very complex issue. It involves the parent's attitudes
toward substitute care for their children, the quality and comprehensiveness
of care, who should provide it, what care is perceived as availeble, and the
cost of care. In this study much of the attitudinal material was excluded.
The background data on child care was viewed in terms of & few simple but cru-
cial family-related variables, particularly the number and ages of the chil-
dren, a&s well as who provided the care and whether or not the care was paid
for by WIN.

There were & great and complex variety of sources of child care problems,
including great unevenness in the provision of child care services and presence
5f child care resources. However, in this study this complexity was reduced to
the simple question: "Are there any problems with the (child care) arrangement
for your children?”" Responses to this question and the background data were
divided by sex of the respondent, city of residence, and status in the program.
Child care problems were further analyzed in terms of WIN participation vari-
ables.

The child care function was a consideration for all but 4 percent (Lk4) of
the total sample. This small subgroup of youth had no children, and they were
excluded in the following analyses.l They were between 15 and 19, and were
children of AFDC parents. Only 13 percent of the total sample (159) reported
child care problems, and of the terminees, less than one percent (12) gave
child care problems as & reason for terminating from WIN.

1lAlso excluded from the analysis were 98 families where there were no
children under 13.

ERIC 2

IToxt Provided by ERI



CHILD CARE RESPONSIBILITIES

The youngest age group of parents in the sample—the 15- to 19-year-olds—
was composed of four times as many women &S men: 27 women as compared to seven
men. Twenty percent of men and 14 percent of women were over 4O years. How-
ever, men With children had a larger average number of children than women:
men had an average of 2.8 children while women had an average of 2.5 children,
and 63% percent of the women but only 36 percent of the men had one or two chil-
dren (see Table 6-2). It is possible that this was a result of the referral
process where the child care problems of women with large families were con-
sidered.

A family structure variable was developed based on children's ages. This
variable was used to provide information about children's ages relevant to sub-
stitute child care. Substitute care varies with the age of the children. Very
:roung children need constant supervision as well as nurturance and discipline.
Older cnildren need less care and are often used for providing care for younger
siblings. This structural variable was used to present an array of families by
age—~—those with young children only, with older and younger children, and with
older children only. This variable, as it was operationalized, and its fre-
quency distributions are displayed in Table 6-3.

The family structure array shows an inverse relationship between ages and
numbers of respondents with children in & given age range. Thus, families with
only children under six comprise 38 percent of the sample under consideration,
whereas families where a1l children are over six and some are over 1% as well
comprise 13 percent of the sample. The famili-s where children go from pre-
school all the way to teenagers are least numerous and comprise six percent of ‘
the sample. Men had younger families. Seventy-seven percent of the men had
children under six compared to 60 percent of the women (see Table 6-3).

The number of children of respondents and their family structure were com-
pared by their city of residence and status in the program, but no significant
differences were found. In other words, family size and age of children did
not appear to affect selection of newly-recruited participants in the program
under Talmadgel procedures as compéred to selection under earlier procedures.
The sex of respondents appears to be, by far, the most differentiating factor
with regard to child care.

CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS
In what way, if any, do arrangements made for children differ for sub-

groups of clients? The most striking difference in child care arrangements
are those for men and women. Men use "spouse' care 87 percent of the time.

1see Chapter 12 for details on those procedures.
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TABLE 6-1

''H¥ RELATIONSHIP OF PARENT-
RESPONDENT 'S AGE TO THE SEX OF THE RESPONDENT

Age Male Parents Female Parents
- % %
15-19 1.0 5.0
2C-24 25.0 27.0
25-29 22.0 25.0
20~34 21.0 18.0
35-39 11.0 12.0
LO=-44 10.0 8.0
415-49 5.0 L.0
50=54 2.0 2.0
55=59 3.0 <1
60-over <1 0.0

N = 562 587
TABLE 6-2

THE, NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN
RESPONDENT 'S FAMILY BY SEX OF RESPONDENT (N=1158)

Number of Male Parents Female Parents
Children % %
1 24.0 3%.0
2 27.0 30.0
3 20.0 15.0
4 12.0 9.0
5 9.0 7.0
6 4.0 3.0
T 4.0 3.0
N = 567 591




TABLE 6-3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES
OF FAMILY STRUCTURE BY SEX OF RESPONDENT

Family Strﬁcture Mz}e Fezzle
Under 6 only 41.0 35.0
Under 6 & 6-13 31.0 19.0
Under 6 & 6-13 & over 13 5.0 6.0
6-13 12.0 23.0
6-13 & over 13 10.0 17.0

N = 539 537

TABLE 6-4

TYPE OF CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT BY
SEX OF RESPONDENT AND CITY OF RESIDENCE

Child Care Male Female Chicago Cleveland Detroit Total
Arrangements % % % % % %
Spouse 87.0 2.0 43.0 46.0 44,0 44,0
Relative in-home 3.0 20.0 7.0 10.0 17.0 11.0
Relative out-home 2.0 13.0 9.0 5.0 : 8.0 7.0

Non-relative
in-the-home 2.0 10.0 6.0 4.0 9.0 6.0

Non-relative
out-of-home 3.0 21.0 20.0 12.0 4.0 12.0
Licensed home <1l 2.0 <1 2.0 <1l 1.0
Day care center <1 14.0 7.0 11.0 3.0 7.0
Self care 3.0 19.0 7.0 11.0 14.0 11.0
N = 520 530 156 169 144 1059
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Only 6.4 percent of women had a spouse living with them, and only a few would
use spouses for care and otnerwise had & great variation in child care plans.
When cities are compared, more differences emerge. Twenty percent of Chicago
clients used unlicensed day care nomes compared to only four percent of the
clients in Detroit. Relatives in the home were used by 17 percent of the cli=-
ents in Detroit compared to 7 percent of the clients in Chicago. Cleveland
had the most frequent use of licensed day care homes and day care centers.
These findings are related to WIN policies, incidentally, which will te dis-
cussed in the next section.

Does tne child care arrangement vary with family structure? In Table 6-5
few trends in child care usage are evident. However, spouse care is less fre=-
quent as children get older, and self care increases dramatically. Day care
centers and licensed homes are used almost entirely for younger children.

TABLE 6-5

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FAMILY
STRUCTURE AND CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS

, Under Under 6, Under 6, 6-13,
Jmacee UETOTES T es
% % % % %
Spouse _ 50.0 57.0 43,0 26.0 31.0
Relative in-home 12.0 7.0 15.0 14.0 10.0
Relative out-of-home 10.0 3.0 0.0 12.0 3.0
Non-relative in-home 4.0 7.0 10.0 9.0 6.0
Non-relastive
out-of-home 14.0 13.0 13.0 12.0 5.0
Licensed home 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 <1l
Day care center £.0 10.0 13.0 3.0 2.0
Self care 1.0 3.0 7.0 22.0 42.0

PAID CHILD CARE ARRANGEMINTS

Is paid cnild care an important incentive in WIN? Differences in policy
regarding chlld care payments appear to affect directly the proportion of cli-
ents who are paid. In Cleveland payments are only made to licensed caregivers
(e.g., licensed day care nomes and day care centers). Cniicago and Detroit are
more permissive about paid arrangements, and twice as many persons fell into
tnis category than in Cleveland (see Table 6-6). Paid arrangements, however,
account for only 21 percent of &ll arrangements altiioug: anotner 6 percent of
clients expected to get paid. Therefore, for turee-quarters of the sample,
paid cnild care was not given and, therefore, was not an incentive.
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TABLE 6-6

EXPECTED CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CITY OF RESIDENCE

Does WIN pay Chicago Cleveland Detroit
for child care? % % %
Yes 28.0 ' 13.0 23.0
No 64.0 87.0 68.0
Expect yes 8.0 - 9.0
N = 357 362 322

The percentage paid by WIN for various arrangements ranges from one per-
cent of care by spouse to 70 percent uf care in licensed homes. (However,
there were only 10 cases of the latter.) Fifty-two percent of all relatives
giving care, in and out of the child's home, received no pay for their child
care services. Relatives other tnan spouse provided 20 percent of all child
care (excluding self care). Including spouse care, 70 percent of all care is
provided by relatives. Only 9 percent of care is provided in licensed homes
or day care centers. The most commonly paid arrangement is the non-relative,
out-of-home unlicensed day care home, which accounts for 26 percent of such
arrangements.

Finally, family structure had little effect on which arrangements were
peid; however, fewer families with older children received paid child care.

SUMMARY

Men have larger and younger families than wom:n. Male child care arrange-
ments are primarily by spouses, wnereas women can use & spouse infrequently
and must use many other types of care. Cleveland respondents use licensed
homes and day care centers more than the other cities, and this appears to be
related to policies about paid arrangements. Chicago and Detroit programs
paid for proportionately twice as many recipients as Cleveland, and in these
cities there was more latitude about what types of arrangements were to be
paid. Overall, only 21 percent of all persons in the sample had paid child
care. Tnerefore, for three-quarters of the sample, paid child care cannot be
considered an incentive. Twenty percent of all care was provided by relatives,
excluding spouses, and half of these were not paid for their child care ser-
vices. The unlicensed home is the arrangement most commonly reimbursed.




CHILD CARE PROBLEMS

Which respondents reported problems with their child care arrangements,
and for whom were cnild care problems a disincentive to participation? City
and status showed few differences, whereas problems showed up differently by
sex. Female respondents reported almost three times as many problems as male
respondents (see Table 6-7).

TABLE 6-7

CHILD CARE PROBLEMS BY CITY, STATUS,
AND SEX OF RESPONDENT

Yes No Total
% % %

Citz

Chicago 15.0 85.0 100.

Cleveland 17.0 83.0 100.

Detroit 13.0 88.0 101.
Status

New 15.0 87.0 100.

Current 14.0 86.0 100.

Terminee 19.0 81.0 100.
Sex

Male 8.0 92.0 100.

Female 22.0 78.0 100.

N = 159 895

Spouse care produced the lowest proportion of problems, whereas care by
non-relatives in and out of the home, including licensed homes, produced the
most problems. Self care and day care centers do not produce many problems
(see Table 6-8). (The former might not nold up if the 98 cases with teenage
children only had been included in the study.)

The presence of few problems associated witn relative care in tne home
corroborates the finding from our previous report as those respondents also
stressed their preference for relative care.l This continues to be an impor-
tant finding as there is a difference-in the form of care preferred by experts
in early childhood education as compared to WIN mothers; the former prefer day

lReid, op. cit., pp. 1h3-1hk.

69




care centers and licensed homes and the latter in-~home relative care. Never-
theless, some findings in this study are ambiguous. Day care centers and rela-
tives in the home present few problems, whereas non-relatives in the home and
licensed homes have more. As was the case in the previous study, the clients
using the more institutionalized programs are few compared to those using in-
formal modes of care, making comparisons unsatisfactory. Certainly, formal
Programs are reliable and may provide good care, and the lack of problems asso-
ciated with day care centers is understandable.

TABLE 6-8

CHILD CARE PROBLEMS CLASSIFIED
BY TYPES OF CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS

Proportions ,
Child Care ’ Heving Problems Total Users
Arrangements Tes No No. %
% %
Spouse 7.0 93.0 L66 L4, 0
Relative in-home 15.0 85.0 116 11.0
Relative out-of-home 26.0 74.0 78 7.0
Non-relative in-home 31.0 69.0 65 6.0
Non-relative -
out-c {=home 32.0 68.0 130 12.0
Licensed home 30.0 70.0 10 1.0
Day care center 14.0 86.0 76 7.0
Self care 11.0 89.0 108 10.0
N = 159 890 1049 98

It should be noted here that in & few cases interviewees reported that
spouse care for children of male respondents was not what they wanted. In
These cases the woman either wished to work also or to go to school herself.
She was unable to do either since WIN will not pay for child care in her ab-
sence. Twice as many problems occur in families with children under six and
under 13, and problems decrease as the children grow older (see Table 6-9).

Finally, those parents who had school-age children were asked whether
they would use an after school center if their school had one. Parents who
report child care problems are more likely to say they would use such & center
(63 percent as compared to 31 percent).
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TABLE 6-9

CHILD CARE PROBLEMS AND FAMILY STRUCTURE

Proportions Total Users
Having Problems
Family Structure
Yes No No 7
% % ) ’
Under & only 18.0 £2.0 L06 39.0
Under 6 & 6-13 18.0 82.0 265 25.0
Under € & 6-13 & over 13 10.0 Q0.0 61 €£.0
€-13 11.0 8a.0 183 18.0
€-13 & over 13 8.0 92.0 125 12.0
N = 158 882 1040 100

In summary, only 15 percent of those using child care reported problems.
There were no significant differences by city or status for problems, but
women had three times as many problems as men, and younger families had more

than older ones. Spouse care produced fewest problems, and non-relative care
produced most.

WIN PARTICIPATION AND CHILD CARE PROBLEMS

In order to associate child care more closely to WIN participation and
ascertain iis place as an incentive or disincentive, some attitudes toward the
program were compared with child care problems.

Child care problems were not associated with amount of education or length
of time in the program. HowWever, child care problems were associated with
lengtn of time on welfare. Half of those with problems had been on welfare be-
tween two and five years. Lighteen percent of those with problems had been on
welfare less than one year compared to 34 percent of those without problems.

Of those with problems, fewer had been on welfare over five years (9 percent
compared to 13 percent).

Several measures of optimism and positiveness about the WIN Program were
compared with child care problems, but no significant relationships were found.
However, in terms of an actual effect, it was found that of those who had prob-
lems, only 39 percent (23) got a job when they left the program compared to 54
percent (133%) of those without problems.
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HEALTH

The health of respondents was hypothesizﬁd to have an important effect on
WIN participation. Ideally, screening processes will exclude medically inap~
propriate people from the program. However, problems were found in our sample,
and either the screening processes had not been adequate or else the partici-
pants had views about their health that differed from those of medical person=~
nel. In this section the nature and extent of such problems are described and
related to WIN participation.

Almost three~quarters of the respondents regarded themselves as healthy.
Less than one percent were coded as viewing their state of health as "poor,
interferes with functioning." The remainder said they had some problems or
were in poor health, but it did not interfere with functioning.

It is quite possible that these findings represent an underreporting of
poor health as impressions gained during our previous study suggested there
are many health problems among WIN participants.l There are at least two pos=~
sible reasons for underreporting. First, men are culturally expected to play
down the importance of physical problems, and, second, both men and women might
believe that reporting health problems would adversely affect their status in
WIN if the information became known. If these reasons were true, women and
terminees would report most problems. In fact, it was found that more women
than men said their health was poor. Terminees also were highest in this cate-~
gory, even though only a few gave health as & reason for termination from WIN
(25 percent for terminees compared to 2 percent for current and 10 percent for
new). With such small numbers, these conclusions remain speculative; there is
some support for underreporting, but there are many alternative explanations
of these differences such as the older age of male respondents than female.?

HEALTH PROBLEMS REPORTED AS HINDERING WIN PARTICIPATION

Respondents were asked whether there were any heelth problems that might
affect their participation in WIN. Differences between the cities were not
great: about one-fifth cf respondents answered "yes" to this question in
Cnicago and Detroit and 15 percent in Cleveland.5 There were slight sex dif-
ferences with 20 percent of men and 23 percent of women mentioning a problem.

lReid, op. cit., p. 135. Eight percent of the WIN dropout sample gave
health reasons for dropping out.

2Differences, by city, in responses to questions about health were not
significant.

jReportinp; of actual problems was higher in Chicago with 109 (27 percent)
mentioning at least one problem.
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The nature of tne problem was asked for in an open-ended question, and the re-
sults were coded according to a list adapted from the Cornell Medical Index
code for histories of specific diseases.*

Frequencies for any one problem did not exceed 26, and all but five cate-
gories (TB, underweight, paralysis, venereal disease, and malaria) had at least
one client reporting that disease category. The most commonly reported problem
was hypertension (26 cases), and in rank order below this category was the *
client-labeled category backache or back operation (24 cases), optical problem
(20 cases), nerves (19 cases), and respir@tory problems such as asthma and
bronchitis (18 cases). The most common problem reported by women Was nerves
(16 cases) and then hypertension (12 cases), and reproductive system problems
(10 cases). For men the most commonly reported problem was backache or back
operation (18 cases) and theun hypertension (1L cases) and optical problems
(12 cases).

HEALTH PROBLEMS AS A DISINCENTIVE

As was the case with child care problems, health problems did not have a
significant effect on attitudes toward the program. However, health problems
1id increase with age and length of time on welfare. There was also an effect
on whether terminated clients got jobs after they left the program (see Tables
£-10 and 6-11). Of those with health problems (93), 34 percent found jobs
after leaving the pfbg(gm compared to 58 percent of those without health prob-
lems (273).

TABLE €-10

RFLATIONGHIP OF AGE TC HFALTH PROBLENMS

Proporticns

. Having Problems

nee Tes No

% 4,
15-19 12.0 B2.0
20-24 6.0 4.6
25-20 17.6 33,0
7% 19.0 81,0
0 ) %5-39 17.0 33.0
) Wo=bds 2.0 EE.C
45-49 15.0 5.0
5054 73.0 £7.6
05 =50 %€.0 €7.0
€r--var S 100.0

o= 2258 aTE

i3rodman, Keene, Albert J. Erdmann, Jr., Harold G. Wolf'f, "Cornell Medical
Index Healtn questionuaire," Cornell iniversity Medical College, 1949, p. 8.
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TABLE 6-11

RELATIONSHIP OF LENGTH OF TIME ON WELFARE
TO HEALTH PROBLEMS

Proportions

Time on Welfare Having Problems Total

Yes No %

% %
Under 6 months 7.0 935.0 100.
6-12 months 14.0 86.0 100.
1-2 years 21.0 79.0 100.
2-5 years 25.0 T77.0 100.
5-10 years 23.0 77.0 100.
10 years & over 31.0 69.0 100.
N = 188 789
Transportation

About 22 percent of the sample said they had transportation problems re-
lated to WIN participation. Cleveland respondents had this problem to the
greatest extent (see Table 6-12).

TABLE 6-12

TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS COMPARED BY CITY

Proportions
cit Having Problems Total
4 Yes No %
% %_
Chicago 14.0 86.0 100.
Cleveland 30.0 69.0 99.
Detroit 2%.0 77.0 100.
N = 271 927
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Types of transportation differed widely by city. Half of Cleveland's
problems were money problems, such as lack of bus tickets. In Chicago money
problems and public transportation were viewed as major problems, and in
Detroit public transportation was the major problem (see Table 6-13).

TABLE 6-13

TYPES OF TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS FOR EACH STUDY CITY?

hi land Detroit
Type of Protlem Chicago Clevelan
% % %
Money problems (e.g.,
no bus tickets) L1.0 50.0 34.0
Public transport 41.0 20.0 L2.0
Car problem 1.0 29.0 17.0
Distance 17.0 2.0 7.0
N o= oY 126 90

a A
Categorized and coded from a series of open-ended
items.

Nevertheless, in the question, "What makes it easy for you to participate
in WIN?", transportation was given one of the most favorable ratings. There
were 96 positive transportation responses in Chicago, 104 in Cleveland, and
66 in Detroit.

RELATIVE IMPACT OF CHILD CARE, HEALTH, AND TRANSPORTATION
ON WIN PARTICIPATION

This section summarizes data about life situation problems perceived by
clients. Overall, a general comparison of the problems by city indicates a
similar order of problems present in child care, health, and transportation-~—
an average of about 20 percent of responses. In particular, transportation
ranges somewhat higher, from 14 percent to 30 percent, and child care somewhat
lower, from 11 percent to 16 percent, and health from 15 percent to 20 percent,
ranging over several relaced categories.

More frequent mention of transportation may be related to its being more
easily conceptualized as & problem or an asset. Transportation was given 266
positive responses and 129 negative responses; child care was given 247 posi-
tive responses and 120 negative responses; and health was given no positive re-
sponses and 41 negative respouses. It is hard to believe that good health is
unimportant, for example, or that transportation could be of greater interest
than child care.
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The very dissatisfied with child care arrangements or those very unhealthy
comprise, at most, no more than 4 percent of the sample. Termination from WIN
for health, child care, or transportation reasons is also under 4 percent. The
fact of expenses not covered for child care and transportation is mentioned by
5 to 11 percent for child care and 10 to 12 percent for transportation. Only
betwien 11 and 24 percent of respondents had any child care expenses paid by
WIN.

THE EXTENT OF PROBLEM OVERLAP A

These three problem areas were linked in & composiie way to see to what
extent problems overlap or accumulate in the same clients. Who these clients
are and what disincentive effect the cumulation or overlap of problems had is
also analyzed.

The problem overlap variable is distributed in the following ways (N=488):

Percent

l. Health problems only 25.0
2. Child care problems only 18.0
3. Transportation problems only 33.0
4. Health and child care problems 5.0
5. Health and transportation problems 10.0
6. Child care and transportation problems 7.0
7. Health, child care, and transportation problems 5.0

Total 101.0

When analyzed by sex and race, some significant differences emerge. For men
transportation looms a&s the largest single problem, whereas for women the three
problem areas are each equally problematic. Health and child care are found
together more often for women, whereas health and transportation occur more
often for men. Only 14 people are affected by all three problems, and more
women are likely to have all three (see Table 6-14).

Spanish-surname participants had health problems to & proportionately
large degree compared to whites and blacks; one-half of these persons fell in
this category compared to a quarter of the blacks and whites. Transportation
was also & very large problem for Spanish-surname clients. However, no child
care problems were mentioned by the group, whereas 20 percent of blacks men-
tion.ng problems noted child care problems which weas, in turn, double the pro-
portion of that of whites. Transportation alone was the greatest problem area
for whites, and health and transportation together was the second greatest.

1he ranges cover several related categories generated from coding an
open-ended item.
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TABLE 6-14

OVERLAP OF HEALTH, CHILD CARE,
AND TRANSPORTATION PROBLEM3 BY SEX AND RACE

Spanish
Problem Overlap Male Female White Black Surnamed
% % % % %
Health problems only 25.0 24.0 20.0 25.0 54,0
Child care problems only 8.0 26.0 11.0 20.0 0.0
Transportation problems
only 45.0 22.0 L2.0 30.0 33.0
Heslth and child care 3.0 8.0 2.0 6.0 0.0
Health and transportation 12.0 3.0 16.0 9.0 8.0
Child care and
transportation 5.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 0.0
Health, child care, and
transportation 2.0 4,0 2.0 3.0 0.0
Total 100. 100. 100. 100. 100,
N = 226 262 o7 377 377

Finally, only 14 cases were found with all three problems present. How-
ever, of these 14, 10 were black women.

The problem overlap variable was also analyzed by city of residerice and
status in the program. Health problems alone and health and child care to-
gether are highest for Chicago (32 percent and 11 percent of group with prob-
lems) and lowest for Cleveland (17 percent and 2 percent). Transportation
problems are highest for Cleveland (81 percent of group with problems). Child
care problems alone are roughly equal for each. The four categories showing
problem overlap showed very small differences by city. Examined by status in
the program, the terminated clients who report healtn problems alone are the
largest group in the terminated category because, of the three problem areas,
health problems will remain after termination and be reported, whereas the
otners cease. Somewhat surprisingly, new clients report twice as many child
care problems as current clients. This may mean that with the implementation
of the Talmadge Amendments child care needs are not getting the advance atten-
tion that they have had in the past (see Table 6-15). The next three overlap-
ring problem categories show a slight increasing trend from new to terminated
which might be expected from simply the factor of greater time in the program
leading to the development of more problems.

77




TABLE 6-15

OVERLAP OF HEALTH, CHILD CARE,
AND TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS BY CITY AND STATUS

Chicago Cleveland Detroit New Current Terminee

Problem Overlap % q, % %, % 9
Health problems
only 32. 17. 27. 20. 23. 29.
Child care
problems only 17. 20. 15. 29. 12. 17.
Transportation
problems only 20. 42.” 33, 34, 39. 24.
Health and child
care 11. 2. 5. Le 5. 7.
Health and
transportation 10. 8. 13. 7. 10. 13.
Child care and .
transportation €. 8. 5. 3. 7. 8.
Health, child care,
and, transportation 3. 3. 3. 3. 3. 2.
Total 99. 100. 101. 100. 99. 100.
Percent of
total semple 30. 40. 30. 2l. 45, 34,
N = 14l 193 151 103 218 167

The problem overlap variable may be associated with other measures about
attitude to the WIN Program. Numbers are very small, but there is some indica-
tion that as problems develop, positive feelings toward WIN may decrease. For
example, among those who believe WIN will help them to do what they want when
they finish, fewer are in the multiproblem groups than esmong those who do not
believe WIN will help them (see Table 6-16). In another question, "How did you
feel when you first got into WIN?", the proportion in the strongly positive
group that had multiproblems were much fewer than the proportion in the strongly
negative group (see Table 6-17).
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TABLE 6-16

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROBLEM OVERLAP
AND BELIEF WIN PROGRAM WILL BE HELPFUL

WIN Will Help WIN Won't Help
Problem Overlap 7 No. 7, No.
Health and child care 23, 11 16. 3
Health and transportation 37. 18 L2, 8
Child care and transportation 23, 11 26. 5
All three 15. 7 16. 3
Totals 100. L7 100. 19
TABLE 6-17

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROBLEM OVERLAP
AND INITTIAL ATTITUDES TOWARD WIN

Strongly Strongly

Problem Overlap Positive Negative
% No. 9, No.
Health and child care 15. 6 31, 4
Health and transportation 51. 21 38. 5
Child care and transportation 22. 9 23, 3
All three 12. 5 23. 1
Totals 100. 41 100. 13

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIOHNS

These three life situation variables have quite distinct distributions by
race and sex. For males and whites, transportation is reported as a problem
to a much greater degree tha:n by females and blacks. Here expectations may
play a large part; e.g., men, especially white men, may expect to travel inde-
pendently by car to work, und as their financial situation mey not permit this,
it shows up as & deprivation or problem. Women and blacks, on the other hand,
may not expect to travel by their own car to the same degree and, hence, expe-
rience the lack of independent means of transport as less of & problem; the
problems derived from rnot naving an independent means of transport are not felt
&s keenly. Women experience child care problems three times as frequently &s
men; have child care and health problems overlapping twice as frequently as
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men; and black women are more likely to have all three problems. In addition,
twice as many blacks had child care problems as whites. Finally, Spanish-
surname people, although & small subgroup in the study, had a very high propor-
tion of health problems but did not report child care problems.

Problem overlap by city and status show less marked differences than race
and sex, but nevertheless, health problems alone and health and child care
problems together are much more likely in Chicago than in Cleveland. In Cleve-
land transportation problems are twice as frequent as in Chicago. New enrollees
report & higher proportion of child care problems suggesting that with the ad-
vent of the Talmadge Amendments that child care needs are not given advance
attention prior to enrollment as was the case under WIN I.

Finally, analysis of these life situation variables suggests that there
are marked differences in the life situations of men and women, blacks and
whites, and that while the problem areas do not show up in this survey as
marked program disincentives, they can certainly be considered impediments to
program participation. This is particularly true as problems overlap in the
same person. For example, transportation problems appear to loom as quite
marked problems for men, especially white men. On the other hand, women, es-
pecially young black women with young children, are particularly vulnerable to
child care problems. More flexibility is needed in what forms of the care the
program will pay for.

Likewise, factors external to the participant and associated with city of
residence and status in the program can be shown to have differential effect
on these same life situation variables. For example, advance consideration
about child care needs has some marked effect on reducing later problems.

In conclusion, it is evident from this study that a successful WIN Progrem
cannot be attained without & comprehersive approach to all other problems of
poor people such as access to child care, good transportation, and good health
services.
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CHAPTER 7

MANDATORY FEATURES OF WIN:
PERCEIVED CLIENT INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES

by
Gregory O'Brien

The passage and implementation of the 1972 amendments to the Social Se-
curity Act—as discussed in Chapter 12—has increased for many enrollees the
mandatory nature of WIN participation.- It also has made the possibility of
removal from welfare eligibility more visible for those who are required to,
but refuse to, participate in WIN training. This chapter will review briefly
the effect which the perceived requirements to participate-in WIN have on
client choices regarding their participation. Three general questions will
be pursued in this chapter: (1) which groups of clients perceive their par-
ticipation as mandatory; /%) what are the relationships between perceived re-
quirements to participate and (a) attitudes toward the program, (b) partici-
pation in the program, and {c¢) program outcomes; and (3) what is the impact of
perceived requirements on the evaluation of other incentives.

Who Perceives the Program as Required

While WIN II does specify individuals for whom program participation is
required (mothers with children over six years old, male heads of households,
etc.), the implementation of these recuirements is subject to guidelines
influenced by local conditions and differential interpretation of these guide-
lines by enrollees based on their prior experiences (see Chapter 12).

Two questions were asked regarding the respondents' perceptions of the
compulsory nature of the program. Question 39, "What do you think will happen
to you if you refused to participate in WIN?"l, assesses a client's viewpoint
regarding the mandatory nature of the program at the time of the interview.

In both closed- and open-ended responses formats, clients identified five

major alternative consequences ranging from absolute loss of AFDC benefits, to
a cut in those benefits, to insistence that they continue in the program, to
being spoken to about participating in the program, to, finally, no negative
consequences. Most respondents identified one of the two extreme alternatives—
loss of all AFDC benefits (L9 percent) or nothing at all (33 percent)—as the

1
See Appendix I.
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most probable consequence. Another item (Question 1) asks, in an open-ended
format, "How did you happen to get into the WIN Program?" The responses to
this questlon were coded to indicate the degree of requirement the enrollee
felt when he first enrolled in the program and whether his enrollment was
self-initiated, initiated by others (i.e., because of the client's belie®
that he was required to participate), or some ambiguous combination of these
two alternatlives. Responses to the question of perceived consequences for re-
fusing to particlpate in WIN are presented in Tables 7-1 and T7-2.

TABLE 7-1

CLIENTS FEAR OF "LOSS OF AFDC" FOR REFUSAL TO PARTICIPATE
IN THREE CITIES AND THREE ENROLLMENT STATUS

Enrollment Status

City
New Current Terminee
Chicago 89 (61%)* 39 (43%) 37 (38%)
Cleveland 52 (65%) 79 (54%) 45 (47%)
Detroit 31 (48%) 58 (41%) 38 (48%)

*Figures In parentheses are percentages. Other figurss
are number of respondents belleving they would lose their AFDC
benefits. '

New enrollees in Detrolt demonstrated notably less fear of loss of AFDC
benefits {48 percent) than did new enrollees in Cleveland (65 percent) or in
Chicago (61 percent). Generally, most new enrollees expected to lose AFDC
beneflts if they refused to participate. The possibility of inter-city differ-
ences in the interpretation of regulation or their implementation because of
- local conditions is also 1llustrated in these data. Cleveland respondents, in
general, more frequently expected to lose AFDC benefits If they refused to par-
ticipate than did Chicago or Detroit respondents (see Table 7-1).

A mere detalled examination of client responses to the question of con-
sequences of refusal to participate indicated that the perception of no ad-
verse consequences for refusal was higher in Chicago than in other clties
(40 percent as opposed to 27 percent and 32 percent in Cleveland and Detroit;
see Table T7-2). Also, completed or otherwise terminated clients more often
perceived that nothing would happen than did current or new enrollees. This
may be because many of them have observed from personal experience that there
were no consequences when they stopped participating, or because the nossible
consequences are no longer imminent and relevant for them, or because many of
them began the WIN Program before the compulsory features were in effect and
they have never realized the nature of those features.
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Since program requirements were more explicit for adult males enrolled
in the program than for females (since age of children is more often a cause
for not enrolling for females than for males), the finding that males more
frequently expected loss of AFDC as a consequence of refusal is not surprising.
It is interesting to note that the fear of loss of AFDC was slightly more fre-
gquent among white male enrollees than among non-white male enrollees, while,
on the other hand, non-white female enrollees were more fearful of AFDC loss
than were white female enrollees (see Table 7-3). The possibiltiy that pre-
vious experience on welfare might account for this apparent interaction be-
tween sex and race was examined. Thils apparent difference, however, remalned
even when prior welfare experience or exemption status were controlled.

TABLE 7-3

PERCEIVED OUTCOME FOR REFUSAL TO PARTICIPATE IN WIN
BY SEX AND RACIAL CATEGORY

Sex and Race Off AFDC COH;ﬁEﬁZ;ces** Nothing | Ti::l
White male (62%6)* (12?3) (11?1) 135
Non-white male (2?‘9) (12?4) (12%7) 360
White female (21?7) (171) (631.*9) 23
Non-white female (;;‘%) (129.1) (ié%) 428
Column totals (igéo) (1?9) é;'fl) 956

*Figures in parentheses are percentages of the row totals. Other
figures are number of respondents.

**These minor consequences include (a) being kept in WIN anyway,
(b) s reduction (but not total severance) of AFDC monies, and (c) be-
ing "talked to."

The largest portion of all respondents expected to lose AFDC if they re-
f'used to participate. Persons exempt from the mandatory program features ex-
pected this loss to a much lesser extent, but still 31 percent of exempt
respondents indicated an expected loss in AFDC benefits (see Table T-L4),
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TABLE 7-4

PERCEIVED CONSEQUENCES OF REFUSAL TC PARTICIPATE
FOR EXEMPT AND NON-EXEMPT ENROLLES

E Consequence
xempt Lon Cut in Loss in
Nothing Coercion AFDC AFDC Total
Not exempt 177 (26%)% 40(6%) 85 (12%) 378 (51%) 678 (100%)
Exempt 130 (54%) 13 (5%) 25 (10%) 74 (31%) 240 (100%)

*Figures in parentheses are percentages of the row total.

While WIN is generally viewed ss a compulsory program—which it is for
most respondents-——considersble numbers of both exempt (31 percent) and non-
exempt (26 percent) enrollees predicted an outcome for refusal to participate
which is different from the one indicated in the 1972 amendments.

The degree of misconception by the non-exempt enrollees may not be as
great as 1t first appears since they may be accurately perceiving a situation
in which the penalty provisions of the law are not being applied; however,
there is not likely to be a similar explanation for the misconception on the
part of the exempt enrollees. This indicates a fairly high level of miscon-
ception about the mandatory nature of the program whic!. also raises the ques-
tion, "If there is this much misunderstanding sbout this aspect of WIN, how
much misunderstanding is there about other aspects of the program?"

The question regarding what would happen toanindividual if he refused
to particlpate taps the respondent's view of the program at the time of the
interview. (lients were also asked how they got into the program—whether
they were required to participate, whether they initiated enrollement them-
selves, or some mixture of these circumstances. This question draws on a
client's perception at the time of entry into the program.

At the time of enrollment, new clients more often perceived the program
as required (23 percent) than did current (21 percent) or terminated (13 per-
cent) respondents (see Table 7-5). As was the case with the perceived con-
sequences of refusing to participate, more Cleveland respondents (40 percent
of the men, one percent of the women, and 23 percent of all enrollees) saw
the program as required than did respondents in Chicago (235 percent male, six
percent female, 1L percent all) or Detroit (19 percent male, three percent
female, 10 percnet all). Since the program is required for all males, it is
not surprising that more males { 28 percent) than females (three percent) per-
ceived the program as required. It should be noted, however, that 16 percent
of the males saw their participation as entirely voluntary and 56 percent saw
their varticipation as at least partially self-initiated.
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Attitudes Towerd WIN

Self-initiates more often said they had positive attitudes toward WIN
initially /73 percen%) then did persons seeing the program as required (60
percent). Of those for whom we could ascertain ettitudes when they left WIN,
the self-initiates were more likely to have changed their attitudes by the
time they left the progrsm. Self-initiated men (N = 24) tended to shift to a
more negative attitude /42 percent) or a more positive aztiitude {25 percent)
while required men /N = 29) tended to maintain the same attitude {62 percent)
or become more negative toward WIN /31 percent)., Women (N = 81) had s pro-
nounced tendency to remain the same (30 percent) or become more negative in
attitude {56 percent). Not enough of these women (N = 4) were in the required
bracket to report them separately. Unfortunately, the pattern appears to be
one of alienating the enrollees in the WIN Program. This appears to be a
stronger likelihood for women then for men, and stronger for volunteer (self-
initiated) enrollees than for required participants.,

Of the respondents rating the importance of getting a job (N = 1189), it
was ra’ed as very important by 45 percent of the respondents., Self-initiated
respondents (48 percent) rated the prospect of getting a ;.b as very important
slightly more often than required participants (L2 percent); this difference
was most pronounced in male respondents (53 percent versus 41 percent for
women; see Table 7-9). At the time of interview, more self-initiates (43
percent of the males, 41 percent of the females) than required participants
(34 percent male, 24 percent female) were very satisfied with their progress
in WIN (see Table 7-6).

TABLE 7-6

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH PROGRESS IN PROGRAM:
REQUIRED AND SELF-INITIATED PARTICIPANTS

5 Very
Dissatisfied Neutrael Satisfied Satisfied Total

Reguired

Male 33 (28,0)* 17 (14.4) 28 (23.7) 40 (3%.9) 118

Female 5 (29.4) 1 (5.9) 7 (41.2) L (23.%) 17
Self-Initiated

Male 20 (25.0) 11 (13.7) 15 (18.8) 34 (42.5) 80

Female 72 (20.4) 3L (2.6) 103 (29.2) 144 (40.8) 353

*Figures in parentheses are percentages of the row total. Other figures
are number of respondents.
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Participation and Program Outcome |

Persons viewing participation in WIN as compulsory (required to partici-
pate) and self-initiated respondents were about equally likely to stay in the
program until they completed it or got a job. They were also about equally
likely to get a job 1f they stayed with the program, and, if they stayed with
the program until they completed it (or got a job and left), they were some-
what more likely to be employed at the time we interviewed them—particularly
women { see Table 7-7). Unfortunately, it was very difficult to tell the type
of termination for many clients, and if it was not clear, we did not include
that resvondent in the data of Table 7-7. The numbers of respondents in Table
7-7 are not large enough for us to make very firm statments, but they do in-
dicate a trend, Those people who completed the program tend to do better
when it comes to getting Jobs, but requiring them to participate in the WIN
Program does not have much effect upon the likelihood that they will stay in
the program until completion. This lack of effectiveness of the participation
requirements 1s further supported when we consider the percentage of required
participants and self-initiates who have completed an educational or training
program component in WIN /see Table 7-8). The percentage who have completed
such a program co~vonent is between 34 percent and 39 percent for male and

female <" ..' =5 u. both classes.

Along with the self-initlates attaching greater importance to getting a
Job compared to persons in WIN because they felt required to participate goes
a greated willingness to leave the program 1f it did not help to achleve their
objectives, Requirees are more willing to stay in a non-useful program in
order to fulfill the requirements for participation than are self-initiates.
As can be seen from Table T7-9, self-initiating respondents are more willing
to leave the program when it 1s being non-productive for them. Male partici-
pants who see the program as required, in particuler, are willing to accede to
WIN's decisions regardless of appropriateness or inappropriateness rather
than act independently.
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TABLE 7-8

NUMBER OF REQUIRED AND SELF-INITIATED ENROLLEES
COMPLETING AN EDUCATIONAL OR TRAINING PROGRAM

Degree of Male Female
Proscription Yes No Yes No
Required 19 (33.9%) 37 (66.19%9 3 (37.5%) 5 (62.5%)

Self-initiated 18 (39.1%) 28 (60.9%) 84 (38.4%) 135 (61.6%)

TABLE 7-9

RESPONSES TO INAPPROPRIATE TRAINING
FOR SELF-INITIATED AND REQUIRED PARTICIPANTS

(By Sex)
Response
Participants Accept WIN's Act
Decision Independently Other Total

Required

Male 48 (30.6)* 58 (36.9) 51 (32.5) 157

Female 3 (15.8) 12 (63.1) 4 (21.1) 19

A1l 51 (29.0) 70 (39.8) 55 (31.2) 247
Self-Initiated

Male 22 (24.4) 53 (58.9) 5 (16.7) 90

Female 110 (28.1) 210 (53%.7) 71 (18.2) 391

All 132 (27.4) 263 (54.7) 86 (17.9) 481

*Filgures in parentheses are percentages of the row totals., Other
figures are number of respondents.

Compulsion and Tncentives to Participate

In the previous two sections of this chapter an emergent pattern of com-
plisnce to reguirements and acceptance of whatever good or bad comes with
those requirements have been identified as the differentiating characteristics
between self-initiating clients and clients who perceive the program as re-
quired (particularly among males rather than females). This distinction is
drawn more clearly into focus when one examines respondents' reactions to
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various incentives and disiﬁcentives for participating in the WIN Program.
In briefly reviewing self-initiating and required clients' views regarding
incentives and disincentives to participation in WIN, this pattern reappears.

IMPORTANCE OF A JOB

Forty-eight percent of all self-initiating respondents rated the impor-
tance of a job as very important when they started the program, while L2 per-
cent of required participants rated getting a job as wvery important at that
time. The difference was even stronger among males where 53 percent of self-
initiating males and only 41 percent of required males saw getting a job as
very important at the beginning of the program (see Table T7-10).

TABLE 7-10

IMPORTANCE OF GETTING A JOB

FOR REQUIRED AND SELF-INITIATED PARTICIPANTS ~
begree of . Somewhat Very Number of
N (o]
Pi;;iiiziifn Unimportant Important Important Important Respondents
Required
Male 11 (€6.9)* 10 (6.3) 72 (45.3) 66 (41.5) 159
Female 1 (5.3) 1 (5.3) 8 (42.1) 9 (47.3) 19
Self-Initiated
Male 2 (2.2) 3 (3.2) 38 (41.3) 49 (53.3) 92
Female 14 (3.6) 21 (5.4) 169 (43.7) 183 (47.3) 387

*Flgures I1n parentheses are percentages of the row total.

MONETARY INCENTIVE

The importance of the incentive pay as a motivation for participating
was Iindicated by nearly all respondents (only 10 percent sald it was unimpor-
tant). Self-initiating women and, to a lesser extent, self-intitating men
perceived the incentive as slightly more important than did participants who
saw the program as required anyway (see Table T7-11).

When asked what he or she would do if the incentive pay were reduced for
any reason, most clients indicated that they would stay in the program even
{f difficulties were encountered (90 percent for males, 92 percent for females).
Self-initiated clients were somewhat more inclined to leave the WIN Program
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(15 percent and seven percent of self-initiated males and females) than those
participating because they felt required to do so (eight percent of the re-
quired males and none of the required females) . Thus, for most respondents in
either category, the incentive payment was important but not very important,
and the difrerence between self-initiates and requirees on this issue is
rather slight.

TABLE 7-11

IMPORTANCE OF MONETARY INCENTIVE
FOR REQUIRED AND SELF-INITIATED PARTICIPANTS

WDegree of v
Proscription Unlmportant Somewhat - Important very Number of
Important Important Respondents
Perceived
Reguired
Male 17 (12.4)* 20 (14.6) 76 (55.5) 24 (17.5) 137
Female o (0.0) 1 (5.6) 16 (88.8) 1 (5.6) 18
Self-Initiated ‘
Male 8 (9.3) 10 (11.6) 49 (57.0) 19 (22.1) 86
Female 31 (8.3) %8 (10.2) 229 (61.5) T4 (19.9) 372
> #Pigures in parentheses are percenfages of the tow total.

GETTING OFF WELFARE

For 92 percent of all respondents the prospect of getting off welfare
was elther an important or a very important incentive. For most male self-
initiated respondents it was very important (57 percent), while 1t was very
important for only 39 percent of the required male respondents. There were
no Aifferences in the importance of the prospect of getting off welfare among
female respondents; 50 percent of both required and self-initiated respondents
rated as very impdrtant (see Table 7-12).

LONG WAITING PERICDS

Cconsistent with the findings regarding the differences between self-
initiates and required participants in other areas and wlth the investment
which self-initiates have in using the WIN Program and in getting a Job, 70
percent of self-initiating respondents indicated that walting periods of one
month or more were strongly discouraging while only 58 percent of required
participents felt thls to be strongly dlscouraging. Tf they had to walt for
a period of 90 Anye or more, 28 percent of the gelf-initlated males and 70
percent of the self-inltiated females would probably leave the WIN Program;
this compares to 21 percent of the required meles and 17 percent of the re-
quired famales who would probably leave (see Table 7-13).
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TABLE 7-12

IMPORTANCE OF GETTING OFF WELFARE
FOR REQUIRED AND SELF-INITIATED PARTICIPANTS

Degree of

Somewhat Very Number of
Proscription Unimportant Important Important Important Respondents
Perceived
Required :
Male 7 (5.5)* 5 (4.0) €5 (51.6) 49 (38.9) 126
Female 1 (5.6) 1 (5.6) 7 (38.8) 9 (50.0) 18
Self-Initiated
Male 3 (5.4) 1 (1.8) 20 (35.7) 32 (57.1) 56
Female 23 (6.6) 2 (3.5) 139 (39.9) 174 (50.0) 348

*Figures in parentheses are percentages of the row total.

e TABLE 7-13

IMPORTANCE OF GETTING RIGHT TRAINING
FOR REQUIRED AND SELF-INITTATED PARTICIPANTS

Degree of Somewhat Very Number of
Proscription Unimportant Important Important Tmportant = Respondents
Perceived - ;
Required /
Male 10 (7.5)* 7 (5.2) 61 (45.5) 56 (41.8) 134
Female 1 (5.3) 0 (0.0) 5 (26.3) 13 (68.4) 19
Self-Initiated
Male 0 (0.0) 5 (5.9) 33 (38.8) 47 (55.3) 85
Female 8 (2.1) 1 (2.9) 129 (33.7) 235 (61.3) 383

*Figures 'in parentheses zre percentages of the row total.

TRAINING

Civen the investment in using the WIN Program to get a better Job which
self-initisting respondents have, it 1s not surprising that 55 percent of self-
initiating males and only 42 percent of required msles indicated that getting
the right training weas very lmportant. For 95 percent of both required and
self-initiating females, getting the right training was either important or

-
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very important. There was a slight difference in that 68 percent of required
female participants and only 61 percent of self-initiating female participants
indicated that this was very important (see Table 7-1k4).

TABLE 7-1&

_EFFECT OF LONG WAITING PERIODS UPON
REQUIRED AND SELF~INITIATED PARTICIPANTS

Effect of a Long Wait (90 Days or More)

Degree of
proscription Would Probably Probably Would Number of
Stay in Stay in Leave Leave
Percelved Respondents
Program Program Program Program
Required
Male 38 (25.0)# 82 (53.9) 20 (13.2) 12 (7.9) 152
Female L (22.2) 11 (61.1) 1 (5.6) 2 (11.1) 18
Self-Initilated
Male 12 (13.2) 54 (59.3) 17 (18.7) 8 (8.8) 91
Female 93 (24.0) 215 (55.4) 54 (13.9) 26 (6.7) 338

*Figures in parentheses are percentages. Other flgures are number of
respondentse.

Summary

Persons whose participation in WIN is self-initiated (rather than per-
ceived as.required) seem to have a greater sensitivity to the various incen~
tives and disincentives to participation. They rate the monetary incentive,
the prospect of getting a Job, thefprégﬁébt of getting off welfare, and the
inportance of getting the right kind of training without long delays higher
in importance than those persons participating because they are required to
participate. They are more willing to leave the program if they are not get-
ting the right training, are forced to wait long periods, or have their mone-
tary incentive reduced.

The required participant, most notably the male participant, is more
likely to stay in the program without the incentive, despite the inappropri-
ateness of training, and despite poor prosvects for a job; but even he is as
likely to leave as he is to stay under those circumstances.,6 He may be as
likely to complete the program, but he is less likely to complete the program
with a job. Unless he leaves the program to get a job independently, he 1s
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more likely to end up without a job than the person who initiated his own re-
ferral to the program.

While some of the differences described above may be slight, there is a
consistency—all the differences are in the same direction and they all sup-
port the same conclusions: the great maJority of persons enroclled in WIN,
required or not, are motivated by a desire to get’a job and leave welfare;
self-initiated enrollees have, as expected, a somewhat higher level of moti-
vation; requirements to participate dornot increase the motivation level or
increase the likellhood of a successful outcome from training.

We seriously question the cost effectiveness of having a program of re-
quired participation in which there may not be Jobe at the end of the training,
If required, people may go through steps, but they will not reap the benefit
of a relatively expensive masnpower program unless they see that picogram as
leading them to the desired outcome of a job that they want. The mandatory
characteristics of the WIN Program, then, seem to do little good., Self-initi-
ating people, who want WIN training and use it, are more apt to obtain jobs,
tend to be more positive about the program, and tend to be more sensitive to
programmatic characteristics. People who do not want to be in the WIN Program
and people who want Jjobs for which WIN does not provide training, or want
basic education which is not provided by the WIN Program, may, if required,
stay in the program; but they will not benefit from the training, they will
not enjoy it, and, apparently, it will not help them get jobs. Nor, then,
will the society reslize a benefit commensurate with the cost of the program.
This would seem to call into question the mandatory nature of the program.

It alsc suggests that the provision of vocational training should be in
the ccntext of a broad range of manpower programs which also provide an oppor-
tunity to work. TFor those who want upgrading or training for a specific Jjob,
a job training program like WIN is indicated; for those who want better basic
education to increase their general employability, there should be a basic
education program like Chicago's welfare rehabilitation program. Only with
such a broad range view can the program improve the completion rate if it is
focused on the requirement that welfare recipients have to register for a
manpower program,

i
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CHAPTER 8

MONETARY INCENTIVES

by
Audrey D. Smith

A provision for monetary incentives was included in the legislation cre-
ating the Work Incentive Program as a major inducement to encourage potential
clients to participate in the program. These financial incentives include the
$30 per month or $1.50 per training day incentive clients receive while partic-
ipating in WIN, as well as the portion of earned income they are permitted to
keep while receiving public assistance during the early stages of their employ-
ment. Like the program planners, those responsible for implementing the WIN
Program believe that these monetary features provide a streng inducement to
entice AFDC recipients into the program and continue to function as an incen-
tive—although perhaps not as strong-—-to keep them participating.

Qur previous study found that 70 percent of the welfare caseworkers re-
ferring AFDC mothers to WIN thought that the specific feature of incentive pay
was important or, in some cases, the decisive factor in referral, to these
women.! That study showed, however, that the clients themselves gave no indi-
cation that the monthly incentive check was a major factor attracting them to
the program. On the contrary, this incentive seemed to be a major source of
friction due to delayed payments, misunderstandings about eligibility rules,
etc.2 The present study explored this question ir much greater depth, and the
findings are presented in this chapter.

It might be helpful to state at this point what we consider to be neces-
sary conditions for the money provided by WIN to act as an incentive, These
conditions vary with the purpose of the incentive: to encourage enrollment
or to enhance continued participation once in the program. In order to serve
effectively as an inducement initially, potential program participants would
need to be aware of this extra money. Subsequently, to function as an incen-
tive to keep participants in WIN, thils money would need to be in excess of any
uncovered expenses necessitated by program participation, This chapter presents-
data on the WIN pafticipants' perceptions of the $30 monthly incentive, the
expenses involved in participation, and the net financial gain or less to the
WIN participant. It also suggests the function that the incentive, in fact,
seems to serve.

1l
Reid, op. cit., p. 82.

2Ibid., pp. 132-133.
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Perception of Incentive

As previously stated, a necessary prerequisite for the money payment to
serve as an incentive to enroll in WIN is that prospective participants know
of the existence of the payment. In order to ascertain the degree of knowl-
edge possessed by our sample prior to enrollment, two different types of ques-
tions were posed. 1In response to an open-ended guestion as to what they knew
about WIN before joining, only 5C respondents [ U4 percent of the sample) men-
tioned the incentive or noney payment, although they were allowed multiple re-
sponses to the aquestion. When specifically asked when they learned they would
receive this bonus or incentive pay, 3 percent replied that they learned about
it before their WIN referral, and an additional 16 percent said before their
enrollment. Forty percent learned of tke incentive at the time of their en-
rollment, and a third of the sample stated that they did not find out about it
until after they were enrolled in WIN. Apparently, 8 percent of the sample
/almost equally divided among new enrollees current participants, and terminees)
either did not remember when they learned of the incentive or were still un-
sware of this feature. Thus, fewer that 20 percent of the sample knew about
the monetary incentive prior to the enrollment interview. This finding is
particularly interesting in view of the fact that 45 percent of the respondents
stated that they initiated the WIN referral themselves. Apparently, the mone-
tary incentive does not enter into the initial decision of most AFDC clients
to enroll in WIN.

In order to ascertain the number of people in the sample who receive—
and are aware that they receive—an incentive payment, the following question
was asved: "Do you {(or did you) get any money just as a bonus or incentive
¢ for participation in WIN; that is, money in addition to allowances for expenses?”
"As Tsble 8-1 indicates, only half of the combined sample responded thai they

did. However, an additional 20 percent {all from the Detroit subsample) re-
ported that they received money but did not know if this was considered an
ineentive payment. Over a fourth of the sample (56 percent of whom were new
enrollees) stated that they Adid not receive the financial incentive, although
half of those not currently raceiving the payment expected to do so. Thus an
eighth of these respondents either did not receive, or were not aware that

they received, the financial incentive nor were they expecting to receive 1t.

Although there was a wide range in the reported size of the WIN incentive,
the median amount received or expected was $30. Respondents were asked to
rate the importance of the incentive to them using a four-point scale. Nine-
teen percent of those responding rated it as "very.important,"” 60 percent as
"important," 10 percent as "slightly important,” and another 10 percent as
"totally unimportant.”" The incentive tended to be slightly more important to
women than to men. At first glance, this seems to confirm the welfare case-
workers' impression mentioned earlier from a previous study. That this is, in
reality, a more complicated issue will soon become apparent.

-
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TABRLE 8-1

"DO YOU GET AN INCENTIVE?" BY CITY

Get an Tncentive? Chicago Detrnit Cleveland Combined
% b % %
Y as 7%.0 19.0 64.0 52.0
o 27.0 18.0 36.0 27.0
Gets money, but not sure
. If it's incentive® - 63.0 -- 20.0
Ng o= 411 387 . k01 1199

a2
Not answered codes are eliminated from the tables ia this chapter.

In order to gauge the importance of the incentive in a different manner,
the following hypothetical question was asked: "If this bonus or incentive
payment had to be discontinued or sharply reduced, what effect would this
have on your particlpation in the program?" The three choices were: (1) "I
would leave;" /2) "It would be bad, but I would try to stay;" (3) "It wouldn't
matter." Twenty-nine percent of those responding chose the first alternative,
63 percent the second, and only 9 percent the third. Thus, the bulk of our
sample see the $30 per month incentive as important, but would stay in WIN if
it were discontinued, although they either wouldn't like it or it would create
a financial hardship for them. That the latter was probably what they meant
by "it would be bad" is supported by the data presented below.

Any attempt to understand the role the incentive plays is incomplete with-
out knowing how WIN participants view this money. In response to a direct
auestion about their perceptions of this money, over three-fourths of the
people who responded replied that it was money to cover expenses. Only 10
percent saw 1t as a bonus, which is the intent of WIN. Seven percent saw the
incentive 2s pay, and 6 percent gave other responses. These revealing data
sea2m to indicate that the incentive payment is not large enough or that ex-
penses of participatlion are not reimbursed well enough for the incentive to
function as intended. In view of this, the more meaningful question is one
aoncerning how well the nayrent covers extra oxpenses incurred by participa-
tion ir WIN ratiher than the original one regarding its effect as an incentive.

Responses to a direct question about whether or not the money from WIN
was enough to cover their expenses of being in the program were as follows:
53 percent replied "enough,'" 43 percent said "not enough," and only 4 percent
responded "more than enough." Many of those responding "enough'" qualified
this by saying that they "had to make do on it" or "they learned to manage."
{ Those who responded that they recelved no money from WIN are excluded from
the =bove figures.) FExact amounts were obtained from participants regarding
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money recelved for particlpating in WIN, as well as their itemized WIN-related
expenditures. These are reported later in the chapter.

In reéponding to open-ended questions concerning what they liked or dis-
like about WIN and about what made their participatlon easy or difficult, rel-
atively few particlpants mentlioned money in spite of belng encouraged to give
multiple responses., TFor example, only 14 percent mentioned the incentive, -
expense money, or money ih general as things they llked. Five percent of the
sample mentioned insufficient money, and 9 percent mentioned money snafus,
such as delays, as dislikes nbout WIN. Particlpants responded in a very sim-
ilar manner concerning what made thelr participation easy or difficult. Since
43 percent of the sample had said the money received from WIN was not enough
to cover the extra expenses due to participation and many others had indicated
that they "make do," it is surprising that there were so few complaints about
the money. One possible explanation is that welfare reclpients soon learn
how futile it 1s to complain about money. Another interpretation-—one that a
previous study lends support to—is that WIN clients participate in the pro-
gram at some sacrifice to themselves and their familles in efforts to obtain
training and jobs.l

Expenses of Participation

What, then, are some of these extra expenses incurred by WIN participants?
What proportion of the sample mentloned these extra expenses? Which of these
extra items are not covered adequately—or perhaps not at all—by the WIN
Program? To obtaln the answers, respondents were asked to estimate the amounts
spent the previous month for specific items neceasary only because of their
participation in WIN. In addition, an open-ended question concerning what WIN
expenses were not covered was asked of the 43 percent of the sample who indi-
cated that the money from WIN was inadequate to balance these costs.

Ninety percént of the entire sample listed extra expenses for the previ-
ous month. As Table 8-2 shows, these expenditures, in order of decreasing
frequency of being mentioned, were: transportation (mentioned by 85 percent
of the combined sample), lunch /6L percent), clothes worn to work or training
(45 percent), personal appearance /29 percent), child care (18 percent), school
supplies (18 percent), time-saving foods (15 percent), and other (5 percent).
By far, the costliest item listed above was child care, with a median of $43
having been spent the previous month by participants having this expense. Next
in terms of median amount spent was transportation ($18), followed closely by
lunch money and time-saving foods, both with medians of $15. The median amount
spent on work clothing and its upkeep was $10; for personal appearance, $6;

lIbid.
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for school supplies, $5; and for other WIN-connected extras, $10.

TABLE 8-2

- EXPENSES OF PARTICIPATION,
REPORTED IN MEDIAN NUMBER OF DOLLARS, BY CITY

Expenses Chi;fgo Def;fit Clej;?and Comﬁgned
Transpcrtation 9 (333)% 16 (332) 20 (361) 18 (1026)
Lunch 10 (208) 15 (270) 20 (291) 15 (769)
Clothing 10 (190) 12 (163) 10 (188) 10 (541)
Personal appearance 7 (148) 6 (86) 5 (111) 6 (345)
Child care 60 (10%3) 60 (70) 31 (48) 43 (221)
School supplies 5 (62) 4 (67) 5 (87) 5 (216)
Convenience foods 15 (59) 15 (76) 10 (51) 15 (186)
' Other 6 (13) 15 (9) 10 (37) 10 (59)
Total Expenses (median) 25 (359) 45 (436) 50 (380) 43 (1085)

aNumbers in parentheses refer to number of respondents reporting that
expense,

As expected, new participants had far smaller expenditures for the previ-
ous month than did current participants or terminees., Had the figures pre-
sented above been limited to current participants and recent terminees, all
of the medians would have been much higher. Generally, women reported higher
expenditures than did men. Women spent considerably more on personal appear-
ance, and more on clothing, child care, and time-saving foods., Men spent more
than women on transportation and supplies for school or work. No differences
were found according to sex on money spent for lunch or other unspecified ex-
venditures.

n response to the questlon concerning which of these extra expenses were
not covered by She mecney reczeived from WIN, many participants (including some
who said the money was enough) replied to the effect that none were covered
adequately but that they ( the respondents) stretched the money they received
as best they could. As one participant philosophically remarked, "What one
recelves, one learns to live with," Other's, however, specified some of the
hardships created by the inadequate funds. Typlcal is the remark made by one
women who sald, "It's not enough for lunch; I just have to do without."
Another bitterly remarked, "It just wasn't enough. It wasn't nothin'. T
can't keep up with other working people.” A recently terminated women re-
sponded in this manner: '"Not enough for food, because by going to school,
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it was like an eight hour a day Jjob and you couldn't prepare a full dinner.
Sometimes I would buy cold cuts—Iless time-consuming, but cost more.'" Another
explained, "Sometimes I would run out of art supplies and I would have to
buy them. They (WIN) only gave them to you at the beginning of the school
year." A woman attending a business school reported, "I have been sent home
from school because they have a dress code and sometlmes I don't have acceptable
clothes to wear." ;
Of the U481 participants who stated that the WIN money did not cover the
expenses of participating in the program, about half (47 percent) cited ade-
quate clothing or the upkeep of clothing as an expenditure not covered.
Thirty-two percent mentioned lunch, 27 percent transportatlion, 17 percent chlld
care, 16 percent personal appearance, 10 percent school and work supplies, and
7 percent time-saving feods. Many respondents listed more than one 1tem, and
19 percent made inclusive statements like "everything," or '"nothing was ade-
quately covered."

Thus, it appears that many people, particularly women, discovered
that participation in WIN created unexpected expenses that.the program was
unable to meet. This made it not only difficult to budget their limited funds,
but actually created financial hardships and interfered——or so some partici-
pants belleved when they percelved job interviews to be unsuccessful because
of thelr personal appearance—with their chances of obtalning Jjobs. Some par-
ticipants found that expenses usually paid by WIN, such as transportation,
lunch money, school and work supylies, and child csre, were inadequately
covered, Sometimes payments were insufficient to cover actusl costs, some-
times delays in payments caused hardships, and occaslonally payments were not
forthcoming at all.

Surpluses and Deficits

For each respondent a surplus or deficit figure was calculated by totaling
his list of itemized expenditures for the previous month (as listed in Table
8-2) and subtracting this from the extra money he received from WIN or welfare
during the same perlod of time. The latter amount was to include the incen-
tive and expense allowances. Ninety-six percent of the sample are included in
the following analyses. The 48 respondents in the Emergency Employment Act
program in Chicago were not included because it was believed that by being in
this special program their financial situation might be atypical from that of
most WIN participants. Underestimates of expenses were used for 51 respondents;
the maximum amount that could be recorded in our coding scheme for any individ-
ual expense was $99. Although only a negligible number of respondents reported
amounts in excess of $99 for most itemized expenditures, 37 respondents gave
larger figures for clothing. :

o The total amount respondents reported receiving for the previous month
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due to their WIN participation ranged wldely with a median of $30 and a mean
of $50. For total expenses due to WIN for the previous month, the median was
$43 and the mean $47. Respondents reported deficits up to $245 and surpluses
as high as $281 per month. Only nine percent of the sample broke even. The
median for the sample was a deficit of $2, and the mean was a deficit of $11.l

* We are aware that there are problems with the above figures. Some of the
amounts reported as WIN incentive and expense money connected with the program
are far to high to be reasonable, Apparently some respondents reported all of
the money they received from WIN and welfare, including their regular welfare
grant. Moreover, it is likely that some respondents included some ongoing
expenses not related to thelr WIN participation. The latter situation is
partially offset by the $99 maximum placed upon itemized expenditures. On the
whole, it seems likely that the surpluses discussed here are inflated amounts
and that the deficits are underestimates.

The surplus-deflcit amounts were grouped into five categories and cross-
tabulated against a number of variables of interest. In addition, the surplus-
deficit means of these selected variables were compared through the use-of
one-way analysis of variance.2 For purposes of this discussion, the variables
tested will be grouped into the following descriptive categories: (1) selected
characteristics of respondents, (2) monetary factors, and (3) program partici-
pation variables.

Of the characteristics of respondents selected for these analyses, only
age of respondent resulted in no significant differences.5 More women than
men reported deficits in excess of $20 per month., The mean for women-—a
deficit of $14 per month--was significantly higher (p < .0l) than the wean for
men—a deficit of $7. City of residence made no difference except when men were
considered separately. Men living in Cleveland were more likely to have both
larger surpluses and larger deficits (over $20) than those residing in Detroit
or Chicego. Respondents in the sample—and women in particular—were less ‘
likely to report large deficits if their educatlon was limited to grammar
school. New enrollees were less likely to have elther large surpluses or
deficits than current enrollees or terminees; however, their means were not
significantly different (deficits of $9, $14, and $8, respectively). The
longer respondents had been on welfare, the more likely they were to experi-
ence larger deficits.

lIf these statistlics had been limited to respondents actively partici-
pating in WIN (that is, excluding terminees and people in holding), the median
would be a deficit of §7 and the mean a deficit of $15.

2These analyses were also performed on the gubsample of active WIN partic-
ipants. Since these results were very similar to those for the larger sample,
they will not be reported.

5The .05 level was used for the Chl square statistic and for the F test.
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The second group of variables—those related specifically to money—also
produced a number of significant associations with the surplus-deficit scale as
one would expect. The most obvious relationship is that between respondent’s
report regarding the adequacy of money tfrom WIN and the dollar estimates which
corroborate these reports. The people who said the money from WIN (incentive
and expense money) was not enough reported the largest deficits (mean = $28
deficit), while those who stated that the money was more than enough reported
the largest surpluses (mean = $8 surplus). The means of these groups were
significantly dirferent at the .0l level.

A related finding was ‘that the respondents with the largest deficits were
more likely to mention money as one of the things they disliked about WIN or
that maca program participation difficult. Again, the means—$15 deficit for
those mentioning money and $4 deficit for those not mentioning money-——differed
significantly.

Not surprisingly, respondents who said they d4id not receive the WIN mon-
etary incentive were more likely to report deflcits or breaking even and much
less likely to report surpluses than people who received the incentive or
"some money" from WIN. However, the means (all deficits) were not significantly
different; these were a deficit of $8 for those who reported receiving the
incentive, $13 for those who said they received money, and $13 for those not
receiving the incentive. Regardless of whether the money referred to by the
second group was intended as incentive pay or expense money, it was obviously
direly needed by most and consequently could function as a bonus for only a -
small proportion of this group. )

How WIN participants have to use the incentive payment affects the way
they perceive it. Respondents who badly needed this money to help defray
otherwise uncovered costs of participating were likely to view it as expense
money or, if it permitted them to come closer to covering expenses, as a bonus.
Tose who considered it pay were more likely to be persons who broke even.
Means, according to interpretation of the incentive (significantly different
at the .0l level), were as follows: $1U deficit for respondents viewing it
as expense money, $5 deficit for those seeing 1t as bonus, no surplus or
Aeficit for those perceiving it as pay, and $2 deficit for those giving some
other response.

People who suffered %the largest deficits %Zended to view the incentive
payment as very important. However, they were people who seemed determined to
continue in the program regardless of financial cost. Generally, they responded
in cne of two ways to the hypothetical question concerning the elimination or
drastic reduction of the incentive: either it wouldn't matter or it would be
very difficult but they would not leave WIN. The respondents who would drop
out of WIN were likely to be those who had small surpluses or deficits (mean
= tl4 deficit)., Thus, it seems that some people now in WIN would not partici-
pate in the program if their financial burden were greater, and some would not
if there were no financial incentive regardless of surplus or deficit.
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However, most participants continue in WIN in the puf%uit of job training and
the hope of employment, at a financial sacrifice.

Of the third group of variables-~~those considered as indicators of program
participation or respondent involvement in WIN—few produced significant re-
sults, although several indicated interesting trends. By far the most impor-
tant finding here related to what respondents were currently doing in the
program. Whether or not new and current participants were involved in active
components in WIN or were in holding (43 percent of the sample still in WIN)
made quite a difference as to the size deflcit they were likely to be experi-
encing. While the mean for respondents in holding was only a $8 deficit, it
was as highas $l€;for“those in OJT or the work experience program, $15 for re-
spondents in educational or other training programs, and $16 for participants
In other components of WIN.,

Men in OJT or the work experience program were especlally likely to have
large deficits; their meean was a deficit of $23. On the one hand, people in
holding would not be expected to have many program-connected expenses since
they are temporarily inactive, but on the other hend, the WIN incentive payment
1s suspended during this time. The reason that the WIN expenses and payments
for people in holding were not zero is because of the way we asked the question
{people in holding at the time of the interview were asked about their expenses
and payments during the last month) as well as because of the fluidity of
the holding categories. Probably few people in holding at the time of the in-
terview had been in holding for the entire month previously.

These figures indicate that participation in WIN involves a financial
cost for most participants. This cost averages between $15 and $16 per month
per participant. As previously stated, these figures are probably under-
estimates because of problems in the raw data from which they were derived.
Even using our conservative figures, active participants in WIN not only do
not benefit from a financial bonus but, in fact, pay out of their meager AFDC
budgets in most cases for the privilege of being in WIN.

How do WIN particlpants react to the price tag attached to their partic-
ipation? How does 1t affect their attitude toward, involvement in, and com-
mitment to the program? The variable that ylelded the most impressive sta-
tistical evidence in answer to these questions was how respondents felt when
they first got into WIN. Since people in our sample were responding retro-
spectively, many also volunteered subsequent changes in attitudes. People who
indicated a strongly negative attitude toward WIN and those who entered the
program with a positive attlitude that later changed to a negative one had the
largest deficits. Respondents who started out with negative feelings that
later changed to positive ones were the only group not having a deficit.

{This group broke even on the surplus/deficit scale.) This association was
primarily due to the men in the sample, as the differences here were extreme.
The mean for men who were strongly negative to WIN and for those who were first -
positive, then negative, was a deficit of $22 in each case. For men whose
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attitudes shifted from negative to positive, the mean was & surplus of $15.
Quite possibly, men's attitudes can be influenced by monetary factors.

Thus, it seems that as long as participants are satisfactorily achieving
thelr immediate goal of training, they will endure the concomitant financial
hardship. But these data suggest that WIN's hold on those suffering most is
tenuous, while those faring better financially seem less inclined to leave WIN.

Conclusions

The main conclusion that can be drawn from these data 1s that the intended
monetary incentive clearly did not function as such for the majority of WIN
participants. Only & small proportion of respondents knew about this program
feature prior to the enrollment interview. Later, most of our sample
dlscovered that the expenses involved in program participation were so high
that the incentive pay was depleted in an effort to defray some of these
extra costs. According to our respondents, some of these expenses were not
fully reimbursed, while others were not recognized as liegitimate program costs.
Since participants had to use the incentive payment as expense money, 1t is
not surprising that most viewed it as such.

In spite of applying the incentive payment to program participation ex-
penses incurred, the WIN participant lost at the rate of $11 per month on the
aversge (mean). If he was actively participating in the program—that is, not
in holding—this loss rose to $15 per month. Participants managed these def-
icits by spreading the loss—that is, cutting costs on a range of necesesary
items—and by "doing without." They endured this financial sacrifice in order
to obtaln the training and Jobs they wanted. If these goals began to seem
elusive or dissatisfactions occurred, participants with the largest deficits
were more apt to leave WIN to try on their own or elsewhere., These findings
are consistent with the highly motivated and upwardly mobile characteristics
of the sample described in other chapters of this report. ‘

By serving as expense money, the lncentive payment helped to reduce the
costs of participation. Few participants could have afforded to stay in WIN
without the incentive; thelr monthly deficits would have been unmanageable.
Thus, while the incentive payment did not serve as an inducement to participate
for the vast majority of participants, 1ts absence would have prohibited par-
ticipation for many. '

Two alternative approaches seem feasible to remedy this situation. We
are referring both to the fact that the incentive payment 1s being held out as
a bonus which, in fact, it is not, and to the financial sacrifice most people
have to make to participate in WIN. One way to enable the incentive money to
serve as intended would be to increase the amount over and beyond the extra
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expense of participation. Alternatively, a superior and fairer method, we
think, would be to provide adequate expense money to cover actual realistic
costs of participation. If the later approach is taken and participants
understand clearly what the various amounts are for, the monetary incentives
for particilpating in WIN and for working would then be able to function as
pronmised.

Recommendations

Details will be found in the first chapter of the report.

1. Expense allowances should accurately reflect realistic expenditures
resulting from program participation.

2. All program-related expenses that can be itemized should be reimbursed
up to the amount spent by the participant within reasonable limits. In addi-
tion, a training allowance should be given each participant to cover the costs
of less tangible expenses, These training allowances should be fixed amounts
at two different levels: the higher amount for participants carrying the major
responsibility in the family for household management (cooking, cleaning, care
of children, shopping, etc.) and the lower amount for all other participants.

3. If participsnts' program-related costs can be compensated by a train-

ing allowance and reimbursement for expenses, then the incentive as such is
no longer needed.
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CHAPTER 9

EXPERIENCES IN THE WIN PROGRAM

by
Tlana Hirsch-Lescohier

The main thrust of the WIN Program has been to prepare AFDC recipients
for employment by means of various educational, training, and counseling
activities and place them on jobs which will enable them to get off welfare,
Their preparation for employment through program activites will be examined
in this chapter.

Since one of WIN'S goals (at least for WIN I) is to promote enrollees

. to better paying jobs and more satisfying occupations, the question arises
whether the program provides the neceséary training and education to achieve
this goal. Furthermore, it is of importance to know to what extent WIN is
resvonsive to its users' wishes concerning choice of activities and of what
consequence these program activities are for the participants. This study
extends the notion that particular sctivities and experiences in the WIN Pro-
gram may act as inducements or restraints for participation. A major part of
this chapter therefore will be devoted to the participants' evaluations of
their experiences and the implications of these experiences for incentives
and disincentives to participate in WIN.

Factors Influencing Enrollees' Careers in WIN

In our previous studyl enrollee careers from enrollment to Jjobs were pre-
sented by flow charts. The actual career patterns of enrollees may deviate
greatly from the charts. The reason is that although an employability plan is
required for each new enrollee, such a plan may vary for each individual ac-
cording to the assessment of his abilities and skills and the counselor's
evaluations of options for training programs and Jobs available in the partic-
ular locations at a given period of time.

Once the plan is established, the actual =2xreriences of the enrollee may
not follow the original employability plan for a number of reasons: Suitable
training programs may not be available when the enrollee is ready for them;
moreover, the personal circumstances of the enrollee, like 111ness,black of
child care, etc., may prevent engagement in the outlined activity. As =

1
Reid, op.cit., pp. W7-56.
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result, the enrollee may experience periods ot interrupted activitles whiceh
then affect Y“is ruture career. 7These "volding” periods can occur at any point

N

o the participant's vrogress.

ilarly, a participant may be terminated trow the program at any time
e range oF reascns. Tregnancy, 111 heslth, rorsonal problems, lack
s, and long wail*ing periods, as well us employvment or program com-
re some of the reasons given for either termination by the progranm
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Tne impact of orzanirational and legislative directives in each of the
studv's cities may also have an influence on *he speed with which enrollees
sre brouziht in and out of the program. All of the above factors make it
Aitficult to develop a set of realistic career patterus which could be compared
with the model career. .

Ditterences in Client arecers

Using the length of stay in the program as one facet of the career pattern,
it is evident that city and sex have bearing upon the type of career which an
enrollee can expect {see Table 9-1). The data indicate that Chicago's enrollees
are moved through the rrogram at greater speed than in the other two cities.
Tiiis may be due in part to the different sampling method used in Chicago which
is explained in Chapter 3. But the sampling differences Ao not euplain the
antire pilcture.

TABLE 9-1

RESPONDENTS' LENGTH OF STAY
IN WIN BY CITY, BY SEX, AND BY 31a7TUS®

Chicago Cleveland Detroit Male Female Current Terminee

% % % % % % %
£ months or less 0.7 35,7 33,1 L0 %0.0 38,3 15.9
7_10 rerthe Tl T 52,1 22.3 246 15.9 2% .2 15.4
13-24 21.4 29.8 25.5 26.2 25.4 25.7 26.0
25 months or more 4.2 13.3 19.0 5.2 19.6 12.8 - 12,7
Total 100.0 9u,9 99.9 100.0 29.9 100.0 100.0
N = 238 271 305 286 ha8 483 331

Mrhis table excludes the new enrollees, who by definition spent less than three
months in the program. For current enrollees, the length of time was calculated up to
the last guarter of 1972 when the bulk of the interviewing was done.

O
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As we noted, in Chicago the Tslmadege Amendments were implemenﬁed earlier
than 1n Detroit or Clgveland, and therefore a greater emphasis was put on job
placements along with a reduction in training opportunities. Large numbers of
newcomers to Chicago's prégram were placed on jobs through EEA allotments.t

Men tend to pass through WIN faster than women. Almost 69 percent of the
current and terminated men spend a year or less in WIN as compared with 3% per-
cent of the women. Only 5 percent of the men in these groups spent more than
two years 1n the program as compared with 770 worcent of the women., This may
be explained by the fact that more women than mell part.cipate in the various
WIN activities such as education and training porgrams {which: take substantial
time to complete). In contrast, greater proportions of the men are placed on
Jobs.

In Chapter 5, which dealt with the participants' career aspirations, it
was pointed out that six out of 1C enrollees expected jobs which required pro-
fessional or extensive training. Professional training may take at least
three years, and extensive training may last eight months to two years. It is
also assumed that the WIN participants may need a longer period to complete
their training because of thelr family responsibilities and their need for
remedial education.

As shown in Table 9-1, the majority of the terminees (60 percent) spent
2 months or less in WIN, and only 13 percent stayed more than two years. It
is obvious that enrollees who stay in WIN less than a year can hardly achieve
completion of extensive training for the kind of jobs which they desire.

Past Activities in WIN

The most important aspect of the enrollees’' WIN career is the nature of
activitles in which they have participated. All respondents were asked to
identify these without regard to theilr sequence. The findings show that most
of the respondents participated in activities not directly related to job
placement, education, or training, but preparatory or guiding in nature (e.g.,
counseling, testing, orientation, etc.). In contrast, fewer people partici-
pated in those educational and training activities which may act to upgrade
participants' skills and qualification.

The difference between the cities was qulte remarkable. In Chicago the
rate of participation in all activities except job placement and on-the-job
training was much lower than in the other two cities. This may be also due
to the earlier implementation of the Talmadge Amendments in that city,

1
See Chapter 12 for details on Chicago's use of EEA.

113




shifting the emphasis from the rehabilitative approach to quick placements in
any Jjob. About half as many respondents in Chicago experienced training or
education than in either Detroit or fleveland.l On the other hand, higher
proportions of respondents in Chicago (45 percent as compared with nine percent
in Cleveland and 23 percent in Detroit) stated that efforts had been made to
place them on a job while at WIN,2 and an additional 10 percent mentioned
placements through EEA, a program which did not exist in other cities.

There are conslderable differences between males and females in program
careers. Women consistently reported higher rates of participation in all
activities but job placement. It seems, therefore, that the career patterns of
women are more varied than those of men.

Because our interest centered on the career patterns of enrollees in WIN,
a variable was developed describing certain combination of the types of activ-
ities in which an enrollee might have participated. All the identified activ-
ities were classified into four major areas: (1) education (including basic
education, GED, and college courses); (2) training (including training for
specific job, work experience, and 0JT); (3) Job (including job placement and
EEA); (4) services (including counseling and the preparatory activities of
orientation, testing/assessment, work samples, and physical examination). As
we indicated before, a large proportion of participants went through the
"service" activities; therefore, an attempt was made to identify those enrollees
whose sole career experience in WIN was of this nature. On the other hand,
"services" were disregarded for enrollees whose activities Ilncluded education,
training, and job, or a combination thereof.

Enrollees' careers became more varied for those who stayed longer in WIN
(see Table 9-2). About half of the participants who had been in the program
up to six months did not start on any education or training program, nor was
there an attempt to place them on & job. For the remaining half, however,
there was a greater emphasis on job placement than on education or training.
Of 305 respondents who indicated any kind of job placement attempt, about two-
thirds spent a short time in the program (six months). More than 80 percent
of the respondents who experienced job placement but not education or training
also come from this group. In contrast, the probability of obtaining both
education and training increased over time.

1 .

Basic education: Chicago, 17%; Cleveland, 33%; Detroit, 25%. GED:
Chicago, 11%; Cleveland, 18%; Detroit, 26%. Training for specific job:
(‘hicago, 17%; Cleveland, 3L%; Detroit, 36%. ‘

RIt must be noted, however, that the positive indication of "job place-
ment” in this item does not mean that the respondent indeed retained the Job
or was terminated as = result of the placement. Rather, 1t shows that an
»Shompt wae made to place the respondent in a Job.

114



TABLE Q-2

LENGTH OF 'lIMM IN THE PROGRAM BY CARFER PATTERN

(For all three sample groups)

6 Months 7-12 13-24 25 Months N
Career Pattern or Less Months Months or More %
% % % % ’
Education only 10.0 28.2 21.9 19.2 180
Training only 7.0 23.3 17.6 23.1 147
Job only 19.3% 12.9 2.9 1.0 160
Kducation & training L.7 14.1 26.2 29.8 141
Education & job 1.9 2.4 2.9 4.8 28
Training & job 4.8 5.5 6.2 4.8 60
Education & training
and job 2.6 3.1 9.5 13.5 57
Services only L6.T 10.4 11.9 3.8 365
No activities 2.9 _0.0 G.9 0.0 22
Total 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0
N o= 683 163 210 10k 1160°

a
Forty-three respondents were excluded from the analysis because of in-
sufficient information.

It should be emphasized that placing enrollees on Jjobs as qulckly as
possible does not necessarily mean that the partlcipants have achieved their
occupational goals.l The Jjobs which participants received after termination
were not of the level desired by the majority of them. It is likely, there-
fore, that people who terminate from the program after a short time (and in
our sample 45 percent of the terminees spent six months or less in WIN) will
not benefit much from WIN. Even if they obtain employment, they do not
acquire better education or occupational skills and therefore are llkely to
stay within the cycle of low wages, low prestige, and high turnover jobs which
lead back to perlods «of dependency on welfare,?2

1 )
See Chapter 5 for corroboration of this.

2A discusslon of the relationship between the welfare poor and working
poor 1ls presented in Joe A. Miller and Louis A. Ferman, Welfare Careers and
"Low Wage Employment, & report by the Institute of Labor and Industrial Re-
lations, University of Michigan, in print. '
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Present Activities in WIN

~espondents were ulso asxed about the kinds of activities in which they
ere cngaged at the time of the interview. Of 836 respondents who were actu-
ally enrolled in WIN at the time of the interview (i.e., nonterminees), only
53,3 percent were actually cngaged in active participation while the rest were
not doiny anvthing (see Table 9-3) '

TABLE 9-3

WHAT RESPONDENTS WERE DOING
IN WIN AT TIME OF INTERVIEW, BY CITY

. Chicago Cleveland Detroit
Doing Now? o ) N
%o % %
Active:
Education 3.9 19.2 5.8 115
Treining & OJT 9.6 2l.g 13.5 179
EFA 10.8 - -- Ly
Other activity 3.4 22.1 8.1 134
Total active 27.7 (N=113) 63.2 (N=25.) 27.3 (N=105) 472 (39.5%)
"Holding" for:
Education 1.5 0.2 z.1 19
Training 5.6 1.7 8.3 62
Employrent 24.9 1.0 8.6 135
Other 15.4 3.5 18.4 148
Totali"Holding"
(non-active) 46.6 (N=190) 6.5 (N= 26) 38.4 (N=148) 365 (30.5%)
Total terminated
from WIN 25.7 (N=105) 30.3 (N=122) 34,3 (N=132) 359 (30%)
100.0 408 100.0 Loz 100.0 385 1195 (100%)

. This veriod of inactivity was found to be a discouraging factor for the
respondents. Almost half of all participants experienced walting periods of
@ month or more while at WIN; 28 percent of them found it hard to take, and
-1 ndditional 38 percent thought it to be bothersome. Tt seems that WIN II
tends to increase the likelihood of spending time in walting because of the
greater pressure to terminate enrollees to jobs in large numbers and in =
short time, 2nd the reductions of training provisions. This trend is first
observed in the city comparisons. 1In Chicago, which implemented WIN II first,

n% percent of actual participants were in a non-active status at the time of
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‘interview. 1In contrast, only 9 percent were waliting in Cleveland, which lmple-
mented the new directive last (see Table 9-3),

The comparilson batween the status cohorts shows a similar trend. '"New"
enrollees who entered the program since the WIN II implementation tended to
be non-active in e greater proportion (65 percent) than the "current" enrollees.
Most current participants entered the program before WIN II, and many of them
were already engaged 1n educational and training programs before the new
directives took effect..

Completion of Education and Training Programs

As we have shown, participants are more likely to engage in education and
training programs if they stay longer in WIN. The question than arises as to
how many of them complete thelr course of study and how long it takes. Re-
spondents who had participated in basic education, GED courses, and training
for specific jobs were asked about the particular programs which they took,
whether they completed the course of study or tralning and obtained a certif-
icate or diploma.

0f 586 respondents who received basic education, GED, or specific training,
only 38 percent completed their programs. Very few new enrollees participated
in such programs, and almost all of them were in the beginning stage. But
even of the terminees, less than half completed their studies, while for
currents, approximately a third completed.

Women have better completion rates than men and they also partieipate in
larger numbers in education and training programs. Fifty-seven percent of the
586 participants who got into education or training were women, while they
compose only a half of the entire sample. This is consistent with the finding
mentioned earlier in this chapter that women reported higher rates of partic-
ipation in all activities but Job placement. Of those who finished their
training or education programs (224 respondents in the sample), 73 percent
received the appropriate certificate or diploma. :

The most important predictor for program completion was found to be the
length of time spent in WIN. Partlcipants who stay in WIN longer than a year
have a much better change of completing some program—be it education or
training—than those participants who stay in WIN less than a year. This
finding was statistically significant.l It was also found that a greater
proportion of these completers got Jobs after termination than the

1.2
X" = 39.6, p< .05
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noncc..r leters. This result was also statistically significant.l These find-
ings support previous conclusions that moving enrocllees in and out of WIN
quickly is dysfunctional to the goals of skill imporvement and job upgrading.

TABLE 9-4

COMPLETION OF EDUCATION OR
TRAINING PROGRAM BY LENGTH OF STAY IN WIN

Length of Stay in WIN Completed Did Not Complete
% - %
6 months or less 17.7 41.5
7-12 months 18.1 21.6
1%-24 months 38.1 : 24.6
25 months or more 26.0 12.3
N = 215 ' 342

Desired Activities

An important guestion is whether WIN participants received from the pro-
gram the kinds of activities which they desiredj namely, is there a matching
between their expectations and the program reality. In an open-ended questlon,
respondents were asked what they wanted from WIN when they first enrolled.

The multiple responses to this item were classified in a similar manner to

the career pattern variable. A comparison was made between the activities
which participants desired at the time of enrollment and the activities which
they experienced while at WIN for the entire sample and for the terminated re-
spondents {see Table 9-5).

The figures in Table 9-5 indicate that an overwhelming majority (80 per-
cent) of all respondents wanted only a job, training for a job, or combination
of training and job. Only a small proportion /7 percent) were interested in
education “or its own sake, and very few expected other activities and educa-
tion, treining, or Job. Looking at their experiences in WIN, one observes
that the largest group of respondents received services only, that is, pre-
parntory activities llke orientation and testing or counseling. Also, a larger
group received education than recelved either training or job.

1.0
X = 5.28, p. < 05.
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TABLE 9-5

ACTIVITIES WHICH ENROLLEES EXPECTED AND
EXPERIENCED BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY FOR ALL KESPONDENTS AND TERMINEES

Expected When Enrolled Experienced at WIN
Actlvities A1L Terminees ALL | Terminees
Respondents Respondents
% v % %
Education only €.7 €.9 15.7 2C.%
Training only 3.5 35.0 12.4 11.5
Job only 25.9 21.8 13 .4 11.8
Education & training 5.3 6.6 12.3 14.0
Education & job 3.3 L 2.5 3.3
Training & job 1I7.4 17.0 5.2 5.8
Fducation & training .

& Job 1.7 2.8 5.0 9.6
Other (services) only 2.3 3.6 31.6 22.5
No activities 0.8 0.8 1.8 1.4

N = 1169 3€2 1199 365

Because most of the respondents were still in WIN at the time of the in-
terview and their future activities could not be predicted, an examination of
the terminees alone provides a better measure of the matching between expecta-
tion and experience. This examination shows that most of the terminated re-
spondents did not get what they expected from WIN. Whereas three-quarters of
them wanted a» job, training, or combination thereof, less than a third /2§
percent) received these activities. When the desired and experienced activities
were cross-tabulated, 1t was found that only 19 percent of the terminees got
axactly what they wanted. The rest may have partially received desir=sd
activities, or the WIN decisions concerning assigned activities may have been
out of line with what respondents wanted. An expression of this mismatch was
illustrated by one of the participants in the following words: '

I had/ﬁy hopes on job training of some sort. My worker told
me that possibly T could get the training but then it would take
too long. So they looked into job placement instead. I was kind
of depressed at that but happy 'cause they had got me a job.

Later, he continues, "T lost a little hope in it (WIN) when I found out I
could't get the training T wanted."

A women who left WIN because of a pregnancy, and who particlpated in
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education programs only, told the Interviewer:

She (ADC worker) told me they trained you for a job. I
thought they trained you on the job, but T had to go to school.
Mainly what I was looking for, I wanted to learn a certain kind
of job but instead T had to go to school.

Another respondent, in describing the reasons for leaving WIN, said:

T didn't leave—they sald I had reached the termination date.
I was told that 10 months was the 1limit on being in WIN without a
vocational objective, which I had. Then they sald that as of July
1ls thelr priorities were Jobs and not training, so they tried to
place me on a job. I was bolling inside when I found they'd been
wasting my time since I have been in the program. I wanted
training and they wanted to put me in a job.

If WIN cannot be responsive to the expressed wishes of its clients, it is hard
to see how these participants can continue in a program that does not meet
their expectations and creates feelings of disappointment and resentment.

Satisfaction with Training

Becguse so many enrollees (60 percent) expressed the desire to take up
job training, it is of interest to examine their feelings concerning the pro-
gress they have made in getting training. All respondents were asked whether
they were satisfied with the progress they were making in getting training
for the job they wanted or for any job. The responses were dlstributed as

follows:
Very satisfied 4o.7%
Somewhat satisfied 27.2
Not particularly satisfied 10.7
or dissatisfiled
Very dissatisfied 21.4

The majorlty of respondents felt satisfied with the progress which they
were making in getting training. The positive responses do not reflect a
rea>lty of training engagement but indicate the measure of optimisn in pro-
gressing toward a desired goal. One can say, therefore, that about TO percent
felt more or less optimistic about their progress. No marked differences
were found by sex, but the status of the respondents did affect outlook.

Among the new enrollees few were dissatisfied (17 percent) and many chose
the neuiral category of not particularly satisfied or dissatisfied (17 percent).




The reason perhaps is that they had had less chance than the other groups to
assess thelr possible progress in the program. The group of current enrollees
expressed the highest satisfaction with their progress (very satisfied, L8 per-
cent; somewhat, 28 percent).

This finding for current enrollees may be due to the fact that they were
engaged in training programs in larger proportions than the other two groups —
both in the past and at the time of the interview. Therefore, their optimism
and expectation of progress in WIli vere higher. On the other hand, the group
of termlnated enrollees indicated the highest measure of dissatisfaction and
lovest optimism (very satisfied, 31.5 percent; very dissatisfied, 32 percent).
This was particularly true for terminees who spent a year or less in WIN.

But even the terminees who stayed longer periods in WIN were less satisfied
than either the currents or the new enrollees—probably because they did not
get from WIN what they expected.

Because the terminees evaluated the program in retrospect, those who got
a Jjob after termination had a more favorable reaction to WIN. They expressed
more satisfaction with the training than did the terminees who did not get a
job (see Table 9-5),

TABLE 9-6

GETTING JOB AFTER TERMINATION COMPARED WITH
SATISFACTION WITH PROGRESS IN GETTING TRAINING

b Did Not Get a Job
Satisfection with Training Got a Jo ° °
% %
Very satisfied 41.6 .21 0
Somewhat satisfied 24,2 27 4
Not particularly satisfied

or dissatisfied . 10.1 12.1
Very dissatisfied 24.2 39.5
Total 100.1 100.0
N = 149 157

In splte of the fact that getting a job did not always follow experience
or completion of training program, termination without a job seemed to bring
* about more feelings of dissatisfactlon, The difference in expressed satis-
faction between the two groups shown in Table 9-6, is statistically signifi-
cant.l However, not merely getting a job, but getting a satisfactory job,
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was found to be more closely related to viewing past training as satisfactory.
Almost three-quarters of respondents who were satisfied with their present
jobs reported satisfaction with progress in training while at WIN, but only
about 40 percent of those who were dissatisfied with their present Jobs were
so satisfied with past training. This means that not only actual experlences
but also outcomes may affect the participants' perceptions and evaluations

of activities in WIN. Undesired outcome msy even overshadow particular ex-
periences which the psrticipant enjoyed.

Now let us look at the relationship between satisfaction with training
and general attitude toward WIN, as expressed by terminees. A close
assoclation exists between feelings about training progress and general atti-
tude tow~rd WIN (see Table 9-7). The causal interpretation is unclear. As
mentioned above, outcomes as well as actual experiences influence the term-
inees' perceptions in recalling their feelings about training. Nevertheless,
negative attitudes toward WIN were very strong among those terminees who felt
dissatisfied with the progress they made in getting training. This highlights
the conflict of goals between the majority of participants who desire job
training and the organization, under WIN II, which attempts to process clients
as qulckly as possible with a lower emphasis on training.

TABLE 9-7

SATISFACTION WITH PROGRESS IN GETTING TRAINING
BY ATTITUDE TCWARD WIN

- . ' (For terminees)
Very Not Satisfied Somewhat Very
Attitude Dissatisfied or Dissatisfied Satlsfied Satisfied
% % % %
Negative 73 .4 39.1 41.5 20,4
Neutral 8.9 26.1 . 22.6 18.5
Positive 17.7 34.8 %5.8 61.1
N = 79 23 33 54

Respondents' Evaluations of Their Experiences in WIN

In the introduction to this chapter, the importance of the participants'

evaluations of thelr experiences in WIN as lncentives or disincentives was
noted.

Two major open-ended ltems were introduced in the questlionnaire aiming at
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gaining insights into the participants' perceptions of thelr WIN experiences.
These questions were phrased in the following way:

Q # 6. Whether people want to be in WIN or not, there are some
things they like and dislike about being in the program.
a. Would you tell me all the things you like about being
in WIN?
b. Now, all the things you dlslike?

Q# 7. DPeople also find that there are “nings which make it easy
for them to participate in WIN and other things which make
it hard for them. These may be things about WIN itself,
about a person's family, about his personal life, or about
a lot of other things.

a. What are the things that make participation in WIN
easy for you?

b. What are the things that make participation in WIN
difficult for you?

A coding scheme was subsequently developed on the basis of the actusl responses
from each citjﬁ Some of the respondents presented very sophisticated and ex-
citing evaluations of thelr experiences, and some gave only very sparse re-
sponses., Their richness of expression was, unfortunately, lost in this process
of analysis which was based on content categories.

The following report of things that enrollees liked or disliked and things
that made it easy or difficult for them 1s based on the total responses given
to these items, which were more numerous than the number of respondents be-
cause some of them gave two or three responses to the same item. The responses
were classified into the following categories:

1. Activities in WIN (including specific activities like orientation,
education, training, job plzcement, and general references toactivities)

2. Personnel (including references to attitudes and treatment by the WIN
personnel and people at other training and educational sites).

3. Opportunity (references made about specific opportunity for acquiring
edvcation, training, and job through WIN, and general opportunity
for Eettering self and getting off welfare,

4, Program features (including particular features of the WIN Program
1like incentive pay, child care pay and services, burecaucratic aspects
of the program, reguirements and restrictions, etec.).

5. Outcomes (related mainly to jobs and their nature).
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6. Client-related aspects of participation (home situation with children,
available money, transportation, and client characteristics which may
help or impede participation).

The preceding section of this chapter (as well as Chapter 5) has shown
that acquiring job training and better jobs were of major concern to the
study's respondents. However, when respondents came to evaluate their experi-
ences in WIN, these topics (training and jobs) did not take a prominent place.
Apparently, the respondents made some distinction between their job and train-
ing aspirations and aspects of participation which affect their day-to-day
involvement in the program.

Things Which Enrollees Liked About WIN

Throughout the cities the dominant responses about things which respon-
dents liked were related to personnel.l Examining favoreble responses about
personnel, we found that a quarter mentioned the personnel helpfulness, an-
other quarter described the personnel as "nice people." Understanding and
concern by personnel were cited in a fifth of the responses, and another
fifth expressed the belief that the workers had good intentions and tried to
help. Many of these responses were phrased in general terms, like the woman
who said, "People are nice, understanding, they are trying to do their jobs
and trying to help you."

Lack of painful experience with personnel was also brought out as a
positive aspect of t .atlonship. Another woman enrollee told the inter-
viewer:

They are very nice people to deal with. They take pains to
listen to your problems. Everybody tries to be helpful. They
didn't snub you, and they were very nlce.

Although many of the responses relating tn personnel were vague and
general in nature and could be viewed as "socielly mccepted" answers, the
volume of the voluntary responses Iindicating personnel as a positive experience
*s guite impressive. Table 9-8 =2lso displays city differences which follow
similar lines to previous findings. 1In Cleveland and Detroit larger propor-
tions of the responses related to activitles, or liking the WIN activities,
than in rhicago where fewer respondents have been participating in program
components like education and tralning. In contrast, almost none of the re-
sponses in (leveland and Netrolt mentioned a Jjob as the thing they liked

lThis finding was reinforced by the multivarlate analysis of these
variables presented in Chapter 11.
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whereas about 3 percent of Chicago's responses mentioned it.

TABLE 9-8

RESPONSES INDICATING THINGS
WHICH ENROLLEES LIKED ABOUT WIN BY CITY

Like About WIN Chicago Clevelanc Detroit Total Sample
% % % %

Activities 13.6 21.5 2% .1 19.3
Personnel 35.8 25.0 33 .4 31.6
Opportunities 18.1 29.4 18.4 21.8
Program feactures 15.1 13.9 12.6 13.9
Outcomes 2.9 - 0.1 1.1
Nothing 5.4 3.6 3.3 4,1
Everything 2.3 1.7 4.7 2.9
Other responses 6.9 4.9 Lo 5.5

M = 830 749 788 2367

a

The N given refers to number of responses given. One should note
that 407 respondents gave only one response, 404 gave two responses,
384 gave three responses each.

Things Which Enrollees Disliked About WIN

The major aspects of thelr experiences which enrollees disliked were
items related to program features. What are the particular program features
which emerge strongly as disliked experiences? Thirty-nine percent of the
dlsliked program features mentioned were related to the fact that few or no
choices were allowed, that restrictions and limitatlions were set on time
schedules and programs, and that WIN was 'coercive." A larger proportion of
Detrcit's responses indicated these issues (53 percent). An additional 21
percent mentloned problems with money either the money amount was too small
or there was a bureaucratic "mess-up" of payments. These complaints were
particularly strong in Cleveland (34 percent). Another 21 percent of program
features responses presented the bureaucratic "snafus" and waiting periocds
as dislike aspects.

It should be noted that responses indicating lack of any disliked aspects

amounted to a fifth of the total responses. Men were more likely to respond
in this manner 24 percent as compared with 17 percent for women), although
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women tended to glve a greater number of responses. Throughout the open-ended
questions dealt with in this section, more responses were recorded for women
then for men, in spite of the t'act that the sexes distributed almost evenly in
the sample, ~

TABLE 9-9

RESPONSES INDICATING THINGS
WHICH ENROLLEES DISLIKED ABOUT WIN BY CITY®

Dislike About WIN Chicago Cleveland Detroit Total Sample
" % % % 4

Activities 10.5 14.8 16.5 13,7
Personnel 12.9 11.9 19.7 14.8
Opportunity 5.5 4.4 5.2 5.1
Program features 34,83 43,2 26.7 34,8
Outcomes 8.6 4.2 5.6 6.3
Nothing 20.8 17.5 22.8 20.4
Other responses 6.9 L, 3.4 4.9

N = 712 590 613 1915

a
To this question 685 respondents gave only one response, 300 gave
two responses, 210 gave three responses,

Tt is of interest to note that in contrast to the large number of re-
sponses (36 percent) indicating positive attitudes toward personnel, only 13
percent of the "dislike" responses mentioned problems with personnel. How-
ever, these later responses were expressed in strong terms. Participants
identified particular aspects of their:relaticnships with personnel which
caused them discomfort. One woman told the interviewer that a WIN worker
"cpuld not understand why I wanted to go to college when my parents had not
cone, She said that this incident upset and discoursged her. Another re-

svondani said,

T dislike the way the counselors attack the way you talk,
your personality, your outer features. Just the way they put
me down. Everything you say they don't believe it., T dislike
the fact that they antagonize you., My counselor told me I was
a "slick." They don't trust you at all.

L oenn bee napumed Lhiat the reppondenta have bheen oxpoged Lo bureaucrncien
In Lthe past, especlslly Lo the welfare hureaucrn:y, snd have experlicncrd in-
different or ilmpersonal attitudes by officilals. 1In Win, however, they met




with personnel who view personal services like counseling as an inlegral part
of thelr role. This dimension of the WIN counselor's role can contribute to
feelings of pleasantness for psrticipants in the program even if thelr ultimate
asplrations are not met. On the other hand, thsse participants who felt abused
by the personnel may be greatly discouraged in thelr participation.

With regard to things that make 1t easy to participate in WIN, program
features appear again as a major category. It can be seen that similar aspects
of the program may be viewed either positively or negatively by different or
even the same participants according to the nature of the exposure the partici-
pant had or his perception of his particular situation.

TABLE 9-10

RESPONSES INDICATING THINGS
WHICH MAKE IT EASY TO PARTICIPATE IN WIN BY CITY®

Chicago Cleveland Detroit Total Sample
t E

What Makes It Easy 9 g % 9
Activities 4.8 4.0 L.7 5.1
Personnel 16.5 9.9 10.8 12.9
Opportunity 15.€ 8.3 9.6 12.1
Program features 35,3 43.1 30.8 33.0
Client-related 13.9 21.7 31.3 22.1
Nothing 7.9 9.9 10.8 10.3
Other 6.0 3.0 2.1 4.5
N = 671 626 575 1872

5 ”
To this item ("make easy") 163 respondents geve three responses,
376 gave two responses, and 631 gave one response.

The aspects mentioned in relation to program features which made it easy
to participate were: ensy requirements, efficiency and effectiveness of pro-
gram, child care payments and arrangements, money, and transportation., Thir-
teen percent of e2l] responses indicated that child care payments, proper child
care srrangements, or the fact that children were in school and did not need
special care, made it easy for the parent to participate in WIN. Fourteen
percent mentloned availsble trensportation as an easy factor. In this question,
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too, women gave more responses than men, while the latter used the category .
"nothing" two-and-a-half times more frequently than women.

Things That "Make It Difficult"

Surprisingly, 512 of the respondents dld not find anything that makes it
herd to participate in WIN. It may be that the preceding open-ended items
had already exhausted much of what respondents had to say, and it is possible
that some of them did not distinguish the phrasing of what may seem similar
probes— "things that you dislike about WIN" and "things that make it hard for
you." Nevertheless, the remaining group (672 people) who had something to
say gave 1022 responses between them. The responses of the "nothing type
vere excluded. Table 9-11 identifies several sreas of hardship which were
mentioned more frequently than others.

TABLE 9-11

SELECTED AREAS OF HARDSHIP FROM THOSE RESPONSES
INDICATING SCMETHING WHICH MAKES IT HARD TO PARTICIPATE IN WIN BY CITY

Chicago Cleveland Detroit Total Sample

Makes It Hard for You % 9, % %
Requirenments (hours,

red tape) 17.7 11.3 4.6 14.7
Child care problems .

(arrsngements, money) 11.5 11.6 13,2 12.0
Transportation (location

inconvenient) 7.9 13.7 9.0 10.2
Money (insufficient,

delays) 8.7 25.3 13.5 15.6
All other responses 54.1 38.1 49.6 47.5

¥ = 300 34 288 1022

A very strong complaint about money was frequently noted in Cleveland—
that is, the incentive pay and expense money from WIN. In addition, the pay-
ment for child care arrangements, for Cleveland's respondents, was worse than
in the other two cities. Only 13 percent of the respondents to this question
revorted that WIN or welfare pald for their child care arrangements as com-
pared with 23 percent in Detroit and 28 percent in Chicago. The disparity is
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even greater considering the fact that none of (leveland's respondents expected
such a payment to be made in the future, whereas about eight or nine percent
of respondents in the other two cities dida.l

Cleveland also had the largest proportion of responses indicating problems
with transportation. 1Indeed, a different questionnaire item corroborates this
finding. Asked directly whether they had any problems with transportation,
three out of 10 respondents in Cleveland affirmed the probe. Child care prob-
lems were mentioned, as may be expected, mcstly by women., Only 12 out of 123
responses dealing with child care were given by men. On the other hand,
these problems comprised about one-fifth of all the responses'given by women. 2

Here again the difference between men and women in regard to aumber and
type of response continues. Whereas 30 percent of the women's responses were
of the "nothing" kind, for men this answer appeared in 4O percent of the re-
sponses .

Selected Experiences as Incentives or Disincentives
for Participation

This section 1s based on several items of the questionnaire which attempted
to evaluate specific situations which WIN participants were likely to encounter.
Phrases such as "encourage,'" "discourage," "hard to take," and "bother me some,"
were used. These expressions may represent particuler motivation for or
adverse effect on participation.

Four given situations were examined. The first two deal with the home
envirnoment; i.e., leaving the house and being away from children in order to
be in WIN activities. The others, which are related to the program itself,
deal with contacts with WIN staff and waiting periods between activities.

It is generally assumed that mothers who live on welfare may have partic-
ular difficulty in adjusting to the routine of regular employment, which re-
guired regular hours and absence from the house every day. Our findings show
that for the women interviewed in this study, leaving the house for WIN activ-
ities, training, or job is mainly a source of encouragement. Three-quarters
of the women said that leaving the house encourages them greatly or somewhat.
Only b percent viewed it as a discourageing factor. For the entire sample,

70 percent were encouraged by leaving the house, a quarter felt neutral, and
only about 5 percent were discouraged. {This picture did not change much
when city or status comparisons were made.)

1
See Chapter 8 for details on other reactions to monetary features.
2
These issues are deslt with in more detail in Cchapter 6.
Q
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Another aspect of leaving the house every day is that mothers see less of
their children. A question was posed to respondents whether being in WIN
caused them to be away from their children more than before, and, if so,
whether this separation tended to encourage or discourage their participation.
Those who responded negatively to the flrst probe were presented with the
hypothetical situation and asked to reply on a similar encourage/discourage
scale. An interesting picture ererges; people who experienced leaving their
znildren because of WIN were more likely to be encouraged and less likely to
be discouraged by thls experlence than those for whom WIN participation did
not mean seeing less of their children. In fact, the differences in outlook
between the respondents who spent less time with their children as a result
of WIN involvement and those who were not separated from their children are
statistically significant both for males and females. However, women who
have been away from their children more felt more encouraged and less dis-
couraged than the men who have had simllar experience. The differences wvere
not, however, statistically significant. On the other hand, women who have
not been away from their children more were more likely than the men to be-
lieve that such an experience would have discouraged their participation.

This last difference was statistically significant.

Turning nowto the specificexperiences relating to WIN, respondents were
asked whether they had any walting periods of a month or more between activi-
ties since they participated in WIN, and, if so, whether they found these
waltiny periods hard to take. A similar hypothetical question was posed to
respondents who had not experienced such waiting. It was assumed that waiting
- periods have an adverse influence on the participants and may affect their
motivation to continue in their activitles. People who had walting periods
did find them harder to take than those who had not experienced such a wait
( see Table 9-13). N

It should be mentioned, however, that more than a third (39 percent) of
all respondents did not mind the wait or thought that they would not mind if
such a wait occurred. This group did not differ greatly in thelr career
patterns in WIN from the people who saw a hardship or bother in walting.
Their activities seemed to be slightly less varied, and they were somewhat
more likely to have spent thelr time in WIN doing preparatory or counseling
activities; nevertheless, these differences were not marked. On the other
hand, participants who have had waiting periods also tended to participate in
training programs to a much greater extent than the others. While Lk percent
of the people with waiting periods have been engaged in training progrsms
{aisregarding their other possible activities), only 28 percent of those who
did ot have had this activity. About 10 percent more of this latter group
have receilved services only or no activity.
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TABLE 9-12

BEING AWAY FROM CHILDREM MORE AS AN ENCOURAGEMENT
OR DISCOURAGEMENT TO PARTICIPATION BY SEX AND EXPERIENCE

Men? WomenP
. Yes No Yes No
K % %.
Does being in WIN cause you to be away
from kids more?

Encourages greatly

and somewhat 33 .4 21.0 3€.0 24.6

Both/neither 35.7 55.9 47.0 42.2
Discourage greatly

and somewhat 20.0 23.2 17.1 33.2

N = 135 376 281 277

Does being away from
kilds encourage or discourage?

Enéourage greatly

and somewhat 33,4 36.0 21.0 24.6

Both/neither NN 47.0 55.9 42.2
Discourage greatly

and somewhat 20,0 17.0 23.2 33.2

N = 135 281 376 277

%2 = 8.23, p < .05. °x® = 0.61, not significant
d
%2 = 21.14, p < .05. X2 = 12.69, p < .05.
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TABLE 9-13

FEELING ABOUT WAITING
PERIODS OF A MONTH OR MORE BY EXPERIENCE®

Waiting Periods?

Feel About It Yes No
% %
I have found/would find
them hard to take. . 27.6 15.1
They have/would
me some 38.2 42.2
I haven't /wouldn 't
mind 1it. 34,2 42.7
N = 532 654
8

x2 = 28.65, p < .00L.

As for the contacts with WIN staff, participants in general tended to
view such relationships as an encouraging factor. Two-thirds of the respon-
dents felt positively encouraged by thelr contacts with the WIN staff, and
only 12 percent vliewed these contacts as discouraging. ©New enrollees and men
were slightly more positive about the staff, as were respondents in Detroit.

In summary, four specific situations, which may act as incentive or
disincentive for participation, were examined. The effects of acutal experi-
ences on respandents't perceptions were also analysed. Leaving the house in
order to be in WIN-related programs and the contacts with WIN staff were found
to be an encouraging factor to the majority of participants. Waiting perilods,
hovwever, tended to create an adverse feeling, especially for those who have
actually experienced them. Belng away from children as a result of partici-
pation in WIN showed a more complex pattern of response. Whereas less of the
men had such an experience, those men with this experience did not differ
significantly in their feelings from the women with this experience; at the
same time, men who were presented with the hypothetical situation tended to
fael less Alscouraged and more neutral about it than their female counterparts.
In genersl, though, the outlook about separation from children changes with
experience to the effect that the possibility of being away from them may seem
inore thresatening than the actual experience shows. Thls was true for both

sexes.,
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CHAYTER 10

THE RBLATIVE IMPPORTANCE OF INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES

by
Jon Bushnell

This is the first of two chapters in which the relationship of the various
incentives and disincentives to one another and to the client's participation
in the WIN Program is assessed. 1In our earlier chapters we considered each in-
centive separately in terms of identifying the clients who most emphasized the
incentive in guestion as well as the impact of the specific incentive on par-
ticipation. Our analysis of the way incentives interact to promote or discour-
age participation brings us closer to the actual determinants of client behavior.

This chapter presents the relative frequency with which clients emphasized
incentives and disincentives and the consequences of such forces for participa-
tion. This is a first step in describing the relationship among such variables.
The following chapter offers an analysis of the way in which these incentives
and disincentives interacted for particular subgroups within the sample.

The importance of the various incentives was ascertained by three series
of questions. One series of five questions asked the client to indicate how
important & particular outcome or program feature was. This response was fur-
ther modified by phrases linking the response to a hypothetical effect upon
program participation. An example of this type of question is as follows:

14. How important is this bonus or incentive to you?
Very important, you wouldn't stay in WIN without it;
Important, but you'd stay in WIN without it;
Slightly important;
Totally unimportant, really makes no difference at allj;
Don't know/Not applicable.

15. If this bonus or incentive had to be discontinued or sharpy reduced,
what effect would this have on your participation in the program?
I would leave;
It would be bad, but I would try to stay;
It wouldn't matter;
Don't know/Not applicable.

Another set of questions asked the clients whether leaving the house,

being away from their children, and their contacts with the WIN staff encour-
aged or discouraged their participation.
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Primary Importance Placed on Training

While clients generally feel the monetary incentive is important to them,
it is less important than the propsect of getting & job, getting off welfare,
and getting good teaching and the right treining (presumably to enable them to
get a job and get off welfare; see Table 10-1). While the percentages varied
somewhat, this same general pattern is obtained if the responses are tabulated
separately for each status (uew, current, terminee) in each city. Also of in-
terest is that while the clients rate the ultimate goal of getting a job and/or
getting ofr welfare as important to very important, they tend to focus upon the
immediate process, i.e., getting training, as being most important to them.
Thos, Lnny are saying in effect that the principal service provided by & men-
power program such as WIN-——that of providing job training-——is quite important
and valued by them. They are also saying, however, that they want and need
"the right kind" of training where we may interpret "the right kind" to mean
training that wil{/in fact=—not Jjust in theory—enable them to achieve the ul-
timate goal of getting & job that they want.

TABLE 10-1

IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS INCENTIVES TO MALE AND FEMALE WIN CLIENTS

Not Somewhat Very
Im t
Important Important portan Important N
% % % %
Incentive Money
fale 11.0 11.0 60.0 18.0 533
Female 9.0 9.0 61.0 21.0 565
Getting a Job
Male 5.0 5.0 45.0 45.0 594
Femnle 3.0 6.0 L46.0 45.0 595
Getting Off Welfare
Male 5.0 3.0 51.0 41.0 438
Ferale 5.0 3.0 43.0 49.0 517
Trod Teaching
Male 6.0 6.0 40.0 48.0 450
¥erale 4.0 3.0 43.0 50.0 550
Getting Right Training
Mnle 5.0 5.0 41.0 49.0 528
Female 2.0 3.0 35.0 60.0 585
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Tae importance of getting the right kind of training is even more dramat-
ically pointed out in the responses to four questions asking the client what
action he would take in certain circumstances (see Table 10-2). Again, we
find that the monetary incentive is of some importance to the client but that
it rates &s substantially less important than getting training, getting a job,
and getting them without undue delay. This is not to say that the monetary
incentive is unimportant and should be discontinued; on the contrary, as
pointed out in Chapter 8, this is viewed as necessary expense money needed to
offset expenses incurred as & result of program participation and is important
to facilitate participation. What the clients are saying is that even though
the incentive (expense) money is important to them, they would probably make
sacrifices to obtain the more important goal of job producing training.

TABLE 10-2

CLIENTS LIKELY REACTION TO CERTAIN HYPOTHETICAL ADVERSE SITUATIONS

Make No Disappointed; EZE:Z z:ziz
Effect of: Difference  Probably Stay
Program Program
% % % %

Reduced Incentive

"Male 30.0 60.0 -- 10.0 528

Female 27.0 65.0 - 8.0 553
No Job Guarantee
After Training

Male 32.0 54.0 6.0 8.0 574

Female 24.0 58.0 8.0 10.0 589
g0-Day Wait During
Training

Male 24.0 55.0 14,0 7.0 573

Female 24.0 55.0 1%.0 8.0 583
Wrong Kind of '
Training

Male 27.0 24.0 11.0 38.0 437

Female 25.0 21.0 + 11.0 42.0 LI

Most significantly, we find that the WIN clients feel strongly enough
about getting the right type and quality of training that substantial numbers
of them would leave the program if they did not receive it.
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Having to leave home to go to the WIN training site is viewed as an en-
couraging factor—an opportunity to "get out of the house.” Also, being away
from one's children is viewed in & positive sense—more so by the men than by
the women as would be expected (see Table 10-3). From these responses and
from some of the comments we received, it is evident that there are two aspects
to the good feelings associated with leaving the house and children. One is
the opportunity to "get out of the house," to relieve a sense of social isola-
tion and to get away from the demands and "hassle" of the wife (for the men)
and the kids (for both men and women). The other aspect is, for men particu-
larly, the opportunity to fulfill the usual role of leaving the house to pro-
vide for the family.

TABLE 10-3

EFFECTS OF LEAVING HOME,
LEAVING CHILDREN, AND HAVING CONTACT WITH WIN PERSONNEL

Discourages Discoursges Both Encourages Encourages Encourages
Lrfect of: Greatly and Discourages Greatly N
% % % % %
Having to
Leave House
Male 2.0 4.0 30.0 28.0 36.0 548
Female 1.0 3.0 20.0 33.0 43,0 582
Having to
Leave Children
Male 5.0 17.0 54.0 10.0 14.0 511
¥amale 5.0 20.0 45.0 19.0 11.0 558
Contact with
WIN Stafl
Male 6.0 4.0 12.0 26.0 52.0 571
Female : 6.0 8.0 14.0 24.0 48.0 596

Contacts with the WIN staff have an encouraging effect upon program par-
ticipation, from the stendpoint of the staff having been perceived as helpful
and providing assistance as well as being friendly and providing social contact.l

The degree of importance placed upon getting the right kind of training is
further demcnsirated whe: we link the perceived consequences of leaving the WIN
Frogram with the clients' probable action if the right kind of training is not
provided (see Table 10-4). Of those who said they would leave the program
(N=%72), Ll percent thought they would lose their AFDC payments. Or, to turn
matters around, of those who thought they would lose their welfare payments if
they refused to participate, L8 percent seid they would drop out of WIN if they

las we will see in the next chapter, this is most likely the factor which
sustains enrollees in the face of the many stresses of program participation.
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were not getting the right training. As expected, an even higher proportion
(59 percent) of those who perceived no adverse consequences of refusing to par-
ticipate said they would drop out of the program {see Teble 10-5).

TABLE 10-4

PERCEIVED CONSEQUENCES OF REFUSAL TO PARTICIPATE IN WIN FOR
CLIENTS CLASSIFIED BY THEIR STATED RESPONSE
TO THE WRONG KIND OF TRAINING

Effect of Lose AFDC Decrease 1
¥ . D n
Wrong Kind of Benefits Nothing AFDC Benefits Other Total
Training

Would or Might
Leave Program 165 (44.4)® 131 (35.2) 51 (13.7) 25 (6.7) 372
(48.1) (58.5) (58.€) (53.2)
Would Stay or
Probably Stay 174 (54.1) 93 (28.3) 26 (10.9) 22 (6.7) 320
(51.9) (41.5) (41.4) (4€6.8)

Totals 343 (48.9) 224 (32.0) 87 (12.4) 47 (6.7) 701

0Figures without parentheses are number of respondents in that class.
Numbers in parentheses to the right are percentages of the row total. Num-
bers in parentheses below are percentages of the solumn total.

TABLE 10-5

PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN OF TYPE OF TERMINATION FOR RESPONDENTS
CLASSIFIED BY THEIR STATED RESPONSE TO WRONG KIND OF TRAINING

Dropped Out,
Got Self Job,

Effect of Wron Completed e
Kind of Trainijz Przgram or Terminated U;ET;ar
by WIN -
4 % %

Make no difference 35,0 57.0 8.0 29
Disappointed, but

probably stay 42.0 54,0 4.0 11
Might leave program 18.0 7%.0 9.0 24
Would lesve program 24.0 66.0 10.0 26

-

*For each class of respondent (grouped by response to the question
about the effect of getting the wrong kind of training), the percentage
receiving each type of termination is tabulated. This tsble contains
the responses of only those terminees who through they would lose their
ATDC benerits if they quit WIN. '
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When we consider those people who had already terminated their WIN partic-
ipation, we find (in Table 10-6) that those who said they would leave if they
were not getting the right kind of training did leave the program before com~
pleting it at & higher rate than those who said they would stay. In this case,
their actions appear to have matched their words. This is also true if we con~
sider only those terminees who thought that dropping out of WIN could cause
them to lose thelr AFDC benefits.

TABLE 10-6

TYPE OF TERMINATION

Dropped Out
Got Self Job,

“orogean oF Teminated IR
by WIN
% % %

Make no difference 40.0 5%.0 7.0 107
Disappointed, but ,

probably stay 37.0 59.0 4,0 26
Might leave progrem 19.0 69.0 12.0 68
Would leave program 21.0 74.0 5.0 68

Classifying the respondents according to the degree to which they initi-
ated their own WIN participation or enrolled because they felt they were re-
quired to enroll, we find that 51 percent of those required and 57 percent of
those self-initiated said they would quit WIN if it were not providing the
training they wanted.

When we link the various questions regarding incentive to outcome events,
we again find the most interesting results concern the desire to get the right
kind of training. One outcome which we measured was whether or not the client
had completed any education or training program (see Table 10-7). Those who
said they would leave the program if they were not getting the right kind of
training were somewhah less Likely to have completed an education or training
program. The degree to which the client was encouraged by getting out of the
house, leaving the children, and contacts with the staff also had & noticeable
effect upon the likelihood that he had completed such & program. Interestingly,
we find that fewer of those who attached importance to the monetary incentive
had completed an educational or training program. This would indicate that the
monetary.incentive not only is not rated as high in importance as the other in-
centives (as mentioned above), but is not functioning effectively as an induce-
ment to stay and participate in the WIN Program. This issue has been discussed
in greater detall in Chapter 8.
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TABLE 10-7

CROSS-TABULATION OF PERCENTAGES OF MALES AND FEMALES
COMPLETING AN EDUCATIONAL OR TRAINING PROGRAM BY IMPORTANCE OF INCENTIVES

Completed Educational or Training Program?

Males Females
Yes Yes No
Effect of Wrong
Kind of Training
Make no difference 43.0 57.0 &7 L7.0 5%.0 Th
Probably stay 34,0 66.0 41 49,0 51.0 51
Might leave 12.0 88.0 26 35.0 65.0 34
Would leave 38.0 62.0 87 35.0 65.0 121
&
Importance of
Incentive Money
Unimportant 38.0 62.0 16 59.0 41.0 22
Somewhat important 44,0 56.0 25 48.0 52,0 23
Important 35.0 €5.0 136 41,0 59.0 189
Very important 31.0 €9.0 62 42.0 58.0 81
Effect of Having
to Leave Home
Discourages 21.0 79.0 14 22.0 78.0 9
Both discourages
and encourages 27.0 73.0 63 39.0 61.0 70
Encourages 37.0 63.0 158 L4.,0 56.0 245
Effect of Having
to Leave Children
Discourages 30.0 70.0 37 33,0 67.0 86
Both encourages
and encourages 39,0 71.0 108 Lh,0 56.0 138
Encourages 45,0 55.0 L2 45.0 55.0 84
Effect of Contact
with WIN staff
Discourages 31.0 €9.0 16 30.0 70.0 43
Both discourages
and encourages 16.0 84.0 32 42,0 58.0 50
Encourages 36.0 64.0 193 42.0 56.0 239
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If we consider the outcomes of getting & job and the level of sstisfaction
associated with that job, we find that those clients who said they would leave
if they didn't get the right kind of training did not fare as well as those who
would stay in the program. A smaller percentage of them got jobs, and of those
who got jobs, & smaller percentage of them were satisfied with their jobs (see
Tables 10-8 and 10-9). The smaller percentage getting jobs correlates with the
fact that people who did not complete tlhieir WIN training were less likely to
ge- & job than those who did complete their training (see Table 10-10).

TABLE 10-8

PERCENTAGE OF WIN TERMINEES GETTING JOBS
TABULATED ACCORDING TO THEIR SEX AND REACTION
TO RECEIVING THE WRONG KIND OF TRAINING

Did Cllient Get a Job?

Effect
ect of Male Female
Wrong Kind of
Trainin Yes No N Yes No N
roining % % % %
Would leave or
might leave program 55.9 Li.1 68 . 37.8 62.6 66
Would stay-or would
probaly stay in the
program 71.8 28.2 71 47.8 52.2 69
TABLE 10-9

PERCENTAGE OF WIN TERMINEES SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOBS,
TABULATED ACCORDING TO THEIR SEX AND REACTION
TO RECEIVING THE WRONG KIND OF TRAINING

Male Female
Effect of Satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
Wrong Kind of or Very or Very N or Very or Very N
Training Satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfled Dissatisfied
% % % %
Woulu leave or
might leave program 84.2 15.8 38 69.6 30.4 23
Would stay or would
probably stay in the
70.0 30.0 50 80.6 19.4 31

program
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TABLE 10-10

TABULATION OF THE PERCENT OF MALES
AND FEMALES IN EACH TERMINATION CATEGORY WHO GOT JOBS

Did Client Get a Job?

Type of Male Female
Termination Yes No N Yes No N
9 % % %
Completed program 53.0 17.0 52 89.0 11.0 Ly
Dropped out, got self job,
or terminated by WIN 58.0 42,0 115 28.0 72.0 131
Type unclear 17.0 83.0 12 0.0 100.0 6

Effect of Job Aspirations

Those wno rated the prospect of getting & job as being important were
more successful in actually getting jobs than those who did not attach muca
importance to getting a job (Table 10-11). This, of course, is not unexpected
since they have & higher level of motivation and self commitment to the goal
of getting & job. They also are more likely to stay in the program in the
hopes that WIN will help them get & job. Interestingly though, among the male
terminees who got Jjobs, those who initially deemed it very important to get a
job were less satisfled wita thne jobs they actually got than were the individ-
uvals-who placed less importance on getting a job.

TABLE 10-11

PERCENTAGE OF WIN TERMINEES GETTING JOBS,
TABULATED ACCORDING TO THE IMPORTANCE THEY ATTACH TO GETTING A JOB

Did Client Get a Job?

Importance of Male Female
Getting a Job Yes No N Yes No N
% % % %

Uninmportant or only
somewhat important 38.9 fl.1 18 28.6 71.4 14

Important or very
important 65.0 %5.0 163 4.0  57.0 165
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Recommendations

The ultimate goal of the WIN Program and the real goal of most of tne
people participating in WIN is to get the enrollees into a satisfactory job.
As Table 10-10 shows, those who completed their WIN training had e higher rate
of getting jobs than those who terminated before completion. This fact, in
conjunction with the evidence that the kind of training provided strongly in-
fluences a client's decisions to participate in the WIN Program, argues for
making a very substantial effort to insure that the training offered is train-
ing that the client perceives will, with high probability, lead him to a job.
The role of the Labor Market Advisory Committee (IMAC) should be of prime im-
portance. The IMAC should be used to identify the areas where tiere will be
Jobs available six months to & year in the future, so training programs will
be geared to training people for those Jobs.

The WIN Program should also continue to place a substantial effort upon

marketing their graduates to industry. Helping clients to find suitable jobs
must always Le '"the name of the game."
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. CHAPTER 11

PATTERNS OF INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES:
IMPLICATIONS FOR PROGRAM PLANNING

by
Charles Garvin

Triroughout our study, we anticipated locating groups of individuals with
different attributes and incentive-disincentive patterns who, on the basis of
these, will have varying attitudes to the WIN Program. The significance of
locating such groups is to be able to recommend different approaches to en-
hancing the effective WIN participation of such persons. We hope, therefore,
that this research will enhance the sensitivity of team members and program
planners to the diverse forms the WIN Program must take to be effertive for
large populations.

Method

In order to identify such groups, we first selected the incentive-
disincentive items with sufficient response variability to function as predic-
tors of attitudes toward participation. We also considered the requirement
that the item apply to & broad rather than narrow range of respondents. Even
with these limitations, 10 items were located which covered all the major
incentive-disincentive areas. Thus, consideration was given to the importance
of the incentive payment, the amount of expenses, the adequacy of expense pay-
ments, the importance of securing & job through the program, satisfaction with
training and child care arrangements, health of client, the desire to be with
or away from children, the perceived helpfulness of WIN staff, and the income
anticipated from emplioyment.

In addition, predictor variables were chosen which were of a demographic
or descriptive nature. These included the ¢lient's status in the program,
city, race, sex, length of time on welfare, amount of schooling, and age.

The above two sets of variables were then utilized through a type of multi-
variate analysis, to be described below, to predict the client's attitude to
participation in the WIN Program. Three measures of attitude to participation
were considered separately and included: (1) how the client felt after first
entering the program; (2) the client's current belief that the WIN Program will
help; and (3) the client's reaction to a potential waiting period in excess of
90 days. These three dependent variables were chosen because they represented
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the client's general attitude to participation, the belief that he or she will
be specifically helped by such participation, and a readiness to withstand a
program stress in order to continue to participate.

The analysis which was performed in order to locate the best set of pre-
dictors of participation was through a computer program entitled THAID.l This
program is based upon statistics, Theta and Delta, which are "used as a proba-
bilistic measure of strength of association in the multivariate prediction of
& nominal scale by nominal and/or ordinal scales. "2

As Morgan and Messenger, two of the key developers of this approach, state:

The role of THAID and other model searching approaches
is to provide an efficient and effective means for examin-
ing a large set of...alternative models. In the THAID pro-
gram this search is conducted using a sequential binary
split algorithm based on one of two possible "loss" or
"eriterion" statistics, Theta and Delta...what the user
extracts from the results is a subset of predictors and
possible intersactions...which provide an explanatory model
for the particular dependent variable chosen.3

In presenting the data from the THAID program, we utilized an array of
final groups based upon four subdivisions (iterations) of the sample. The
tables in this chapter, therefore, present & series of "branches" which define
each group and indicate how members of that group differed in their responses
to the dependent variables from members of other groups—where the groups are
selected by the program to maximize the probability of effective prediction.
We then drew conclusions regarding these predictions by examining key differ-
ences between these subgroups in proportions of responses to velues of the de~
pendent variable.

lThe author of this chapter wishes to thank Kristin Driscoll for her un-
tiring services in arranging for the computer set up for THAID, a process Which
required painstaking rearrangement of the data.

2vessenger, Robert and Lewis Mandell, "A Model Search Technique for Pre-
dictive Nomiral Scale Mulbiveriaste Analysis,” Journal of the American Statis-
tical Association, IXVII (December 1972), D. 763.

5Morga.n, James N. and Robert C. Messenger, THAID: A Sequential Analysis
Program for the Analysis of Nominal Scale Dependent variables. (Ann Arbor,
Micnigan: Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, The Univer=-
sity of Michigan, 1973), p. 2.

YTne program provides for four permissible split constraints: (A) Pre-
dictor ordinality; (B) Minimum group frequency (we chose 10); (C) Minimum eri-
terion improvement (we chose "O"); and (D) four splits (iterations) defining a
group (see Ibid., p. 27).
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General Discussion of Findings

Several features of our findings stand out. For all three of the atti-
tudes toward participation utilized &s dependent variables, the first predic-
tive variable selected by the THAID program was the client's response to the
question, "Do the contacts you have with the WIN staff tend more to encourage
or to discourage your participation in the program?'" (see Tables 11-1, 11-2,
and 11-3). It can be inferred from tnis Cinding that one of tae most impor-
tant factors in predicting tne client's attitudes to WIN is nls experience
with the WIN staff.

For each variable regarding attitudes to WIN, also, the second predictor
selected was the city in which the respondent lived. As has been noted
throughout this report, the three study cities had substantially different WIN
procedures and were implementing the WIN II Program at different rates. The
WIN Program experienced by the client does have many components, and the ef-
fect of city cannot easily be identified, but we have demonstrated that the
rate of implementation of WIN II may well be the crucial issue.l In our later
more detailed analysis of the findings, we shall have further comments on this.

A third variable which consistently appeared as a predictor was the re-
spondent's satisfaction with training. In surmary, then, WIN attitudes are
strongly dependent on the client's experiences with the WIN staff and with the
training program. In addition, the conditions present in the specific city
have strong effects; these are complex and relate to client selection proce-
dures as well as training and job placement activities (important aspects of
WIN I).

Before presenting the detailed findings regarding interaction of the
above variables with other descriptive and incentive-disincentive variables,
it is interesting to note which items were not selected by the program as
having predictive value. One such item was the race of the client which had
virtually no value in improving such predictions. This is consistent with the
other analyses presented in this report. The other item which added nothing
to the predictions was the importance to the client of the incentive payment.
Again, as we saw above in Chapter 8, the financial incentive did not effec-
tively function &s an incentive and was vastly overshadowed by such other pro-
gram features as contacts with the WIN staff and the nature of the training
of fered.

1see Chapter 12.
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How Clients Felt About the Program

As noted above, the degree to whici contacts witih WIN staff encouraged
participation was & major predictor of general attitudes toward the program.l
The question, then, is which forces will promote more positive attitudes when
experiences with the staff are negative. Satisfaction with training emerges
as the important predictor (see Table 11-1). The most positive responses to-
ward the program, however, were TFound when child care wes satisfectory, zur-
ticularly in Chicago and Detroit.

An examination of Table 11-1 also leads to tne conclusionr that when staff
and training experiences were negative, the most positive attitudes were found
among those whose earning expectations were least and among men. This finding
suggests that some persons may generally have low expectations, for themselves
and others, and may react positively to very meager resources. The men, on
the other hand, as was shown in Chapter §, were less oriented to education and
training activities than the women.

Exemining the portion of Table 11l-1 which deals with the effects of posi-
tive experiences with staff, we see that the most positive responses in Cleve-
land had different determinants than in the other two study cities. Men in
that city were more positive if it was not important for them to get a job
through WIN; women were more positive if they were satisfied with their child
care arrangements. This gives additional support to the interpretation that
immediate jobs may well be most important to men while the broad range of pro-
gram features, if going well, have more impact on women.

Finally, in Chicago and Detroit the most positive attitudes to the program
were expressed by those who, if securing & job was most important, also wanted
to be away from their children. If securing & Jjob through WIN were less impor-
tant, persons with less education were mcre favorably disposed to the program.
This eagain supports the argument that education and training are very important
incentives to participation—particularly for those with less education.

The Belief That WIN Will Help

An analysis, based on the THAID program, of responses to the question,
"Do you think WIN will help you?" again showed the major effect of positive
interactions with WIN staff (see Table 11-2). When staff contacts were detri-
mental, more positive reactions were found in Chicago when the respondent had

1Tne specific question asked was, "How did you feel after you first got
into WIN?"
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been receiving welfare for less than six months. The interpretation which may
be placed upon this finding is that such recent recipients may well have been
more motivated to become independent and may have continued to react favorably
to the "promise" of WIN despite negative staff interactions (something they
may also have recently experienced with the welfare department and which may
even have been generalized from that experience).

In Cleveland and Detroit, the belief among those with negative staff ex-
perience that WIN will help was found to be strongest among those who were re-
ceiving sufficient expense money as they perceived it. ige/5ctual number of
such persons was small (57), but this demonstrates the pgsitive effects expense
money can have when it is seen as &dequate.

When contacts with staff were encouraging, the most optimistic attitude
toward WIN being helpful was found among those in good health with the WIN
staff given the highest ratings on being encouraging. This leads to the con-
clusion that program features come first and that health of the individual
enters in as & subsidiary consideration. For individuals-in poor health, the
most positive feelings about being helped by the program were elicited when
there was satisfaction with training. This also demonstrates the important
effects of program features in overcoming even personal physical discomfort.

Willingness to Withstand an Extended Waiting Period

An important test of the clients’' reactions to the program, short of ac-
tual observations of behavior, is his or her willingness to persist in the pro-
gram despite an extended inactive period. The item posed to the subjects in-
quired as to how they would respond to & waiting period in excess of 90 days.
Responses were structured and ranged from the statement that "It wouldn't
matter” to "It would be bad," the respondent would "likely leave" or "would
leave."

The pattern illustrated in the above discussions continued for this item
also. The first criterion selected by the THAID program was the quelity of
interaciicn with WIN staff (see Table 11-3). The variables which led to re-
eining in the program, even when staff-respondent interactions were poor were
tnen identified. As we saw in the two previous discussions, different patterns
were evident among the study cities. 1In Chicago attitudes toward being away
trom children were important, and the greatest willingness to remain in the
program was found among those who were the least educated (less than 10th
grade). This further demonstrates the eagerness for more education among
tnose with the fewest qualifications (see Table 11-3).

(R S

For those who did not wish to be away from children, & willingness to re-
rain in the program in the face of inaction was more prominent among new and
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terminated recipients than current recipients. This is understandable in view
of the fact that new enrollees had not yet been faced witih waiting periods,
and terminees were beyond this contingency.

In Clz2veland and Detroit, the willingness to remain was found, for those
with negative staff interactions, among those who were satisfied with progress
in training and who attached importance to the expense money received. For
those not satisfied with progress in training, & greater willingness to stay
was presented among those with more than, as compared to less than, a sixthe-
grade education. This finding further supports our argument that program fea-
tures are strongly evaluated by enrollees and are tied in with personal trairne-

ing aspirations.

When contacts with WIN staff were encouraging, the most willingness to
stay in the program during & dormant period was expressed by persons in Cleve=-
land if they had graduated from high school. This reinforces the argument
that a major role in attitudes toward the program is played by educational as-
pirations. DPersons with less than & tenth-grade education were willing to
stay in WIN, if they had been on welfare more than two years and if they hed
less expenses than $60 & month. Those who had been welfare recipients less
than two years were willing to remein in the program if they nead high earning
aspirations upon program completion.

The above findings regarding willingness to remain in the program during
a long waiting period presents convincing evidence of the rational approsach
enrollees had to participation. In every case more positive attitudes were
only found when something was "going for" the errollee——whether this be ex-
pected earnings, low expense costs, or high vocational aspirations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

This chapter identifed different patterns of incentives &and disincentives
to participation in WIN for different subgroups within the sample. These pat-
terns were located through the use of a computer program, THAID, which is a
"sequential analysis program for the analysis of nominal scale dependent vari-
ables."” The measures of participation were derived from several questionnaire
items asking about general attitudes to the WIN Program, the belief that WIN
will help, and the willingness to withstand an extended waiting period.

Several conclusions were drawn from this analysis (which were also con-
sistent with findings presented earlier in this report). Program features are
very important in predicting client attitudes to participation in the WIN Pro-
gram. The program aspect which was particularly emphasized was the kind of
encouragement offered by the WIN staff. When staff-enrollee relations were
enhancing, many other negative features of the program and within the client's
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life played less of a role. Nevertheless, satisfaction with training also was
very important, calling to attention the desire of clients to be upgraded by
the program despite the diminishing of this component in WIN II.

The above two considerations of responses to'staff and to training were
seen to have different impacts on different subgroups. One such split was be-
tween men and women. The data presented in this chapter supports the conclu-
sion that men are more interested in immediate job placement while women place
more emphasis on training. Women's attitudes to the program were also strongly
affected by the adequacy of child care arrangements.

Another major source of difference was the city in which the enrollee
lived an’! the program conditions present in that city. This is a complex vari-
able and one which we believe was heavily influenced by the rate of implementa-
tion of WIN II. In Cleveland major emphasis was placed by clients on staff re-
lations to them, on expense money, and on training progress. In Chicago the
most emphasis was placed on child care and being away from children. The least
educated appeared, also, to favor the Chicago program more—perhaps a reaction
to its rapid implementation of WIN IT.

In Detroit child care was also a major distinguishing factor in WIN atti-
tudes as well as the importance of securing & job. Detroit enrollees were
also concerned about expense money and progress in securing training. These
inter-city differences appear to be heavily linked to the program emphasis
within the cities at the time of our interviews.

Another effect shown in this chapter was that expected earnings, when
high, coupled with a short term on welfare, m&de recipients particularly im-
patient with potential WIN Program failings. This probably indicates the ex-
istence of an ambition factor for some less educated enrollzes. The most edu-
cated were positive about remaining in the program in Cleveland--the city where
it appears long-term education was the greatest possibility at the time of the
study.

Several program recommendations can be made on the basis of these findings.
One is that if & high commitment to participation is desired, the quality of
interaction with WIN staff must be closely examined. Those features which en-
hance this relationship should be studied and staff chosen and trained so as
we meRnirnire <re oliont's satisfacilion with the quality of service.

Secondly, client attitudes toward participation are heavily determined by
the giality of training offered. Any diminishing of this feature will lead to
a program maintained largely by duress. Thirdly, separate approaches to pro-
gram design may well be appropriate for men and women. Early job placement
appears to be a major consideration for many men while training accompenied by
strong personal support features (e.g., child care) is essential for women.
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1astly, we began to see the effects of previous education, lergtn of time
on welfare, and age upon program a>titudes. It may be that a more intensive
program can be devised for those with least ambition and ability stemming from
previous adverse life experiences.
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CHAPTER 12

WIN IN TRANSITION

by
Jeorge Mink

This chapter is concerned with the impact of the Talmadge Amendments as
well =8 other organizational factors on clients 1n the three clties of our
study. First we will describe the effect of the Talmadge Ammendments on local
programming, Next, we wlll examine how their implementation in each of our
study ci*iecs has altered the more general context, Finally, we will discuss
the influence of the context on the perceptions and experiences of WIN partic-
ipants. In our earlier studyl we found that each city developed its own version
of the WIN Program and thereby provided clients with different experiencesf
One of the most salient differences in the current study is the way in which
the study cities implemented the Talmadge Amendments to the WIN Program,

The Social Security Amendments of 1971 (Public Law 92-223), usually called
the Talmadge Amendments, retained the broad outline of the old WIN Program
which was designed to place welfare clients into jobs. The old program (WIN I)
sought to place persons in Jobs paying enough to remove them permanently from
welfare. It also sought sufficient numbers of Jobs so as to reduce the welfare
rolls. There was a strong emphasis on training programs as a way to galn
higher-peying Jobs. The Talmadge Amendments, in contrast, placed stronger
emphasis on the need for larger numbers of placements.

This empvhasis was secured in several ways. First, we will note the major
rrovisions of both the legislated amendments and the subsequent regulations
produced by the Lebor Department and the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare. We will not examine all tue changes brought about under Talmadge but
rather sttempt to describe only those that have relevance for this report on
incentives and disincentives. One of “he areas of the program where this
impact is most immediately felt is 1In the client selection process.

Talmadge Amendment Provisions

REGISTRATION

"he new amendments established slightly different criterla for the
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selection of people into the WIN Program. In WIN I the individual caseworkers
often chose to exclude people from the program under the omnibus category of
those whom "the welfare agency determines...(that) thelr...participation would
be inimical to his or her family's welfare." Currently no such individual
discretion is allowed. Exceptlons are made only for those under 16, the ill,
people too remote from a WIN Program, those needed to care for other members of
the household, the caregiver of a child under age 6, and a mother in the family
where the father is already registered. All others are considered to be man-
datory registrants.

Clients are registered for the WIN Program as a condition of receiving
AFDC payments. The first step in registration is the selection of all those
who are eligible from the ADC rolls. This is done by the Department of Welfare
as a service, and this service is pald for by the Labor Depariment. The reg-
ulations require a special unit called the “separate administrative unit" (SAU)
in each state welfare department deslgned to see that the regi:+tration process
is carried out. The registration provisions of the amendments produce large
numbers of candidates for the program.

CERTIFICATION

Once people are registered, it 1s the responsibility of the SAU personnel
to certify a portion of the registrants. Certificetion considers that child
care will be available, that any health problems will be cared for or will be
manageable, and that other supportive services will be secured for the client.
In order to guarantee a supply of people ready to enter the program, the amend-
ments require the certification of 15 percent of those eligible for the pro-
gram by the state welfare departments. Departments which fall below this
minimum will lose one percent of theilr federal matching grant for each percent
less than 15 which they certify.

Both the process of finding people for the program—registration—and
seeing that they are prepared to participate-—certification-——are much more
automatic in WIN II then in WIN I. After a cllent has been certified, a
choice 1s made about his participation. Welfare and labor personnel jointly
select the participants. This 1s designed to change the WIN I procedure in
which welfare caseworkers who are not expert in manpower programming exercised
control over client flow.,l Registration is programmed, and the decision about
who participates is given to experts in manpower decisions.

PARTICIPATION

Two sets of priorities were established by the legislation and subsequent

1
See Chapter 5 of our earlier report, Reid, op.cit.
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regulations for the selection of participants. 1In the original legislation
the priorities were (1) ADC-U /men) recipients, (2) volunteer mothers, (3)
other mothers, (4) dependent children, and (5) all others. The Department of
Labor regulations establish a second and possibly overridiug set of priorities,
depending on the service level requirements.

Four service levels were established. ZLevel A includes those who are job-
rexdy, needing nelther welfare nor manpower services to enable them to take a
job. Those in Level B require social services such aschild care and medical
attention, but not manpower services. Service Level C reciplents need manpower
services, such as training or educaztion or job preparedness, but not :ocial ‘
services Service Level D clients must have both manpower and social services.

In the regulations and in regionel state meetings describing he imple-
mentation of WIN II, it has been stressed that persons should be selected from
service Level A. This 1s a clear declaration that program personnel should
select those already most able to work. Staff were admonished, in the Jjargon
of the employment service, to "cream the best." At the same time, men were to
be selected first. Program staff had, in effect, to choose between these two
sets of priorities when they conflicted.

PLACEMENT EMPHASIS

Once the client is in the program, welfare and labor personnel will work
with him to establish a joint employability plan which has proximste rather
than optimal géals. Thus, if a client had a long-range goal of a seml-
professional job, more immediate employment goals are established. The market
is examined to determine the probability of achieving the higher Jjob, and if
if appears too remote the client 1is encouraged to accept a lower level Job.
Tmmedizste placement of those who are job-ready is stressed.

In order to insure movement into Jobs, the Talmadge Amendments establish
that 33 1/3 percent of the funds of the program are to be spent for on-the-job
training /0JT) and public service employment (PSE). On-the-job training sub-
sidizes employers for a period while the new employee learns the Job, and the
employer is expected to hire the candidate at the end of the OJT period.
Public service employment utilizes welfare reciplents for subsidized Jobs with
publiz or non-profit agencies in the community. The legislation provides that
the 2ntire cost of PSE will be borne by the WIN Program for the first year;
the second year, 75 percent; and the third year, 50 percent. Under WIN I
+thern was no PSE, and the number of OJT contracts was minimal.

Tri nddition to the emphasis on direct placement and provision of sutsi-
dized omployment, there was a reduction in the training possibilities. A
limitation of one yesar of tralning for any participant was set with the "aver-
age” not to exceed six months per participant in the program. Under WIN I,
nlients in training were often involved in two-year programs with a one year

avorage,
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As a part of the speeding-up process in WIN II, the time allowable torhci:l-
ing was reduced. Holding had been allowed up to 30 days in WIN I, but und.r
WIN II it was reduced to two weeks. Holding is now called "stop" and is not
to exceed two months per man/year of program participation.

INCENTIVE PAYMENTS

Finally, there were changes 1ln the ilncentive and expensc payuercs. They
were fixed at $1.50 per training day for incentive and $2 or less ror expenses
{negotisble for higher travel costs). These payments sre dependent upon the
level of client participation. If the client is absent during the training,
he will not recelve expenses for that day and also might not receive the in-
centive money. This differs from the previous arrangement where, when the
client was "actively participating,” he received a fixed amount. Certain
levels of non-participation had to be reached, such as six days out of 10,
before the reduction in payment occurred. The amount now is tied directly to
daily participation, but the client will be able to receive $70 a month, an
increase over previous levels of payment.

In summary, the Talmadge Amendments contained a series of provisions:
(1) to select more likely candidates for the labor market; (2) for candidates
to be placed or "bought" into lower level jobs; and (3) for increased monetary
incentives for participation and payment reductions for non-participation.
As one federal official in the Department of Labor put it, "The name of the
game is no longer training, but placement.'" This change inemphasis, as we shall
later see, had a marked effect on the programs included in this study. The
effect, however, was not uniform across our three study cities.

ORCANIZATION CHANGES

In order to implement the above requirements and to rectify what were
seen as errors in WIN I, & number of organizational changes were made. First,
there was to be greater cooperation between the Departments of Welfare and
Labor. Unlike WIN I, Jjoint regulations were issued by the two agencies in-
stead of separate ones which under WIN I had been contradictory at times.
Furthering the idea of a joint venture was the establishment of Joint national
and regional coordinating commlttees of the two agencies for the purpose of
smoother WIN operations. In addition, the plans setting forth program goals
within the state must be agreeable to both agencies.

Cooperation is made operational and binding by having registration con-
tracted between the two agencies wlth labor paying for the registration deter-
minations performed by welfare. A similar arrangement was made for services
agreed upon by labor and provided by welfare which are paid for out of the WIN
monies. 1In order to accomplish this payment, there is an increasse in the
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ratio of federal funds. Now the program is to be funded 90 percent by the
federal government and only 10 percent, ilncluding in-kind services, by the
state. This compares with an 81:2) ratio under WIN I. Those services which
were deemed necessary -by labor for active participation by the reciplents are
also paid to welfare at a rate of 90 percent federal funds and 10 percent
state welfare funds, compared to the 75:25 ratio of the first WIN program.

There is a separate administrative unit in welfare and a separate admin-
istrative line for ES-WIN right to the central administration of the state
emplovment service. Adjudication of disputes and the authority to make bind-
ing decisions for each agency is then much more available than had been true
under WTN I. Thus, in addition to a refinement of placement objectives, there
is 2 cleursr definition of the working relationship between the two agencies
responsible,

DEADLINE

Finally, the amendments established a deadline of July 1, 1972, as the
time for the full implementation of the Talmadge Amendments. This allowed
six-and~a~half months after the enactment of the legislation, but because
the regulations from the Department of Labor and HEW came out in final form in
May, there was a great deal of confusion. Due to some delays by the Depart-
ment of Labor in defining costs, the funding was not available to carry out
the implementation of the program by July 1. When the funding level was
finally established, it fell victim to the President's veto in September, and
the program was maintained by a resolution of the Congress. These factors
explain why the lmplementation of the program varied conslderably in the
different study cities.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TALMADGE AMENDMENTS

The way a program operates at the local level is a composite of: (1) the
original legislation and regulations; (2) the nature of the already-existing
irntion avallable in welfare and labor; and (3) the conditions of the city
ch the program operates. The difference in situation again accounted

11de differences in the way the WIN II Program was implemented in our
et

The fileld operations of thils study pioject began in August, 1972. and the
elin.t interviews were finished at the end of January, 1973—in the middle of
the transition period from WIN I to WIN II. By the end of the period, each
study eil+y had accomplished most of 1ts implementation of the Talmadge Amend-
ments.  The manner in which this came about, however, was different for each
study city. One of the most significant differences was in the timing of the
© imrplementation.
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WIN II Implementation in Study Cities

CHICAGO: REGISTRATION

In Chicago, as in the entire state of Illinols, the employment service
sought an extension of the deadline for implementing WIN II from July 1 to
September 1. It was during this period that two things were accomplished:
the registration of people who were appropriate ror the nuw program under the
guldelines of WIN II, and the restructuring of the Department of Public Aid
liaison unit and the Illinols State Employment Service-WIN operations.

During the month of July there were 9,448 new registrants for the WIN
Program, due to a concerted effort by both the Department of Public Aid and
the ES-WIN to have all eliglble reciplents registered. The number of reg-
istrants decreased in the months following to a rate of slightly below 1000 a
month until January, when pressure from the reglonal WIN office for more com-
plete registration increased the number to 4OOO in a single month (see Table
12-1).

In order for the mass registration to take place, Talmadge procedures had
to be incorporated into the pattern of activities of the two agencles. To
accomplish this, three new organizational entlties were created. The first
was the appralsal unit, where personnel from the Department of Public Ald
and ES-WIN were brought together to select registrants who are appropriate to
become particilpants.

Sacondly, the Separate Administrative Services Unlt for WIN Program ser-
vices was established by the Cook County Department of Public Aid. In an
effort to improve cooperation, WIN units with caseworkers, supervisors, and
personnel charged wlth counseling non-cooperating clients were placed in each
of the two WIN offices.

A special Employment Service unit to work with the SAU unit in the loeal
office also was formed to locate cllents who were returned to the registrant
pool and to return clients to the program when they are ready. This was par-
ticularly important since, under the new procedures, all basic education and
most GED classes are under the Jurisdiction of welfare as pre-WIN preparation.

CLEVELAND: REGISTRATION

In Cleveland, by contrast, it was at least December before large numbers

1

This and subsequent program data are taken from "MAS-98, WIN Program Ac-
tivity Monthly Summary"” and "MAS-99, WIN Monthly Summary of Participant Char-
acteristics" for each of the states.
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TABLE 12-1

_ NUMBER OF WIN REGISTRANTS ADDED BY MONTH
IN CHICAGO, CLEVELAND, AND DETROIT, JULY, 1972, THROUGH JANUARY, 1973

Regls-
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of registrations occurred. The number of referruls in Cleveland actually re-
mained quite low during the period after July 1 (see Table 12-2). The manager
of the WIN operation in Cleveland asserted that they completed their backlog
of registrants during this time because there were so few new registrants
available. It was not until a team from the regional office arrived in Decem-
ber that a concerted effort was made by both agencles to recruit a large num-
ber of registrants. Apparently, the issue was that if there were no
registration by a specified date, welfare would not receive registration
evaluation psyments.

TABLE 12-2

AVERAGE JOB ASPIRATION LEVEL BY CITY AND TIME IN PROGRAM

Differences
Time in Program Chicago Detroit Cleveland Between Chicago
and Cleveland

WIN I (enrolled before
Jenuary 1, 1972) 1.38 1.42 1.58 .20

Pre-Talmadge (enrolled
between January 1

and July 1, 1972) 0.75 1.21 1.38 : .63
Talmadge (enrolled
since July 1, 1972) 0.53 0.87 1.27 LTh
Differences within city
from WIN to Talmadge -0.85 ~0.55 -0.31
N = 369 277 315

Part of the problem stemmed from a bureaucratic event: There were no
forms available to welfare for registration due to the requirement in Ohio for
competitive bids. There was also a long waiting period before the forms were
delivered after the low bid was received. From July through November, new
procedures were learned and, in the words of one SAU official, there was "a
lot of marking time." The WIN director in Cleveland complained that he had
to absorb earlier rejects during this time and they required more extensive
education and training. The dramatic increase that was attained in January

after the regional pressure can be seen in Table 12-1.

In Cleveland the same mechanisms used in WIN I were initially retained
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for WIW II. rezreful medical screening was do.e by a .joint committee.l This
chenged Auring the period of our interviewing. Welfare personnel assigned to
wory With WIN clientele were incrensed from seven to 17, although this did
lit~le to affect registration until Lecember.

DETROIT:  RUGISTRATION

P

n Detroit the registration rush did not occur as early as in Chicago nor
ag lote ag in Tleveland. In June of 1972, prior to the Talmasdge Amendments
inadline, over 2000 AFDC-U ‘male) cases were registered. At the same time
they were nlso given certification to participate in the program. These were,
hodever, wdrittedly, only paper referrals with no concern for the current con-
ditiong ot the "FDC-U recipients, snd many of the AFDC-U males refused to show
up for their enrollment interviews. At one point there were 150 referrals a
month returned to welfare because male recipients had failed to respond.

Follouwing this initial rush, the regular process of registration that ob-
tained befcre WIN II reappeared. This provided larger numbers of recruits for
Tetroit than for Cleveland. In Noverber and December, however, the liaison
office of the Department of Social Services (DSS) in Detroit received 38,000
cases to be reviewed for WIN eligibility. The beginning of this bulge in
egistration in the month of January can also be seen in Table 1l2-1l. Agailn,

he pressure was from the regional office.

ct M

Organizationally, in Detroit the old liaison unit remalned intact, al-
though for reporting purvoses it was called the "Separate Admininstrative Unit
’SAU).  This meant that some of the old welfare-labor antagonisms in Detroit
under WIN T remained in WIN 11.2

TELN TOMPCSITION

2oth ~leveland =nd Detroit essentially retained the same team composition
during most of the time of our interviewing. Thils meant that there was a
2ounselor, = work snd training specialist, a manpower specialist-team leader,
ard 2 coach on each of the teams in 7leveland end Detroit—giving, at least
tneoreticzlly, a full range of services to the client. Detroit teams empha-
sired work with welfere =2nd vlacement. In Chicago, however, due to the empha-
215 on placement, from the beginning in July the teams were reduced to three
p2rsorns, with a manpower svecialist, a coach, and a counselor. Job developers
had <heir ovn unit, and there were no longer any work and training specialists.
Turing re period of our study these three teem members focused their activi-
itiaz on Job vlacement.

5
L

Cea “nspter 3 of Reid, op.cift
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TRAINING AND PLACEMENT

As far as the balance between an emphasis on training and on placement,
the organlzational set-up in Chicago, heavily favored placement, while in
Detrolt and Cleveland the earlier emphasis on both placement and training was
.maintained. —

Another feature in Chicago was not directly attributable to the Talmadge
Amendments, but provides a simulation of implementation of the Talmadge Amend-
ments. This was a welfare expansion grant which allowed Chicago to use a
large number of slots provided by the Emergency Zmployment Act (EEA). This
HEW expansion grant made 1500 positions available for totally subsidized em-
ployment in the public sector to WIN participants. These were to be selected
on a volunteer basis through a mutual agreement of the WIN counselor and par-
ticipant. The directive for selection into EEA is that "the person can grow
under a highly supervised job.'" The expansion grant was originally established
for one year, and the agencies promised to move 50 percent of the people taken
in under FEA into regular employment. This had not occurred to any great ex-
tent during during the time of our interviewing, however.

This use of EEA makes the implementation of Talmadge in Chicago the most
nearly complete, of our three study cities, since it almost directly parallels
the concept of public service employment whicn was not utilized during the time
or our survey by any of the three study cities.

The Impact of Differential Implementation
of WIN II on the Study

There is virtually a continuum in the implementation of the Talmadge Amend-
ments from Chlcago, where implementation was almost complete from the earliest
part of our interviewing period, through Detroit, where there was partiel im-
plementation from the beginning, to Cleveland, where almost no implementation
took place until the last month-and-a-half of our interviewing. The temptation
is to see this report as a comparative study of the ilmpact of the Talmadge
Admendments on WIN clients., As we will see, there is some validity to this
comparison in terms of results. ‘

™e differential impact of Talmadge 1s further presented by utilizing

three kinds of data: (1) material from state WIN organizational records; (2)
field reports; (3) findings from our survey.

JOB PLACEMENT

Foremost among the differences between WIN I and WIN II is the emphasis
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on placement. If our conjecture about the significance of the way the study
clties implemented is correct, we expected evidence for this emphasis to be
greatest in Chicago and leest in Tleveland with a greater percentage of par-
tlcipants processed for job entry in Chicago. This 1s borne out by the data.
In “hicago an average monthly rate of 11.5 percent of those in the program
were located in job entry. If we add, however, those placed in Jjobs under EEA,
tne figure increases to 35.8 percent. This compares with 13.6 percent for
Tetroit and 10.2 percent for Cleveland. In terms of perceptions of incentlves,
this represents the percent in the program who might be viewed by fellow par-
ticipants as securing jobs through WIN. This difference 1s paralleled by the
Tindings of our study.

In ¢ nicago U45.2 percent of our sample indicated that they had received
‘ob placement services as compared with 22.7 percent in Detrolt and 9.2 percent
in Cleveland. Again, the differences are in the right direction to support
the thesis of Chicago's greater implementation of Talmadge.

In terms of those currently employed, the evidence appeared less impres-
sive at first. About 29 percent of those interviewed in Chicago had jobs,
compared with 27 percent in Detroit and 22 percent in Cleveland. TIn part this
difference is caused by the large number of new participants in Chicago
(42 percent compared with 25 percent in Cleveland and 19 percent in Detroit).
When we asked, however, how subjects found their current jobs, in Chicago 69
percent of the respondents cited WIN as a source compared to only 31 percent
in Detroit and 20 percent in Cleveland.

Given these city differences in placement activity and numbers placed by
the program, it is not surprising that job placement was more important in
the minds of Chicago respondents. Asked to recall aspects of the program
which were important to them when they first entered WIN, 32 percent of
"hicago interviewees mentioned the prospects of a job and job placement, whille
about 11 percent of Cleveland and Detroit interviewees mentioned those cate-
gorins. Asked what they liked about WIN, again the Chicago respondents had
the largest proportion who mentioned some aspect of job placement (25 percent).
Only nine percent of the respondents in Cleveland and Detroit gave the same
response.

We expect that jobs will not be as well pald when the stress is on

ruentity, rot auslity, Tm “ricago the monthly reports for the period of our
ctudy show Chicago enrollees who completed job entry {(not including EEA) were
less frequently placed in jobs paying over $3 an hour (51 percent) than
Detrcit (63.4) percent). In our sample thls was borne out by the take-home
pay of those employed., Of those employed full-time in Chlecago, 38 percent
received more than $17U weekly. This compared with U3 percent in Cleveland

and 54 percent in Detroit.
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JOB ASPIRATIONS AS A FUNCTION OF JOB PLACEM=NT

Job aspirations in the three cities follow our developing pattern. We
asked what jobs people had in mind for their employment and classified their
answers in terms of the amount of training required. This also correlates
with income. About 34 percent of the Chicago clients wanted jobs of profes-
sional or extensive training statuses while about 53 percent in Detroit and
67 percent in Cleveland desired such Jobs.

In examining Job aspirations we assumed that job level aspirations are
conditioned by previous experience. In order to minimize the impact of this
influence, a Job aspiration index was devised (the difference between the
training level required for the last Job of the participant subtracted from
the Job level to which he aspired.l Using four training levels, the range of
the index is from -3 (had highest Job level, wants lowest Job level) to +3
fhad lowest level job, wants highest level job). There are differences on
this scale among the three cities with the aspiration idex of Chicago's par-
ticipants averaging 0.68, Detroit's, 1.09, and Cleveland's, 1.38. The differ-
ences bear out the differences attributed to the three cities in this chapter.

To describe the impact of Talmadge on employment aspirations, we will ex-
amine the effect on these mobility index averages of "time in the program."

_The sample was divided into three groups: those enrolled since July 1, 1972
(Talmadge), those who were enrolled before July 1, 1972 but after JanuE??‘IT
1972 ( pre-Talmadge), and those who have been in the program a considerable time
since before January 1, 1972 (WIN I). We then compared each group by city.
Chicago's WIN clients show the greatest drop in their mobility aspiration
level, with Detroit and Cleveland having successively less decline (see Table
12-2). In addition, the disparity between the three study cities changes from
a minor difference for those who have had the bulk of their experince under
WIN I to striking differences for those having all or most of their experiences
under Talmadge (as implemented in the three study cities). ,

Essentiaily, Chicago participants have very low mobility aspirations if
they have come into the program under Talmadge. They appear to want little
more than they had experienced before entering WIN. But this was less true of
people who entered under WIN I and thus experienced the old regulations during
most of their time in the program. The most dramatic change occurred in the
pre-Talmadge proups who came into the Chicago program under the WIN I selection
process but whose time in the program was influenced by the WIN II regulations.
We conclude that the lowering of mobility aspirations is not as much a function
of the screening process as it is a function of their experiences in the pro-
ram. It is impossible to determine whether these lower aspirations were the
result of seeing the types of jobs that are offered in WIN or the effect of a
new emphasis in counseling or some other reason. The differences were none-
theless, real. ’

“See Chapter 6.
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JOB PLACFMENT EMPHASIS AND THE EFFECT ON EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Complementing the emphasis on quantity inplace of quality was a reduction in
training for quality upgrading. 7The WIN records showed a marked difference in
the proportion of those in each of the cltlies who were enrolled in educational
or training programs. As might be expected from the testimony of the Cleveland
WTN manager, Cleveland had the highest proportion in training. He suggested
that w4tk the small numbers of reglstrants they had to choose from, it was
necessary to take in persons needing a good deal of upgrading. Cleveland had
an average of 60 percent of its clientele in some education or training pro-
gram each month. 3By contrast, during the seven months from the implementation
of Talmadge through the end of our survey period, Detroit averaged 37 percent
and Chicsnizo, O percent. 1In Chicago, particularly, there was a steay decline
in the proportion participating in education and training over the entire
period /see Table 12-k4),

This decline in upgrading was reflected among respondents in our sample,
but not as dramatically as that shown by the program statistics because of
the large number of WIN I people in the sample. For basic education, the
statistics of participation were: Chicago, 16.8 percent; Detroit, 24.9 per~-
cent; Cleveland, 32.8 percent. For job tralning, the percentages were:
Chicago, 16.8 percent; Detroit, 35.7 percent; Cleveland, 3L.2 percent. This
latter set of figures showed s slight reversal between Cleveland and Detroilt.

In order to understand the sources of thils varlance in relation to the
Talmadge Amendments, we examined data on clients coming into the program
since July 1, 1972. As Table 12-3 indicates, the dlfferences are evident for
both education and training. It is likely that the cities had a similar pat-
tern under WIN I. We, therefore, examlned data on those least contaminated
by the effects of WIN II {i.e., persons who were enrolled befofe January 1,
19772). The pattern by city we have noted does not hold true for long-term
enrollees. In education progrsms there was actually a slight reversal with
the most participation in Chicago and the least in Cleveland.

TABLE 12-%

PARTICIPATION RATES COF CLIENTS ENROLLED BEFORE AND AFTER TALMADGE

Chicago Detroit Cleveland
Participation Before? AfterD Beforef Afterb Before? Afterd
% % % % % %
Basic education 4.3 10.3% 42.6 11.0 41.9 22.1
Training 52.5 9.3 60.3 13,2 564 20.0

2
Before Talmedge indicates those clients enrolled before 1972,

b
Acter Talmedge indicastes clients enrolled after July 1, 1972, when
e Talmadge Amendrents went into effect.
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TABLE 12-L4

PERCENT IN EDUCATION OR TRAINING® FROGRAM IN CHICAGO,
CLEVELAND, AND DETROIT BY MONTH—JULY, 1972, THROUGH JANUARY, 1973

July Aug. Sept., Oct. Nov. Dec, Jan,

70%
65%
60%
CLEVELAND 55%
50%
45%
LO%
DETROIT 35%
30%
25%

CHICAGO 20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

aIncludes work experience, skill training, other classroom, and
suspense.

SOURCE: July 1, 1972, through January 31, 1973, MA5-98 reports from
Cleveland, Chicago, and Detroit.
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Given the overall pattern, we anticipated that clients of the program in
Thicago would cite they expected to receive training less often than clients
In the other two study cities. In Chicago education and training were in
fact mentioned by 59 percent of the respondents as something they wanted from
WIN. These components were mentioned, in contrast, by 82 percent of the re-
spondents in Detroit and @1 percent in Cleveland. ‘

Once agaln the causal link is not entirely clear, but there was good
correspondence between the program features as represented in program records
and the =xperiences of our clients, These, in turn, appeared to have an in-
Tluence on those things they saw as desirable.

Coupled with the reduction in training was a reduction in client coun-
seling under the more lelsurely, less pressured WIN I. This was particularly
true in chicago, where teams were focused on placement. There are no city re-
cords on volume of counseling activities, but our respondents among the three
cities indicated a variation here also.

Chicago interviewees were less likely to state they received counseling
(61 percent) than interviewees in Detroit (T4 percent) or Cleveland (81 per-
cent).

Also in our sample fewer people spent time in "stop" in Chicago (33 per-
cent) than in either Detroit (50 percent) or Cleveland (51 percent). This is
in the direction expected as a result of the emphasis on reduction of holding
time in WIN IT.

REGISTRATION

Registration procedures show the effect of a decrease in the voluntary
nature of the program in Chicago where Talmadge was lmplemented earlier. The
proportion of those in our survey who sought out the program by their own
initiative was less in Chicago /39 percent) than in Detroit (46 percent) or
Cleveland /50 percent).

Upon entry into the program, Chicago respondents were less likely to re-
celve the *ime-consuming physicals (37 percent) than were Detroit (61 percent)
or “leveland 72 vernent) resvondents. It is most striking in the case of
new enrollees, where the proportions were: Chicago, 8 percent; Detroit, 4O per-
cent; rleveland, 74 percent. Specific decisions influenced this difference. 1In
Mirago physicals under WIN Il -zere routine. Under WIN II physicals are requested
only upon demand of the employment service. This decision'follows, however, the
emphasis on quick placements with & minimum of services in Talmadge.

lIn our earlier study of WIN I, Chicago clients were much more likely
tnsn Tetroit 2lients to receive physicals.
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"CREAMING"

In order to be able to provide more jobs and yet offer less education and
job training, it was understood that is would be necessary to "cream for those
who were the most nearly "job-ready." 1If the case is at all persuasive that
Chicago represents the fullest implementation of Talmadge, followed by Detroit,
then Cleveland, we expected that Chicago's participants enrolled since July 1,
1972, would be best qualified and Cleveland's least qualified, This was sup-
ported by the testimony of the mansger at Cleveland who clalmed the lacx of
registrants caused him to "dig to the bottom of the barrel.”

We examined client characteristics considered helpful in job placement.
We considered: (1) health, (2) previous employment, (3) education, and (4)
previous vocational training.

To determine how the selection was influenced by WIN II regulations, we
used the percentage in each category after July 1, 1972 (Talmadge) subtracted
from the percentage level before January 1, 1972 (WIN I). If the level in-
creased under WIN II, the figures should be positive, We expected the per-
centage increase to be greatest in Chicago if "creaming" is occurring most
under the Talmadge Amendments. Table 12-5 shows the results.

TABLE 12-5

PERCENT CHANGE IN WIN CLTENT CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN
THOSE ENROLLED BEFORE JANUARY 1, 1972, AND THOSE ENROLLED AFTER
JULY 1, 1972

Chicago Cleveland Detroit
% % %

Those without health

problems +17.5 +12.2 + 5.0
Those with prevocational

training -13.7 + 3.5 + 6.5
Those with high school

education (men) - 5.5 +1€.4 - 7.9
Those with high school

education (women) - Lk + 14,6 -10.0
Those whose last job

level was above mini-

mum requirements -15.7 + 5.4 - 3.0

In Cleveland we expected the decrease because of the low numbers of
clients avallable, but Chicago had the largest pool to select from. If
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"creaming' means having better qualifications for good jobs, then it appears
that the Talmadge Amendments have the opposite effect of "creaming."

On the other hand, there is the possibility of another selection process
which on the surface appears *o be the opposite of "creaming." The reader
will recall the greatly lowered aspirations of Talmadge participants in
Chicago. IT quick placement is the only desired goal, then selecting clients
who have had low level Jobs and are willing to remain at these Jjobs 1s perhaps
a more =2ffective way of moving people through the program quickly. Employment
at this level is much more readily available since turnover is much higher in
th=se marginal Jobs. The people have come from low-paying Jobs and apparently
value relatively low skill Jjobs as incentive enough for participation.

In contrast, the clients who have experienced higher skill level employ-
ment and who are interested in an increase in skllls and education offer the
problem of a time-consuming and costly education and training process. (0Of
course, there is also the possibility of upgrading and possible removal from
the cycle of off-and-on welfare.)

For those clients with low skills, education, and aspirations, WIN under
Talmadge may be simply augmenting the normal low-pay job/we;fare cycling pro-
cess. WIN may become another branch office of the employment service spe-
cializing in welfare clients. It may serve to keep people in the same level
of employment as they had in the past. Events in the months immediately
following our survey confirm this approach. We have noted regional pressure
for more registrants on our three cities. 1In February of 1973, local WIN
units were instructed to search the files of local employment service offices
for people who had been placed in employment by those offlces while on AFDC
or A¥DC-U. The names of those placed after July 1, 1972, were then to be
pre-dated as having been enrolled in and placed by WIN using information from
+he book of registrants forms. If clients had been placed for more than 90
d=ys, they were to be considered as de-reglstered. This occurred in all three
of “he study cities.

T+ is clear that the clients in our sample varled widely concerning their
desire “or *training, education, and occupational mobility. It is also a
relizctant conclusion that some people can be chosen for the program who, at

£ at this vpoin%t in the work/welfare cycle, are willing to have WIN serve

job broker ond 1it+tle more.

Iy

lea

X

n

n

INFAPTLOYMENT RATES

T+ has been suggested that placements in the WIN Program are more likely
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to correlate with unemployment rates than with program differences.> Tt is
likely that this 1s true in the aggregate when the numbers are sufflclently
large. If it were so in our cities, we would expect that we could explain
much of the difference in our cities if Chicago had highest unemployment,
Detroit next highest, and Cleveland the lowest rate of unemployment. The
actual statistics for the three cities were: Chicago, 6.3; Detroit, 10.9;
and Cleveland, 10.0. The unemployment figures for blacks in the central city
are more pertinent to our program. They were: Chicago, 9.8; Detroit, 15.4;
and Cleveland, 16.k.

The unemployment rates are Jjust the opposite of what we would anticipate
from program data and sample statisitics we have examined. With a large
pool of AFDC recipients to choose from and higher employment rates, Chicago's
WIN clients, under Talmadge, come from less, expect less, and get less, but
in slightly larger numbers. '

SUMMARY

The Talmadge Amendments placed a strong emphasis on the quantity of job
placements rather than on the quality of the jobs. The effects of this
emphasls were demonstrated in a natural experiment where Chicago implemented
these amendments earliest, followed by Detroit and then Cleveland. The results
suggest that the Talmadge Amendments, when carried out, provide less opportu-
nity for training, produce fewer volunteers, cause the selection of less
qualified clients, and placé them in lower level jobs. The incentives of
clients appear to be influenced by a selection process which secured clients
with lower aspirations who were willing to participate in the program despite
the lack of training or Jobs which would lead to income levels higher than
those provided by welfare.

1

This finding is presented in Impact of Urban WIN Programs, Pacific
Tralring and Technical Assistance Corporation, 1972, Contract No. 51-90-70-10,
Office of Research and Development, Manpower Administration.
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APPENDIX

WIN INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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Wl INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
INTERVIEWER INSTRUVTIONS

THZ INTERVIEWEP SHOULD START THE INTERVIEW BY PRESENTING HIMSELF AND
THE STUDY'S PURPOSE IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER: "I am from Case Western Reserve

University/the University of Chicago/the University of Michigan. We are doing
a study of people who have been participating in the WIN program. We would
like tc zZnow about the experiences people have had with the program--what
things encourage them to participate and what things discourage inem, that is,
what things people like or Jislike about the program or what kinds of things
make 1t ¢asisr or harder for them %to participate.

We came tc interview you bDecause your name was among the 40O names
which we picked up at the WIN office for this study. We would like to assure
you that wha“ever you are going to tell us will ve kept confidential. Only

the research staff at

L

i

(NAM= OF SCHOOL) will see this interview. No one from
WIN will see it or be told any of the individual answers. We will be sending
you a £5.00 vayment for the time you will be giving us for the interview."

THE FIRST SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE CONSISTS MAINLY OF OPEN-ENDED
QUESTIONNS. KXNOWLEDGE GAZINED IN THEIS SECTION SHOULD HELP THE INTERVIEWER WHEN
HE COMES TQ THE MORE SPECIFIC QUESTIONS IN FURTHER PARTS OF THIS INSTRUMENT.
REFERRING 3ACKX TO RESPONSES 70 OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS SHOULD ENABLE THE INTER-
VIEWER TO IDENTIFY INCONSISTENCIES IN THE RESPONDENTS' ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
LATER IN THZ INTERVIEW. THET QUESTIONS ARE PHRASED IY THE PRESENT AND PAST
TTNSES AND ART APPLICABLE FOR NEW AND CURRENT ENROLLEES AS WRITTEN. FOR TER-
MINZEES, CONVERT ALL QUESTIONS 70 THE PAST TENSE. WHERE ANSWERS ARE ~ROVIDED,
CIRCLE OF CHEICx IN THE APPROPRIATZ PLACE, BUT DO NOT READ THE ANSWERS TO THE
BESDONDENTD T.Y INSTRUCTED TO DO SO. DIRECTIONS TO THE IN-

VRN BOSUPY Ry
LS 2aa) ™ MOMAD T T mmTy
NTIRELY TN CAPITAL LETTZRS

5]

TCORDING THE INTERVIEW, PLEASE MAKE SURE TO DO THE

'C CLARIFY UNCLEAR RESPONSES‘OR INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN RE-

~
P

YRD OPEN-ENDED FRSPONSES VERBATIM--DO NOT REPHRASE THE RESPOND-
TS' ANSWERS OR ADD YOUR OWN INTERPRETATION,

TE RESPOYDENTS' ANSWERS FULLY AND LEGIBLY SO THEY CAN BE READ
UNDERSTOOD BY OTHER STAFF MEMBERS. IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE USE

L
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WIN: (1-3)- Respondent ID No.:

Card No.: 4- -8)-
City:
Chicugw « . 9= 4
Cleveland . 2
Detrcit 3
WIN INTERViEW SCHEDULE
Respondent's Hame:
Address:
Telephone lNo.:
Interview Scheduled: Interview Completed:
Date:. Date:
Time: Time: From o'clock
Place: _ To o'clock
| Place:
IF TERMINEE:
Date of Enrollment: Date of Termination:
1:(9-13)- 1:(14-18)-
Respondent's Group Status:
At Time of Sampling: At Time of Interview:
New Enrollee. . . 1:19- 1 New Enrollee . . . . 1:20-1
Current Enrollee. 2 Current Enrollee . . 2
Terminee. . . . . 3 Terminee (includes
Never Enrolled. L §2§iiifi: igdgg;ggf
outs ).
Never Enrolled .
Race (by observation): Sex:
White . . . . . . . 1:21- 1 Male . . . . . . . . 1l:22=-1
Black 2 Female . . . . . . . 2
Spanish surname . . 3
Other L
DK/NA 0

Interviewer's Nume:

S

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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WIN Respondent ID No.:

General Information on WIN

1. PFirst, would you tell me .L.ow you happened to get into the WIN program?
(PROBE: FOR MOTIVATION, WHO INITIATED THE ACTION, FROM WHOM DID HE HEAR
ABQUT IT, WAS HE LOOKING FOR TRAINING PROGRAMS, ETC.):

Client took some action to
initiete referral . . . . . 1:23- 1

Initiative for referral came
solely from others. . . . . 2

Source of initiative unclear.

2. What did you know about WIN before you first signed up for the program?
(USE NEUTRAL PROBES, e.g., IF RESPONDENT SAYS, "Nothing," ASK '"Nothing
at a2ll?" IF HE DOES REVEAL SOME KNOWLEDGE, ASK "Anything else?"):

3. How did you feel after you first got into WIN? (PROBE FOR BOTH POSITIVE
AND NEGATIVE ATTITUDES.):

L. ¥hat 4id you want the program to do for you when you first got in it?
(PROBE FOR SPECIFIC EXPECTATION: IF MONEY, HOW MUCH?: IF TRAINING OR JOB,
WHAT KIND?: ETC.):
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WIN Respondent ID No.:

5. I would like to ask you about things you have dcne since you have been in

WIN (while you were in WIN). For each activity, tell me whether or not
you have participated in it:
ACTIVITY YES NO UNSURE DK/NA
1. Orientation . . . . . « « . + « « « o+ o L:i24- 1 2 z ‘)
2. Basic education . . . . . . . . . . . . L1:25- 1 2 3 I
3, GED program . . . « & « o « o o o« o+ o 1:26= 1 2 Z O
4. Training program for specific job . . . 1:27- 1 2 3 O
5. Work experience without pay . . . . 1:28- 1 2 3 0
6. On-the-job training (with pay). . . . . 1:20- 1 2 3 0
T. Testing or assessment . . . . . . . . . 1:30- 1 2 3 0
8. Physical examination. . . . . . . . . . 1:31- 1 2 3 0
9. Counseling. . « +« « v + o + ¢ & v « & . l:32- 1 2 3 0
10. Job placement . . . .« .+ + 4 &« o o . . 1:33- 1 2 3 0
11. Other (DESCRIBE):
1:34- 1 2 3 0

a. What are you doing now in WIN?:

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERED "YES," TO 2, 3, OR 4, IN Q.5 ABOVE, PLEASE ASK "b" AND
1" "
e, BELOW:

b. Did you complete any educational or training program while in WIN?:

DK/NA . . 1:35- ©
No. . . . 2
Yes . . . 1—>(1). What program was that?:

c. Did you get any kind of certificate or diploma upon completion?: -

DK/NA . . 1:36- 0O
No. . . . 2
Yes . . . 1———{1). What kind?:

6. Whether pecple want to be in WIN or not, there are some things they like
pecp
and dislike about being in the program.

a. Wowld you tell me all the things you like about being in WIN?:
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WIN Respondent. ID No.:

6. b. Now, all the things you dislike?:

7. People also find that there are things that make it easy for them to par-
ticipate in WIN and other things which make it hard for them. These may
be things about WIN itself, about a person's family, about his personal
life, or about a lot of other things.

a. wWhat are the things that make participating in WIN easy for you?:

b. What are the things that make participating in WIN difficult for you?:

INTERVIEWER: FOR TERMINEES-~-GO TO Q.10.
FOR NEW AND CURRENT EWROLLEES, CONTINUE WITH Q.8, BELOW.

8. When you finish WIN, what do you hope to be doing? (PROBE TO SEE IF CLI~
ENT PLANS TO BE WORKING, WHAT KIND OF WORK, STILL ON ASSISTANCE, ETC.):

9. Do you think WIN will help you do this? (REFER TO GOAL MENTIONED IN Q.8):

DK/NA . . 1:37- O
No. . . . 2 —3>Why not?:
Yes . . . 1——>How?:
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WIN Respondent ID No.:

INTERVIEWER: FOR NEW AND CURRENT ENKOLLEES, SKIP TO .12
FOR TERMINEES ONLY, CONTINUE WITH Q.s 10-1il.

10. Why did you leave the WIN program? (PROBE FOK WHO [NTTIAIRD THKMINACION,

DETAILS OF REASONS IF OTHER THAN .10OB, FEELINGS ABOUY WERMINATLION, ii'.):

11. Did you get a job when you left the program?:
DK/NA. 1:38-0

No . . 2 —>Even though you didn't get a job, do you think being
in the WIN program nelped you in any way?:
DK/NA. O
No . . 2
Yes. . 1 How?:
Yes. . }J——a. Did you get the job through WIN?:
Yes. . 1:39- 1
No . . 2—> How did you get your job?:

b. What kind of a job did you get?:

¢. Was it full-time or part-time?:

Full-time . . 1:40-1
Part-time . . 2
Other . . . . 3

' . d. What was your weekly take home pay?:$
R 1:(b1-k2)-

e. How satisfied were you with that job? (READ
RESPONSES) Would you say:

Very satisfied . . . . 1:43-14
Somewhat satisfied . . 3
Somewhat dissatisfied. 2
Very dissatisfied. . . 1
()07 0
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WIN Respondent ID No.:

f. Are you still on that job?:

Yes . . l:hu- 1
No. . . 2———> Why not?:
DK/NA . -0

(TRANSITIONAL STATEMENT FOR THE INTERVIEWER: '"Now I would like to ask you
some specific questions about things that might affect your participation in
WIN. Let me start by asking a few questions about the incentive payment."
DO NOT READ SCALES UNLESS SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS ARE GIVE TO DO SO.)

Incentive Pay

ASK ALL RESPONDENTS:
12. Do you get any money just as a bonus or incentive for participating in
WIN, that is, money in addition to allowances for expenses?:

No, or
Unsure . . l:45- 2——>2a. Will you get such money?:
DK/NA . 1l:46- O
No. . . 2
Yes . . I—>(1). How much will
that be?:
1:(47-48)-
Yes. . . . l—b. How much bonus or incentive money do you get
each month, not counting money for expenses?:
$
1:(L49-50)-

13. When 4id you find out that you would get this bonus or incentive pay?:
Before referral to WIN. . . . . 1:51- 1

After referral but before

enrollment. . « ¢ « « « o o« . 2
At time of enrollment . . . . .
After enrollment. . . . . . . . N

onus or incentive to you? (READ LIST):

: had : - +
At T g t
—e SOW LmueoerTant

pa
0
ot
Ly
[
0
o

Very important, you wouldn't
stay in WIN without it. . . . 1:52- L

Important, but you'd stay in
WIN without it.

Slightly importent. . . . . . . 2
Totally unimportant, really
makes no difference at all. . 1

DK/NA « o v v v o v v e s e e 0
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WIN

15.

16.

17.

18.

Respondent ID No.:

If this bonus or incentive payment had to be discontinued or sharply re-
duced, what effect would this have on your participation in the program?
(BE SURE TO EMPHASIZE THAT THIS IS ONLY A HYPOTHETICAL SITUATTON. READ
LIST.): L

I would leave « . . « « o «+ & .:¥ 1:53- 3

It would be bad, but I would
try to stay. . . « « o o 0 o

It wouldn't matter. . . . . . .

DK/NA ¢« v ¢« v o o & 0 0 o ¢« 4 a

Some people see the incentive payment just as a bonus, some see it as
money to cover extra expenses, and others see it as pay (salary). Could
you tell me how you see this money? (DO NOT READ LIST, CIRCLE APPROPRI-
ATE ANSWER.):

BONUS « « « « ¢+ ¢ ¢« o « o « o o Ll:5h=1
Expenses. . « ¢ « « + o« 4 e 4 2
Pay . « ¢ v o 0 00 0 0 0w e 3
Other (SPECIFY) -

4
DK/NA . v « v v v v o v v v e 0

How much money in all did you get last month (last two pay periods) be-

cause you participated in WIN? That is, how much did the incentive, if

you got one, and the expense money come to? (DETERMINE TOTAL AMOUNT OF

EXTRA PAYMENTS MADE DIRECTLY TO CLIENT, BY WIN OR WELFARE, INCLUDING IN-
CENTIVE CHECK, CHILD CARE, AND TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES.):

Amount: 1:{(55-57)- $

I would like to ask you about the expenses you have because you partici-
pated in WIN. Think of how much money you have actually paid out during
the last month (last two pay periods) just because you are in WIN. (DE-
TERMINE AMOUNTS PAID DIRECTLY BY CLIENT, REGARDLESS OF SOURCES OF INCOME.
READ LIST.) How much did you spend for:

a. Transportation (bus, taxi fares, gas, parking,

aUtO Tepairs, etC.). « + o 4 4 4 4 v o0 e o0 . o0 oo $_1:(58-59)
b. Lunch(meals outside of home) . . . « « . « « + . . __  1:(60-61)
c. Clothes worn to work or training (cleaning,
18undry) + . . 4 e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1:(62-63)
d. Personal appearance (hairdos, etc.). . . . . . . . ____ 1:(6L4-65)
e. Child care (baby-sitters, etc.). 1:(66-6T)
f. School supplies. _ 1:(68-69)
g- Extra money for foods that are easy to prepare
because little time to prepare food. _1:{70-T1)
h. Other expenses _:(T72-73)
(INTERVIEWER: LEAVE BLANK): Total __ 1:(7&-75)
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19. On the average, is the money you get from WIN enough to cover your ex-
penses of being in the program?:

More than enough . . 2:9- 3
Enough . . . . . . . 2

Not enough . . . . . l——> a. What WIN expenses are not covered:

Prospects of a Job

(NOTE: TERMINEES MAY HAVE ANSWERED Q.20 ALREADY. IF SO, FILL IN CORRECT RE-
SPONSES WITHOUT ASKING RESPONDENT TO REPEAT.)

20. Are you working now, either full or part time, or are you unemployed?:

Unemployed . . 2:10- 2 GO TO Q.21
Working. . . . l—>a. Are you working full or part time?:
Full time. . 2:11- 1
Part time. . 2
Other. . . . 3
b. What kind of a job do you have? (TYPE OF
WORK):
c. What is your weekly take home pay from
this Jjob? $ 2:(12-14)-
d. How long have you had this job? (RECORD
N MONTHS):Months: 2:(15-16)-
e. How did you get this Jjob?:
Self . . . . 2:17- 1
WIN. . . . . 2
Other. . . . 3
GO TO Q.22 .

IF JURRZNTLY UNEMPLOYED, ASK:
21, a. What type of work did you do on your last Job?:

Never employed . . 2:18- 2 GO TO Q.22
b. How long did you have that job?: No. of Months: _ 2:{19-20)
c, Why did you leave?:

A, How long have you been unemployed: No. of Months: 2:(21-22)
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ASK ALL RESPONDENTS:
22. When you first entered WIN, did you think it would help you get a Jjob/a
better jJob than you had?:

Yes . . 2:23- 1
No. . . 2
DK/NA . 0

23. How important was the prospect of getting a job through WIN to you at the
time you were referred to WIN? (READ LIST) Would you say it was:

Very important, wouldn't have
agreed to participate in WIN
without it. « « « « « « +« + . 2:24~ &

Important, but would have
agreed to participate in WIN
without it. . . . « « « « « .

n

Slightlv important. . . . . . .

Totally unimportant, really
made no difference at all . . 1

DK/NA v v v v v v v e e e e e 0]
24, TIs there any kind of job you would not want to take, even if it meant you
had to stay on (go on) welfare?:
DK/NA. . 2:25- 0
No . . . 2
Yes. . . l—3%a, What kind?:

b. Why wouid you not want to teke that kind of job?:

INTERVIEWER: FOR TERMINEES, GO TO Q.27
FOR NEW AND CURRENT ENROLLEES, CONTINUE WITH Q.s 25-26.

25. Do you now think WIN will help you get a job?: Yes . . 2:26~ 1
No. . . 2
DK/NA . 0
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26, How important is the prospect of getting a job through WIN to you now?
(READ LIST) Would you say it is:

Very important, wouldn't stay in WIN without it 2:27- 4

Important, but would stay in WIN anywsy . . . . 3
Slightly important. . . . . . . « . « . « + . . 2
Totally unimportant, really makes no difference

at all. + o . 0 0 s e e e e e e e e e e e e e
DK/NA + v v v v v e vt e e e e e e e e

ASK ALL RESPONDENTS:
27. Do you have a particular type of job in mind?:

DK/LA., 2:28- 0:>> » GO TO Q.29
No . . 2
Yes. . l——» a. What kind of a job is that?:

b. How much would you expect to make a week from
that job (take home pay)?:

Amount per ween:$ 2:(29-31)

28. How important for your participation in WIN is getting this Jjob? Would
you say it is: (READ LIST) '

Very important, wouldn't have continued to par-

ticipate otherwise. . . . . . . « . . . . . . 2:32- &
Important, but would have continued to partici-
pate anyway . .« o s s e 4 4 e e e e e e s
Slightly important. . . . « « « « « « ¢ ¢ o .
Totally unimportant, really makes no difference
at 2ll., . . . 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e e s
1) 0 - N

29. Are you satisfied with the progress you are making in getting training
for a/this job? Would you say you are (READ LIST):

=

Very Satisfied- . . . . . . . . . . . 2:33-
Somewhat satisfied. . . « « + + « .+ & 3

Not particularly satisfied or dis-

satisfied . . « + « o o 0 0 e e e
Very dissatisfied . . . . « « + « .+ &
DE/UA © v v v e v v o v s e e e e e
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30. What would be the effect on your participation if you could get training
for a job you want, but no guarantee of a Job? (READ LIST):

1 would leave the program . . . . . . 2:34= 4
I might leave the.program C e e e e 3
I would probably stay in the program
but I would be disappointed . . . . 2
It would make no difference to me .
DK/NA . v v v v v v v e e e e e e e
Welfare

31. Are you presently on welfare?: '
NOw o v v v v v v o o v e v 4w 4 .. 2135~

‘ };co TO Q.39
Yes, grant in another person's name .
Yes « v v v v v e e e e e e e e e 1

32. How long have you been on welfare? (SINCE LAST OPENING OF CASE):

Less than 6 months., . . « + + « . . . 2:36= 1
6 months but less than 1 year . . . . 2
1 year but less than 2 years. . . . . 3
2 years but less than S5 years . . . . Y
S years but less than 10 years. . . . 5
10 years or MOT€. . « .« & « o o o o 6
DK/NA . & v v v v v e vt e e e e e 0

33. Have you been on welfare before? (DETERMINE TOTAL AMOUNT OF PREVIOUS
TIME ON WELFARE):

Never been on welfare before. . . . . 2:37- 1
Less than 6 months. . . . . . . . . . 2
6 months but less than 1 year . . . . 3
1 year but less than 2 years. . . . . in
2 years but less than S years . . . . 5
5 years but less than 10 years. . . . 6
10 years or more. . . . ¢ ¢ + & 0 . T
DK/NA . ¢« v v v v v v v v o o v e e 0
34. Do you think WIN will help you get off welfare?: Yes . . 2:38- 1

No. . .

DK/NA .
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Respondent ID No.:

How does this affect your participation? Would you say it is (READ LIST):

Very important, you wouldn't stay in
WIN if you didn't think it would
help you get off welfare. . . . . . 2:39= L

Important, but you'd stay in WIN
even if you didn't think it would

help you get off welfare. . . . . .
Slightly important. . . . . . . . . . 2
Totally unimportant, makes no differ-

ence, don't consider it . . . . . . 1
DK/NA . . v v v v v v h e a e e e e 0

What do you think you would gain by going off welfare?:

What do you think you would lose by going off welfare?:

What do you think would happen to your welfare grant if you got a job?:

Compulsory Features

What do you think would happen to you if you refused to participate in
the program? (RECORD VERBATIM. PROBE, IF NECESSARY, BUT DO NOT READ THE
CATECORIES LISTED BELOW. AFTER RECORDING THE ANSWER, CIRCLE THE DOMINANT
RESPONSE IN THE LIST BELOW.):

Be kept in WIN anyway . . . . . . 2:40- 1

Get cut in ADC grant. . . . . . . 2
They wéuld try to talk me into
cooperating. . . « .+ o o 4 . 3
Get taken off ADC . . . « . . + & Yy
Nothing . . « « + ¢« ¢ ¢« & « « « & 5
DK/NA « « v o o o v o v e o o u 0
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Child Care Arrangements

(TRANSITIONAL STATEMENT: "Now I am going to ask you about your arrangements
for the care of your children when you are st WIN--by that I mean when you
are at schocl or a training program or work or going to the WIN office.)

4O. How many children do you have living at home with you?: No.: 2:41
41. What are their ages?:
INTERVIEWER: IF THERE ARE NO CHILDREN UNDER AGE 13, GO TO Q.50.

L2, What arrangement(s) do you make for the care of your children while you
are at WIN? (DETERMINE THE DOMINANT ARRANGEMENT--THE ONE USED THE MOST
NUMBER OF HOURS DURING THE WEEK--AND CODE BELOW):

SpoOuUSE. + .+ .+ 4 4 we . ... 2:lk2-1
Relative in home. . . . . . .
Relative out of home. . . . .
Non-relative in home. . . . .
Fon-relative out of home. . .
Licensed home (family/group).

Day Care Center . . .

. . .

® N O W D

Self care . .+ + + o 4 4 e e

L3. Are the arrangements for your children paid for by WIN?:

Yes . . . . . . . 2:43-
No. o« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o &
Expect WIN to pay
DK/NA . . . . . .

o w

LY. Are there any problems with the arrangement for your children?:

No . . 2:kk- 2
Yes. . le————a. What problem(s)? (RECORD VERBATIM):

-

45. How satisfied are you with the arrangement(s) for the children?:

 DK/NA. =~ 1 o
Very s&' .sfied .

I
Somewhat satisfied . . 3
Somewhat dissatisfied. 2;;;;;;;>—-§ ASK: Is there another ar-
Very dissatisfied. ) 1 rangement you would prefer?

: (1ECORD VERBATIM, BELOW):
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46. Do you have any other arrangement(s) for the care of your children if the
plan(s) we discussed break down?:
DK/NA. 2:46-0
No . . 2

Yes. . 1—> a. What other arrangement(s) would that be? (RE-
CORD VERBATIM, BELOW):

47. What do you do when your children are sick and you are supposed to be at
WIN? (RECORD VERBATIM):

ASK ONLY IF THERE ARE SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN IN THE HOUSEHOLD:
4LB. THas the after-school period ever presented any child care problems for

you?:
No . . 2:47- 2
Yes. . 1l——> a. What problem was that?:

b. How would you like to handle the problem?:

49. Would you use an after-school center if your child's school had one?:
) Yes . . 2:48-1

No. . . 2
‘ DK/NA . .0
. Health
50. How would you describe your health at the present time?:

Healthy « « & o « o + o o o o« o« o 2:53= 4

Generally healthy, some problems.

Generally poor health, but can
function., . . . « ¢ o o 0 2
- Poor health, interferes with

functioning . . « « ¢« ¢ o . o

’ DK/NA + v v v o v o v o v 0 0 e s 0
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51. Are there any particular health problems that might affect your partici-
pation in the WIN program?:
DK/NA. 2:54- 0©
No . . 2
Yes. . l—3a. In what way?:

b. How important are these ncalin problems as far
as your participation in the program 1s concern-
ed? Would you suy (READ LIST):

’& Very important, I might not be
H able to continue because of
them. . « « « + o « « « o o + . 2:55=14

They will make it hard to parti-
cipate but I expect to stay in
the program . . . + « .+ . . . . 3

They should not interfere very
much with my participation. . . 2

Unimportant, should not interfere
at all in my participation. . .

DK/NA + . . « v v v« v o v v v 0

Win Experience

52. Does the fact that you have to leave the house to be in WIN activities,
training or job, tend to encourage your participation? (READ LIST):

Encourages greatly. . . . . 2:56- 5
Encourages somewhat . . . . L

Both encourages and dis-
COUTrageS. + o o o+ o« o+ &

Discourages somewhat. . . .
... Discourages greatly . . . .

DK/NA .+ v v v v v v o o

S H N ow

53. Does being in WIN case you to be away from your children more than be-
fore you got into WIN: '

Yes. . 2:57=- 1—>a. Does this tend to encourage or discourage your
participation? (READ LIST):

Encourages greatly. . . . . 2:57= 5

Encourages somewhat . . . . L

Both encourages and dis-
COUTAZES.: « + + + o o o

8V

Discourages somewhat. . . .
Discourages greatly . . . .

10,00, 7- S
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53. Ne . . 2-——>EL If being in WIN caused you to be away from your
children more, would this encourage or dis-
courage your participation? (READ LIST):

Encourage greatly . . . . . . . 2:58-5
Encourage somewhat. . 4
Neither encourage or discourage 3
Discourage somewhat 2
Discourege greatly. . . . . . . 1
DK/NA . . « . v v v v o v o 0
54, Have you had any transportation problems in getting to WIN, training or

work?

No . . 2:59- 2 -

Yes. . l=——>a. What problems?:

55. Do the contacts you have with the WIN staff tend more to encourage or to
discourage your participation in the program? (READ LIST):

Encourage greatly. . . . . . . 2:60- 5
Encourage somewhat . . . . . . L
Both encourage and discourage. 3 How?:
Discoﬁrage somewhat. . . . . . 2
Discourage greatly . . . « . . 1
DK/NA. . . . . . 0

56. Have you had any waiting periods of a month or more between activities
since you have been in WIN?:

Yes. . 2:61- l~——>a. Which of the following best describes your feel-
ings about these waiting periods? (READ LIST):

I have found them very hard to take . 2:62- 3

They have bothered me some. . . . . . 2
I haven't minded them . . . . « . . . 1
No . . 2——b. 1If you had to wait a month or more between ac-

tivities, how would you feel? Tell me which of
the following statements would best describe
your feeling (READ LIST):

T would find such a wait hard to
BEKE . v v v e e e e e e e e e e .. 2:62-

3
It would bother me some . . « . .« . . 2
I wouldn't mind it. . . « + + « . . . 1
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